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Abstract 

This thesis explored the roles and responsibilities of Teachers of the Deaf (ToDS) in 
Saudi Arabia. It draws from the experiences ToDS, Head Teachers (HT), and 
Educational Supervisors (ES) to understand their role's nature, scope, requirements, 
competencies and skills, and views of their students’ needs. The study was located in 
three schools in the Qassim province, including a specialised school for the deaf for 
primary and intermediate students, a mainstream primary school, and a mainstream 
high school. A total of 25 participants took part in the study: 25 ToDS, three Head 
teachers and two Educational supervisors. The research adopted a qualitative design 
and methodology and was guided by Bronfenbrenner’s ecological system model. 
Focus groups, semi-structured interviews and observations were employed as the 
methods of data collection.   

The findings suggested that ToDS, HT and ES were doing their best to meet the needs 
of Deaf Students (DS) but were doing so within systemic and organisational 
limitations without the necessary authority and resources. Although the curriculum 
looks good on paper, it is unfit for teaching deaf students and requires lots of work 
from ToDS to adapt to deaf students’ learning needs. However, data indicated that 
ToDS were not adequately trained for such responsibility.  Also, the lack of systemic 
and organisational support for ToDS diminished accountability and reflexive practice, 
which was evident in how ToDS acted as professionals and met or failed to meet DS’ 
learning needs. ToDS felt let down by the educational system as there were no 
accountability systems.  ToDS were left on their own to make a professional judgment 
about their jobs.  The limits of ToDS’ motivation uncovered a need for institutional 
arrangements that consider the voice of the teachers and provide support to them to 
perform their roles effectively. The ministry of education needs to support and institute 
in-service training programmes that can enable ToDS to gain the required skills and 
competencies for their roles, curriculum development and tailored assessment to 
address DS’ performance. 

Additionally, there is a need to ensure that ToDS are represented in the decision-
making team, especially in curriculum enactment and revision as well as in other 
educational issues in Saudi Arabia. Lack of teaching materials and resources for 
teaching deaf students also limits not only what but how ToDS teach the students and 
invariably affects deaf students’ learning experiences. Therefore, this study 
recommended modifying the curriculum for the deaf that will enable teachers to utilise 
visual materials rather than hearing ones as this will facilitate effective deaf students’ 
learning. Teacher education programmes also need to be improved by incorporating 
more targeted programs in sign language and lesson planning to allow ToDS to gain 
the required skills for their roles. 
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 Chapter 1. Introduction  

This chapter provides an overview of this thesis, whose aim is to examine the roles, 

responsibilities and experiences of Teachers of Deaf Students (ToDS). The focus is to 

understand what can be done to improve deaf education in Saudi Arabia. It is 

established that teaching quality plays a notable role in students’ learning. Hence, 

ToDS’ experiences can potentially impact DS learning and future life experiences, 

including getting a job.  Exploring the ToDS will provide insight into the nature and 

experiences of ToDS and how the ToDS experiences can be enhanced to bring about 

effective DS teaching and learning practice in Saudi Arabia.   

1.1 Research Aim 

The aim of this study was to explore the experiences of ToDS’ in Saudi Arabia. The 

focus was to understand the nature, scope and requirements of the ToDS’ role and the 

ToDS's perceptions of their competencies, skills and job motivation. Thus, this study 

draws from the ToDS’s Head Teachers (HTs), Educational Supervisors (ESs) 

perspective to provide deeper insight into how the ToDS’ experiences can be 

improved.  

1.2 Research Questions 

In order to achieve the aim of this study, the following questions were answered:  

• What were the nature and scope of the role of ToDS (the positive and 
challenging aspects)? 

• What were ToDS’ views on their education, training, and job satisfaction? 

• What were the perceptions of ToDS towards the teaching, learning, and well-

being of DS? 

• What were the organisational policies that support or challenge the Teachers 

of deaf students’ experiences? 

• What did it mean to be a ToD in the socio-cultural and Islamic context of 

Saudi Arabia? 



 

 

 

1.3. The Researcher 

I am a Teacher of Deaf students (ToDS) with over 10 years of teaching experience in 

Saudi Arabia. I currently teach in a Special School for the Deaf with a class size of 25 

students.  As a  ToD, I faced various challenges teaching and supporting my students 

learning needs. Some of my colleagues also complain of having similar challenges in 

their different roles as ToDs. These complaints include being stigmatised by the 

community, difficulty communicating with the students, feeling not well prepared for 

the ToD role, and the Ministry of Education (MoE) not listening or wanting to partner 

with ToDS. As The MoE seems disinterested in involving ToDS in decision-making, 

how then can DS learning experiences be enhanced? Questions such as this inform my 

curiosity to understand how best to improve the ToDS experiences and bring about 

the need for this study.    

1.4. The Research Context  

This study was located within the Deaf Education system in Saudi Arabia. Formal 

education in Saudi Arabia can be traced back to 1925, when King Abdul Aziz 

established the Directorate General of Education. At that time, only a few Saudi people 

participated in formal education. By 1932, education was mainly provided by Katatib 

(urban mosques), whose main teaching emphasis was on the Quran, composition and 

arithmetic (Encyclopaedia of Education in Saudi Arabia, 2019). At this time, the 

duration of school was six years, and schooling was only meant for the boys.  

However, oil wealth in Saudi Arabia led to investment in enhanced social 

programmes, and increased educational participation in public and specialist schools 

(AlMusa, 1999). The first Ministry of Knowledge was established in 1953, and the 

first Minister, Prince Fahad, became the fifth king of Saudi Arabia. In 2003, this 

Ministry was renamed the Ministry of Education. Education in Saudi experienced 

rapid growth that by 2019, the number of students in schools had exceeded six million 

across more than 25,000 schools (Ministry of Education, 2020). The increase in 

enrolment also increased the state budget for education from six GBP billion in 2005 

to 41 GBP billion in 2019 (Ministry of Education, 2019). 



 

 

 

1.4.1. History of Special Education in Saudi Arabia 

Special education started in 1958 as an evening face-to-face class in Saudi Arabia. 

Classes were in the form of peer-peer learning in which individual with a disability 

shares their knowledge with other people with a similar disability. For example, Al-

Ghanem was blind and learned to use Braille from an Iraqi. He received government 

funding to share his skills in reading and writing with other blind men for two years 

(AlMusa, 1999). At that time, special education excluded young people (Al-Wabli, 

1996), and there was no official government support for the education of disabled 

people (Al-Kheraigi, 1989).  

The government started having an interest in special education in 1960. Aldabas 

(2015) noted that the Ministry of Education (MoE) developed schemes to support 

special education between 1960 and 1971. In 1960, the MoE established the Institute 

of Light for the Blind in Riyadh. In 1962, the ‘Administration of Special Educational 

Needs’ (ASEN) was created to cater to the deaf, blind, partially sighted, and mentally 

disabled (AlMusa 2008). The Al-Noor Institute, a school for blind and partially sighted 

girls, was founded in Riyadh in 1964, and two deaf schools, known as the Al-Amal 

Institute (one for boys and the other for girls), were established in the same year. Other 

special schools for boys were established in Aneaza, Alhofouf, and Mecca (AlMusa 

1999). These schools aimed at providing education for blind students with support 

from the Al-Noor Institute. The government also established specialised schools (e.g., 

the Al-Riain Institute) for students with mental disabilities. The Al-Riain Institute was 

established in 1971 (AlMusa, 1999). 

However, those schemes were criticised for inadequate facilities and resources, which 

led to some educational reformation within the special education system. For instance, 

the Administration of Special Education was transformed into the Directorate-General 

of Special Education in 1972. The Directorate is responsible for managing 

programmes for Special Educational Needs (SEN) individuals, developing and 

implementing educational programmes, and monitoring, inspecting and evaluating 

schools. The Directorate was also responsible for developing and publishing special 

education curricula and providing technical support for SEN schools. The directorate 



 

 

 

also ensured that parents had the correct information on the advantages of special 

education for children with disabilities. In 1983, the Directorate-General of Special 

Education was renamed the General Secretariat of Special Education.  

By 1989, there were nine Deaf and Hard of Hearing (DHH) institutes for boys and 

five for girls. The government started a programme for the Hard of Hearing (HH) 

students at Al-Muhallab Bin Abi Safra, a mainstream elementary school in Riyadh. 

The Hope programme also started to run evening classes in literacy for Deaf Students 

(DS) in 1990. In 1991, a general education school for DS was started in Sakaka Al-

Jouf. The changing terminology of ‘disability,’ ‘integration,’ and ‘deaf students’ in 

Saudi Arabia reflected a shift in attitudes. For example, the General Directorate of 

Special Education called the process of educational reform ‘partial integration’ in 

1991.  

By 1994, the number of girls’ institutes had increased to nine, whereas there were 15 

institutes for boys. Two schemes attached to public education schools provided 

hearing and speech impairment interventions. By 1996, most SEN students were 

transferred from special schools to mainstream state schools. This reformation birthed 

the concept of inclusive education in the Saudi context (AlMusa, 1999). As of 1997, 

there were 17 institutes for DS and four schemes working with public education. An 

itinerant teacher program also supported improved integration between special schools 

and the mainstream public education system.  

Inclusive education in Saudi Arabia made impressive progress that by 2001, a total of 

90 institutes and programmes had been established. There were 35 schemes for the 

Hard of Hearing students, equivalent to a growth rate of about 47%. There were also 

four programmes for those with multiple disabilities, with about 4,122 beneficiaries 

within these schemes. The programmes experienced more progress, with institutes 

providing services to DHH students increasing to 110 (Riyadh, 2014). The Royal 

Decree No. (M/37), the Disabled Welfare Law (2000), approved the Council of 

Ministers’ Resolution No. (224). This law led to significant innovations in the care 

and rehabilitation of disabled people. For example, 16 articles detailed government 

guarantees concerning education, rehabilitation and other services for disabled people. 



 

 

 

Financial support was available alongside the provision of key services and tax 

treatment. The government encouraged institutions and individuals to contribute to 

charitable projects supporting people with disabilities. They stipulated educational 

services that must be available for pre-school, general education, technical education, 

and higher education. It is required that state provisions match the capabilities and 

requirements of disabled people; hence, efforts were made to ensure the enrolment of 

individuals with a disability on courses. Efforts were also made to evaluate services 

and inspection of the curriculum continuously. There were also aspirations to increase 

awareness of disability issues in the media (Human Rights Commission Saudi Arabia, 

2019). The work of establishing more special institutes continues to the present day 

across more local educational districts with an aim to provide adequate local facilities 

for students with disabilities (Alanazi, 2020).  

1.4.2. The Disability Rights and policies in Saudi Arabia 

Saudi Arabia has made significant advances in recognising disability rights. This is 

evident in Saudi hosting the United Nations Convention on the Rights of Persons with 

Disabilities (Convention on the Rights of Persons with Disabilities, 2008) in 2008. 

Saudi Arabia’s Disability Code (2014) provided clear definitions of partial or total 

disability in terms of body or mind, psychology or academic capability (King Salman 

Centre of Disability Research, 2019). The Saudi 2014 Disability Code established the 

principles of equal rights to all professional services. The aim was to allow disabled 

people to achieve their full potential in society, be independent, and have the 

opportunity to contribute productively. According to Alquraini (2014), the above 

policy provided the key framework for special education in Saudi Arabia. The 

Disability code is composed of 28 subsections specifying the educational rights of 

students with SEN. A key policy stated that students with SEN should be educated in 

mainstream state schools. It set out the requirements of the Individual Education Plan 

(IEP), which had to be completed with students based on their needs and abilities. 

There was a general requirement to maintain an inclusive environment.  

Notwithstanding, evidence from the literature has indicated that people with 

disabilities do not seem to have full equal rights with others without disabilities. This 



 

 

 

contradicts the disability codes and policies in Saudi Arabia.  One of the major reasons 

is social stigmatisation. Crabtree (2007:49) investigated how Arab Muslim families 

whose children had developmental disabilities in the United Arab Emirates (UAE) are 

cared for. They found that social stigma was prevalent and negatively impacted both 

the disabled children and the mother. On the contrary, Alomary’s (2014) study of the 

social and emotional attitudes among people with DHH in Saudi Arabia suggested that 

individuals with a disability had positive perceptions of their society and well-being. 

These individuals were confident in their ability to participate in the  society  

Moreso, the Ministry of Education’s 10-year plan has set up Vision 2030 to produce 

well-educated individuals who will help increase the country’s economic performance 

and the standard of living in Saudi Arabia and stresses science and maths and 

international positions. The vision also includes the provision of individualised 

programs for students with special needs’ (Vision, 2030). The MoE is currently 

working with local and regional governments to meet the vision 2030 goals. They 

oversee and plan projects and create educational policies that both local and regional 

levels of government implement. 

1.4.3. General Education system in Saudi Arabia 

Formal education became compulsory for males and females from 6 to 18 in Saudi 

Arabia in 2021. Early years education comprising Kindergarten and preschool, are not 

compulsory. Enrolment in the early year classes is totally by parents’ choice.  There 

are three levels of the General education system in Saudi: primary (6–12), secondary 

(12–15) and high school (15–18). Each educational level has specific goals (Quamar, 

2021). At the primary school level, the focus is to create Islamic national pride, basic 

language, math, and physical education skills. At the middle school level, teaching 

goals include science and extracurricular activities such as reading and religion. 

Secondary school education consists of general or vocational subjects including 

commerce, industry, and agriculture. For all the three levels of general education, there 

are six to eight daily lessons of 45 minutes five days a week (Sundays to Thursdays). 

After which students can progress to study for a higher education course either at a 

national institution or at a technical institution. Saudi Arabia has a total of 32 public 



 

 

 

and private higher education institutions. They also have a branch of universities from 

more than 24 countries are open to sponsoring its students at international universities. 

The scholarship programme is open to men and women created in 2005. 

Nonetheless, general education system remained segregated. The segregation arose 

from the Islamic culture and religion that require boys and girls to study separately, 

and also be taught by teachers of the same gender. Kumaraswamy and Quamar (2020) 

claims that the Saudi government have been accused of failing on its women’s equality 

goals regarding their participation in the labour force. Salaries and budgets remain 

identical, irrespective of the gender a school caters for.. The same curriculum and same 

exams are taken; except, that males receive additional teaching in Islamic teachings 

and values (Quamar, 2021).  

1.4.4.  Specialist Education for Deaf and Hard of Hearing (DHH) students in 

Saudi Arabia 

Prior to primary school, students diagnosed with Deaf and Hard of Hearing (DHH)  

are asked to complete a two-year foundation course. This programme involves early 

intervention and support services in which students with DHH are taught basic key 

skills. The objective is to prepare them for the general school environment and the 

general curriculum they would follow. This course is delivered by specialist teachers 

at Al-Amal Institutes using Sign Language. There are different types of specialist 

schools for DHH in Saudi. These includes the Al-Amal Institutes, the special 

education programme responsible for partial inclusion and fully inclusive schools. The 

Al-Amal Institutes offer specialist education for students with DHH. Most students 

with DHH in these schools will have been diagnosed with severe (>70 dB) to profound 

(>95 dB) hearing loss. Some of them will also have had other disabilities and speech 

difficulties.  

The deaf education system operates similarly to the general education system and uses 

the same curriculum. The Deaf system provides various levels of education: primary, 

intermediate, and secondary levels. At present, there are 12 deaf institutes for male 

students with DHH and 16 for female students (General Administration of Special 

Education, 2013, 2012). Specialist facilities and accessible classrooms are used for 



 

 

 

teaching DHH students. The students are also provided with assistive technology and 

devices, trained staff and free daily transportation to school and meals. Specialist 

teachers or Teachers of the Deaf (ToDs) are typically qualified with a bachelor’s 

degree in hearing impairment studies. ToDs are well-experienced in teaching students 

with DHH and can employ Sign Language (SL). In addition, DHH also receives 

medical care, clothes and recreational opportunities. Some schools offer special 

educational programmes with partial inclusion. Having partial inclusion means that 

DHH students are allocated a special classroom within a mainstream school where 

they are taught with specialist equipment and have their own teachers with appropriate 

qualifications. 

DHH who take part in full inclusion education is taught alongside their hearing peers 

for the whole day, following the same curriculum as their hearing peers. They are 

taught by general mainstream teachers, with support from specialists who offer 

supplementary assistance and workshops for teachers when needed. Such students 

receive social and academic support as well as psychological guidance. Speech 

therapy or one-to-one teaching in mainstream schools is provided in the resource 

room. The general acceptance criteria for these schools are mild-to-moderate hearing 

loss (35 to 69 decibels) in their best ear, using a hearing aid. Deaf Students (DS) would 

also need to have an IQ standard score greater than 75, based on the Wechsler test or 

similar assessment and evaluated by a team to assess their requirements related to 

hearing loss, but not other disabilities (Deaf Education Department, 2012).  

1.5 The Implications of the Research 

This thesis provides insight for policymakers, especially the Ministry of Education 

(MoE), to understand how the  ToDs’ partnership and involvement in decision-making 

can improve the experiences of ToDs and the learning needs of Deaf Students. The 

study also has significant implications for developing deaf education policy and 

practice. Currently, there is limited knowledge in the literature on how best to provide 

systemic and organisational support for ToDS. Improvements to support the role of 

ToDS would, in turn, provide better support for DS and fill a gap in the literature for 

Saudi Arabia and other Gulf or Arab countries at large. Additionally, this research 



 

 

 

provided a unique insight into the context in which ToDS work. It explained how the 

different systems within the deaf education system impact ToDs’ roles. For the 

policymakers, the study can help them understand the need to review the current 

system of training ToDs. This study was the first to research ToDS’ experiences in a 

Saudi Arabian context in depth to the best of my knowledge. It enabled suggestions 

for improved policy and practice. 

1.6. The conceptual framework 

A conceptual framework enables a researcher to explain the relationships and 

connections of concepts guiding the research process (Ravitch & Riggan, 2017). 

Ngulube et al. (2015) refer to it as an analytical framework that helps the researcher 

makes sense of their data. A conceptual framework can be represented 

diagrammatically or in a narrative form as a network of interlinked concepts that 

together provides a comprehensive understanding of a phenomenon” (Jabareen, 2009, 

p. 51). This study draws from the experiences of Teachers of the Deaf (ToDS) to 

understand the nature and scope of their role as well as their competencies and skills 

as ToDS. This research portrays the complexity of ToDS roles and reveals the 

interactions and factors influencing their career progression. Akbayrak and Douglas 

(2021) noted that the work of specialist teachers is multifaceted and involves 

collaboration with their school setting, students’ families, and professionals from a 

range of disciplines. Thus any attempt to explore the ToDS experience must consider 

these nested interactions that inform ToDS roles. Therefore, this study adapted 

Bronfenbrenner’s ecological system in identifying how ToDS experiences are 

influenced by the different settings supporting their roles as ToDS.  

Bronfenbrenner’s ecological system is defined as “a nested arrangement of structures” 

that influences experiences within the system” (Bronfenbrenner, 1977, p. 512). It 

consists of four subsystems, namely: Micro-, Meso-. Exo- and Macrosystem (Figure 

1) and offers a way to simultaneously emphasize both individual and contextual 

systems and the interdependent relations between these two systems” (Eriksson et al., 

2018, p. 416). Due to their interrelated nature, one system’s impact on individuals 

largely depends on their relationship with the other systems (Guy-Evans, 2020). As a 



 

 

 

conceptual framework, Bronfenbrenner’s ecological system enables me to “explore 

the complex system of [ToDS] relationships affected by multiple levels of the 

surrounding environment, from immediate settings of family and school to broad 

cultural, religious, regulations and policies ” (Guy-Evans, 2020, n.p). How ToDS 

experiences are conceptualised within each subsystem and how the systems impact 

the experiences of teaching deaf students in Saudi Arabia are further discussed in 

chapter 3.  

Figure 1: Bronfenbrenner’s ecological system model 

  

  

Adapted from Bronfenbrenner (1974) 

1.7.  Definition of Terms  

1.7.1.  Hearing Loss  

In the Saudi Context, the term ‘hearing loss is most frequently used for individuals 

with ‘reduced’ hearing (e.g., congenital cases) rather than ‘lost’ hearing (Al-

Khashrami, 2004). Similar to the Western context, Hard of Hearing (HH) individuals 



 

 

 

with reduced hearing can still hear some sounds and use spoken language. Their 

hearing loss is generally classed as mild or moderate. If there was minimal hearing, 

the term deaf is employed with their hearing being in the profound or severe range, 

which impacts their speech.  

1.7.2. Hearing Impairment  

Hearing impairment refers to various levels of hearing loss ‘ranging from mild 

difficulties understanding speech in noisy environments through to little or no speech 

recognition’ (Grote et al., 2021: 373). While hearing denotes individuals with no loss 

of ear function (Koopmans et al., 2018), hearing impairment are functional definitions 

that denote 1) various levels of hearing loss (e.g., mild, moderate and profound), 2) 

communication preference (such as a sign or spoken language) and 3) culture (e.g., 

identify themselves as ‘Deaf’) (Israelite et al., 2002). 

1.7.3. Deaf and Hard of Hearing (DHH) 

Hard of hearing is used in a more general context to denote those who have lost hearing 

but uses assistive technologies such as hearing loops. Such technologies are available 

in Saudi cinemas, supermarkets and retail shops under the disability rights (Fink, 

2017). Being hard of hearing is often also termed a ‘hearing impairment’ (Crandell 

and Smaldino, 2000). Still, such terms are best avoided in the Western world as they 

signify a loss or abnormality disliked in its politically correct or liberal culture. In the 

Saudi context, the Deaf is considered disabled. This could hamper the individuals’ 

future living and employment abilities. The reason is that disabled individuals in Saudi 

do not have adequate support that can improve their quality of life. Deaf and Hard of 

Hearing students (DHHs) in a Saudi Arabian context thus refer to those with some 

hearing loss or complete loss. 

 In a Western context, deaf individuals critique such terms positively, arguing that they 

are different rather than impaired, with their own culture and language, and 

alternatively, ‘what constitutes optimum health’ requires ‘an alternative construction’ 

(Szarkowski and Brice, 2018:117). Therefore the term ‘deaf’ will be used throughout 



 

 

 

this thesis with its focus on supporting equal access to education, further education 

and employment.  

1.8.  Chapter Overview 

This chapter (Chapter 1) provided an overview of this study. It described the context 

within which this study was conducted and highlighted the implications of the current 

research to policy and practice. The chapter also identified the Brofenbreners’ 

ecological framework as the conceptual framework underpinning the study.   

Chapter 2 reviews the related literature on the nature and experiences of ToDS. In 

Chapter 3, I discuss the methodology and provide the justifications for the methods 

adopted for the study. The chapter also describes participants’ selection and 

recruitment and details the data collection procedure. It identifies how ethical issues 

were considered and explains how trustworthiness was maintained in the study.  

Chapter 4 presents the results and explains the themes that emerged from the study. In 

chapter 5, I adopted Bronfenbrenner's ecological model in discussing the research 

findings. Chapter 6 summarises the key findings, outlines the thesis contributions to 

knowledge and identifies the strengths and limitations of the study. It also makes 

recommendations for policy, practice and future research..  



 

 

 

Chapter 2. Literature Review  

This chapter provides a review of related literature on the experiences of Teachers of 

the Deaf (ToD).  It focuses on understRelevant to the research context in Saudi Arabia, 

research undertaken in Arab-speaking or Islamic nations will be discussed throughout 

the following sections. The first section of this literature review will examine research 

on in-service and pre-service education and training for ToDS, and assess curriculum 

development, such as DS’ academic progress and what academic support they 

considered should be required to meet the diverse needs of DS. The second section 

will outline the way ToDS’ multifaceted roles involves leadership. The third section 

will discuss the competence and self-efficacy of ToDS and the experiences of newly 

qualified ToDS in terms of job satisfaction and the challenges they have faced and the 

nature of support available for ToDS, such as organisational support or inter-

professional collaborations. The fourth section the concept of special and deaf 

education will be discussed through the lenses of different models of disability. The 

fifth section introduces the Bronfenbrenner model as a key contextual framework of 

this thesis. 

2.1 Training of Teachers of the Deaf  

A World Bank Report (2014) showed that in many cases certification to recognise 

training was poorly equipped as an accurate instrument to measure a teacher’s 

competence, globally. Consequently, some teachers did not have appropriate subject 

knowledge and teaching skills; despite receiving higher salaries as a result of their 

training, and that training failed to improve students’ learning (Chang-Kredl & 

Kingsley, 2014). Related to professional development, Luckner and Dorn (2017) 

noted that ToDHHs considered specialised professional development to be poor. 

Various factors have led to a decrease in the availability of professional development 

opportunities in the US. For example, many educational programmes were cut as a 

result of the 2008 recession. However, there has also been criticism of the workshop 

model in the US when some teachers stated that it was difficult to transfer teaching 

models into applied classroom practice.  



 

 

 

Modern DHH education in Saudi Arabia can be dated back to 1964, when there were 

only 11 teachers for DHH. With the support of UNESCO, the Saudi government 

started a scheme in 1968 to train 20 male and 20 female teachers to work with DHH 

students (Al-Muslat, 1984). The programme involved training in teaching methods, 

including technology assisted teaching to use with DS; guidance on social topics; sport 

and psychology for deaf children; and vocational training. Some teachers and 

specialists in deaf education have had the opportunity to study abroad since 1967. 

When teachers returned to Saudi Arabia they could achieve leadership roles and train 

other ToDS (AlMusa 2008). Aldabas (2015) noted that the Al-Amal Institute taught 

SL to students with DHH who were expected to follow the general education 

curriculum. There was also evidence that some teachers were qualified with a first 

degree in DHH (Aldabas, 2015).  

Another development was the creation of the Department of Special Education at King 

Saud University in Riyadh. Most staff in the department graduated from universities 

abroad, such as the UK and the US. This department therefore made a major 

contribution to special teacher training and assisted with the development of this field. 

Moreover there were 20 or more special education departments in Saudi universities. 

As a result there was a remarkable increase in training specialist teachers who were 

qualified to work with students with DHH. In addition to understanding the 

requirements of special education, these teachers were trained in hearing impairment. 

Reflecting on their specialised status and training, these teachers were rewarded with 

a 30% higher salary (Al Musa, 1999). In addition to classroom teaching, specialist 

teachers reviewed the curriculum, evaluated skills, and examined students’ 

performance. Academic objectives were closely aligned with the student’s Individual 

Education Plan (IEP). Mainstream teachers at all levels were also obliged at times to 

teach students with DHH receiving an increased salary (20%) to reflect these duties – 

teaching students with DHH for 10 or more lessons each week, for example. It was 

hoped that the higher wages for specialised and mainstream teachers would motivate 

others to pursue this specialist career path. 

Many DHH children and young people are now taught by teachers who had graduated 

from Special Education departments of universities. In addition, itinerant teachers and 



 

 

 

advisors assisted in special education provision. Their various duties have been 

outlined in Articles 35 and 36 of the GASE regulations. In brief, an itinerant teacher 

is trained in special education to teach one or more students with SEN across multiple 

mainstream schools, and a teacher advisor is a specialist teacher trained in special 

education to offer advice to teachers in mainstream education (GASE, 2010). Private 

lessons are also to be delivered by itinerant teachers and teacher advisors. This system 

supported DS and/or those with a speech/language and communication disorders. An 

example of their professional assistance would be advice given on the use of Braille 

for communication with visually blind students.  

The undergraduate training requirement in Saudi Arabia was a BA in Special 

Education for primary school teaching, and a BA in a subject specific area for middle 

and high school. Teachers of DS were remunerated accordingly. Also, class sizes were 

small, with around five DS in a classroom compared to general education classes that 

had as many as 25 children. Such resources were provided by the Ministry of 

Education because they recognised the challenges of teaching DS. Yet, there was a 

paucity of research that examined the challenges faced by the ToD and whether these 

could be overcome through financial incentives and small class sizes alone. In general 

terms, teachers in Saudi Arabia were motivated by Islam to educate and help DS. Islam 

has supported the rights of people with disabilities, including deaf people, since the 

time of Mohammad (Peace be upon him) (Fahmy, 1998). For instance, Allah berated 

the prophet Mohammad in the Holy Quran (the central religious text of Islam, which 

Muslims believe to be a revelation from Allah) because the prophet did not pay 

appropriate attention to a blind person. 

According to the strategy guide for special education from the Ministry of Education, 

ToSENs and ToDS were required perform numerous tasks. First, tasks concerning 

SEN students’ learning and wellbeing; second, lesson delivery and evaluation; third, 

administrative tasks; fourth, social and family duties (MoE 2020). A teacher of special 

educational needs (ToSEN) was expected to respect students and treat them in an 

educational manner that provided them with security and reassurance and developed 

their personality. Also, the teacher must be focused on developing the talents and 

creative aspects of the disabled student and he should identify their weakness and 



 

 

 

shortcomings, working to improve them as much as possible. A ToSEN was required 

to understand the health, physical and psychological aspects that hindered disabled 

students from educationally benefiting, through observing them in the classroom and 

paying attention to their specific needs. Moreover, a ToSEN was to provide disabled 

students with academic and personal skills that enabled them to better understand 

themselves, their capabilities and their preferences. Disabled students might not be 

fully aware of the benefits available to them or the most suitable type of aid they 

needed. Accordingly, a ToSEN was expected to educate their SEN students about all 

the available audio-visual aids and how to make optimal use of them and support their 

communication and social skills, not only within the school but in all aspects of life. 

Finally, A ToSEN should enable SEN students to participate in all activities that were 

taking place in the school, either in class or extra-curricular activities (such as morning 

assembly), in order to integrate them as much as possible with their peers in general 

education. 

In Addition, there were various requirements in terms of lesson delivery and 

evaluation. A ToSEN must teach the entire curriculum and seek to achieve its goals, 

by designing lessons, selecting the most useful educational materials, choosing the 

appropriate teaching strategies, and preparing and implementing educational 

programmes suitable for people with disabilities in accordance with pedagogical 

foundations. A ToSEN must integrate technology in teaching and communications 

processes and take advantage of the school’s learning resource room. A ToSEN should 

employ the active learner principle, which involves moving away from the concept of 

teaching to the concept of learning; employing learning methods and resources that 

motivate the student to participate in active learning. Their work must also include 

preparing and implementing Individual Educational Plans (IEPs) for SEN students 

when a ToSEN could not deliver the lesson during the group lesson. They were 

involved in preparing and implementing tests for students with disabilities in 

accordance with the curricula and goals set for them, as well as monitoring their 

achievement level and preparing reinforcement support programmes if needed. 

There were also various requirements and duties around administrative tasks. For 

example, a ToSEN was required to participate in the daily supervision of students with 



 

 

 

disabilities and cover other teachers if they could not come to school. A ToSEN must 

also adhere to attendance and leaving time, start and end of classes, and remain in the 

school even if he did not have a class to teach; he must invest the free time in correcting 

and evaluating tests and preparing educational tools. A ToSEN also should perform 

any tasks assigned to him in his field of specialisation and advise general education 

teachers regarding methods of teaching subjects and education strategies. A ToSEN 

was required to evaluate the curriculum, lesson schedules, and assess curriculum 

books and propose what he deemed appropriate to develop the curriculum, based on 

experience from the field and also to attend meetings and councils organised by the 

school. Active participation in health awareness programmes was required, building a 

family and community partnership through communication with the family and 

community institutions by raising awareness in the community, through recreational 

programmes, extra-curricular activities. A ToSEN also should contribute to health and 

safety programmes during local, regional and global disability events in cooperation 

with the concerned authorities inside and outside the school, to raise awareness of 

disability in the community. 

Research has shown that a wider range of factors, such as teacher expectations, types 

of disability and how they manifested, alongside preconceptions about a student’s 

maturity and how ICT skills affected DS’ performance. Teachers’ academic 

expectations were a key factor, especially for DS with a history of behavioural 

problems (Teklu & Kumar, 2013). Alrayes and Almajed (2016) investigated teachers’ 

expectations about DS in Riyadh with a survey of 372 teachers. The most significant 

finding was that teachers considered that it was unfair to limit deaf people to 

marginalised jobs with low wages because deaf people were as intelligent as hearing 

people. However, there was a low expectation that deaf people would be able to speak 

and communicate as well as their hearing peers. This study did not find any notable 

correlations between gender, levels of special education qualifications, or school level, 

environment, years of experience, or the number of training courses attended. This 

meant that ToDS thought that DS were able to work on well-paid jobs that did not 

require vocal communication skills. 



 

 

 

Another problem for teacher training was the lack of research evidence to support 

professional development which had a significant impact on student learning (Yoon 

et al., 2007). Amka and Aziz (2020) found dissatisfaction amongst ToDS with the 

level of professional development designed to match their needs. Ntinda (2019) 

discovered that 82% surveyed ToDS (18 Participants in Eswatini) did not have 

appropriate professional teaching skills. These teachers considered that they had been 

poorly trained to cope with the demands of working with DHH learners. For example, 

there was a lack of deaf language training (Adebayo & Ngwenya, 2015). As a result 

of these weaknesses in training education was less inclusive. Ntinda (2019) reported 

that only four of the 18 teachers had a degree in special needs or inclusive education.  

A notable institution in terms of training and research, is the King Salman Centre for 

Disability Research (KSCDR), which was created in 1990. Its objective had been to 

contribute to disability research at an international level. A deaf programme and a SL 

department has continuously provided training to deaf people and SL interpreters. The 

centre also aimed to share aspects of Deaf culture with the hearing community. It has 

been responsible for the implementation and funding of research on deaf education 

issues (King Salman Centre for Disability Research [KSCDR], 2017). SASL has also 

been assisted by the Saudi Association for Hearing Impairment (SAHI), which was 

founded in 2002. It aimed to support deaf people by understanding their issues and 

improving lines of communication, especially those that connected deaf people and 

hearing communities. Training courses were developed by SAHI for the Deaf 

community. They also collaborated with a number of government departments, such 

as the Ministries of Education and Health (Saudi Association for Hearing Impairment 

[SAHI], 2017). With assistance from the Saudi government which provided a 20 

million SR1 research budget in 2013, SAHI implemented research on a large-scale 

project to create dictionaries that would unify SASL across multiple disciplines. They 

also planned to create a call centre for interpreting. An evident weakness in this aim 

was low engagement with linguistic and SL experts and those trained in translation 

and interpretation. Adequate documentation in SASL remains unavailable. 



 

 

 

2.1.1 Competence and Self-efficacy of Teachers of the Deaf  

A large global body of research has been conducted on teacher self-efficacy and 

competence (Lauermann & König, 2016; Miller et al., 2017; De Smul et al., 2018; 

Theelen et al., 2019; Yin & Perron, 2020) and on the importance of teacher experience 

in supporting teaching and learning (Sammons et al., 2007; Lieberman & Pointer 

Mace, 2008; Rice, 2013; Le Cornu, 2015; Durksen et al., 2017). Studies have also 

been conducted in Arab-speaking or Islamic nations on the importance of teacher 

experience (Kasim & Abdurajack, 2018; Darwiyanti, 2019; Lestari & Santoso, 2020) 

and competence (Dewi et al., 2020; Gade, 2020; Sukenti & Tambak, 2020), and ways 

of teaching that involve important cultural aspects like the Quran (Hakim et al., 2020) 

and pedagogical teaching practices with a student-centred approach (Qodir, 2020). 

Studies undertaken in the Arab-speaking or Islamic nations seek to understand the 

ways in which culture and religion influence teacher training and professional 

experience (Mardiyanti & Haryanthi, 2018; Suradi & Mawardi, 2020) and student 

progress (Mu’awwanah, 2017; Fahmi & Rohman, 2019; Zainab, 2020). Recurring 

concerns in Saudi Arabia in the literature, for example, included the effectiveness of 

professional training in the field of DE (Alasim & Paul, 2019; Alasim, 2020; Khojah 

& Asif, 2020) and the use of SL (Alamri, 2017; Basonbul, 2018; Zaien & Habbash, 

2020; Yasin et al., 2020), or alternative forms of communication and technologies 

such as fingerspelling (Alawad, 2020; Alzahrani, 2020), or smart phones (Jamaan & 

Abdullah, 2018). These recurring concerns fuelled public debates about education 

policy. In this section, I will discuss ToDS’ competences, job experience and 

satisfaction, and the challenges they face, globally and in Saudi Arabia. 

In the 1980s. many types of competences required by ToDS were identified and 

cooperation was found to be an essential skill. For example, Scott (1983) obtained the 

survey responses of 235 Teachers of the Deaf and Hard of Hearing (ToDHHs) to 

examine teaching competencies. ToDS were asked to rank their competencies; 

however, almost half of the respondents were from residential schools for DS and thus 

they ranked their “Ability to cooperate with special teachers and regular school 

personnel in developing an integrated program” (1983:52) as low. Scott stressed the 

importance of collaborative skills in teacher preparation for ToDHHs, as they would 



 

 

 

be operating “as a member of an interdisciplinary team” (1983:52) and pointed out 

that preparation programmes were needed to improve the competences needed by a 

ToD. Luckner (1991a) suggested that teachers at primary and high school levels 

believed that some skills were fundamental for all teachers of DS, regardless of the 

age level of the students. Like Scott’s study (1983), ToDHHs were invited to rank 

their teacher competences. The most highly ranked skills were instruction and 

planning, working with others, and interpersonal skills. In another article Luckner 

(1991b) examined the role of competence, such as cooperation and interpersonal 

skills, with classroom teachers (those who taught DHH in their classrooms). 

Competence was found to be very significant even though many ToDHHs stated that 

they were poorly equipped for this crucial competence. Many ToDHHs reported a lack 

of academic and professional training, so they had gained skills in consultation chiefly 

through their own professional experiences.  

In general, teachers needed to have certain levels of competence to teach DHH 

students, a study by Luckner and Miller (1994) found that many ToDHHs spent much 

of their time supporting general education staff, such as providing resources, training, 

and consultation. Skills in collaboration were therefore deemed essential for the role 

of ToDHHs. With regard to ToDS’ competences and self-efficacy, many studies 

described the complexity of deaf education and the importance of communication. 

Based on semi-structured interviews with ToDHHs, Vega et al. (2015) found that a 

key aspect of quality teaching were skills associated with communication and a 

significant finding was that teacher’s competences are developed chiefly through their 

educational experience and their classroom practice, rather than through teacher 

training. In addition to meeting the same skills and standards of general education 

teachers, Luckner and Hanks (2003) stressed that deaf education teachers must also 

gain expertise in language, language development and linguistics, with a specialism 

in SL. Therefore, deaf education teachers require a wide variety of skills. For example, 

based on a survey of professional job advertisements Johnson (2004) listed the 

following skills: SL; assessment; collaboration; effective oral communication; 

effective parent communication; IEP writing ability; maintaining records; preparation 

of lesson plans; and total communication skills (which involves finding the right 

approach for different people to aid communication). Dolman (2010) also noted that 



 

 

 

a professional deaf teacher fulfils a complex range of roles, far broader than that of a 

general or special education teacher; accordingly, accountability was a major stress 

factor associated with the breadth of complexity of their professional work.  

Given such complex work processes, the self-efficacy of ToDS was an important skill 

which, for instance, allowed them to manage the classroom and classroom teaching 

materials to suit DS. Regarding ToSENs, Cantimer et al. (2017) noted the importance 

of self-efficacy during training such as perceptions allowing them to identify 

proficiencies and deficiencies to work on. In this context Cantimer et al. developed 

The Special Education Teachers’ Sense of Professional Self-Efficacy Scale (SET-

SPSES), which employed a variety of variables such as age, gender, age, professional 

experience, educational background, and the special needs of students. Using this 

scale, 464 teachers graduating in Istanbul from a special education programme in 2014 

considered their self-efficacy to be satisfactory.  

Self-efficacy was connected to confidence. Brackenreed and Barnett (2006) surveyed 

428 pre-service teachers about how they felt about stress, inclusion and managing 

classrooms. They found that these teachers had low levels of confidence when they 

had been faced with students’ disabilities, and that they had often been challenged by 

students’ behaviour in the classroom. Likewise, Everhart (2009) reported that many 

trainee teachers expressed anxiety about working with disabled students in classroom 

settings. Both of the above studies advocated improvements in practical training for 

working with students with special needs. Another example, Conderman et al. (2012) 

surveyed 64 recently qualified teachers to discover how prepared they were. Practical 

teaching experience was highly rated amongst participants. It was also noted by these 

new teachers that classroom management was a key skill they found that they needed, 

especially for working with students who had Autism Spectrum Disorder (ASD). 

Similarly, Wash and Freeman (2014) noted that specialist training had an impact on 

the improvement of new teachers’ self-efficacy. Unsurprisingly, teachers who felt that 

they had inadequate practical training scored lower on their sense of efficacy test. On 

the other hand, the efficacy of preparation programmes in teacher education has been 

noted to increase students’ success, increase confidence and decrease anxiety, 

compared with teachers who had not been sufficiently prepared (Luckner & Howell, 



 

 

 

2002; Werts, Carpenter, & Fewell, 2014). These sources also reported the need for 

knowledge of deaf language as well as other skills and practical experience. 

2.1.2 Teacher of the Deaf Subject Knowledge and Skills  

It has been evident from the existing research mentioned so far that ToDS gain in 

experience and knowledge over time, particularly in SL skills, leading to an increase 

in teaching competence. Also within the Saudi Arabian context, Mustafa (2015) 

investigated the significance of professional competence, based on a teacher’s years 

of experience, their academic qualifications and their type. Various factors had no 

major impact on competence, such as content knowledge, ToDS’ level of experience 

and educational qualification. However, there was a general agreement by teaching 

professionals that ToDS should be highly skilled in order to have an impact on DS’ 

performance. A gender difference was apparent, with men stating that they were more 

open to learning new approaches to teaching and making more use of training, 

compared to women. Thus, training and experience (especially at a pre-service level) 

supported ToDS work with DS. 

This leads us to another aspect related to experience and satisfaction, that a ToD with 

an undergraduate degree in special education was more qualified and competent than 

ToDS with other qualifications, as it provided them with wider competence in terms 

of knowledge, social skills and competence in teaching, despite reported weaknesses 

in their pre-service training programmes. ToDS often transferred to senior 

administrative work after 10 to 15 years of teaching, taking on roles such as HT, ES, 

or school social workers at their school. Akhdar (2018) surveyed 37 ESs across all 

Saudi Arabia to identify what made the best ToD based on their background and role 

(for teachers who worked in integration institutes and courses in Saudi Arabia). This 

study compared ToDHHs, general education teachers, and subject specific teachers, 

such as SL interpretation. Akhdar found that specialist ToDHH centres held 

significant advantages compared to mainstream schools. Moreover, general education 

teachers could make a significant contribution in their schools if they had a diploma 

in a hearing disability subject, with a general degree. Also valued were teachers who 

had participated in a SL interpreter course.  



 

 

 

Considering the issue of communication related to SL skills, the poor knowledge of 

the SL dictionary and SL variations in the use of signs for the same object was highly 

featured in the educational literature. When Long et al. (1991) studied variations in SL 

they found that variations led to less efficient communication and learning outcomes 

as student participation was limited. This variation had an historical background as the 

development of SASL has been documented. The story involves deaf Saudi 

individuals, SL interpreters, and other educators. Alrayes (2006) found that Saudi 

Arabia Sign Language (SASL) was first used in schools in 1964. Given the geographic 

diversity of those attending these residential courses there was a degree of regional 

variation. The exchange and diversification of signs gradually contributed to SASL. 

Additional signs emerged from interaction with other Arab teachers from Jordan and 

Egypt. Also there were differences in vocabulary when the signs employed by boys 

and girls were compared. A difference still evident ToDay.  

The Saudi Deaf community and various deaf clubs contributed to the development of 

SASL. One of these clubs, which offered sports activities, trips, competitions, and 

lectures, can be traced back to 1980 in Riyadh. The Saudi Deaf Sports Federation 

(SDSF) (2017) reported that there were 24 Deaf community clubs overall in Saudi 

Arabia, which have influenced the dissemination and development of SASL to hearing 

people. These clubs delivered public courses for the Deaf community. In 1993, with 

support from high school DS, Alturki Abdullah, the principal of the Secondary 

Institute for the Deaf in Riyadh and Adjunct Professor at King Saud University 

produced the first SASL handbook. It was employed as a course text for teaching SL 

in the degree programme. His students then practised with students. Another key 

publication was created in 1997 by teachers, interpreters and DS from the Middle 

Institute for the Deaf in Jeddah. This book was called the Signs Dictionary for Deaf 

Language I, and included 1,000 Saudi signs. Another short specialist handbook was 

published in 2010 by a teacher and interpreter called Mohammed Alosaily. This book 

collected signs for medical terms, with 90 signs drawn from AS and SASL (Alamri & 

Alzahrani, 2010). The handbook was designed for doctors and nurses to enable them 

to communicate with deaf patients. Another dictionary of SASL was compiled by 

Alomary (2013) who collaborated with 60 Saudi deaf individuals.  



 

 

 

In a study of Arab countries, Hanafi (2007) examined signs based on the Deaf Unified 

Arabic Sign Dictionary in teaching programmes in Bahrain. Teachers in deaf 

integration courses wanted to work with unified Arabic signs; however, teachers 

encountered the problem that the unified system was often different from signs learned 

by their DS during childhood. Hanafi noted that the teachers had similar levels of 

experience of using the unified Arabic signs, and there was no significant difference 

between the skills of primary and middle school teachers. Ntinda (2019) found that 7 

out of 11 (64%) participants noted that there were often problems with SL and 

communicating during the delivery of lessons as there were so many local variations. 

There were even differences in SL between primary and high schools for DS. As a 

result, this created major communication problems for teacher-student work and also 

for communication between students. Mpofu (2013) and Dakwa and Musengi (2015) 

studied language difficulties at school and at home. These studies found that non-

standard SL frequently led to misunderstandings and significantly disrupted academic 

communication. Forlin et al. (2015) highlighted inadequately trained teachers. One of 

the factors that worked against inclusion was variations in SL. Clearly a standardised 

SL would be beneficial for communication; teaching parents SL so they used SL at 

early age with their child would facilitate teaching and learning, and it would support 

teachers and their students. So despite the number of resources and SL dictionaries 

available ToDS experienced a different picture in the classroom. 

There were many debates about the communication methods used to educate deaf 

people in the literature. Marschark and Leigh (2016), for instance, noted that there had 

been multiple perspectives and different approaches to best practice throughout the 

history of deaf education. A key barrier was the lower level of acquired language and 

the effort required to learn SL. Thus there were issues around three types of 

communication: the bilingual-bicultural approach, the use of spoken language 

(oralism) and total communication (Moores, 2001). Each approach has had its 

supporters and its critics. For most deaf people SL was the most significant method of 

communication that they used in their daily lives (Lane & Grosjean, 2016). 

Accordingly, SL was recognised as a key component of Deaf culture and identity 

(Napier & Leeson, 2016). SL played a major role in education in the bilingual-

bicultural approach. Thus, the curriculum was delivered through hand movements and 



 

 

 

shapes, in addition to the use of facial and emotional expression (Hallahan, Kauffman, 

& Pullen, 2018). In the bilingual-bicultural method, a deaf person used SL to 

communicate with others, but at the level of reading and writing they used the 

language of the community in which they lived (Moores, 2001). In the oral method, 

DS used speech to express themselves and lip reading to understand speech. They also 

invested their remaining hearing in the best possible way through audio training and 

the use of appropriate hearing aids (Moores, 2001). The dominance of the oral method 

was traced back to a conference held in Milan in 1880, which required Deaf people to 

use spoken language (Rodda & Grove, 2013). This approach was deemed to be 

authoritarian as some Deaf people were punished if they used SL; for instance, their 

hands would be tied behind their backs to prevent them from signing (Van Cleve, 

1999). This method was frequently used in schools in Europe and North America. This 

method oppressed many people in deaf education for a century, as the oral method 

was compulsory and SL was banned. In the total communication method, deaf 

individuals utilised a combination of the oral method and SL, such as signs, finger 

spelling and speech, to communicate (Moores, 2001). This method also involved 

listening and lipreading (Hands & Voices, 2015). The use of the term ‘total 

communication’ can be traced back to the late 1960s. From my experience as a teacher 

of DS, the method of communication used in Saudi Arabia is the bilingual-bicultural 

method. 

In addition to controversies about the method of communication, there were also 

debates in the literature about the role of special schools or integration in the 

mainstream (Marschark et al., 2015). Some of these debates about method and 

philosophy could traced back to the 13th International Congress of the Education of 

the Deaf held in Stockholm in 1970 (Hands & Voices, 2015). Confusingly, two terms 

had been used as though they were the same: ‘Total Communication’ (CT) and 

‘Simultaneous Communication’ (SimCom or SC) (Power & Leigh, 2011). Total 

Communication was considered to have had greater flexibility than SimCom, as the 

learner could employ one or more methods to suit his or her needs. The right to use 

one or more methods could impact on wider issues of exclusion or inclusion in 

education. There was also a debate about the measure of academic effectiveness, 



 

 

 

which in turn would be impacted by the school environment and whether special 

classrooms would be used, or would even be available.  

Although meaningful communication was a key component of successful teaching, it 

involved much more than speaking clearly or signing fluently (Lang et al., 1994). 

Akamatsu and Stewart (1998) highlighted that focusing on the signing abilities of 

teachers alone put excessive restrictions on the concept of a highly qualified ToD. 

They argued that effective use of language was more significant than the type of 

communication method used in order to encourage DS to engage in the classroom 

(Long et al., 1994; Akamatsu & Stewart, 1998; Smith & Ramsey 2004). Reed, Antia 

and Kreimeyer (2008:498) stated,  

[...] although the communication mode may influence a student’s 

ability to communicate with teachers and peers, the quality of SL 

interpreting, the ability of the student to appropriately use the SL 

interpreter, and the willingness of the teacher and peers to work with 

the interpreter and make instructional accommodations may be 

more important and have more influence on achievement than 

communication mode alone  

This section has analysed a selection of some of the most influential competence 

studies published from the 1980s to the present. Many studies were concerned with 

pre- and in-service training. The comparison between general and specialist teachers 

with a need for more specialist training was a common feature of these studies in Arab-

speaking or Islamic nations. A strong thread running through many of these studies 

was an emphasis on communication skills and competence in the use of sign-language. 

Evidently, professional training was linked with perceptions of competence.  

2.1.3 Curriculum Development, Material and Resources  

Concerning, curriculum development, material and resources, and issues related to 

curriculum development and delivery, the general curriculum was challenging for 

ToDS because it required adjustment to meet DS’ needs for it to be accessible to them 

(Hegarty, 1993; Aldabas, 2015). If it was not adjusted to match the ability of DS, it 



 

 

 

presented a huge challenge for them and affected their academic success. A study 

conducted by Adoyo (2007) in Kenya demonstrated that the curriculum was a major 

obstacle for ToDS: 

Special institutions in Kenya follow the regular curriculum, which 

is extensive and demanding, centrally designed and rigid, leaving 

little flexibility for adaptations for teachers to try out new 

approaches. The timing for the completion of the curriculum is also 

unrealistic for the deaf people as the teaching and learning processes 

are slowed down due to the processes involved (Adoyo, 2007:8) 

In a Saudi Arabian study, Alshamsan (2017) also found that the curriculum led to 

failures in a programme for female DS at Prince Noura University. It was found that 

the curriculum was broad without annotations in either finger spelling or SL. The 

students stressed that it was difficult for them to access the curriculum for this reason. 

Providing a general curriculum for disabled students is essential, but in addition to 

supporting their needs, teachers must introduce changes in the curriculum to meet the 

requirements of students with special needs (Alquraini & Gut, 2012) which means that 

to maintain the quality of deaf education students should not be offered a brief or 

simplified curriculum; rather, teachers should introduce changes that facilitate 

students’ access to it (Thumann-Prezioso, 2005). Albertini et al. (2015) stated that DS 

need to be provided with clear and easy to understand texts due to their poor literacy. 

Another issue faced by ToDS in the US was that state assessments hold ToDS back 

from providing important skills DS needed in order to achieve success in their later 

life, as they were required to adjust the curriculum for the deaf to only meet the state 

assessment (Luckner, Slike & Johnson, 2012). This finding could be applied in a Saudi 

context as ToDS could only teach from standardised textbooks placing limitations on 

how the general curriculum could be taught.  

Ntinda (2019) also found that the school curriculum was not adapted to the specific 

needs of DHH students and they were typically taught using a general rather than a 

specialised language curriculum. Specifically, six of seven ToDS reported that the use 

of the mainstream curriculum hindered communication for learners with special needs 



 

 

 

because it was not adapted to them, with listening examples for instance. The 

researchers identified evidence of ToDS’ professional skills being developed in the 

role due to the difficulty of adapting the mainstream curriculum to teach DHH 

students. This problem also had an impact on students with special needs. For instance, 

there was a lack of pedagogic innovation, such as translating the mainstream education 

syllabus and textbooks into SL. Accordingly, the researchers recommended 

curriculum development. The national curriculum was important for DS to be exposed 

to the same lessons that HS were exposed to as part of inclusion in general education 

practices which would help them to continue their education towards a BA and higher 

education. ToDS should be provided with guidance on how to deliver the curriculum 

to DS divided by time frame, teaching methods, and propriate VETs. This would 

ensure that DS receive similar knowledge across different schools or ToDS. This also 

would rise the expectation of ESs for ToD performance and could make ToDS more 

accountable by meeting the guidance of the curriculum for DS. 

Evaluation of DS’ Progress was a key issue of the curriculum. According to Bradley-

Johnson and Evans (1991), Nielsen and Luetke-Stahlman (2002), and Bowen and 

Ferrell (2003), the assessment process must have a purpose aligned with student 

success because there is little point in creating an assessment that does not improve 

the academic level of students. Therefore, ToDS must be an expert in the quality of 

the information to be obtained from different assessments that they were willing to 

use, and also understand their limitations in terms of obtaining a valid evaluation for 

DS. Broad knowledge of specialised terminology used in the assessment, for example, 

was a key requirement for the valid assessment of the educational capacity of DS. It 

might not be easy to assess the educational needs of DS due to the diversity of their 

hearing loss and their language abilities (Crowe, 2005). Deaf children, for instance, 

required special methods and tools for assessment that take into account the diversity 

of languages used (Prezbindowski & Lederberg, 2003; Cawthon, 2006). Miller (2006) 

indicated that it was impossible for ToDS to adopt general disability standards without 

adapting specific criteria to the needs of a group of children. For instance, ToDS 

required broad knowledge of the development and language problems for DS to be 

able to assess their skills (Easterbrooks & Baker, 2002). 



 

 

 

Luckner and Hanks (2003) described the pressure experienced by deaf educators 

where a large volume of material must be studied within insufficient timescales. 

Johnson (2004) noted that quality was sacrificed towards favour or quantity, failing to 

take account of gaps in student knowledge. As a result teachers and students felt that 

they could not meet ever increasing expectations. Luckner et al. (2012) also noted 

many problems with state assessments, given than ToDHHs already faced many 

challenges supporting students whose performance had been affected by their hearing 

loss. ToDHHs in Luckner et al.’s study proposed more of an emphasis on lifelong 

learning and life skills rather than a regime of state testing and assessment. The 

teachers complained about the lack of time to prepare students and the effect of poor 

performance on students’ ongoing motivation. 

A study based in Indonesia reported that state assessments put students under 

considerable pressure and stress was higher among students with hearing impairments 

(Nafida & Musthofiyah, 2017). Also, the assessments distracted students from more 

practical life skills such as self-advocacy, self-directed learning and emotional 

intelligence. These pressures also affected teachers who noted that state assessments 

damaged student motivation and felt demotivated themselves. One of the 

disadvantages of heavy assessment and concern for reputation, a feature of Saudi 

Arabian culture (discussed in Chapter 2), was the increased tendency to ‘teach to the 

test’, with the result that there was less time given to critical thinking. Nafida and 

Musthofiyah (2017) also noted an increase in cheating and the fraudulent reporting of 

inaccurate results by local government. Nonetheless, the Indonesian government 

asserted that exams motivated teachers and students (Nafida & Musthofiyah, 2017). 

Regarding teaching in Saudi Arabia there was no state assessment, so many trends that 

I outlined from Western countries like the US were not applicable in Saudi Arabia and 

other issues relating to assessment were raised by ToDS in Saudi Arabia. This means 

that this research had the potential to research and fill a gap in the knowledge 

concerning the efficiency of the curriculum for DS learning.  

For instance, the efficiency of IEPs. In a quantitative survey conducted in Saudi Arabia 

(Hanafy & Alrayes 2008), 147 ToDS were asked their opinions about the importance 

and use of IEPs. All of them agreed (103) or sort of agreed (44) of the importance of 



 

 

 

using IEPs with DS. The value of IEPs to special needs students cannot be ignored as 

crucial documents connected with assessing students’ progress and planning ahead. 

