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ABSTRACT
STRATEGIC AND INTERACTIVE WRITING INSTRUCTION (SIWI):
APPRENTICING DEAF STUDENTS IN THE CONSTRUCTION OF INFORMATIVE
TEXT
By
Kimberly A. Wolbers

The purpose of this study was to investigate the effects of writing instruction that
was strategic and interactive, namely Strategic and Interactive Writing Instruction
(SIWI), when utilized with deaf, middle school students.

The SIWI curriculum was largely informed by (a) cognitive theories of
composing, (b) sociocultural theories of learning, and (c) theories of dialogue. By
drawing on these varied perspectives, a theoretical structure was imposed that
comprehensively and effectively guided the inquiry of strategic instruction of writing
within collaborative and interactive environments. In addition to strategic and interactive
instruction, STWT has four minor instructional components including: (a) use of writing
examples and non-examples; (b) metalinguistic knowledge building; (c) use of visual
scaffolds; and (d) N/P-it lessons (i.e., contextualized mini-lessons involving Noticing,
Instructing, and Practicing).

The study used a non-equivalent, pretest-posttest control group design to explore
whether students receiving SIWI made significantly greater gains compared to those not
receiving SIWI in the following areas: (a) high-level informative writing skills (i.e.,
primary traits associated with the text structure); (b) reading; (c) high-level generalized
writing skills; and (d) low-level generalized writing skills (i.e., contextual language and

conventions). The participants of the study were two teachers of the deaf and their



respective middle school students. There were 33 total students, 16 in the treatment group
and 17 in the comparison group. Students, teachers and schools were matched on a
number of variables. The SIWI intervention lasted a total of 8 weeks, during which the
treatment teacher guided the collaborative construction of two informative papers; the
comparison group continued with their usual literacy instruction.

All students were given a battery of assessments prior to and after the intervention
to evaluate any gains. These measures included (a) an informative writing assessment, (b)
an editing and revising task, (c) a generalization writing probe similar to a 7* grade state
standardized assessment, and (d) a SORT-R reading test. The first three measures were
scored, according to rubrics, for organization, coherence, evidence of text structure,
contextual language, and conventions. A second rater scored approximately 10 to 20% of
the papers and obtained an interrater reliability of 0.93 to 1.0.

A multivariate analysis of variance (MANOVA) was performed along with the
necessary follow-up univariate analyses. All analyses were statistically significant,
finding SIWI to be an effective instructional approach. Furthermore, the effect sizes ((i)
or the magnitude of the differences between group means for the writing variables were
large to very large, ranging from 1.27 to 2.65. The effect size for the reading variable was
small to moderate at 0.39.

A complementary set of qualitative data was also collected through interviews
with students around motivational aspects and declarative knowledge. Analysis of student
interview data revealed that students at posttest were able to express more knowledge
about what good writers do before, during and after they write. Motivation for writing

was a matter of topic choice.
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CHAPTER 1

INTRODUCTION

When Thomas Edison was working intensely to invent electric light, one of his
lab assistants approached him and asked about all the failed attempts they had endured.
Edison replied, "No, they're not failures. They taught something that I didn't know. They
taught me what direction to move in" (PBS Home, 2000). Edison, despite numerous
fruitless efforts, had a positive disposition and viewed his failures, not as
disappointments, but as small steps in the right direction. When it comes to the
historically low literacy achievement of deaf students, there is much to be learned from
Edison’s insistent ways. This is not a time for settling or surrendering to the numerous
failed attempts. Edison, a deaf man himself, would not be satisfied with such a
perspective. Yet, dogged persistence is needed now more than ever.

Rationale
Literacy Outcomes of Deaf Students

Statistical data on the achievement of deaf students has been collected for years
and has been used to illustrate a lack of literacy progress since the late 1950’s
(Yoshinaga-Itano & Downey, 1996b; Yoshinaga-Itano & Snyder, 1985). Despite decades
of effort and research aimed at raising achievement and reading outcomes of deaf
children, reading levels have remained stagnate. The most recent data released by the
Gallaudet Research Institute (2003) confirms this sad reality; the median reading
comprehension score for 17 and 18 year old deaf students corresponds with a 4.0 grade

reading level of hearing students. This indicates that half of the deaf and hard of hearing



students tested in this age range are reading below the typical hearing student who is
beginning the fourth grade level. Even more striking, deaf persons typically only make
one year of gain in reading comprehension over a 10 year period from age 12 to 21
(Yoshinaga-Itano, 1996). Writing achievement similarly plateaus at this age (Bereiter,
1980), with most deaf children making little to no progress in rules of transformational
grammar after the age of 12 (Yoshinaga-Itano, 1996).

Dismal literacy outcomes persist even though advancements in the field of deaf
education over the past several decades should have logically created greater literacy
achievement. Some of the developments of recent times include: technological
improvements such as cochlear implants and digital hearing aids; early identification and
intervention programs that are increasingly screening babies at birth for hearing loss and
providing services to the families by six months of age (National Center for Birth Defects
and Developmental Disabilities, 2005); the explosion of sign-based programs and
bilingual/ bicultural programs for educating deaf children; higher qualifications and
standards for educational interpreters and teachers of the deaf; legal mandates such as
IDEA that give students with hearing loss access to the general education curriculum,;
heightened awareness of Deaf' culture and the Deaf community. Yet, working to make a
difference in the literacy achievement of deaf students has proven to be a formidable task
despite these developments, and educators, now more than ever because of a changing
society, have a need for effective literacy practices.

Today’s ever-increasing technological society and global economy have impacted

the nature of learning; there exists a heavy reliance on print-based literacy skills to

! “Deaf” is intentionally capitalized to indicate a prideful and empowered subpopulation of persons who are
culturally and linguistically affiliated. When lowercase, it connotes persons with hearing loss that may or
may not have cultural ties to the Deaf community.



accomplish everyday tasks and access information (Luckner, Sebald, Cooney, Young &
Muir, 2006). Greater access to educational advancements, such as putting a deaf child in
contact with the general education curriculum, does not necessarily ensure that learning
takes place. Rather, if deaf students are to take advantage of such opportunities, they
must have an array of effective strategies for composing and comprehending information
of classroom learning and the greater society. The current study, as a result, gives
attention to how writing instruction that is strategic and interactive apprentices deaf
students in the use of cognitive strategies for writing informative text.

Further rationale for the study is provided through a broader national context.
A National Writing Agenda

Because of the lack of emphasis at all levels, writing has been branded the
“neglected R” (National Commission on Writing in America’s Schools and Colleges,
2003) in comparison to reading and arithmetic. Over the past few years, national efforts
in educational reform have centered heavily on raising student achievement in reading
and mathematics. The No Child Left Behind Act (NCLB) of 2002 calls for students in
grades 3 through 8 to be annually assessed in reading and mathematics. Students must
reach proficiency standards that increasingly build to 100% by the year 2013-2014, a year
when all children should be at grade level in these subject areas. The high stakes
associated with NCLB have inevitably placed reading and mathematics at the
instructional forefront and have taken the spotlight off other subject areas such as writing
which has been discounted in terms of the national agenda. For instance, the National
Reading Panel (National Institute of Child Health and Human Development, 2000) chose

to disregard the mutually dependent relationship of reading and writing by excluding



writing research from their review. Consequently, national discourses of academic
achievement have positioned “writing” out of the conversation.

At the same time, and justifiably, national outcomes in the area of writing are far
from desirable. The results of the 1998 National Assessment of Educational Progress
(NAEP) on writing indicated that the majority of students at the fourth, eighth and twelfth
grade levels had accomplished basic writing; however, only one in four students were
able to write at advanced or proficient levels (United States Department of Education,
1999). Students’ writings were often lacking higher levels of skill such as precision,
complexity and coherence. In 2002, the NAEP writing assessment results showed few
differences. Whereas the students’ average writing scores in the fourth and eighth grades
did show an increase, the results for twelfth graders were dismal, showing no significant
difference between the two assessment years (United States Department of Education,
2002). The numbers have remained stagnant with only 24% of students graduating at or
above a proficient level in the year 2002 as compared with 22% in the year 1998.

The lack of attention to writing in the schools has far-reaching consequences for
postsecondary life. Writing: A ticket to work. . . or a ticket out (National Commission on
Wiriting in America’s Schools and Colleges, 2004) brought attention to the importance of
writing skills in the workplace—they are crucial and essential, especially if one is
wanting to ascend the corporate ladder. The report was based on a survey of corporate
leaders and members of the Business Roundtable, which included representatives from
some of the most well-known companies in the United States and the world. One
commonly held opinion among these employers was that “writing is a ticket to

professional opportunity, while poorly written job applications are a figurative kiss of



death” (p. 5). Two-thirds of salaried positions require some writing responsibilities.
Also, half of all companies consider employees’ writing skills when making promotional
decisions. More than ever in today’s workforce and society, employees need
sophisticated and effective writing skills to be successful.