Zigmond, Kloo and Volonino (2009:190) stated,  

The IEP (Individual Education Plan) defined and made transparent 

the content of each student’s unique special education program. The 

IEP described the specially designed instruction and the 

supplementary and related services needed by the student to benefit 

from instruction in that special content as well as in the general 

education curriculum. It gave parents and school personnel the joint 

responsibility for formalising the special education curriculum to 

which that student was now entitled  

The IEP supported all special needs students, regardless of their disabilities, diversity 

or gender differences. The IEP was developed remarkably over the years (Schenck, 

1980; Ryan & Rucker, 1986) due to the IEPs use as an effective tool in the educational 

based on individualised education which aimed to provide equal and appropriate 

educational opportunities. Within Saudi Arabia, Alquraini (2011) stated that the MoE 

provided and encouraged the use of IEPs for all special needs students. IEPs have 

become one of the most significant educational services given to students in Saudi 

Arabia. Yet no research on IEPs indicated, as this study revealed, how challenging 

they were to develop and their effectiveness in supporting the delivery of the 

curriculum. 

The preparation of IEPs involves implementation, follow-up, reflecting on student 

progress and writing notes and meeting with relevant professionals. All these tasks 

require time and effort which made them a challenge for ToDS to implement properly. 

Johnson (1983) and Luckner and Hanks (2003) found that time given to paperwork 

was unsatisfactory, and was thus stressful for ToDS. In addition, Miller (2000) pointed 

out that available time at school was insufficient for ToDS to prepare lessons or do 

tasks related to the IEP, which forced them to work out of school hours and over the 

weekend. Finishing the paperwork was therefore challenging and stressful for 

ToSENs; it might overwhelm them, especially considering the additional time and 



 

 

 

effort required (Scheetz & Martin, 2006; Scull & Winkler, 2011). Therefore, the IEP 

was one of the shortcomings in the field of deaf education due to ToDS’ lack of skills, 

especially new teachers because of the inadequate education they had received at 

university (Rittenhouse, 2004; Kennon & Patterson, 2016). Wisniewski and Garguilo 

(1997) and Rittenhouse (2004) described the development of the IEP as a recurring 

problem which set out the student’s learning needs, the school’s services, and a plan 

to evaluate progress. Stewart and Kluwin (2001) explained that it was necessary to 

differentiate teaching, given the wide diversity of students and their needs. But this 

complexity and variety was a challenge for teachers. ToDHHs frequently complained 

about the burden of paperwork, which was especially heavy for teachers working in 

special education; nonetheless, ToDHHs recognised that administration plays a 

significant role in professional teaching (Brunsting et al., 2014). As previously noted, 

the burden of clerical work and various administrative roles contributed to teachers 

feeling burnt-out (Kaufhold et al., 2006; Brunsting et al., 2014). Recent research 

revealed “Key barriers to IEP implementation were found to include limited parental 

involvement; a lack of structural support at the school level; and negative attitudes 

arising from socioeconomic and cultural factors.” (Alkahtani and Mahmoud, 2016: 

65).  

Firestone and Pennell (1993) stressed that teaching materials that met student needs 

had a positive impact on students’ educational achievement. Such teaching materials 

also facilitated teachers’ work by enabling students to participate and interact in class. 

Obiakor and Offor (2012) and Eleweke (2013) suggested that a variety of educational 

materials in Nigeria, especially visual learning materials, must be made available to 

encourage DS to participate in the classroom. Nowell and Innes (1997) highlighted 

issues that teachers must consider when using the learning materials to ensure greater 

interaction with and participation from students, such as emotional, social and cultural 

factors as well as communication methods. Tilano-Vega et al. (2014) stated that some 

DS in Colombia had no access to the materials they needed. It was the teacher’s job 

to overcome such an issue by finding or developing tools to meet their DS needs. 

Similar to IEPs this required time and effort and needed to be incorporated as a part 

of a ToD’s role. 



 

 

 

2.2 Teacher Leadership in SEN 

Related to special needs is the subject of teacher leadership. There has been a great 

deal of focus given to general teacher leadership worldwide (Wenner & Campbell, 

2016) being defined as ‘one who leads both in and beyond the classroom, identified 

with and contributes towards a community of teacher learners and leaders, and 

influences others toward improved educational practice’ (Katzenmeyer & Moller, 

2009:164–165). Roles can be formal and paid, or informal and unpaid, full-time or 

part-time (Sun et al., 2013), yet special education teachers are ultimately ‘required to 

create and sustain the momentum for inclusivity which is not a dominant cultural 

norm’ (York-Barr et al., 2005:205). Inclusivity involves implementing activities in the 

classroom, which are stimulative and providing an inclusive environment for learners 

(Vernon-Dotson, 2008) 

The Council for Exceptional Children (CEC) is an international organisation based 

across the US and Canada that aims to improve the success of children and youth with 

disabilities, gifts and talents. They outline seven core areas for SEN teachers to 

achieve (CEC, 2021): 

• Assessment 
• Content knowledge 
• Program, services, and outcomes 
• Research and inquiry 
• Leadership and policy 
• Professional and ethical practice 
• Collaboration 

Under Section 5.0 ‘Leadership’ CEC (2021:para.8) mention that SEN teachers’ roles 

include setting ‘challenging expectations for learners’, to encourage and use 

‘linguistically and culturally responsive practices’, to ‘productive work environments 

that respect and safeguard the rights of individuals’, and to advocate for improved 

policies and practices and resources. Therefore, Special Education Teacher Leaders 

(SETLs) role is a multifunctional one, that involves advocacy for their pupils’ rights 

to adequate education. Or as Begley and Tang (2018:54) propose, 1) student 

advocating to ensure student needs are met through inclusivity, policy and practice, 2) 



 

 

 

facilitating collaboration, such as modelling best teaching practices and mentoring 

teachers, 3) administration responsibilities, including staying up-to-date with law and 

policy, and 4) innovating, involving research and problem solving. Through these four 

means SETLs are advocates of instilling changes towards improvement for their 

students, teachers, parents, school and community (Jacobs et al., 2014; Lukacs & 

Galluzzo, 2014). 

Due to the unique nature of the role ToDS face (see Section X.x) specialised leadership 

is required. How teacher leadership occurs within the field of Special Education in 

Saudia Arabia has primarily been approached through considering the link of their role 

to policy and practice (Alkahtani and Mahmoud, 2016; Alsalahi, 2014; Travers, 2014) 

which is currently lacking. Alkahtani and Mahmoud (2016: 65) recommend that the 

Saudi government should allocate specialists to improve assessment measures, 

curicula, via “informed policy and practice”, in order to make this happen it may be 

that teachers need to step into leadership roles more and take control of their specialist 

knowledge. 

2.3 Teacher of the Deaf Job Challenges, Satisfaction and Systems of 

Support  

The career progression of early career teachers can be understood with data drawn 

from the SASS (the largest survey of US elementary and secondary schools) with 

42,086 teachers in 1999 to 2000 who had recently finished their educational training 

programme. After ten or more weeks of practical experience in a special education 

classroom four out of five of these special teachers were still teaching after a year. 

However, it was noted that 7% had transferred to another area of education. 

Significantly, one in seven special teachers had left the profession. Additionally, 

teachers with less practical experience were significantly less likely to continue 

teaching (63%), while 20% had left the profession altogether. In the light of these 

results, Connelly and Graham (2009) concluded that practical training had a positive 

impact on the retention of special teachers. One reason that might cause teachers to 

move to another field was experiencing burnout. Based on a three-year longitudinal 

study of 816 new teachers, Hultell et al. (2013) concluded that the experience of 



 

 

 

burnout at the start of a teacher’s career did not accurately predict burnout at a later 

point. Having examined fluctuating patterns of pressure on teachers they 

recommended that intervention initiatives could be better targeted to improve the 

retention of early career teachers. 

Limited studies specifically examined the Saudi Arabian experience of ToDS. 

However, in the US a survey of 608 teachers of DHH students Luckner and Hanks 

(2003) showed that the ToDS were either satisfied (51%) or very satisfied (59%) with 

most of the job-related categories of their questionnaire. Specifically, high levels of 

satisfaction were associated with working with colleagues, training opportunities, 

being able to use training and education, the challenges inherent with stimulating work 

and the desire to achieve successful, structured lessons. In general, teachers were very 

positive about their professional work. Alternatively, several factors that caused 

feelings of dissatisfaction were clerical administration, dealing with mandatory 

examinations and assessments, and poor engagement with students’ families. 

Additionally, in the US Luckner and Dorn (2017) examined the responses of 495 

ToDS about various aspects of their work. This nation-wide survey found that 89% 

were satisfied or very satisfied with their work in general. Based on 64 categories of 

work, 52 were considered to be satisfactory or very satisfactory according to more 

than half of respondents. The most satisfactory aspects were importance and 

challenge, explaining important vocabulary and concepts, opportunity to use past 

training and education, professional qualification of colleagues, 

attending/contributing to IEP meetings, working with a wide age range of students’ 

school safety, and working with students from diverse cultures. Based on a survey of 

245 teachers Amka and Aziz (2020) found that various factors explained why 54% of 

them were satisfied or very satisfied: work relationships, time at work and home, 

wages, schedule, teamwork. Interestingly, salary was a divisive factor because those 

who were qualified received a bonus, whereas less qualified teachers were dissatisfied 

with their lower wage.  

Another aspect of job satisfaction were teachers’ perceptions of poor working 

conditions. For example, Luckner and Hanks (2003) discussed various factors 

contributing to high burnout rates: onerous clerical tasks, a high number of cases, poor 



 

 

 

wages, a lack of support, difficult student behaviour, and the poor progression of 

students. These negative factors had an impact on general teacher morale and on the 

quality of education they provided. The study conducted by Luckner and Hanks (2003) 

found major areas that teachers felt dissatisfied or very dissatisfied about, which 

endorsed the earlier findings of Johnson (1983) whose work will be returned to later. 

Amka and Aziz (2020) interviewed teachers about their future plans to stay in the 

educational profession. In summary, 39% stated that they would stay in the field for 

more than 15 years, but 28% expected to remain for no more than five years. Luckner 

and Dorn’s (2017) study found that approximately one third of participants stated that 

they would remain in the profession for up to five years and one third reported their 

intention to remain for more than 15 years. A smaller proportion (17%) planned to 

work for another six to 10 years, with a further 16% opting to stay in deaf education 

for 11 to 15 years. Various explanations were offered; most planned to retire, but 

others expressed dissatisfaction with their work. For others, it was noted that there 

were lower student numbers in present training courses. 

Teachers, in general, were reported to often face social-emotional challenges in their 

early career (Schlichte, Yssel, & Merbler, 2005; Schonert-Reichl, 2017; Nenonene et 

al., 2019). Within the classroom, teachers learnt to balance interpersonal demands as 

they strived to adapt student instruction, curriculum, and assessment to meet the 

diverse needs of their students, and in particular students with special needs. 

Challenges associated with meeting these demands placed teachers at risk for burnout 

and compassion fatigue (Davis & Palladino, 2011; Lewis & King, 2019). The 

construct of burnout, first introduced by Maslach (Maslach & Jackson, 1981; Maslach, 

2003), had been often used in literature to describe the negative emotional experience 

of professionals working in human-services roles. The chronic negative emotion of 

teachers was typically operationalised as burnout (Van den Berghe et al., 2014). 

Research on burnout in educational settings has considered and compared teacher 

burnout against school resources, student misbehaviour, classroom management, self-

efficacy and motivation (Brouwers & Tomic, 2000; Emery & Vandenberg, 2010). 

Many stress factors have been studied for ToDS. For example, Johnson (1983) 

identified ten frequently mentioned stress factors specific to deaf education teachers. 

These included poor school communication; clerical work; IEPs; the burden of 



 

 

 

preparing and planning classes for a diverse group and not having sufficient time to 

do so; students’ challenging behaviour; low professional wages; the attitudes of 

students’ families and inadequate educational resources. In broad terms, these findings 

were also supported by Wisniewski and Garguilo (1997). Additionally, teachers who 

worked directly with special education needs students, such as DS, within self-

contained classrooms or through withdrawal programs, reported significant social-

emotional challenges (Hoffman et al., 2007; Kennon & Patterson, 2016; Rashid et al., 

2020). (In Saudi Arabia most teaching settings are structured around a self-contained 

classroom.) In these circumstances, many teachers considered leaving the profession, 

especially during the early years of teaching, despite also highlighting the potentially 

rewarding nature of their relationship with students, as Schlichte et al. (2005) found.  

Specific to Saudi Arabia, one of the few research projects conducted on the attitudes 

of HTs, ToDS and parents of DS by Alothman (2014) used focus groups and 

individual interviews, observations and documentary data of 61 participants. 

Alothman revealed that challenges included HTs lack of knowledge about inclusive 

education, and a lack of collaboration occurred among school staff to support one 

another, and thus teachers were inhibited by this lack of support. Also parents did not 

know how to support their child’s learning because there was a lack of collaboration 

between the parents of DS and teachers. Other challenges were caused by a lack of 

resources such as insufficient facilities and teaching materials, and a lack of teacher 

training courses. Alothman (2014:2) proposed “There is a strong need to create 

mechanisms to change the knowledge, attitudes and qualifications of principals, 

teachers and parents”, and in order to do this further research into the specific 

challenges faced and what their solutions was crucial – one of the gaps this thesis 

aimed to address. 

In Saudi Arabia, two different types of in-service training were available for ToDS. 

The first was a diploma only offered to ToDS who came from teaching HS without a 

BA in teaching DS. The second consisted of courses offered to ToDS to improve 

certain skillsets or teaching methods found to be effective in improving DS. All ToDS 

mentioned having access to in-service training. Generally, the quality of this training 

was found to be less beneficial than ToDS wanted. However, they stated that their 



 

 

 

diploma was more beneficial than other courses; mainly, during a one-year study 

course they practised work within schools of the deaf for four months, some ToDS 

also pointed out that faculty members who taught the diploma at the university were 

well informed and knew the field well.  

Professional development/teacher training was also a challenge which affected job 

satisfaction. The importance of excellent prior training for teachers early in their career 

was identified in many studies (Moor et al., 2005; Berry, 2010; Kelchterman, 2019). 

One key issue was content specific knowledge, or its lack of. The value of practical 

classroom experience for trainee teachers who aimed to work with students who had 

special needs was reported by Shippen et al. (2005) who concluded that all teachers 

should be prepared and equipped to work with students with disabilities on a practical 

level. Almutrib (2015) looked at the elementary level teaching of mathematics to DS 

via a survey of 63 male and female maths ToDS in Al-Ahsa in Saudi Arabia. This 

study found that most teachers did not have a deep enough mathematical knowledge 

to present basic mathematical concepts to their students. Luckner and Dorn (2017), 

who surveyed 495 ToDHH students in the US, also reported a lack of preparation and 

training; they proposed that teacher training should address how to deal with clerical 

administration associated with teaching such as filling in standard forms, incident 

reports and formal letters. They also suggested that it would be helpful to incorporate 

a greater use of online resources into teacher training and staff development which 

would support teaching and administration requirements. Ntinda (2019) found that 

82% of teachers surveyed in Eswatini stated that their professional competences and 

training were poor in terms of teaching the national curriculum to DHH students; 

consequently, it was difficult for them to implement inclusive education. Therefore, 

teacher preparation programmes aimed to provide pre-service teachers with the 

professional competence required to support their students to be as successful as 

possible (Luckner & Ayantoye, 2013). Yet, there was a discrepancy here as Johnson 

(2004), amongst other studies cited above, found that trainee teachers had difficulty 

with content-specific knowledge and with the process of differentiating instruction.  

Based on a survey of 82 male and female ToSENs in the state of Khartoum, Salah 

(2009) explored training programmes and their professional compatibility and found 



 

 

 

a statistically significant correlation between in-service education and professional 

compatibility. Ibrahim (2014) conducted an experiment in Saudi Arabia with two 

groups of 14 ToDS to compare the impact of a training programme on teachers’ 

competence. This training had an immediate impact, which was sustained in the 

follow-up period, and restressed the importance of ongoing training. Several studies 

showed the usefulness of continuing education for general teachers (Longworth, 2003; 

Gorard & Selwyn, 2005). However, few studies addressed the impact of continuing 

education and in service training for ToDS. The results of the studies cited in the 

previous subsection supported that continuing education would be beneficial to ToDS. 

Increasingly, research connected to this field indicated that professional development 

needed to be linked directly to the work of teachers in their local settings. This 

approach was found to have a greater impact if it was based on helping teachers deal 

with the difficulties they experience in their classrooms (Fullan, 2007; Darling-

Hammond et al., 2009). Another practical development in the US, in the general 

teaching field, was the increased use of Professional Learning Communities (PLC), 

which operated as collaborative networks and mentoring programmes for teachers 

(Glazerman et al., 2008). Many of these networks now operate online, and thus 

electronic resources can be widely disseminated with teachers deciding what resources 

to adopt and/or how to adapt them according to their circumstances. Leading examples 

of this kind of support for teachers in the US included the Iris Centre; the Institute of 

Education Sciences – What Works Clearinghouse; Hands & Voices; Central Institute 

for the Deaf; Clarke Schools for Hearing and Speech; Gallaudet University Regional 

Centers; the National Deaf Center on Postsecondary Outcomes. 

Considerable research indicated that SL was a challenge that impacted teacher 

satisfaction, even the most significant challenge, for ToDS in the classroom (Arnesen 

et al., 2008; Batchelor, 2010; Musengi et al., 2012; Mpofu, 2013; Hrastinski & Wilbur, 

2016). One of the main reasons for this was the lack of appropriate training at colleges 

(Jones & Ewing, 2002; Rittenhouse, 2004; Johnson, 2004). In Saudi Arabia, a recent 

study found that poor ToD SL abilities was a key reason for closing a college 

programme for female DS (Alshamsan, 2017). DS pointed out that the teaching staff 

did not fully understand SL. Other research conducted by Mpofu (2013) supported the 



 

 

 

view that poor use of SL among ToDS caused DS to lose interest in learning as they 

could not access information and understand the subject being taught.  

Using SL in the classroom as a way of communication with DS was much debated in 

the literature (Lang, Dowaliby & Anderson, 1994; Long et al., 1999; Akamatsu & 

Stewart, 1998; Jones & Ewing 2002; Smith & Ramsey, 2004). Lang, Dowaliby and 

Anderson (1994) found that fluency in SL and interacting in an understandable way 

with students were the most effective features of a teacher’s ability. Fluency in SL 

also enhanced a ToD’s ability to understand the culture of deafness. Jones and Ewing 

(2002) found that classes in language acquisition and SL were key components of the 

46 general teaching preparation programmes that they surveyed. Eisa (2019) also 

evaluated the performance of SL skills of 34 ToDS in Al-Amal institutes via four 

aspects: general life-related signs, signs used by DS, educational signs and religious 

signs. These were measured according to speed of movement, placement, hand shape 

direction, hand palm, and facial expressions. In summary, there was “a high 

association between the performance on dimensions and skill paragraphs and the 

overall score for all dimensions” (2019:45). Teachers’ SL skills were not strongly 

associated with their specialism; however, it was evident from Eisa’s research that SL 

skills could be strongly correlated with a teacher’s years of experience and a strong 

link existed between teacher competence with SL and how many training courses they 

had attended. 

In the US, legislation, such as the Individuals with Disabilities Education 

Improvement Act (IDEIA) and No Child Left Behind (NCLB), required ToSENs to 

be highly qualified in SL to meet the needs of special needs students. Despite this, SL 

classes were not elective academic subjects during training: yet SL is vital to the 

education of DS and a key component of a highly qualified teacher’s work (Lang, 

McKee & Conner, 1993; Lang, Dowaliby & Anderson, 1994). In Saudi Arabia, the 

Royal Decree No. (M/37), the Disabled Welfare Law (2000), approved the Council of 

Ministers’ Resolution No. (224). This law led to significant innovations in the care 

and rehabilitation of disabled people. The articles also stipulated educational services 

that must be available for pre-school, general education, technical education, and 

higher education. Although Article Nine stated provision for encouraging “institutions 



 

 

 

and individuals to establish special programs, as well as associations and charitable 

institutions for the care and rehabilitation of disabled persons.” and “Coordination 

between the various governmental and private agencies regarding the services 

provided to persons with disabilities.”, unlike US law it did not specifically mention 

SL. 

Wood et al. (1986), acknowledged that a ToD tends to manage the conversation taking 

place between themselves and their students in the classroom by taking a supporting 

role and encouraging students to engage. For example, by asking open-ended 

questions, giving students an opportunity to express their ideas and use language more. 

Although Wood et al.’s study was conducted with oral DS, the findings could be 

applied to signing DS as ToDS are responsible for encouraging communication within 

the classroom. It takes time and much effort for ToDS to learn SL, possibly taking a 

few years to sign fluently, which requires acquiring academic skills and high fluency 

to explain the lesson academically (National Association of the Deaf, 2007). 

Saur et al. (1986) reported that a significant obstacle to classroom involvement was 

classroom interaction and presentation, and therefore teaching, which they noticed by 

observing deaf college students for eight months. A delay in SL interpretation was 

evident during lectures, where DS were not able to answer the lecturer’s questions 

properly within an expected time frame (Saur et al., 1986). Stinson et al. (1996) came 

to the same conclusion when interviewing 50 deaf college students at the National 

Technical Institute for the Deaf, New York. All students recognised communication 

in the classroom as a challenge despite the differentiation in the method of 

communication, for instance types of SL. For students who used SL as a method of 

communication, interpreters had difficulty in following classroom communications. 

Oral language students also expressed difficulty understanding speech. Additionally, 

a recent study by Alshamsan (2017) in Saudi Arabia supported these findings as 

Alhamsan found that more than 50% of deaf female college students felt that 

participating and interacting in the classroom was one of the most significant obstacles 

that they faced, and this ultimately was a consequent of insufficient teacher training. 



 

 

 

Therefore communication styles used to instruct DS, and teacher competence in using 

SL were a fundamental component of teaching, and a key aspect of an excellent 

educator (Aylor, 2003). Teaching students with hearing impairments who had trouble 

communicating resulted in several challenges as students may not have taken an 

interest in classroom exercises, or have had behavioural difficulties, and this 

nonparticipation could unfavourably influence their learning and ultimately their 

academic achievement (Long, Stinson & Braeges, 1991). Conversely, students who 

had enjoyed communication with teachers and peers were likely to be academically 

involved due to having had a sense of control over their learning (Marschark et al., 

2001; Marschark et al, 2013). Hence, communication skills were central to ToDS’ 

satisfaction as it impacted their ability to teach, and DS’ ability to learn. 

2.3.1 Organisational and Financial Support for ToDS 

In the field of deaf education, senior administrators should ideally do all they can to 

support teachers to find methods to improve their performance, especially as ToDS 

face many challenges (Luckner & Hanks, 2003). For instance, administrators 

organised training for teachers and embraced opportunities to develop teachers’ 

knowledge and skills in order for them to meet the needs of DS (Hall & Hord, 2001; 

Baker et al., 2004; Earley & Porritt, 2010). Luckner and Howell (2002) stated that not 

only new ToDS needed to be supported by administrators or supervisors; even senior 

ToDS needed assistance. Kennon and Patterson (2016) surveyed the experiences of 

116 ToDS and determined that a lack of support from managers was most frequently 

classified as a cause of stress by teachers. ToDS pointed out that this was because 

administrators did not provide beneficial feedback or offer sufficient resources to 

ToDS. Furthermore, related to the efficacy of ToDS Garberoglio, Gobble and 

Cawthon (2012) found a relationship between the efficacy of ToDS and the leadership 

style used by administrators. School administrators who adopted leadership theories 

in their administrative work were able to have a positive effect on ToDS who felt their 

work was valued – like transformational leadership theory which provided time for 

teachers to learn and reflect on their learning experience – whereas administrators who 

did not practise such leadership theory did not have this effect (Foster, Long & Snell, 

1999; Neil & Morgan, 2003; Smith, 2007; Stevenson, 2008). In addition, Cordingley 



 

 

 

et al. (2003) found that professional development promoted collaboration among 

teachers, helping them to prepare lessons and continue to deliver high-quality work by 

implementing the provision of non-contact time. Luckner and Hanks (2003) also 

recognised that career stability and support from administrators correlated with job 

satisfaction among ToDS; although it appeared that continuous support from 

administrators was required to achieve the required change in teachers (Goos, Dole & 

Makar, 2007). Without that continued support, ToDS’ required performance was 

unsustainable (Hargreaves & Fink, 2003). 

The lack of support from administrators also made ToSENs leave the job. In Chambers 

(2008) teachers explained that their reason for leaving was not because of anxiety or 

money, but because there was insufficient support from administrators. ToSENs 

showed their discomfort with the administration when they were frequently asked not 

to teach and then had to do paperwork, attend meetings and work with other teachers 

or with the community. This meant that ToDS experienced fewer opportunities to 

exercise professional judgement. Two reasons for a lack of administrators’ support 

were a lack of training in deaf education, and the pressure to satisfy multiple roles 

such as families, the governing committee, the community and national organisations 

(Klopping, 2005). Easterbrooks and Baker (2001) found that administrators held high 

expectations with regard to the ToDS’ knowledge level and ability to effectively deal 

with DS and it was these expectations that led administrators to provide insufficient 

support for ToDS. In contrast, enabling environments supported teachers to reach the 

highest possible level of service delivery (Phillips & Glickman, 1991). However, 

school administrators did not provide the required support for ToSEN students, or only 

provided them with a limited amount of support in the classroom (Wisniewski & 

Garguilo, 1997). Although Wisniewski and Garguilo’s study was not specifically 

concerned with deaf education, the generalisation was logical in this instance because 

deaf education is part of special education and ToSEN students cited insufficient 

support from administrators to adjust curricula. Administrators did not give feedback 

in order for teachers to develop the work, they did not motivate teachers as much as 

they criticised, and they did not facilitate the work of teachers – even at the level of 

service delivery to students. The researchers also found that teachers referred to a high 

level of control by administrators, which reduced their ability to do their job properly.  



 

 

 

In terms of Saudi Arabia, limited research was available regarding organisational 

support from administrators or supervisors. To fill this gap, this thesis aimed to 

investigate the type of relationship between HTs and administrators or ESs and to what 

degree the ToDS were receiving support from them (this will be discussed further 

under Inter-professional Collaboration after Financial Support). A lack of materials 

and facilities was challenging for teaching DS in countries such as Nigeria and some 

Arab countries (Eleweke, 2013; Hadidi & Al Khateeb, 2015). If the quality of teaching 

is to be high, financial resources cannot be neglected within an educational 

organisation. Financial resources provide teaching aids and materials, the building of 

necessary educational facilities, such as laboratories and playgrounds, all of which 

need to be financially sourced (Hadidi & Al Khateeb, 2015). Alternatively, Hanushek 

(1989) stated explicitly that financial resources were not the most significant challenge 

facing the education system; other aspects were more challenging, such as the need to 

improve the academic achievement of students and to minimise dropouts. These were 

also issues across developing and developed countries and in general education. 

Nonetheless, various studies worldwide noted that teaching resources were inadequate 

(Khan et al., 2012; Mapolisa & Tshabalala, 2013). Specific to DS, Johnson (2004), 

Lenihan (2010), and Kennon and Patterson (2016) commented on the pressure to 

maintain and raise standards that was hindered by a lack of specialised education 

resources and financial resources that were still an issue, especially in a developing 

country that needed to provide necessary materials where it would be a challenge for 

teachers to work without them. In Uganda, for example, the lack or limitation of 

resources made meeting the needs of special education students a challenge for 

teachers because of high prices or the lack of learning materials in the country (Eron, 

2015). Chakuchichi et al. (2003) explained that one of the reasons some DS were not 

accepted at schools in Zimbabwe, for instance, was due to lack of resources. 

Therefore, financial resources are crucial to ensure all deaf people gain the opportunity 

to receive an education. 

2.3.2 Inter-professional Collaboration  

As briefly mentioned, due to the nature of their work ToDS did not have enough time 

for the teaching demands placed upon them, neither for additional tasks such as 



 

 

 

cooperating with parents and other professionals. In this regard, Friend and Cook 

(2013) found that collaboration and consultation with teachers and psychiatrists 

requires a lot of effort and time which teachers stated that they lacked. And yet, one 

that was beneficial to certain groups of students, 

[...] collaboration is vital to optimize success. Psychiatrists and 

educators should function as part of a team where information 

regarding diagnosis and treatment are shared so that interventions 

are successful at both home and school. All team members should 

be encouraged to develop a sense of empathy for how the child 

processes information and their daily frustrations so that their 

individual emotional needs are addressed. While educators should 

access resources to enhance social and emotional skills in the school 

setting, psychiatrists should serve as valued consultants to guide 

educators in the educational arena (Friend & Cook, 2013:4). 

This finding was shared with a recent study in Indonesia as Amka and Aziz (2020) 

reported that ToDS or those with a hearing impairment did not have enough time for 

any collaborations because consultation was time-consuming, especially when it 

involved communicating with students’ families and a variety of professionals. The 

educational literature demonstrated the benefits to teacher collaboration for DS were 

a shift in teachers’ attitudes connected to classroom management and knowledge about 

the education of DS in inclusive settings (Sari, 2007); it improved social skills through 

interaction between DHH and hearing classmates, and DHH students’ academic 

progress increased in areas such as reading vocabulary, reading comprehension and 

mathematical problem solving (Kreimeyer et al., 2000); and collaboration increased 

educational access by ensuring students’ needs were met across different classrooms 

at the same school (Paul & Moores, 2012). For instance, via team-teaching methods 

(Jiménez-Sánchez & Antia, 1999) which involved DHH and hearing students co-

enrolled within the same classroom with supported teaching (one ToD and one general 

teacher) to cover the same curriculum. For example, Jiménez-Sánchez and Antia 

stated in their review of the literature and interviews with ToDS, “Collaborative efforts 

have shown positive impact on students’ academic performance, attitudes, social 



 

 

 

skills, and self-esteem, and one teachers’ levels of comfort and competence” 

(1999:125). 

Note that the ES angle in the literature on organisational support available for ToDS 

had not been widely studied, although the importance of a positive relationship 

between ToDS and supervisors had been examined by Turan (2019). Turan’s project 

in Turkey studied the early intervention process for two ToDS and how they were 

supervised. Ultimately, while teachers held common objectives their methods for 

implementing and managing the process differed. The supervisor offered practical 

criticism and support, and both parties valued the helpfulness of the collaborative 

process and valued the time for critical reflection on real-life experiences. However, 

Turan’s conclusions also noted the importance of taking the needs of parents into 

consideration.  

Teachers needed to be supported to strengthen their commitment to work and so that 

they were able to collaborate effectively with other professionals who were involved 

in the learning environment. Working with school administrators, for example, who 

had a major role to play in influencing ToDS (Littrell, Billingsley & Cross, 1994). 

Such support, such as the time for collaboration, from senior administrators and HTs, 

had a positive impact on teachers’ well-being, and senior administrators were also 

responsible for providing training so teachers could develop their teaching skills and 

abilities to communicate effectively in the classroom (Fullan, Cuttress & Kilcher, 

2005). Blase and Blase (1998) determined that effective leadership involved building 

a good relationship with teachers by communicating with them and offering them 

opportunities to enhance their professional abilities. In addition, effective leadership 

should not restrict resources for teachers and should provide them with sufficient time 

to accomplish required tasks (Neil & Morgan, 2003; Rhodes, Stokes & Hampton, 

2004). Also, ToDS should be supported to achieve a balance between meeting their 

own professional needs and those of the educational institution (Bell & Bolam, 2010). 

2.3.3 Classroom Support: The Role of Teaching Assistants 

Teaching Assistants (TAs) provide additional classroom support to ToDS. Worldwide 

research has shown that the presence of TAs increases DS’ outcomes (Salter et al. 



 

 

 

2015), although some literature suggests that 1-1 TA work can lead to teachers 

underestimating a student’s level, e.g. language skills, and impede learning progress 

by increasing their dependency on the TA (Blatchford et al., 2009; Webster et al., 

2013), or when ToDS and TAs fail to fully cooperate due to structural management 

issues in schools (Webster et al., 2020a, 2020b). However, the majority of the 

literature is in favour of the positive aspects of TAs being in DS’ classrooms to remove 

barriers to learning such as communication, language, etc. (Alborz et al., 2009; Salter 

et al., 2015; Webster et al., 2010). 

Being a TA is a role requiring specialist knowledge and pedological practices (Jarvis, 

2005). Whereas a ToD has knowledge about deafness, SL, language and learning 

development, TAs work with DS on their participation and understanding of the lesson 

content (Lehane, 2016; Webster and Blatchford, 2013; Webster et al. 2020a, 2020b; 

Salter et al., 2015). For instance, the National Deaf Children’s Society (NDCS, 2015) 

mentions some aspects of a TA’s role can include: 

• tutoring to support classroom teaching. 
• complex knowledge of SL to be able to explain course work and visual aids 

to deaf student if required. 
• notetaking to enable deaf student to fully focus on lessons. 
• pre- and post-tutoring sessions out with the classroom. 
• liaising with ToDS to identify specific learning needs for deaf students’ 

communication level and comprehension. 
• looking after hearing technology. 

However this role has just been introduced in Saudi Arabia in 2019, and part of the 

gap this thesis fills is to gather ToDS’ thoughts of whether TAs would be helpful in 

their classrooms on a broad level to support ToDS in the classroom in specialised and 

mainstream schools. 

2.3.4 School-Family Collaboration  

Many studies conducted worldwide with hearing students revealed a positive 

relationship between parents and schools (Griffith, 1996; Nascimento, 2008; Chen & 

Gregory, 2009; Froiland, Peterson & Davison, 2012), plus those between parents and 

teachers which were beneficial for student achievement (Vincent, 2013; Appleton, 

Terlektsi & Coombes, 2014; Thomas et al., 2020). In terms of deaf education, a limited 



 

 

 

number of studies examined the parent-school-relationship with regard to facilitating 

the work of ToDS. One study conducted by Calderon (2000) examined the parental 

involvement of deaf children (aged 45 to 88 months) in the US where parental 

involvement was positive and played a role in raising the level of their deaf children’s 

reading skills because the parents’ positive role facilitated the work of the ToD, and 

minimised their efforts to raise the level of deaf children (Calderon, 2000). Another 

study by Powers and Saskiewicz (1998) compared the participation of the parents of 

deaf and hearing children. The parents of DS were involved to an equal degree as the 

parents of hearing students. Yet the type of participation was different: parents of DS 

observed more, whereas parents of hearing students were more involved in classroom 

activities. Type of participation raised an interesting point: that the lack of SL skills 

of the parents of deaf children was a possible reason why they were not confident 

enough to participate in the class and preferred to observe (Powers & Saskiewiz, 

1998). In another study at an elementary school, 25 DS who were deaf were examined 

to investigate how parents affected their children’s education. This study also found 

that families played a major role in their children’s academic success by supporting 

their children at home and during their school programmes (Reed, Antia & Kreimeyer, 

2008). From such studies, it is reasonable to conclude that when students’ lack support 

from parents, it is going to be challenging for ToDS to encourage their students to be 

successful. This outcome was reported by Kennon and Patterson (2016); in that 

significant levels of stress arose for teachers when they had to work with disengaged 

parents, or when inadequate communication with parents occurred. Ntinda (2019) 

reported that all seven focus group participants agreed that there was a need for more 

involvement by parents.  

The educational literature also suggested that there should be more parental 

involvement various aspects of child development – academic, social, personal 

(Sapungan & Sapungan, 2014; Đurišić & Bunijevac, 2017; Boonk et al., 2018). Yet 

while parental involvement could be highly beneficial and help to make children more 

successful at school (Boonk et al., 2018), the cultural context whereby disability was 

a stigma could lead to lower levels of parental support and involvement (Rohwerder, 

2018; Paula et al., 2020), which was discussed earlier in Chapter 2. The educational 

literature also revealed some discrepancies, as, surprisingly, parents’ involvement at 



 

 

 

high school in the US did not have a positive significant impact on adolescent DS post-

school outcomes (Cawothon et al., 2015). While this contradictory study appeared to 

indicate that parental involvement did not play a role in facilitating the role of ToDS 

in high school (Asif & Ali, 2020; Dettman et al., 2020), the overall literature 

overwhelmingly supported that where good communication and collaboration 

occurred between schools and parents this had a positive effect on student outcomes 

(Calderon, 2000; Luckner & Muir, 2001; Reed, Antia & Kreimeyer, 2008) – such as 

parental interaction with the school, participating with their children in extra-

curricular experiences and parents helping their children to complete homework– and 

the opposite was also true when negative interactions occurred, such as no, or little, 

consultation with parents (O’Farrell & Kinsella, 2018) especially where a lack of 

family resources and additional disabilities held families back from participating 

positively even if they wished to do so (Hartas, 2015; Reed, Antia & Kreimeyer, 2008; 

Karchmer & Mitchell, 2003; Powers, 2003). Cases like those above suggested a 

systemic issue where barriers were created to parental participation as the result of 

poverty and this was also an issue in Saudi Arabia and other gulf countries.  

Although no significant impacts connected to parental involvement were found across 

the studies discussed above, neither was there sufficient evidence to suggest that the 

participation of DS’ parents was not essential. For instance, Cawothon et al. (2015) 

found that the majority of the participants’ parents were not college educated, and it 

was known that the higher educational level of parents was a key factor for positive 

parental involvement with the deaf (Kluwin & Corbett, 1998; Alzahrani & Alqarni, 

2017). Another aspect to consider was the comparison of rural and urban settings. Few 

studies had examined ToDS’ experience in rural settings. However, a study by Berry 

& Gravelle, 2013 surveyed 203 special educators across 55 rural districts in the US. 

Their aim was to investigate what teachers liked or disliked about rural school teaching 

and what challenges were experienced. It was noted that a close community ethos and 

deep relationships existed, more like a family. One in two teachers stated that they had 

multiple responsibilities and were engaged in collaborative work with parents, which 

led to higher levels of satisfaction amongst teachers. In summary, they found being in 

a rural place was an advantage to teachers due to family and community support, 

compared to similar relationships in cities. 



 

 

 

In Saudi Arabia, few studies in the educational literature had examined how Saudi 

families care for their disabled and deaf children and what cooperation occurred 

between parents and teachers of DHH students. With regard to the level of caring 

within families, Alqahtani (2015) reported that a typical Saudi family fully supported 

a person’s special needs; he or she was not treated differently from any other family 

member. In fact, some parents travelled abroad to improve their DHH training and 

communication skills. Parents in Saudi Arabia also supported their children by 

establishing a special needs centre for children and their parents. Nonetheless, it was 

admitted, related to a point just made above about systemic barriers, that some DHH 

children did not gain their full rights from their family as some families might be 

poorly educated (Alqahtani, 2015).  

Regarding the nature of cooperation between families of DS and their child’s teacher, 

in a recent study in Saudi Arabia by Alzahrani and Alqarni (2017) a survey of 421 

parents and 233 teachers revealed a lack of cooperation. Teachers stated that parents 

of the deaf did not positively cooperate with schools in terms of their children’s 

education, especially in the development of IEPs; yet teachers were willing to 

cooperate with them. ToDS highlighted they were the only professionals responsible 

for teaching DS and required support from parents. Therefore, parental lack of support 

was one cause of poor academic outcome for DS. Moreover, parents of the deaf 

revealed that ToDS did not cooperate either and gave ToDS a hard time for the 

revision of every aspect of the curriculum. Alzahrani and Alqarni’s study indicated 

that a lack of cooperation was more significant among parents of hard-of-hearing 

students compared to parents of DS; however, their research did not provide reasons 

for this perceived lack of cooperation, which was generally found for all grade levels, 

nor did it examine the quality of parent-child-teacher interaction. 

Studies and research related to this thesis in a Saudi context were limited to a few 

studies that looked at the experience of teaching DS, often a specific academic subject. 

For example, Huda Mohamed (2016) investigated the teaching of mathematics to DS 

in Saudi Arabia. 40 teachers (14 males and 26 females) in the Tabuk region were 

surveyed and identified several problems in the teaching of maths. Most significantly, 

it was considered difficult to communicate with DS, and another problem was the 



 

 

 

content of the curriculum; two crucial factors that contributed towards disengagement 

and mental problems for DS. Thus, the educational institution was deemed to be 

creating problems. A similar study to this thesis was recently published by 

Almuhzamah (2018), which investigated the experiences of 90 ToDS in Riyadh, Saudi 

Arabia. This examined the difficulties of language courses and integration 

programmes in elementary schools and identified that a central problem was 

inadequate training and support, and curriculum content was unsuitable for DS which 

made it challenging for DS to have equal access to the mainstream curriculum. 

Moreover, it was noted that teachers were not fully committed to contemporary 

teaching methods. Another specific finding identified in this study was that 

educational aids were not adapted to collective work or cooperative learning: the 

funding process was a factor in explaining this weakness.  

2.4 Definitions and Prevalence of Disability and Deafness  

This section will outline current provision for children with disabilities, looking at 

DHH education across all levels. As previously noted, there were specialist schools 

(known as deaf institutes) as well as mainstream schools with full inclusion in Saudi 

Arabia; in addition there were self-contained classrooms, providing a partial level of 

inclusion. Various terms have been used to describe degrees of deafness: hearing loss, 

hard of hearing, deaf, and Deaf. Although the term hearing loss was frequently used, 

it was often altered to individuals with reduced hearing by professionals. The change 

recognised that those individuals’ level of hearing might always have been reduced 

rather than lost (as in the case of congenital cases). Individuals who were defined as 

hard of hearing had reduced hearing but still heard some sound and could use spoken 

language. Typically the loss of hearing was mild or moderate. If there was minimal 

hearing, the term deaf was employed with their hearing being in the profound or severe 

range, which has an impact on their speech (Hallahan et al., 2009).  

Deaf with a capital D, on the other hand, signified identification with the Deaf 

community. The Deaf employed Sign Language (SL), but also asserted that their status 

should not be defined merely medically as a loss. They asserted the notion of hearing 

loss or deafness as an asset. The term hearing impairment has been widely used, but 



 

 

 

was not deemed acceptable by the Deaf community (Wareham, Clark, and Laugesen,  

2001). Accordingly, the terms deaf and deafness have been used throughout this thesis. 

Types of loss of hearing include conductive hearing loss; sensorineural hearing loss; 

mixed hearing loss; auditory neuropathy. Time of loss was also a significant factor in 

definition. Conductive hearing loss could be defined as the distortion of sound caused 

by a blockage, usually located in the middle ear. Common causes of limited hearing 

were ear infections, fluid caused by sinus infection, or excess wax in the ear. Hearing 

could be restored by removing the blockage. In other cases, the blockage could be 

caused by a more serious anatomical abnormality. Sensorineural hearing loss was 

caused by damage to the nerves in the inner ear. Those sensitive hair cells were located 

in the cochlea or cranial nerve. The effect was reduced hearing, which could be 

progressive and permanent. This problem was most common amongst those deemed 

to be deaf or hard of hearing. Mixed hearing loss included both conductive and 

sensorineural factors. Auditory neuropathy or auditory desynchrony occurred when 

sound was not being transmitted to the inner ear reliably. This condition might cause 

unstable and unpredictable variations in levels of hearing, ranging from normal to 

significant loss. 

The time when hearing loss occurs had a major impact on the individual, in terms of 

their practical functions and experience of life. In congenital cases, hearing loss was 

evident at birth. Prelingual loss occurred prior to spoken language, and postlingual 

after that. For congenital and prelingual individuals with hearing loss the ability to 

speak was hindered, whereas postlingual loss had a reduced impact. Therefore 

postlingual loss had a less severe impact on spoken language competence. Some 

studies estimated that 3.3% of people in Saudi Arabia have a disability (Bindawas & 

Vennu, 2018); other estimates range from 8% to 15% (Altamimi, Lee, Sayed-Ahmed, 

& Kassem, 2015). Different types of disability were evident among students in Saudi 

Arabia, such as deafness, learning difficulties, Autism Spectrum Disorder, and visual 

impairment. Support for all people with disabilities was provided by the government 

through a monthly living allowance of approximately 400 GBP per month.  



 

 

 

In global terms, the World Health Organization (2019) noted that hearing impairment 

was the fourth most common form of disability; 5% of the global population had a 

hearing impairment (466 million). Accordingly, the costs associated with this type of 

disability amount to more than $750 billion. The scale of the problem served to 

increase awareness. Al-Khashrami (2004) noted that Saudi students with DHH were 

the third most common group. Hearing impairment in the general population was 1.4% 

(including 0.4% who were deaf), according to the General National Survey of the 

Kingdom (2017). More detailed up-to-date statistics concerning the number of 

students with DHH who were participating in various types of DHH programme was 

unavailable. Notable advances were achieved in Saudi Arabia in terms of DHH 

education since 1964. For example, the Hearing Impairment Department was 

established in 1999. Its objective was to give extra support to students with DHH.  

2.4.1 Deafness Through the Lenses of Disability Models  

Level of hearing could also be understood in physiological terms. Typically, normal 

hearing could be defined as 0–20 dB, mild loss of hearing 21–40 dB, moderate 41–55 

dB, moderately severe 56–70 dB, severe loss of hearing 71–90 dB, and profound loss 

more than 90 dB. In some cases, loss of hearing could be compensated by using 

assistive technology. For people in the mild to moderate range there was no major 

problem with communication and their academic performance would not be affected 

significantly. However, there would still be an information deficit with reduced 

awareness of their sound environment and decreased social interaction in some 

situations. With hearing in the severe and profound range there was an impact on 

speech, which could also have had a major impact on communication and level of 

educational achievement (Hallahan et al., 2009). Technologically, hearing aids or 

cochlear implants could be employed. In this range, individuals employed a nationally 

recognised SL. These students were referred to as deaf in this research, and a Teacher 

of the Deaf (ToD) referred to a teacher of students who relies on SL as a means of 

communication and delivering lessons. 

In terms of deaf education, three main models have considered disability from 

different aspects: the medical, social and cultural models (Power, 2005). The medical 



 

 

 

model defined the deaf student as having a health problem. The difficulty of that health 

problem was associated with the deaf individual himself, and medical intervention or 

aid tools must be obtained to solve that health problem (Oliver, 1996). The medical 

perspective did not recognise the importance and impact of the educational dimension 

and the quality of education in the process of developing the capacities of the deaf. 

According to this model, medical professionals were involved in treating or alleviating 

disability in order that they could engage with society; they were the only people who 

had a role in helping deaf individuals (AlTurkee, 2005). 

The social model considered deficit not in the limited abilities of the deaf individual 

but in the environment and the social structures in which the deaf individual lived 

(Oliver, 1996). This model was based on the perception that society was the cause of 

the obstacles encountered by deaf people, and so the community must remove these 

obstacles in order that deaf people were not isolated (Oliver, 1996). Teachers must 

adopt positive views towards learning and strategies that were appropriate for the deaf 

and raise their level of education. In this research, I adopted the social model and 

investigated ToDS’ perceptions of what they could offer to their DS from a cultural 

Islamic perspective. I attempted to identify the strategies and educational methods 

they used to make the learning environment suitable for deaf individuals, what 

motivated them to work with DS and the nature of the challenges they faced. 

The cultural model of deafness is concerned with being a part of the Deaf community. 

Deaf people are considered as having a different and complete language (SL); 

recognising this point made their lives with each other easier (Lane, 1999) by building 

interconnected social relationships away from the community of hearing people. All 

these factors – unified language, similar conditions and interrelated relationships – 

made them feel that they had a different culture, similar to any other minority culture 

in society, without presenting any deficiencies or dysfunction. In the deaf cultural 

concept, deaf is always written with a capital ‘d’: Deaf (Lane, 1999). 

The purely medical approach to disability was replaced by the social model, which 

placed emphasis on the disabling caused by society, rather than anatomical defect. The 

social model focused on structural aspects of society. While the two models were 



 

 

 

sometimes presented in opposition, disability could be approached by both models. 

The effects of poor health, for instance, could be mitigated by improving the medical 

and social support available. In various ways these models have informed the 

development of Saudi disability policies and the legal framework that has underpinned 

special education, which will be discussed in the next section. 

2.4.2 The Social Stigma of Being Deaf 

Many studies have outlined the various obstacles and barriers faced by DHH people. 

A long history of social stigma has hindered DS educational development and esteem 

(Hurwitz et al., 1997; Lane, 2000; Luft, 2002; Weisel & Cinamon, 2005). 

Unfortunately, those close to DHH individuals, such as family and teachers, might 

also perpetuate stigma through negative social attitudes about disability (Jamieson, 

Zaidman-Zait, & Poon, 2011; Schroedel & Carnahan, 1991). In many parts of the 

world, legal reform alongside a progressive recognition of DHH rights has aimed to 

combat discrimination. The notion of equal access, while more widely accepted has 

been stalled in its practical implementation which remains a challenge in the field of 

education, where a continuation of higher achievement has occurred for those with 

hearing over DS. In order to understand stigma in more detail, the meaning of stigma 

and where it comes from will now be explained. Originally, in ancient Greek, a stigma 

was a mark, a cut, or a burn on the skin (Bartholomew, 2016). The modern sense of 

stigma has been socially constructed and therefore varies according to place and time. 

Erving Goffman’s Stigma: Notes on the Management of Spoiled Identity (1963) was 

a popular and influential book, in which various types of stigma and their effect on 

people were explored. Goffman contrasted the “normals” with those who have been 

“stigmatised”. Stigma adversely affected a young individual’s learning and 

relationships. People made judgements about that person’s appearances and 

behaviour. As a result, the needs of children might be overlooked or misinterpreted. 

Their teachers might focus inappropriately on their disability, leading to stigma, 

exclusion and discrimination, compared to other students. Goffman (1963) described 

the process of ostracization caused by relentlessly dehumanising processes. 

Stereotypes were highly damaging as stigma highlighted differences rather than 

finding aspects of a common humanity. 



 

 

 

Goffman’s work provided a solid foundation for new work across many disciplines as 

his theory has been refined and practice has developed with a stronger evidence base. 

More recently, Link and Phelan (2001) identified multiple aspects of stigma; 

specifically, labels based on variations between humans. Labelled individuals might 

therefore suffer disadvantage based on perceived inferiority and possibly become 

isolated, with a reduced status and stigma attached to the out-group. It is important to 

understand that stigma is experienced by students with deafness on more than one 

level. In addition to a student’s self-perception as stigmatised, their teachers and 

parents might also be conditioned by stigma, which might have an effect on their 

interactions. Accordingly, there needs to be greater consciousness of fairness and 

discrimination, at work, in education, and in society, as stigma oppresses the 

individual and their families too (Green, 2003).  

Social stigma or lack of awareness among people in the community regarding SEN 

people has been identified in several studies. For example, Ntinda (2019) identified 

the need for ToDS and hard-of-hearing individuals to make greater efforts to promote 

improved understanding, given that there are so many hostile perceptions about DS’ 

self-worth. It has been recognised that stigma often causes social isolation and social 

exclusion, and, in some cases, feelings of being rejected by friends and/or family 

(Seligman & Darling, 1997). In a study of 116 hearing parents of deaf children, 

Gregory et al. (1995) reported that one third had experienced worsening social 

relationships as a result of deafness. Bos et al. (2013) also described overlapping forms 

of stigma, to recognise that, in public terms, fixed assumptions exist about the 

competence of those with a physical impairment. These perceptions could be 

challenged, but there might be a high level of resistance to altered perception where 

disability was deemed to be severe. Bos et al. (2013) also explained the idea of self-

stigma, caused by the stigmatised person’s consciousness of public perceptions. The 

negative perceptions could be thus turned inwards. Bos et al. (2013) defined stigma 

by association in terms of the impact on those linked with the primary stigmatised 

person. Thus mothers might be blamed for a deformity, or other family members. 

Structural stigma is a term used to refer to the way society maintains stigma, being 

complicit in the use of negative label. Yet, more inclusive strategies might help to 

reduce stigma. Eron (2015) reported improvements in the special needs and disability 



 

 

 

awareness training of teachers. As a result, this study found that student retention had 

improved; that more cooperation occurred with parents and with the wider 

community, and sensitivity to tailoring support to an individual student’s needs. Deaf 

education in South Africa was investigated by Storbeck (1999), who also noted the 

key role of teachers in challenging stigma, and that an inclusive policy led to improved 

retention and participation of DS.  

Regarding the social impact on deaf people, past research in Arab societies have 

treated deaf people as though they have brought shame on the family and were deemed 

to be a burden (Al Lawati, 2011). These attitudes have had an impact on family life. 

As a result of these negative beliefs, it was common for deaf people to be placed in 

institutions. If they remained at home, they did not have the benefit of special 

education or other services (Al Lawati, 2011). Ashencaen Crabtree (2007) and Nagata 

(2007a) also recorded examples of perceptions of disability as a burden to the family, 

service providers and society. Abu Alghaib (2012) reported that people tried to 

conceal disability and the persistent feeling that disability was a burden. Crabtree 

(2007) noted the negative effect of social stigma both for the deaf person and their 

family in Arab nations. Consequently, deaf people suffered from poor education 

because of comparatively low academic expectations. Special education and services 

were often inferior to the mainstream. Crabtree and Williams (2013), however, 

reported shifts in attitudes and more acceptance of disability in Arab societies, with 

greater recognition of the value and impact of special education. While Al-Thani 

(2006) noted cases of abuse and mistreatment of deaf people with the victims often 

being girls and women. Therefore, research undertaken in the Arab world has showed 

the poor awareness of disability rights; teachers and managers did not understand the 

rights and abilities of deaf people and so some studies recommended more awareness 

through education and training to challenge outdated perceptions and prejudices 

(Hadidi & Al Khateeb, 2015). 

2.4.3 The Heterogeneric Characteristics of Deaf Children.  

Deaf children form a heterogenic category on multiple levels: geographical 

prevalence, hearing level, demographic risk factors, language and communication 



 

 

 

levels (ASL) used in the classroom, educational skills (reading, writing, 

communication) social skills and behavioural issues, auditory and visual memory, 

cognitive abilities and the potential existence of another disability.  

Considering the global spread of deaf children, the WHO estimates that 32 million 

live with a disabling hearing loss defined as >30 dB, in the better hearing ear, in 

children (0 to 14 years). Hearing loss is unequally distributed worldwide, only 3% of 

the total Deaf population, including adults, 177,000 people according to the Joshua 

Project (2021), are located within the Middle East and North African region which 

holds Saudi Arabia. As a comparison East Asia holds 22%, and Central/Eastern 

Europe and Central Asia 9% (WHO, 2012). Al-Rowaily et al.’s (2012) study with 

2,574 children aged 4 to 8 years in Saudi Arabia reveals that noise-induced hearing 

loss is most common and can be prevented by protecting the ears from loud noises, 

getting ears checked early, and cleaning them appropriately. Although research into 

early hearing screening by Alyami in Riyadh revealed that children were being 

identified at a significantly later age than recommended by the Joint Committee on 

Infant Hearing, which differs from a Western context. In the UK, for instance, the 

National Deaf society supports parents with information about deaf children from 

birth, throughout their education and newborn hearing screening is in place as standard 

(NHS, 2021). Thus, some immediately geographical disparities become apparent and 

this is also the case within Saudi Arabia with children in urban areas having better 

access to early hearing interventions, such as hearing aids and special educational 

programmes (Alyami, 2015), and there is a lack of newborn hearing screening in 

hospitals. 

Consequentially, degrees of hearing loss are diverse amongst children in Saudi Arabia 

whose hearing loss may have been missed from an early age, whether congenital 

(occurring at birth), caused via disease (e.g. ear infections, ear disorders, wax build 

up) or genetic (heredity, drugs taken during pregnancy) (Al-Rowaily et al., 2012; 

Fageeh, 2003). Saudi’s failure at early detection results in lifelong deficits in speech 

and language acquisition (Al-Rowaily et al., 2012), impacting on their education and 

therefore ToDS’ ability to teach DS due to different communication levels between 

pupils. Various demographic risk factors have also been proven to account for hearing 



 

 

 

loss such as parental education, low income impacted hearing loss due to 

disease/illness and children from related parents made the risk of genetic factors higher 

(Bafaqeeh et al., 1994; Imtiaz et al., 2011). As a result, a ToD must have acquired the 

ability to deal effectively with their communicative/language differences (Luckner & 

Carter, 2001; Luckner & Hanks, 2003). 

Such wide communication levels in a DS classroom results in students attaining 

different education levels compared to their hearing and deaf peers (ref). Stewart and 

Kluwin (2001) stated that no type of student (neither special needs, nor typical 

students) could be more challenging to the teacher than DS. This was because their 

educational achievement was greatly affected during each stage of their education. 

Research has demonstrated that DS should be educated in a diverse learning 

environment to meet their educational needs (Luckner & Howell, 2002; Luckner & 

Muir, 2002). Teachers must be well prepared and have knowledge of the diversity of 

the needs of DS to provide the best support for them, but this didn’t necessarily mean 

DS could catch up with deficits created at an earlier learning stage (Easterbrooks, 

2008). 

Language use in the home can support or hinder DS. One side of language 

development theory for DS has asserted that a child’s ability to learn language might 

be innate; on the other side, that experience and social interaction had a major role to 

play regarding language development, as outlined by Piaget and Vygotsky. An 

assessment of 42 deaf children’s language, reading, and phonological skills compared 

to 40 hearing children by Harris, Terlektsi and Kylec’s (2017:701) concluded that deaf 

children required continuous additional support to attain “robust phonological” to 

support literacy progress compared to hearing children. ToDay it has been recognised 

that children and their parents took a major role in language choices and development. 

This meant that emotional and social factors in the home need to be considered 

alongside the development of cognitive and motor skills (Nasralla et al., 2014).  

Therefore, the point above raises the importance of DS learning ASL in the home. In 

the past it was assumed that lack of speech equalled a lack of language skills. For 

instance, Furth (1966), admitted that deaf people could learn to think logically, but did 



 

 

 

not consider that they had language skills. This approach, however, failed to admit 

that signing was a legitimate language and a skill that could be learned. In fact, that 

signing had many of the features of a spoken language (Stokoe, Casterline, & 

Croneberg, 1965; Friedmann & Szterman, 2011). Parents who are deaf could have a 

major impact on their children and play a consistent role in their development; a survey 

by Padden and Ramsey (2000) showed a strong correlation between the deaf children 

of deaf parents and, comparatively, higher reading achievement scores. 

Marschark and Knoors (2012) have noted that delayed use of language could have an 

impact on executive functioning, such as social skills, which rely on language fluency. 

DHH children might face greater challenges with some aspects of social behaviour 

and thinking because of a delayed use of expression and less developed skills with 

inner language. The effect of the lack of language and communication among DS is 

behavioural issues, languages plays a key role in communication and social relations, 

which could reduce the risk of depression or inappropriate classroom behaviour 

(Niclasen & Dammeyer, 2015; Dammeyer & Chapman, 2017; Norman & Jamieson, 

2015). The school environment also has an impact. Isolation, for instance, might be 

experienced by DHH children at times when there was noisy social interaction outside 

lesson times and, in some cases, there were few students with signing skills. As a result 

DHH children might feel excluded and suffer low self-esteem (Warner-Czyz et al., 

2015; Warner-Czyz et al., 2018). 

Delayed language development has been identified as a major issue, though it depends 

on the degree of hearing loss and whether hearing aids could be used at an early stage 

(Moeller et al., 2007). This had always been a source of concern for ToDS, who have 

always questioned the best way to teach DS who came to class with huge gaps in 

language and experience and social skills (Woolsey et al., 2004). Reading and writing 

are also language skills. Marschark et al. (2011) explained that the strong emphasis on 

the challenges faced by DHH children with reading and writing was an example of 

looking for solutions and problems in the wrong place as so many of the strategies 

failed to have a significant impact on achievement (Mayer & Akamatsu, 2011). DHH 

students’ problems with literacy often arose from reduced language use at an early 

stage (Strong and Prinz 2000) and the phonology gap (Nicholas & Geers, 2006).  



 

 

 

Marschark and Spencer (2010) asserted that an emphasis on language and literacy has 

been misguided. Using cognitive science to inform their educational research, they 

argued that a language focus had not yielded the best results in terms of student success 

because it had provided stages of cognitive language development in DS rather than a 

means of improving student levels. The administrators surveyed reported that most of 

the children served were delayed in their language development, many of whom were 

extremely delayed and in need of language remediation. The data challenge the field 

of deaf education, especially early childhood education, in investigating evidence-

based practice that would help develop DHH children to achieve their full learning 

potential in a more multifaceted way across the language-learning-social spectrum. 

Another aspect that impacts learning is memory. With regard to the nature of memory 

among DS, this has been an important topic for at least a century, with interest in its 

impact on cognitive performance and success (Emmorey & Lane, 2000; Mayberry, 

2002). However, Krakow and Hanson (1985) found that memory deficit was not a 

fixed limitation of memory. A comparison of 15 DS and sign-using students to 15 

hearing students showed that during memory tasks and the interpretation of descriptive 

text, DS ranked poorer for spelling and fluency. Better conceptual processing occurred 

in HS visuospatial capacity (Alamargot et al., 2007). The second focus of this study 

examined short-term memory skills and found that across the three deaf groups DS 

retrieval of information was lower than HS. Bavelier et al.’s (2006) results supported 

that working memory and reading language skills (e.g. phonological coding) were not 

as interlaced in DS compared to HS meaning that visual-spatial items were not 

retained well verbally (Koo et al., 2008). This adds complexity to a ToD’s role with 

mixed hearing-deaf classes, but also classes comprised of DS due to different 

educational levels. 

In terms of cognitive abilities, learning based on using SL/ASL has not been found to 

lead to improvements in reading (Borgna et al., 2011; Marschark et al., 2009) due to 

three reasons: first, DHH students started classroom learning with lower academic and 

general skills; second, there were differences in cognitive abilities because the 

experience of the world had been different for DHH students from those with hearing; 

third, there were educational factors relating to the effectiveness of teaching and what 



 

 

 

was taught (Spencer and Marschark, 2010). A key challenge was that DS came to 

school with poor sign and spoken language. As Marschark et al. (2010:115) stated, 

“Many DS do not begin the language learning process or the early reading process 

until they enter the elementary school years. These students will need special, 

intensive services to make adequate progress in literacy”. Several studies have pointed 

to the need for early language acquisition and have shown that it had a positive impact 

on reading ability (Calvert, 1981; Moeller et al., 2007). Most studies of hearing and 

DHH children demonstrated the strong relationship between levels of vocabulary and 

reading skills (Geers & Moog 1989; Paul 1996; Hall et al., 2014). It is possible for 

DHH children to reach normal levels of vocabulary, but most experienced delayed 

vocabulary acquisition. The solution was not simply learning vocabulary; it also 

involved skills in syntax to improve their comprehension of more complex grammar 

(Kelly, 1996). The importance of exposing DS to more complex syntax at an early age 

and the importance of teachers’ role had also been noted by Huttenlocher et al. (2002). 

Hall and Bavelier (2010) reported that visual spatial skills were superior to sequential 

coding for DHH individuals who were brought up on SL; nonetheless, there were also 

differences between visual-spatial memory and sequential-verbal memory when 

native signers were compared. ToDman and Seedhouse (1994) reported that DHH 

children had higher scores when recalling complex visual shapes compared to their 

hearing peers; this advantage vanished, however, when shapes were broken down into 

smaller parts which had to be recalled in a sequence. Some studies have asserted that 

deaf children have poorer skills in a wide range of verbal or non-verbal memory 

compared to children with hearing. A commonly identified weakness was in 

sequential or temporal recall (Cormier et al., 2012; Geers, 2006; Pisoni et al., 2010). 

Another study by Boutla et al. (2004) shared a similar finding with ToDman and 

Seedhouse (1994); it was reported that working memory capacity was similar, 

irrespective of being a signer or a speaker, and shorter memory span was not a 

significant factor. As a result of their findings Boutla et al. (2004) concluded that the 

operation of memory was different and therefore different criteria were needed for 

evaluating and comparing memory skills of DHH and people with hearing. Bebko 

(1984) found that deaf individuals had more problems with sequential memory 

processing. Some studies reported a link between sequential memory that was 



 

 

 

associated with linguistic skills and vocabulary levels (Gathercole et al., 1992) and 

deaf children (Pisoni et al., 2011). This meant DS needed to be taught with different 

methods to improve their memories by using evidence-based practises which rather 

than focusing on DS’ poorer memories focused on empowering them and meeting 

their needs. 

Visual and auditory memory cannot be considered the same. Auditory memory is 

advantageous for sequential information, but visual memory is superior for 

simultaneous information. Thus, cognitive functioning comparisons between deaf and 

hearing individuals have often been studied and those with hearing were better at 

forward recall and found temporal verbal processing easier, whereas deaf people 

performed less well in forward recall tasks, but were superior when faced with 

backward recall (Craig & Gordon, 1988; Wilson et al., 1997). If the verbal-sequential 

factor was reduced, visual-spatial working memory became similar for deaf and 

hearing individuals (Campbell & Wright, 1990; Pisoni & Cleary, 2003). Dawson et al. 

(2002), reported that hearing children achieved higher scores in three sequential 

working memory tests, compared to deaf children with cochlear implants. However, 

similar performance was achieved by the two groups in other memory tests that 

involved other sequences that were less easy to categorise. Harris and Terlektsi (2010) 

compared 86 deaf children between 12 and 16 years of age: a third with hearing aids, 

a third had received cochlear implants before three and a half years of age and a third 

implanted later. A comparison of mean reading ages revealed that they were several 

years below developmental benchmarks for hearing children for all three groups, with 

those with a hearing aid performing the best. Wilson et al. (1997) employed the Corsi 

Blocks task and reported that native signing deaf children achieved better results in 

this visual-spatial memory test, compared to those with hearing. Logan, Maybery, and 

Fletcher (1996) reported similar results for deaf and hearing adults based on the Corsi 

Blocks test. Nonetheless, those with hearing had significantly higher scores for verbal 

memory (signs and written words). Stiles, McGregor, and Bentler (2012) indicated 

that hearing children had superior skills than deaf children with significantly smaller 

receptive vocabularies than their hearing peers. Across groups, receptive vocabulary 

size was positively correlated with digit span in quiet, Corsi span in noise and 

articulation rate, to those with mild to moderate hearing loss. Marschark et al. (2013) 



 

 

 

also reported the superior performance of hearing college students in visual-spatial 

skills. Contrary to what might be expected, hearing students exhibited visual-spatial 

skills equal to or better than DS when spatial relations task scores were associated with 

better mathematical problem solving. Alamargot et al. (2007) recorded similar 

findings with middle school children. In Italy, Capirci et al. (1998) reported that the 

use of Italian SL among elementary school children with hearing improved their scores 

on the Corsi Blocks. This study was based on one hour’s weekly training over two 

years. Marschark et al. (2015) reported that performance with Corsi Blocks was 

connected with spoken language rather than SL use. For DS who did not use cochlear 

implants, the age of acquisition was a more significant factor. López-Crespo et al. 

(2012) found that SL in itself was not so much a key factor for visual-spatial working 

memory as the deaf person’s language level. 

It is evident that the ability to understand and learn a language is related to working 

memory. The ability to maintain attention and processing speed, which must be 

sufficient to deal with the data, were key factors. If this skill failed to become 

automatic then there was a risk of the kind of bottleneck described by Mayberry and 

Fischer (1989). Sequential linguistic skills were a key part of language parsing 

cognition (McElree, Foraker, & Dyer, 2003). Marshall et al. (2015) evaluated working 

memory and language processing by comparing deaf children who were native or non-

native users of British Sign Language (BSL) and children without hearing difficulties. 

In the study, native signers had at least one deaf parent who had used SL with the child 

since birth. Non-verbal working memory and expressive vocabulary were tested. It 

was found that non-native signers did not perform as well as those with hearing on the 

two working memory tasks whereas native signers and hearing participants had similar 

performance levels. Vocabulary scores were lower for non-native signers compared 

to native signers, but native signers had lower vocabulary scores compared to the 

children with hearing. When faced with a film scenario that involved a narration task 

there were no differences between the three groups, concluding that vocabulary was 

the most important predictor of skill levels on the two working memory tasks. 

Marshall et al. (2015) concluded that the two deaf groups had auditory deprivation, 

yet it was only the non-native signers who had poorer language experience. In a study 

of working memory, Wilson et al. (1997) compared hearing children with native-



 

 

 

signing deaf children. This study found that deaf children had similar forward and 

backward spans, which indicated that native signers could employ visual-spatial skills 

in sequential memory tests (Boutla et al., 2004; Hall & Bavelier, 2010). This result 

contrasted with those from a study by Wilson et al. (1997) which showed major 

differences between memory spans compared to their hearing peers. 

Willis and Gathercole (2001) indicated a link between lower sequential working 

memory and a slow acquisition of language when hearing children were tested. This 

result suggested that sequential memory skills had a key role to play for children’s 

language development. This finding could also help to explain why deaf children 

might have difficulty with syntax, which therefore hinders language development and 

their understanding of signs or text. This deficit would therefore also have an impact 

on academic success. Several studies have looked at the working memory of deaf 

children with hearing parents. In many cases there was a lower level of language 

interaction (Goldin-Meadow & Mylander, 1990; Lederberg, 2006; Gallaudet Research 

Institute, 2008). As a result, problems could be significantly exacerbated for deaf 

children as there was poor communicative, limited interaction and below average 

working memory. In contrast, hearing children benefit from a rich variety of linguistic 

interactions.  

Having examined the links between language proficiency, working memory and 

reading skills, Traxler (2000) found that 50% of deaf high school students had only 

reached fourth-grade level or below in their reading skill at time of graduation. 

Marschark, Lang and Albertini (2002) noted that 30% finished high school at a 

functionally illiterate level. Qi & Mitchell (2007) found little improvement of the 

literacy level of their deaf participants for about thirty years. Various factors were 

identified, such as low levels of linguistic interaction with signers and a low level of 

the required types of working memory needed to support their educational 

development. Poor performance in standardised tests was also noted by Allen (1986) 

and Traxler (2000). 

There is also the potential existence of another disability for DS, such as special needs 

defined as those with or an increased risk of “a chronic physical, developmental, 



 

 

 

behavioral or emotional condition and who also require health and related services of 

a type or amount beyond that required by children generally” (McPherson et al., 1998: 

138). Al Sayed et al. (2020) summarise the difficulties faced by special needs children 

as well as their families such as accessing adequate care, education, and health 

services. 

This section has shown that DS are a diverse group; differing in terms of geographical 

prevalence, hearing level, demographic risk factors, language and communication 

levels (ASL) used in the classroom, educational skills (reading, writing, 

communication) social skills and behavioural issues, auditory and visual memory, 

cognitive abilities and the potential existence of another disability.  

Taking the above diversity into consideration what is its importance for the work of 

ToDS in this study? In terms of understanding these differences, the participants of 

this study worked in the highly populated Qassim province, meant that the children 

they taught had early intervention to access and could use ASL, Thus the findings of 

this study might have differed if conducted in more rural areas with less intervention 

resources, potentially creating more challenging communication difficulties in the 

classrooms between ToDS and DS. How ToDS experienced teaching DS across 

variable factors, such as students’ educational level and the school setting in terms of 

support, is one of the literature gaps this research aims to address. 

The number of ToDS in this area has remained stable despite an increase in the number 

of DS, who required more support to meet their increased educational needs (El-

Zraigat & Smadi, 2012; Johnson, 2004; Lenihan, 2010), placing a high level of 

pressure on ToDS, which might have lead to deficiencies in the service they have 

provided. Luckner and Hanks (2003) pointed out that there was intense social pressure 

on ToDS, due to high expectations within a highly diverse educational environment, 

accompanied by increases in the number of DS. To support ToDS and relieve this 

pressure the educational literature recommends that more appropriate learning 

methods and resources (Detterman & Thompson, 1999). As reading deficits in DS 

become amplified annually, hindering opportunities for future higher education and 

career progression (Walter and Dirmyer, 2013). Having skilled teachers and signing 



 

 

 

did not make a significant difference regarding content knowledge (Marschark et al., 

2004; Marschark et al., 2005). Thus, participation in the school curriculum becomes 

more significant for DS with educational progression. Studies such as Kluwin and 

Moores (1989) and Pagliaro and Kritzer (2005) looked at mathematical skills and 

found an inadequate level of training for the majority of DHH children. Traxler (2000) 

reported that DHH students seldom rose above the 80th percentile of average scores 

in mathematics for hearing students. Bull (2008) accounted for poor performance in 

maths by pointing to weaknesses in the early use of quantitative concepts and late 

language development. Gregory (1998) noted that teaching skills and qualifications 

were poor in mathematics. More generally, Kelly, Lang, and Pagliaro (2003) also 

commented on differences in sensory skills and language, which had an impact on DS’ 

academic achievement. Various studies returned to the familiar associations between 

student knowledge, cognitive skills, and the role of teaching (Marschark and Hauser 

2008; Spencer and Marschark, 2010) to demonstrate that language ability among DS 

plays an important role in every aspect of learning, such as mathematics. After 

conducting the above literature review about the heterogeneity of DS, I thought it 

would be interesting to note if the participants' experiences would also mention these 

diverse aspects. 

2.5.  The Bronfenbrenner’s Ecological System Model 

As discussed in section 1.4, Bronfenbrenner’s Ecological System Model was adopted 

to examine the ToDS experiences of teaching DS and identify how the interactions 

within the Saudi Arabia context influence these experiences. In other words, it serves 

as a guide in understanding the systematic interactions with the deaf education system. 

The ecological system model was initially developed to understand the “relations 

between systems that influence the child’s development (Bronfenbrenner, 1974). It is 

defined as the  

scientific study of the progressive, mutual accommodation between an active, 
growing human being and the changing properties of the immediate settings in 
which the developing person lives, as this process is affected by relations 
between these settings, and by the larger contexts in which the settings are 
embedded (Bronfenbrenner, 1979:21).  



 

 

 

Bouchard and Smith (2017) explained that researchers who adopt the ecological 

system model seek to examine the social processes and interactions within the settings 

in which the processes operate.  Bronfenbrenner (1994: 1643) referred to these social 

processes as “processes and conditions [that] govern the lifelong course of human 

development in the actual environments in which human beings live”. Hence, the 

processes are evolving, nested and active (Bouchard & Smith, 2017).  

Although the initial ecological system model was initially developed for 

understanding childrens’ behaviour in relation to the system, it has been widely 

applied as both theoretical and conceptual framework for various areas, including 

research on educational curriculums and practice (Hayes et al., 2017), immigrant 

children (Paat, 2013), public mental health (Erksson et al., 2018; Kelly and Coughlan, 

2019); bullying in schools (Bouchra & Smith, 2017). In addition, Eriksson et al. (2018) 

noted that the ecological system has evolved over time, as presented in Table 3.1.  

TABLE 3. 1: EVOLUTION OF THE ECOLOGICAL SYSTEM MODEL  

Phase Key concepts Focus 

1973 – 

1979  

Ecological 

transitions 

How different ecological systems and 

interactions within and between these 

systems affect the individual and the 

outcome in focus. The interactions take place 

within and among the involves the Micro, 

Meso, Exo and Macrosystems 

 

1980 - 

1993 

Chronosystems  The role of the individual and 

developmental processes. The focus is on 

how biological and psychological personal 

characteristics interplay with context, in 

particular the immediate face-to-face 

environment, over time 

Genes 



 

 

 

1993 - 

2006 

Proximal processes The Process–Person–Context–Time model 

(PPCT) 

How proximal processes influence the 

individual and the outcome in focus and how 

these processes are influenced by personal 

characteristics and the context in which they 

occur 

Adapated from Eriksson et al. (2018:422) 

Notwithstanding, Eriksson et al. (2018) explained that many researchers have 

continued to adopt the 1973 – 1979 approach. This is evident in the findings of Tudge 

et al.'s (2009) systematic review that examined the use and misuses of 

Bronfenbrenner’s bioecological theory of human development. Their study suggested 

that out of the 25 journal articles reviewed, only four used the Process–Person–

Context–Time model (PPCT). All the other 21 articles employed the ecological 

approach to human development. This points to the fact that it may be challenging to 

examine human experiences without understanding the different settings that 

influence development (Hertler et al., 2018). Human experiences are not 

unidirectional; they are affected by the interaction between their immediate 

environment and other settings in which the experiences occur. Hence, this study was 

located within the first phase of the ecological system that seeks to understand the 

relations between the settings in which the experience occurs. 

2.5.1.  The system structure of ecological system model  

The ecological model is made up of four systems: the microsystem, mesosystem, 

exosystem and macrosystem. Though nested, the systems are arranged in order of 

influence to human development. What follows is a discussion of what constitutes 

each system and how it relates to this study. 



 

 

 

3.5.1.1. The Microsystem  

The microsystem consists of the “patterns of activities roles, and interpersonal 

relations experienced by developing person in a given face-to-face setting with 

particular physical and material features and containing other persons with distinctive 

characteristics of temperament, personality, and systems of belief” (Harkonen, 

2007:7). It represents the immediate context in which the experience occurs and is 

positioned at the centre point, and denotes the immediate environment in which 

individual experiences are situated.  

3.5.1.2. The Mesosystem 

The mesosystem “consists of all other systems the individual frequents and his or her 

interrelationships. Individuals may also be influenced by contexts that they are not 

part of” (Duerdem &Witt, 2010:110). Harkonen (2007) refers to it as interactions of 

two or more microsystems. In other words, it involves the different interactions and 

relationships within the microsystem that influences individual human experiences. 

Examining the mesosystem of an ecology model enables the researcher to examine 

the interconncted roles of individuals within a setting (Bouchard & Smith, 2017).  

3.5.1.3. The exosystem 

The exosystem refers to the settings that influence human experiences even when the 

individual is not in direct contact (Prinsloo et al., 2019; Duerden & Witt, 2010; 

(Duerden & Witt, 2010; Eriksson et al., 2018). It entails the “linkage and processes 

taking place between two or more settings, at least one of which does not ordinarily 

contain the developing person, but in which events occur that influence processes 

within the immediate settings that does contain that person” (Bronfenbrenner 1989: 

227). Although the exosystem is not within individuals’ immediate environment, they 

significantly influence human experiences. 

3.5.1.2. The macrosystem  

The macrosystem consists of “all the systems that exist or could exist, at the level of 

subculture or culture as a whole, along with any belief systems or ideology underlying 



 

 

 

such consistencies” (Bronfenbrenner, 1979:21). It involves the beliefs, values, and 

ideologies inherent in the entire ecological system. According to Harkonen (2007), the 

macrosystem houses the belief system that encompasses and influences experiences 

within the other systems. Macrosystem can also be classified as the “classified as focal 

individual’s remote environment” (Prinsloo et al., 2019:9). Therefore it represents the 

rules, policies and cultural values that shape human experiences within a context.  

Figure 2. The ecological Transition phase  

 

2.5.2. The use of the ecological system model in this study 

Bronfenbrenner's ecological system model was adopted in this study as a guide to 

understanding ToDS experiences of teaching deaf systems and to examine how the 

relationships and interactions that exist within the deaf education system influence 

those experiences. This model was considered because it offers an in-depth 

understanding of the complex relationships and interactions that exists in the system 

within which the ToDS perform their teaching roles. According to Guy-Evans (2020), 

these roles are influenced or informed by multiple levels of the surrounding 

environment. Hence, the deaf education system was conceptualised as an ecological 

system that comprises the deaf students, ToDS, parents, the school system, the 

Ministry of Education (MoE) and the broader education system.  



 

 

 

Within the deaf education system, the microsystem represents the immediate 

environment or classroom in which ToDS carry out their job. Mesosystem was 

conceptualised at the school level and represented the interaction between ToDS and 

their students, DS families and other ToDS (if any). Exosystem was conceptualised as 

the teacher education system and the administrative office. Although ToDS do not 

currently undergo any formal training, their training influenced how and what they 

teach the students.  Likewise, the school administrators are part of the school system 

but do not work or operate at the level of ToDS. However, their decisions influence 

how ToDS carry out their classroom duties. Lastly, the macro system was 

conceptualised as the broader context in which the deaf education system is situated. 

This includes Saudi religion and SEN policies.  

Figure 3. Ecological system model representation of Saudi Deaf education system  
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2.6. Summary 

In this chapter, I reviewed the related literature on the experiences of ToDS. Previous 

studies have shown that inclusive education is evolving in Saudi Arabia and has 

attracted the attention of both researchers and policymakers. There are, however, 

concerns over the readiness for inclusion in Saudi. This concern came from 

researchers who believe that there is a need to improve the Saudi Arabian SEN 

regulations and policies. One of the concerns relates to entrants into the ToD 

profession and teacher education system. A literature review suggests some issues 

about who is attracted to the ToD role. There is also a concern over how ToDS training 

programmes develop the required skills and competencies for a ToD role. Moreover, 

the curriculum for teaching deaf students seems not to fit for purpose; hence deaf 

students struggle to meet the academic level of hearing students. This curriculum also 

affects how ToDS perceive deaf students’ academic performance.  

 

ToDS experiences have been variously explored in other research contexts; however, 

it is relatively new in Saudi Arabia. Research focusing on various components of 

ToDS experiences and the factors influencing those experiences are limited. Hence, 

this review highlighted three main knowledge gaps. First, although studies have shown 

positive correlations between parents’ involvement and students’ learning, studies 

focusing on parents-ToDS collaboration are limited in Saudi and the wider context. 

Secondly, the scope of Saudi ToDS role, especially their involvement in decision 

making, is still understudied. Highlighting ToDS leadership in SEN regulations can 

better inform teaching practices and educational policy changes within Saudi Arabia. 

Thirdly, the reviews highlighted some systemic issues affecting the teaching 

experiences of ToDS. However, the extent of their influences is not apparent in the 

findings of the previous studies. Although organisational support seems to be a 

recurring theme in previous studies on ToDS experiences, the process is unclear in 

Saudi Arabia.  

Theoretically, previous studies have focused on exploring special education teachers 

in general. Such studies tend to overlook the fact that each disability requires specific 

teaching skills. If ToDS experiences must be improved, their voice must be heard and 



 

 

 

analysed. Also, many previous Saudi studies were not guided by any frameworks; 

hence, their reliability and quality are questionable. Therefore, this study will adopt 

Bronfenbrenner’s ecological system model in framing this study. The framework will 

provide a holistic understanding of the various factors influencing ToDS experiences. 

The study will specifically explore how ToDS experiences are influenced by their 

immediate environment (i.e., the microsystem), ToDS interpersonal relationships with 

their students, parents and colleagues (i.e., the mesosystem), the school and the teacher 

education systems (i.e., the exosystem), as well as the Saudi culture, religion, 

regulations and policies (i.e., the macrosystem).  

In addition, limited studies applied qualitative inquiry in special education within an 

Arabic context. This constitutes a methodological gap in the literature review. Due to 

cultural traditions, people in an Arabic country have not historically valued qualitative 

research as a reliable and scientific research tradition because they valued numbers 

and the ability to generalise from facts more than exploring and investigating the 

experience and behaviours of people (Antonius, 2015). The idea that quantitative 

research was more reliable than qualitative studies was also historically shared from 

contexts outside Saudi Arabia, as indicated by Ary, Jacobs, Razavieh, & Sorensen 

(2006). Thus, by adopting a qualitative research method, I intend to make a 

methodological contribution in both Saudi Arabia and Arab countries in general.  The 

research designs and methodological choices that informed this study will be 

discussed in chapter four. 

 



 

 

 

Chapter 3. Methodology 

This chapter describes the research methodology used in this study, whose purpose is 

to explore the experiences of ToDS. The focus is on understanding how the Saudi 

Arabian system of influences ToDS teaching experiences and productivity. The 

research addresses the research questions: 

• What were the nature and scope of the role of ToDS (the positive and 
challenging aspects)? 

• What were ToDS’ views on their education, training, and job satisfaction? 

• What were the perceptions of ToDS towards the teaching, learning, and well-

being of DS? 

• What were the organisational policies that support or challenge the Teachers 

of deaf students’ experiences? 

• What did it mean to be a ToD in the socio-cultural and Islamic context of 

Saudi Arabia? 

The chapter continues by discussing the conceptual framework underpinning this 

study. The chapter describes the overall research design and explains the rationale 

for adopting the research design. It provides a description of the research context as 

well as the participant recruitment strategy adopted in this study. Subsequently, the 

chapter identifies the data collection methods used to address the research questions 

and the analytical steps taken to analyze the generated data. It provides justifications 

as to why the research methods and the analytical steps were employed. The 

trustworthiness of this study was discussed, and the ethical issues considered in this 

study were described. The chapter concluded with a reflection on the researchers’  

positionality.  

3.1 The Theoretical Underpinnings of this Study 

How research is designed and carried out is dependent on the researchers’ 

philosophical stance (Creswell, 2013). The assumption ‘shapes the belief system and 

guides how to formulate research problems and research questions as well as how to 



 

 

 

seek information to answer the questions (Creswell, 2013:18). This explains why 

Richards (2003) noted that the focus of a study is determined and informed by the 

researcher’s disposition. Abdullah Kamal (2019:1388) argued that every researcher 

has a particular understanding of what is knowledge and truth, which in turn, informs 

how they approach their study, including their research paradigm and theoretical 

perspectives. A research paradigm is defined as a “research approach that informs the 

researcher’s methodology choices based on one’s understanding of the nature of 

knowledge, epistemology, and the nature of social reality known as ontology” (Troudi, 

2011:211).  

This study was conducted from a constructionist perspective. Constructionist believes 

that knowledge is subjective and co-constructed by both the researcher and the 

participants (Crotty, 2003; Creswell, 2013) and the constructed meanings are socially 

and historically negotiated (Creswell, 2007). They also believe in the existence of 

multiple realities which are open to subjective interpretation (Kamal, 2019). A 

constructionist perspective is considered because the researcher recognises the 

uniqueness of Saudi Arabia’s culture and religion and takes this into consideration 

while seeking participants’ views on their experiences of teaching deaf students. The 

idea was to take an insider’s perspective in understanding the subjective experiences 

of ToDS, where reality was a social construct comprised of individuals’ interpretations 

(Bassey, 1992; Cohen et al., 2007). The constructive approach sought “culturally 

derived and historically situated interpretations of the social life’(Crotty, 2003:155). 

Taking a constructionist approach is informed by my belief that teaching experiences 

constitute multiple realities to the ToDS. This refers to the ontological stance of the 

researcher. Ontology refers to the “nature of reality” (Ponterotto, 2005:130) and 

addresses the questions relating to the structure and existence of truth. These truths 

can only be known or told through the constructions of people experiencing the 

phenomenon and connote the epistemology that informed this study. Epistemology 

concerns “how we know what we know’ (Crotty 2003, p. 8) and provides 

philosophical ground for deciding what kinds of knowledge are possible and how we 

can ensure that they are both adequate and legitimate’ (Maynard, 1994:10). This 

informs the decision to involve ToDS as the participants in the study. 



 

 

 

In terms of axiology, it is believed that the researcher’s positioning (values, biases, 

etc.) affected data interpretation (Smith, 2019). Skyer (2018) highlighted the 

importance of axiology in deaf education research. According to Skyer (2018:1), 

axiology helps the researcher decide what is valued, what constitutes ethical practices 

of research and education, and what is good, useful, or beautiful when teaching deaf 

learners  

From the ongoing discussion, it can be argued that this study lends itself to a 

qualitative methodology (see section 4.2). A qualitative tradition is more appropriate 

than a quantitative tradition because qualitative approaches explore individual views, 

opinions and experiences through open questions. This means that the qualitative 

approach is highly based on facts (Silverman, 2017) rather than on predetermined 

variables. Qualitative researchers focus on understanding how people perceive 

contextual situations or respond to social interactions in real-life situations (Hennink 

et al., 2011).  

3.2. Research Design and Rationale 

As noted in section 4.1, this study was designed from a constructionist perspective. 

Hence, this study adopts a qualitative approach to exploring ToDS experiences 

teaching deaf students. Qualitative research refers to studies that “seek to describe, 

decode, translate, and otherwise come to terms with the meaning, not the frequency, 

of certain more or less naturally occurring phenomena in the social world” (Van 

Maanen, 1979:520). It enables researchers to explore lived experiences from the 

participants' perspective (Hubbert et al., 2020; Merriam, 2002) and to examine “the 

experience of real cases operating in real situations” (Stake, 2006:3). In other words, 

qualitative researchers investigate a real problem in its natural context (Yin, 2018). 

They focus on exploring and seeking a rich and deep experience of people.  

Although quantitative data is argued to be less error-prone, qualitative data provides 

an in-depth understanding of the human phenomena being studied (Bryman, 2012). 

Adopting a qualitative design allowed me to use multiple data collection methods 

because of its flexibility (Leedy & Ormrod, 2014; Merriam & Tisdell, 2015). The 



 

 

 

design enabled an understanding of ToDS experiences and helped me situate those 

experiences in their context (Bogdan & Biklen, 2007; Akinyode, 2017).  

I adopted a phenomenological approach in collecting my data within the qualitative 

tradition. Taking a phenomenological approach enabled me to provide a detailed 

description of the factors influencing the experiences of teaching Deaf Students (DS) 

in Saudi Arabia from ToDS’ perspective. The method allowed me to explore these 

factors within its natural setting (the special education schools). According to Flynn 

& Korcuska (2018:38), studies that adopt a phenomenological approach seek to 

“uncover the essence of participants' lived experiences". Such studies use the 

participants' experiences to uncover and shed light on issues that may otherwise never 

be known. Current studies in ToDS experiences of teaching deaf students are mainly 

quantitative in nature. These quantitative studies are based on predetermined variables 

and overlook the interactions and relationships that inform ToDS experiences of 

teaching DS. Hence, this study attempts to fill the methodological gap by adopting a 

phenomenological approach to data collection. 

3.3 Sample and Sampling Criteria 

3.3.1. Sampling strategy 

Participants for this study were recruited using a purposive sampling strategy. 

Purposive sampling is used to extract knowledge rooted, usually, in a target group’s 

expertise (Bakkalbasioglu, 2020). The method is cost and time-effective by targeting 

specific participants, where there is a limited number of participants who have the 

required expertise and when wanting to gather information about these participants’ 

contexts. Onwuegbuzie and Collins (2007) noted that participants must be 

information-rich and willing to participate in the study. They must meet the selection 

criteria set out for this study. The criteria include that participants must be 

• Those who taught in public schools (funded by the 

government) 

• Those who taught deaf students 

• Those who have taught DS for at least five years 



 

 

 

• ToDs that also teach hard-of-hearing students were excluded 

as they might have other motivations or issues unrelated to 

teaching DS. 

The first step was to access public schools. As explained in Section 4.7, participants 

were accessed using a letter from Qassim University, my sponsor, which was shown 

to Administration offices which then wrote a letter addressed to HTs to facilitate my 

entry into schools. HTs put me in touch with ToDS within their schools and permitted 

me also to conduct observations.  

Table 4.1 provided demographic information of the 25 male participants of this study. 

The table outlined the Pseudo name for each participant, their educational 

qualifications, and years of experience. The 25 participants included 20 ToDS, three 

HTs (at a Special School for the Deaf except for primary and elementary DS; HTA at 

a Mainstream Primary School, HTT at a Mainstream High School), and two ESs 

across three different schools. Under the administration of education in Qassim 

province, only two schools employed ESs and three programs for DS in the area, and 

I interviewed the HTs of these programs.  

3.3.2. Research context 

The study was located in three schools across two cities (Buraydah and Arras) in the 

Qassim Province: The first school was located in Buraydah and is a Special School 

for the Deaf (SSD) for primary and intermediate levels and has 37 Deaf Students (DS). 

The second school is a Mainstream State High School (MSHS) based in Buraydah and 

has 19 DS. School 3 is a Mainstream State Primary School (MSPS) based in Arras and 

has a total of 19 DS. In the inclusion programs, DS is taught in separate classrooms. 

TABLE 4.1 PARTICIPANTS' DEMOGRAPHY 

 Types of schools & 
Participants’ codes 

Qualifications Years of 
experience 

 Primary special school   



 

 

 

1 1TPS BA in deaf education 12 DS 

2 2TPS BA in deaf education 16 DS 

3 3TPS BA in deaf education 15 DS 

4 4TPS BA on other subjects & a 
diploma in DS education. 

8 HS, 8 DS 

5 5TPS BA in deaf education 23 DS 

IS Intermediate special school   

6 1TIS BA in deaf education 28 DS 

7 2TIS BA on other subjects & a 
diploma in DS education. 

12 HS, 7 DS 

8 3TIS BA on other subjects & a 
diploma in DS education. 

10 HS, 5 DS 

9 4TIS BA on a subject and only has 
courses on SL 

13 HS, 4 DS 

PM Primary mainstream school   

10 1TPS BA in deaf education 10 DS 

11 2TPS BA in deaf education 9 DS 

12 3TPM BA in deaf education 16 DS 

13 4TPM BA in deaf education 10 DS 

14 5TPM BA in deaf education 9 DS 



 

 

 

HM High mainstream school   

15 1TSM BA on other subjects & a 
diploma in DS education. 

13 HS 10 DS 

16 2TSM BA on other subjects & a 
diploma in DS education. 

10 HS, 7 DS 

17 3TSM BA on other subjects & a 
diploma in DS education. 

8 HS, 10 DS 

18 4TSM BA on other subjects & a 
diploma in DS education. 

11 HS, 7 DS 

19 5TSM Masters in other subjects & a 
diploma in DS education. 

10 HS, 5 DS 

20 6TSM BA on other subjects & a 
diploma in DS education. 

20 HS, 10 DS 

 Head Teachers   

1 HTS BA in special education and 
masters in educational 
administration 

34 

2 HTT BA on other subjects 38 

3 HTA BA on other subjects 31 

 Educational Supervisors   

1 ESA BS in special education and 
master’s in teaching 
methods 

27 



 

 

 

2 ESN BS on other subjects and 
master’s in teaching 
methods  

14 

 

3.4.  Pilot Study 

A pilot study was conducted with three male ToDS who taught at the primary level in 

June 2017. This was a chance to test and amend the interview schedule if necessary 

before the primary data collection. The pilot study gave me a sense of the potential 

issues around teaching deaf students and deaf education, including DS's poor literacy 

abilities and low academic achievement, undeveloped Sign Language (SL) dictionary, 

limited use of SL among teachers, unaligned curriculum and lack of parental 

involvement in deaf students’ education. Although the interview guide was based on 

my personal experience as a TOD and information from the literature,  speaking with 

other ToDS enlightened made me understand the different perspectives ToDS bring 

into their work.  

The pilot study helped hone my interview skills. I learned the importance of attentive 

listening in interviewing participants. I also learned how to probe for more detailed 

information effectively. In addition, the pilot study helped to minimise some bias and 

wrong assumptions I had. The pilot study interview questions were focused more on 

the challenges of teaching DS, but the findings suggest that teachers needed much 

support in terms of their emotional well-being and job satisfaction. The pilot study 

findings reinforced the need for this study and complemented the knowledge gap 

identified in the literature in Chapter two.  

3.5 Methods of Data Collection 

Data were collected mainly through focus groups, semi-structured interviews and 

participant observation, as discussed below.  



 

 

 

3.5.1 Focus Groups Interview 

A focus group interview is a moderated group discussion on a pre-defined topic for 

research purposes (Gill & Baillie, 2018, p. 671). It allowed conversations between 

participants and provided a data set to be re-analysed, not relying on methods such as 

memory or observation notes, more inaccurate methods (Kvale & Brinkmann, 2015). 

According to Gill and Baille (2018), focus groups yield rich and meaningful data 

resulting from lively discussions between and among participants. Such discussions 

shed light on the inconsistencies and agreements in participants’ perceptions and 

experiences. The Focus group was the first data collection for this study. The method 

was chosen to narrow down the potentially broad range of subjects the research could 

have covered, which arose from the literature review. The Focus group helped to 

identify potential topics for the interview questions. This ensured that the semi-

structured questions developed based on the literature review were consistent with the 

reality of ToDS in Saudi Arabia and would achieve the research objectives.  

For cultural reasons, education is segregated in Saudi Arabia (Anishchenkova, 2020). 

This implied that as a male researcher, I could only interact with male ToDS and no 

female ToD took part in the focus group interview. Although this may mean that the 

participants were homogenous in terms of their gender, the focus of the study was 

solely on the ToDS’ experiences. In other words, the homogeneity of participants 

cannot affect the trustworthiness of the study findings as male teachers and females 

are exposed to similar training and curriculum and operate within similar contexts. 

Although Lewis and Turley (2003:190) argued that “some diversity in participants 

composition of a focus group aids discussion”, the success depends largely on the 

object of discussion. As this study sought to gain insight into the experiences of ToDS, 

taking a male-only perspective did not affect the study outcome in any way.  

Therefore, two focus groups were conducted. One of the groups consists of seven 

ToDS, while the second group consists of six ToDS. The number of participants was 

for each group was chosen because they are readily available for the discussion and 

are an advisable number for a focus group interview (Saunders et al., 2016; Tracy, 

2020). Since the study’s intention was not to obtain a representative sample of all 



 

 

 

participants, data from the selected number of participants provided an in-depth 

understanding of the phenomenon under study (Nyumba et al., 2018). Splitting the 

groups in this way enabled a cross-reference of whether experiences of ToDS in the 

SSD were different from teachers in the MSHS before carrying out the interviews. In 

addition, Stewart & Shamdasani (2014) noted that recruiting fewer people in focus 

group interviews ensures that all voices are heard and eases transcription stress. I 

ensured that people were comfortable participating in the study, as Krueger and Casey 

(2000) advised, by assuring them of their participation and data privacy.  

The literature on focus groups as a method of data collection suggested the researcher 

be present to prompt a return to questions or demand clarification, but while avoiding 

being obtrusive so that the conversation became participant-led (May, 2011; Marvasti, 

2004). Litosseliti (2003) proposed that focus groups' practical and analytical 

advantages outweighed their disadvantages. Recording group discussions could lead 

to difficult transcribing audio recordings, especially when there were background 

noises caused by pens tapping, chairs scraping on the floor, participants talking over 

one another, or one voice dominating others (Rabiee, 2004). Notwithstanding, focus 

group discussion allowed an insight into the “interactional context in which these 

statements and reports are produced” (Litosseliti, 2003:xvii). Krueger (2014:34) 

suggested the “advantages of a conversation are that it allows for more spontaneity, it 

relaxes the participants, and it creates a more natural discussion […] But, the biggest 

advantage is that the most useful information typically comes out of these 

conversations”.  

Based on the literature review, I created eight open-ended questions (see Appendix 1) 

focused on general questions about the nature of their work as ToDS. For example, 

what were the positive aspects of their job, and did any obstacles exist? A private and 

quiet office was prepared at both schools to undertake the focus groups. An office was 

selected to audio record the focus groups clearly and avoid any interference from 

external parties during the discussion. I arrived at the venue before the participants to 

welcome them and offer refreshments (water and juice). I monitored the discussion 

without imposing any specific plan to ensure all the questions were covered during the 

one-and-a-half-hour period set aside for this discussion. The participants began as they 



 

 

 

wished from the prepared questions (Appendix 1), often by presenting specific points 

similar to what was presented in the literature review. It became apparent that the 

teachers were enthusiastic about giving their voice. During the discussion, I sought to 

enhance their interaction by challenging some of their points of view for the discussion 

to be more varied and multifaceted; to motivate those who were less involved.  

3.5.1.  Interviews 

Interviews are a qualitative data collection instrument mainly used to explore 

experiences, beliefs, views and perceptions about a phenomenon (Duverger, 2020; 

Kvale, 1996). Sharp (2009:74) defined interviews as a “flexible research tool ideally 

suited to collecting data about what people know and their relationships, experiences 

and feelings”. Interviews are categorised into structured, semi-structured and 

unstructured interviews (Gill et al., 2008; Denscombe, 2010). Structured interviews 

are interview types that ask close questions; thus, it is restrictive and does not allow 

participants’ voice to be heard (Cohen et al., 2011; Gay et al., 2009). There is no option 

for probing in a structured interview. Semi-structured interviews are flexible and allow 

researchers to probe and expand participants’ responses (Charmaz, 2020; Roulston & 

Choi, 2018). Semi-structured interviews also allow participants to “express their 

subjective feelings as fully and as spontaneously as they choose or are able” (Cohen 

et al., 2011: 415). This feature allows the participants to express their views freely. An 

unstructured interview is likened to informal conservation and may go out of hand if 

not well organised and managed (Gay et al., 2009)  

The interview for this study was semi-structured. Semi-structured interviews were 

considered because they allowed the researcher to focus on issues relating to the 

research focus while allowing participants the opportunity to express themselves 

(Kvale, 1996). This is a feature that questionnaires or other interview type cannot 

offer. The purpose of the semi-structured was to explore individual experiences of 

ToDS and understand how the different settings in which they work influence their 

experiences. Despite the flexibility feature of the semi-structured interview, an 

interview guide allow me to prepare specific issues to be discussed during the 

interview (Roulston & Choi, 2018). The questions added some order to the interview 



 

 

 

structure. It enabled me to ask a similar set of questions to each participant in a similar 

way (Longhurst, 2012; Kvale, 1996).  

Twenty semi-structured interviews were conducted with ToDS (Appendix 2). The 

interview schedules comprised 34 questions divided into four themes: 1) motivation 

to do this kind of work and educational preparation stages; 2) on-the-job experience, 

such as ways of evaluating their work; 3) administrative and managerial support, and 

4) relationships with parents and students. ToDS were interviewed based on their 

experience, starting from the least experienced. Nisbet and Watt (1984) suggested that 

it was better to start interviewing new teachers when conducting interviews to invest 

better in later experiences interviewing experienced teachers. I followed Nisbet and 

Watt’s (1984) recommendation by interviewing more-experienced ToDS after the 

less-experienced teachers. I found that beneficial as they provided richer information 

on the topics of interest.   

These interviews occurred in their free time in an office chosen for this purpose to 

ensure they were not distracted by their DS or any work pressures. At the start of each 

interview, I explained to each ToD that their identity would be anonymous and that 

the information would only be used for the research. They were provided the 

participant information sheet and asked for a consent form (Appendix 2, first page). 

During the interview, I paid attention to visual cues to ensure the interviewees felt 

comfortable and provided clarification questions if I thought interviewees had not 

understood the questions correctly to have the most accurate answers possible. During 

the interview, some of the ToDS from HT and ES seems to be defensive rather than 

explain their situation. Thus, I reminded them that I was not there to judge them. My 

intention was only to understand the factors affecting ToDS’ experiences. ,. 

Based on the ToDS’ responses in these interviews, an interview schedule was 

developed for three HTs and two ESs. The HTs and ESs were asked ten open questions 

(Appendix 3) about their role related to ToDS, staff evaluation, the challenges that 

ToDS mentioned in their interviews and potential solutions. These HTs were from 

three different schools and was Pseudo named: HTS, HTT and HTA. HTS was at the 

SSD, HTT was in an inclusion program at the MSHS, and HTA was in an inclusion 



 

 

 

program at the MSPS. All the interviews were audio-recorded in Arabic and 

transcribed verbatim. It was then translated into English for analysis.  

3.5.3.  Observations 

Observation is a research activity that consists of a simple, spontaneous record of facts 

and events” (Dźwigoł & Barosz, 2020, p. 143). The researcher can obtain natural data 

about the phenomenon being investigated through observation. This study used 

observational methods to triangulate the focus group and semi-structured interview 

data.   The method was used to gather information about the structural layout of each 

school and how ToDS taught and interacted with DS. As opposed to how they reported 

they did in the interviews, this part to see if this raised any points of disconnect in the 

data (see Section 5.7). The observation allowed the cross-checking of interviewee 

statements as people tend to say things they do not mean in interviews (Smith, 2019). 

It also enabled me to identify aspects that an interviewee did not mention, points they 

either neglected on purpose or unconsciously (Robson, 2002). Two main types of 

observation exist in the social sciences: systematic and participant observation 

(Denscombe, 2010).  

I did participant observation because I did not want to limit the study to restrictive 

codes whilst potentially missing contextual information in the field. Systematic 

observation would have limited the results as it involves one or more observers 

recording their observations in terms of structured codes, arranged beforehand, which 

may incorporate the observation of events and behaviours as they occur, sometimes 

through the use of video (Waller et al., 2018). In contrast, a classic participant 

observation by Becker (1958) stated,  

The participant-observer gathers data by participating in the 

organisation's group he [/she] studies daily. He watched the people 

he was studying to see what situations they ordinarily met and how 

they behaved in them. He enters into conversation with some or all 

of the participants in these situations and discovers their 

interpretation of the events he has observed. (cited in Sánchez-

Jankowski & Abramson, 2019:34) 



 

 

 

This ability to infer how people interacted in contrast with their perception of how 

they thought they acted was of interest in this study for triangulation. Methodological 

triangulation involved using more than one method of data collection to overcome bias 

and ensure validity, essentially by cross-checking the findings against one another 

(Cohen, 2007). For instance, Oliver-Hoyo and Allen (2006) commented that using 

methodological triangulation allowed the development of a complete picture of a 

situation. In this research, sample triangulation involved interviewing different 

participants: ToDS, HTs, and ES. Then the findings were cross-examined from 

different participants to investigate real challenges faced by ToDS and enhance the 

internal validity of the findings. This was beneficial to ensure the validity of the 

findings since the same issue was investigated amongst the different groups (Payne & 

Payne, 2004) and created a comprehensive picture of the phenomenon (Pinnock et al., 

2008).  

The observational process comprised 30 visits: four visits to MSPS, eight visits to the 

MSHS, and 18 visits to the SSD, a specialized deaf school at a primary and 

intermediate level. About six to seven hours of observations in total. In this research, 

I, directly and indirectly, observed teachers and students within the classroom and 

other activities/events taking place throughout the schools (Appendix 3), such as 

school assemblies and classrooms. That directly involved taking notes of actual events 

(Waller and Kaplan, 2018) and indirectly involved explaining those actual events 

based on the experience of when I was a ToD. However, the observations were mainly 

conducted in a classroom setting, observing how ToDS interacted with DS, how they 

engaged with textbooks and the teaching methods applied by ToDS.  

During activities/events, such as breakfast time and school assemblies, concise field 

notes were made as inconspicuously as possible (Roulet et al., 2017) in a notebook 

using a pen, the majority of this time was spent observing, and then in private extended 

notes were written with all the details I could recall to record important points. So I 

tried to stay for as long as possible to witness actual behaviours occurring in these 

scenarios (Becker, 1958; Sánchez-Jankowski and Abramson, 2019; Waller and 

Kaplan, 2018), jotting a few keywords before retreating to make extensive notes. This 

was done by moving to a room close by and writing down the most important key 



 

 

 

points observed, and once at home, writing out further notes in detail (on the same 

day) to make sure no important points were missed. During these observations, I also 

engaged in casual conversations with HTs, ToDS, and other administrative staff within 

the three schools. I intended to create as accurate a picture as possible about the 

experience of ToDS, both in the school, in general, and in the classroom.  

Five classrooms were directly observed. The first ToD taught Arabic. The second, 

ToD, taught English. The third taught the Quran and Hadith (the record of the words, 

actions, and the silent approval of the Islamic prophet Mohammad). The fourth 

classroom was for pre-school (reception). The fifth taught Computer Studies. During 

these sessions, I observed the layout of the classroom, the resources available, what 

the classroom was decorated with, how many students were in the classroom, what 

resources and techniques the teacher used while teaching – such as speaking to the 

class, textbooks or writing on a board – whether other activities took places such as 

games or the marking of work, how the teacher and students interacted, and how the 

students interacted with each other and with me. 

I was also interested in the observation process because of its ability to provide an 

opportunity to understand the differences between special and mainstream schools 

related to building design. Thus, I observed the school’s layout (including signs and 

notice boards or displays). These observations enabled me to understand the broader 

structural contexts and note anything participants may not be aware of or did not want 

to discuss in the interviews.  

To summarise this section, Table 4.2 illustrates how the data method collection 

addressed the research questions and who participated in the focus groups, interviews 

and observations. 

 

 

 

 



 

 

 

TABLE 4.2 RESEARCH QUESTIONS & FOCUS GROUPS, INTERVIEWS AND 

OBSERVATIONS  

 Research Question Source of Data Data collection 

method 

1 What is the nature of the role of 

ToDS (the positive and 

challenging aspects)? 

 

ToDS (20) 

Field notes 

Semi-structured 

interview 

Observation 

Focus group 

2 How are ToDS’ education, 

training, and career 

progression? 

ToDS (20)  

Head teachers (3) 

Education 

supervisors (2) 

Semi-structured 

interview 

Observation 

Focus group 

3 What is the attitude of ToDS 

towards teaching, learning, and 

well-being of DS? 

  

ToDS (20) 

Head teachers (3) 

Education 

supervisors (2) 

Semi-structured 

interview 

Observation 

Focus group 

4 What are the organisational 

support and challenges faced by 

the teacher of deaf students? 

ToDS (20)  

Head teachers (3) 

Education 

supervisors (2) 

Semi-structured 

interview 

Observation 

Focus group 



 

 

 

5 How does the Family and socio-

cultural factors affect ToDS’ 

experience? 

ToDS (20) Semi-structured 

interview 

 

3.6.  Data Analytic Plan  

The process of organising the data was carefully considered before commencing the 

analysis to make sure that information could be traced from the transcript easily and 

accurately, as suggested by Seidman (2006). I followed the six-step framework of 

Braun and Clarke (2006). 

1. Familiarising yourself with the data  

2. Preliminary coding  

3. Recoding 

4. Reviewing themes 

5. Defining and naming themes 

6. Producing the report 

This section describes the rationale for selecting thematic analysis and the six steps of 

the thematic analysis in detail. I describe, for instance, the transcribing process, 

followed by how thematic analysis was approached, coding, and production of the 

final data report.  

3.6.1 Rationale for Thematic Analysis (TA) 

Thematic Analysis (TA) was employed to analyse the data collected from this study. 

It is was considered an appropriate method for extracting information from the 

transcripts connected to the specific research questions of this study (Gibbs, 2008). 

TA allows researchers to acquire knowledge on how the respondents understood the 

topic of study (Ezzy, 2013). I adopted Braun and Clarke’s (2006) six-step approach to 

TA in analysing my data. Whichever approach (conventional or direct) is taken, 

overall thematic data analysis tries to make sense of information gathered during data 



 

 

 

collection (Bryman and Bell, 2015). Smith et al. (2009) considered data analysis on 

semi-structured interviews to be an appropriate way of interpreting data taken from 

semi-structured interviews. This form of analysis, more specifically, considered 

individual perspectives and how they related to the research question(s) (Ezzy, 2013). 

Qualitative research could use numerous types of data analysis, such as conventional 

content-coding, direct content-coding and thematic coding (Bock & Polasek, 2013). 

Conventional content-coding occurred through observation; the codes were 

determined during the data analysis process (Bock & Polasek, 2013), which was more 

suited to this study where unexpected responses arose from the interviews, 

observations and focus groups. Direct content-coding focuses on theory, where codes 

are determined before and after analysis (Bock & Polasek, 2013) which was unsuitable 

for this study because the ToDS responses could not be predicted as this area was 

understudied.  

Thematic Analysis (TA) is “a method for identifying, analysing and reporting patterns 

(themes) with data” (Braun and Clarke, 2006:79). Braun et al. (2019:845) considered 

those themes to be “a pattern of shared meaning, organised around core concept or 

idea, a central organising concept”. Therefore, a theme defined in that way captured 

something important to the research question. A researcher’s judgment first 

determined what became a theme, and thus the key feature of a theme was that it was 

not a quantifiable measure but focused on addressing the main research questions 

(Braun and Clarke, 2006). According to Braun and Clarke (2006), TA was a useful 

method when seeking a richer understanding. This was central to the current research 

as focusing on the main research questions to inform the coding stage was selected to 

see what relevant key issues arose from the data during ToDS’ interviews. Al Hojailan 

(2012) noted that TA could identify factors/variables connected with any issues 

participants highlighted and is a suitable method for dealing with data when 

differences and similarities occur. Therefore, TA was considered the most appropriate 

tool for this research to identify diverse perspectives regarding ToDS’ experiences. 

Furthermore, it was deemed an appropriate method to draw a comparative analysis 

between observation, interviews and focus groups. 



 

 

 

3.6.2 Familiarising Oneself with the Data 

All interviews and focus groups were audio-recorded in Arabic, transcribed by myself 

in Arabic, and then translated by myself from Arabic to English. The key findings of 

the field notes were also translated to English to cross-check them with the results of 

the other methods. Transcription can be time-consuming but allows the researcher to 

become immersed and familiarised with the data. The interviews were transcribed on 

the same day, where possible, if any issue occurred with the audio recording or device. 

And to familiarise myself with each interview and be prepared for the other interviews. 

The translation was checked by an academic colleague doing a Ph.D. in English in the 

UK to ensure accuracy. It took about six weeks to translate and double-check all of 

the data. All the transcripts were secured on a private laptop (protected by an advanced 

password) and uploaded on Google Drive (also secured by a complex password) in 

case any issues occurred with a laptop or I needed to access the transcripts from 

another device. No one accessed the laptop or Google account but me. I labeled each 

audio recording from each interview (each ToD) with a unique code (their initials) to 

anonymise the data. This also enabled me to imagine them talking to me during the 

analysis process, writing the results, and later changing their initials to more 

anonymous codes. 