Meanwhile, current employers are dissatisfied with the writing abilities of recent
college graduates (c.f., Johnstone, Ashbaugh & Warfield, 2002). With the exception of
remedial courses, little attention is given to instruction of writing methods or techniques
at the postsecondary level. It is commonly assumed, rather, that students entering the
collegiate experience have had sufficient prior writing practice and instruction. In fact,
recent updates to the SAT and ACT now require high school students to demonstrate
their writing skills for college entry purposes (ACT, 2006; College Board, 2006).
Similarly, the Graduate Record Examination (GRE) recently amended its subtest areas to
include analytical writing as one of the three components along with the verbal and
mathematics sub-areas, emphasizing the crucial role that writing plays in post-graduate
education. |

The demands for advanced writing skills at the postsecondary level and in the
workforce are not waning, and the National Commission on Writing in America’s
Schools and Colleges (2003) stressed heavily that writing education is in need of a
“cultural sea change.” Among the several recommendations listed in the report, the most
heavily stressed was the need for schools to double the amount of time currently spent on
writing. For many teachers, this is an impractical request given the high stakes on reading

outcomes. Unless there are instructional practices available to teachers that address



multiple literacy objectives simultaneously and evidence reading growth in addition to
writing gains, writing will inevitably receive less class time rather than more.
Theoretical Framework

National attention on reading or writing may influence what is taught in the
schools, but it does not necessarily ensure that teaching and learning happen in an
effective manner (Hillocks, 2002). The current investigation on the effectiveness of
writing instruction is informed by (a) cognitive theories of composing (Applebee, 2000;
Flower & Hayes, 1980; Hayes & Flower, 1980; Hayes, 1996, 2000; Scardamalia &
Bereiter, 1986), (b) sociocultural theories of learning (Bruner, 1996, Lave & Wenger,
1991; Rogoff, 1990; Vygotsky, 1978, 1994; Wertsch, 1991), and (c) theories of dialogue
(Bakhtin, 1991; Burbules, 1993; Cazden, 2001; Nystrand, 1997, Wells, 1999, 2000). By
drawing on these varied perspectives, a theoretical structure has been imposed that
comprehensively and effectively guides inquiries around strategic instruction of writing
within collaborative and interactive environments. To that end, these theories provide the
g;wnds for the principles and foundational properties of the study’s instructional
intervention, Strategic and Interactive Writing Instruction (SIWI).

Obvious juxtapositions exist between these theoretical stances with regard to
making meaning—cognitive perspectives are oriented around the individual or view
sense-making as a process of enhancing one’s cognition, whereas sociocultural
perspectives view meaning-making as a social, cultural and historical mediation of
knowledge with the use of semiotic tools (Prior, 2006). Instead of viewing these
differences as tensions, this study adopts the position that plurality of thought, rather,

promotes understanding complexities of teaching and learning as well as writing




development (Stone, 2004). When it comes to models of writing instruction, others have
also seen the importance of this perspective:

An intervention model that allows the integration of knowledge gained from

multiple theories and models of teaching and learning — even competing models

that may appear theoretically incompatible — allows the development of
intervention approaches that maximize the strengths of each while addressing the
weaknesses in any given model through strengths inherent in others” (Wong,

Harris, Graham & Butler, 2003, p. 386).

Each of the theories emphasize critical yet distinct dimensions of mind or society that, in
combination, provide for a comprehensive and synthesized way of applying writing
instruction. The current study lies at the core of this mesh of theoretical perspectives,
methodological tools and practices.

Theories on composing and cognition reveal those cognitive processes that are
utilized when individual persons are engaged in activities of writing. Whether involved in
processes of planning, generating or reviewing and revising, expert writers seem to
manage them effortlessly while novice or struggling writers have an inefficient or
ineffective method of approach (Scardamalia & Bereiter, 1986). In addition, theories on
cognition and writing usefully direct us away from unrealistic step-by-step models of
writing in favor of new ways of thinking about information processing, that is, recursive
models (Hayes & Flower, 1980). Intervention studies that build conceptually from the
cognitive models of writing processes tend to emphasize cognitive strategy instruction

(Graham, 2006; Singer & Bashir, 2004; Wong & Berninger, 2004).



Whereas the models of writing conceptualized through cognitive science do make
known the processes to be developed in emerging writers as well as the motivating
aspects and knowledge to be cultivated or explicitly taught, there is less focus on how
students best appropriate these through writing instruction. In support of teaching and
learning, ideas are drawn from sociocultural theories. Sociocultural theories focus on
language and literacy as socially and culturally developed processes. Therefore, the
construction of meaning and knowledge happens when the individual interacts with
others and the environment. There are four central tenets of Vygotskian theory that
strongly influence the current research: 1) learning first happens on an interpsychological
plane with other people or artifacts and then is later internalized (on the
intrapsychological plane); 2) learning is a reciprocal, co-constructive process that
involves a more knowledgeable other and a learner, both serving as active participants; 3)
learning is distributed among people, artifacts, and tools; 4) learning happens within a
zone of proximal development (ZPD)—the mentor encourages the learner to achieve
beyond his individual limits by providing assistance but does not move beyond the
learner’s capabilities to make connections with what they already know (Lee &
Smagorinsky, 2000).

Language is one psychological tool that is used by students to mediate and
interpret activity (Wells, 1999, 2000). Thought is inextricably related to language
(Lantolf, 2000), which points to the potential of dialogue to transform the consciousness
of conversational participants (Lindfors, 1999). When student writers are viewed as
active members of the collaborative discourse around writing, or are legitimate peripheral

participants (Lave & Wenger, 1991) in a cultural setting of writing practices, they are



apprenticed in ways of thinking about, talking about, and performing writing tasks
(Englert, Raphael, Anderson, Anthony & Stevens, 1991). Classroom dialogue, as it is
practiced and appropriated by the learner over time, has a profound influence on the
transformation a learner undergoes (Englert & Mariage, 1996) from a novice to a master
practitioner in the community (Gee, 2004).

These diverse bodies of knowledge (i.e., cognitive theories of composition,
sociocultural theories of learning, and theories of dialogue) work together to generate an
intellectual agenda supportive of communities of practice where writing activity is both
strategic and interactive.

Purpose of the Study

The purpose of this study was to investigate the effects of writing instruction that
was both strategic and interactive, otherwise known as Strategic and Interactive Writing
Instruction (SIWI), when utilized with deaf, middle school students. Because previous
studies indicate that students have a more developed repertoire for writing narrative
rather than expository texts and also evidence greater gains with narrative ﬁting
(Applebee, 2000), this investigation purposefully targeted exposition writing that
informs—otherwise known as informative writing. Furthermore, writing tasks at the
middle and high school levels are largely expository in nature (e.g., research papers,
demonstration of content knowledge through writing), and adolescents are in need of
developing the related skills that support informative writing (i.e., synthesizing and
organizing information, formulating an understanding of the content and expressing

through writing).



The SIWI intervention extended a previous model of instruction used with deaf
writers that was interactive and guided (Wolbers, 2006). Such a model proved to be
effective in apprenticing students in the construction of personal narrative writing.
Students evidenced significant growth with both higher-level writing skills (e.g., use of
genre-specific traits, coherence) and lower-level writing skills (e.g., appropriate use of
contextual language and grammar, English conventions, spelling)’; simultaneously, the
instruction had a significant effect on reading. SIWI utilizes the same instructional
elements but additionally incorporates strategic instruction which specifically aims to
support the transition to a genre of increased complexity. Ultimately, the study asked
whether students exposed to the SIWI intervention made greater writing and reading
gains than those who had not been exposed.

Research Questions

In particular, the research addressed the questions below. The first question
directed the examination of students’ growth in the genre-specific traits of informative
writing skills (i.e., high-level writing skills). Thé second question asked whether reading
was simultaneously impacted by the intervention, even though the model does not
explicitly target the instruction of reading skills. The next two questions targeted
evaluations of students’ abilities to generalize what was learned from STWI about
informative writing to the writing of another text structure. Both high-level writing skills

and low-level writing skills were the focus of investigation. The next question regarded

? The terminology of higher-level/higher-order and lower-level/lower-order skills is used frequently in the
writing literature; however, it should not be misconstrued that these categories of skills have greater or
lesser importance. Effective writing, rather, requires proficiency with both higher-level and lower-level
skills. In fact, for many deaf writers, “lower-level” may be a misnomer, for some grammar-related items
necessitate very involved cognitive processing which may be a result of managing a language of
expression that is very different from written English.