3.6.3 Preliminary Coding  

The analysis began by coding the data, manually looking for and building themes. 

This coding involved the study of fragments of data, the words of the participants, and 

selecting key ideas that resonated with the research purposes of this study. Initial codes 

were generated by searching for participant ideas within the interviews related to the 

research questions; for instance, where words, a paragraph or a page discussed a 

common theme. I highlighted different hand ideas emerging from the text (no 

automated software was utilised). Some of the initial codes for this study were 

‘benefit’, ‘curriculum’, and ‘only SL courses’ (see Appendix 5). At this stage, 

numerous codes indicated the context of the conversations. This initial analysis took 

two months.  



 

 

 

3.6.4 Categorising data 

These initial codes were recoded into themes by searching for patterns in codes across 

the different interviews. I started to focus on placing relevant codes into groups at this 

stage. As my intention was to identify common experiences among the ToDS, I 

focussed on recurring themes. Hence, codes or chunks of data that relay similar 

meanings were grouped into categories (for example, The professional programme). 

A sample of this process is presented in figure 4. This process was followed for all 

data set from both focus groups and semi-structured interviews.  

Figure 4: Data categorising process   

 

 

 

3.6.5 Reviewing Themes 

Again, I returned to the data set to see if the main themes and sub-themes accurately 

represented the data. This stage comprised of a deeper review where I questioned how 



 

 

 

to organize and combine themes or keep them separate. For instance, sub-themes 

related to ToDS emerged while organising the codes, such as ‘motivation’, ‘gains and 

loses’, ‘emotional challenge’, ‘leaving the field’, and ‘frustration/satisfaction’. This 

process was conducted until no new themes/sub-themes emerged, such as ‘ToD job 

satisfaction’, and ‘ToD job challenges’. It took about three weeks to figure out how 

the sub-themes should be organised. 

3.6.6 Defining and Naming Themes 

The final themes (Appendix 6) were presented and described in Table 5.1. This 

description provided insights into how and why each theme was chosen.  This started 

to provide a picture of the overarching themes of the research and how they related to 

other themes and the research questions. For instance, the first theme was 

understanding ToDS’ reflections on their skills and competences in addition to their 

motivation and challenges. This comprised of aspects that ToDS had faced since day 

one of teaching DS.  

3.6.7 Producing the Report 

A report of the study was written up with time for further reflection using the themes 

as a basis and selecting the best quotations from participants under each theme to best 

reflect it. As it was messy to use unclear quotes. I went over and over the quotes that 

supported one finding, for example, to make sure that they fit the context correctly and 

did not overlap with other findings. The best way I found to do this was to start with 

the questions used in the interviews and locate the most frequent words mentioned by 

ToDS to answer this question. From this process, ideas emerged based on the sub-

themes after coding the data.  

3.7.  Trustworthiness of the study 

Trustworthiness refers to the researchers' ability to “justify and defend the accuracy of 

their study” (Gay et al.,2009: 375). However, the best approach to maintain the 

trustworthiness of qualitative is still being debated in the literature (Anney, 2014). 

However, there seems to be a general consensus among qualitative researchers in 

adopting Guba’s (1981) four criteria for establishing trustworthiness in qualitative 



 

 

 

research. The criteria include credibility, transferability, dependability and 

confirmability. Anney (2014) advised that maintaining the trustworthiness of the 

research items must aim to answer the questions: 

• How do we know or determine the applicability of the findings of the 

inquiry in other settings or with other respondents?  

• • How can one know if the findings would be repeated consistently with 

similar (same) participants in the same context?  

• • How do we know if the findings come solely from participants and the 

investigation was not influenced by the researchers' bias, motivations, or 

interests? (p.276). 

Therefore, this study draws from Guba (1981) and reflects on Anney's (2014) 

questions in demonstrating the trustworthiness of this study. 

3.7.1. Credibility 

Credibility refers to the researcher’s ability to establish that their research finding is 

plausibly drawn from the “participants’ original data and is the correct interpretation 

of the participants’ original views” (Anney, 2014, p. 276). In order words, qualitative 

researchers maintain credibility by ensuring that their finding is genuine (Krefting, 

1990). Credibility was demonstrated in this study by ensuring that only teachers with 

many years of experience teaching deaf students were recruited in this study. 

Involving ToDS provided a genuine and credible account of issues surrounding ToDS 

in Saudi Arabia and strengthened the integrity of the findings.  Lastly, a member check 

was crucial in establishing the credibility of this study. I carried out a Member check 

by sharing the research findings with the participants from whom the data were 

originally obtained (Cohen and Crabtree, 2006). 13 out of 25 participants responded 

and agreed that the findings represented their views.    

3.7.2. Transferability  

Transferability refers to the replicability of a research process (Gay et al., 2009). It 

involves the researcher’s ability to show that their findings can be replicable in a 

similar context (Bryman, 2016; Cohen and Crabtree, 2006). This was demonstrated in 



 

 

 

a number of ways in this study. First, I outlined the methods employed in detail for 

them to be replicated by other researchers and also ensured that the research questions 

were directly reflected in the interview questions. Secondly, I provided a ‘thick 

description’ of the research context, as seen in Chapter two. Third, Brofenbrener’s 

ecological system model informed the analysis and discussion of the findings. This 

would enable researchers in a similar context to evaluate the applicability of the 

research findings (Kilpatrick, 1981). Third, I ensured that only the participants whose 

characteristics matched my criteria were selected for the study. These participants 

were purposively chosen to ensure that only individuals who had the experience of 

teaching deaf students were involved in the study.  

 

3.7.3. Dependability  

Dependability corresponds with reliability (Bryman, 2016). It involves the 

researchers’ ability to show that their data are consistent with the findings, 

interpretations and conclusions they draw from the study (Anney, 2014). 

Dependability was demonstrated through briefings with my supervisory team to 

ensure that my understanding of the data was consistent with the data. Also, I kept a 

reflexive journal of all the research processes, including data collection and analytical 

processes (Forero et al., 2018). 

3.7.4. Confirmability 

 Confirmability corresponds with objectivity (Bryman, 2016). It helps the researcher 

to establish that data interpretations are not “figments of the [researchers’] 

imagination, but are clearly derived from the data” (Tobin and Begley, 2003, p.279). 

The confirmability of this study was demonstrated in three ways. First, the study 

participants were selected from among ToDS from different levels of education. As 

such, their collective experiences and perceptions ensured the confirmability of my 

research findings. Second, triangulation of data from the focus group interviews, semi-

structured interviews and participant observation provided a rich and robust 

understanding of the factors influencing ToDS experiences of teaching deaf students 

(Cohen and Crabtree, 2006). Third, I kept an audit trail of all the decisions made for 

this study and critically documented every process in this chapter.  



 

 

 

3.8.  Ethical Considerations 

It has been stated that “Ethical behavior represents a set of moral principles, rules, or 

standards governing a person or a profession” (Lichtman, 2013:51). This statement 

suggested that researchers should treat people fairly and avoid causing harm. Various 

ethical factors need to be considered when conducting research. Research ethics were 

a vital part of the process, providing a moral compass regarding what was ethically 

acceptable for this study (Cohen, 2007). Before starting the data collection process, I 

sought ethical approval from my university’s ethical approval committee(Appendix 4) 

UKSACB contacted my sponsor in Saudi Arabia, who was Qassim University (QU), 

and they approved the trip to collect the data.  

Once I arrived in Saudi Arabia, I received a letter from QU explaining that they were 

my sponsor with a request for the Administration of Education (an MoE branch in 

every major city responsible for managing a certain region for all situations related to 

schools, teachers and students) to facilitate my research. The letter explained that I 

was a Ph.D. student conducting research in the field of deaf education and used to be 

a ToD, and thus had a BA and a master’s in deaf education. For instance, this letter 

was shown to schools to the Administration of Education’s offices in Buraidah and 

Arras, and two administrations signed a letter to the HTs of the schools asking them 

to facilitate my mission to interview and observe their staff and students. 

Throughout this study, I ensured that all identifiable ethical issues were considered—

one of the issues related to the selection and recruitment of participants. Obtaining 

informed consent from participants is integral to the ethical process of any study 

(Sanjari et al., 2014). Therefore, I ensured that participants' informed consent was 

collected (Appendix 2, first page). The consent form explained the research study and 

described the research process, risks/benefits of the research, the confidentiality of all 

participant information, and the option to withdraw from the study without providing 

a reason. However, regarding the families of students in the schools under 

investigation, it was not easy to contact them directly. Instead, I received support from 

each school once I explained that this research could benefit the students because 



 

 

 

while they were not directly under investigation, improvements suggested by the 

ToDS would promote improved practices for teaching DS.  

Second, the confidentiality and privacy of participants were maintained, and their 

identities protected. Confidentiality is important as it aims to minimise untruthfulness. 

Participants may try to conceal information if they are not reassured that what they 

discuss will not be held in confidence (Roller & Lavrakas, 2015, Singer et al., 1995). 

Although Singer et al. (1995) argued that confidentiality could have an opposing 

effect, as it can be made participants self-conscious, it helps researchers protect the 

identity of their participants. In this study, participants' names and school names were 

anonymized. Psuedo names were used in place of real names. All direct quotes in 

thesis and article publications did not include any personal identifiers.  

The three school names in Buraydah and Arras were anonymised by naming them the 

Special School for the Deaf (SSD) and the Mainstream State Primary School (MSPS), 

and the Mainstream State High School (MSHS). However, anonymity for this study 

presented problems. ToDS’ anonymity was ensured through codenames being used. 

However, while the same was done for HTs and ESs, since there was only one school 

for the deaf in the area of study HTs, anonymity could not be guaranteed at the same 

level, and they participated in the study whilst aware of these limitations because they 

agreed the study would benefit the ToDS taking place in making their voices heard. 

During the interview, some teachers were anxious when discussing sensitive topics, 

such as reflecting on their colleagues. This was due to no researchers having 

interviewed them and getting to know the nature of their work. Therefore, I was careful 

to confirm that all data would be discussed anonymously before signing the consent 

form and turning on the digital recording device. 

In addition, all data collected, including audio recorded data, were stored 

electronically in the researchers’ password-protected computer. The paper-based data, 

including the field notes, were stored in a locked cabinet and were only accessible to 

the researcher. However, the researcher’s supervisor accessed the data for guidance 

purposes. Participants were assured that their participation was voluntary and they 

could withdraw their data at any time without any questions asked.  



 

 

 

3.9.  Researcher Positionality  

My experience and familiarity with the research context held numerous advantages in 

collecting copious, rich data due to access to ‘insider’ knowledge (Wendt, 2020). In 

addition, I could gather facts from observation. For instance, the number of books 

available or how many students was in a classroom. Thus, I could recognise lived 

experiences taking place in a classroom. For instance, the amount of interaction 

between teacher and student, the amount of teamwork among students, or the way a 

teacher treats students (Cohen et al., 2007). A researcher’s role also can be ‘observer-

as-participant’ (Bryman, 2012). Bryman (2012) described how the observer-as-

participant acted as a participant in the setting but also made observations. There are 

advantages and disadvantages to this method. A disadvantage of participant 

observation is that there is a time gap between observing and recording the event. 

However, this was mitigated in the present study by jotting down brief notes in the 

field and filling them out as soon as possible. Another disadvantage is that teachers or 

students may enact different behaviour from normal when aware that they are under 

observation (Cohen et al., 2007), and the researcher may become overly involved in 

the group under investigation with the potential to bias the results and must find a 

balance between ‘insider’ and ‘outsider’ status in terms of then choosing how to 

represent the data (Haarlammert et al., 2017). I was positioned as an outside insider in 

this research. Despite being an insider in terms of identity and background, as I used 

to be a ToD, at the same time, I was an outsider as participants saw me as a researcher, 

not a ToD. This provided the participants with the advantage of the participants 

assuming that I was unfamiliar with their roles and prompted them to elaborate more 

and fully express their experiences. At the same time, I was well-informed to detect 

any potential exaggerations of their working conditions and mindful of being unbiased 

and working from their words and experiences.  

To be more critical about potential biases introduced by me within my study, I had to 

ask, as a male from Saudi Arabia who previously worked as a ToD could I be 

objective? I underwent a period of self-reflection to ask what my milieu and values 

are (Draper & Swift, 2011). I was bringing as an insider/outsider, 

researcher/participant? I considered ways to mitigate it in the study. However, 



 

 

 

removing all bias is unlikely – a critique raised by Fusch et al. (2018) as being part of 

the nature of qualitative studies, required to make decisions in complex contexts. 

I chose to overcome such potential biases in the research analysis by focusing on the 

words of the participants and their experiences and voices over my own. For instance, 

during the analysis of the findings, I asked, “Am I the kind of person who will be 

predisposed to believe that the data suggest this conclusion?” or “Is there another way 

to draw conclusions from this data?” trying to critically see what had been potentially 

taken for granted during analysis. 

3.10.  Conclusion 

This chapter discussed the methodology and research design adopted in this study, 

justified the approach taken and provided a detailed outline of research procedures. 

This study adopted an interpretive and constructivist philosophy to explore how ToDS 

perceived their teaching experiences in Saudi Arabia. The data in this study were 

collected from 25 interviews, 30 hours of observational work, and two focus groups 

with a variety of participants, such as ToDS, HTs, and ESs. The transcribed data was 

analysed using Braun and Clarke’s (2006) six-step framework from these multiple 

qualitative data collection methods. The findings of this study will be presented in the 

following chapter (Chapter 4).  



 

 

 

 

Chapter 4. Results 

This study adopted a qualitative strategy to identify and examine the lived experiences, 

roles and responsibilities of being a ToD in Saudi Arabia. The analyses of the semi-

structured interviews showed the individual experiences, challenges and motivations 

of ToDS. Five key thematic areas were identified during thematic analysis: the nature 

and scope of the role of ToDS; ToD education, training, and career progression; 

teaching, learning, and well-being of DS; the nature of systemic and organisational 

support; the effect of family and the community on ToDS. The data analysis shed light 

on the career of a TOD, the nature and quality of training and support available for 

their career development, and the opportunities and limitations posed by the policy 

and cultural environment for deaf education in Saudi Arabia.  

As an Islamic country, Saudi Arabia provided a unique environment, in terms of social 

and cultural setting, for understanding deaf education and particularly the role of ToD 

in developing an inclusive curriculum that embraced children with Special 

Educational Needs and Disabilities (SEND). As explained in the methods chapter, the 

initial analysis was conducted in Arabic and later translated into English to ensure 

consistency in meaning and interpretation of different concepts and terminology. The 

entire analysis process started with the transcription of the interview responses 

immediately and after the completion of the individual transcripts. This was carried 

out systematically by talking to each participant group one after the other from the 

ToDS, the ESs through to HTs. Following the analysis of responses from interviewees 

and based on the thematic analysis guidelines provided by Braun & Clarke (2006), the 

themes and sub-themes in this study were generated as presented in Table 5.1 below. 

Table 5.1 reveals five key themes which will be discussed throughout Chapter 5, these 

key findings were based on the most frequent topic areas mentioned during the coding 

process. 

To gain an understanding of the nature and scope of the role of ToDS this thesis 

investigated their perceptions of necessary ToD skills: confidence, self-efficacy, and 

the degree of motivation that they experienced in their daily work. This investigation 



 

 

 

was also about the experiences of teachers when they were newly qualified, including 

their skills and the degree of cooperation that they received from their colleagues. As 

will be explained in this chapter, different roles emerged when ToDS and regular 

teachers were compared. ToDS were asked, for instance, about their sense of job 

satisfaction and the challenges they faced in their school. The wider challenges 

presented by the MoE were discussed alongside systemic factors and the level of 

organisational support available to ToDS. Further, challenges arising from the family 

and the community were also discussed. 

TABLE 5.1 THEMES AND SUB-THEMES 

Themes Sub-themes  

I. The nature and 
scope of the role of 
ToD 

ToD skills, confidence, self-efficacy plus skills 
expected of teachers of deaf 

ToD reflections on colleagues’ skills and 
performance 

Newly Qualified ToD experiences 

The different roles of ToD and regular teachers 

ToD job-satisfaction  

ToD job challenges  

II. ToD education, 
training, and career 
progression 

Reasons to choose a ToD career  

Education and training pre-service  

In-service education and training 

Curriculum development  



 

 

 

III. Teaching, learning, 
and well-being of 
DS 

Social, emotional, and pastoral support for DS 

ToD expectations and perceptions  

Teaching and delivering lessons; meeting diverse 
needs  

Assessment and evaluation of students’ progress; 
educational expectations about DS future 

IV. Nature of Systemic 
and Organisational 
support 

Human Resources support 

Financial support 

V.    Family of DS and 
community perception 
of the role of the ToD 

Family and ToD collaboration 

Community perceptions of ToDS 

 

4.1 Confidence, Self-efficacy and Skills Expected of Teachers of the 

Deaf 

At the outset, I wanted to gain a clear picture of ToDS’ evaluation of their skills and 

abilities and how equipped teachers were to assist students in their learning. Hence, a 

major strand of this research was concerned with ToDS’ education, training, and 

career progression. Teachers revealed a range of reasons that motivated them to 

become a ToD and well-established professional career paths. Different routes to 

becoming a ToD depended on the level one wished to teach. Those who wanted to 

teach DS at the primary level needed to have a BA in Special Education and specialise 

in deaf education. Those who wanted to become a ToD at the elementary and high 

school level needed to have a BA in a subject like mathematics or Arabic studies and 

already be teaching typical hearing students; they were then eligible to switch to 

teaching DS. One ES confirmed this: 



 

 

 

“ToD I supervise differ based on their educational experience and 

the preparation program they have studied. For example, teachers of 

the deaf may have a bachelor degree in special education with a 

focus on deaf education. Those teachers are qualified to teach in 

primary schools. Others may have a BA in mathematics or computer 

science subjects and have received service-training like a diploma 

in deaf education. Some ToD may not even have a diploma, just one 

to two weeks of training. These ToD teach DS at intermediate or 

high schools.” (ESA) 

Based on the interviews with ToDS who switched from general education to teaching 

DS at elementary and high school level, initially, no educational requirements were 

requested for them to become a ToD, but they were subsequently asked to enroll in a 

diploma in deaf education and to take SL courses. Since the routes to becoming ToD 

varied, the reasons ToDS supplied for their career choice varied too, depending on 

personal experience, the stage at which they chose to become a ToD and the nature of 

the job. The question “Why did you choose to teach DS?” investigated why ToDS 

chose this path as a career and the motivating factors that attracted people to the field. 

In the participants’ responses, the most frequently used words and phrases were ‘no 

idea about teaching deaf students’, ‘relative’, ‘suitable for me’, ‘new studies’, ‘no 

other options’, ‘need for ToD’, ‘the bonus’ and ‘fewer classes during the week’. 

The majority (80%) of ToDS who held a BA in Special Education (SE) did not 

consider being a ToD before they started their studies. After they enrolled in SE, they 

had to choose from different specialist options such as hearing impairment and 

intellectual disability. When asked why they chose SE in the first place, their answers 

varied. One reason was that SE was a new program, and they were excited to learn 

about it: “Another reason was I like to try and experience new things. At the time I 

was applying for the university, special education had just opened, and I was excited 

to enrol and study a new subject” (2TPS). Another interviewee thought it was “the 

best” opportunity to get a decent, well-paid job: “I chose to study special education 

because at that time it was one of the best departments for a job opportunity” (3TPS). 

Other ToDS mentioned having a relative who has a disability, as 1TIS stated: “What 



 

 

 

drove me to choose to study special education was my niece who has an intellectual 

disability”.  

The reasons were also varied when choosing to teach DS. The most common reason 

ToDS gave was a personal belief that they were more suited to teaching DS than 

students with other disabilities, as 2TIS stated: “I chose to teach deaf because I think 

it is suitable for me, more so than teaching intellectually disabled students.” A similar 

idea was shared by 3TPS: “I chose to teach deaf because I found myself more suited 

to be ToD than other categories of SE.” Another ToD explained they thought it easier 

to work with DS rather than other disabled people: “What drives me to teach deaf 

students is I feel they are quiet and easy to control in the classroom and easy to interact 

with” (1TPS).  

On posing the same question to ToDS who switched from general education to 

teaching DS, their responses were also varied. The three most mentioned reasons were 

first, teaching DS seemed like an “exciting” field to work in: 

“I did not study BA in Special Education. I am an English language 

teacher. I studied only English at university. After becoming a 

teacher of English for typical hearing students, there was a need for 

an English teacher to teach DS, and I saw it as an opportunity. I was 

bored of teaching hearing students, and deaf education seemed like 

an exciting field for me, so I took the opportunity and became ToD” 

(4TIS). 

Before enrolling in a SE programme most ToDS chose it because it was a new field in 

Saudi Arabia, and they were curious about studying and working in this field. Later 

on, most ToDS chose to study hearing impairment specialty as they wanted to work 

more with DHH students rather than other types of disabled students. Secondly, the 

prospect of fewer students in a class and fewer classes per week was an attractive 

motivation to switch, as 2THM stated: 

“I was a teacher for hearing students before I became ToD. I did not 

study any course or diploma before I became ToD. I chose to teach 



 

 

 

deaf students because there are benefits that come with the job, such 

as the bonus and having fewer classes during the week than a teacher 

of hearing students. For example, I teach 12 lessons per week now, 

and I used to teach 20 classes when I was a hearing student teacher.” 

The third reason was that recommendations from friends and family members who 

were ToDS before them motivated ToDS: “There was a career opportunity to teach 

deaf students, but I was afraid of not being able to communicate with them, but my 

cousin, who was a teacher of the deaf, encouraged me, so I applied for the job” (3TPS). 

In terms of ToDS’ academic education and their pre-service training, 10 out of the 20 

ToDS who participated in this research held a BA in SE. It was with this group that 

the nature and quality of the preparation programme were discussed. The question 

“How beneficial was your BA preparation program?” was designed to examine the 

nature of preparation programmes within the Saudi context. Analysis of the 

participants’ responses showed the most frequently used words and phrases were 

‘more theory’, ‘unrelated to the field’, and ‘no SL’. Ninety-five per cent of the 

participants’ responses indicated that their preparation programmes were not 

significantly beneficial to their day-to-day teaching requirements. One participant 

expressed that the preparation program did not prepare him well enough with skills 

such as SL, IEPs, and VETs that was needed to be an excellent ToD, he stated:  

“The preparation programme was weak and unrelated to the field. I 

give the program less than 10% for the skills preparation I need in 

the field. I graduated from the preparation program with no SL. I 

did a practical term, but it was not beneficial at all because I was not 

prepared to work with the deaf at that time, so it was not helpful. I 

tried to learn from the ToD who supervised me, but it was just for 

three months, and the ToD did not care much because he was happy 

that someone else was doing his job and he did not need to work! I 

would say my BA degree was not related to the field and didn’t 

prepare me to be ToD” (1TPM). 

Another ToD agreed that there was a lack of practical courses: 



 

 

 

“I found the preparation program was not well planned to prepare 

ToD for the field. I only benefit from understanding how to change 

students’ behavior and what motivates them. But there was no SL 

or lesson preparation or IEP preparation. There was a practical 

semester. I taught hard of hearing students and was not exposed to 

SL until my first day of being ToD” (5TPM). 

On the other hand, some ToDS believed that their preparation program was good as it 

gave them the required background knowledge about SE in general. But with regards 

to deaf education: “The preparation program was good in terms of general information 

about special education but with regards to deaf education it was based more on theory 

than providing the necessary skills for the field” (3TPS). Additionally, he said that the 

theory surrounding deaf education was not beneficial because most of the faculty staff 

were from other countries and they did not have personal experience of the teaching 

environment in Saudi Arabia: “Most of the faculties were from Egypt or Jordan, and 

they were not familiar with the deaf education field in Saudi Arabia because special 

education was new that time and deaf education as well.” Thus, the overall opinion 

ToDS shared of the BA program was that it was not beneficial in terms of daily 

teaching work as teachers felt unprepared for the practical aspects of their work: 

mainly, SL and paperwork (creating IEPs and VETs). 

However, one ToD who graduated with BA in deaf education 30 years ago indicated 

the preparation program used to be worse 30 years ago, as he stated: 

“In the special education program at that time, most of the courses 

were theory, only two credits were practical. The program had the 

lowest number of graduate teachers of the deaf in Saudi Arabia, that 

was because it was a new department and still new to the field of 

special and deaf education. That was 1989. The preparation program 

at that time was so poor, we did not learn anything related to the 

real-life challenges and skills that were required. I also didn’t learn 

any SL before I graduated. I had to learn by myself, after I 

graduated, because no one knew what to do at that time. The Saudi 



 

 

 

SL was not well organised, so we had to work together to do our 

best to make the field a better place and improve deaf students’ 

academic outcomes” 1TIS. 

On the other hand, the only ToD who expressed that his BA was beneficial said he 

was well prepared and excited to teach DS because the practical semester was so 

helpful. However, when he was asked about his self-efficacy when he began teaching, 

he admitted that his SL was not good enough and he was not familiar with IEPs: 

“It was beneficial. At that time, the special education department in 

King Saudi University had well-qualified faculty staff who provided 

me with all the skills I needed regarding background theory. I 

graduated with a general understanding of all kinds of disabilities 

and majored in deaf studies. The preparation impacted me 

positively. I was so excited to teach deaf students. Especially useful 

was the requirement to teach deaf students for the last term of my 

degree” (2TPS). 

HTs and ESs shared that preparation programs were poor and that newly qualified 

ToDS lacked essential skills they had expected to learn in their BA in SE programs. 

As HTS stated: 

“ToD gain the necessary skills while teaching and become more 

experienced over time. When a new ToD comes to our school, most 

of them do not really have the skills we expect him to have as ToD. 

They learn from interacting with DS and getting involved with DS 

activities. When a new ToD comes to school, I always ask them to 

visit other experienced ToD in their classrooms and observe how 

they teach so they can learn from them.” 

Moreover, ESN mentioned: 

“Most of ToD who I supervised at the beginning of their teaching 

was not well prepared. For example, a ToD told me he knows only 

a few signs, which will not help him succeed in teaching DS, despite 



 

 

 

having BA in deaf education. I was surprised, but that is the reality, 

so I asked him to enrol in a course for SL, even if he has to pay for 

it.” 

In-service programmes were also said to vary in terms of quality. ToDS mentioned 

courses provided by the Administration of Education (AoE) and the Administration 

of Special Education (AoSE) for all ToDS, regardless of whether they had a BA in SE 

or had switched from general to SE. They also mentioned a Diploma in Deaf 

Education for ToDS who transferred from teaching HS to teach DS (a one-year 

university course). ToDS who enrolled explained that the diploma offered courses 

about DS psychological development and methods of communication and teaching 

DS and practical courses teaching DS supervised by an experienced ToD. 

Participants were asked about the availability of any in-service education or training 

and were also asked to comment on its value. From the participants’ responses, the 

most frequently used words and phrases were ‘not enough’, ‘only few courses’, ‘only 

SL courses’, ‘not beneficial’, ‘beneficial’, and ‘no workshops’. All ToDS responded 

that they had enrolled in in-service courses but issues were with the programs in terms 

of quality. The majority of the participants’ responses revealed that the quality was 

significantly poor in all in-service programs, and that there were a limited number of 

quality courses specifically designed for ToDS. Yet, 66% of ToDS reflections on the 

diploma were positive. For instance, one participant stated: 

“The diploma was theoretically and practically beneficial. It was for 

one year which is better than other diploma programs which are just 

for six months. The second semester was practical sessions in the 

school in the morning and theoretical courses took place in the 

afternoon. The program was at King Saud University” (3TIS). 

This participant showed how valuable the diploma was, especially as it was one year 

of full-time study and included teaching in the morning and theory in the afternoon. 

Another participant commented positively about the diploma but expressed that the 

practical part needed to be improved, especially in terms of teaching SL: 



 

 

 

“The diploma was excellent in terms of preparing you for how to 

deal with deaf students, especially psychologically, and gave me a 

general understanding of working with deaf and other disabled 

students, but it was lacking on teaching practices, especially in SL. 

That’s why I enrolled in other courses for SL” (5THM). 

The other 33% of ToDS held a negative view of the diploma, although they revealed 

some courses were beneficial: 

“After two years of teaching deaf students, I took a diploma in deaf 

education for one year. I had hope to take the diploma before I 

started teaching DS. It was not so beneficial for me as I already had 

experience in teaching deaf students, and I was a little bit 

disappointed to discover some of the faculty had never been in the 

field before. They did not help me much in supporting my students 

in the classroom” (4TPS). 

4TPS explained how he took the diploma after teaching DS for two years and gained 

good experienced and skills. He also explained that he was disappointed that some 

faculty members who taught the diploma were unfamiliar with working in the field. 

Even those ToDS who expressed negative points did not believe that the diploma was 

totally unbeneficial; most of them explained that they wanted more in terms of making 

them more successful teachers: 

“I learned SL from my school before I started the diploma. The 

diploma did not improve my SL which means I learned more at the 

school, from my DS and my colleagues who were expert in SL, than 

I learned from the diploma. But the diploma was theoretically 

helpful in terms of understanding DS more” (6THM). 

With regards to courses provided by AoE and AoSE, most ToDS reflected negatively 

on the number of courses available and on the quality of the courses. Eighty-five per 

cent of all ToDS who participated in this research stated they were not happy with and 

did not benefit from those courses. One reason was that the courses were more 



 

 

 

theoretical than practical by lacking field-based training. As 2TPM explained: “There 

are courses for ToD like SL courses but they are so limited and more theory-based 

than practical based, which are not very helpful. For example, I tried to find a course 

to develop an educational tool for the deaf, but there were no courses for that.” Another 

reason was a lack of workshops where ToDS from across the country could come 

together to share their experience, and how they could improve their education 

methods, as 3TPS mentioned: “I attended one workshop and it was for ToD who are 

in Qassim province. It was not beneficial because I am familiar with the information 

they shared due to the fact they are my colleagues and I meet them every day or so.” 

Another reason was related to the lecturer who provided the course, as 3TPM stated, 

“There are few courses for ToD, there are more available for teachers of HS. The last 

course I took was two years ago and was not beneficial because the lecturer was not 

familiar with the real challenges and situations of teaching deaf students.” Another 

ToD shared a similar opinion regarding the lack of experienced lecturers to provide 

valuable courses: “Every semester there are courses arranged by the administration of 

special education but still not enough. I think this is due to the lack of experienced and 

knowledgeable presenters” (1TIS). He added that he wished he had never attended 

many of the courses he went to due to the poor quality of the knowledge provided: 

“many courses I took, I wish I had not attended because they were poor courses of no 

benefit to my practice, just aspects of theory that are not beneficial in daily work as 

ToD.” Being in this position of wishing they had never attended a course was common 

to other ToDS, as another participant declared: 

“There are few courses or workshops provided specifically for 

teachers of the deaf because the people in the administration of 

education cannot offer such courses. These courses are delivered by 

people who have either never been ToD before or just provide 

theory, ideas that all ToD already know. I have attended courses that 

I wished I did not attend due to the reasons I’ve just mentioned. I 

may even decide to never go on another course” (1THM). 

Some (30%) ToDS revealed that they did not want to attend any further courses in the 

future as it was a waste of their time. I then added a question; “If there are beneficial 



 

 

 

courses, will you attend them?” All ToDS responded positively towards the need for 

beneficial courses, as 6THM stated: “Yes, I would attend and I hope they are well-

prepared courses and evidence-based. Along with prior experience in teaching deaf 

students this would have a significant impact on improving the teaching deaf 

students.”  

In addition, as the standard of the above courses and training was insufficient, some 

participants explained that they had to pay for a good SL trainer themselves: 

“When I started to teach deaf students I was coming from teaching 

HS. I had no idea about SL and there were no courses for me to learn 

SL available from AoSE. So two of my colleagues and I decided to 

go to Jordan in the summer to learn SL from a well-known expert 

in Arabic SL. We paid for all of the expenses out of our own pocket” 

(2THM). 

With regards to HTs and ESs positions on the availability and quality of in-service 

courses for ToDS, HTS expressed that courses were available for ToDS and, he 

thought, they were beneficial. He also pointed out that there was such a range of 

courses for teachers, in general, that ToDS could benefit from them too: “There are 

courses provided by the educational administration for all teachers and some courses 

for ToDS. A ToD is welcome to attend any course they think may be beneficial for 

them. I always suggest any courses that are available for ToDS to attend” (HTS). 

Another HT, at a mainstream school, shared a similar opinion that many in-service 

courses existed for all teachers, but only SL courses were specifically for ToDS: “I 

have received offers for courses for all teachers in the school. SL courses are the only 

courses that are especially for ToD” (HTA). HTs appeared not to see the problem of 

insufficient training as they stressed that in-service training was available and well 

provided, perhaps they exaggerated to look good, even though they were assured many 

times that the findings would be anonymously presented, but since there was only one 

school for the deaf in the area of study anonymity could not be guaranteed, so the HTs 

did not want to state anything that might not please the AoE. 



 

 

 

One ES responded that even if no beneficial courses were available for ToDS it was 

not a sufficient excuse for ToDS to deliver poor teaching. He pointed to the availability 

of courses online and that some ToDS lacked the motivation to search and learn: 

“20 years ago ToD had the right to say that lack of training and 

equipment is the reason for the poor quality of teaching but 

nowadays, with the Internet, ToD can have access to all the 

materials and programs they need. I think some ToD have a lack of 

motivation and desire to teach such students. Because ToD can 

educate themselves and use technology that’s available online to 

make their teaching methods more useful and enjoyable” (ESA). 

Neither HTs and ESs saw the problem as being one of insufficient training (provided 

by the diploma and AoE and AoSE courses), but more connected with ToDS’ 

motivations due the availability of information on the Internet for one thing.  

One could then ask whether this inadequate provision impacted teachers’ level of 

confidence regarding whether they were capable of making a difference in the 

classroom. Thus, engaging teachers in self-criticism. Yet, while the majority of the 

ToDS revealed that in-service programs had a limited number of courses for them, and 

the quality was significantly poor. When asked, “At what level do you think you have 

all the necessary skills and abilities to improve your DS?” Participants most frequently 

used positive words such as ‘benefit’, ‘the best’, ‘useful’, ‘value’, ‘have the skills’ and 

‘experience’. Three quarters of teachers stated that they had highly positive feelings 

when they started teaching DS. Yet a significant majority (90%) admitted that their 

self-efficacy and necessary skills were low at the start of their professional career. The 

majority of their responses strongly emphasised confidence and that they had adequate 

knowledge and experience to make an impact, as one ToD stated: “I think I am well 

prepared theoretically, like I understand DS’ behaviours and abilities. I also know 

which aspect of the curriculum they can learn and benefit from. Generally, I have good 

experience and I can benefit my students” (3TPS). Another ToD, who was the most 

experienced ToD interviewed, expressed that he could benefit DS’ education: “I can 

benefit them due to having 30 years of experience in teaching DS” (1TIS). Therefore, 



 

 

 

some ToDS revealed that their confidence in their skills had not arisen from pre-

service and in-service training courses, but from experience working with DS in the 

classroom. As 4TIS mentioned: “I think I am the best person available to teach deaf 

students as I am familiar with SL and I gained experience with them.”  

However, other ToDS indicated that the skills they did have were insufficient to be 

able to make an academic impact on DS, and that more in-service education and 

support would be valuable, as 5TPM said: “I found my work is beneficial to my 

students but I wish I could do more for them by having more support and the chance 

to enrol in excellent courses.” Another ToD had the desire to enable DS to learn better 

and to make the necessary changes in his work practices and work hard for his 

students, but he needed support to improve: “I have skills to make an impact on my 

DS but I need assistance to benefit my DS more, I do not know how I can improve 

myself” (1TPM). This connected to another theme of the research, as most teachers 

explained, that a sense of self-efficacy was important for them to be effective at work, 

as 4TPM elaborated: “When I make an impact with my DS I feel satisfied and willing 

to work more with them.” In this case, the emphasis was on the ability to make an 

impact on DS learning and the resultant feeling of satisfaction about the job. Further 

support and in-service education needed by ToDS will be discussed more deeply in 

Section 5.5. 

In addition to having the generic skills of a teacher, ToDS mentioned the skills that 

they were expected to have. Some of which were practical techniques, but others such 

as social or emotional factors could also be considered to inform recommendations 

about training needs in the profession. All ToDS had an understanding of what made 

the best ToD. Frequent words used by ToDS included ‘SL’, ‘patient’, ‘feel their 

needs’, ‘respect DS’, ‘make and use VET’, ‘look for the best teaching methods’. SL, 

unsurprisingly, was the most revealed quality commented on, as 1TPS stated: “The 

most important aspect that ToD needs is to have knowledge in SL. I think ToD need 

to be fluent in SL more than any other skill.” Another ToD declared that ToDS needed 

to be “good as possible” in SL, but this did not mean they needed to be a professional 

interpreter. If one had such a high level it was considered to be better, but it was not a 

requirement to be successful: “ToD need to be as good as possible with SL because 



 

 

 

ToD without SL won’t succeed. This doesn’t mean ToD need to be an interpreter in 

SL but to be fluent enough to deliver the lesson accurately” (1TIS). He also stressed 

the importance of continued learning and SL use: “ToD need to keep practising and 

learning SL and never stop using it because it is like any other language, if you stop 

using it you will forget it over time.” Another ToD highlighted that signs change over 

time, and ToDS needed to regularly update their SL. Alternatively, some ToDS 

indicated the importance of SL, but argued that SL was not the most important quality 

a ToD need, as 2TPS, a ToD at primary level, declared: “Not all ToD who are good at 

sign language are good teachers because there are other qualities more important than 

just SL. For instance, my SL is not good but I consider myself a good teacher in terms 

of making a positive impact on my students’ performance.”  

The second, frequently mentioned quality ToDS needed to have was an ability to 

interact and deal with DS. DS were considered to be sensitive when it came to being 

accepted as a DS and, based on the majority of ToDS’ experiences, they required 

ToDS to treat them with respect and love, as 3TPM stated: “ToD need to treat deaf 

students with respect and love because if they do not like him they are very direct and 

will say we do not like this teacher because of the way he interacts with them”. When 

I asked: “Does this means ToDS do not challenge them to learn and make teaching 

too easy?” The same ToD replied: “ToD should not be soft with them, but he has to 

be understanding of their needs of being loved.” Another ToD explained DS needed 

to be treated with respect and provided with challenges to make them learn: “ToD 

should not be so soft with DS and sometimes he has to be a bit tough, especially at the 

beginning because if DS feels the ToD has no empathy for them they will not follow 

his orders and eventually will not learn.” 

Another ToD expressed that understanding the needs of DS is an essential aspect or 

quality ToDS needed to have: “I think the essential aspect ToD need to have is feeling 

what the student needs and a willingness to do his best to improve his students” (2TIS). 

Indeed, the third frequently mentioned quality was the need to understand DS abilities 

by feeling their needs and fulfilling their desire to learn academically and socially: 

“ToD need to be able to understand the abilities of his DS and must feel their needs 

which will drive him to do his best to improve them” (1THM). Tied into feeling their 



 

 

 

needs, almost all of participants supported that being patient teaching DS was an 

important aspect of the role, such as repeating the lesson many times and not expecting 

quick feedback from DS, as 3TIS mentioned: “ToD need to be patient and must not 

expect a fast result from DS because DS take more time and effort to learn. ToD need 

to repeat the lesson many times.” And 2TPM stressed: “The most important 

characteristic that ToD need is to be patient and understand that teaching deaf students 

takes more time and effort than hearing students”.  

All ToDS agreed that they had to be innovative and had applied differentiated teaching 

methods with DS to attract their attention and provide them with the best teaching 

experience, as 5TPS declared: “ToD need to have multiple skills and qualities such as, 

innovation in developing and using VET, educate himself continually and use 

different teaching methods to make deaf students understand and memorise the 

information.”  

Overall, there is no doubt that the crucial qualities ToDS need to have are similar to a 

teacher of typical hearing students, but the qualities mentioned by ToDS throughout 

the interviews highlighted their opinions of the key qualities to improve teaching DS 

which, as highlighted above were: learning new teaching methods to teach (continuous 

education), communication (e.g. SL, literacy), and interacting with DS by building 

trust and understanding their sensitivity and needs such as being patient during lessons 

and repeating lessons more often. 

4.2 Teacher of the Deaf Reflections on Colleagues’ Skills and 

Performances 

Asking teachers to comment on their colleagues’ performance and requisite skills 

enabled me to gain a clearer understanding of the participants’ experiences in their 

school. Some teachers commented on the types of support skills offered, while others 

mentioned the level or degree of cooperation from colleagues. When the I asked the 

question about colleagues’ skills some ToDS were concerned about answering and 

reflecting on their colleagues’ ability, so they tried to avoid stating what they really 

believed by making general comments, rather than a specific positive or negative 

reflection with an example based on their experience. For instance, 1THM stated: “My 



 

 

 

colleagues are varied on their skills and I cannot judge how good they are, the 

cooperation is dependent on the situation, I cannot make general comments about 

them.” However, after explaining the purpose of the research and that all participants 

would remain anonymous, they were more comfortable expressing their opinions. The 

answers to this question were varied. For example, half of the ToDS mentioned their 

colleagues were keen to teach DS and the other half said their colleagues were bored 

and lacked the necessary skills to impact DS learning ability. In the participants’ 

responses the most frequently used words were ‘have the desire’, ‘willing to make an 

impact’, ‘have the skills needed’, ‘assisting each other’, ‘do not have the desire to 

make an impact’, ‘do basic work’, ‘bored’, ‘lack of necessary skills’, and ‘not 

innovative’ 

Fifty percent of participants expressed positive views about their colleagues’ skills 

and performance regarding communication with DS. For example, in one positive 

comment about his colleagues’ ability 1TPS talked about experience and 

communication skills: “I think all of my colleagues know SL well and have experience 

of how to interact properly with deaf students.” Another ToD agreed with this, as he 

mentioned: “The majority of my colleagues are trying to make an impact on teaching 

deaf students and they are learning and willing to learn new methods to teach deaf 

students properly and effectively. At least 70% of them are good to excellent teachers 

from my point of view” (1TIS). 

Regarding how ToDS perceived the desire of their colleagues to improve their 

enthusiasm in teaching DS and developing their performance, one participant 

explained that all of his colleagues were keen to work with DS with regards to social 

support and he had confidence in 70% of his colleagues to improve DS academically, 

despite a lack of knowledge and skills in this area: “My colleagues vary, most of them 

have the desire to convey the information to deaf students. There are about 7 out of 10 

ToD who have the desire to benefit their DS. This is in terms of educational support. 

Socially, all the ToD are doing their best, to meet the needs of the deaf students” 

(4THM). 



 

 

 

On the other hand, another ToD talked about how most ToDS did not have the desire 

to work hard and improve DS academically: “To be honest, most ToD do not have the 

desire to improve themselves! I think it is because they want to do basic things, they 

are bored and frustrated to do high-level work” (2TIS). One ToD said that most ToDS 

want to teach HH students instead of DS because teaching DS requires fluency in SL 

and adjustments to the curriculum: “Almost the majority of them want to teach HH 

students instead of the deaf. The main two reasons are the curriculum and poor SL 

skills. The work of ToD is difficult to do properly. Unfortunately, many of my 

colleagues do basic things without caring much about the future of their students, and 

they should be taught better” (5TPM). 

Another ToD stressed that the work of ToDS was difficult and that can lead to ToDS 

not working as hard as they could be: “Teaching deaf students is a hard job to do if 

the ToD wants to make an impact on his students’ knowledge and skills. 

Unfortunately, this is not what happens, most of the ToD try to give deaf students 

simple and basic information that is not enough to spend a whole semester working 

on” (4TPS). He also explained that he was annoyed and angry at his colleagues; 

despite all the support from the government they still did not do what was expected of 

them: “What gets me mad at some of my colleagues is that the government provided 

motivational incentives to ToD such as the bonus, fewer students, fewer classes per 

week than a teacher of hearing students and yet ToD do not do what they should do. 

There is a lack of personal motivation among some ToD.” Another ToD explained 

that some ToD used to be better in the beginning but later they lost the desire due to 

frustration. For example, 2TIS stated: “There are ToD who used to be enthusiastic and 

do their best for their DS but now they are frustrated and do not care much, they just 

do basic work, I’d say 5 to 6 ToD out of 10.”  

The majority of ToDS expressed that they never experienced any trouble with their 

colleagues, as AW stated, “I think the majority of my colleagues are at a good level of 

SL skills and I have never experienced any trouble with any of my colleagues.” He 

even added that they helped each other, especially in terms of asking about a sign they 

did not know: “We also cooperate with each other. For example, if I am not familiar 



 

 

 

with how to sign a sentence properly I ask my colleague who has more experience to 

help me and they are helpful” (3TIS). 

Cooperation between staff was also highly valued among other ToD because it enabled 

them to share key skills. For example, one participant explained how a recently 

qualified staff member learned from some of the more experienced staff, which helped 

with their motivation: 

“I think most of my colleagues are at a reasonable level of skills and 

experience, but newly graduated colleagues need to learn and work 

hard to become good ToD. Also, they need to take advantage of their 

experienced colleagues. I wish all of my colleagues would work 

harder and share their experience so no ToD are left behind. If we 

motivate each other this will be reflected positively in our students” 

(4TIS). 

A similar idea was shared by another participant, as 2TPS mentioned: “My colleagues 

and I were assisting each other and trying to help each other as much as possible, 

especially when I started teaching DS. An experienced ToD helped me improve my 

SL and showed me how to deal properly with DS.” This was also supported by the HT 

of the special school who stated: “I always ask new ToD to observe the classroom of 

the most experienced ToD in the school, to learn from them. The experienced ToD are 

helpful in supporting the new qualified ToD” (HTS). On the other hand, 30% of ToDS 

expressed that their colleagues did not have the desire to make real change in their DS, 

they lacked the necessary skills and there was insufficient cooperation between 

teachers. One ToD expressed his anxiety that, despite working hard with his DS, other 

ToD may waste all of his effort because they did not continue his work and teach DS 

well: 

“One thing is frustrating that in deaf education all the teachers of all 

the levels must do their best in order for the deaf students to benefit, 

but if one teacher does not give his students enough attention and 

support they won’t benefit, and I found my effort was useless due 

to some of my colleagues who do not teach effectively” (5TPS).  



 

 

 

Another ToD shared the same idea: “the feeling that you are the only ToD who does 

his best and other ToD waste your effort by not teaching your students when they 

move to the next level is frustrating” (4TPS). About 20% of ToDS were neither 

negative nor positive about their colleagues’ performance. As one participant 

explained, his colleagues were doing what they were required to do, as in any other 

job, but ToD needed to be more innovative and care about making impact, not just 

doing the basic work that was required: “I think my colleagues are doing what they 

are required to do without putting more effort into improving DS’ academic outcome” 

(3THM). A similar idea was shared by 1TPM: “I’ve never entered any of my 

colleagues’ classrooms but I can say that most of them do their job properly but few 

of them are excited and creative in developing and making educational tools and 

materials.” 

The HT from the Special School for the Deaf (SSD) explained that ToDS did have the 

ability and skills required, especially ToDS who had a BA in Deaf Education and 

taught at primary level. He mentioned, “Most ToD are good, few of them, about 2 out 

of 10, are earnest. ToD who have a BA in Deaf Education are better than ToD who 

come from teaching HS. However, there are ToD who come from teaching HS and 

are very good as well” (HTS). One educational supervisor stated that most ToDS are 

working at the best of their ability and cooperating with each other: “Based on my 

interactions and observations of ToD I found them doing their best, cooperating and 

helping each other with regards to improving DS academically and socially” (ESA). 

With regard to having the desire and excitement for teaching DS, ESN asserted that 

ToD lacked the desire to work more actively and employ new technology to enhance 

DS’ ability to learn: 

“I think the majority of ToD are not as active as they should be, so 

I always encourage them to improve themselves by using new 

technology, especially to deliver the lesson because DS love 

technology and use it all the time. I also always advise ToD to be 

more effective in teaching DS and if any one of them uses a new 

methodology that is effective, they should share it with their 



 

 

 

colleagues in order to improve the system of teaching of DS. The 

HT from AI also agreed that there is a lack of desire and motivation 

not only among ToD, but also all teachers and students across the 

country: “With regards to motivation and the desire to teach or 

study, I think generally there is an issue among teachers and students 

across the country lately. When I was a student two decades ago 

motivation was higher despite the educational environment being 

poorer. I do not know what the reason is but I hope it will change 

for better in the future” (HTS).  

Surprisingly, HTs from the inclusive programs had no idea about the actual 

performance of ToDS in the classroom, they explained that ToDS were attending their 

lessons and doing all required paperwork: “All ToD are attending their lessons and 

doing what they should do. I am not expert in the field of deaf education but I think 

there is a need for improvement because of the performance of DS is lagging behind 

HS which may be due to DS’ ability rather than ToD performance in the classroom” 

(HTT). Half of the ToDS who participated pointed out that their colleagues had the 

required skills regarding knowing SL and being willing to improve DS. Cooperation 

among ToD was noted and highly mentioned by participants despite a few ToDS 

complaining about a lack of cooperation. 

4.3 Newly Qualified ToD Experiences 

Participants were asked to comment on their experiences at the beginning of their 

professional journey. This question highlighted the challenges of moving from being 

a university student with limited practical experience to employment in a school and 

working with DS in the classroom. To investigate this topic, I asked two questions: 

“What was your initial perception towards teaching DS at the beginning?”; “How do 

you evaluate your skills and self-efficacy at the beginning?” The goal was to invite 

reflection on ToDS’ self-efficacy and feelings when teaching DS for the first time. In 

the participants’ responses to the first question the most frequently used words and 

phrases were ‘excited’, ‘accepted’, ‘normal’, and ‘surprised’. The majority of the 

participants’ (75%) responses showed that ToD had highly positive feelings when they 



 

 

 

started teaching DS. For example, one of the participants said: “I accepted DS and felt 

excited to work with them” (3TPS). He elaborated that he felt positive about teaching 

DS despite the level of his SL and limited ability to communicate with them, as he 

stated later: “Even though my SL was so weak”. He explained what made him feel 

positive and accept his DS: 

“I accepted my DS because I visited the school for the deaf before I 

chose to study deaf education at the university and I wrote a report 

about it too. So I was familiar with the situation of DS. This visit 

gave me an idea about how deaf students were being taught and how 

I will teach them.” Another participant was excited too, as he 

declared: “I was excited to teach DS” (6THM) 

He had a different reason for being excited, he continued: “Because the number of 

students was four students, so it was easy for me to engage with them without using 

SL by drawing things on the board.” He pointed out how the small number of DS was 

of benefit and made managing the classroom easier, despite the poor level of 

communication. He later mentioned an important idea about how the personality of 

DS also played a major role in making him feel excited: “My students welcomed me 

and were so excited to interact with me.” 

A similar experience was conveyed by 3TPS: “Deaf students were so cooperative with 

me, they even taught me and corrected my SL.” This participant shared an idea that 

was interesting and deserves to be highlighted despite not being mentioned by any 

other respondent, he stated: “I was not anxious about teaching deaf students probably 

because I was sure that the Deaf community was closed and even if made any mistakes 

rumours wouldn’t be spread about me.” He meant that as DS did not speak, even if he 

were to make mistakes, the students would not spread rumours about him, unlike HS 

who could speak to other classmates or HT about the quality of his teaching. It would 

have been interesting to explore this viewpoint with other ToDS, but unfortunately 

this was not possible as it was raised by the final interviewee. Other ToDS described 

their feelings as normal, despite facing some issues, as 2TPS mentioned: “My 

impression was normal on my first day as a teacher of the deaf. There were some 



 

 

 

obstacles regarding communication with them, but I overcame all the obstacles I faced 

within the first month.”  

A minority (25%) of ToDS discussed how they had negative feelings on their first day 

of teaching. One ToD recounted how he was surprised when he taught DS for the first 

time due to his poor SL: “The first day I taught deaf students was surprising for me 

and I did not communicate with them, or teach them anything, because my SL was so 

poor” (3TPM). Another ToD remembered being a “bit scared” on his first day of 

teaching DS: “On the first day of teaching deaf students, I felt a little bit scared in 

terms of how I am going to communicate with them and deliver the lesson” (5THM). 

This ToD was transferring from general education so he had never been around DS 

and his students were high school DS. Another ToD had a similar experience: “At the 

beginning I did not accepted DS because I felt deaf students were totally different in 

terms of communication and more active than typical hearing students. Later on I 

accepted them and felt I could do something for them.” He explained the reason that 

led him to accept DS was that he learned to understand them better and found that 

when DS accept you, they become more willing to learn, which made his work easier: 

as he stated: “I tried to get along with my DS and understand them. I found out that 

when DS accept you and like you, they will study more with you and do their best to 

get a high grade.” Finally, another ToD shared how he thought of going back to teach 

HS on the first day of teaching DS because he felt he might never be happy teaching 

DS, as he indicated: “My initial feeling about teaching DS was so negative, I thought 

of going back to teach hearing students because I did not know how to communicate 

with my DS and I thought I am not going to be happy teaching them” (1THM). 

Regarding self-efficacy among ToDS when they started teaching DS, in the 

participants’ responses the most frequently used words and phrases were ‘was not 

ready’, ‘was not confident’ and ‘was not prepared well’. The majority (90%) of the 

participants’ responses revealed that their self-efficacy and necessary skills at the 

beginning were significantly low. One of the participants mentioned: “I was not ready 

to teach DS as I did not know SL and I was not familiar with how to deal with and be 

around DS” (1TPS). This response linked to the ideas of ToDS who were not prepared 

well before becoming ToD and that the main effect on them was low self-efficacy. 



 

 

 

Another ToD made it explicit that he was not prepared well during his BA in SE and 

as a result he was shocked to be around DS and he did not know how to communicate 

or teach them, as he stated:  

“When I entered the classroom for the first time it was like I never 

learned anything from the university and that was like a shock for 

me, so I started to figure out how I am going to be a good teacher 

by learning SL from my students. I developed a good relationship 

with my DS, through trying to understand them and, dealing with 

them nicely. My DS were excited to learn and had respect for me. 

This gave me the confidence to teach them and do my best for them” 

(2TPM). 

He also explained what made him overcome the lack of confidence at the beginning 

was the support of DS, which was surprising for him. The support of DS was noted 

with multiple ToDS, as another stated: “My DS were so supportive and helped me to 

overcome the obstacles at the beginning” (3TPM). 

A minority (10%) of ToDS indicated that they had high self-efficacy due to two 

reasons. Firstly, one ToD had a relative who was deaf and this made his first day of 

teaching DS easier as he knew how to deal with DS: “The first day of teaching DS 

was not so difficult because I learned some SL from my aunts and that made me feel 

confident. It was also familiar to be around deaf people because of my aunt too, so it 

was not an awful experience for me” (5TPS). The second reason was teaching a 

practical subject like computers made ToDS feel more confident, as 2THM expressed: 

“I remember the first class I taught deaf students was not difficult despite not knowing 

SL, but I taught them a computer lesson, so it did not require much talking and signing, 

so my students worked with me step by step.” The majority of the participants 

accepted teaching DS at the beginning for different reasons, such as cooperative DS 

with new ToDS and DS welcoming attitudes. The minority of ToDS who had 

difficulty when they just started teaching DS was mainly due to lack of preparation; 

especially poor SL skills. 



 

 

 

4.4 Differences in the Roles of Teachers of the Deaf and Regular 

Teachers 

The ToD role differed from teachers in mainstream education and ToDS’ professional 

practices in the classroom with DS. The information to that effect in this section helped 

to highlight much needed improvements, given the special nature of a ToD’s role. The 

question “What makes teaching DS unique?” was intended to understand how ToDS 

thought their job differed from the job of a teacher of typical hearing or hard of hearing 

students. In the participants’ responses the most frequently used words and phrases 

were ‘main source of information’, ‘careful with SL’, ‘individual teaching based’, ‘DS 

require more pastoral effort’, ‘use multiple teaching method’ and ‘classroom control 

is harder’. Almost all of the participants’ (95%) responses showed that teaching DS 

was significantly different to teaching typical hearing students, as one ToD stated:  

“There is a complete difference in the performance of the teacher of 

deaf students and the teacher of typical hearing students. For 

example, in terms of delivering the lesson, deaf people are more 

difficult than typical hearing students. In general education, a 

teacher delivers the lesson to a group of thirty students. Which leads 

to about twenty-five or twenty-seven out of the thirty students 

understanding the lesson, but when you come to the deaf students 

there are individual differences that make the teacher spend time 

with each student. Also, the teacher needs to pay attention to the 

deaf students’ psychological needs. For instance, the teacher must 

express to the deaf students that he loves them and that they are 

similar to any typical hearing person. The teacher of deaf students 

also deals with strengthening the self-confidence of their students. I 

use many methods of teaching such as teaching through games and 

using only gestures without sign language.” 