10



length of constructed essays. Finally, the last question attempted to capture declarative
knowledge and motivational elements that students displayed prior to and after the
completion of the intervention. Together, these questions directed the investigation of
students’ higher-order and lower-order writing skills for two different kinds of text and
the extent to which expository writing instruction had an effect on reading achievement,
metacognitive skills and motivation.

(a). Do students receiving the SIWI intervention make significantly greater gains

with high-level informative writing skills compared to those students not

receiving SIWI?

(b). Do students receiving the SIWI intervention make significantly greater gains

in reading compared to those students not receiving STWI?

(c). Do students receiving the SIWI intervention make significantly greater gains

with high-level generalized writing skills compared to those students not

receiving SIWI?

(d). Do students receiving the SIWI intervention make significantly greater gains

with low-level generalized writing skills compared to those students not receiving

SIWI?

(e). Do students receiving the SIWI intervention make significantly greater gains

with revising and editing a piece of informative text compared to those students

not receiving SIWI?

(f). Do students receiving the SIWI intervention make significantly greater gains

with length of composition compared to those students not receiving STWI?

11



(g). Do students exposed to STWI evidence greater metacognitive skills in regard
to writing, and/or do students evidence greater motivation for writing at the
conclusion of the intervention as opposed to the beginning?

Methods

This study used a non-equivalent, pretest-posttest control group design to explore
the research questions. Participants were not randomized which thereby confirms the
research design as quasi-experimental in nature.

The participants of the study were two teachers of the deaf (and their respective
middle school students), each located in different deaf education programs. There were
33 total students, 16 in the treatment group and 17 in the comparison group. The
treatment and comparison group teachers were matched based on proficiency of sign
communication, type of sign communication used with students, educational
backgrounds and teaching histories. The schools were matched based on the number of
deaf education students, location of schools, and philosophy of educational and
communicative practices. Students’ pretest results on higher-order writing skills, lower-
order writing skills, reading and editing/revising skills were examined to locate any
differences between the two groups in terms of student achievement. Furthermore,
student characteristics (e.g., onset of hearing loss, use and benefit of amplification,
exposure to deaf adult role models in the home) were also considered and compared. The
SIWI intervention applied to the treatment group lasted a total of 8 weeks, during which
the teacher guided the collaborative construction of two informative compositions.

The students were given a battery of assessments prior to the intervention and

after the intervention to evaluate any gain that may have occurred over the course of the

12



instructional period. These measures included (a) an informative writing sample, (b) an
editing and revising task, (c) a generalization writing sample, and (d) a SORT reading
test. The first three measures were scored, according to rubrics, for organization,
coherence, evidence of text structure, contextual language, and conventions. A second
rater scored approximately 10 to 20% of the papers from each assessment and obtained
an interrater reliability of 0.93 to 1.0. A multivariate procedure was then used for the
analysis (i.e., MANOVA due to the absence of pretest differences). The investigator also
collected a complementary set of qualitative data through interviews with students;
questions pertained to motivational aspects and declarative knowledge. The qualitative
data was used to enrich the research findings and elaborate on the quantitative claims by
providing information about students’ thinking and feelings.

This dissertation introduction is followed by four additional chapters. In the next
chapter, a literature review supporting the study is outlined. This chapter examines
theoretical orientations that undergird writing intervention research, select writing
research conducted with school-aged students, and the nature of literacy achievement
among deaf students and the writing-related research. Chapter 3 then examines the
research design of the study, including the participants, data sources, and methods for
examining the data. Chapters 4 explores the findings of the study. Chapter 5 concludes
the dissertation with a discussion of the findings, the study’s limitations and future

directions for research on writing within the field of deaf education.
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CHAPTER 2

LITERATURE REVIEW

This chapter is comprised of three main sections that work together to build a
rationale for the instructional design of the SIWI intervention while also justifying the
existing need for research on deaf adolescent writers. The chapter begins by presenting a
theoretical frame for the current study, one that draws on cognitive theories of composing
as well as sociocultural theories of teaching and learning, including theories of classroom
dialogue. This was purposefully done to shed light on both the inner and outer worlds of
the developing writer. The second portion of this chapter points to the specific barriers
and challenges facing deaf writers. Because of the scarcity of research on writing within
the field of deaf education, arguments for instructional approaches were made based on a
larger body of literature that considers general education students, special education
students, and linguistically diverse writers. The concluding section of the chapter then
highlights two methods of instruction, Cognitive Strategy Instruction in Writing (Englert,
1990; Englert, Raphael, & Anderson, 1989; Englert et al., 1991) and Morning Message
(Englert & Dunsmore, 2002; Mariage, 1995, 2001), which, combined, have heavily
influenced the current instructional model.

Theoretical Perspective
Theory of Cognition and the Composing Process

Cognitive theories of science have contributed substantially to the body of

knowledge on composing practices and have illuminated the individual processes

involved in writing. Such work has revealed the multitude of resources that one relies
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upon and how or when these resources are activated in a single writing performance.
Research has also offered explanation for the differences that exist between fluent,
advanced composers and struggling, novice writers (Applebee, 2000; Hayes & Flower,
1980). Instruction of writing is then tailored to address the needs of the writer, in terms of
insufficient knowledge or facilitation of knowledge.

With this theoretical frame, writing is viewed as a complicated art that requires
the composer to have control over multiple types of knowledge—knowledge of the
content he is writing about, procedural knowledge in order to manipulate, organize and
structure the content, knowledge of the text structure being employed, rhetorical
knowledge in terms of purpose and audience, and knowledge of contextual language
elements and conventions (Flower & Hayes, 1980; Hillocks, 1995). Furthermore, if the
writer either lacks such knowledge or faces barriers in the automatic retrieval and fluent
application of knowledge, one’s short-term memory can be overloaded. As Flower and
Hayes (1980) suggest, instruction might offer the novice methods for juggling the
constraints that are encountered. |

When examining aspects of individual writer cognition, a useful framework can
be located in the work of Linda Flower and John Hayes (e.g., Flower & Hayes, 1980;
Hayes, 1996; Hayes and Flower, 1980). Working from a cognitive problem-solving
paradigm, Hayes and Flower (1980) were able to construct a model (represented in
Figure 1) that would be useful in diagnosing the difficulties of the immature writer. They
accomplished this feat by observing advanced writers and by collecting data using think-

aloud protocols. While composing, individuals were prompted to verbalize their thoughts
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or inner dialogue, which then gave insight into the processes (and organization or order
of processes) being used to complete the writing task (Applebee, 2000).

The model is comprised of three main components: the task environment, long-
term memory and the individual’s processes. The first two components are the least
elaborated; task environment represents those elements outside of the writer’s body such
as rhetorically-related information or text already produced, and long-term memory refers
to one’s knowledge of text structure or topic. Hayes and Flower detail more fully the
writer’s cognitive processes: (a) planning, (b) translating (later known as generating), and
(c) reviewing (later known as revising).

Figure 1. A cognitive process theory of writing (Flower and Hayes, 1980)
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Planning. Planning is giving thought to how a task should be accomplished. This
can occur as an internal event where the writer is creating mental constructs that will aid
the generation and organization of text, or it can be an external event where planning
takes the form of a physical artifact (Hayes & Nash, 1996). Planning, especially when
carried out externally, can be an effective way of reducing the cognitive strain a writer
may experience when trying to manage various sets of knowledge (Flower & Hayes,
1980). One method of planning, referred to as planning by abstraction, involves writing
down ideas associated with one’s topic and then trying to move and organize those ideas
into an outline or skeleton for writing a certain genre type (Hayes & Nash, 1996).

It has been shown that expert writers do quantitatively more planning than novice
writers. Young writers often begin writing within the first couple minutes of receiving a
writing task, completing little to virtually no planning (McCutchen, 2006). Yet, the
difference in the amount of time a novice and expert writer spend planning should not be
solely pinpointed as the cause for any discrepancy in writing ability. It is the case, rather,
that the expert wri'ter spends more time than the novice on all writing tasks including
generation and revision of text (McCutchen, 2006).

Often less noticed are the qualitative differences in the planning writers
undertake. When novice writers plan, they focus most intently on the generation of text,
whereas expert writers consider additional facets of knowledge and memory including
audience, goal setting, tone, and rhetorical purpose (McCutchen, 2006). Advanced
writers have more flexibility in their plans (Flower & Hayes, 1980) which is evident in
their ability to elaborate or change their plans once they have already started writing;

they may choose to rethink their original design in light of what they accomplish or
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discover through their writing (Pressley & McCormick, 1995). Such a method of
conceptual planning is rare in adolescent writers but can be explicitly taught
(McCutchen, 2006).