The majority (80%) of ToDS also highlighted that being the main source of 

information was what made teaching DS unique. For instance, a ToD stated: “The 

ToD is one of the main sources deaf students have to access to the world because we 



 

 

 

can speak their language. My students always have questions about things happening 

across the world or for them personally. I am the most trustful person for them too, so 

they can ask and discuss any topics they want to” (1TPS). Another unique aspect that 

1TPS pointed out was that DS misunderstood more often than typical hearing students 

during the lesson because of the language barrier, so ToDS needed to be careful with 

the use of SL and ensure that the DS were following him: “I have to make sure that 

every piece of information I give to them is clear, and they understand it correctly. 

Also, I teach them individually rather than by lecture as I would do for typical hearing 

students” (5THM). 

What made the role of ToDS different than teachers of typical hearing students was 

that teaching DS was more difficult, ToDS needed to discuss issues taking place 

locally or abroad with DS because they were curious and no other person can explain 

to them and have DS trust them as their teacher, and ToDS needed to pay attention to 

use proper and correct signs to avoid misunderstandings. 

4.5 ToD Job Satisfaction and Challenges 

Teachers’ perceptions of DS’ ability to learn, and the factors that appeared to influence 

it in which ToDS’ job satisfaction and work challenges were discussed, was a topic 

aimed to shed light on the context of Saudi Arabia, and to assist other researchers to 

examine the causes and levels of satisfaction of ToDS. The performance of teachers 

and their motivation can be related to their level of job satisfaction. Moreover, by 

enquiring about job satisfaction it was anticipated that participants would also indicate 

strengths or weaknesses in their daily work and how it was being valued, within the 

school and in a wider setting. When asked, “How satisfied are you with being ToD?”, 

to understand the level of ToDS’ satisfaction and how that level of satisfaction might 

affect their performance, the most frequently used words and phrases to show the level 

of satisfaction were ‘happy’, ‘have needed skills’, ‘can impact positively’, ‘positive 

environment’, ‘DS grateful’, ‘More inclusive’. 13 out of 20 of ToDS were satisfied 

with the job and had never thought of leaving the field. For example, one declared: “I 

enjoyed teaching deaf students and during the last 10 years, I never thought 

pessimistically about my students” (1TPM). Another ToD stressed that through his 



 

 

 

years of teaching DS he became more positive over time and with experience came 

satisfaction: “After 15 years of working with deaf students my impression about them 

is more positive as I learned many things. Being expert in the field made me satisfied 

and it is easier to communicate with DS and teach them what they need” (3TPS).  

Some ToDS said they felt dissatisfaction at the beginning of their career, but were now 

satisfied, such as: “At the beginning of teaching DS I felt dissatisfied as my SL was 

so poor but after one month and learning SL I became more positive and satisfied to 

be ToD” (5THM). A similar idea was shared by 2TPS: “I overcame all obstacles I 

faced in the first month and after that I was satisfied with teaching DS”. Alternatively, 

1TPS discussed how he was satisfied with teaching DS, but some aspects needed to 

be improved: “I have a positive impression about being ToD until now. I found them 

[DS] so exciting to teach but the educational environment in the school is difficult as 

there is no support from my peers and there is a gap between ToDS and policymakers”. 

He also pointed out: “It depends, to be honest. Sometimes I wake up excited and 

willing to teach when the parents are supportive and the students have a desire to learn. 

Other times I come to the school nervous and cannot wait until school time finishes.” 

He explained that the amount of support available played a major role in the level of 

satisfaction he felt. Another ToD also expressed that he was satisfied despite the 

obstacles he had faced: “My impression on the education of the deaf is still positive, 

but there are obstacles, and the decision makers are far from the field and unaware of 

the obstacles we face as teachers” (3TPS). 

Several reasons were cited for job satisfaction: DS respected and appreciated their 

work as teachers; ToDS enjoyed the ToD-DS relationship; were happy with 

government support (in terms of the financial bonus they received); were appropriately 

skilled to do the job from on-the-job experience, and support DS learning and 

behaviour. One participant was explicit that he had never thought of leaving, despite 

of some obstacles he faced: “No, I never thought of leaving teaching deaf students. I 

actually recommend my relatives and friends to become a ToD. Although I find it 

challenging sometimes but the pros outweigh the negatives” (3TIS). Appreciation was 

frequently mentioned by ToDS as a reason for never thinking of leaving the field, such 

as:  



 

 

 

“I never thought of leaving teaching deaf students. I like that I am 

establishing the knowledge and thoughts in my students and the 

change that happened in them, unlike hearing students who have 

many things shape their thinking and behaviour such as family, 

relatives, TV and social media. Also, when my students come to me 

after the lesson and hold my hand saying thank you for teaching me 

this or helping me to learn this, that is priceless for me and 

encourages me to continue” (1TPM).  

Another participant talked about how DS praised his efforts and that motivated him to 

remain in the field and work hard for other DS: “The biggest motivation is that many 

of my students graduated from Technology College and when I see them visiting the 

[SSD] and they say good things about me I feel so happy and willing to do more for 

the other students” (2TPS).  

A variety of perspectives were expressed in terms of whether ToD were satisfied in 

teaching DS or not. There was an issue with ToD reflection on how satisfied they were 

with their job because of the challenges and obstacles they faced related to support 

(from peers and policymakers) and the nature of DS learning (e.g., poor literacy, 

forgetfulness, and difficulties with classroom control), but there were advantages such 

as financial rewards, feeling being part of Deaf community and the positive feedback 

and appreciation they received from DS, combined with Islamic faith/spiritual 

motivation.  

All ToDS agreed in the focus groups that the financial rewards (e.g. an allowance) 

was another motivational factor. The financial reward system in any field of work can 

be a motivating factor. In this regard, to investigate how participants responded to the 

payment of a bonus participants were asked, “Does the bonus motivate you? How?” 

The answers were varied among ToDS, but most found the bonus motivated them to 

work hard, it attracted more ToDS to the field, made ToDS stay, and it showed that 

the MoE understood teachers of DS required more support. With regard to the MoE’s 

recognition of how challenging teaching DS is, 2TPS stated: “the bonus in the salary 

is motivating and demonstrates that the government understands that teaching deaf 



 

 

 

students is more challenging than teaching HS and needs more effort.” Another ToD 

expressed that the bonus was the most motivating aspect of special education, in 

general, and deaf education, specifically, as 3TPS expressed: “the bonus is the most 

motivating aspect in the deaf education field.” He later commented that it was so 

important that ToDS would leave the field if the MoE stopped it: “I think at least 60% 

of ToD will leave the field if the MoE stopped it as general education is easier.” 

Another ToD stated that ToDS would switch jobs if the MoE stopped it: “The bonus 

is so important for all ToD and I think if the MoE were going to take it away at least 

8 out 10 of my colleagues will switch to teach HS or look for another job. The bonus 

is motivation for them to handle the frustration” (2TPM).  

While the bonus was the most attractive aspect that kept ToDS in the field, on the 

other hand few ToDS (20%) who were individually interviewed argued that the bonus 

was actually making the teaching DS weaker because it was attracting teachers who 

only wanted the allowance without providing quality work for DS: “I hope the 

government will take off the allowance. This may surprise you, but I think the 

allowance makes people come ToD just for the allowance not for the sake of 

improving deaf education and meeting the needs of deaf students” (4TPS). 3TPS also 

stressed the same idea and indicated it was “harmful” to the field: “the allowance may 

be harmful because some teachers come for it without the desire to offer support or 

feel the needs of their deaf students.” Others felt the nature of DS learning, like 

forgetting the lesson quickly was one reason some ToDS felt they were not benefitting 

their students and considered leaving the field, as 1THM commented: “My reason for 

thinking of leaving teaching deaf students was because I don’t benefit my students 

academically. I may benefit hearing students more.” For those who had considered 

leaving, there were no other good jobs available for their qualifications. Although, one 

frustrated ToD said he would leave if he found a job, even if the salary was lower 

because of the frustration he was feeling: 

“I have thought of leaving deaf education, but there is no better job 

for me since I am qualified in teaching deaf. This is the best job 

available for me, but if I found another well-paid job in the future, I 



 

 

 

will go there even if the salary is a little bit less than my salary now” 

(5TPM) 

Thus, the majority of ToDS (80%) pointed out that the bonus was crucial to job 

satisfaction.It arose in the focus groups that ToDS received the positive feedback from 

DS when they taught them. As one participant from the focus group at the MSHS said, 

“DS feel happy when they learn new things.” And it was this positive feedback, seeing 

that they made a difference in students’ lives that motivated ToDS. Connected to this 

point, after ToDS expressed they thought of leaving the profession I asked what 

stopped them from leaving teaching DS. The most revealing reason was that ToDS 

had good relationships with their DS, even to the extent that they had concerns about 

who would teach them after they left, as one ToD said: 

“I am still thinking about leaving education, but I am hesitant 

because I do not know who will teach my students after me. At this 

time, I think I am the best teacher for deaf students and they need 

me. Because maybe another teacher would become unsupportive for 

deaf students” (4THM). 

Another ToD stressed how his relationship was good with his DS at high school level: 

“I did not leave the work because I feel that I am part of their community now and 

they invite me to their gathering which makes me happy to socialise with them.” Even 

if a ToD left there was no better replacement so it was better to stay: “My reason not 

leaving yet, I am not making any difference if I go or stay in teaching deaf, because 

there is no better teacher than me who has my experience in this work” (1THM).  

Relationships with DS had enjoyable and challenging sides which involved, providing 

social, emotional, and pastoral support for DS. DS expected personal attention from 

ToDS compared to HS, as one ToD said: “I thought of leaving teaching deaf students 

many times as DS expect you to help them in their life issues outside school as well, 

so I spend all day working with my students because they may contact me after school, 

unlike HS who never contact me after school” (2THM). Participants in the focus 

groups commented that they were very caring towards DS and made sustained effort 

to help them and make a positive impact on their lives. As one ToD said, “I think DS 



 

 

 

need help with understanding the world better and how to do everyday things properly 

more than learning maths” (3THM). Similar findings were apparent in some of the 

interview responses. When asked, “What are the key attributes ToD should understand 

about DS’ personalities?”, the participants’ responses most frequently used words and 

phrases like ‘welcoming’, ‘cooperated’, ‘sensitive’, ‘have to like ToD’. The majority 

of the participants’ responses revealed that the relationship between ToD and DS was 

a key factor in the successful of teaching DS. A number of ToDS explained that DS 

welcomed their new teachers and were friendly towards new teachers without 

displaying prejudice towards their former teacher. For example, one participant 

recalled: “When I first became a ToD the students welcomed me and were so excited 

to interact with me. I was also excited to teach them” (6THM). 

Although pastoral care responsibilities took time and effort they were most often 

discussed in terms of welcome, which made the teachers roles easier, especially at the 

beginning when teachers may have lacked confidence in their teaching abilities: 

“When I entered the classroom for the first time, I developed a good 

relationship with my students, through trying to understand them 

and, dealing with them nicely. My students were excited to learn 

and had respect for me. This gave me the confidence to teach them 

and do my best for them” (2TPM). 

Another ToD mentioned that DS cooperated with him and helped to teach him SL, 

saying: “My DS were so cooperative that they taught me and corrected my sign 

language” (4THM). Another ToD shared a similar experience: “There was a deaf 

student in my classroom at that time, and I benefitted from him the most. He 

understood my gestures and signs, so he improved my SL. After that, teaching deaf 

students became less challenging for me” (1THM). Therefore these words were more 

about the support that the teachers received from the students rather than the other way 

around. The acceptance and cooperation from DS towards their new teachers reflected 

the positive qualities of DS and the positive attitude the majority of ToDS have 

towards them. On other hand, some ToDS explained – even though it could be argued 

that behavioural issues were to be expected when teaching DS – that some DS 



 

 

 

displayed negative behaviour that directly affected the teachers’ performance within 

the classroom. Examples included being hard to control, having low self-confidence, 

and being too sensitive, and that DS required a lot of respect and compassion from 

their ToDS in order to build trust and a productive relationship. This was more a 

comment on how teacher training did not provide teachers with the skills to cope with 

disruptive individuals in the classroom. 

With regard to managing difficult behaviour, a number of ToDS indicated that DS 

were hyperactive, easily distracted and it was difficult to attract their attention. As one 

interviewee described: “It is hard to communicate with deaf students and also hard to 

attract their attention. This makes classroom control difficult” (3TPS). On the subject 

of over sensitivity in DS, ToDS mentioned being careful not to hurt their students’ 

feelings, as 1TIS stated: “Deaf students are more sensitive than hearing students so 

ToD need to treat them with respect and always do their best for their students because 

they value having a good relationship with their teachers.” Another interesting 

comment revealed that DS did not tend to trust just any teacher, they were selective 

and had to feel the teacher was willing to work hard to help them improve and 

respected them. “Once DS trust you, teaching them becomes easier and the students 

will pay more attention to the lesson” (4TIS). The respondent 4TPS agreed that being 

liked and trusted by DS made teaching them easier and created a positive experience 

for all, as he stated: “I have experience and deaf students trust me and like me. These 

aspects made my work easier and more enjoyable.” 2THM pointed out that when a 

DS liked their teacher they would work harder to meet the expectations ToDS had for 

them and were more likely to succeed in class: “Deaf students have to like ToD and 

feel he cares for them, this motivates them to study and do their best to succeed in 

your class, to please their teacher.” 

Based on observations on the relationship between ToDS and their DS, it appeared 

positive overall. During observations in multiple classrooms in the three schools, DS 

appeared to be happy with their ToD and liked them. For instance, in a classroom for 

preschool students, I noticed the way ToDS taught DS was more interactive; there was 

a bond between the ToD and his DS. During school assembly in SSD, all ToDS 

supported their students by explaining any information that was shared at the 



 

 

 

gathering. In the mainstream schools, DS attended the assembly with HS and ToDS 

were with their DS to ensure everything was all right. DS stood in a separate row so 

when ToDS interpreted the morning speech in SL to DS they could see and understand 

and ask questions. During breakfast time in SSD, it was easy for ToDS to help DS to 

get their breakfast meals because there were only DS present in the school. There were 

no more than 45 DS in the primary and intermediate. ToDS who were supervisors of 

DS were paying attention to make sure all DS were safe and everyone could have his 

breakfast. In the MSHS, ToDS and DS had breakfast in the same place as HSs. ToDS 

joined them and paid attention if they needed any help. ToDS appeared to care about 

their students and were willing to help them. DS were sitting in the same place every 

day I observed them, and the ToD who was responsible for watching over them on 

those days was in the same place too. 

Generally, ToDS showed more pastoral support towards DS than academic support. 

ToDS explained that DS were welcoming and felt ToDS’ desires to help them if they 

responded to their needs in order to build a trust relationship. On the other hand, most 

DS showed some need for carefully managed interaction as they might become 

sensitive or overreact when reprimanded for acceptable behaviours. Thus, on 

consideration of a relationship being revealed rather than straightforward ‘pastoral 

care and emotional support’ this pastoral theme was revised into: ‘ToDS-DS 

relationship and trust building’. 

The perceptions of the surrounding community were connected to student-teacher 

relationships. A minor reason for teachers stating that they had considered leaving the 

profession was due to society stigmatising ToDS and putting pressure on them by, 

basically, mocking them as teachers of the dumb and implying that their work was 

useless, as 2TPM mentioned: “ the reason of thinking leaving the field of teaching DS 

is the pressure from some people in society who think my job is useless and make fun 

of me being teacher of the deaf.” Stigmatism will be returned to in more detail in 

Section 6.5. 

All ToDS agreed that Islam as their religion played a significant role in every aspect 

of working with DS. Religion plays a significant role in Saudi Arabia, so it was to be 



 

 

 

expected that pedagogy was informed by spirituality. I therefore aimed to investigate 

to what extent the teacher’s role might be influence by their faith, and how their belief 

in Islam affected them doing their job. Frequent words that emerged from ToDS’ 

answers were ‘energy’, ‘reward’, ‘significant’, ‘most motivation’, ‘stay’, ‘lucky’, 

‘win-win’. All ToDS expressed that their belief was encouraging, and a source of 

energy that made them work with people in need, as one ToD mentioned: “As a 

Muslim, Islam is like the energy that drives me to do my best for all human beings in 

general and to do more for people who are in need. So I always keep in my mind that 

Allah will reward me for my effort with them” (3TPM). Another ToD explained that 

his feelings about the reward from Allah was what make him stay in the field: “The 

reward from Allah for teaching deaf students who are in need and improving them 

academically and socially is high motivation for me to stay in the field” (3TPS). 

Another ToD stressed that nothing helped him deal with the burnout from the work as 

a ToD, but his belief in Allah’s reward made him feel relaxed: “The Islamic religion 

is the most important aspect that makes me educate deaf students, because sometimes 

with the burnout I feel from teaching deaf students, it’s only the reward I want from 

Allah that can beat this feeling” (2TPM). Another participant saw himself as lucky to 

teach DS because he was getting paid for doing the work and would also be rewarded 

from Allah for doing his best in improving DS lives:  

“Nothing helps me to become patient and do my best for my 

students as feeling that Allah will reward me in this life and in the 

life after for improving my students’ lives. Due to that, I feel that I 

am lucky to be ToD as my job is teaching and improving the life of 

DS and getting paid to do that as well. I see it as a win- win job” 

(4TPM). 

Another ToD pointed out that as Allah was watching him all the time and he was 

getting paid to do specific work that motivated him to do that work perfectly, and 

responsibility, to deserve the money he received from the government: 

“As a Muslim everything I do in my life has to meet Allah willing 

as I can. I always feel that Allah is watching me and I have to do my 



 

 

 

best for my students for two reasons: The first reason, I get a fair 

salary and I have to do my work to deserve this salary. The second 

reason, helping and supporting people with additional needs is going 

to be rewarded by Allah in the life after, so working with deaf 

students is enjoyable for me and I feel that I am lucky to ToD” 

(3THM). 

In some cases teachers of DS might become so frustrated or dissatisfied that they 

entertained the idea of leaving the specialist teaching profession. When investigating 

whether this idea had occurred to any of the participants and to gain a deeper 

understanding of the underlying causes, it was found that that about 35% of ToDS had 

thought of leaving the field for different reasons; however, multiple reasons made 

them remain in the field. There was no difference in the reasons given to leave between 

ToDS who taught in primary or high school, or between special or inclusive programs. 

Some phrases were mentioned multiple times by ToDS when they were asked, “Have 

you thought of leaving the teaching DS?”, such as ‘face obstacles’, ‘issues outside 

school’, ‘DS community’, ‘do not benefit DS’, ‘no better job’, ‘I am the best option’ 

and ‘still thinking of leaving’.  

The most frequently expressed reason as a cause for a ToDS to leave was that they 

faced obstacles in the field due to the curriculum, and policymakers did not listen to 

them, take their complaints seriously or share decisions with them, which contrasted 

with the earlier opinion that the MoE supported their profession through financial 

incentives and reduced classroom sizes. As one ToD stated: “Yes, I thought of leaving 

deaf education for two reasons. The first one is that as a teacher of the deaf students, 

I face obstacles and the decision-makers do not give me any attention in order to 

improve the situation” (3TPS). Alternatively, the most mentioned reason ToDS gave 

not to leave, was the teacher feeling that their effort with their DS would be wasted by 

other ToDS when students passed to the next level of their education, some had 

experienced that situation before: “I do my best for my students and another ToD 

wastes my effort when they go to the next level by not working with them hard 

enough” (4TPM). 



 

 

 

The curriculum in deaf education was recognised to be one of the main challenges, or 

the most mentioned challenge, that ToDS faced in Saudi Arabia. Within the focus 

groups, all participants agreed that the curriculum was the biggest issue and challenge 

in the deaf education field. When asked “What do you think about the current 

curriculum?”, to understand in what ways the respondents found the curriculum 

challenging, the most frequently used words and phrases by the participants were 

‘impossible’, ‘difficult’, ‘not suitable’ and ‘beyond DS’ ability’. ToDS explained that 

the curriculum was impossible to be delivered to DS in its current form. One ToD said, 

“DS need to have their own curriculum which is suitable for their ability.” All ToDS 

in the focus groups agreed, “There is no way DS will understand the current 

curriculum. They need a special curriculum that takes into consideration the ability 

and needs of DS.” The curriculum was described as beyond DS’ ability as they had 

poor literacy, and DS were unable to access the curriculum independently as the use 

of pictures were limited and the text lacked printed signs to illustrate lessons. 2TPM 

confirmed: “The curriculum is not suitable for deaf students at all. The curriculum is 

beyond deaf students’ ability”. One of the ToDS expressed, explicitly: “The 

curriculum is difficult to deliver because deaf students’ amount of vocab is limited, 

they have poor literacy, and they forget easily” (3TSM). Moreover, all of the ToDS 

also argued that the aims of the current curriculum were impossible to achieve, as one 

ToD expressed: “I have done all my best to motivate my students, I spent many hours 

preparing all available educational tools and create others by myself but unfortunately 

I was unsuccessful in meeting the curriculum aims because deaf students cannot 

achieve these goals at the moment” (4TPS). A number of teachers added that the core 

issue of the current curriculum was not only related to the shortcomings of DS literacy 

or poor memory, which could be overcome by teaching intensively or using more 

variable techniques of teaching, but that the current curriculum required the presence 

of hearing ability (listening skills) in order to achieve the objectives of the lessons and 

this was not achievable by DS. One ToD clarified: 

“The NC is not suitable for DS as it requires them to be able to listen. 

For example, at the beginning of the My Language Curriculum 

[used to teach students the Arabic language] the writer of the 

curriculum wrote this book is based on writing, reading, listening 



 

 

 

and speaking. How can I give this curriculum to deaf students who 

cannot listen and speak?” (5TPS) 

Another ToD mentioned that a requirement to listen to answer questions impacted 

negatively on their DS when they read it: “There are huge challenges with the national 

curriculum and it is mostly beyond deaf students’ ability. Also, the national curriculum 

requires students to hear for many of the tasks and that can hurt deaf students’ 

feelings” (1TPM). Also, due to the lack of printed signs and limited pictures to 

illustrate the meaning of the paragraphs, DS could not access the curriculum without 

ToDS explaining everything to them. As one ToD said: “The national curriculum is 

not accessible by the deaf students because there are no signs and there are few 

pictures” (5TPM). 

All the ToDS agreed the current curriculum was impossible to deliver as it was, and 

described how they must adjust the curriculum and simplify it to enable DS to learn 

and gain knowledge. As one ToD put it: “The current curriculum is very challenging. 

It is impossible to be understood by the deaf students so I must simplify it myself in 

order for it to be accessible by deaf students” (3TSM). The previous quote was from 

a teacher in secondary education, but primary ToDS agreed on the need to modify and 

adapt the curriculum and also found it impossible to deliver in its current form. For 

example, one ToD at a primary school said: “The curriculum is so challenging for 

them to use and, as it is, cannot be understood by deaf students. This forces all ToD 

to adjust and simplify the curriculum” (1TPM). 

Therefore, as a result of the challenges encountered when implementing the current 

curriculum for DS, ToDS were forced to modify and simplify it. This led to further 

challenges for ToDS during the process of making necessary adjustments such as 

lessening/simplifying the knowledge offered to DS. No guidance was provided by the 

ASE to assist and instruct ToDS in how to properly adjust the curriculum for DS. 

Talking about this issue, one ToD said: “The issue with the current curriculum is there 

is no way it can be applied to deaf students and this makes it so hard for ToD who 

must summarise and modify it without any guidance from ASE” (3TPS). The current 

situation allowed ToDS to choose specific lessons that they wanted to teach and avoid 



 

 

 

those they did not want to teach. This showed a lack of standardisation in individual 

decisions about the quality of information, and therefore the quality of education, that 

DS were exposed to. This could result in lower educational outcomes if a teacher was 

not interested in delivering the highest quality of education to DS. One ToD described 

this predicament: “All ToD adjust the curriculum as they wish because they cannot 

deliver the curriculum as it. This means that DS are not all learning the same 

information as other DS and HS at the same level in other schools because the ToD 

may choose to teach different topics” (1TPS). 

Based on this, the present  implementation  process of the curriculum involved 

defeating the objectives that the SED sought to achieve by providing the national 

curriculum to DS. Other ToDS argued that while some objectives were being reached, 

others, like raising DS knowledge, needed to be improved. These ToDS believed that 

studying a similar curriculum to their hearing family members had a positive effect on 

students. As one ToD argued: “The national curriculum means deaf students are 

treated equally to hearing students, so deaf students won’t look different or less 

capable when compared to their brothers or cousins” (4TPS). Although some teachers, 

principals, and supervisors agreed that the current curriculum was a challenge for 

ToDS and DS, the majority were supporters of the idea that the national curriculum 

made DS feel better through studying the same curriculum as others. This made them 

feel included, as one ToD stated: “The current curriculum means deaf students are 

treated as fairly as hearing students, so deaf students won’t look different or appear 

less capable compared to their hearing peers, brothers, and cousins” (2TPM). Other 

ToDS discussed how the current curriculum was better than the previous curriculum 

which was for the deaf only; yet noted that it was more appropriately adjusted for 

them. The issue with the old curriculum was that it was too limited and only taught 

basic aspects, as one ToD mentioned: “Deaf education benefits from the current 

curriculum more than the old curriculum, despite there being negative aspects of the 

current curriculum” (2TPS). ToDS hoped that the AoSE would add guidance books in 

future to each subject on how to adjust the curriculum, plus more pictures and signs to 

make it more accessible to DS. 



 

 

 

When I asked ESs about the reasons the MoE chose the current curriculum for DS 

they explained that the aim was to improve DS learning outcomes to lead to them 

enrolling in university and higher education. One ES stated: “Universities in Saudi 

Arabia, who provide programs for DS, won’t accept any DS who did not study the 

current curriculum” (ESA). Also HTS said: “It is challenging for ToD and DS to use 

the current curriculum but we are doing our best to ensure that ToD make the national 

curriculum better as we aim to make our DS complete their higher education and gain 

BA.” ESs and HTs all acknowledged that the current curriculum was challenging, but 

they also agreed that it was better for DS to be exposed to the current curriculum due 

to the possibility of future enrolment at university.  

Despite a participant from the MSHS focus group who said, “I like teaching DS and I 

prefer to help them with their life issues than teach academic lessons”, the MSHS 

focus group in general appeared to be concerned with the future of their DS, and yet 

held lower expectations of their students’ academic outcomes than the teachers from 

the SSD. ToDS identified a number of challenges they faced as teachers such as DS’ 

poor literacy and poor comprehension and retention of information which resulted in 

feeling dissatisfied, thinking about leaving. The words most frequently mentioned by 

ToD were ‘DS’ poor literacy’, ‘DS forget so quickly’, ‘no systemic support’, ‘gap 

between policymakers and ToD’, ‘lack of support from family’. The minority of ToD 

(35%) said they were dissatisfied being ToDS. The majority of dissatisfied ToDS 

indicated what frustrated them the most was when DS forget the lesson quickly and 

they needed to repeat the lesson many times in order for DS to memorise the lesson 

well. As one ToD stated: “I feel frustrated because they forget what I teach them, so I 

have to repeat to the lesson many times and teach them step by step to make DS 

memorise the lesson” (1TIS). Another ToD also confirmed that point: “If ToD is 

looking for a fast outcome from deaf students, he will feel frustrated because in 

teaching the deaf ToD need to be patient and repeat the lesson many ways and in 

different ways as well” (2TPS). Moreover, another ToD talked about his frustrations, 

a main one was that when teaching DS he could teach them a new lesson as every time 

he had to revise the old lesson: “Sometimes I cannot teach them a new lesson because 

they have to know what I taught them before and that is really frustrating” (1TPS).  



 

 

 

When I asked, “What do you think the reasons are that DS quickly forget the lesson?” 

the answers were varied. Some ToDS justified it as being in their nature, because DS 

had no speaking language and poor literacy ability, as 2THM said: “It is DS nature. I 

cannot change them and all stakeholders who work with DS know that DS are lagging 

behind with literacy and numeracy and since their reading ability is limited everything 

is like new for them which makes them forget the lesson so fast.” Other ToDS thought 

their poor literacy could be explained as a result of no other person in the family 

revising with them and teaching them because they could not communicate in SL: “I 

think it is because his family do not communicate with him and he cannot review the 

lesson by himself” (4TPM). 

The focus group asked participants to comment on DS’ ability to learn. All participants 

from the MSHS agreed that DS were unable to learn subjects due to their poor literacy 

and a lack of knowledge gained in previous education levels. The MSHS focus group 

stated that, “DS lag behind so much; their literacy ability and numeracy are poor; there 

is a lack of background information in all subjects, which makes teaching them very 

difficult.” In the focus group from the SSD said DS’ ability to learn was limited and 

there was a need for early intervention programs from as early an age as possible. DS 

entered preschool without any use of proper language and that limited their ability to 

learn. Despite this, they improved faster than expected when acquiring SL and some 

life skills. All participants from SSD agreed that DS were unable to learn as well as 

HS, even if they are given lots of support and encouragement due to their literacy 

disadvantage. 

The first sub-theme explored ToDS’ perceptions of DS’ cognitive ability and their 

expectations of them. The question “What is your perception of DS’ cognitive 

ability?” examined this theme. In the participants’ responses the most frequently used 

words and phrases were ‘high intelligent’ and ‘low intellectual ability’. The majority 

(8) of the participants’ responses showed that, concurrent with the focus groups, the 

ToDS believed DS had lower intellectual ability compared to HS. On the other hand, 

the minority of ToDS (4) revealed that some DS were highly intelligent when 

compared to other HS and DS. On examining the responses from ToDS who thought 

that DS had lower intellectual ability, they revealed that this was based on their 



 

 

 

experienced of working with DS. One teacher, 3THM, proposed that a lack of cultural 

understanding and limited language skills were a key factor in determining the 

intellectual level of his DS: “I think DS have low intellectual ability due to their lack 

of cultural information and poor literacy skills which affects their ability to think 

deeply.” 

This lack of ability to think deeply and comprehend ideas was commented on by 

another ToD:  

“There is no doubt that most DS have lower intellectual ability 

compared to HS. This impacts on their ability to understand deep 

subjects and comprehend different ideas and concepts.” One ToD 

stated that most DS have low intellectual ability but they can work 

and raise a family better than people who are recognised as 

intellectually low: “I believe DS have a lower intellectual ability 

compare to HS in terms of learning the language and deep subjects 

but they are smart enough to be independent in their life, raise a 

family and work in an easy job that doesn’t require good literacy 

skills” (4THM). 

The other group of ToDS, who thought DS could be highly intelligent, commented 

that DS had issues with spoken language and literacy, which affected their ability to 

learn theory-based subjects, but their cognitive ability was similar to HS and some DS 

were even more intelligent, as 2THM mentioned: “Some DS are highly intelligent 

compared to other HS who have low intellectual ability. I know this because when I 

teach them computers there are some DS who are very smart, they are keen to learn 

new things every week and search for new methods of using computer applications.” 

Another ToD agreed: “New technology, like the Internet, demonstrated to me that 

some DS are highly intelligent. One of my students knows how to hack other people’s 

computers and he can program and format computers too, which a person of low 

intellect would not be able to do” (4TPM). On reflection, the lower ability described 

by some ToD did not indicate that DS were intellectually disabled, but they were not 

considered as able as HS in terms of their learning. Most of ToDS answered held a 



 

 

 

negative point of view related to the intelligence of DS mainly due to poor language 

skills. The other ToDS who thought DS were as intelligent as HS were ToD who 

taught them practical subjects like computer skills so their views seemed to be affected 

by the subject taught. 

I wondered whether perceptions would be different at a primary and secondary school 

level. Specifically, this question was asked in the interviews: “What is your perception 

of DS’ capability to learn and retain information?” It was intended to encourage ToDS 

to reflect on their DS’ ability to learn and what key factors determined ToDS’ 

understanding of their students’ academic performance. In the participants’ responses 

the most frequently used words and phrases were ‘DS capable’, ‘DS benefit’, and 

‘their abilities are limited’. The majority (60%) of the participants’ responses 

demonstrated a positive perspective on DS’ ability to learn. However, some ToDS 

(40%) expressed negative views towards DS’ ability to learn. Five key factors 

influenced ToDS’ perception of their students’ ability to learn: 1) the academic level 

of DS, 2) the nature of the subject being taught, 3) ToDS’ skills, 4) ToDS’ depth of 

knowledge, and 5) literacy skills. 

Regarding the academic level of DS, ToDS who taught at primary and intermediate 

levels had a more positive perspective on DS’ ability to learn than those who taught at 

high school level. The majority of ToDS in primary school argued that DS benefited 

academically and were able to understand, as 2TPS stated: “DS who do not have 

another disability, learn properly and they go to high school with sufficient 

knowledge.” Another ToD agreed that DS’ ability could be improved in early levels 

at primary school: 

“I teach my students many life skills along with academic skills. I 

teach them counting and how to buy from the convenience market 

and take the change. Since I teach reception and level one I focus 

on basic numbers and letters. They also learn how to hold a pen 

properly and basic aspects about family and domestic life” (1TPM).  

Another ToD in a primary school stressed that DS were capable of acquiring Arabic 

literacy or academic skills when taught in a well-structured manner, as he explained: 



 

 

 

“Yes, I think deaf students are capable of understanding reading and writing but they 

need to be taught step by step with shorter lessons and less homework” (5TPS). On 

the other hand, one participant, a ToD in primary level, pointed out that DS did not 

learn in the same way as HS and lagged behind their hearing peers: “DS’ ability to 

learn is below average when compared to HS. If DS are similar to HS the MoE should 

just hire a SL interpreter in the classroom without the need to have special schools and 

special ToD” (2TPM). 

With regard to ToDS at high school level, they had more negative perceptions of DS’ 

ability to learn high school subjects. One ToD described how he avoided teaching DS 

many lessons because they were too complex for their understanding: “I avoid 

teaching DS complex lessons, which is most of the curriculum, because they will not 

understand them. I teach them basics lessons which are still difficult for them to learn” 

(5THM). Another ToD explained that DS were not capable of learning deep 

knowledge, especially at a high school level, due to the limits of their literacy skills, 

even though he had a positive attitude towards their academic achievement and how 

willing they were to learn: “DS’ ability to learn is limited, the Arabic vocabulary they 

know is limited, and they forget information easily. I have a positive point of view 

about their academic outcomes, and they are hardworking students, but it is the nature 

of DS to quickly forget information” (3THM). All ToDS agreed that DS were not 

similar to HS in terms of learning ability and there was variation in ability between 

DS themselves.  

Another key factor that influenced ToDS’ perception of students’ learning ability was 

the subject being taught. ToDS who taught practical subjects such as computers 

showed more positive perspectives than teachers of theoretical subjects like English, 

Arabic and maths. All ToDS who taught computers agreed that DS understood all the 

tasks and did a great job, as 6THM declared: 

“I am a computer teacher and DS like the subject and do well at it. 

It is not hard for me to teach them and they always ask me plenty of 

questions, which means they are really interested and that 

encourages me to teach them more.”  



 

 

 

Another ToD explained how DS learned computers better than other subjects because 

there was no high literacy requirement: “I teach DS computers, so it does not require 

much talking and signing” (2THM). When considering more theoretical lessons such 

as religion, Arabic, English, and maths, all these subject teachers reported that DS 

were unable to learn them well and believed it was impossible for them to reach the 

level of HS. As 4TIS said: “Since I am teaching them English, it was not an easy 

subject for DS to understand because their understanding of the Arabic language was 

poor”. Another ToD, who taught maths, agreed that DS only learned basic arithmetic 

and not high school level maths, because DS did not know many basic mathematical 

rules:  

“In terms of learning, I don’t think DS can learn much mathematics 

in high school because they have no idea about so many of the 

basics. It is impossible for them to learn as much as hearing students 

but I am still doing my best to improve their maths abilities. DS have 

poorer vocabulary and are less educated than HS so it is hard to 

teach them complex aspects of maths. Based on my experience in 

teaching DS, I understand their abilities and what they can or cannot 

learn. They can understand basic maths but not at high school level. 

DS often complain about how maths is so difficult and I try to make 

them understand the benefits of studying maths. For example, I tell 

my DS learning maths is a workout for your mind, like physical 

activity is a workout for your body.”  

Another ToD, who taught Arabic, also expressed the opinion that DS were unable to 

learn as much as HS:  

“I am a teacher of Arabic language and it is difficult to teach reading 

and writing to deaf students because they were not exposed to any 

language in their early years. It is proven that they have a lack of 

literacy ability compared to HS. The majority of my DS need more 

time to understand and learn to read and write” (6THM). 



 

 

 

Some ToDS commented that while DS might not learn as well as HS because they had 

issues with literacy, they had positive aspects such as a higher motivation to come to 

school than HS, as 2THM stated:  

“The issue with DS at high school is their literacy skills are so 

limited, but deaf students have more desire to come to school 

because they have less distractions outside of school, unlike HS who 

have plenty of friends and spend hours chilling and watching TV or 

playing. Since my students enjoy coming to school, that impacts 

positively on me.” 

The final aspect that was found to affect ToDS’ perspectives on the ability of DS to 

learn were the skills and competence of their teachers, as 2TIS explained:  

“DS are able to learn and gain knowledge when they are taught by 

an excellent teacher. In my experience, DS start school at age 6 

knowing nothing and after a couple of years their knowledge and 

attitude has dramatically changed, for the better.” 

With regard to HTs, the HT at SSD believed that DS could learn but that they needed 

to be taught differently, as he mentioned: “DS learn differently from HS, but they are 

able to learn. ToD need to work harder and be innovative in order to improve DS” 

(HTS). Based on the observations, DS seemed to enjoy their lessons and picked up 

new vocabulary, in that they understood it and wrote correctly. Although one Arabic 

lesson was theorical, DS participated actively and learned well, which was probably 

because ToD used sweets to motivate DS to participate and used smartboards to 

deliver the lessons.  

Both of the HT from mainstream schools agreed there was a lack of information about 

DS’ ability to learn, as HTT said: “I am not familiar with how DS learn but I don’t 

think they are really learning!” ES raised the issue that ToDS needed to motivate DS 

to learn and they would, as ESA stated:  

“Most ToD complain that DS forget easily and that they think this 

is due to poor literacy and because they do not have feedback from 



 

 

 

the society. Hearing people listen to so much vocabulary and gain 

language skills naturally at an early age, but I always encourage 

ToD to do their best in order to make DS learn as much as possible.”  

The other reason connected to ToDS’ teaching skills was that some subjects were 

difficult for HS to learn and DS would no doubt find such subjects harder, so ToDS 

became frustrated that DS were unable to learn certain subjects, as ESN declared:  

“Some subjects more than others, really make ToD frustrated. 

Subjects such as science and maths. Most ToD in primary school do 

not want to teach these subjects. For example, some subjects, like 

science, are so challenging for HS. The majority of teachers of HS 

complain about how it is difficult to teach science. Imagine how 

difficult is it for DS to learn when we know how poor their literacy 

is.” 

Multiple factors influenced the perspective of ToDS towards DS’ ability to acquire 

new knowledge and learn, such as their level of primary, intermediate or high school 

education, and the nature of the subject taught (theoretical or practical). Therefore, 

ToDS who taught at primary and intermediate levels held more positive perspectives, 

and ToDS who taught practical subjects were also more positive regarding DS’ ability 

to learn.  

Key aspects regarding support from peers and policymakers involved the 

organisational and classroom adjustment of ToDS and included small class size and 

fewer lessons, which seemed to contribute to teacher satisfaction. Class size was 

perceived to have an impact on the quality of teaching and student experience. Where 

classes were smaller the teacher had more time to devote to each student on an 

individual basis. Where student needs were higher there might be an expectation of a 

higher level of human resources – leading to a lower ratio of students to staff – within 

an organisation. In this regard, 17 out 20 ToDS agreed that fewer students in the 

classroom impacted positively on ToD performance as it enabled them to work more 

effectively, as 3TPS stated: “The number of DS in a classroom is fewer than the 

number of students in a HS classroom. I never taught more than 6 DS in one classroom. 



 

 

 

It makes a big difference compared to teaching hearing students and it is one the most 

positive part of teaching DS that MoE provided.” Another ToD explained that having 

fewer DS in the classroom helped him to focus more on teaching by paying more 

attention to each student: “It makes ToD focus and work more individually in 

improving deaf students” (3TIS). Another ToD said that the ratio of DS-ToDS was 

less than the MoE limit: “fewer students in the classroom is better and even if you 

want to add more students in the classroom, there are not many deaf students. Fewer 

students in the classroom allows ToD to give each students the attention and effort 

they need” (2TIS).  

On the other hand, three ToDS out of 20 expressed that few students in the classroom 

could lead to boredom as it resulted in less participation from DS:  

“Teaching DS is sometimes boring because there are few students 

in the classroom, usually five students, and only two of them are 

willing to learn, unlike hearing students where there are at least 

twenty-five students in the classroom and at least ten of them willing 

to study. This makes the teacher more excited to teach, and he 

receives positive feedback from his students. In terms of deaf 

education, it is rare that ToD receives positive feedback about his 

student’s performance. On the other hand, having a few numbers of 

students in the classroom is easier to control and you have more time 

to develop VET for them” (1TPM). 

Another way of perceiving workload was to consider the number of lessons delivered. 

The data showed that 95% of ToDS felt that fewer lessons per week was motivation 

to work hard and do their best, as 2TIS expressed: “Fewer lessons per week are a 

motivation. ToD can focus more with his students because DS require more effort to 

teach.” The only ToD who stated that fewer lessons per week was not motivating said: 

“The number of lessons per week that ToD should deliver is not stimulating because 

general education in some schools is like deaf education” (4THM). Yet, almost all 

ToDS who participated in the study found that fewer DS in the classroom was 

beneficial to the educational process, and 19 ToDS found teaching less than 15 lessons 



 

 

 

a weak was satisfactory and provided motivation to do their best. The three ToDS who 

found small class size unbeneficial said that was due to less feedback and the lesson 

become boring.  

Half of the participants expressed positive responses about their colleagues’ skills and 

performance. Having enough time to prepare classes, meet professionals or parents, 

and to complete paperwork such as IEPs, or being under pressure, was a common issue 

for ToDS, especially those who were new to the profession, and led ToDS to feel 

stressed or that they were falling short of their professional goals. To investigate the 

participants’ perceptions of the amount of time they had to accomplish all their 

teaching work, ToDS were asked, “Do you have sufficient time to prepare all 

paperwork and complete other required tasks?” The most frequently used words and 

phrases in the participants’ responses were ‘plenty of time’ and ‘no need for 45-minute 

lessons’. Thus, the majority revealed that they had plenty of time to do their required 

work, and they actually spent more time prioritising preparing lessons than on any 

other required work. One ToD also proposed an idea not previously encountered in 

the literature which was that 45-minute lessons were too long. The ToD suggested that 

the duration of lessons should be reduced to 30 to 35 minutes to meet DS’ 

concentration spans.  

There was not much difference in preparation time spent by ToDS across all levels of 

teaching; primary, elementary and high school. One ToD indicated that he had plenty 

of time to do all the work required of him: “I have plenty of time to do all the 

paperwork and attend meetings. Most ToD teach 12 to 14 lessons per week which 

means they only work for 3 to 4 hours per day” (3TPS). This ToD also explained that 

he had time to do all his work because he had less than 14 lessons per week. As 

teachers worked for around 6 hours for from 7 am till 1 pm, he had at least 16 hours 

left at school to do any other work that was required. Some teachers might stay longer, 

but it depended on whether they had any extra jobs to do. Another ToD shared a similar 

view, as he said: “There is plenty of time to prepare lessons and communicate with 

the administration or parents. Technology makes teaching much easier nowadays 

compared to before. All ToD use the Internet to prepare new lessons” (2TPS). This 

participant explained how the Internet made their work even easier by printing 



 

 

 

prepared lessons from the Internet. Connected to this point, 3THM explained that 

preparing lessons used to be harder when he first started teaching DS, but it became 

easier when he was familiar with the lessons: “At the beginning it was difficult but 

nowadays I am familiar with the lessons, so it is easy for me to prepare all the 

paperwork”. Another participant shared the same experience: that preparing lessons 

was a lot easier over time because he did not spend as much time preparing lessons, 

as he stated: “When I first became a ToD it took me a long time to prepare the lessons 

and educational tools. It took me about 2 to 3 hours per day to prepare one lesson, but 

now I am familiar with the lessons they take me less time” (2TIS).  

When hearing that one ToD took less than 3 hours per day to prepare lessons I asked 

the other ToDS how long they spent per day preparing all their necessary paperwork. 

Most of the responses revealed that it took them less than 45 minutes per day, as 4THM 

mentioned: “There is plenty of time. Lesson preparation does not exceed 45 minutes 

daily.” Another ToD said it took him 30 minutes per day to do all the preparation 

needed: “There is plenty of time to do all paperwork and prepare the lessons, 

especially as there are many prepared lessons online. It takes about 30 minutes a day 

to prepare everything” (6THM). 2TPM even said, “There is plenty of time. It takes me 

2 hours a week to prepare all the lessons for the whole week”.  

Interestingly, when asked the question about the time required to complete preparation 

and required work, some ToDS misunderstood the question. They thought the question 

was about the lesson’s duration, which is 45 minutes. So some ToDS commented on 

that, as one participant stated: “I have an issue with teaching for 45 minutes. I only 

need 30 minutes to teach my lesson everyday” (3TPS). In response to this statement, 

an ES added that even if the duration of the lesson was reduced you would still find 

some ToDS who would say it was more than enough because they did not want to 

work hard, as he commented: 

“The appropriate lesson duration is debated amongst ToD. Some 

ToD find 45 minutes too long to deliver a lesson for the deaf 

students, but I think some ToD, even if the lesson is 20 minutes, will 

say it is too long because they do not want to work hard with their 



 

 

 

deaf students. I think there are some ToD who are unwilling to do 

their best and others perhaps do not know how to manage their time 

properly” (ESN)  

One ToD explained that some of his colleagues did not use a variety of educational 

and teaching methods and that was why they thought the 45-minute lesson was too 

long: “Some of my colleagues complain about the lesson and think it should be less 

than 45 minutes. I think they complain because they do not apply and use a variety of 

teaching methods” (1TPM). All ToDS expressed there was sufficient time to do all 

paperwork and they never experienced any difficulty regarding preparation time or 

that taken to deliver lessons; however, the challenge was not only about time, but also 

lesson preparation which also requires teaching skills which ToD training was lacking. 

Three main sub-themes arose connected to the challenges above regarding teachers’ 

perceptions of DS’ ability to learn and the factors that seemed to influence it: meeting 

diverse needs, MoE support and human resources. 

4.5.1 Teaching and Delivering Lessons: Meeting Diverse Needs  

This sub-theme examined ToDS’ experience of delivering lessons and explored how 

they met diverse needs focusing on the Individual Educational Plan (IEP) and the use 

of Visual Educational Tools (VETs), and assessment and evaluation. In order to 

provide the best possible outcomes for DS it was expected that ToDS had an IEP for 

each DS. I wanted to understand how teachers catered to the unique demands of each 

student. Therefore, the question “How varied are DS in terms of personal differences?” 

was designed to explore how DS varied in terms of their learning requirements and 

the extent that IEPs were used. In summary, almost all (19) of the participants’ 

responses revealed there were personal differences among DS’ ability to learn, but 

these were not as significant as the differences among intellectually disabled students, 

as 3TIS explained: “Personal differences are significant among deaf students. I can 

say that among ten students only two will be very similar and the other students will 

vary greatly, but not as much as how intellectually disabled people vary.” It was 

surprising to learn about ToDS’ perceptions of variance among DS in terms of 

teaching because the literature indicated that ToDS in Saudi Arabia did not commonly 



 

 

 

use IEPs. So the participants were asked: “Do you think DS’ personal differences 

required the use of IEP? How?” This was to gain a deeper understanding about 

whether ToD were using IEPs, and if not, why so, given their comments on the 

significant variation that existed among DS, in terms of learning, and the need for 

different teaching methods. In the participants’ responses the most frequently used 

words and phrases were ‘no need’, ‘not beneficial’, ‘multiple disabilities’, ‘keep in my 

mind the differences’ and ‘necessary’. The majority (75%) of the participants’ 

responses showed they did not feel it was important to use IEPs. They gave multiple 

reasons. First, because the differences were not as significant as intellectual 

disabilities, there was no need for an IEP, as 1TIS stated: “There is no need for IEP 

for the majority of deaf students because they are similar, but unlike hearing students 

who are very similar or Learning disabilities who are very different.” Another ToD 

agreed that it was unnecessary to use an IEP with DS: “Some deaf students are very 

much different in terms of their ability to learn and their literacy level but other DS 

are very similar. I do not use IEP because I don’t think it is important for them” 

(4THM).  

ToDS worked alone on developing and following the IEP because there was no 

multidisciplinary team to support them, as 4TPM explained: “I never use IEP formally 

because there is no multidisciplinary team to provide support for my students.” The 

third reason given was that IEP was applied only for DS who had other disabilities 

and demanded more attention, as 1TPM remarked: “There are significant personal 

differences among deaf students. Some of my students are so clever and easy to work 

with but others are so slow to learn and need more support, but I do not think that all 

deaf students need IEP. I think it is useful for DS who also have other disabilities.” 

The fourth reason was that it was difficult to implement and required dedicated time, 

as 4TIS mentioned: “I do not write IEP because it is difficult to do and it is time-

consuming as well.” 

The final reason, as 3TIS discussed, was that the MoE required teachers to cover all 

of the curriculum. Conducting IEPs for each DS took a long time and a ToD would 

struggle to deliver all of the curriculum as required: “It also interferes with my ability 

to finish all of the curriculum. Writing IEP for all of my students would make it hard 



 

 

 

to finish the curriculum”. Teaching special education students was an individual- 

based approach to education and all ToDS were aware of this, as 3TPM stated: 

“Teaching deaf students is individually-based teaching and that 

makes it challenging because the teacher needs to spend time with 

each student and explain everything to each one of them, sometimes 

setting different homework of each student. ToD should provide all 

the necessary teaching methods to accommodate the personal 

differences of their students and this make it individual-based 

teaching.” 

When I asked the participants “Do you teach DS in the same manner as HS, by 

lecturing and providing the lesson without working alone with each student?” all the 

participants stated they taught DS in a similar way to how HS were taught but they 

kept in mind the needs of each DS and focused on their particular needs when 

completing the lesson preparation notebook. This sometimes included alternative 

methods to the IEP, as 1THM explained:  

“The differences are significant among most deaf students, and, 

even though there are few students in the classroom, each one of 

them needs more time to understand the lessons and to complete 

their homework. It is totally individual-based teaching. I do not use 

IEP, but I keep in mind their differences, so I prepare the lessons 

based on that.” 

On asking HTs to reflect on how important it was to use the IEP with DS, the HT from 

SSD pointed out that IEPs were only used for a DS whose performance was lower 

than his classmates and who required more support to catch up, as HTS expressed: 

“IEP is used only for DS who lag behind their peers. For instance, a DS who cannot 

write as well as his classmates. We plan IEP for him to improve his writing skills and 

catch up with his peers.” The other HT from a mainstream school discussed how they 

focused on the lesson preparation notebook and did not think an IEP was important, 

as HTA said: “I do not require them to use IEP because ToD said that IEP is not 

necessary, but I always check with them about the lessons planning notebook”. 



 

 

 

The ES agreed that there was no need to use IEPs within deaf education but recounted 

how one ToD told them they would rather use a treatment plan to help DS who lagged 

behind their classmates, as ESA stated: 

“IEP is not used with DS, it is used for learning disabled students. 

We use VET with DS who lag behind their classmates and need 

more help. When we use VET many educators, such as myself, the 

head teacher, school social worker and ToD, are involve with 

planning for the children’s education and we monitor the teacher to 

make sure that the students have improved.” 

The ES also explained that all ToD were required to complete a lesson plan, as ESN 

mentioned: “What ToD do for all of their DS is he prepares lesson where he is required 

to write every lesson he is going to deliver and the aims he wants to achieve with each 

DS. ToD are also required to write down educational and behavioural aims too. The 

behavioural aims are easier to teach and observe than the educational ones.” Almost 

all ToDS indicated they did not use IEPs because DS abilities did not vary much, and 

there was no multi-discipline team to help them with the development of IEPs. On the 

other hand, the majority of them stated that they used other methods such as TP to 

make sure they met individuals DS needs. 

Visual Educational Tools (VET) could also play a significant role in the classroom, 

but their use also required professional training. Also, the availability of VET as a 

resource might vary. Accordingly, the question “Do you have issues with finding or 

preparing VET, how?” examined whether ToDS found it challenging to find proper 

VETs or made new ones that enhanced DS learning. In the participants’ responses the 

most frequently used words and phrases were ‘difficult’, ‘challenging’, ‘lack of 

available VET’ and ‘no education for VET’. The participants’ responses revealed that 

it was very important that ToDS used VETs as DS benefited a lot from it, as 3TPM 

remarked: “Deaf students benefit from VET more than other teaching methods and 

ToD should use as much VET as possible to make learning more tangible and visual 

as DS rely on their eyes to learn.”  



 

 

 

All ToDS agreed there were challenges and issues related to finding properly prepared 

VETs and creating a suitable one. With regard to the lack of availability of VETs, the 

majority of ToDS mentioned that AoSE did not provide a VET, as 1THM stated “The 

administration of special education never provided me with any VET. I tried to ask 

them, but there was no support from them.” (this subject will be discussed in depth in 

the next subsection). Another ToD added that the issue was not just that there was no 

support from AoSE, but they could not buy suitable resources themselves because no 

such VET existed in the market that was suitable for the subjects they taught, as 2THM 

explained: “I tried to find VET to buy, to support my delivery of the curriculum and 

improve my DS’ ability to learn but I could not find anything to buy.” Another ToD 

revealed that finding a suitable VET was one of the most challenging aspects of 

teaching DS: “One of the most challenging aspects in the field of deaf education is 

trying to find suitable VET that helps ToD to deliver the lessons and make deaf 

students learn more” (2TIS). 

ToDS made VET themselves to make their teaching more valuable and effective, and 

this was not an easy job, as 3TPS remarked: 

“It is challenging to prepare VET because we have very limited 

training on how to develop VET. ToD need help from ASE to 

provide proper VET that is suitable for the lessons. If AoSE do not 

have the ability to provide VET they should at least arrange 

workshops for ToD of each subject to come together to prepare 

beneficial VET that can become a shared resource.” 

The difficulties in making a suitable VET, that this ToD and others described, was a 

result of inadequate education on how to prepare and create VETs, and other education 

tools in general. Moreover, another issue related to ToDS themselves was that they 

were not as innovative as they should be. This was mentioned within the discussion 

about the key skills ToDS needed, as 1TIS stated: “ToD need to be innovative in 

developing and using VET.” Another ToD believed that VET did not have to be 

complicated to be beneficial, as 1TPS mentioned: 



 

 

 

“I never requested any VET. In my experience, VET does not have 

to be expensive or complex, I think ToD need to be just innovative. 

For instance, I do VET by myself through searching online and 

printing. I make it suitable for my students so they can benefit from 

it and I give them an excellent experience so they can learn more 

and remember the information for a longer. Also, they learn more 

from educational tools than just using the textbook.” 

The HT at the SSD remarked that ToDS needed to do their best to make a proper 

VET and he encouraged all ToDS to utilise that tool: 

“There is a lack of making VET among ToD. I have advised ToD 

many times to rely more on making and using VET but still, there 

is a lack of implementing it. I told them it does not have to be 

expensive or complicated. It has to make DS’ learning easy and the 

information lasts for a longer time. I hope ToD will be more 

innovative and work harder for DS” (HTS) 

With regard to the ES, they both agreed on the lack of availability of VETs, as ESN 

mentioned: “The AoSE cannot offer all the necessary VET due to lack of resources.” 

He also believed that ToDS should be financially able to buy VETs because the MoE 

supported them with a financial bonus, as he remarked: “ToD should not rely on the 

AoSE to provide VET because ToD are supported with an allowance from the MoE.” 

The ES also shared a similar view about ToDS needing to be more innovative in their 

teaching, generally, and in making VETs, especially, as ESA stated: “Unfortunately, 

although almost all of the ToD I worked with have good personalities and understand 

DS needs, the majority of teachers lack innovation. They want to be spoon-fed 

teaching methods and have VET provided for them without any effort on their part.” 