When there is a lack of planning or purpose, the writer may not access
information from memory in an efficient manner (Pressley & McCormick, 1995), and the
writer’s ideas may be presented in a series of topic-like statements that do not evidence
overall coherence (Hillocks, 1995), a process known as knowledge-telling (Scardamalia
& Bereiter, 1986). Whereas mature writers consider the intentions of their pieces of
writing when organizing and structuring information, novice writers structure information
in the order they retrieve it (Sanders & Schilperoord, 2006). Furthermore, advanced
writers develop themes in their text more deeply than novices by elaborating, adding,
supporting or evaluating ideas.

The organization or structuring of text is a cognitive approach that some would
say is neglected in the Flower and Hayes model (Sanders & Schilperoord, 2006). Later
models of composing, however, point to organization as an important executive function
of writing, just as planning, generating and revising (Singer & Bashir, 2004).
Organization deals with how to structure and sequence content according to particular
genre conventions. It is often the case that novice writers show competence with narrative
story make-up but are less familiar with the structures associated with other genres of
writing (Scardamalia & Bereiter, 1986). Yet, genre knowledge or knowledge of the form
can contribute significantly to the processing of content and ideas (McCutchen, 2006;
Hillocks, 1995). Wong and Berninger (2004) contend that through instruction, the

schemas for paragraph structure and genre-specific text structure need be made accessible

18



to the learner to facilitate composing. This can be done by examining examples and
identifying the underlying structure and components associated with various styles of
writing.

Generating. While composing, one continually transforms his ideas from memory
into the words and sentences of written discourse. This process, referred to as generating,
can be challenging for a novice writer. Advanced writers, in fact, generate more content
and write over 30% more words per sentence than less skilled writers (Hayes, 1996;
Scardamalia & Bereiter, 1986). There are several problems that can interfere with the
performance of novice writers. First, immature writers, especially children, rely on oral
language patterns when writing. This often results in text resembling short, one-sided
conversations. Instruction that effectively responds to this might involve peer response
and active collaboration (McCutchen, 2006). Second, writers burdened by technical
requirements such as spelling or handwriting do experience greater difficulty generating
text than writers who attend to these matters with fluency (McCutchen, 2006). Namely,
short-term memory is consumed by attention to low-level tasks, which leaves limited
cognitive facility for the development of text (Pressley & McCormick, 1995). Once
students are given tools that compensate for these competing processes, they are able to
devote more attention to the generation of ideas (Scardamalia & Bereiter, 1986). For
instance, a teacher might take over the responsibility for handwriting during the
collaborative construction of text so students are free to practice high-level processes
like generating. Lastly, novice writers may have difficulty accessing content-based
knowledge when composing because memory is not efficiently activated (Scardamalia &

Bereiter, 1986). Prewriting activities such as listing or engaging in conversation with
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others can help writers with the retrieval of ideas. In addition, when students are allowed
to write on topics that are of high interest, ideas may come more readily (Scardamalia &
Bereiter, 1986).

Revising. Revising is a process of making one’s text a higher quality. It consists of
reading and editing subprocesses—reading to evaluate the text for meaning as well as
detect weaknesses in language conventions and then editing when problems are
encountered. The average writer will revise locally by addressing surface-level features;
whereas, the skilled reviser can see the macrostructure of the text and will seek
clarification of meaning by rearranging, adding or substituting text (Hayes, 1996;
McCutchen, 2006; Scardamalia & Bereiter, 1986) in addition to handling mechanical
concerns. Furthermore, an expert writer has an evaluative disposition toward the text—
she reads from the perspective of a critical or reactive reader and anticipates an audience
response. She is concerned with needs of the reader, and it is from this frame of mind that
she evaluates the completeness of her message, appropriateness of her tone, the clarity of
her language and the effectiveness of her organization (Hayes, 1996; Pressley &
McCormick, 1995). High-level revision skills, those that give attention to meaning in
addition to contextual language usage and conventions, need to be explicitly taught and
practiced (McCutchen, 2006; Scardamalia & Bereiter, 1986; Wong & Berninger, 2004).
Writers can be taught to conjure a representation of the reader while revising, or they may
practice revising skills while working face-to-face with a reader (McCutchen, 2006).

Recursive writing. In addition to identifying the cognitive processes of writing,
Flower and Hayes (1980) also revealed how writers move through the composing

processes to achieve a final piece of text. Contrary to original thought that the process
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consisted of prewriting, writing and rewriting occur in sequential stages, the skilled writer
takes a more complicated approach by moving between processes in a recursive fashion
(Hayes & Flower, 1980; Hillocks, 1995). Planning in general happens near the beginning
of a writing task and revising typically happens near the end; however, this does not
preclude planning from occurring after a writer has generated a good portion of text.
Similarly, a writer may choose not to wait until he has generated a complete text to begin
revisions. Rather, he may revise portions of text as they are constructed. To that end,
writing instruction that encourages writing in a linear manner does not accurately capture
the work of real writers and how they manage the cognitive processes of composing.

Revised model. Hayes (1996) has since revised the original model of composing
processes. The more recent version gives consideration to how motivation and affect
influence writing performance. In addition, a social component was added to the task
environment that more specifically addresses audience and writing collaborators. Yet,
although Hayes concluded it was necessary to broaden the cognitive model to account for
social and cultural aspects of activity, he, at the same time, acknowledges his inability to
fully elaborate these components due to his psychologically-oriented background. For the
most part, writing instruction influenced by cognitive theories of composing has
emphasized strategy instruction, self-regulation with cognitive processes (Singer &
Bashir, 2004) and the use of cognitive tools or aids (Scardamalia & Bereiter, 1986; Wong
& Berninger, 2004).

Strategy instruction. Struggling writers are those students who are not as aware of
what constitutes good writing; they may (a) rarely plan before or during writing, (b) write

using a knowledge-telling approach, (c) have difficulty organizing information, (d) have
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poor spelling or grammar skills that impact composing, and (e) tend to focus revision
efforts around conventions rather than content (Harris, Graham & Mason, 2003; Troia &
Graham, 2002). Therefore, studies of strategy instruction aim to build the multiple
aspects and sub-components of individual writing and cognition. They have typically
targeted planning (De La Paz, 1997; Saddler, Moran, Graham, & Harris, 2004),
organizing ideas and adhering to the text structure (Englert et al., 1991), writing (Chalk,
Hagan-Burke & Burke, 2005; De La Paz, 1999) and revising (Wong, 2000). Goal setting
is another strategically taught component of writing that is meant to impact the
motivation or affect of an individual’s writing (Troia, Harris & Graham, 1999).
Oftentimes strategies are taught through the use of procedural facilitators such as cue
cards with prompts or language stems (Wong, Butler, Ficzere & Kuperis, 1996),
mnemonics that represents a set of steps, or checklists of specific evaluative criteria.

Strategy instruction of writing is the explicit teaching of more sophisticated
composition processes than the writer currently has. Strategies are taught with the intent
that behaviors become part of the smdet;ts’ own approach toward writing and are self-
regulated (Harris, Mason, Graham, & Saddler, 2002). Graham’s (2006) meta-analysis
comprehensively reviewed 20 group comparison studies of strategy instruction and the
teaching of writing. Effect sizes for quality, elements (i.e., inclusion of genre features),
length and revisions were impressively large, even on maintenance and generalization
probes, and many conclude that strategy instruction does positively influence the
composing processes of all students but most definitely the processes of struggling
writers.

Sociocultural Theory: Social and Cultural Features of Higher Mental Functioning
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In recent decades, there has been a paradigmatic shift in the study of learning—a
shift away from focus on the individual and cognitive processes to examining
participation in social worlds with cultural history and practices (Lave and Wenger,
2003). This “turn to the social” is evident in the research activities around literacy, with
the predominance of writing research in the 21* century geared toward studies of social
context and writing practices (Juzwik, Curcic, Wolbers, Moxley, Dimling & Shankland,
2006). Human mental functioning is now widely regarded as situated in cultural,
historical, and institutional contexts (Wertsch, 1991) and, accordingly, inquiries of mental
action consider the individual within a larger contextual frame rather than an isolated
element (Bruner, 1996; Cole, 2000).