In brief, despite the fact that all ToDS agreed on the importance and need for the VET, 

they also stated that VETs were challenging to make and difficult to find properly 

prepared ones. Also, in their opinion, it was the responsibility of the MoE to provide 

such tools. 



 

 

 

From the observation of five classrooms, it was evident that ToDS used smartboards 

and DS were engaged in lessons. However in three of these classrooms, these ToDS’ 

methods of teaching were traditional with no use of technology. In one, for example, 

the ToD wrote five English words. He explained the meaning of the word in SL and 

asked the DS to write them in their notebooks. The ToD marked the DS’ writing and 

the lesson was finished. There were no examples of word usage or any attempt at a 

more effective way of teaching. In the second classroom, the ToD simply wrote the 

lesson on the board. After that he explained it to the DS using SL and then asked the 

DS to write out the lesson that was written on the board and to practise it with each 

other in SL. Then the ToD asked the DS to go next to the board and sign the Hadith 

in front of their classmates. The DS seemed to sign the lesson without understanding 

its meaning. In a third preschool (reception) classroom, the ToD helped the DS to hold 

a pen correctly and taught DS the alphabet in SL. There was no technology usage in 

those three cited classrooms, and therefore the use of technology, such as smartboards, 

was uncommon. There was only one smartboard in the SSD, for instance, and limited 

projector availability in its classrooms, and no projectors in the classrooms of the two 

mainstream schools. Yet while most ToDS agreed that technology engaged students 

and is therefore essential for the classroom, ToDS stated that technological resources 

were lacking within schools. As ToDS noted the important of the use of technology in 

teaching DS, the lack of this technology was a concern and they asked for more 

smartboards and projectors. On the other hand, in the SSD the tools were available but 

only a few ToDS used the technology. Some ToDS, therefore, also needed to be held 

accountable for the use of the technology as they themselves stated that it was better 

to use technology in teaching. 

Assessment and evaluation of students’ progress and ToDS’ educational expectations 

about DS’ futures were examined. The first question invited participants to comment 

on their use of assessment and evaluation: “How appropriate are the methods of 

assessment and evaluation in deaf education?” This question obtained a deeper 

understanding of how ToDS assessed DS and how their methods of assessing students’ 

performance improved DS’ ability to learn and enabled them to gain the necessary 

knowledge to progress to the next educational level. In the participants’ responses the 

most frequently used words and phrases were ‘cannot do essay tests’, ‘multi-options 



 

 

 

and true-false’, ‘challenging’, ‘depends on DS’ ability’, ‘copy and paste’ and ‘has to 

be easy’. In summary, the majority (15) of the participants’ responses showed it was 

not easy to assess DS’ performance because there was no national test provided by the 

MoE and DS’ ability to read and write made it difficult to use certain assessments. 

This led ToDS to use an easy way of assessing DS’ performance that enabled DS to 

pass tests and improve their results.  

When ToD were asked to reflect on the question “Do you think that a NT for DS, 

issued by the MoE, would make DS’ learning and academic outcomes better? How?” 

their responses were overwhelmingly negative. ToDS explained that the NT would be 

difficult for DS to answer and too challenging for ToDS to prepare the students 

because DS’ ability was limited, as 4TPM stated: 

“The NT will cover all the NC and that is no doubt beyond DS’ 

ability, which means no DS will pass. For instance, DS are unable 

to memorise all the lessons, so I have to pick specific questions for 

them and write the test with these certain questions. If there was a 

NT covering all the NC, trust me, no DS will pass.” 

ToDS were explicit that their teaching approach was not suitable to prepare DS for a 

NT or a difficult test, like HS sat. DS’ ability was limited and writing a test for them 

must reflect their ability, as 4THM explained: “I make deaf students’ tests easy 

because if I don’t make it easy and give deaf students tests like those we give to HS, 

no one will succeed.” On the other hand, other ToD argued that ToDS were not doing 

their job properly and that was why they gave DS an easy test. If DS’ ability was 

limited, you had to challenge them and provide them with a test that made DS work 

hard to study and succeed, as 4TPS declared:  

“Some ToD do not teach DS properly; they give them only basic 

aspects of the lessons and they test them for these basics things too. 

For example, I have seen ToD who put 3 questions in the final exam. 

This means he did not teach his DS very much. DS rarely understand 

a lesson and they usually memorise the test. If I changed any part of 

the question, that I’ve given them before the test to study, they will 



 

 

 

be confused and not able to answer. But this is not an excuse for not 

challenging the students and not giving them difficult questions. For 

instance, if I make DS tests like HS tests, they won’t answer any 

question, so I have to limit the part I want to test them on and prepare 

for the test, to make sure they understand it well. After that, I 

provide them with a short essay question, multiple questions, false 

and true questions. I think it is fair for ToD to teach them hard and 

challenged them to study and learn hard in the exam as well.”  

5 out of 20 ToDS indicated that evaluating DS was not a difficult experience and 

explained that this was due to the process of writing the questions rather than the actual 

evaluation. They said that writing a test was not challenging because they wrote the 

questions along with the answers and asked DS to memorise these questions without 

actually understanding their meaning. What DS were doing was copying the answers 

that matched the question, so if the ToD changed a letter or switched the question DS 

were not able to answer them, as 3TIS stated: “Tests are not difficult to write but the 

issue is deaf students cannot answer from their understanding so I have to teach them 

the questions from the book and ask them to memorise them in order to copy and paste 

the answers in the exam paper.” The other reason which several ToDS gave for their 

view that examining DS was easy work, was that they avoided essay tests and only 

wrote multiple choice questions, as 3TPS remarked: “Making tests is not challenging, 

but they have to be multiple choice tests because the students cannot explain by 

writing. Most DS writing ability is weak.” The idea that DS were unable to answer 

essay tests was shared by most of the ToDS and they agreed that they had to write 

multiple choice questions in order to help DS pass tests, as 4TIS expressed: “Deaf 

students cannot pass on the essay tests so I have to write multiple choice and true-false 

tests. They are good at it, so it is not an issue for me.” 

The second strand of this sub-theme aimed to explore teachers’ perceptions about 

educational expectations they held about DS’ future. Therefore, the question “What 

are your expectations towards DS’ future performance in further education?” asked 

ToDS whether they expected DS to be successful in terms of further education based 

on their knowledge of their students’ performance and ability. In the participants’ 



 

 

 

responses the most frequently used words and phrases were ‘do not expect so much’, 

‘I doubt that DS who rely on SL able to accomplish BA’, and ‘a positive expectation 

for my deaf students’. The majority (70%) of the participants’ responses revealed that 

ToD did not hold high expectations for DS in pursuing further education, especially 

for achieving a BA degree, as one ToD explained: 

“I avoid exposing my students to many aspects in the curriculum 

because they won’t understand it. So DS do not actually finish high 

school with a richness of information that improves their academic 

life and prepares them to enrol in a university and get a degree. I 

think DS who rely on SL to learn aren’t able to accomplish a BA 

from a university” (2THM).  

This quote covered two points that were discussed by most of participants. The first 

was that DS finished high school without gaining all the knowledge and skills they 

needed in order to succeed in further education or at university, as 3THM remarked: 

“I do not expect so much from my DS and to be honest all DS finish 

high school with poor literacy and a lack of knowledge needed to 

complete their further education and that’s why the only university 

in Saudi Arabia who offer BA for DS have an entry test for Arabic 

skills and they give prospective students an intensive year of Arabic 

literacy teaching prior to commencing their studies. Few DS make 

it to the BA programs, most of those who do are actually HH.” 

The second, crucial point was DS who relied on SL and were unable to develop spoken 

language at all, performed worse than DS who were able to communicate using speech 

and SL like HH students, as 2TIS explained:  

“In my experience, most DS who accomplish a BA are not totally 

deaf, they are somehow able to listen and have some sort of spoken 

language. I mean they are able to speak a few words but they rely 

on SL. They perform better in reading and writing. But those DS 



 

 

 

who are totally deaf, I do not think they are able to learn and 

accomplish a BA.” 

On the other hand, the minority (6) of participants who held positive expectations 

towards DS in pursuing further education, drew their expectations from the reality of 

DS who they knew graduated, especially from Technology College, with a diploma in 

computers, as 3THM stated: “DS can pursue further education and I have seen this 

with my own eyes when students visit the school after they finish college and get a 

job.” ToDS who held positive expectations mainly orientated their opinions towards 

technology college, but were less positive about DS students’ abilities to obtain a BA 

was it was so rare to happen. One teacher, 2TPM, who taught primary level, had 

positive expectations for DS’ performance who were currently at primary level, but 

he thought most DS were unable to complete a BA degree from a university:  

“I have a positive expectation for my deaf students but they are not 

as high as for hearing students as there is a significant lack in their 

linguistic outcomes. Their vocabulary is limited, and their writing 

ability is poor as well. I think only one DS out of 10 have the ability 

and desire to pursue higher education.” 

There was one key factor that played a significant role in the expectations ToDS held 

for their DS’ current and future academic achievements. This factor was made explicit 

by one of the ES. ToDS who taught at high school level and did not have BA in Deaf 

Education held lower expectations of DS’ current and future performance than ToDS 

with a BA in deaf education. Even though some teachers had some negative points of 

view, or as they called it more ‘realistic’ points of view, they still had more positive 

expectations than their peers, as ESA mentioned:  

“ToD who has a BA in Deaf Education has a more positive 

expectation about DS performance and will work harder with DS, 

unlike ToD who came from general education where the majority 

have low expectations. This is maybe because the ToD from general 

education make comparisons between HS and DS performance and 

feel that there is no point in teaching DS. There is no doubt that HS 



 

 

 

learn faster and are easier for the teacher to teach. On the other hand, 

ToD generally have more positive attitudes toward teaching DS than 

teachers who teach students with learning disabilities.” 

One HT agreed that ToDS who had a BA in Deaf Education held more positive 

expectations towards DS’ academic achievement, but also some ToDS who only had 

a diploma were more positive and willing to improve DS, as HTS stated:  

“This is of course not an absolute fact; there are teachers who have 

just a diploma in deaf education, and they have the desire, 

enthusiasm, and believe in the capabilities of the deaf to learn and 

succeed in the future.” 

It is also worth noting that the lack of expectation towards DS’ ability to accomplish 

further education was not coming from inexperienced ToDS. All ToDS who held low 

expectations had more than 10 years of teaching experience.  

During the direct observation of five classrooms, DS were excited to show me how 

good they were, also the enthusiasm of ToDS and DS was more apparent in direct than 

indirect observation. The classroom observed from the corridor without ToDS and DS 

noticing, for instance, revealed less enthusiasm and some DS seemed not to care to 

follow the ToDS. In one classroom in the MSHS, I noticed the ToDS did not write 

anything on the board and seemed instead to enjoy communication about other topics 

unrelated to the lesson. Thus, I observed a need to motivate ToDS to do more work to 

engage DS and to deliver the lesson appropriately, such as working harder to prepare 

lessons. 

In summary, it was not possible to deliver the current curriculum to DS in its present 

form. However, the majority of those surveyed stated that they had enough time to 

achieve the work that was required of them. ToDS also noted several aspects of DS 

behaviour that they found difficult, such as hyperactivity, a tendency to become 

distracted, a lack of attention, and a higher level of sensitivity. Most ToDS expressed 

a belief that DS intellectual ability was lower than HS. Another key finding was that 

the majority (70%) of participants did not have high expectations for DS’ further 



 

 

 

education at degree level. Nonetheless most ToDS (60%) mentioned positive aspects 

of the DS’ ability to learn. A high proportion of ToDS noted that there were personal 

differences among DS’ ability to learn. Yet these differences were not as evident as 

the range among intellectually disabled students. In addition, the majority of ToD 

responses showed that ToDS did not hold high expectations for DS in pursuing further 

education, especially not achieving a BA degree. A notable find was that three quarters 

of ToD considered that it was not important to use IEPs. There was a universal 

consensus that ToDS should use VETs and that it was of immense benefit to DS. All 

ToDS noted the challenges and issues associated with effective use and adaptation of 

VETs. As there was no national test provided by the MoE, the majority (15/20) of 

teachers noted the difficulty of assessing DS’ performance. 

4.5.2 Support from the Ministry of Education  

The quality of support given to the profession was a key theme of this research. All 

schools in Saudi Arabia are supported by the Ministry of Education (MoE) in a variety 

of ways. As discussed earlier in the first theme (“Satisfaction associated with the 

organisational and classroom adjustments ToDS received”), classroom and 

organisational adjustments were considered as support from the MoE to make the 

work of ToDS easier. Accordingly, the question “As a ToD, how do you find the 

support provided by the MoE?” was designed to investigate the quality of support ToD 

received from the MoE. In the participants’ responses the most frequently used words 

and phrases were ‘blame’, ‘gap’, and ‘not happy’. The majority (70%) of the 

participants’ responses revealed there was a significant lack of support. For example, 

the participants experienced stress caused by the pressure placed on them by the MoE 

due to the poor educational outcomes of DS. As one participant noted:  

“One of the biggest issues I face as a ToD is that the Ministry of 

Education always blame teachers for issues that occur within the 

deaf education field. For example, they blame ToD as the reason for 

deaf student’s poor academic outcomes but we all know there many 

reasons for that. Some teachers may be part of the problem but the 

education system, in general, needs to be reshaped and improved, 

early intervention is needed, and family cooperation” (3TIS). 



 

 

 

This participant expressed how the MoE blamed ToDS for the poor performance of 

DS, but ToDS blamed the education system which needed to be improved to provide 

more support for DS and their teachers. A similar opinion was expressed by another 

interviewee: 

“The educational environment is the main cause of frustration, not 

the deaf students themselves. What I mean by the educational 

environment is that the Ministry of Education do not support and 

include people from the field when making education policies. 

Engaging ToD to improve the education system would make 

working in this field more exciting. I believe the performance of 

teachers and their students will not improve unless the MoE work 

with people from the field to inform their decisions because they 

know where changes are needed and areas that can be improved.” 

(4TPS) 

ToDS who referred to a communication gap between policymakers and teachers, 

expressed their concerns over the lack of opportunities to input into the Ministry’s 

policy development. This resulted in a top-down decision-making process where 

ToDS were required to implement any policies that the MoE decided to introduce. 

ToDS were not given an explanation of the reasons for these policies or any 

opportunity to question them. This led to frustration because ToDS wanted the 

educational environment to improve and to see this reflected positively on their 

students’ performance, as this would be a motivating factor for them to work harder. 

These views were shared by the majority of respondents. For instance, one ToD 

expressed: “The communication gap between policymakers and ToD in the field is 

frustrating. No one listens to our complaints or makes the necessary changes to 

improve the deaf education system or improve ToD skills” (3TIS). Another ToD 

explained how they contacted policymakers by email or spoke to them directly but 

nothing had changed, he declared: “We have talked personally and by email with 

decision maker in the Ministry of Education about modifying the curriculum, to make 

it more accessible for deaf students and to let ToD focus more on providing 

educational tools, but nothing has changed yet.” (3TPS). 



 

 

 

Another systemic issue within the educational environment that needs to change 

concerned the lack of incentive for HTs to motivate and encourage excellent ToDS, 

or to hold teachers who did not do their job properly accountable. This was because 

teaching was a government job and all government employees had the security of 

knowing that they would not be reprimanded as long they attended work, even if their 

work was not up to standard – placing more emphasis on presenteeism rather than 

quality of work. It was frequently noted that the entire government employment 

system needed to change, as 3THM observed: “Being a teacher in Saudi Arabia is a 

government job where you are in a safe place, no one will punish you if you do not do 

good work, so it becomes culturally accepted that most government employees do not 

do hard work and don’t need to do their best to continue in the job.” 

This belief that rewarding and holding employees accountable should be based on the 

quality of their work, rather than their attendance was shared by other ToDS, as 2TIS 

mentioned: 

“I think it is a cultural problem in all Arab countries! Most ToD do 

not work as well as they should be because there is no system for 

rewarding or punishing teachers based on the quality of the work. 

But this is how it is in all jobs, not just teachers of the deaf. The 

most important aspect that government employees such as teachers, 

care about is attending the school and leaving it at the designated 

times.” 

When asked about ToD responses on the lack of support from the MoE, one supervisor 

(HTS), the HT of SSD, commented: “I doubt there is a gap between ToD and 

policymakers because it is easy to contact them now, either by visiting them at the 

MoE or contacting them by social media.” He revealed that nowadays no one could 

claim that there was a communication gap because communication with the MoE 

could easily be achieved, either by phone or via new social communication 

applications. He also pointed out that the people who work with disabled people 

tended to be loyal to them and did their best to improve their status. The policymakers 



 

 

 

were doing their best to improve the educational experience for SEN students and 

other stakeholders in the field of teaching DS, as he stated: 

“From my experience, the majority of people who are working with 

disabled people become loyal to them and do their best to improve 

the field. Only a few try to benefit themselves. So I think 

policymakers are aware of the challenges and aim to make decisions 

that will result in a better educational environment. Some ToD may 

think they make the wrong decisions. I believe it is better if 

policymakers involve educators from the field, to ensure all policies 

are understood by educators, in order to make them feel important. 

This will hopefully encourage them to apply all these policies as 

well as possible. I hope we can see more improvement from the 

administration of special education in the MoE in the future.” (HTS) 

Surprisingly, he claimed that some ToD liked to complain about no one providing 

support more than doing their work, as he remarked: “I think there are some ToD who 

like to complain more than working and it is surprising for me that ToD who work 

hard are less likely to complain!” 

One ES pointed out that people in the MoE were informed about the challenges and 

requirements of teachers and other professional from the field but there seemed no 

obvious reason for them not to engage with these issues as they should, as he 

expressed: “The MoE are aware of the challenges but they provide no answers on how 

to make teaching DS more successful” (ESN). A HT of a mainstream school explained 

that whenever any of his teachers raised concerns he discussed it with the ES as they 

were part of MoE team and could pass on these concerns, as he stated: “The 

educational supervisors are represented at the MoE so we always share any issues we 

have with them” (HTA). The other HT of a mainstream school shared a similar 

response: 

“We are part of other general school supervision, like any general 

school, and the administration of special education supervises us as 



 

 

 

well, to provide all the special support we need. Also, we share with 

them any issues we have as stakeholders in the school” (HTT). 

In response to the question about job satisfaction (Q3), the ToD in the focus group 

expressed how frustrated they were with DS’ ability to learn and were looking for 

help, in order to improve their students academically. Furthermore, they explained that 

there was no communication or support from policymakers. On the other hand, 

teachers were satisfied with their income. One participant said during the meeting “No 

one from the MoE listens to our complaints or is willing to help with improving the 

situation.” All the other participants agreed. 

The majority of the ToD indicated there was a significant lack of support from the 

MoE and that placed more pressure on them. For instance, policymakers did not 

involve ToDS in making policy decisions, instead the MoE blamed them for poor DS’ 

performance. On the other hand, HTs and ESs argued that ToDS could easily reach 

the MoE and complain to them directly; especially through social media. 

4.5.3 Human Resources  

Human resources were understood in terms of the support offered to ToDS by three 

groups of people: ES; HT; and TA. All participants in the focus groups agreed that in 

the mainstream school there was no support at all from the HT and other school staff 

members in terms of motivating staff or improving the quality of their work. The ES 

was doing his best but he felt that there was not much more they could do for DS at 

this level. One ToD said, “Neither the head teacher nor the educational supervisor are 

in a position to judge my work because I am better at teaching DS than they are. 

Despite being a good teacher, my students do not learn as they should, but this due to 

their low ability. I cannot do more for them.” Within the SSD all participants said they 

were well supported by the HT and all of the school staff. One ToD stated, “there is a 

deaf person who is a member staff in the institute [SSD] but he does not teach. He 

helped me to explain some of the deaf students’ lessons.” The teachers from the SSD 

reported receiving more human support and encouragement than the teachers from the 

MSHS. 



 

 

 

ES could provide significant support on improving ToDS’ performance owing to their 

evidence-based practice. To understand their work I asked several questions about the 

support they offered: “How familiar are the educational supervisors with your work 

and the challenges you face, in and out of the classroom?”; “Are they helpful and 

supportive to you, in and out of the classroom?”; “Can you tell me about the 

educational supervisors’ expectations for your skills, work and achievement?”. In the 

participants’ responses the most frequently used words and phrases were ‘familiar’, 

‘visit the school more often’ and ‘observe my class’. All of the participants’ responses 

revealed that ES were familiar with ToD experiences and challenges. ES knew and 

understood the experiences of ToDS, they could empathise with ToDS due to their 

own previous experience of being ToDS. For example, 1TPS noted:  

“All supervisors who have supervised me during my years of 

teaching DS are familiar with the challenges I face. They are 

cooperative and do their best to improve the educational 

environment. I never felt alone. They are always supportive and, as 

I said, do their best to improve the teachers’ experience and DS 

outcomes” 

2TPM stressed that ES understand his situation: “The supervisor visits me and my 

colleagues in the classroom and he knows the difficulties of the situation we as ToDS 

face. There was a need for big changes to improve the education of deaf students.” 

With regard to ES expectations of ToDS, most shared the view that ES have high 

expectations for ToDS’ and DS’ performance, as 2TIS commented: 

“I never worked with an educational supervisor who does not care 

about teaching deaf students and has low expectations of deaf 

students’ ability and their teacher’s work. In my experience, all 

educational supervisors have done their best, within their powers, to 

help me and motivate me.” 

Regarding encouragement and motivation, the majority of ToD agreed that when ES 

visited them for observation they did not tend to challenge them too much, they 

provided them with valuable advice and motivated them to do a better job, as 3TPS 



 

 

 

stated: “When the supervisor visits the school and observes my class he gives me notes 

to improve my teaching methods and motivate me to improve my work.” A minority 

of ToDS revealed that ES’ visits were not valuable as their comments were too 

theoretical and not practically applicable in the field, as 1TPM declared:  

“The supervisor visits few of my lessons and gives me encouraging 

notes or comments on my work that I need to improve, but most of 

his comments are theory-based and impossible to implement, even 

he cannot do them!” The minority who believed that educational 

supervision was not beneficial to them still found the ES to be 

understanding and willing to help as much as they can, as 6THM 

mentioned: “The educational supervisors visit the school and 

observe my classroom and he is not much of support for me but he 

understands the situation of teaching DS.” 

All HT confirmed that ES visited the schools, improved ToDS and encouraged them 

to work harder, as HTR stated: “Educational supervisors visit the school regularly. 

They encourage and support ToD. They also do their best to improve ToD work.”  

When interviewing ES, I asked how they evaluated their performance and knowledge 

with regard to ToD improvement. The most experience ES, who had been a supervisor 

of ToDS for more than 20 years, pointed out:  

“I have supervised ToD for 20 years and I don’t think I can do more 

for them than what I have done so far. I hope to switch with another 

supervisor from other cities from time to time to gain more 

experience and share my experience with more ToD. ToD pressure 

me to provide them with useful courses that will enhance their DS 

performance but I myself need to improve my practice. The MoE 

does not provide me with valuable workshop or training 

opportunities within Saudi Arabia or abroad” (ESA).  

He said explicitly that despite feeling the need to improve his practice and receive 

more training, the MoE were not willing to provide access to courses country Saudi 



 

 

 

Arabia or to send him abroad to learn from other experts in the field. In addition, ESA 

stressed the need for the MoE to also provide more training opportunities for ToD, as 

he commented:  

“There is no significant improvement policy in special education 

such as sending ES and ToD abroad to practice and attend courses 

at well-known schools or conferences. For example, for general 

education, the MoE send educators abroad to attend conferences and 

courses to develop teaching methods and curriculum. The only 

professional development that the MoE provides is the same type of 

courses that we have been attending for two decades. There are no 

valuable courses that reflect positively in the classroom and DS 

achievement.” 

The other ES agreed that the MoE needed to provide more professional development 

opportunities, as he expressed: 

“The MoE only provide one hour of workshops each term for 

educational supervisors to attended. This is insufficient to improve 

our abilities or make any significant impact on improving ToD. The 

MoE need to arrange more workshops and attract more educators to 

enrich the workshops and get the most benefit out of them. It is the 

responsibility of the MoE to provide this” (ESN). 

The role of the HT was significant in any school in terms of leadership and various 

forms of support for teachers. The following questions were designed to understand 

the extent that HT understood the challenges ToDS faced at work, the level of support 

HT offered and the expectations they had for their staff: “Is your head teacher familiar 

with your work and the challenges you face, in and out of the classroom?”; “Are they 

helpful and supportive to you, in and out of the classroom?”; “Can you tell me about 

your head teacher’s expectations for your, skills, work, and achievement?”. The most 

frequently used words and phrases in the participants’ responses were ‘supportive’, 

‘high expectation’, ‘understanding’, ‘it depends’, ‘not supportive’, ‘not qualified’ and 

‘do not expect’. The majority of the participants’ responses revealed that the HT at the 



 

 

 

SSD was significantly more supportive than the HT at either mainstream school. One 

ToD, who used to teach in a mainstream school and was teaching at SSD, stated it 

explicitly: “It depends on the head teacher in the school. Some school head teachers 

are supportive others are less supportive. For instance, I found the head teacher in the 

school for the deaf more supportive than the head teachers in mainstream schools” 

(2TIS). 

With regard to the HT at SSD, all ToDS agreed that he was qualified, supportive, 

encouraging and understanding. For instance, 1TPS explained:  

“All my years of teaching have been at the [SSD] and all the head 

teachers who worked in [SSD] are cooperative and doing their best 

to improve the educational environment. I never felt alone. They are 

always supportive and, as I said, doing their best to improve the 

teachers’ experience and the students’ outcome.” 

Another ToD explained he found his HT supportive, as he remarked: “The HT is 

supportive. For example, he is flexible in terms of giving ToD the choice of which 

level to teach or which subject in primary school. So a ToD can choose the subject 

and level he likes the most and can impact positively on them” (2TPS). Regarding the 

expectations of the HT at the SSD, all of the ToDS believed that the HT held high 

expectations for their work and DS’ performance, as 3TIS stated: “The head teacher 

has high expectations for my work and they do not leave me alone to do it, they are 

always asking to help me. For example, the head teacher used to ask to observe a class 

and meet my students, to make sure they are doing fine, and all aims are being met.” 

When I asked if this put the ToD under pressure and made him feel burnout he replied:  

“The head teacher’s expectation about my work is realistic, and he 

doesn’t put pressure on me to do more work, but he does evaluate 

my work. When the head teacher is qualified in deaf education, he 

gets involved in ToD work and expects more to be done and they 

can support more than the head teacher of a mainstream school. The 

qualified head teacher can give useful tips and advice what ToD 

should and shouldn’t do because he was a ToD himself before.” 



 

 

 

All other ToDS agreed with this, as 1TPS commented: “The HT always asks me about 

my students’ performance and sometimes visits me in the classroom to see for himself 

the improvement of my students. He holds realistic expectations about my work and 

pushes me to meet them”. 

With regard to the HT in the two mainstream schools, as noted earlier, ToDS had a 

very negative opinion of their HT’s performance in terms of their support and 

expectations because they were not qualified in deaf education. This means they did 

not know SL and they were not familiar with the nature of DS, as 6THM mentioned:  

“The issue with mainstream school head teachers is they do not 

know SL at all, and they have never studied any courses about deaf 

education and deaf education psychology. They cannot expect 

anything from me because they do not know anything and they 

cannot motivate or encourage me because they are unqualified and 

unaware of DS nature. For example, I taught in a mainstream school 

and the head teacher attended my lesson to observe my teaching 

methods, I was teaching by SL and he does not know SL. After I 

finished the lesson it was clear he did not understand anything 

because he does not know SL and yet he judged me as well! He said 

I should do more explaining because my DS performance is lower 

than hearing students in the school.” 

Another ToD confirmed that the HT at the SSD was more supportive than the HT at 

mainstream school, as he stated:  

“Unfortunately, I do not get any support from school head teachers 

either in the classroom or outside. When I taught at the [SSD] it was 

much better than mainstream schools because the administration 

team were qualified in deaf education, and they have experience of 

how to work with and support ToD and their DS. The head teachers 

in the mainstream schools are not qualified in deaf education and 

they do not have the desire to educate themselves about it. Since 

there is a resident supervisor in the mainstream schools, HT rely on 



 

 

 

them and do not get involved with ToDS’ work. The mainstream 

school head teacher does not have any expectations for my work 

because they are not qualified and have no experience of teaching 

deaf students” (4TPS). 

Another ToD commented that one good aspect about HT at mainstream school was 

that if they were not qualified they did not bother ToDS or give them a hard time, as 

3THM remarked: 

“I teach in a mainstream school now, and the HT is not supportive 

enough, but he does not bother me which makes it easy for me to 

interact with him. The HT in mainstream school does not have any 

expectations about my work because he does not know what I am 

teaching. He is not qualified in deaf education and he does not have 

the ability to judge my work. No one questions the work of any ToD 

here because everyone thinks it is difficult to make a positive impact 

on the deaf students’ academic outcomes. I think it is important for 

the school head teachers to have expectations for my work and help 

me to meet those expectations, but the head teacher has no idea 

about deaf education and he does not care that much about the deaf 

student’s academic outcomes” (6THM) 

Moreover, this participant added that the HT did not expect any work in terms of 

classroom performance and improving DS. The HT provided comments on their own 

performance and the support they offered to ToDS. The HT at SSD mentioned:  

“I do my best to improve and support ToD in the school. For 

example, if they want to attend a course or a workshop I allow them 

to and arrange for another ToD to cover their classes until they 

return to the school. I wish I could support them more with resources 

but I have limited authority and budget” (HTS)  

He believed that he was doing what he could, within his power, to support ToDS. The 

responses from the ToDS confirmed this statement. The responses from the two HT 



 

 

 

from the mainstream schools were similar in that they both explained that they were 

not qualified in deaf education and only required ToDS to come to school on time and 

prepare all necessary paperwork. They added that they were not capable of providing 

support for ToDS in the classroom or evaluating their performance, as HTT declared:  

“I am only concerned with the practicalities of the job like attending 

school and ensuring lessons are prepared. I do not get involved with 

ToD about their performance with their students as I am not 

specialised in deaf education so I cannot offer helpful support to 

ToD in my school or make sure what they are doing is correct. I do 

not have any expectations for their achievement as I am not familiar 

with what they should be expected to achieve or do. My SL is also 

so poor I cannot communicate properly with DS. I always ask ToD 

for help, to translate for me when I want to communicate with DS.” 

All of the ToDS revealed that the HT at SSD was significantly more supportive than 

the HT at mainstream schools. because they were a specialist in deaf education and 

used to be a ToD, so they understood and provided flexibility in terms of supporting 

ToDS. 

Another individual who could support the work of ToDS and DS was the TA, although 

schools do not currently employ people in this role in Saudi Arabia, either in 

mainstream or special education. In order to gain a deeper understanding of the 

potential role and support of the TA, I formulated two questions: “Do you think having 

a teaching assistant is important and helpful?”, “If yes, how?” These questions 

introduced the idea of having a TA and invited the interviewees to consider the support 

that a TA could offer. In the participants’ responses the most frequently used words 

and phrases were ‘No TA’, ‘I wish there will be TA’ and ‘deaf TA’. 

All ToDS explained that there was no TA at their school, as the government does not 

currently employ anyone in this position. All agreed there was a need for it, as 1TPM 

mentioned: “there is no doubt that I need a teaching assistant to help me with managing 

the class and work with the good DS while I focus on DS who lag behind their peers”. 

He explained that having a TA would help him improve the DS who had difficulties. 



 

 

 

Another ToD pointed about that he needed a TA who was deaf to help him explain the 

lesson with better SL and that this would also provide more good job opportunities for 

deaf people, as he revealed: 

“I teach Arabic lessons and sometimes I face an issue with 

explaining the vocabulary in SL and my students don’t seem to 

understand so I seek help from a deaf man who works in the [SSD] 

as an administrator. He is so helpful in terms of explaining the 

lesson in SL and gestures because SL is his mother tongue. I wish 

there was a TA who is deaf to help me deliver the lesson and make 

sure the deaf students understand better” (4TPS). 

In summary, ToDS thought that the government needed to update some job categories 

and introduce TAs in schools as a skilled role for those proficient in SL, as the majority 

of ToDS expressed the need to have one and they would prefer a deaf TA. While ToDS 

could modify the curriculum to make teaching more accessible for a classroom of DS, 

TAs could afford additional 1-1 support to students if they got stuck during the lesson. 

Another challenge involved resources and financial support. It was the responsibility 

of the MoE to provided adequate resources and financial support to schools, but the 

level of support might not be considered sufficient. In terms of the focus groups, all 

the participants stated there was lack of funding support to provide technological 

devices like smartboards or VETs that would help them in their teaching. There was 

support from the government to provide hearing aids and transportation for DS. 

Despite this, ToDS from the SSD gave more positive responses towards financial 

support than those from the MSHS.  

The interview question “Is there a lack of resources and financial support? Give me 

an example” was designed to examine whether the MoE was perceived to provide 

sufficient resources and financial support to schools with ToDS. In the participants’ 

responses the most frequently used words and phrases were ‘available’, ‘no support’, 

‘not available’, ‘does not provide’ and ‘lack of financial support’. The majority (80%) 

of the participants’ responses revealed that there was a significant lack of financial 

support and resources. It was also noted that this was more of an issue in the 



 

 

 

mainstream schools than at the SSD. The minority (20%) of ToDS who believed that 

their school had sufficient resources and did not require more financial support, were 

all from the SSD.  

One of the key issues highlighted in the responses was a lack of necessary technology, 

both in the classroom and in the school, generally. For example, 4TPS reported: 

“There is financial support but it is limited and in the last three years 

it has become more limited in terms of providing all the technology 

we need. There is only one smart board in the school and we don’t 

have a projector in each classroom. I teach in [SSD] and there 

should be more support to provide as much technology as possible. 

This will make for a more beneficial and rich learning experience 

for DS. For example, since there is only one smart board, I have to 

arrange with the other ToD when I can use it with my class.”  

Another criticism was that the AoSE did not provide specialist educational tools for 

DS and there was a need for ToDS to have access to such tools, as 2TIS declared: 

“There is no support from AoSE to provide educational tools that helps ToD to 

facilitate the learning of DS. The only educational tools available are the ones for HS.” 

The previous two quotations were from a teacher at SSD. In looking at the situation 

for ToDS from mainstream schools, as mentioned just above, the lack of financial 

support was more problematic, as one ToD remarked:  

“In mainstream schools, there is no financial support for deaf 

education. The AoSE does not provide support for deaf education 

classes. If there is support it is for the school in general and it occurs 

rarely.” (2THM) 

Another ToD from a mainstream school discussed how the MoE recognised the need 

to support ToD by providing a pay bonus, so they should also extend that support to 

providing all the necessary technological devices. As he stated:  

“The MoE provide the bonus, they should complete their support 

and listen to the people in the field by providing best technology 



 

 

 

available and improving ToDS’ skills to use them, this will enhance 

deaf students’ academic performance” (1THM).  

Another point raised was that DS needed more extra-curricular activities and there was 

no support to offer these. This view was shared by several ToDS, as 4THM stated: 

“DS need to have more extra-curricular activity, outside the school in the evenings, to 

involve them more in the community, but there is not enough support to provide them 

with such activities.” In contrast, the minority of ToD who believed that there is 

enough support, those who were teaching in the SSD, revealed they had all the 

materials they required, as 1TIS stated: “There is support for ToD from the 

administration of special education in terms of providing computers, smart boards, 

projectors and hearing aids for deaf students.” The other ToDS held a similar view, as 

1TPS commented: “Most of the educational tools and equipment are available such as 

a smart board, projectors, computers and speech training equipment.” 

On reflection, within SSD it seems there was technological support but there was a 

need for more support, especially with regard to providing more VETs. In the 

mainstream schools the lack of technological support was recognised by ToDS as 

much more of a hindrance. 

The HT of SSD commented that there was support but there was need for more, which 

unfortunately was not available, as he mentioned: 

“With regard to educational technology, there is a department in the 

educational administration and we have asked them many times to 

provide us with different devices such as smart boards and 

projectors. We have only one smart board in the resources room 

which all ToD use, also we have projectors in all classes. We need 

more smartboards but, unfortunately, we have just received one. 

They say the budget is limited” (HTS). 

Both ES shared a similar view, that there was a need for financial support from the 

MoE, as ESA remarked:  



 

 

 

“The technology in the school provided by the MoE is limited with 

only one smart-board and few projectors and we have a few ToD 

who use them. Unfortunately, the technology support for ToD and 

DS is so limited from the MoE, both for devices and training on the 

best use of the technology. I hope the MoE will support DS with 

iPads and applications that can help DS to learn by play.” 

During observations, it was noted that the SSD had only one resources room which 

contained the one smartboard owned by the school. Another classroom was intended 

to teach English only. The classroom was well designed with letters, numbers, and 

words all over the classroom walls. Another classroom was for teaching of the Quran 

and the Hadith (the record of the words, actions, and the silent approval of the Islamic 

prophet Mohammad). The classroom environment and design were traditional: DS 

were seated on a carpet on the floor and there were wooden stands for the Quran or 

books. DS seemed to enjoy the classroom experience. In the other two mainstream 

schools, no such classrooms were used for DS and there was a lack of technological 

devices such as smartboards.  

In summary, the findings showed that there was a significant lack of support from the 

MoE. However, responses from the FG revealed that ToDS from the SSD enjoyed a 

higher level of human support and encouragement compared to ToDS in mainstream 

schools.  

In summary, all ToDS expressed the view that ES were familiar with ToD experiences 

and challenges. Most ToD supported the view that when ES undertook observations 

they were not challenging enough, even though they offered advice and motivation 

that was valued. Most ToD mentioned that the HT at the SSD offered a higher level 

of support compared to HT in mainstream schools. There was a consensus about the 

need for TAs to be employed. It was noted that there was insufficient funding for 

supportive technology such as smartboards or VETs. Participants mentioned that the 

government provided hearing aids and transport for DS. Nonetheless, ToDS at the 

SSD had more positive feelings about financial support, compared to those in 

mainstream schools. 



 

 

 

4.6 The Effect of Family and Community on Teachers of the Deaf 

Beyond the school, ToDS interacted and worked with DS’ families and the wider 

community. Their work could be affected by how they were perceived by the wider 

community, their collaborative working with the students’ parents, and broader 

notions of social stigma. To understand the type of interactions that took place and 

their impact on the ToDS and their DS I asked the question, “How do you see your 

relationship with your students’ families?” All ToDS explained that they were not 

required to interact professionally with the parents of their students, the social 

administrator was the person responsible for contacting parents directly. Yet ToDS 

also mentioned that they did have contact with the family of their students via their 

homework notebooks and on occasions where there was an issue that ToDS needed to 

be involved with, though this rarely happened, as 4TPM expressed: “I am not allowed 

to interact directly face-to-face on a daily basis with the family of my students, except 

in the homework notebook.” There was a meeting once every semester with the 

family, at the school, and if any of the fathers wanted to discuss any topic with a ToD 

he could do it at that time. The assembly at the school was for fathers only as the 

schools were for males only. The ToDS at high school level did not see a need to 

communicate with the families because their students were older, families needed only 

be involved if there was a serious issue, as 2THM expressed: “I never communicated 

with my students’ family because they are in high school.” Another ToD at the MSHS 

explained that he did not ask students for homework because they were older and 

preferred to do all their homework at the school, as 6THM mentioned: “I do not ask 

my DS for homework.”  

The ToDS were asked about whether family members cared about and participated in 

their deaf children’s academic progress by helping them with their homework: “Do 

the families of your students cooperate with you to improve their child academically? 

Give me an example”. In the participants’ responses the most frequently used words 

and phrases were ‘do not care’, ‘uneducated’, ‘unable to communicate’, ‘no productive 

relationship’, ‘care’ and ‘supporting’. The majority (70%) of the participants’ 

responses showed that the level of cooperation from the family of DS in supporting 

their child was very low. These findings came mainly from ToDS at primary and 



 

 

 

intermediate levels because, as previously discussed, ToDS at high school level did 

not ask for homework and they did not report any attempt at corporation between them 

and their DS families. In contrast, ToDS at primary and intermediate levels showed a 

much higher interest in involving the family with their work, in order to improve their 

students’ academic and social outcomes, as 1TPS mentioned:  

“I always try to involve the family of my DS in improving their child 

academically and socially by writing to them in the homework 

notebook. If they do not interact and reply through the notebook I 

inform the administrator and ask them find out why they are not 

cooperating and encourage them to do so.” 

The ToDS expressed several reasons why families might be unwilling to cooperate. 

The first, and most mentioned reason, was that the family was unable to communicate 

with their deaf family member because they did not know SL, as 1TIS mentioned: 

“About 90% of them do not know sign language so they cannot communicate with 

their child. ToD often do not receive any cooperation from the family of deaf students 

so the ToD work alone in teaching and improving their students’ knowledge and their 

behaviour as well.” Another ToD had similar experiences, as he declared:  

“the most prominent obstacles are the parents. Most of the parents 

are unable to communicate with their deaf child and they can’t help 

me to teach their child at home. Families are not cooperating at all, 

so I feel that I alone am responsible for teaching my DS without any 

support from the families at home” (3TPS)  

Another reason offered was that some families were not well-educated, most ToDS 

agreed this was a common reason, as one participant indicated: “Some families are not 

well educated and they think DS cannot learn and gain proper knowledge so they do 

not care much about their education.” Those families were more likely to be based in 

rural areas, as one ToD expressed: “The low level of education of the family leads to 

low expectations for DS” (1TIS).  



 

 

 

Another reason ToDS gave was that some families had financial or social issues and 

that could lead to DS being neglected as could happen to any other child whose family 

was not stable, as 2TPS stated: “The families who have additional personal issues such 

as poverty and divorce are less likely to corporate and as a ToD I cannot ask them to 

help because they cannot do anything for their child.” On the other hand, the minority 

of ToDS (30%) did report that most of the families of their students were cooperating 

and helping them to support their child at home, as one participant declared:  

“Most of my students’ families care about their child’s academic performance 

and effectively engage with the homework book. I am always keen to work 

with my students’ families by involving them. I also feel happy when my 

students’ family contacts me regarding their child’s performance and I try to 

motivate them to improve their child as well” (4TIS)  

Another ToD explained how most of the families supported him with teaching their 

children and some of them even visited the school regularly, as he mentioned: “Some 

of the parents visit the school and have a good relationship with ToD, others do not 

care, but most of the families care about their child and support him at home. At least 

7 families out of 10 are active with me” (2TIS). 

Based on the majority (70%) of ToDS indications, the families of DS were not 

supportive, as ToDS expected, in terms of encouraging their children to study harder 

and do their homework by themselves. The lack of support to DS was caused due to 

most of the families not being well-educated and not using SL. 

Evidently there was a degree of stigma associated with disability. Prejudice and 

discrimination could therefore have had an impact on the work of ToDS, perhaps 

undermining their self-respect and motivation as a result of critical or negative 

reactions that they might experience in the community beyond the school. On the other 

hand, respect from the community could be highly motivating. The majority (60%) of 

ToDS expressed that people around them held positive points of view with regard to 

ToDS and deaf people. The most positive comment about ToDS was: “The society 

near me are curious and excited to learn things about deaf education and sign language 

and this makes them positive” (3TPS). A similar notion to this was shared by 3TPM: 



 

 

 

“So many people become positively surprised and excited when they learn that I am a 

ToD and ask me, ‘How do you communicate with them?’. Most of the people around 

me have a positive perception of deaf people.” Another participant pointed out that he 

never experienced any kind of stigma or discrimination because he was a ToD: “I have 

never experienced any stigma or discrimination against deaf or special needs people 

in general” (4TIS). 

One ToD said they had experienced discrimination in the past but now people were 

more educated, as 2THM commented: “A decade ago people around me were asking 

me ‘why do you work with deaf students?’ and it is going to be difficult, but nowadays 

people around me are so curious about how do I teach them and how can I use SL so 

they are more positive than before.” A similar idea to this was expressed by 1THM: 

“Twenty years ago when I first became ToD people used to have a misunderstanding 

about deaf education like they are crazy. Nowadays people in my community wish to 

become ToD because it is a decent job, well paid and humanitarian work too.” 

On the other hand, about 40% of ToDS said they faced some social stigma due to them 

being ToDS, from their family or people around them. This stigma was mainly due to 

the lack of knowledge of some Saudi people about deafness and deaf people. The 

reactions of some Saudi people were varied based on their understanding of deaf 

people and the role of ToDS. For instance, some people in the society thought that 

deaf people were dumb and mentally retarded, as one ToD stated: 

“Some people in my society still have a negative point of view about deaf 

people. I think because they never interacted with a deaf person before, so they 

do not know their abilities and personalities. I faced a few negative comments. 

For instance, a few of my friends and relatives were joking about my work by 

saying just go to teach your dumb students” (3TIS). 

Such people might believe that deaf people are dumb, or discriminated against them 

by making fun of them. These jokes effected some ToDS and made them feel bad for 

teaching DS, as one ToD said: “The negative social impression towards ToD job 

affects me badly, more than the challenge in delivering the lesson to DS. For example, 

one of my friends said to me many times ‘what is the benefit of teaching DS, your job 



 

 

 

is useless’ ” (2TPM). Other ToDS said they had never been affected by comments like 

these and they tried to raise awareness about their job and how affective they were in 

teaching DS:  

“Many people think that I am the teacher of dumb people. They still 

do not understand what Special Education is and special needs 

people. But that does not affect me negatively because I understand 

that they are uneducated about special education. I always explain 

to them the importance of teaching DS and how DS are smart and 

able to learn to be independent” (1TPS) 

Another ToD explained how even if some people were teasing him about being a 

teacher of DS they did not affect him: “Society does not frustrate me or encourage me. 

I feel the value of what I offer to my students, especially the social and religious 

aspects” (4THM). Another participant talked about when he experienced stigma as a 

ToD and he educated them and they became excited about his role and the use of SL: 

“some of my relative and friends make jokes about my work with deaf 

students. They say, ‘what’s the benefit of teaching them?’. They have a 

misunderstanding about special education and deaf people but when I explain 

to them, some of them begin to be excited about how I can communicate with 

them by SL and ask what they think of hearing people” (5TPM) 

Most ToDS (70%) considered there was a low level of cooperation from the family of 

DS in supporting their child. However, most participants in this study believed that 

the people they knew had a positive attitude to ToD and deaf people. 

Briefly, the majority of ToD pointed out that their community were positive towards 

them as ToDS and their DS. ToDS more often experienced that people became curious 

about how they used SL and interacted with deaf people. However, some ToDS faced 

social stigma from their community due to them being ToDS. ToDS justified this 

stigmatisation as caused as by the lack of knowledge of some Saudi people about 

deafness and deaf people. 



 

 

 

4.7 Observational Data 

I observed by watching ToDS in the schools that almost all of them used traditional 

methods of teaching. For example, in the MSPS, the ToD wrote five English words 

on the board. He explained the meaning of the word in SL and asked the DS to write 

them in their notebooks. Then the ToD marked each DS’ writing and the lesson was 

finished. There were no examples given regarding the words in context, or use of 

technology or images in this teaching style. Therefore, from my observations, ToDS 

taught DS as if they were HS except they used SL. Not many instances of innovation 

or technology were involved, with the exception having been two ToDS  at SSD who 

I noticed used smartboards and were more often in the resources room in the SSD. 

Surprisingly, I noticed a few ToDS in the MSPS school who did not engage with 

teaching DS in the subject they were supposed to teach them in, such as maths or 

science, rather they were talking about other stuff such as sports. Recall, that a key 

issue highlighted in ToDS’ interviews was a lack of necessary technology tied to lack 

of resources, and therefore they were making the best of their situations by using 

traditional teaching methods, and where technology was available, such as a 

smartboard and projectors in some SSD classrooms, it was used. In term of interviews 

ToDS who teach at mainstream schools expressed that they do not use technology in 

teacheing DS as I observed unlike some ToD at SSD who use technology. 

Whilst taking notes in the schools, I couldn’t observe any ToD training, as during my 

visits to the schools no training courses took place. However, the ESA who supervis 

all ToD across all of schools showed me a schedule for training for teachers in MHSH 

that was available for one term of the entire school year. ToDS explained, through 

casual conversations in the staff room, that they learnt much through the experience 

of teaching DS and shared this experience with their colleagues, and found this way 

of learning more specific to their role rather than from organised training. Most of the 

time, they told me, training was provided by education administration in a specific 

building. This correlates with ToDS’ interviews which revealed the most valuable 

aspects of their job they learnt from teaching and talking to experienced ToDS, not 

training.  



 

 

 

HTs expressed in interviews that courses were available for ToDS and, they thought, 

that they were beneficial, especially those which taught SL. Most ToDS thought that 

offered training courses were unsufficient as they were not specific enough to their 

specialised teaching role. However, recall that one ES stated that even if no beneficial 

courses were available for ToDS it was not a sufficient excuse for ToDS to deliver 

poor teaching.  

Related to student well-being is the infrastructure of the school. During observations 

I noted that SSD and mainstream schhools  are similar in term of building designt as 

governmental schools are similar across the country, they all designed in a similar 

shape and that not suitable for DS as DS need an invierment were sound more 

controlled. Interviewees also confirmed that there were no adjustments made to either 

of the school buildings to make them more suitable for DS.  

In terms of teaching for DS, I did not observe any examples of unmotivated ToDS. 

This is probably one of the disadvantages of observation as DS were excited, engaging 

with the teaching and with each other, and ToDS delivered lessons with enthusiasm 

as well. However, I did observe adapted teaching styles. In one preschool (reception) 

classroom in the SSD I noted a ToD helped a DS to hold their pen correctly and was 

teaching the alphabet in SL. Thus, related to the previous comment above there was 

no technology use in this instance, however the ToD’s teaching style was being 

adapted to DS. The DS in this classroom seemed to be happy with the ToD as during 

one English lesson DS were eager to volunteer to write words down from the board 

and competed amongst themselves to see who would finish faster. This aspect of 

competition is interesting, as it has the potential to be used as a teaching method by 

ToDS when DS are unmotivated. I noticed there was a bond between ToDS and DS 

as evidenced by a teacher taking his time to demonstrate to DS how to hold a pen in 

the preschool (Reception). Also in the SSD, on the upper floor was a classroom for 

teaching the Quran and DS were happily signing amongst themselves, relaxed on 

arrival, as if enjoying being there. 

In terms of pastoral care, in interviews ToDS mentioned pastoral skills such as, the 

ability to communicate positively with students, taking into account their feelings and 



 

 

 

that gaining handson experience of what DS had the ability to achieve was important. 

Based on my observation too, DS seem to be happy in the classroom and treat their 

teachers with respect as I have seen for example ToD treat DS with respect like 

welcoming them when they come to the classroom and talk to them in a friendly way 

in the corridor. In the interviews ToDS frequently stated that the curriculum was 

unsuitable for DS, during observation I noticed ToD did not much rely on the 

curriculum and that what I observed they used the curriculum as a source but they 

teach more simplified aspects than what on the curriculum. In term of their SL ToD 

seemed to sign fluently with their DS and understand each other. 

 

Physical infrastructure was not mentioned in any of the participant interviews, 

therefore this observational data indicates, in addition, that schools were not adapted 

to DS. 

During school assembly, a unique perspective arising from the observations, was that 

in the SSD, all ToDS stood beside them and supported their students, such as 

explaining any information that was shared at the gathering that the DS could not 

follow. In the MSPS, DS attended assembly with HS but DS stood in a separate row 

to HS so that ToDS were closer to them and watching them in case any DS need help. 

I saw one ToD, for instance, standing next to a DS and interpreting the morning speech 

in SL.  

In the SSD it appeared easy for ToDS to help DS during breakfast time because there 

were only DS in the school, and the numbers of DS are minimal; that is, I noted, no 

more than 45 students for all primary and intermediate levels. Plus, I saw, ToDS who 

supervised DS were paying attention to make sure all DS were safe and everyone 

received his breakfast. In the MSPS, DS had breakfast in the same canteen as HS. 

ToDS were around them and paying attention if they needed any help.  

In the mainstream schools I observed DS did not involved much with HS even during 

the breakfast and the other activities and their classrooms also were not close to HS 

classrooms. For instance, DS’s classroom were in the upper floor where no HS come 



 

 

 

to. ToDS visibly cared about their students and willing to help them.[how? What did 

you see them do? How did they interact with DS and viceversa?] DS sat in the same 

place every day I observed them and saw the ToD, responsible for watching them 

during breakfast, also sat in the same place. There was no different between the 

interview and observation in term of how ToD described how they cared for their DS 

and during my observation ToD showed that they care for them and treat them 

respectfully. 

In terms of technological support, (related to the theme of financial and resources 

support) my observational notes concurred with the interview that more 

technological support was required for ToDS in Saudi Arabia to provide a better 

educational environment for their students because the MoE provided some 

smartboards and projectors but there was a need for more VETs, especially tools at 

early primary school level that could be taken and used by ToDS to illustrate and 

make learning more enjoyable for DS. ToDS were lacking such basic resources for 

teaching in the classroom. An interesting distinction was that within the observed 

classrooms only a few electrical devices were used in the SSD and MSHS, but the 

SSD was in a slightly better situation having access to one smartboard and a few 

projectors. The interviews also stated that ToDS from the SSD also responded more 

positively than for those from the MSHS. In the SSD there were classrooms for 

specific subjects like the Quran and English. In the English classroom the ToD 

mentioned while I was taking notes of the classroom layout that most of the cost of 

painting the floor with English letters, and the purchase of U-shaped tables came out 

of their pocket. 

Despite ToDS sharing in their interviews that they had a willingness to collaborate 

with the community,  I was unable to observe how DS’ families and ToDS interacted 

as I did not witness any gatherings. Thus, my observations contradict interview data 

that any collabouration in occuring. As most communications are via DS’ homework 

booklets at primary level, and high school ToDS did not communicate with families, 

therefore all my findings in this area were from the interviews data outlined in Section 

6.5. 



 

 

 

However, as this section has shown, the observational data was useful to triangulate 

the results of the interviews as they backed up that teachers learn best through teaching 

and tips from experienced ToDS, there was a lack of technological resources for 

ToDS, that the curriculum was unsuitable for DS. The SSD is by far a better 

environment for DS in terms of materials that are available and percieved support in 

teaching in the classroom, as shown by the above observations. These observations 

added new information informing us that no schools were adapted to DS, that in school 

assemblies and during breakfast ToDS supported DS to ensure they understood 

aspects being raised and could follow what was going on around them. 

4.8 Summary of Key Findings  

ToDS spoke about confidence, knowledge and experience as important attributes that 

underpinned their teaching. Half of ToDS thought that colleagues were skilled and 

performed well. At the outset of their careers most participants recalled having 

positive feelings. However, there was a strong perception among ToDS that they had 

low levels of self-efficacy and they lacked the skills they needed when they began 

teaching. ToD valued highly the use of SL, respect for DS, patience, empathy towards 

DS, use of VETs, and finding the most effective teaching methods. Most ToDS 

expressed a sense of job satisfaction, although they recognised several challenges. 

For those with a BA in Special Education Needs it was remarkable that 95% of the 

participants recorded dissatisfaction with their preparation programmes, compared to 

66% for those with a diploma. For instance, there was a lack of educational preparation 

to be able to communicate with DS. In addition, there was a high level of 

dissatisfaction (85%) with in-service courses provided by AoSE and AoE. 

Furthermore, most ToDS stated that there was a significant lack of support from the 

MoE. They held concerns about curriculum development and yet were not adapting it 

to meet the needs of DS. In other words, ToDS did not regard themselves as having to 

play an active role in adapting the curriculum and developing assessment and 

evaluation strategies. 

Another key finding was that the curriculum in its current form was impossible to 

deliver to DS. Also there were problems with assessment and testing for DS. Teachers 



 

 

 

recorded various problems with behaviour and most believed that DS had a lower 

intellectual ability compared to hearing students. However, the majority (60%) were 

positive about DS’ ability to learn. It was noted that most ToDS (75%) did not endorse 

the value of using the IEP. There was general agreement that it was very important to 

use VETs and a recognition that DS benefit. Yet the lack of funding and other support 

to provide technological devices was also noted. All participants concurred that there 

was a need for TAs. ToDS also recorded a high level of cooperation from the family 

of DS (70%) and more than half (60%) said that positive attitudes to ToDS and deaf 

people existed in the surrounding community. Although there was a lack of self-

reflection in some teachers who were more concerned about their social status in the 

community and the possibility of ‘stigma by association’ rather than supporting DS.  
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Chapter 5. Discussion 

5.1. Introduction 

 This chapter discusses the findings of this study, whose aim was to explore the 

experiences of being a teacher of the deaf (ToD) in Saudi Arabia. The focus was to investigate 

the nature, scope, and requirements of ToDS’ role in the Saudi context; identify their 

competencies and skills, and understand the ToDS’ perceptions of their students’ needs. As 

noted in chapter three, focusing on ToDS experiences without understanding the influence of 

other contextual factors on those experiences is challenging (Duerden & Witt, 2010). Hence, 

this chapter employs the ecological system theory (see sections 1.4 and 2.5) in interpreting and 

discussing the study findings. The chapter examines how the different social systems within 

the ecological system of Saudi Arabia (i.e., the micro-, meso-, exo- and macrosystem) interact 

and influence the nature, scope requirements, competence, skills and perceptions of ToDS 

(Figure 3). These subsystems inform the structure of this chapter.  