The transition to socially- and culturally-influenced theories of learning was
driven primarily by cross-cultural comparisons of cognition; in particular, seminal
investigations such as the Kpelle rice farmers successfully illuminated effects of the
cultural and higtorical on thinking (Cole, 2000). The Kpelle were found to have unique
mathematical knowledge, in that, complex cognitive processes were witnessed as taking
place in the everyday practices of weighing, buying and selling of rice. When the same
mathematical tasks were given to Americans, they were not as successful. This led to
reasoning, not that the Kpelle had superior intelligence, but that the Americans were
disadvantaged by the task because they were unfamiliar with the cultural practices of
selling and buying rice—cognition was divorced from context. Rather, learning is
embedded within the social realm and is the result of interaction among people, objects or
events (Wertsch, 1991). To that end, mental functions are grounded in everyday life

events.
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A sociocultural approach to mind where cognition originates from social life
(Wertsch, 1991) theoretically influences and contributes to conceptions of education and
a view of teaching and learning. Student learning is not just a process of teachers teaching
but rather of students responding to and interacting with the environmental conditions
(Dewey, 1990). Schools house the values and beliefs of an institutional group, where the
young are socialized and acculturated into its practices through interactions with others
and the environment (Bruner, 1996; Dewey, 1990). Thought is essentially the byproduct
of internalized and aggregated social relations (Vygotsky, 1994; Wertsch, 1991). This
notion of development translates to literacy events that are exploratory, dialogic and
collaborative in nature (Wells, 2000), for literacy practices are embedded in the broader
social goals and cultural practices (Gee, 1996). Writing activities, in particular, are
contained within a social context and motivation for use (Barton & Hamilton, 2000).

Toward intramental functioning. Higher mental functioning first takes place on
the interpsychological plane between persons and cultural artifacts and then is
appropriated by individuals on the intrapsychological plane (Lee & Smagorinsky, 2000,
Vygotsky, 1978). This process of transformation is one through which thought explored
in shared activity becomes later internalized by the individual. That is, learning takes
place along a continua from social to personal or collective to individual (Harre, 1983).
Transfer of knowledge in classroom practice occurs when actions are externalized
through group collaboration and discussion; later they become part of the student’s
repertoire of strategies which can be called upon in independent situations (Hillocks,

1995).
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Yet, mental functioning is not a direct and simple copy of the social, but instead,
individuals are active agents in their own development (Cole, 2000). Each person has
their own theories and conceptions of how the world works, for we each have separate
historical collections of events, conversations, and actions. Consider for instance a child
who is actively exploring the world, driven by natural instincts and interests (Dewey,
1990); he may be holding on to naive theories about the world. As he engages in
interactions (i.e., discourse, collaborations or negotiations) with others about the topic at
hand, his theories come into greater congruence with those around him (Bruner, 1996).
The new ideas and conceptions come in contact with what has been experienced or
observed prior. As Wertsch describes it, “. . . different forms of intermental functioning
give rise to related differences in the forms of intramental functioning” (p. 27). The
various appropriations we accumulate and assimilate give rise to individuation of thought
(Prior, 2006). Individual thought, through novel constructions as opposed to transmission,
is then communicated outward and impacts the social world (John-Steiner & Meehan,
2000).

Higher mental functioning is not merely transmission or transfer of knowledge to
the individual (John-Steiner & Meehan, 2000); rather, the knower must actively construct
it (Wells, 2000). This line of thought aligns itself with a constructivist perspective of
learning—Ilearning happens when students construct knowledge for themselves within a
framework of what they already know by making links with previous experience and
extending previous understandings (Goldenberg, 1992; Hillocks, 2002). Furthermore,
constructivist theorists contend that students will easily forget the information that has

been offered them through instruction or other classroom interactions unless they are “. . .
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making sense for themselves of the experiences made available in the curriculum, trying
out the ideas and skills. . . applying ideas to new contexts, and so on . . .” (Barnes, 1992,
p. 6). Many teachers of the deaf, myself included, have focused their teaching around
those grammatical skills students lack in their writing, using a skill and drill,
decontextualized approach to teaching written language. In the case of my students,
instruction would continue until they evidenced proficiency on worksheets or writing
exercises, but then I was later puzzled when there was no transfer of newly developed
knowledge to students’ classroom writing assignments or personal writings.

The active role of the individual in internalizing, personalizing and contributing to
the social is represented in the Vygotskian space (Harre, 1983; Gavelek & Raphael,
1996) pictorial featured in Figure 2. For some, the Vygotskian term “internalization”
connotes a passive process of transferring knowledge (Cazden, 2001) and
“appropriation”, a Bakhtinian term, refers more accurately to the individual’s role in
transforming and constructing internal processes. Regardless of terminology, as the
model shows, the learner’s cognition, role and participation changes over time. The
individual learner moves recursively through the four quadrants, indicated by the
private/public and individual/social dimensions. Transformation indicates the
unobservable and private cognitive work that an individual undertakes when new
information encountered in the social is appropriated and then connected to one’s
previous experiences and knowledge. Congruent thoughts and novel constructions are
then publicized once again via social and observable avenues which become
conventionalized ways of thinking. Ultimately, the learner advances mental functioning

working in a cyclical fashion between the social world and individual thought.
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Figure 2. The Vygotsky space (original source Gavelek & Raphael, 1996 and adapted
from model by Harre, 1983)
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The notions of appropriation, transformation and publication can be further
explicated with application of Bakhtin’s ideas relative to the production of utterances.
Because thought is an internal version of dialogue that springs from social activity
(Cazden, 2001; Ward, 1994), one appropriates multiple voices and often disparate
utterances from a variety of conversations; this is a process known as Heteroglossia. The
language we use tends to be someone else’s in part, that is, we inevitably echo others
when we practice our own voice (Burbules, 1993). Ventriloquation is a term that
represents this idea of taking on the words of others and then speaking through these
voices (Wertsch, 1991). Yet, our individual utterances are also shaped and developed
uniquely through interaction with others when others’ voices are assimilated with
previously-owned dialogue. The individual’s intention and accent is applied, which gives,
as a result, utterances filled with others’ words and a degree of the own self (Bakhtin,
1989). Children’s speech has much “hidden dialogicality” whereby the voices of invisible
others are borrowed until the language is transformed into something distinctive
(Bakhtin, 1989). The development of thinking and voicing is especially troubling for the
many deaf children who are overlooked as conversation participants in the family and in
the school because of communication barriers.

Teaching and learning in a community. Learning occurrences are not finite but
rather takes place within a zone of proximal development (ZPD). This zone represents a
range of skills and knowledge, spanning from what an individual can attain
independently to an amount that can be developed through mentoring or peer
collaboration (Lee & Smagorinsky, 2000). Assisted performance exceeds the unassisted

(Lantolf, 2000), that is, the learner, with support from a more-knowledgeable-other, can
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achieve above and beyond what would be attainable through solo episodes. Likewise, by
assisting interactions with the child at a more complex and higher level, the mentor
allows him to attain his full learning potential. The learner increasingly takes on greater
responsibility for performance (Englert, Mariage, Dunsmore, 2006), and the ZPD
advances forward. As the child grows in competence (Vygotsky, 1994), the guided
interactions offered by the more-knowledgeable-other also continually change to remain
supportive and more sophisticated. This is why some refer to the ZPD as a shifting zone
of competence (Cazden, 2001)

Application of the ZPD to classroom teaching and learning requires that the
child’s understandings are appraised or interpreted to find out where he or she stands in
relation to the larger growth process. Present performance, therefore, should be viewed in
light of future desired performance (Dewey, 1990). Vygotsky (1978) further argues that
dynamically assessing the level of potential development is just as necessary as actually
evidencing development, for instruction is driven by the prior. As can be viewed in the
model in F igure 2, evaluations of student learning can be made on a moment-to-moment
basis as the learner’s thoughts are externalized back to the social venue in the presence of
the teacher.

Lave and Wenger (2003) conceived the move toward greater competence as
taking place within a community of practice where learning is situated and inseparable
from the social practice and the culture in which it occurs. Within the community, there
are expert persons or old-timers who have certain ways of knowing and doing. There are
also novices or newcomers who enter the community as legitimate but peripheral

participants. Higher mental functioning is not a matter of experts teaching novices but
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rather the interaction with and exposure to knowledge of a structured community of
practice, for mastery resides in the organization itself. More central participation in the
community indicates that one is becoming more engaged within the culture and taking on
more of a role in the community—a shift in identity from novice to master practitioner.
Knowledge is presented through social interactions in authentic contexts, and learning
occurs when one is centrally participating in the community.

Lave and Wenger (2003) provide examples of learning that is embodied in the
situation. For example, midwives begin on the periphery of practice, and after years of
observation, helping and birthing their own and others’ babies, they are finally the
experts of this practice. From Dewey’s (1990) perspective, this idea that learning should
not be separated from the life of the larger society also applies to school practices for deaf
students; for instance, literacy learning should allow for authentic opportunities and
occasions for reading and writing.

School children are often legitimately peripheral to the classroom practices and
knowledge but rarely participate; yet, it is through participation in the community that
students learn ways of acting, talking and thinking. As Bruner (1996) putsit, “. . . if you
treat people, young kids included, as responsible, contributing parties to the group, as
having a job to do, they will grow into it. . .” (p. 77). When newcomers are perceived as
legitimate members with contributions to give the community, activity is carried out in a
more social and cooperative way. Persons are reliant on each other for knowledge, for
one person may be highly knowledgeable in one area and another person in a different
area (Burbules, 1993). In such a community, the teacher is not the sole authority and

influence on learning; instead, students support each other in performance while the
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teacher is a co-participant in the activity alongside students or is an orchestrator of
interactions (Bruner, 1996; Lantolf, 2000).