The first section discusses findings relating to the microsystem. It addresses the ToDS’ 

personal experiences of teaching the deaf. This includes their perceptions of their competence, 

skills, self-efficacy, challenges of teaching deaf students, and their reasons for choosing this 

career path. The second section aims to understand how the ToDS’ interactions with other 

teachers, students, and parents influence their teaching experiences (Mesosystem). The third 

section provides insight into the education system or the specific school type that impacts ToDS 

experiences (exosystem). The fourth section discusses the policy and cultural influences on 

ToDS’ experiences in Saudi (Macrosystem). 
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Figure 5: The ecological system of ToDS in Saudi Arabia 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

Microsystem: 

ToDs immediate 

envionment 

Mesoosystem: 
Interactions with Deaf 
Students, parents and 
colleagues  

Exosystem: 
Preservice and inservice 
ToD education  
The School system  

Macrosystem: 
Saudi Religion 
Ministry of Education 
(MoE) Policies  



 

205 

 

5.2. ToDS personal experiences within their immediate 

environment: The Microsystem 

The microsystem of an ecological system “represents an individual’s immediate 

context including associated roles, actors, and environmental characteristics” 

(Duerden & Witt, 2010). It is characterised by the degree to by an individual or group 

of individuals actively participate in an environment (Bronfenbrenner, 1979; 

Härkönen, 2007). As this study was mainly drawn from the ToDS experience, the 

microsystem is conceptualised as the immediate context in which they (ToD) teach. It 

seeks to understand the ToDS experiences within their immediate environment. The 

experiences include their reasons and personal motivation for choosing a ToD career,  

5.2.1 Reasons to choose a ToD career in Saudi Arabia 

According to Aldabas (2015:1165), Saudi Arabia “has come a long way in assisting 

students with disabilities in obtaining free, valued and appropriate education,” and is 

one of the critical success factors in this achievement was the training of specialist 

teachers (see section 3.1). But despite the belief that there has been an increase in the 

number of qualified ToDS in Saudi Arabia (Al-Musa, 1999), their reasons for 

becoming a ToD in Saudi Arabia vary. While a few ToDS pursued a career in deaf 

education due to their personal experiences of having a deaf family member, data 

suggested that 80% of the participants never considered a career in deaf education as 

their first career choice. Although the teachers were already enrolled in a Special 

Education degree, they did not fully know the existence of the deaf education pathway. 

As noted in section 3.1, the Bachelor of Art (BA) in Specialist education has different 

pathways (e.g., hearing impairment, intellectual disability and deaf Education), but 

these pathways were not very apparent to students before the start of their course. 

Hence, teachers were compelled to choose the pathways required by the programme.  

Moreover, as at the time, the Teachers of deaf students (ToDS) who participated in 

this study were in training; the Special Education degrees were relatively new in Saudi 

Arabia. The career was attractive and with a better salary (Aldabas, 2015; Al-Musa, 

1999); hence, it attracted even more people who would otherwise not be interested in 

teaching deaf students. This is evidenced in the data from one of the participants 
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(2TPS), where she described her excitement in “wanting to try out new things” by 

enrolling in the “new subject” (i.e.) the special education programme that had just 

opened. The pecks and job security that came with the job offer also became a 

motivating factor in becoming a ToD, even for teachers already teaching in other areas 

of Education, such as General Education (see section 5.1). This finding is in line with 

Ghaleb and  Alnahdi (2014:3), who argued that “some people choose to be teachers 

because it gives them lifetime job security since there is no danger of losing a  

government job”. 

Furthermore, according to the Organization for Economic Cooperation and 

Development (OECD) (2020), teacher candidates in Saudi Arabia are “not always 

motivated to teach, nor are they particularly interested in Education in general. Instead, 

they are attracted to the lifetime job security afforded by the career and the impression 

that being a teacher is not strenuous” (n.p). This seems to explain why some 

participants (for instance, 1TPS) noted that their motivation to teach deaf students was 

driven by the notion that deaf students usually are quiet and easy to control and interact 

with. Although the OECD seems to relate to teaching in general, it provided insight 

into the quality of entrants into the teacher education system in Saudi. Such discussion 

is essential as Saudi Arabia continuously seeks to provide quality and inclusive 

Education for its future generation.  

From the ongoing discussion, it is apparent that many of the participants initially did 

not have any intention to become ToDS. They instead made use of the job security 

opportunity that the system provides, which may have led to the entry of those who 

are neither interested nor motivated to teach deaf students. This is, however, 

problematic for Saudis as Barber and Mourshed (2007) noted that the best-performing 

education systems strive to attract the right and best candidates into the teaching 

profession. It is important to note that this finding is novel in this study as studies that 

focus on ToDS reasons and motivations for choosing the career are limited in both 

Saudi Arabia and the broader context 
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5.2.2 ToD skills, Confidence, Self-Efficacy and Motivation  

Findings suggested that Teachers of Deaf students (ToDS) had some challenges 

developing their skills, confidence and self-efficacy. According to Barber and 

Mourshed (2007), the best-performing school recruit quality teacher candidates and 

develop them into effective instructors. However, the findings of this study suggested 

that the preparatory programmes, including the undergraduate programme did not 

equip ToDS with the right skills required to carry out their role effectively. Participant 

1TPM maintained that he still lacked knowledge of  Sign language (SL), Individual 

Educational Plans (IEP) and Virtual Education Tools (VET) despite being trained as 

a ToD specialist on a degree programme. This had impacted how he perceived his 

self-efficacy and teaching competency. This finding is contrary to Akhdar’s (2018) 

findings, who observed that specialist teachers trained through the undergraduate 

degree pathway in special Education are more qualified and competent than ToDS 

with other qualifications. It also points to teachers requiring more than the degree to 

carry out their role effectively.  

As noted by Schlichte et al. (2005), teachers who are supported by both their students 

(see section 6.3)and the organisation in which they work (see section 5.4) are likely to 

have developed their teaching confidence and self-efficacy effectively and quicker. 

As evidenced in this study, seventy-five percent of ToDS agreed to have positive early 

teaching year experiences in the role. They alluded that the rapport between the 

teachers and the deaf students tremendously improved their confidence as ToDS. 

Participant  2TPS noted that despite the communication gap between him and the 

students in the first three months of starting his career as a teacher of the deaf, his 

experience was positive overall. This was supported by participant 3TPS who recalled 

that deaf students cooperated and corrected his sign language, which enabled him to 

build his competence and skills over time. This experience supports Schlichte et al.’s 

(2005)  study that noted that despite the notable challenges faced by ToDS in the early 

years of their career, the support and cooperation of their students would bring about 

a positive experience and improve their teaching competencies.   
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6.2.3. ToDS Job Satisfaction 

Furthermore, job satisfaction is an essential aspect of teachers’ experiences 

irrespective of the class or type of students they teach. Luckner and Dorn (2017:336) 

defined job satisfaction as the sense of fulfillment and gratification individuals feel 

about their job or specific aspects of their career. Not only does job satisfaction relates 

to “teacher retention, but it also contributes to the well-being of teachers and their 

students, overall school cohesion and enhanced status of the teaching profession 

(Toropova et al., 2021:71). Although teachers are responsible for effective teaching 

and learning processes in schools, their work conditions are often overlooked, 

resulting in teacher burnout and attrition (see section 6.4.8).  

Specifically, teachers’ working conditions for deaf students can seriously affect their 

morale and quality of work. It may, in extreme conditions, lead teachers to leave the 

profession or …reduce their overall involvement and effort (Luckner  Dorn, 2017: 

338). Evidence from this study suggested that sixty-five percent of the participants 

were satisfied with being ToDS. They noted an increased satisfaction as they gained 

more experience on the job. However, this finding contradicts Luckner and Dorn’s 

(2017) study, which claimed that longer-serving ToDS were more likely to consider 

leaving the profession and informs the need to explore the factors contributing to the 

satisfaction recorded in this study.  

5.2.4. ToD job challenges 

Evidence from this study suggested some level of burnout among the ToDS that 

participated in this study. The burnout was linked to poor training that has affected 

their teaching confidence and a lack of human, organisational and financial support. 

Although this was expected, it was surprisingly related to students’ inability to grasp 

the learning concepts. This leads to a feeling of frustration when teaching deaf 

students. According to the findings, deaf students easily forget what they learned. 

Even when the lessons were repeated many times, some of the students could still not 

remember the key points. This experience explains why  Hoffman et al. (2007) and 

Wisniewski and Garguilo (1997) maintained that ToDS' feeling of empathy towards 

their students results in stress, especially as ToDS feel that they cannot help their 
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students obtain desirable results. This pressure may result in ToDS’ psychological 

imbalance and considering leaving the field. 

But despite the stress described, 65% of the participants had no intention to leave the 

job due to the job’s security. This finding contradicts Kennon and Patterson’s (2016) 

findings in which 77%  (n=94) of ToDS who participated in the study considered 

leaving the teaching profession due to stress linked to poor wages and high workload. 

The current suggested that ToDS are well paid, have a lesser workload, and teach 

fewer students. Notwithstanding, data pointed out that some teachers do not teach the 

students as expected. As noted by Participant 4TPS, some of the ToDS give students 

very substandard and basic information despite the government’s provision of 

motivational incentives, fewer students, fewer classes per week than a teacher of 

hearing students. The lack of interest indicated in this study seems to be associated 

with ToDS personal motivation. It reflects their reasons for choosing a ToD career.  

Furthermore, as noted in section 2.1.3, previous studies have shown that ToDS stresses 

completing paperwork and preparing lessons. This is evident in Scull and Winkler 

(2011), who indicated that teachers of special needs students (ToSENs), including 

ToDS, are overwhelmed completing their daily tasks. ToDS spent significant time 

working out of school hours (evenings and weekends) to ensure that all the necessary 

preparations were completed (Luckner & Hanks, 2003; Miller, 2000). Infact, Scheetz 

and Martin (2006) claim that Special Education Needs (SEN) teachers usually have a 

heavier workflow than General teachers. However, the findings of the study contradict 

previous findings. ToDS explained that they do not have many workloads or are 

overwhelmed or stressed by their workflow. This finding, however, raises concern 

about whether or not the teachers are diligent in their role.   

Moreso, experienced ToDS noted that it is less time (about two hours) to prepare their 

lessons as they rely on previous years’ paperwork. This meant that ToDS in Saudi 

Arabia worked no more than 20 hours a week, including classroom teaching. ToDS in 

Saudi are not overworked and also do not use IEPs. Not using IEPs could be an 

excellent explanation of why ToDS do not feel pressured in their workload. Kennon 

and Patterson (2016) noted that the workload for ToDS in the USA average between 
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50 to 75 hours per week, and their workload includes preparing IEPs. A lot of effort 

and time goes into IEPs in western countries such as the USA (Kennon & Patterson, 

2016), but it does not seem to interest Saudi ToDS despite IEPs ’ importance in DS 

learning.   

5.3. ToDS experiences of interactions with students, other teachers, 

parents: The Mesosystem 

 The mesosystem consists of all relationships and interactions within an 

immediate context that influence individual experiences (Duerden & Witt, 2010). 

Individuals in a microsystem function independently; however, their actions are 

interconnected and influenced by their interactions with other people in the system 

(Bouchard & Smith, 2017). These interactions include ToDS communication with the 

students, ToDS interaction with parents, and ToDS interactions with other teachers. 

In this thesis, the ToDS interactions with students, parents and other ToDS influenced 

their experiences in five ways. These interactions are discussed in the following 

subsections.  

5.3.1. Interactions between ToDS and deaf students 

The first was in the area of communication between teachers and deaf students. Most 

deaf students communicate with sign language (section 2.1.2). Hence, the ability to 

effectively interact with deaf students is a critical skill for the teachers of deaf students  

(Scott & Cohen, 2020) both in Saudi Arabia and the broader context. In Saudi, for 

example, sign language interpreters are valued so much as there are only a few of 

them. The CSIS in 2014 noted that there is only one interpreter for every  93000 deaf 

people as opposed to the one interpreter for every 46  deaf individuals in the USA. 

This analysis points to the current challenges faced in deaf Education in Saudi and is 

also evidenced in this study. Findings suggest that most ToDS started their TOD career 

with little or no knowledge of sign language.   

Although teachers are expected to develop sign language skills during their preservice 

training, Forlin et al. (2015) maintained that teachers are not adequately trained in the 

area of sign language usage. One of the reasons is that ToDS did not have a hands-on 
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experience of sign language learning during their preservice teacher education 

program. According to “participant  1TPM”, he graduated from the preparation 

program with no Sign Language skills. Even though he participated in the teaching 

practice exercise, it lasted three months. Three months was a short time to perfect sign 

language, and the ToD he worked with was unwilling to mentor him. “Participant 

5TPM” also maintained that he did not learn sign languages during his preservice 

teacher training until his first day in a ToD role. Hence, he felt unprepared for the job. 

This challenge implies that the preparation courses are not well aligned to effectively 

prepare teachers of deaf students for the realities of their job. The factors that led to 

the inefficiency of the teacher training programmes and how they influence ToDS 

experiences are discussed in section 5.4.  

Although comparing the level of sign language skills between general education 

teachers and ToDS is beyond the scope of this study, Akhdar (2018) noted the 

challenges faced by General education teachers while dealing with deaf students 

enrolled in their (Integrated) classrooms. He claimed that the leading cause of this 

challenge is general education teachers’ lack of adequate training in signed languages 

as they were not originally from a deaf education background. This claim is supported 

by Powell et al. (2020), who observed that most ToDS, especially the general 

education teachers, cannot effectively communicate with their deaf students in sign 

languages.  

Another reason for the lack of sign language skills in ToDS is the diverse variations 

of sign languages that make sign languages challenging to learn in Saudi. According 

to Ntinda (2019), ToDS often found sign language problematic in communicating with 

students and in lesson delivery, especially as there are many local variations. The use 

of nonstandard sign language could lead to a misunderstanding between teachers and 

students and could disrupt students’ learning and thought processes (Dakwa and 

Musengi, 2015). The lack of ToDS’ sign language skills suggests a reduced version 

of teaching that disregards the use of language and communication as a tool for 

thinking. Researchers have found a vital link between language and cognition. When 

teachers and their students speak the same language, it improves their interaction and 

enhances the pastoral care teachers offer to deaf students.  
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Furthermore, the effectiveness of sign language as a means of communication seems 

to depend on which level of students are being taught. As evidenced in this study, the 

Participants who teach at the primary level believe that there is no need to have a sign 

language skill at a translating level to be successful in communicating and teaching 

deaf students. They argued that positive interaction with students, understanding their 

needs, accepting them, using VETs and multibed teaching methods are even more 

essential in building a relationship with deaf students. This finding aligns with 

Bambaeeroo and Shokrpour's (2017) study that suggested that non-verbal 

communication, for instance, body movements and pictures, improves educational 

outcomes. On the other hand, the high school ToDS believe that fluency in sign 

language is crucial and, therefore, seem to have better sign language skills as they 

seem to interact and discuss more often with students. 

5.3.2. ToDS-deaf students relationship and trust-building 

This study suggests that trust between ToDS and deaf students enhances their 

classroom interactions and improves learning. Shoker (2021:1) explains that “trust is 

inherent in teaching”, and active learning requires good relationships and trust-

building between the teacher and the students. Adams and Christenson (2000) related 

trust to interpersonal relationship development. They defined trust as “confidence that 

another person will act in a way to benefit or sustain the relationship, or the implicit 

or explicit goals of the relationship, to achieve a positive outcome for students” 

(Adams & Christenson, 2000: 480). Teachers have to trust students and parents in 

order to cooperate with them in accomplishing common goals (Bilgic & Gumuseli, 

2012:5471). This relationship is often perceived at three hierarchal order levels: 

predictability, dependability, and faith. However, “how teachers facilitate trust and 

rapport in the classroom to stimulate learning” is still understudied but remains 

relevant (Shoker, 2021:1), particularly in the context of deaf education. Shoker (2021) 

explained that maintaining a lasting teacher-student classroom relationship requires 

teachers to utilise their emotional intelligence skills and also adopt strategies that value 

relationship building. Such a strategy would help teachers “create positive learning 

atmospheres where students are engaged” (Shoker, 2021: 1).  
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Furthermore, the findings of this study indicated that Teachers of Deaf students 

(ToDS) established rapport and trust with Deaf Students (DS) through the provision 

of social, emotional, and pastoral support for DS. ToDS recognised that deaf students 

need lots of pastoral and emotional care and strived to build a relationship with the 

students. According to “participant 2THM”, deaf students seek extended support from 

ToDS outside the regular school hours and on issues beyond their school work. This 

DS expectation explains the level of dependability of the teacher-student relationship. 

According to Adams and Christenson (2000), a teacher-student “relationship that 

progresses toward the dependability trust level is seen as a personal attribute” (p. 480). 

This explanation indicates why the focus group ToDS’ participants developed a 

personal interest in their students’ welfare. All the participants noted that they were 

very caring towards DS and made a sustained effort to impact their lives positively. It 

is no wonder Hoffman et al. (2007) explained that ToDS valued their DS care deeply 

about their learning outcomes. 

The ongoing discussion explains why Shoker (2021)  maintained that teachers could 

also build trust and relationships in the classroom by taking a genuine interest in 

students’ learning. Such interest can manifest through “knowing the students’ names, 

sharing personal stories with the students, finding ways to make content relevant to 

students, and having the empathy to realize and accommodate for students that have 

problems that inadvertently affect their learning experience” (Shoker, 2021:1). 

Shocker’s (2021) notion aligns with Participant 2TPM’s thought on the importance of 

building a relationship with deaf students. Participant 2TPM developed a good 

relationship with his students by understanding and dealing with them nicely. In 

return, the students became respectful and willing to learn from him. This relationship 

improved the TOD’s teaching confidence and sustained his morale to continue 

teaching deaf students. 

It is important to note that the teacher is not the custodian of the ToDS-DS relationship. 

The literature suggests that relationship and trust-building often result from mutual 

acceptance between and among individuals, groups, and entities (Adams & 

Christenson, 2000; Bilgic & Gumuseli, 2012). This claim is in tandem with the 

participants’ data indicating that DS’s friendly attitude towards their teacher fostered 
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the relationship from the first time they met. DS trust, acceptance and cooperation 

with ToDS created a positive environment for ToDS and DS to improve themselves. 

Participant 6THM recalled that when he first became a ToD, the students were excited 

to interact with him. This interaction resulted in job satisfaction and created room for 

teacher-student bonding. In another instance, DS helped a ToD perfect his sign 

language skills. The scenario shows the trust level of predictability between ToDS and 

deaf students. The trust level of predictability “trust is established from specific 

behavioral evidence, wherein individuals repeatedly behave in the manner expected” 

(Adams & Christenson, 2000: 480). This level of trust is evident in this study and 

explained why Participant 2THM pointed out that  “when a DS liked their teacher, 

they would work harder to meet the teacher’s expectations”. And such DS is more 

likely to succeed academically.  

Notwithstanding, data suggests some ToDS’ negative experiences while interacting 

with DS. Some of the students behaved in ways that negatively impacted ToDS’ 

teaching performance in the classroom. The students were hyperactive,  hard to 

control, and sensitive. Participant 3TPS explained that deaf students’ disruptive 

behaviors make classroom control difficult. It is noteworthy that the disruptive 

behaviors were expected from the students as they are prone to auditory distractions 

(Guardino & Antia, 2012: 519). It is then left for the teachers to seek ways to engage 

the DS in the classroom. One of the ways to reinforce classroom engagement with DS 

is by adjusting the classroom arrangements. “Classroom physical environment can 

affect learning by changing patterns of teacher-student interaction and by reducing 

distractions and “downtime” (Guardino & Antia, 2012: 519).  However, data indicated 

that ToDS seem not to have the appropriate skills for disruptive behavior management 

as they were not trained on how to manage such behavior. Hence, these ToDS 

experienced some reality shock.   

Notwithstanding, ToDS seemed to care about their DS and wished to have a close 

relationship with them. However, not knowing how best to approach student learning 

constitutes stress for ToDS. High school ToDS seemed to be particularly concerned 

about DS’ future progressions, such as securing a university degree and getting a good 

job. This concurs with Hoffman et al. (2007) and Luckner and Hanks (2003), who 
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argue that ToDS are faced with the dilemma of how to improve their students’ learning 

while at the same time maintaining a relationship with them.  

5.3.3. ToD expectations and perceptions of DS learning progress 

Despite the level of trust between ToDS and DS (see section 5.3.2), evidence from 

this study indicated that ToDS have negative perceptions of their student’s intellectual 

abilities, including their mathematics, English and linguistic skills. This negative 

perception of DS’s academic ability was due to DS’s linguistic deficiencies and 

memory difficulties. Although DS demonstrated high familiarity with technology such 

as computers and smartphones, their learning and understanding of various topics are 

slower than their peers. This observation was popular among DS in middle and high 

school. According to the data, DS performs poorly than hearing students in linguistics, 

mathematics and sciences; this raises concern about what deaf students are learning 

and how they learn it (see section 5.5.5). A review of how students learn is necessary 

for understanding how to help them improve on various aspects of their learning. The 

literature has shown that acquiring language early, regardless of whether it was spoken 

or signed, improves DS’ vocabulary and language recall (Strong & Prinz, 2000; 

Huttenlocher et al., 2002; Tomblin et al., 2007).  

Moreso, Mulat et al. (2019) observed that Deaf and Hard of Hearing (DHH) students 

are likely to underperform in their education when they do not have the right support. 

They explained that “for DHH students to engage and fully participate in classroom 

activities, actions need to be taken to provide accessible instruction including 

appropriate support and promote communication and positive interactions between 

DHH and hearing students” (Mulat et al., 2019: 611). Not only are ToDS expected to 

know sign language, but they are also required to be skillful in using sign language in 

their teaching. But where this is impossible, especially where DS is in a mainstream 

school where teachers have little or no knowledge of sign language,  sign language 

interpreters should be employed (Alasim, 2020; Cawthon, 2011). However, 

Participant 2THM believes that DS, which relies on sign language to learn, will not 

accomplish a university degree as they hardly do well in high school. This assumption 
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is concerning and requires further probe into why ToDS think very low of their 

students.  

Furthermore, findings suggest that lessons take longer than usual as ToDS perceive 

DS to have limited memory. As a result, ToDS expect that DS will forget information 

quickly, which will require the teachers to repeat lessons multiple times. Therefore, 

ToDS, such as Participant 2THM, cherry-picks what they teach deaf students, 

assuming that students will not fully understand the complete curriculum. Such 

perception seems to overlook the fact that deafness does not automatically translate to 

intellectual disability; instead, the poor acquisition of language leads to deficits in 

other intellectual abilities. This teaching approach is problematic as it affects what 

students can achieve. It also reflects why deaf students underperform in school and 

questions teachers’ ability to perform their role as ToDS efficiently. No wonder 

Alasim (2020)  believes that most ToDS in Saudi are underqualified for the job. It also 

raises concern about the teacher education process of ToDS (see section 6.4.1).  

In addition, Participant 3THM argues that DS are generally not expected to be 

academically sound, which is reflected in the low entry requirement set for deaf 

students at the only university in Saudi Arabia that offer BA for DS. They provide an 

entry test for Arabic skills and an intensive year of Arabic literacy teaching before 

their studies. ToDS believe that only a few DS make it to the BA programs, and many 

of those that attend the university are Hard of Hearing (HH) and not deaf.  

Notwithstanding, there is a possibility that the medical considerations of deafness 

inform ToD’s perception of deaf students’ academic ability (Power, 2005). The 

medical model defines deafness as a “lack of ability” and assumes that deaf students 

cannot be academically developed (see section 3.4.1). Hence, ToDS see no reason to 

make more outstanding efforts in using multiple educational methods to deliver the 

curriculum in the most efficient way they could. This issue is concerning as it implies 

that deaf students cannot learn at the pace and level of hearing students and therefore 

may not reach their learning potentials.  
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5.3.4. Family and ToD collaboration 

Teachers’ collaboration with parents is very fundamental to students’ learning 

(Hayakawa et al., 2013). Abdullah (2020)  argues that although the parents-teachers 

partnership is essential, it can be challenging to implement. Parent collaboration with 

schools is measured by how parents  “help with homework, attending extracurricular 

activities, attending parent-teacher meetings, volunteering in the classroom” 

(Hayakawa et al., 2013: 3).  Evidence from this study suggests that there is little or no 

interaction between parents of DS and ToDS. ToDS see no reason to maintain such a 

relationship, especially as they(ToDS) perceive the collaboration to be beyond the 

scope of their job. This perception concurs with Abdullah (2020), who recognized that 

the parent-teacher relationship is essential for students’ learning progression; it is 

always challenging to maintain.   

There seems to be a difference in parent-ToDS interaction between High school and 

primary ToDS. While primary ToDS make an effort to involve parents through the 

students’ homework, high school ToDS have no interaction with parents. In support 

of this, a high school TOD noted he did not have any contact with the parents of their 

DS as the students considered themselves to be adults and could follow teachers’ 

instruments without family involvement. This situation is worrying as previous 

research (e.g., Hayakawa et al., 2013) has found that parents’ involvement in students’ 

learning improves academic achievement. But as evidenced in this study, ToDS do 

not perceive parents as collaborators in DS learning. This perceived lack of parent-

ToDS interaction results from parents’ not wanting to help with homework or motivate 

the children to learn. Parents also are not interested in communicating with ToDS or 

following up on their children’s academic progress. This concern aligns with 

Willemse et al. (2018: 252) claim that “teachers do not systematically encourage 

family involvement, and parents do not always participate when they are encouraged 

to do so”. 

The lack of parents-ToDS collaboration dramatically affects students’ learning, 

making teachers’ work even more challenging and stressful. Kennon and Patterson 

(2016) observed significant stress levels arose for teachers when working with 
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disengaged parents or inadequate communication with parents. Hence, there is a need 

for more parental involvement in the DS academic life (Ntinda et al., 2019). However, 

getting parents involved in DS learning requires learning how to communicate with 

DS, primarily through sign language. Learning to sign is essential to parents because, 

as ToDS noted, it might be difficult for parents to interact with their deaf children or 

help with their school work without knowing sign language.  

Furthermore, although the findings of this study indicated that ToDS are not 

overworked  (see section 6.2.4), they claimed not to have time to collaborate with 

parents as it is time-consuming. This finding is not surprising as Aziz (2018) noted 

that ToDS do not make time for collaboration, especially when it involves the family. 

Collaboration and consultation with parents require a lot of effort and time  (Friend & 

Cook, 2013), and ToDS seems uninterested. This ToDS attitude to collaboration raises 

whether ToDS understands the implications and advantages of Teacher-Family 

collaboration.   

5.4.  Formal and informal structures of learning at organizational 

levels: The exosystem 

The exosystem entails processes taking place between two or more settings” 

(Härkönen, 2007:11). It includes social structures that influence individual 

experiences even when they are not part of the context (Duerden & Witt, 2010; 

Eriksson et al., 2018). The exosystem may be external to the individual but 

significantly impact their perceptions and experiences. In this study, the ToDS 

exosystem was conceptualized as the organizational processes and structures 

influencing ToDS’ teaching experiences. This includes the influences of the teacher 

education system and the school system where ToDS works.   

5.4.1. Preservice training and professional development  

Section 3.1 explained the various routes to becoming a ToD in Saudi Arabia. It 

described the various qualifications associated with a ToD career. For example, ToDS 

studies a  BA in Special Education to teach in a primary school setting. Those that 

studied BA in a subject-specific area teach in middle and high school. There is also an 
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option for general teachers to train to become ToD. In the Saudi government’s Vision 

2030, based on distributing government revenues away from oil and raising the quality 

of life for all citizens, the government updated the general method for appointing 

teachers. The need to obtain a professional license for general teaching was approved 

in 2019 and appeared to be a step forward in that it reinforced the need for a minimum 

level of teaching proficiency. However, whether or not the preservice training of ToDS 

effectively prepare teachers for the job realities is still contested in the literature 

(Alasim, 2020). This study suggested that ToDS develop their teaching skills on the 

job rather than through their preservice or in-service training. This finding agrees with 

Hermoso and Pérez (2014), who argue that ToDS mainly gain teaching confidence 

through educational experience and classroom practice rather than formal training. 

Although the Saudi teacher education system aims to train competent teachers, 

findings suggest a deficiency in the teacher education programme. This deficiency 

also impacts ToDS experiences. One of the challenges of the teacher education 

programme is that it limits ToDS’ skill acquisition and lacks practical experience, such 

as language learning and preparing teaching materials and educational aids. ToDS 

attributed the lack of practical activities in university courses and limited knowledge 

of some faculty members. Although ToDS that were newly qualified alluded that the 

system is getting better, there is still room for improvement. Deaf teachers' preparation 

programs in Saudi Arabia are not optimised for their purpose, resulting in how 

teachers’ negative experiences of the training.  

Teachers’ inability to acquire practical skills during their training was unsurprising, as 

previous studies (e.g., Luckner & Dorn, 2017; Ntinda et al., 2019)  have found similar 

evidence. Bracken, Reed and Barnett (2006) noted the lack of educational focus on 

Sign language (SL) in most teacher education programs and argued that teacher 

preparation program was weak and unrelated to the field. Participant 1TPM explained 

that the content of the courses consists of less than 10% of the skills preparation he 

needs in the area. He maintained that graduates of this program do not often know 

how to use  SL. Participant 3TPM recalled that his preservice training helped him 

understand students’ behaviour but did not expose him to sign language, lesson 

preparation, or IEP preparation until his first day of being a ToD. This finding is 
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consistent with Luckner and Dorn (2017), who found a lack of exposure to SL skills 

and lesson preparation in preservice ToDS education.  

Such limited knowledge of sign language affects the level of interaction between 

ToDS and DS (see 6.3.1), resulting in students not learning effectively (Alasim, 2020; 

Mulat et al., 2019). No wonder Alasim (2020) argues that “when teachers of students 

with severe hearing loss cannot use a signed language, they face challenges in 

delivering instruction and assessing students’ progress” (p. 4). Furthermore, as noted 

in section 3.2, general teachers can become ToD without training. Although those 

ToDS see it as a great opportunity due to the financial incentives associated with it., it 

is a big concern for the entire Saudi education system. The reason is that unprepared 

teachers cannot teach effectively (Luckner & Howell, 2002; Werts et al., 2014). 

According to Alasim (2020: 4), such ToDS may “have sufficient knowledge about the 

educational practice of inclusion and characteristics of students with hearing loss. But 

lack the necessary knowledge and skills to teach content areas, such as reading, 

mathematics, and science [to DS]”.  

Moreover, ToDS, especially new teachers, lacked skills in IEP usage (Rittenhouse, 

2004; Kennon & Patterson, 2016). All the participating ToDS stated that they did not 

use an IEP with their students, although most ToDS indicated that they knew how to 

develop one. Some of the teachers admitted to using an IEP once or twice. There seems 

to be a contradicting finding on the benefits of IEP to DS learning. While Participant 

1TIS believes that all DS behave and learn similarly and do not have IEP, Participant 

2 TIS IEP argues that each DS has its unique way of learning. This seems to explain 

why the ToDS in Hanafy and Alrayes's (2008) study indicated that IEPs were 

important and valuable for DS. However, it is concerning that despite knowing the 

value of IEPs, DS learning, ToDS do not use them in their teaching. The reason could 

be due to a lack of support for ToDS on how to follow individual DS cases to form an 

IEPand how to update the student’s situation as required. There is a possibility that 

ToDs were not properly trained on developing or using IEPs in their pre-service 

education; organisational support through school administration would help ToDS 

enhance their skills in this area.  
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Furthermore, findings suggested that although ToDS understands the importance and 

need for VETs in DS learning,  they did not use them in their teaching. ToDs indicated 

that VETs are challenging to make. According to Participant 4TIS, “Deaf students 

benefit from VET more than other teaching methods, and ToD should use as much 

VET as possible to make learning more tangible and visual as DS rely on their eyes to 

learn.” Nowell and Innes (1997) and Tilano-Vega et al. (2014) discuss that teachers 

need to be creative when making VETs and that providing proper VETs that affect DS 

learning is crucial and challenging. However, ToDs do not have the required resources 

t prepare effective VETs and have claimed that it is the responsibility of the MoE to 

provide such tools. 

In-service education is fundamental to ToDS’ professional development  (Luckner & 

Dorn, 2017). ToDS also agree on the importance of in-service education and argue 

that the training must be field-based or hands-on to be applicable and valuable in the 

classroom. ToDS noted that the current structure of their in-service training is theory-

based and not practical and functional to their daily experience and the reality of 

classroom teaching. In addition. The in-service courses available to ToDS are limited. 

Although there are many professional development courses for teachers, only a few of 

these courses are tailored toward ToDS. This is evident in  Aziz (2018) and Ntinda et 

al. (2019), who found that professional courses offered to ToDS are not often fit for 

purpose. This is problematic as ToDS tend to avoid such unnecessary courses. 

Therefore, there is a need to provide suitable workshops and seminars for ToDS. This 

could be face to face or online through social platforms (e.g., Twitter and Whatsapp). 

As noted by one of the participants, Twitter and WhatsApp are practicable mediums 

to share educational tips that may be beneficial for other ToDS. This is essential as 

Twitter has become a widespread application in Saudi Arabia and significantly 

impacts the population.  

5.4.2. Students’ progress evaluation and educational expectations  

Findings suggested that the curriculum was too expansive for DS to comprehend, and 

there was no national test procedure for DS. This led ToDS to select an easier form of 

assessment, such as multiple-choice, true-false and gap-fill questions, to ensure DS 
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has a good score. Most ToDS believe that evaluating DS is easier when the assessment 

methods mentioned are used. The problem with using those assessment methods is 

that they do not positively impact DS learning and cannot be regarded as an actual test 

of knowledge. The scores from such an assessment may look good, but they are unfit 

for purpose.  For an assessment to be effective for learning, it must improve students' 

academic knowledge- making sure they have learned what they were supposed to 

(Bradley-Johnson & Evans, 1991).  

From the above, it is evident that one of the biggest challenges faced by ToDS, as 

evidenced in this study, is how to evaluate deaf students learning. Participant 6THM 

noted that although ToDS are often blamed for their students’ low academic 

performance,  he does not expect much from his, mainly due to their disability. This 

finding concurs with Cawthon (2011), that found that students in specialized schools 

for DS rarely meet proficiency targets as those assessments are not usually adapted to 

deaf students’ needs. This concern, therefore, calls for a standardized assessment 

strategy for deaf students. Cawthon       (2011: 429) identified the importance of a 

standardised assessment strategy. He argues that such a strategy must consider and  

“measure what students learn so that we can identify areas of success and places for 

improvement”.  

It is noteworthy that Saudi Arabia generally follows the USA education system (see 

section 2.2.1). It adopts most of the US structure as a general guide for its legislation, 

especially the Regulations of Special Education Programs and Institutes (RSEPI). 

Alquraini (2013) compared the RSEPI and US legislation on special education and 

found that Saudi Arabia lacks an adequate strategy for implementing RSEPI. The 

inaccurate implementation of the RSEPI remains a major challenge in Saudi Arabia 

because the country has not yet instituted many of its regulations for students with 

disabilities” (Alasim, 2020: 3).  

Evidence from the literature indicated that assessment accountability rests on the 

shoulders of school districts and headteachers instead of on the ToDS who directly 

deal with students. This raises concern about what is required from ToDS. However, 

headteachers tend to make ToDS accountable for student learning at the school level, 
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and Participant 6THM questions the credibility and efficiency of their method. ToDS 

perceived this as a negative experience as they felt judged more than supported. They 

also feel restricted by national and state policies that do not give them a voice (see 

section 6.5.3). Therefore, schools need to involve ToDS in decisions regarding their 

students’ progress and educational expectations.  

5.4.3. Human Resources Support 

The literature has shown the importance of organizational support to teacher job 

satisfaction and retention. Naderi (2012) found “a significant positive correlation 

between job satisfaction and organizational commitment,” including their support (p. 

256). Section 5.2.4 alluded that ToDS are well paid and work under excellent 

conditions; however, they do not feel the management supports them. Participant 2TIS 

noted that the lack of human resources support for ToDS has resulted in their lack of 

desire to improve themselves. On the other hand,  teachers at the Special School for 

the Deaf (SSD) claimed the school management and other staff very well supported 

them. One of the teachers recalled that one of the deaf teachers in the school helped 

me explain some things he could not express to his students. These findings expose 

the differing support received by ToDS in their respective schools and call for an 

approach to offer unified support to ToDS in each school type.  

Considering the roles of ES, HT and TA, ToDS at the SSD expressed in their 

interviews that they had more support than ToDS in inclusion programs through HT 

and administrative staff in mainstream schools. What distinguished the SSD, was the 

presence of Teaching Assistants (TA) who were deaf. TAs’ roles are to explain and 

clarify points for DS as required. This specialised assistance could lead us to question 

the feasibility of integrating deaf programs into mainstream schools in Saudi Arabia – 

as discussed in Al-Shahrani (2014), Al-Othman (2014), Asiri (2016), and Al-Asem 

(2019) – if specialized support in the classroom was required. Previous research into 

this thorny and complex issue has examined the quality of inclusive programs for DS 

in Saudi Arabia. Their results agreed with this research that the SSD environment was 

better for DS than an inclusive environment in a mainstream school.  
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However, studies have argued that TAs are, in general, not academically helpful for 

SEN students because students can become dependant on the TA’s help rather than 

seek help from their ToD or peers, and thus pupil-pupil relationships (Tews & Lupart, 

2008; Alborz et al., 2009). Webster et al. (2010) claim that the more support TAs 

provide for SEN students, the less these students improve academically connected to 

failing to reach out for help from others and being able to seek out answers on their 

own. This contradictory information suggests limited studies on the benefits of TA in 

deaf Education (Jarvis, 2003). One new improvement that had arisen from the Saudi 

Arabian government’s Vision 2030 was that, as of 2019, TA jobs in schools were 

created. It is reasonable to assume that TAs will be helpful for ToDS, especially those 

in high schools who were not specialised in deaf Education, to have a colleague to 

discuss ideas with. ToDS can meet their roles more effectively if the TA is well 

informed in SL or deaf themselves, so the communication gap will be reduced, and 

the TA can also support DS who require extra help and more time to understand their 

peers. 

Furthermore, almost all the interviewed ToDS shared that they had a positive view of 

the role of their supervisors due to the effective role of ESs in visiting schools and 

entering the teachers’ classrooms during the delivery of lessons in order to observe the 

teaching methods used and to ensure that all teachers follow the curriculum. As most 

ToDS explained, the ES understood the problems teachers faced and set goals they 

expected ToDS to achieve in deaf Education without challenging the work of the 

teachers to the point of frustration. ToDs viewpoint is supported by the ESs, who noted 

that they were doing what they could to develop and help ToDS.  

However, ESs still require professional development because the educational ideas 

and methods ESs used were not effective in some stages and subjects. Thus 

educational improvement was also required for ESs, and one ES, for instance, 

suggested that the MoE should send ESs abroad to exchange experiences with 

developed countries. This revealed the need for more supervisors’ development to 

enable them to provide more assistance to ToDS. Such development should be 

provided by the MoE, either by rotating their work from city to city within Saudi 

Arabia or sending them abroad to acquire skills and competencies to provide more 
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training and supervision to teachers. Although there was a lack of research examining 

ES’ performance with ToDS and ToSENs, Al-Asiri and Al-Oqab (2008) found a 

positive relationship between the role of the ES in a supervisory system motivated 

teachers and provided courses that developed the competence of teachers. They found 

that role of the ES was also significant when cooperating with the administration in 

the school on teacher performance. This was similar to my research finding that ES 

was important as they shared that they were doing their best to improve teacher 

performance. 

Data indicated a high level of control by administrators, which reduced their ability to 

do their job properly. In Saudi Arabia, limited research was available in the literature 

regarding organisational support for ToDS from administrators or supervisors. 

Nonetheless, ToDS recognised that administration played a significant role in 

professional teaching (Brunsting et al., 2014). As previously noted, the burden of 

clerical work and the pressure of various administrative roles could contribute to 

teachers feeling burnt out (Kaufhold et al., 2006; Brunsting et al., 2014), but this was 

not the case for the ToDS in this study. In contrast, a lack of support from HTs and 

administrators could significantly negatively impact ToDS; for example, this lack of 

support was the reason most ToDS leave the field, as Chambers (2008) discussed. Yet 

this was not the case in the data for this thesis, where ToDS felt supported by their 

HTs. Another reason given by the general teaching literature was meeting the demands 

of multiple roles, such as communicating with families, governing committees, the 

community and national organisations (Klopping, 2005). Although Klopping was not 

specifically concerned with deaf Education, a generalisation was logical because deaf 

Education was part of special Education. In their interviews, teachers of special 

education students cited insufficient support from administrators to adjust curricula; 

administrators did not give feedback in order to develop the work; they did not 

motivate teachers as much as they criticised them; and they did not facilitate the work 

of teachers, even at the level of service delivery to students.  

Additionally, support from HTs was essential for all teachers (Littrell, Billingsley & 

Cross, 1994; Fullan, Cuttress & Kilcher, 2005; Blase & Blasé, 1998; Bell & Bolam, 

2010). These studies sustained the importance of supportive leadership in schools 
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which involved communicating effectively with teachers, providing them with enough 

time to do their required tasks, suggesting certain courses and adjusting their schedules 

to accommodate these courses. The ToDS who participated in this research stated that 

HT support varied between schools. All these ToDS agreed that HTs in schools like 

the SSD were far more supportive than HTs in mainstream schools. ToDS explained 

that what makes HTs in schools like the SSD more supportive is that they were 

specialists in deaf Education and were previously ToDS, so they were familiar with 

the challenges teachers face and experts on how to provide support.  

Also, HTs in the SSD knew SL, which enabled them to communicate with DS. This 

meant that ToDS did not carry the extra burden of translating for their students if they 

needed to contact the HT. However, as Wisniewski and Garguilo (1997) discussed, 

and in contradiction to these findings, other studies reveal a lack of support from HTs 

for ToSENs. As ToDS were essentially ToSENs, this applied to them. This finding 

was similar to Klopping (2005), where a lack of training among HTs in deaf Education 

was one of the main reasons HTs did not support ToDS. The question then is can 

someone give what he/she does not have? HT does not have a background in deaf 

education and cannot provide the level of support ToDs expects from them.  

5.5.  ToDS experiences of the larger society: The Macrosystem 

The macrosystem consists of the “blueprints of society such as the laws and 

regulations and also the unprinted rules and norms  (Eriksson et al., 2018, p. 419). It 

involves the perceptions of ToDS about how Saudi’s larger society, religion, and 

cultural embodiments influence their teaching experiences. The idea is to identify how 

the perception of the “larger surrounding” impacts ToDS and DS experiences can 

improve (see section 2.5.1.4). In this study, the macrosystem is conceptualised as the 

Ministry of Education (MoE), the larger community and the Saudi religion.   

5.5.1. Ministry of Education (MoE) 

Education in Saudi Arabia operates a centralised system whereby all the education 

policies are enacted and managed by the Ministry of Education (see section 1.4.2). 

This section discusses the perceptions of ToDS on their experiences with MoE 
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operations, including curriculum development, SEN policies and finance and 

resources support.  

6.5.1.2. SEN policy in Saudi Arabia 

Section 6.5.1 pointed out the limited support currently available to  Saudi ToDS 

regarding how their job is perceived in the community. Despite a great job with the 

deaf students, they don’t feel supported by society. One of the reasons is the lack of 

awareness resulting from inefficient SEN policy in Saudi. ToDS claimed that 

policymakers do not consider their opinions nor attend to their complaints. Although 

the financial incentives and working conditions are good (section 6.4.9),  ToDS argued 

for their voice to be heard, particularly in the areas of state assessment of DS (see 

section 6.4.7). This finding is essential and concurs with Luckner & Hanks (2003) that 

ToDS are blamed for deaf students’ poor academic achievement. Yet, their opinions 

as stakeholders in DS learning are not considered in SEN policy enactments and 

amendments, nor are their perspectives taken into account when making such changes 

or introducing new policies. This points to a communication gap between 

policymakers and ToDS and greatly affects ToDS’ motivation to remain on the job. 

On the other hand, HT and ES participants disagree with ToDS claims. They explained 

that the Ministry of Education (MoE) could easily be reached primarily through social 

media. But the question is, is social media a formal platform to engage in policy 

discussion? There are currently no official platforms or means of ToDS with 

policymakers. ToDS that have tried contacting MOE through social media never got 

a response. This causes frustration and also negatively impacts ToDS experiences. 

This finding is consistent with previous studies (e.g., Hammad, 2017), which found 

that teachers are not usually involved in educational decision-making. The lack of 

ToDS involvement in policy decisions is a systemic problem. It represents what 

Hammad (2017) would have thought to be a feature of a highly centralized education 

system like Saudi.  

In policy decisions, involving teachers of the Deaf (ToD) are beneficial to the students, 

the school, and the entire education system of a Nation. Sarafidou and Chatziioannidis 

(2013:172) explained that “participatory decision making empowers teachers by 
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delegating authority and responsibility to them, thus strengthening their perceptions 

of personal ability and fostering their belief that they can create the results they really 

desire”. Hence, teachers would be more willing to implement policies they 

participated in its enactment (Griffith, 1996).  

6.5.1.2. Curriculum development 

Curriculum development is a critical aspect of the MoE responsibility. Previous 

studies (e.g., Alshamsan, 2017) have shown that inadequate may lead to programme 

failure. Although the MoE has made efforts to review and improve the curriculum, 

(Alshamsan, 2017) observed that the curriculum does not currently meet the needs of 

deaf students, especially in the areas of fingerspelling and sign language. This 

observation agrees with ToDS experience with the curriculum. ToDS recounted their 

dilemma with adapting the curriculum to their students’ needs. They believe that the 

current curriculum is unsuitable for DS as some contents require a hearing skills. The 

lack of adaptability of the curriculum to DS needs creates negative teaching and 

learning experiences for both ToDS and DS. It also reduces DS’s classroom 

engagement, triggers negative emotions and affects DS’s general well-being.  

Hence, ToDS recommends an inclusive curriculum that considers deaf students’ 

hearing and language ability. The curriculum could include more pictures and signs 

as deaf students can readily identify and relate to such content. This finding concurs 

with previous studies such as Zrigat and Al-smad (2012) and Alquraini (2011), who 

noted the importance of including visuals in deaf students’ curricula. ToDS thus argue 

for an exclusive curriculum for the deaf as it will help in effective classroom teaching 

and learning. This tailored curriculum is essential because, according to Participant 

1TPM, the current curriculum is beyond deaf students’ ability. Hence,  an accessible 

and balanced curriculum is required for a deaf student to learn effectively.   

However, Ntinda et al. (2019)argued that although the current curriculum is not well 

aligned with deaf students’ learning needs, ToDS are expected to bridge the gap by 

adapting the national curriculum to their students’ needs. But as explained in section 

6.4.1, ToDS are not adequately trained for such challenges and responsibilities. Ntinda 

et al. (2019) study suggested that 82% of ToDS in Eswatini had poor professional 
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competencies and training in teaching the national curriculum to Deaf and Hard of 

Hearing (DHH) students. Hence, there to introduce a professional development 

programme that focuses on training ToDS on how to support their students’ needs, 

including the learning needs of deaf students (Albertini et al., 2016; T. Alquraini & 

Gut, 2012; Thumann-Prezioso, 2005). Moreover, some interviewed ToDS complained 

about the 45-minute lesson duration that the MoE required and asked if it could be 

reduced to 35 or 40 minutes as DS did not need 45-minute lessons. To my knowledge, 

none of the literature discussed complaints by ToDS that lesson times should be 

reduced for this reason.  

As noted in section 5.4.1., ToDs lack the skills to use IEP. The presence of a 

curriculum enforced by the MoE makes the use of an IEP a difficult process. The 

curriculum limits a combined approach because if each DS needed their own IEP, the 

ToD would be unable to deliver the curriculum efficiently for all their classroom. In 

other words, using IEP is time-consuming; hence, teachers substitute their teaching 

methods with other approaches. This finding was similar to those from other 

educational research (e.g., Wisniewski & Garguilo, 1997; Stewart and Kluwin, 2001; 

Rittenhouse, 2004), which found that teachers needed to differentiate by making sure 

that all of their students were allowed to learn according to their abilities and needs. 

However, ToDS saw no need to use an IEP. They believe that other teaching 

approaches they employ can also help them achieve the same lesson outcome. In fact, 

some of the ToDS indicated that they do not write their notes down but prepare ideas 

for each DS’ needs in their mind to make adjustments for each student while delivering 

the lesson.  

6.5.1.3. Finance and resource Support 

In section 5.5.1.2, I discussed the need for an inclusive curriculum that caters to the 

learning needs of deaf students. Section 5.5.1.2 also addresses the importance of 

training ToDS on how to adapt the national curriculum to the needs of their students. 

However, previous studies have shown that even when the curriculum is fit for purpose 

and ToDS are skillful in adapting the curriculum to their student's needs, a lack of 

resources can trigger negative teaching and learning experiences. An example of such 
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resources is textbooks. Evidence from this data suggests textbook shortages for DS. 

Textbooks are essential to DS learning because it helps to improve their literacy skills 

and to adapt to the national curriculum effectively (Albertini et al., 2016).  

In addition, as the MoE provided HTs with a salary bonus that required them to do 

more work to support and follow teachers’ and students’ development. HTs are 

expected to do more work to arrange courses for ToDS and create development 

opportunities for teachers to improve themselves (Hall & Hord, 2001; Baker et al., 

2004; Earley & Porritt, 2010). But as discussed in section 5.4.3, ToDS does not feel 

supported.  Support for ToDs is crucial as Luckner and Howell (2002) noted that all 

teachers of DS need the support of their administrators and/or supervisors. Kennon 

and Patterson (2016) determined that a lack of support from HTs was most frequently 

classified as a cause of stress by teachers. ToDS pointed out that administrators did 

not provide beneficial feedback or offer sufficient resources in their study.  

Furthermore, ToDS teaching at mainstream schools maintained that they hoped to 

return to schools similar to the SSD to feel more satisfied due to the higher support 

available and to be on the same salary grade as their colleagues. All of the participants 

agree that Financial Support (FS) was one of the pillars supporting the success of the 

educational process, through which teachers were motivated, and aids were acquired, 

facilitating extracurricular activities and trips for students. Participant 4TPS claims 

that ToDS financial support has been limited within the last three years. He claimed 

that technological support is inadequate and limited. For example, there is only one 

smart board in the school he teaches, no projector in each classroom and no VETs for 

illustrating the lessons for DS. This ToD teaches in AI, and they believe that they are 

entitled to more resources than they currently have.  

The lack of FS for deaf Education was also evident in the literature. Johnson (2004), 

Lenihan (2010), and Kennon and Patterson (2016) found that FS was an issue in 

educating DS in Western countries. The financial situation was even more challenging 

in developing countries. Hadidi and Al Khateeb (2015), for instance, pointed out that 

a lack of FS was evident in Jordan and most Arab countries. However, the gulf 

countries were richer than others, and the struggles faced by ToDS in this study were 
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different Arab countries. In Saudi Arabia, ToDS expressed that they had a good salary 

and DS was well looked after. Saudi Arabia had more teachers and many schools that 

accepted DS. With FS, the issue in Saudi Arabia was more to do with technology and 

offering extra-curricular activities than the basic requirements that developing 

countries lack. For instance, some African countries cannot accept DS in their schools 

as they do not have sufficient resources (Chakuchichi et al., 2003; Eleweke, 2013; 

Eron, 2015). These findings may help us to understand the differences in how ToDS 

in Saudi Arabia perceived the lack of FS compared with other developing countries 

and what they needed FS for.  

6.5.1.4. Teacher Accountability 

Accountability is integral to every education system. It refers to the process of holding 

someone responsible for the effectiveness of a process, system or activity (Kentab & 

Yousef Kentab, 2016). Rahmatollahi and Mohamadi Zenouzagh (2021: 2) considers 

accountability a “governance and ethics” concept that relates to answerability, 

responsibility, liability, and blameworthiness. In Saudi Arabia, there is much emphasis 

on teachers’ role in students’ learning. Murry and Alqahtani (2015)  noted that the 

Saudi government, through the Ministry of Education (MoE), emphasises the 

importance of increasing the teachers’ accountability. One of the ways to accomplish 

this is by ensuring that teachers are familiar with the Special Education regulations. 

The regulation known as the Regulations of Special Education Programs and Institutes 

(RSEPI) was enacted in 2001 and is expected to be a blueprint for providing special 

education services to children with disability in Saudi, including teaching and learning 

(Murry & Ali Alqahtani, 2015). Teachers’ knowledge of Special education regulations 

is crucial as it helps them understand their responsibility and know what to avoid.  

Rahmtullah and Mohamadi Zenouzagh (2021: 3) explained that it is vital that the MoE 

clearly define “what is expected of the teachers and what qualities they are expected 

to have to be considered accountable in their profession”. As evident in this study,  

ToDS seems not aware of the accountability process in their schools and the ministry 

as they noted a problem in Saudi Arabia’s accountability system. ToDS believe that 

there is no formal procedure for accountability. As state schools are regarded as 
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governmental jobs, the government only provides financial incentives and does not 

encourage ToDS accountability. There are neither rewards for effective teachers nor 

queries for underperforming teachers in state schools; teachers are accountable to no 

one. ToDS imply that teachers’ attendance is the only form of check and assessment 

for teachers’ performance. This accountability process tends to place value on 

teachers’ attendance over teacher quality. The consequence of such a system is that 

since there is no accountability process to check ToDS who do not do their job 

adequately, the ToDS, who work hard, feel let down by the educational system. While 

ToDS are expecting a reward system, Bae (2018: 3) explained the need for a “more 

meaningful next phase of school accountability, one that promotes continuous support 

and improvement rather than mere compliance and efforts to avoid punishment”.  

5.5.2. Community perceptions of ToDS 

Evidence from the study suggested mixed reactions from the community and other 

family members. While some people are curious about how DS uses sign language, 

others stigmatise them. Some immediate family and other Community members of DS 

were also perceived to have a poor understanding of deaf people and disabled people 

in general. Alasim (2020: 5) also indicated that even within the school community, 

“the awareness level among schools’ staff about deafness and students with hearing 

loss is still low in Saudi Arabia” and has resulted in negative experiences for ToDS. 

The community’s poor conception of deaf students often leads to the social 

stigmatisation of students and their families and extends to even ToDS.  

The ToDS experience of stigmatisation seems to affect their intention to continue the 

job. ToDS considered leaving the profession because of the continued ridicule from 

the community. Participant 2TPM explained that he plans to quit his job because some 

people are making fun of him and consider his career useless. This rejection makes 

ToDS feel isolated (Seligman & Darling, 1997). Although Participants have noted the 

improvement in acceptance and respect for ToDS in the community, there is still a 

greater need for awareness of ToDS’ role in educating deaf students resulting from the 

lack of disability knowledge In Saudi. This finding is consistent with (Ilyas et al., 
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2021), who noted that the inclusion and acceptance of disability in the Arab world are 

at their developmental stage and require a collective effort.   

Notwithstanding, ToDS argue that the community acceptance of their (ToDS) career 

will encourage and boost their teaching confidence and motivate their students to 

learn. Hence, the ToDS expressed their willingness to collaborate with the community 

in raising positive awareness of disability inclusion. Lawrence (2014) and Ntinda 

(2019) argued the importance of training on ToDS knowledge of interaction with 

society. They explained that there would be less stigmatization if ToDS learned how 

to interact and cope with the stigma. But ToDS’ learning of the coping strategies for 

stigmatization would require a lot of support from the Saudi ministry, DS's parents 

and the entire community, which they currently do not receive.  