Cognitive apprenticeship (Brown, Collins & Duguid, 1989) or sociocognitive
apprenticeship (Englert, Mariage, Dunsmore, 2006) extends ideas of situated learning and
communities of practice theories to give more focus to the cognitive and metacognitive
skills to be learned in addition to the physical skills obtained through more traditional
apprenticeship. Such a method involves exposing the learners to the processes, thoughts
and practices that experts use to handle complex tasks. By observing how more-
knowledgeable-others skillfully handle various predicaments, the novice appropriates
actions and thoughts of the skilled. As the behaviors are gradually appropriated, control
of the cognitive processes is increasingly transferred over to the learner. Cognitive
apprenticing and transfer of control happens most effectively in the classroom through
the use of (a) modeling, (b) think-alouds, (c) scaffolding, and (d) collaborative inquiry.

Modeling and thinking aloud can happen in tandem; the expert models or carries
out a task that others can observe, and she may simultaneously externalize her internal
thought processes around the task. The learners witness the activity and associated ideas
that are utilized when accomplishing the task, and can more readily appropriate the
processes involved. For example, a teacher might model the writing process by
constructing a piece of text in front of students while, at the same time, verbalizing her
thoughts about the actions she takes. The think-aloud is instrumental in making the
normally invisible cognitive activity of the more-knowledgeable-other visible and
thereby accessible to the more-novice-learner (Gavelek & Raphael, 1996). In the

instruction of writing, think-alouds make visible “. . . the discourse, thoughts, actions,
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decisions, struggles and deliberations that are part of the writing process” (Englert,
Mariage, Dunsmore, 2006, p. 209). This approach is especially applicable to the teaching
of deaf students who need access to approaches and strategies for navigating expression
in two very different languages.

Scaffolding consists of various types of assistance and support offered to the
learner such as verbal prompting, questioning, providing feedback in the form of direct
statements, repeating or expanding on student comments, providing affirmations, offering
hints on how to carry out the task, reminding, reconceptualizing or coaching (Kraker,
2000). First the teacher encourages student participation or voiced contributions so their
current level of knowledge, skills and processes are articulated. The teacher then, aware
of what students know, can provide scaffolding at a level that is more complex than
where the students are now functioning (Bruner, 1996), thereby providing a connection
between prior and new experiences and advancing learning.

Over time, the learner takes on more of the processes and actions for a particular
task, and her need for scaffolding changes. As Cazden (2001) states, " . . . the adult. enacts
the entire script herself in the beginning, but the child gradually appropriates more and
more of what had been the adult role” (p. 62). A practiced teacher will reduce and apply
scaffolding as necessary to make forward progress with a task, allowing for as much
independence among learners as possible. She facilitates this through “step back” and
“step in” moves (Englert & Dunsmore, 2002), stepping back to give students more
control over task when cognitively ready, and stepping in to provide an increased amount
of instructional guidance when the processes are still slightly out of the learners’ reaches.

Less teacher control may involve the use of subtle prompts or questioning, and more
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control is represented by teachers using direct statements, correction or methods of
cognitive structuring (Kraker, 2000). Ultimately, guided instruction that is responsive to
students’ contributions and contingent to students’ performances (e.g., recasts) promotes
development of thinking, learning and metacognitive awareness (Rogoff, 1990). Yet,
responsive, unscripted lessons that encourage students to take on increasingly greater
control of the cognitive task are typically lacking in education of the deaf.

Lastly, collaborative inquiry is a way of encouraging learners to be more active in
their learning by exploring a critical question and getting involved in the problem solving
with others. Learning happens best when it is participatory, shared, collaborative and
when the individual is active in the construction of meaning (Bruner, 1996). The
teacher’s role is to be a co-inquirer of the problem and not a provider of solutions. She
may utilize think-alouds to model wonderment and create an ethos of inquisitiveness.
Wells (2006) says, “. . . understanding is constructed in the process of people working
together to solve problems that arise in the course of shared activity” (p. 66). As children
appropriate skills of pondering or wondering, the teacher shifts roles to facilitating the
direction of the conversation, connecting various contributions and repeating or
reconceptualizing student offerings (Lindfors, 1999).

Instruction that is characterized by involving students in real-world problems,
allowing student ideas and contributions to control the direction of classroom talk,
making provisions for scaffolding students when encountering new tasks, and
encouraging collaboration and interaction among class members has been referred to as
the environmental mode (Hillocks, 2002), a mode proven to produce the greatest student

gain (Hillocks, 1984)—more than lecture or a natural process toward learning.
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Additionally, intrinsic motivation for learning has been shown to be higher during
discussion or cooperative work (Hillocks, 1995). The environmental mode of instruction
is common in contemporary research on writing (Juzwik et al., 2006) and is increasingly
used in present-day classroom practice of writing, especially with non-mainstream
students (Kuiken & Vedder, 2002). Greater application of an environmental mode of
instruction with deaf students will also result in benefits, academically and
motivationally.

Mediation of higher mental functioning. Human action is mediated by a number
of cultural tools such as signs, strategies, concepts, artifacts, technologies and language
(Lee & Smagorinsky, 2000). The mind is so much an extension of the hands and tools
(Bruner, 1996) that mental action is not independent from its mediational tool (Wertsch,
1991). Psychological tools or artifacts are the objects with which we think and the entities
through which we speak (Prior, 2006).

Within the context of wﬁting instruction, procedural facilitators (Scardamalia &
Bereiter, 1986) are tools such as matrices or cue cards that prompt the use of certain
strategies or processes. Procedural facilitators are the semiotics that “. . . enable teachers
to make visible the character of the particular text forms, the strategies and procedures
that underlie the text’s construction and revision, and the discourse structures and
language practices that permit writers to realize their writing goals” (Englert, Mariage,
Dunsmore, 2006, p. 213). They have been known to advance students to more
sophisticated levels of writing (Scardamalia & Bereiter, 1986), for they allow the user to
offload aspects of thought onto the tool. Additionally, evidence exists showing that

students can transfer from facilitated procedures to independence with constructing text
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(Scardamalia & Bereiter, 1986), for procedural facilitators, when appropriated, can alter
human mental functions by becoming a form of inner speech that directs performance.

Language is a sign system and another psychological tool that can transform
action (Wertsch, 1991). In fact, some would say that speaking and thinking are
inextricably intertwined (Lantolf, 2000; Stewart & Clarke, 2003; Ward, 1994). Higher
mental functioning is the appropriation of social processes and practices whereby
language plays a critical role of mediating the learning (Kraker, 2000). Language is a way
in which we come to know other points of view (Bruner, 1996) and an avenue for sharing
our experiences and thoughts with others and accessing theirs in return (Dewey, 1990;
Greeno, Collins & Resnick, 1997). It is through dialogue and collaborative interactions
that students are exposed to techniques, strategies and the problem solving of others in
ways that resonate with the knowledge they already have (Lantolf, 2000). The self and
knowledge are ultimately constructed through “dialectical interaction among language,
culture, people, and the material world” (Ward, 1994, p. 50). Children, especially deaf
children, need the opportunity to use language with others in the appropriate context to
make meaning of their social reality and to develop self identity.

Language used by a more-knowledgeable-other influences the linguistic and
cognitive development of the learner (Gavelek & Raphael, 1996; Hartman, 1996).
Because development happens through the use of dialogue such as questioning and
sharing (Tharp & Gallimore, 1988), a dialogic pedagogy would emphasize the
importance of language and interactions in the classroom. Ward (1994) provides similar
remarks, “since knowledge . . . is not located in the minds of experts but in the

conversations of experts, then the task of education is to provide the opportunity for
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students to talk—to engage in these knowledge-producing and maintaining
conversations” (p. 67). The child, his or her peers and the teacher are all shaped by each
other through their interactions. Furthermore, interactions shape the way children come to
understand and make sense of the environment around them—meaning is negotiated and
constructed (Nystrand, 1997).

It is the case, however, that schools mainly consist of teachers telling and
imparting knowledge on the learners, which is likewise the experience of the deaf
student. If and when students participate, it is in the form of rote memorization or
recitation of short answers. The traditional student-teacher interactions follow the
structure of IRE sequences (Mehan, 1979)—the teacher initiates a question, the student
gives a short and recited response, and then the teacher offers a brief evaluation of the
student’s response. The questions are often knowledge-testing questions instead of
authentic and open ended queries (Nystrand, 1997). Teachers also may cut off or ignore
any unanticipated student comments in order to keep control of the content and flow of
the lesson (Lemke, 1990) while, at the same time, thwarting opportunities for discussion.
Narrow questions that emphasize the need for correct answers lead to breakdowns in the
dialogue (Burbules, 1993). When using traditional interaction sequences (also known as a
model of transmission or triadic dialogue), teachers typically talk about 2/3 of the time
(Cazden, 2001), and students do not have classroom roles that require thought,
interpretation, or construction of new ideas. (Nystrand, 1997).

Non-traditional sequences, on the other hand, involve teacher questions that are
authentic, open-ended and encourage discussion. The questions probe for understanding

(Burbules, 1993) rather than test student knowledge with a prespecified answer in mind
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(Nystrand, 1997). Questions may also challenge student thinking by asking them to
explicate and give rationale for why they believe something. Nassaji & Wells (2000)
suggest that initiating a class sequence of interaction with a teacher question as in the IRE
sequences, in itself] is not problematic, for discussion most always stems from a teacher’s
question. However, teachers can have a different follow up approach that keeps
discussion alive instead of offering evaluations of student responses that close the
conversation.

An instructional conversation, as defined by Tharp & Gallimore (1988), is one
dialogic approach to classroom instruction that illustrates how student contributions are
given value and encouragement. The dialogue weaves between students, other students
and the teacher, with new offerings building upon, challenging, connecting with, or
extending previous ideas (Goldenberg, 1992). As Burbules (1993) points out, “In the to-
and-fro exchanged comments and responses, dialogue builds upon itself to reach new and
unexpected results—and this can give us pleasure and delight” (p. 50). Teachers and
students alike contribute ideas to the conversation and engage in reciprocal questioning.
The dialogic relation is a give and take connection, by which all participating members
have something to offer and something to gain (Burbules, 1993). However, even though
the spontaneous and creative nature (Cazden, 2001) of instructional conversations or any
dialogic pedagogy may be delightful, as Burbules claims, it also results in unscripted
instruction that leads the class in unpredictable directions. However, Nystrand (1997)
argues that this moment-to-moment negotiation and movement of conversation can allow

for more sustained and in-depth learning.
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When using a dialogic method of instruction in the classroom, a teacher assumes
numerous roles. She must not only have flexibility and spontaneity but also must
demonstrate an exploratory mind-set (Burbules, 1993), thereby modeling a disposition
toward learning that is inquisitive and discovery-based. More importantly, the teacher
skillfully orchestrates students’ talk (Gavelek & Raphael, 1996; Goldenberg, 1992) on a
moment-to-moment basis. A number of dialogic approaches used by effective teachers of
the deaf include questioning, eliciting, rephrasing, expanding, repeating, clarifying,
listening, challenging, offering or weaving comments into a larger tapestry of meaning
(Hartman, 1996; Mayer, Akamatsu & Stewart, 2002). Critical to the effectiveness of the
instructional conversation is the teacher’s ability to select the appropriate approach from
her repertoire of dialogic techniques (Burbules, 1993; Goldenberg, 1992). Ultimately, she
leads the conversation in the direction of more complexity, utilizing turn-taking of a
cyclical nature (Stone, 1998) to stay abreast of what students currently understand and
then offering contingent and scaffolded responses.

The teacher’s contingent use of dialogic techniques (otherwise referred. to as
dialogic moves) sustains conversationgl involvement (Mariage, 2001) and advances
mental functioning. Each dialogic move has a different underlying purpose. The act of
revoicing a student’s utterance, for instance, may serve any number of the following
functions: checks the accuracy of one’s understandings; evidences that the teacher is
giving close attention to student contributions; gives students authorship for their ideas;
clarifies the content; creates a céllaborative mood (Burbules, 1993). Reconceptualizing is
another discourse move that involves repeating what the child means in a rephrased

utterance, thereby modeling the idea in more mature language (Cazden, 2001). Other
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discourse moves include building to develop ideas along a particular line, redirecting to
change the direction of a conversation (Burbules, 1993), or holding the floor for
particular members to enter the conversation and contribute (Mariage, 2001).

Effective dialogic instruction encourages students to actively participate in the
thinking, molding, and the generation of understandings (Nystrand, 1997). If trust has
been established in the group, students are more willing to think-aloud these processes
(Barnes, 1992). They may use exploratory talk (Barnes, 1992; Cazden, 2001) which is an
attempt to formulate their ideas as they are speaking. The expressions may not be
articulated well and consist often of disfluent utterances that have pauses and several
restarts. This kind of talk which can lead in the direction of dead ends gives way to a
more rehearsed talk as students come to own or appropriate the language of the task. This
talk, referred to as final draft talk (Bames, 1992), has been polished or refined, and the
ideas have been considered prior to the expression.

Dialogic modes of teaching have been linked with greater academic achievement
as well as higher cognitive capacities and critical thinidng (Burbules, 1993; Hillocks,
2002; Nystrand, 1997, Ward, 1994). Research by Mayer, Akamatsu, and Stewart (2002)
looked extensively into the dialogue used by teachers of the deaf across grade level and
subject matter. They reported that exemplary teachers used discourse strategies like those
mentioned above that encourage students to expand on their linguistic and cognitive
efforts. Teachers responded to students’ comments and queries in a constructive and
contingent manner, and asked meaningful and authentic questions. All participants,
teachers and students alike, actively worked together, sharing or exploring problems. The

teachers were co-inquirers along with students in an effort to collaboratively investigate
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an important question—they were involved participants in the construction of knowledge
rather than simply providing or telling information. Thus, aspects of instruction drawn
from sociocultural theories of learning and theories of dialogue show promise in the field
of deaf education and deserve widespread application.
Writing and Deafness

Deaf and hard of hearing students form a unique subpopulation of writers, one
that exhibits great challenges in learning to write effectively and fluently. For this
population, there are linguistic as well as cultural barriers that stand in the way of making
sufficient writing progress. First, early language exposure and language learning practices
(Schirmer, 1994; Stewart & Clarke, 2003) are often inaccessible to deaf children through
auditory approaches. If a mutually understandable means of communication is not
adopted early on in the home, deaf children are at great risk for language delays. Siegel
(2000) makes the claim that the current educational system in place for deaf learners
perpetuates a home problem by also often providing communication-poor learning
environments. Poor communication and language skills indicate poor literacy skills to
follow—expressive and receptive language deficiencies lead to subsequent reading and
writing struggles (Hartman, 1996; McAnally, Rose & Quigley, 1999; Schirmer, 1994).

Second, there is a lack of a correspondence between sign language (whether it be
ASL or contact sign) and English text (Fernandes, 2003). Much has been said about the
linkages between one’s expressive language and one’s written language. In the mid-
seventies, for instance, Loban showed that oral language and written language seemed to
develop in parallel (Applebee, 2000); once certain developments took place in one’s oral

language such as the use of dependent clauses or more complex vocabulary, these
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developments occurred in one’s writing approximately one year later. More recent work
by Mayer and Wells (1996), based on Vygotskian theory, claims that spoken language
provides the link between one’s inner speech and written speech. McAnally, Rose and
Quigley elaborate this idea, “Written language depends on the child’s ability to represent
internal personal thoughts in symbolic form using the rules of English . . . ” (p. 170).
Based on these assertions, one can expect that students who use an expressive language
that is different from standard English will have remnants of that communication in their

For instance, a person speaking English might use the following sentence to
describe their recent flight: My flight from Chicago to New York was extremely
turbulent. A person using ASL might sign: Chicago (set up on the left of the body)-New
York (set up on the right of the body)-I-fly (movement from Chicago to New York)-
happen-turbulent (shows plane movement with a classifier). There is less of a bridge
between one’s inner thoughts and one’s written speech for children who express
themselves via ASL but must learn to read and write using standard English. Deaf
children who use sign language, therefore, encounter difficulties in making connections
between their expressive language and written English.