5.5.3. Religion  

Saudi Arabia is richly embedded in and shaped by Islamic culture and religion. Thus, 

all activities, including Education, business or recreational activities, are informed by 

the five pillars of Islam. This study indicates that the five pillars of Islam shaped ToDS 

teaching experiences. The pillars provided ToDS the feelings of reward from Allah in 

this life and the afterlife, which offered them the spiritual platform to be patient and 

to continue working with DS. When the ToDS felt discouraged, their belief became a 

source of energy and encouragement. Participant 3TPM maintained that Isam is like 

the energy that drives his teaching experiences. He believes that Allah will reward him 

for his effort with the students (3TPM). The belief in Allah’s reward explains why, 

despite being stressed about DS behaviors and attitudes toward learning, ToDS are not 

ready to quit (see sections 6.2.3 and 6.3.2). This finding concurs with Mansour (2008: 

1625), who suggested that teachers’ religious belief informs their lives and teaching 

experiences. Mansour argued that “teachers’ beliefs were among the major constructs 

driving teachers’ ways of thinking and classroom practices.” 

5.6.  Summary 

This chapter draws from Bronfenbruners’ ecological theory to discuss the findings of 

this study. The theory is used to understand ToDS experiences at different levels, the 



 

234 

 

interaction that existed and how those interactions inform ToDS experiences. An 

Ecological system has four subsystems: the microsystem, the mesosystem, the 

exosystem, and the macrosystem. The microsystem entailed ToDS’ experiences of 

their immediate environment. The discussion centred around why ToDS took up the 

roles, their skills, confidence, self-efficacy and motivation. The finding suggested that  

ToDS are developing their teaching skills on the job. Support from their students was 

a huge help in getting them started. Notwithstanding, not all the ToDS were on the job 

to impact life; some were for the financial incentive and job security.  

Furthermore, there was evidence of trust between ToDS and DS at the mesolevel, 

which fostered students learning. The teachers had good communication and 

developed a good relationship with the students; however, there was a communication 

gap. The gap resulted from ToDS's limited knowledge of sign language, which ToDS 

claimed they were never trained for. The ToDS's little sign language skills hinder 

student learning. In addition, parents’ involvement in DS learning was minimal. This 

raises concern about the level of support DS receives at home. Although ToDS believe 

that they were not expected to have contact with parents, evidence from the literature 

has shown that parental involvement in students’ learning improves their confidence 

and academic performance.  

In addition, ToDS experiences at the organizational level were discussed and 

conceptualised as the exosystem. The discussion centered on the system that trains 

teachers and the School system in which ToDS teach. Evidence suggested that both 

preservice and in-service teacher training were unfit for purpose. They never equipped 

ToDS for the realities of teaching and never gave them the opportunity for a hands-on 

experience. This, therefore, was reflected in ToDS confidence and self-efficacy when 

they newly started their job. Moreso, ToDS experiences were negatively influenced 

by a lack of support from the school management. ToDS were blamed for the poor 

academic performance of their students despite the existence of other factors affecting 

the teaching and learning process. 

Lastly, there is evidence of social stigmatisation and lack of ToD accountability at the 

macrosystem. ToDS felt silenced in decision-making and argued for greater 



 

235 

 

involvement in policy enactments and changes. They saw teaching the deaf as an 

instrumental task defined and organised by the MoE, while at the same time, they 

criticized the government’s top-down involvement. The implication is that ToDS 

perceive their role as passive as the MoE is solely responsible for policies and 

curriculum developments. The chapter argued for greater involvement of teachers if 

an appropriate curriculum for the deaf can be developed. The reason is that ToDS are 

likely to abide by the rules when they are part of the decision-making process.  
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Chapter 6. Key Findings and Conclusions 

This chapter summarises the key findings by discussing the main issues that each 

research question addresses. It explains the study’s contribution to knowledge and 

identifies the strengths and limitations of the study.  Subsequently, the chapter 

provided recommendations for policy, practice and future research.  

6.1.  Summary of Key Findings 

6.1.1. What were the nature and scope of the role of Teachers of Deaf students 

(ToDS)  

This study suggested that ToDS’ motivations for working with deaf students (DS) 

were not only due to the financial incentives and other benefits that come with the 

role. Their (ToDS) personal experiences, such as having a relative with a disability 

and wanting to specialise in special education, also informed their choice to become 

ToDS. Data indicated that despite the government’s effort to ensure that ToDS are 

motivated, some ToDS seem not interested in improving themselves. They are less 

interested in developing them and do not explore approaches that could help DS learn 

and become included in their communities. Such attitude can result from a lack of 

accountability evidenced in the Saudi Deaf education system. The lack of 

accountability in the system is found to have impacted not just the curriculum 

development and assessment but how ToDS adopt the curriculum in their teaching. 

In addition, due to the lack of a national standardised test carefully tailored for 

assessing DS,  it was hard to assess DS’ performance as DS has difficulty participating 

in the current standardised test due to their limited literacy abilities. Those tests were 

not developed with DS in mind, nor were their abilities considered. Hence, DS does 

not generally perform well in standardised tests. As noted in this study, part of the 

ToDS’ responsibility is to ensure that effective DS learning and DS learning are 

measured by their performance in assessments, especially the standardised ones. Thus, 

ToDS seem to be pressured to inflate DS grades to ensure good grades. Data suggested 

that ToDS offer an alternative test method to DS to support their learning and ensure 

they have good assessment grades. This raises issues about the teaching ethics of such 
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ToDS and raises concern about the impact of such practice on education quality in 

Saudi and the long-term implications for DS learning. DS is not just expected to pass 

a test simply; they are expected to learn and improve themselves.  

Moreover, data suggest a lack of collaboration between DS parents and ToDS. 

Although the Saudi Arabian government may not blame parents for poor DS 

performance, their effort in supporting DS at home will make a big difference. ToDS 

noted such collaboration as key in DS learning but have no time to initiate such 

collaboration. ToDS perceive a partnership between them and DS’ parents and 

between them and their colleagues as “time-consuming”. Hence, I argue that the lack 

of partnership between parents and teachers contributes to DS’ low academic 

performance. Data also suggested that stigmatisation of deaf individuals also affects 

ToDS’ teaching confidence and motivation to teach DS. The reason is that the 

community also undermines ToDS’ roles and also stigmatises them for teaching deaf 

students.  

6.1.2. What were ToDS’ views on their education, training, and job satisfaction? 

ToDS raised concerns about the quality of training they received.  Findings suggested 

that the ToDS’ pre-service and in-service training did not prepare them for the realities 

of their role. There was a lack of knowledge, expertise and lack of self-efficacy. Not 

only were ToDS not confident in their role upon entering the job, but they also did not 

know how to interact with deaf students (DS). This results in ToDS focusing on 

“learning on the job” instead of “doing their job”. ToDS were unprepared for the  DS’ 

level of communication and had to learn from DS (their student).  

On the one hand, learning from their students strengthened the relationship between 

ToDS and DS. On the other hand, learning from DS took up the time for teaching 

students. DS seems to lose a chunk of their learning time trying to teach ToDS how to 

communicate with them, and ToDS feel incompetent in meeting their role 

requirements, and such indicates low job satisfaction. Although it can be argued that 

the ToDS teacher education programme in Saudi Arabia has improved in the last 30 

years, findings suggest that the training is insufficient.  For instance, data indicated 

that ToD participants lacked the essential ToD skills. The skills include sign language, 
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curriculum adaptation, teaching material preparation, and educational aids. The lack 

of practical activities on courses and faculty members' lack of skill was perceived as 

the main barriers to ToDS’ skill development.  

Interestingly, most ToDS with more teaching experiences seem to be satisfied with 

their job. They noted that they had enough time to complete their paperwork and 

prepare their lessons. In fact, experienced ToDS indicated that they could prepare their 

lesson plan within the possible shortest of time and with no stress.  Notwithstanding, 

evidence from the study showed that despite being satisfied with their role, 

experienced ToDS also struggle with engaging DS in learning. Instead, they 

approached teaching as a bureaucratic process of form filling. This attitude to teaching 

tends to explain why they identify their lesson preparation as stress-free. 

Moreover, there are tendencies that ToDS get paid even when they do not take their 

job seriously or teach the students. This finding is evident in how ToDS noted that 

they can still get paid irrespective of how they deliver their role and, as such, do not 

see themselves working hard to improve students’ academic performance. This ToDS 

perception seems to link to their motivation for becoming ToDS. As discussed in 

section 5.2.1, many ToDS joined roles for the financial incentives. The salary also 

appeared to be why most ToDS continued staying in the job. Such motivation raises 

concern about the suitability of these teachers as ToDS.   

6.1.3. What were the perceptions of ToDS towards the teaching, learning, and 

well-being of DS? 

ToDS’ perceptions of deaf students’ learning and wellbeing varied. While some ToDS 

judged DS as incapable of making progress, others believe their colleagues do not 

work hard enough to improve students’ learning. Moreover, ToDS claim that the 

Ministry of Education (MoE) does not provide an institutionalised, top-down approach 

to teaching resources and provision. This claim seems to result from the MoE not 

involving ToDS in curriculum development. As a result, ToDS are not well equipped 

for teaching DS. Additionally, ToDS claim that the MoE holds them responsible for 

their students’ poor academic performance despite not being adequately prepared for 
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it. This finding shows a disconnect in the Saudi deaf education system and indicates a 

lack of a clear-cut accountability procedure affects ToDS’ experience of teaching DS.   

This finding implies that the system does not ensure adequately trained teachers for 

DS. This raises an urgent need for early intervention and additional training or 

professional development for ToDS.  When ToDS are familiar with ensuring that DS's 

learning needs are met, ToDS can also improve DS's well-being. They can do this by 

being more aware of the culture and enhancing their communication skills through 

sign language improvement.  

6.1.4. What were the organisational policies that support or challenge the 

Teachers of deaf students’ experiences? 

Findings suggested that the ToD is a lucrative career in Saudi Arabia.  Since it is a 

governmental job, the ToD job is perceived to be secured with attractive financial 

incentives. The government pays bonuses, which have remained the primary 

motivation for ToDS to remain in the profession. The working conditions of ToDS in 

Saudi Arabia were argued to be one of the best. It is notably better than the working 

conditions of ToDS in the US and other Western contexts (Section 2.3.1). One of the 

features that made the working conditions in Saudi stand out was the reduced class 

size. But despite these supports discussed, ToDS believe that there is still room for 

improvement.  

One of the areas that need improvement is accountability at the organisational level. 

ToDS believe that there is no stipulated or clear-cut accountability procedure in their 

organisations. ToDS’ performance is only checked using their students’ academic 

performances in standardised tests and ToDS’ school attendance. The organisation 

seems to place little or no emphasis on ToDS skills, such as how they teach and their 

use of tools and resources to support teaching and learning. Another area relates to the 

appropriateness of the learning resources. The resources, which include the curriculum 

and ToDS teaching material, were argued to be unfit for teaching DS. But as noted in 

section 6.1.2, teachers lack the skills and training required to adapt the available 

learning resources effectively. As such, ToDS cannot deliver the curriculum 
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efficiently. The lack of an accountability system in the Saudi deaf education system 

noted earlier implies no formal job appraisal system 

Furthermore, ToDS raised concerns about the lesson times. A lesson section lasts for 

about 45 minutes, as the Ministry of Education (MoE) set. ToDS believe DS cannot 

fully concentrate in a 45 minutes lesson. Hence, they recommend that lessons be 

reduced to 35 or 40 minutes. Additionally, evidence suggested that assessments and 

tests items and procedures are unfit for DS learning.  DS's learning ability was not 

considered for the national test. This issue raises concerns for the ToDS, especially as 

the MoE holds them responsible for DS's academic performance.  

In addition to this,  a lack of partnership between the MoE and ToDS impacts ToDS’ 

experiences. Most of the ToDS indicated that policymakers did not involve ToDS 

when creating or amending policy nor take their perspectives into account when 

making changes or introducing new strategies. ToDS claim that the MoE promoted a 

blame culture and continually pressured ToDS for DS’s poor academic performance. 

Data also suggested a significant gap in communication between MoE and ToDS. 

MoE is not accessible to ToDS. ToDS want to be involved in decision-making but do 

not seem to know how this could happen; thus, ToDS’ voices cannot be heard in policy 

enactments and the ToDS’ training needs.  

More so, findings raise concerns about the efficacy of the support ToDS receive from 

their school administrators. ToDS perceived a power dynamic between them and the 

administrators. They claimed that the school administrators do not appraise or offer 

feedback that can help them improve their skills. Interestingly, the level of support 

perceived in mainstream schools differs from the support ToDS receive in special 

schools for the Deaf (SSD). ToDS working in SSD felt more supportive than those 

working in mainstream schools. This seems to result from the specialist knowledge 

the administrators held about deaf education. The administrators were familiar with 

the challenges ToDS are facing.  Notwithstanding, it is crucial that ToDS, irrespective 

of the type of school, have access to proper and efficient support that can enhance 

ToDS’ skills and improve their experience.  
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6.1.5. What did it mean to be a ToD in the socio-cultural and Islamic context of 

Saudi Arabia? 

As discussed in section 5.5.3, Islamic religion plays a crucial role in shaping Saudi 

ToDS’ experiences. ToDS believe that a reward from Allah was a motivation to work 

with DS. ToDS desire to make a positive contribution to the lives of DS as Islamic 

religion demands. Most ToDS perceived their job to be charitable in the sense that 

their role as ToDS involves being selfless and supportive towards DS –helping them 

with other issues beyond the school.  –They believe in the supremacy of the spiritual 

rewards attached to such service and are motivated to work harder. Socially, ToDS are 

also required to provide support and pastoral care to students. This claim was evident 

in how ToDS perceived themselves not only as teachers but also as caregivers to deaf 

students – helping them make most of their academic experience.   

Furthermore, findings suggested the prevalence of social stigma for both ToDS and 

DS. ToDS are looked downgraded for teaching Deaf students. Most people in the 

community, including some family members, have little or no understanding of deaf 

people or disabilities. As such, ToDS are socially stigmatised in society. Although 

some ToDS (e.g., 1THM) acknowledged that people’s perceptive toward ToDS are 

evolving due to their salaries and humanitarian nature, social stigma was still a reality. 

This raises the need to promote awareness of the role of ToDS in improving the quality 

of life of DS and therefore eliminating social stigmatisation of ToDS.  

6.2. Contribution to the knowledge  

This study made methodological, empirical and theoretical contributions to 

knowledge. It significantly adds to the understanding of the roles, nature and 

experiences of Teachers of deaf students (ToDS) in Saudi Arabia. Methodologically, 

this study demonstrates how a qualitative approach can offer insight and new 

perspectives on how deaf students learn in Saudi. As noted in chapter two, similar 

research focus and research papers in Saudi Arabia were mainly quantitative-based, 

researched using predetermined variables.  The focus group and interview data 

collection adopted in this study gave voice to ToDS, allowing them to reflect (in their 

own words) on their teaching skills, competencies and experiences and how their 
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teaching knowledge impacts deaf students’ learning. Despite the cultural factors that 

inhibit people from speaking up for fear of being judged or criticised, this study 

showed that the qualitative approach could be powerful in gaining a unique insight 

into the deaf education system in Saudi. The qualitative approach can enable 

researchers to begin to take a step towards positioning not only ToDS but also all 

Saudi teachers as having a significant contribution to make in improving the quality 

of the education system in Saudi. 

 The study also offered valuable insights into the nature, roles and experiences of being 

a ToD in Saudi Arabia.  Most importantly, the study provided new knowledge about 

collaborations between ToDS and parents, relationships between ToDS and their 

students, and the cooperation of ToDS and the Ministry of Education (MoE). The 

study reported dysfunctionality in the Saudi deaf education system in which ToDS are 

not involved in policy decision-making. ToDS’ partnership with MoE in policy 

enactment and curriculum development is essential in ensuring that the curriculum 

and learning materials of deaf students are appropriate and fit for their learning.  Also, 

the study contributed to debates on teacher accountability.  The study indicated no 

standard accountability process and approach in Saudi deaf education. The lack of 

accountability process seems to affect how ToDS discharge their duties. ToDS' 

motivation for taking the job seems to come in the way of their commitment to their 

job and their willingness to improve their teaching skills and competencies.    

Additionally, this study afforded insights into the need for an efficient teacher 

education program for Saudi ToDS. The current training system of ToDS is not very 

effective in producing quality ToDS. Despite going through the stipulated teacher 

training, ToDS start their role with little or no confidence as they feel unprepared for 

the job. Most of the ToDS could not communicate and relate with the students due to 

their lack of knowledge of sign language. The study identified that ToDS also had 

little understanding of adapting the curriculum to deaf students' learning needs, 

resulting from the lack of such training during their pre – and in-service education.  

Bronfenbrenner’s ecological model as the conceptual lens in this study contributed to 

understanding how ToDS roles are based on and impacted by other factors (i.e.) the 
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different sub-systems that made up the Saudi Deaf education system. Evidence from 

the study suggested that although the Saudi government strives for quality education 

for the deaf, the processes need more refinement.  For instance, the government offers 

financial incentives to ToDS and ensures good working conditions, but the curriculum 

and assessment are not well aligned with deaf students' (DS) learning. This means that 

ToDS struggle with providing quality teaching for DS. The adoption of the 

Bronfenbrenner ecological model is innovative in the context of deaf education in 

Saudi, and only a few research in Saudi Arabia has adopted it. Although 

Bronfenbrenner's ecological model has been used in different contexts, its adoption in 

deaf education is still limited.  My study has shown that adopting the model as a 

conceptual or theoretical lens can provide insights into how the different social 

systems within the ecological system of Saudi Arabia (i.e., the micro-, meso-, exo- 

and macrosystem) interact and influence the nature, scope requirements, competence, 

skills and perceptions of ToDS.  

6.3.  Research Strengths and Limitations of the Study 

Due to the qualitative nature of this study, the study’s findings could not be generalised 

to a wider population as it was beyond the scope of the study.  I, however, generated 

in-depth understanding of how male ToDS feel about their role and understood the 

factors that impact their role as ToDS. The findings can be transferred, and the study 

replicated in a similar context. This proves the strength and trustworthiness of the 

research process and study.  

Furthermore, as a male researcher, I am allowed to meet and interview only male 

ToDS as Saudi culture demands. This affected the homogeneity of the participant 

sample but had little or no impact on the quality of data collected.  The study is also 

limited in terms of communication during the focus group interview. Focus groups 

participants were hesitant to voice dissenting opinions as they worried over the 

confidentiality of their opinions. Participants avoided discussions around certain 

experiences and sensitive topics during the focus groups.  To make up for the 

perceived lost data, I conducted one-on-one semi-structured interviews to ensure that 

all participants’ views were accounted for. Dickson-Swift et al. (2006) noted that there 
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is always a risk with interviews. Participants often misunderstand the purpose of the 

interview and perceive them to be an avenue to make groundbreaking changes within 

an organisation they work. At times, the participants mistake the interview as therapy 

(Dickson-Swift et al., 2006). From the onset, I discussed the research aim and process 

with the participants to avoid such misconceptions before the consent forms were 

signed.  

Also, I had a challenge with the school observation and was caught up in what Calas 

et al. (2021) described as “going native” and overinvolved. I noticed that ToDS 

seemed uneasy around me; hence, I made an effort to be unobtrusive when collecting 

observation data to ensure that people did not feel pressured to behave in specific 

ways. For example, during activities/events, such as breakfast time and school 

assemblies, I did not take copious notes during the observing time as I did not want to 

obstruct the schools’ regular routine.  Although I had planned not to disrupt the school 

activities, some incidents broadened my understanding of the context. For instance, I 

noticed that some DS was upset in the classroom, and the ToDS could not calm them 

down. Although this incident can be interpreted from different perspectives, I chose 

to see it as part of the common working practice of ToDS. My personal experience as 

ToD influenced this interpretation.  

Furthermore, ToDS were worried about the confidentiality of their responses, 

especially as they did not expect such direct questioning. In a culturally diverse context 

like Saudi Arabia, there is a high value for privacy and a fear of being judged. Thus, I 

reassured the participants that I would neither judge nor criticism them. 

Notwithstanding, most teachers avoided giving direct answers, so I adopted a diverse 

questioning approach during the interviews. I also gained participants' trust by 

establishing rapport with each participant to ease how I would share their ideas and 

impressions with others. 

Another limitation of the study sufficed in my inability to reach Saudi policymakers 

in special education, specifically those for deaf education. They refused to participate 

and did not provide any reasons for this refusal. Hence, I could not provide a holistic 

understanding of the lack of ToDS involvement in policy decision-making. 
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The main strength of this study lies in its cultural embodiment. Both the researcher 

and participants speak the same language; hence there was no risk of misconceptions 

and data loss. Also, my professional experience as a ToD provided the insider 

perspective required to make sense of the data. I adapted the questioning approach and 

developed a good relationship with all the participants. Finally, my study provided 

firsthand and in-depth knowledge of the different expectations of HTs in a Saudi 

school setting.  

6.4.  Recommendations for Policy, Practice and Future Research 

6.4.1. Recommendations for Policy 

i. There is a need to develop assessments procedures that consider deaf 

students' (DS) learning abilities. Assessment in Saudi Arabia currently takes 

a one size fits all approach and does not support DS learning  

ii. The current curriculum for teaching DS is not fit for purpose as it does not 

consider DS's hearing ability. This makes it difficult for ToDS to adopt the 

curriculum in their teaching effectively.  Therefore, the curriculum needs 

reviewing to ensure that the curriculum for teaching DS contains more visual 

materials than it currently has. 

iii. There is a need to improve the system of training ToDS in Saudi Arabia. The 

current teacher training programmes, both pre- and in-service  training, do 

not provide the necessary skills to become effective ToDS. Such skills 

include sign language, IEP development and so on. Teaching practicum is 

expected to help ToDS translate their theoretical knowledge to practice; 

however, this seems not to be the case in this study. Most ToDS start with a 

limited understanding of IEP development and sign language, which in most 

cases, impacted their relationships with DS and on their (ToDS) teaching 

role. Hence, it will be worthwhile to review and improve how ToDS train to 

become teachers and what they learn – making sure that it is relevant and 

applicable to their role.  

iv. There should be clear communication and collaboration between 

policymakers and ToDS. This is very important as ToDS are close to DS and 

know what they (DS) need to progress in their study. As such, ToDS are in 
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the position to advise the government on the best classroom materials for 

teaching DS and how best to improve their learning. 

6.4.2. Recommendations for practice  

i. There is a need for Teachers of deaf students (ToDs) to understand how best 

to adapt the curriculum to deaf students’ needs. Although the national 

curriculum does not seem to support DS learning, ToDS must learn how to 

adjust the curriculum to meet DS learning needs.  

ii. ToDS must make efforts to communicate with other stakeholders, especially 

DS families. Such collaboration will provide the necessary supports DS 

needed in their learning.  

6.4.3. Recommendations for future research  

i. Future researchers should focus on understanding how the collaboration 

between the Ministry of Education and ToDS can be fostered. The study 

should identify why there was a lack of involvement of ToDS in policy 

decision-making. 

ii. Future researchers may also examine female ToD experiences as this may 

differ in teaching strategies or routines.  

iii. Future researchers may also explore how ToDS are trained and its 

implication on their role as teachers  
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Regarding future research, the most urgent research is required in collaboration with 

the MoE to understand why there was a lack of involvement of ToDS in policy 

decision-making. Secondly, a gap remains concerning female ToD experience which 

might differ in terms of teaching strategies or routines.  
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Appendices  

Appendix 1: Focus Group Questionnaire 

 

ةزكرملا ةعومجملا ةلئسأ : 

 

جھنملا ةمءلام ىدم ام : :١س  

 

؟مصلا میلعت يف ازیفحت رثكلأا ءزجلا وھ ام :2 س  

 

؟مصلا ذیملاتلا سیردت نع كاضر ىدم ام :3 س  

 

؟مصلل سردمك كل ةحاتملا دراوملاو يلاملا معدلا دجت فیك :4 س  

 

؟مصلل ملعمك كل حاتملا يرشبلا معدلا دجت فیك :5 س  

 

؟اھتمیق يھ ام ؟مصلل سردمك كل حاتم ةمدخلا ءانثأ بیردت وأ میلعت يأ كانھ لھ :6 س  

 

؟ةفرعملا باستكاو ملعتلا ىلع مصلا بلاطلا ةردق ىرت فیك :7 س  

 

؟مصلا بلاطلا عم كتقلاع ىرت فیك :8 س  
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Focus Group Questionnaire (translation) 

 

All thanks for your kind approval to conduct this focus group. The focus group aims to 

explore the experiences of teachers of the deaf, positive, the challenges and supports that 

available for them. This focus group is for purely academic purposes, and your identity 

will be anonymous, you have the right to withdraw at any time and without giving a 

reason. The duration of the focus group will be 60 minutes. 

 

Name: 

Qualification: 

Years of experience: 

School’s name: 

Signature to consent to participate on the research: 

 

Q1: How suitable is the curriculum? 

 

Q2: What is the most motivational part of deaf education? 

 

Q3: How satisfied are you with teaching DS? 

 

Q4: How do you find the financial and resources support that is available for you as ToD? 
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Q5: How do you find the human support that is available for you as ToD? 

 

Q6: Is there any in-service education or training available for you as ToD? How valuable is it? 

 

Q7: How do you perceive DS’ ability to learn and gain knowledge? 

 

Q8: How do you perceive your relationship towards DS? 
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Appendix 2: ToD Interview Questions 

 
 

 ةیباجیلإا مصلا يملعم براجت ىلع فرعتلل فدھت ةلباقملا ،ةلباقملا هذھ ءارجإب ةقفاوملاب كمركت ىلع ركشلا لك
 نلو ةلاسرلا يف ةلوھجم نوكتس كتیوھو ةتحب ةیمیداكأ ضارغلأ ةلباقملا هذھ ،نادیملا يف اھنوھجاوی يتلا تایدحتلاو
 ةدم ،ببس يأ ركذ نودبو تقو يأ للاخ ةلباقملا نم باحسنلااب قحلا لماك كل ،ثحابلا ىوس ةلباقملا ىلع علطی
.ةقیقد ٦٠ دودح يف ةلباقملا  
 
:ةسردملا وأ دھعملا / ملعملا مسأ  
 
:ةربخلا تاونس ددع / ةیملعلا ةجردلا  
 
  :ةقفاوملاب عیقوتلا

 
 

:لولأا مسقلا  
 

؟ملعم نوكت نأ لبق مصلا میلعت نع كعابطنا وھ ام :١س  
 

؟مصللً املعم نوكت نأ ترتخا اذامل :٢س  
 

 ةغل مادختسا ىلع بیردتلا ،مصلا ذیملاتلا عم لماعتلا ةقیرط( ةیعماجلا كتسارد للاخ يملعلا كدادعا میقت فیك :٣س
 )ةیدرفلا ةیوبرتلا ةطخلا مادختسا ،ةراشلإا
 

 ؟ابلس وأ اباجیإ ملعم ك كلمع ىلع رثأ دادعلاا اذھ فیك :٤س
 

 
 

:يناثلا مسقلا  
 

؟كلمع ةیادب يف مصلا میلعت نع يئدبملا كعابطنا وھ ام :١س  
 

  ؟مصلا میلعت يف ةیصخشلا كتبرجت میقت فیك :٢س
 

؟نیملعملا كئلامز براجت نع كعابطنا وھ ام :٣س  
 

)نیملعملا رود وأ مھسفنأ مصلا ذیملاتلا( نیعماسلا ذیملاتلا نم هریغ نع مصلا میلعت زیمی يذلا ام :٤س  
 

)ھجراخو لصفلا لخاد( ؟مصلا میلعت يف كھجاوت تلاز امو كتھجاو يتلا تلاكشملاو تایدحتلا يھ ام :٥س  
 

 .تدجو نإ ؟تلاكشملاو تایدحتلا زواجتل اھتعبتا يتلا بیلاسلأا يھ ام :٦س
 

)ذیملاتلا توافت يعارت ،بلاطلاو ملعملل يدحتلا ىوتسم ( مصلل ةمدقملا تارابتخلااو جھانملا يف كیأر وھ ام :٧س  
 

؟ةیدرفلا مھتاردق يف نیتوافتم مصلا ذیملاتلا ىدم يأ ىلإ :٨س  
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؟مصلا ملعمل ریبك يدحت ةیدرفلا مھتاردق يف مھتوافت ربتعی لھ ،كرظن ةھجو نم :٩س  
 

  تارابتخلاا دادعاو ،ةیدرفلا ةیوبرتلا ةطخلاو ،سوردلل دادعلاا ةیلمع يف تقولا قیض نم يناعت لھ :١٠س
 

؟مصلاا يدلاو عم لصاوتلا ،اھحیحصتو  
 

 ؟كلمعب ةقلعتملا ماھملا زاجنا يف ھیضقت يذلا دھجلاو تقولا نم مك نع ملكت :١١س
 

 قرط ،ةراشلإا ةغل ناقتا ( ؟مصلا ملعم يف رفوتت نأ بجی يتلا ةیملعلا تاراھملا زربأ يھ ام ،كرظن ةھجو نم :١٢س
 )جھنملاب يملعلا مامللإا ،حرشلا
 
 
 

 ؟كئلامز مصلا يملعمو ،كسفن يف تاراھملا هذھ رفوتل كمییقت ام :١٣س
 

 ؟مصلا كذیملاتل ھمدقت ام ةمیقب رعشت لھ :١٤س
 

 ؟ھتمیقب رعشت كلعجی يذلا ام نع ملكت :١٥س
 

 ؟لاجملا اذھ يف رارمتسلاا ىلع ةردقلا مدعو طابحلإاب رعشت لھ ةمیق وذ نكی مل اذإ :١٦س
 

 ؟ملعم تحبصأ نأ دعب مصلا میلعت كرت يف تركف لھ :١٧س
 

؟مصلا میلعت كرت يف ركفت كتلعج يتلا بابسلأا يھ ام معن باوجلا ناك لاح يف :١٨ س  
 

؟نلآا ىلإ مصلا میلعت كرتت نأ نم كعنم يذلا ام معن باوجلا ناك لاح يف :١٩س  
 

 ؟مصلا میلعتل كبذجت يتلا ةیباجیلاا ءایشلأا زربأ يھ ام لا باوجلا ناك لاح يف :٢٠س
 
 
 
 :ثلاثلا مسقلا
 

 يف رود مھل عمسلا صحف يئاصخاو قطنلا يئاصخاو نییوبرتلا نیفرشملاو ءاردملا نأ ىرت ىدم يأ ىلإ :١س
 .مصلل ملعم ك كتدناسم
 

 تارودلا میدقت ( اھھجاوت يتلا تایدحتلاو تابوعصلاب نیملمو نادیملا يف كل نیمعاد مھ لھ كتبرجت نم :٢س
  )ةراشلإا ةغل ،ةیمیلعتلا لئاسولا ،ةیوبرتلا ةطخلا ،سوردلا دادعا ف تاھیجوتلاو
 

 )اقحلا وأ كلمع ةیادب يف( ؟ةیلاع ةیفرعملا كتایناكما نع نییوبرتلا نیفرشملاو ءاردملا تاعقوت لھ :٣س
 

 ؟مھتاعقوت كیلع رثؤت فیك :٤س
 

 ؟كلذ فیك ؟يفیظولا كئاضرو كئاطع ىدمو كل نییوبرتلا نیفرشملاو ءاردملا معد نیب طبار كانھ نأ ىرت لھ :٥س
 

 .دجو نإ كلذ حضو ؟میلعتلا ةرازو لبق نم ةدعاسملا لئاسولاو داوملا ریفوت، يداملا معدلا يف روصق كانھ لھ :٦س
 

 ؟) يوبرت وأ يدام معد ( مصلل ملعم ك كل ةمعاد ةیلھأ تایعمج وأ تاسسؤم كانھ لھ :٧س
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 ؟ةدناسم تایعمج وأ تاسسؤم نع تثحب قبس لھ ملعت لا تنك لاح يف :٨س

 
 ؟تاسسؤملا هذھ يھ ام :٩س

 
 ؟مھمعد نم تدفتسا فیك :١٠س

 
 

عبارلا مسقلا  :  
 

؟كذPملات يدلاو  مصلل و  ملعم  كنZب ك  ةقلاعلا  ةعPبط   ab ام   س١ :
 

؟نيدلاولا نم  بواجتو  معد   mكان  mل  س٢ :
 

؟نيدلاولا نم  qrاpلا 
b معدلا  sع  لوصحلاو  لصاوتلا  ةPلمع   qr

b يدحت  هجاوت  ىوتسم  يأ  ~إ   س٣ :
 

؟�bلعلا مصلأا  مهنبا  ىوتسم  عفر   qr
b كعم  لمعلا  sع   �مهعPجش لجأ  نم  ةق��ط   qr

b تركف   mل  س٤ :
 

؟ةعفان اهتدجو  ��لا 
b قرطلا   ab ام   س٥ :

 
 
 
 

ةل�اقملا ة�اهن  ،، 
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TOD Interview Questions (translation) 

All thanks for your kind approval to conduct this interview. The interview aims to explore 

the experiences of teachers of the deaf, positive, the challenges and supports that available 

for them. This interview is for purely academic purposes, and your identity will be 

anonymous, you have the right to withdraw from the interview at any time and without 

giving a reason. The duration of the interview Within 60 minutes. 

 

Name: 

Qualification: 

Years of experience: 

School’s name: 

Signature to consent to participate on the research: 
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First section: 

Q1: What was your perception with regard to deaf education before you become ToD? 

Q2: Why did you chose to teach DS? 

Q3: How beneficial was your BA preparation program? 

Q4: How the preparation program effect on your work as ToD either positively or negatively? 

Second section: 

Q1: What was your initial perception towards teaching DS at the beginning? How do you 

evaluate your skills and self-efficacy at the beginning? 

Q2: How do you see your experience generally with regard teaching DS so far ? 

Q3: What do you think your colleague experience generally with regard teaching? 

Q4: What makes teaching DS unique? 

Q5: What are the challenges you faced and still face in teaching DS? 

Q6: What have you done to overcome these challenges? 

Q7: What do you think about the NC? (Appropriate benefits.) What is your perception towards 

DS’ ability to learn, cognitive ability? 

Q8: How appropriate is the methods of evaluation and test in deaf education? Do you think if 

there is a NT required from the MoE for DS will make DS’ learning and academic outcome 

better? How?  

Q9: How DS vary in term of personal differences? 

Q10: Do you think DS’ personal differences required the use of IEP, how? 

• Do you teach DS as HS by lecturing and providing the lesson without working alone 
with each student? 

• What are the key ideas ToDS should know about DS’ personality? 
• What is your expectation towards DS’ future performance in further education? 
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• Do you have issues with finding or preparing VET, how? 

Q11: Do you have an issue with lack of time to prepare all paperwork and other required tasks? 

Q12: What do you think are the most skills ToDS need to have? 

Q13: At what level ToD you know have these skills? Have you enrolled in any in-service 

education and training courses? How beneficial are in-service program? 

Q14: Based on the skills and knowledge you have, can you impact DS positively? Do you feel 

the value of you what you do for your students? Give me an example?  

Q15: How satisfied are you with being ToD? Have you thought of leaving your job as ToD?  

Q16: In case you thought of leaving, what made you think of leaving ? 

Q17: In case you thought of leaving, why you did not leave till now? 

Q18: In case you never thought of leaving, what are the positive aspects made you never 

thought of leaving teaching DS? 

Q19: How does people around you perceive you as ToD? (social stigma as ToD) 

The third section: 

How do you find the support from the MoE for you as ToD? 

Q1: Tell me about how (head-teacher, educational supervisors, other professional related staff) 

are familiar with your work and challenges face you in the classroom and outside? 

Q2: Are they helpful and supportive to you in the classroom and outside? 

Q3: Tell me about head-teachers and educational supervisors’ expectations for your, skills, 

work, and achievement? 

Q4: How does their expectation effect on you? 

Q5: Do you think there is a link between head-teachers and educational supportive support and 

your job satisfaction level? 
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Q6: Does there lack of resources and financial support? Give me an example. 

Q7: Do you think teaching assistant is important and helpful? If yes, how? 

Q8: How does being Muslim effect on you as ToD? 

Forth section: 

Q1: How do you see your relationship with family of your students? 

Q2: Does there a corporation from the families of your students to improve their child 

academically? Give me an example. 

Q3: in case there is no corporation, have you thought of involving them? Give me an example. 
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HT and ES Interview Questions  

 
 

 میحرلا نمحرلا الله مسب
 
 

 :فرشملا مسأ
 
 :ةربخلا تاونس ةدم
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 ؟ماع لكشب مصلا يملعم نع كعابطنا وھ ام -
 جاتنا يف ةیعادبلإا مھتردقو ،مھیدل يتلا ةیسیردتلا تاراھملا ،مھتاناكمإ ،مھدادعا ،ثیح نم(
 )مصلا سیردت وحن مھھجوتو مھتیعفاد ،ةدعاسم ةیرصب ةیمیلعت لئاسو
 

 ؟میلعتلا تارادإ لبق نم مھل مدقملا معدلا ىوتسم وھ ام كیأرب -
 تایدحتلا مھفتو ةبسانم تارود داجیإ يف يرشبلا معدلا ،سیردت ةنس لوأ للاخ مھمعد(
 )مھئادأ ریوطتل دوجوملا يداملا زیفحتلا ،اھزواجت ىلع مھتدعاسمو اھنوھجوی يتلا
 

 ةرازولا رودب يدل كش لاو رخآ فرط ىلع فرط لك موللا يقلی نأ يعیبطلا نم -
 يصخش معد دجوی لا ھنأ ركذ نیملعملا ضعب نكلو مصلا يملعم ةدناسم يف
 مھملاك میقت فیك ،مامتھا يأ نودب مھدحول نیملعملا نأكو ةرازولا لبق نم ةدناسمو
 يف مھرظن تاھجول عمتسی دحأ لا جھنملا صخی امیف ركذی لاثم مھضعب ؟اذھ
 ،مھیأر ذخؤی نأ بجیو نادیملا يف نم مھ نیملعملا نأ مغر هریوطت
  

 لخاد يف مھل اھتدئاف ىدمو مھل ةمدقملا تارودلا ةیعونو ددع يف روصق كانھ اضیأ -
 ،لصفلا

 
 ةعباتم وأ ،نیعدبملا نیملعملل يدام معدو زیفحت دجوی لا ھنأ ركذ اضیأ ضعبلا -

 ،نیمتھم ریغلا نیملعملا ھیبنتو
 

 ةیباجیإ ؟مصلا مھذیملات عم مھزاجنإو ماع لكشب نیملعملا ءاطعل مكتاعقوت يھ ام -
 ؟للملاو دومجلا نم ةلاح كانھ مأ ةلئافتمو

 
 ىوتسم ریوطتو فادھلأا قیقحت ثیح نم نیملعملا ةعباتمو ءادأ مییقت ةقیرط لھ  -

 ؟ةرازولا لبق نم ةعباتمو ؟سایقلل ةلباق مصلا ذیملاتلا
 
 

 قیبطت متی لا داكی وأ ردان ةقباسلا يتربخو مصلا يملعم نم تلباق نم ىلع ءًانب  -
 ةیدرفلا ةیوبرتلا ةطخلا نأ ىرت لھ ،مصلا ذیملاتلا عم ةیدرفلا ةیوبرتلا ةطخلا
 ؟ةمھم
 

 يف رارمتسلال مصلا يملعمل ةزفحملا تایباجیلإا زربأ يھ ام كرظن ةھجو نم -
 وأ لقأ باصن ،لقأ ذیملاتلا ددع ،يفاضلإا لدبلا( ؟ةدوجوملا تایدحتلا مغر مھلمع
 )هریغ
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 ؟مصلا يملعم ھجاوت يتلا تابوعصلاو تایدحتلا زربأ يھ ام كرظن ةھجو نم -

 )ةدناسم دوجو مدع ،ةراشلإا ةغل ، جھانملا ، مصلاا بلاطلا تاردق(
 

 ،ةرازولا يف رارقلا يعناص نیبو مھنیب ةدوقفم ةقلح كانھ ھنأ ركذ نیملعملا ضعب -
 ؟ةرازولا يف رارقلا يعناص عم لصاوتلل مصلا يملعمل ةحاتملا ةقیرطلا يھ ام
 

 مامتھلاا مھیدل سیل رارقلا يعناص ضعب نوكی نأ ةلأسم يف غلاب ضعبلا نأ مزجأ -
 ؟مھیدل دوجوم عابطلاا اذھ نوكی اذامل كیأرب مصلا میلعت ریوطتب يفاكلا
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HT and ES Interview Questions (translation) 

All thanks for your kind approval to conduct this interview. The interview aims to explore 

the experiences of teachers of the deaf, positive, the challenges and supports that available 

for them. This interview is for purely academic purposes, and your identity will be 

anonymous, you have the right to withdraw from the interview at any time and without 

giving a reason. The duration of the interview Within 60 minutes. 

 

Name: 

Occupation: 

Qualification: 

Years of experience: 

School’s name: 

Signature to consent to participate on the research: 
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Q1: What is your perception regarding ToD ? (skills, teaching methods, innovation, use of 
VET, motivation, perception towards to DS) 

 
Q2: At what level the administrator of special education (ASE) is supportive to ToD? (for 
new ToD, human support like training, physical and financial support)  

 
Q3: It is understandable that some ToD blame and complain the ASE regarding they are 
not supportive and do not care about improving special education, how do you respond to 
their complain? (Gap, NC, appropriate training, No motivation, lack of VET) 

 
Q4: As Educational supervisor, what is your expectation towards ToD performance and 
achievement? Give me an example. 

 
Q5: Does there an evaluation guide for ToD achievement from the ASE? Explain more. 

 
Q6: Based on ToD interviews they never or rarely use IEP? What do you think is the 
reason? 

 
Q7: What do you think the most advantage that motivate ToD do their best for teaching 
DS? (Bonus, DS number, lessons number) 

 
Q8: What do you think the most challenges ToD face? 

 
Q9: Some ToD express there is a gap between them and policy makers, how true is such a 
ToD’s statement? Explain more. 

Q10: How can ToD communicate with policy makers from the ASE in the ministry of 

Education? Give me an example. 
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Appendix 3:  Observational Paperwork 
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Appendix 4: Ethical Approval Form 

Application for Ethical Approval for Research Degrees 

Student number: 1692531 

Student name: Saleh Alhassan PhD 

Project title: An Investigation of the experience of teaching deaf students in Saudi Arabia 

Supervisor: Dr Dimitra Hartas 

Funding body (if relevant): 

Please ensure you have read the Guidance for the Ethical Conduct of Research available in 

the handbook. 

Methodology 

Please outline the methodology, e.g. observation, individual interviews, focus groups, group 

testing, etc. 

Semi-structured interview, participant observation, document analysis 

Participants 

Please specify all participants in the research including ages of children and young people 

where appropriate. Also specify if any participants are vulnerable e.g. children; as a result of 

learning disability. 

About 20 teachers of the deaf, head-teachers, supervisors of teachers.  

Respect for participants’ rights and dignity 

How will the fundamental rights and dignity of participants be respected, e.g. confidentiality, 

respect of cultural and religious values? 
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Respect for cultural and religious values will be assured due to that I am from Saudi Arabia 

and the research will be conducted in Saudi Arabia. I am also familiar with all cultural and 

religious values of schools for the deaf. For example, since education in Saudi Arabia separates 

boys from girls, this research will be limited to male teachers only because I am a man. I will 

not contest with the teacher or discuss with them about their way of teaching their students. 

The purpose of my research is not to guide them, but to investigate the experience of teaching 

deaf students with regard to the motivations and challenge teachers of the deaf face. 

Privacy and confidentiality 

How will confidentiality be assured? Please address all aspects of research including 

protection of data records, thesis, reports/papers that might arise from the study. 

All the data is going to be classified. My supervisor and I are the only people who will have 

access to the data. I will code all the names of participants and schools so no one can recognise 

the identity of any participant. I will explain to the participant that they are going to be 

anonymous and their identity will be protected. I will also explain to the participant how the 

information will be used and presented in the research. 

Consent 

How will prior informed consent be obtained from the following? 

From participants: Yes 

From others: Yes 

If prior informed consent is not to be obtained, give reason: 

Consent forms will be signed by all participants. 

Will participants be explicitly informed of the student’s status? Yes.
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Competence 

How will you ensure that all methods used are undertaken with the necessary competence? 

By working along with my supervisor, by conducting the pilot study and by practising with my 

friends before collecting data. 

Protection of participants 

How will participants’ safety and well-being be safeguarded? 

The researcher will explain to the participants that the information that they will provide is 

going to be used only for academic research and they have the right to withdraw at any time 

and they do not have to provide an excuse for it. 

Child protection 

Will a CRB check be needed?  No  

No children will involve in this research. 

Addressing dilemmas 

Even well-planned research can produce ethical dilemmas. How will you address any ethical 

dilemmas that may arise in your research? 

I will use informed consent to avoid any dilemma. I will explain in the informed consent that 

his work with me is fully voluntary and he has the right to withdraw during the collection of 

data whenever he wishes. I will clarify the nature of the research and the purpose of it and that 

his Identity will not be presented in the research. In case of any ethical dilemma, the researcher 

will discuss it with his supervisor through email. 

Misuse of research 

How will you seek to ensure that the research and the evidence resulting from it are not 

misused? 
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This will be avoided by working closely with my supervisor and the participants. I will ensure 

them that obtained data will not be passed to a third party. I will make it clear to the participants 

that their identity will be anonymous. I also will make it clear to them that the data will only 

be used for research purposes. 
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Support for research participants 

What action is proposed if sensitive issues are raised or a participant becomes upset? 

No sensitive issues are expected to arise especially since the research will not involve children. 

If any issues arise, I will first inform the practitioners and the administrators so that they can 

deal with it the way they like as they have the expertise to handle these issues. Also by 

reminding the participants that they have the right to withdraw at any time during the collection 

of data and they do not have to provide an excuse for it. 

Integrity 

How will you ensure that your research and its reporting are honest, fair and respectful to 

others? 

The data will be collected and analysed under the supervision of my supervisor and taking a 

thoughtful ethical approach. My supervisors will read through my research report along with 

evidence gathered from the fieldwork. I will also discuss my research data with the teachers 

or practitioners depending on their availability so that any discrepancy between reality and my 

report can be addressed. 

What agreement has been made for the attribution of authorship by yourself and your 

supervisor(s) of any reports or publications? 

None so far but this will be discussed with my supervisor. 

Other issues 

Please specify other issues not discussed above, if any, and how you will address them. 
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Signed: 

Student: 

Supervisor:  

Saleh 
Alhassan 

Dimitra Hartas 

Date: 25/7/2018 

Date: 25/7/2018 

Please submit this form to the Research Office (Donna Jay, Room Cl .10) 
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Office use only 
Action taken: 

Al Approved 

[3 Approved with modification or conditions — see below 

Action deferred. Please supply additional information or clarification — see 
below 

 Name: Dr Michael Wyness 

 Signature: 

Date: 26/7/2018 

 Stamped:  

Notes of Action: 
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Appendix 5: Example of Coding, sub-themes, and themes. 

 A. Pre-preservice program 

1.    Unfamiliar about deaf ed (AD709,  

2.    Having a relative who’s deaf (AD711, AR834, AW914, AA1070, KQ1174, 

MM1204,  

3.    Reasons to study SE 

4.    Reasons to Study D Ed 

B. Nature of Preparation programs: 

1.    Negative 

i.    Unbeneficial theory 

a.    Too much theory (AD6, AF24, AG31, AS58, AB94, AH110, AN119, MZ168,  

b.    No or poor SL courses (AF24, AG36, AT66, AZ87, SG106, AH112, MM159, 

MZ170, YT175,  

c.    No courses for creating visual educational tools (AF25, AF498,  

d.    No courses for managing a classroom (AF25,  

e.    No courses on how to develop IEP ( AZ88, MZ170, AG383,  

f.    No evidence-based teaching methods (AH111, 

ii.    Insignificant practice (AD7, AF24, AG31, AZ90, AB95, IO140, IT146, MM160, 

MZ169, YT174,  

iii.    Differences <Gap> (AD9, AG35, AZ85, AN118, IT148, KQ152, MM157,  

iv.    Based on other countries fields (AT64,  
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v.    Some Faculties are not well-qualified or never been to the field (AT64, BS130, 

IT147, 

vi.     

2.    Positive 

i.    Beneficial theory 

a.    Wide understanding of all disabilities (AR51, SG105, AH109, IO139, IT145, 

YT173,  

b.    Understanding and dealing with the deaf (AZ86, SG103 BS133, 

c.    Developing IEP ( BS132,  

ii.    Well qualified faculties (AR47, AH113,  

iii.    Useful practical (AW79,  

iv.     

3.    Type and duration of pre-service program 

i.    BA four years (AD, AF, AG, AR, AT, AZ, KQ, MM, MZ, AB) 

ii.    Diploma for one year ( AS, AW, SG, AN, BS, IO, IT, YT, AH) 

iii.    Only courses in SL (MA) 

iv.    Begin to teach Ds before getting the pre-service program (AS859, SG991, 

AA1075, BS1095, IO1127,  

 

B1. Nature of Practical semester in preparation programs 

i.    The most beneficial aspects during BA (AD16,  

ii.    Taught D (AR53, MM160,  
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iii.    Taught HH, not D (AD17, AZ90,  

iv.    Supervision (AD17, AT70, AW79, AZ89, MM162,  

v.    Less than a semester in earlier programs (AG34,  

vi.     

 

C. The experience of teaching deaf students 

C1. At the beginning 

1.    Skills 

i.    No SL or so poor SL (AD11-719, AD15, MM159, AS873, AT895, AW919, 

AZ938, AB964, AH1023, MZ1235,  

ii.    Not well prepared (AD717, MZ1235,  

iii.    Taught Ds for the first time without any pre-service program! (AS859,  

2.    Attributes 

i.    Less confidence (AD14, SG990, MZ1241,  

ii.    The desire to make changes (AG40-807, AN1047, MM1214-1587,  

iii.     

3.    Struggles 

i.    Unable to teach (AD15, 

ii.    Unable to communicate with his students due to no SL (AS873,  

4.    Feelings of ToD 

i.    Positive 
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a.    Excited (AR52, AF762, AG810, AT894, IO1132, YT1265,  

b.    Like it (AF767, AN1046, MM1212,  

c.     I did not feel frustrated (AG806,  

d.    Felt normally (AR842,  

e.    Accepted them (AT894*, AW918, AZ937, AB968, AA1081, IO1133, MM1211,  

1.    In the second week (BS1104,  

f.    Optimistic (AA1082,  

g.    Was not afraid (IT1158*, YT1261,  

h.    Was not so difficult (KQ1181*,  

 

ii.    Negative 

a.    Lost (AF27,  

b.    Frustrated (AD718,  

c.    Surprise (AD716-727,  

d.    Shocked (AF768, MZ1235,  

e.    Anxious (AB963,  

f.    Worried (SG990,  

g.    Stressed (AH1023,  

h.    Did not accept them in the first class (BS1104,  

 

5.    Perspective toward teaching Ds 
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i.     Positive 

a.    Was not difficult (AS863*,  AT900, IO1134,  

b.    Positive (AA1085, KQ1186, MZ1243, YT1266,  

c.    Was not bad (IT1161, 

d.    Optimistic (MM1213,   

e.    Valuable (AF1292*,  

ii.     Negative 

a.     Difficult (AD731, AR843, AH1026*, AT1348,  

b.     Stressful (AD731,  

c.    So challenging (AW922,  

iii.     

6.    Learning from his students 

i.    Learning SL (AD11-724, AS59, YT176, IT332, AG807, AS875, AH1025, IO1131,  

ii.      

iii.      

C2. Till now 

1.     His impression towards teaching Ds I have to re-categorised it by feeling and 

perspective 

i.    Positive  

a.    Positive (AD733, AF771, AR847, AS877, AB970, SG997, AH1030, AN1054, 

AA1086, IT1166, KQ1192, AG1298, Az1384, BS1494,  
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b.    More motivated (AD735,  

c.    Value (AD743, IO1515, IT1528,  

d.    Happy (AD744, AR849, AW924*, AG1299, BS1492, IO1517, YT1645-1650,  

e.    Easy (AG815*, MM1586,  

1.    Well organised SASL dictionary (AG815,  

2.    Internet (AG818,  

3.    New technology (AG820,  

f.    Excited (AS878, AB971-1394*,  

g.    More favourable (AT903,  

h.    More confident (SG992,  

i.    Satisfied (SG998*,  

j.    More experience (AH1031,  

k.    Not challenging (AA1088,  

l.    Enjoy (MM1215-1586, AW1369,  

m.    Valuable (AF1292*,  

n.    Useful (AS1318,  

o.    Not frustrated (AW1357*,  IO1504*, MM1583*, YT1643,  

ii.    Negative  

a.    Bored (AF772,  

b.    Frustrated (AF772, AG1301, AR1308*, AB1397, SG1411, IT1533, KQ1558-

1573,   
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c.     Do expect high performance from Ds (IO1139*,  

d.    Still, there are some obstacles like the gap between ToD and policymakers 

(IT1167, KQ1190*, IO1818*,  

e.    Disappointed (AF1288*, AZ1380,  AA1473, MZ1618,  

f.    Nervous (AB1395,  

g.      

 

2.    Perspective toward teaching Ds 

a.     Positive 

1.    Valuable (AF1292*,  

2.    Beneficial (AZ1383, SG1414, BS1493, YT1644,  

3.    Reality expectation of Ds performance (IO1505*,  

4.    Positive expectation  (MZ1624,   

5.    Not hard to teach Ds (YT1648,  

b.     Negative  

1.     Difficult (AH1026*, AT1348, MZ1625,  

2.    Challenging ( AW1366,  

3.    Tough (AB1399,    

4.     Low expectation Medical mode (IT1541,  

5.    Teaching only basic lessons (IT1540,  

6.     Lack of cooperation among ToD peer (KQ1556,  
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7.      

8.     

c.     Challenging  

1.     Gap in the communication (AW1367,  

2.     Teaching Vague aspects (AW1370**,  

3.     Keep learning SL (AB1400,  

4.      

5.      

d.    Attributes  

1.    Patient (MZ1629,  

2.    Desire to educate Ds (MZ1629,  

 

3.    Thinking of leaving teaching deaf 

i.     Never thought (AB1402, SG1416, AN1461, BS1497, IO1518, MM1590, YT1651,  

a.    Reasons  

1.    Best job I can do (AB1404, AN1462,  

2.    I am close to Ds (AB1405, SG1423*, 

3.    I feel I am part of their community (BS1500,  

4.    I can influence them positively in their life (AB1406, MM1593,  

5.    I can improve them academically (AB1407, IO1520, MM1592, YT1655,  

6.    Ds more respectful than Hs (SG1421, 
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7.    Ds appreciate my effort (SG1421, AN1463-1464**, MM1596*,  

8.    Ds like me (BS1501, YT1645,  

9.    Easier from teaching Hs (IO1524,  

10.     

ii.    Has thought (AS1320, AT1351, AZ1386, AH1430, IT1535, KQ1568, MZ1630,  

a.    Reasons for thinking to leave 

1.    lack of skills 

a.    I cannot do for Ds the best work Ds should receive (AS1321*,  

b.    I do not benefit my students academically as I should (AH1432,   

c.    Losing my speciality subject information due to it is so high for deaf students 

(IT1540,  

d.    Do not feel happy in teaching with deaf lately (KQ1569,  

2.    Nature of Ds  

a.    Hard to control (AS1323  

b.    No feedback from Ds* (AT1353,  

c.    Involve me in their social life issues (AS1329,  

d.    The MoE do not care (AH1434*,  

e.    I may benefit Hs more than Ds (AH1438,  

3.    The educational environment is not supporting (AT1352, AH1434 

a.    The national curriculum (AH1433,  

b.    The MoE do not care (AH1434*, KQ1570*,  
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c.    The gap between ToD and policymakers. (AH1437, IT1539, KQ1570, IO1818,  

d.       

e.      

4.    Social pressure  

a. Burnout (MZ1632*,  

 

b.    Reasons did not leave yet 

1.     The environment of teaching Ds is better than Hs 

a.    Ds are more excited to learn than Hs (AS1334,  

b.    Ds have more desire to come to school than Hs (AS1337*,  

c.    Ds enjoy coming to school (AS1340*,  

2.    Feeling I am part of their community (AS1342*,  

3.    No better job (AZ1388*, KQ1575, MZ1637,  

4.    No better ToD will replace me (AH1443*-1445**, IT1547* 

5.     Still thinking to leave (IT1544,  

6.    rising DS awareness about issues taking place now or in the past (MZ1639,  

 

4.     ToD impression about his colleagues' impression toward teaching Ds 

i.    Positive 

a.    Positive (AR853, AT906, AB975, SG1001!,  
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Appendix 6: Final Theme Planning  

 