Lastly, there often fails to exist a literacy relationship between one’s school
practices and one’s community practices (Padden & Ramsey, 1993). A school’s inability
to incorporate Deaf culture, for instance, into instruction (Evans, 1998, March) can
perpetuate a divide between two or more various discourses (Gee, 1991, 1996).
Discourses are tightly interwoven with culture, values, beliefs, attitudes, acts, and social

identities which provide its users a way of interacting with the world. “A discourse is a

41



sort of identity kit which comes complete with the appropriate costume and instructions
on how to act, talk, and often write, so as to take on a particular social role that others
will recognize” (Gee, 1996, p. 127). What is needed is a sensitive approach that values
and respects what students bring to the classroom, and one that builds on students’
already-developed linguistic competence (Delpit, 1986, 1988). Delpit (1995) argues that
if we want students to develop standard English skills, we must also allow them to share
different aspects of their own language. There is a cooperative building of meta-
knowledge for both languages. When linguistic diversity is invited into the classroom and
not shunned, students have more self-esteem for their expressive language and a greater
willingness to participate in learning (Hagemann, 2001).
Unique Characteristics of Deaf and Hard of Hearing Writers

Due to the barriers detailed above, deaf and hard of hearing students face
substantial literacy challenges. In contrast to most hearing writers, deaf students
commonly struggle with lower-level writing skills. Whereas there are typically no
distinctions between good and poor writers in relation to the use of conventions such as
punctuation (Marschark, Lang & Albertini, 2002), there are several linguistic and
syntactical differences (Gormely & Sarachan-Deily, 1987). With regard to lexicon,
syntax and grammar, many deaf students do not yet operate with automaticity (Mayer,
1999; Powers & Wigus, 1983). Therefore, their writing can be characterized as having
short, basic sentences with simple verb forms, few subordinate clauses, and few
conjoined independent clauses (Heider & Heider, 1941; McAnally, Rose & Quigley,
1994; Moores & Miller, 2001; Powers & Wigus, 1983; Yoshinaga-Itano, Snyder &

Mayberry, 1996). Often, vocabulary knowledge is less in comparison with their hearing
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peers, and they also have slower rates of new word acquisition (Lederberg & Spencer,
2001). Furthermore, they experience difficulty with the use of adverbs, pronouns,
determiners, conjunctions, passive constructions and conditional verbs such as “could”,
“should”, or “might” (Taeschner, 1988; Wilbur, 2000; Yoshinaga-Itano et al., 1996).
Students with hearing loss do make progress with syntax and contextual language over
the years; however, they rarely achieve a level commensurate with their hearing
counterparts (Antia, Reed & Kreimeyer, 2005). In fact, after the age of 12, progress slows
considerably with many making only one year of gain over the next ten years
(Yoshinaga-Itano et al., 1996).

Whereas the research on characteristics of deaf writers has been traditionally
product-driven (McAnally, Rose & Quigley, 1994), there are also higher-level skills that
need to be developed in all children such as viewing writing as a process, having a
purpose, addressing a specific audience, and writing organized and coherent pieces
(McAnally, Rose & Quigley, 1999). Students must have knowledge of different writing
styles or text structures such as expository, narrative or descriptive (Evans, 1998,
Isaacson, 1996), and they should give proper consideration to the primary traits
associated with the writing style they are utilizing. Most of all, there is a need for deaf
students to develop coherence in their writing (Antia et al., 2005; Klecan-Aker &
Blondeau, 1990; McAnally et al., 1999). They have typically relied more on associative
kinds of writing techniques by introducing several topics without elaboration (Yoshinaga-
Itano et al., 1996). Each idea needs to be carefully woven together instead of existing as
complete pieces of information that are independent of what was previously said. Lastly,

engaging in the revision process and monitoring text can provide great challenges to deaf
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writers if they have not developed an internal representation of English (Paul, 1998,
1990).

Also, it should be pointed out that hard of hearing children are a vastly different
subpopulation of students and tend to develop literacy skills as their hearing counterparts.
If these children fall slightly behind in the younger years while in the process of assessing
what technology and accommodations will be most successful, they rarely continue to
fall further behind once these are realized. Antia (2005) evidenced, for instance, that hard
of hearing students do not fall further and further behind their hearing peers in writing.
Students with more severe hearing losses evidence much more variable outcomes.

The following story written by a 7th grade deaf student evidences many of the
lower-order and higher-order characteristics mentioned above:

February 7, Sara and I went to pet shop. I want the lizard. We buy the lizard,

wood, little cave with plant, the crickets, and water. We brought to my house. I

feed the lizard. It eat crickets. I pick the lizard Then pet to it. I said, “called Darsh

and Satch.” It is brown and yellow. Wow! The lizard’s long is 8 inch. I can tickle

the lizard. I don’t know how old the lizard (Wolbers, 2005).

In this sample, the author uses short, rigid and simple kinds of sentences, while avoiding
more complex features such as dependent or relative clause use. The sentences have more
of a knowledge-telling quality rather than really hanging together to develop a coherent
narrative with a beginning, middle and end. Also, the phrase, “the lizard’s long is 8 inch,”
demonstrates nonstandard usage in a couple ways—“long” is an incorrect word choice
for this context and “inch” lacks plurality. While the sentence seems awkward to a

standard English speaking person, it looks correct to the deaf child. There are reasonable



explanations for the child’s construction of such a sentence. First, one way a deaf child
might express the concept of length in ASL is to use one’s index finger and slide it up the
length of the other arm. The ASL gloss word for this concept is “long” and is perhaps the
reason for the word’s appearance in the awkwardly-sounding sentence above. Second,
one may signify plurality in ASL by using repetitive movements, but it is not always
necessary. In the example, “8 inch”, the student has already indicated that there are
several inches by stating a number, and that alone can indicate plurality in ASL. Thus, the
student is seemingly applying knowledge of her first language to write her ideas in
English.

The challenges that deaf students experience with writing often parallel similar
problems of reading (Wilbur, 2000). This highlights the interrelatedness of language,
reading, and writing skills. For instance, inadequate language skills and a limited
vocabulary are challenges that impede development in both reading and writing. Indeed,
deaf children who are superior in one of these skills tend to be superior in all of these
skills (Crandall, 1978). Yoshinaga-Itano and Snyder (1985) noted that when deaf and
hearing participants were matched by reading ability and chronological age, there were
no differences in the syntactic or semantic qualities of the writing. Reading and writing,
therefore, happen in collaboration and are taught together (McAnally, Rose & Quigley,
1994).

Post-secondary Literacy Readiness

The provost at Gallaudet University, a liberal arts college for the deaf, stated

recently that reading and writing levels of incoming freshman have been rising each year

(Fernandes, 2003). Surprisingly, at the same time, the national median score of reading
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achievement for high school graduates remains unchanged. This may be indicative of a
widening gap between those students who have surpassed the 4th grade reading barriers
that seem to exist for deaf students and those students who are still struggling with basic
(even primary) reading and language skills. Certainly, the literacy levels of deaf students
at the time of high school graduation place this group of individuals at risk for positive
postsecondary outcomes. Only 36.4% of deaf students participate in postsecondary
education within two years of leaving high school (American Council on Education,
1996).

Within three to five years after leaving high school, 60% of deaf and hard of
hearing students are participating in postsecondary education which is a rate similar to all
students. Yet, most deaf students attend colleges specifically tailored for students with
hearing loss such as Gallaudet University and National Technical Institute for the Deaf.
Do not mistake that these are fine institutions which house some of the most reputable
faculty members and researchers in the nation; however, the colleges do have lower
admission standards than many other universities. Once accepted, students with low
reading levels and writing skills are typically enrolled in an intense and targeted
remediation program. NTID, for instance, offers a series of developmental English
courses meant to advance deaf students and their literacy outcomes, so that they are on
“level playing ground” with typical college students who are hearing. There are few deaf
students who have strong enough literacy skills at high school graduation to attend any
university of choice.

Prior Literacy and Deafness Research
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Sadly, the field of deaf education has very little knowledge aggregated in terms of
the writing practices of the deaf or effective literacy interventions with school-aged deaf
persons. Antia, Reed & Kreimeyer (2005) conducted a regression analysis to find the
predictors of writing achievement in this population of students, but they resulted in a
model that could only explain an unsatisfying 18% of the variance with variables like
grade, degree of hearing loss and gehder. This research and others like it do little to
respond to the historically low literacy achievement rates of the deaf. Furthermore, there
is a paucity of literacy research. Luckner, Sebald, Cooney, Young & Muir (2006) found
that only 964 articles relative to literacy and deafness have appeared in peer-reviewed
journals over the past 40 years; that equates to a meager 24 a year, on average. Of those
964 articles, only 22 could be considered evidence-based, that is, the study used a control
group and provided quantitative and statistical information needed for calculation of
effect sizes. Astonishingly, over 500 of the articles were eliminated solely on grounds
that they were not research studies at all but were position papers, p_ractitioner articles, or
literature reviews. Luckner et al. (2006) could not conduct the meta-analysis they had
wanted due to the fact that no two studies examined the same aspect. Furthermore, out of
the 22 articles considered scientifically-based research, less than a quarter related to
writing. Needless to say, there is considerable need for an increased quantity and quality
of literacy research and deafness.

Deaf Writers as L2 or Linguistic Minority Learners

With the paucity of literacy research on deaf populations, innovation and research

within the field is largely reliant on theoretical frameworks such as those already

presented in this chapter (e.g., cognitive theories, sociocultural theories, and theories of
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dialogue). It is also fruitful to ascertain the applicability of other related bodies of
literature such as L2 writing research and research on linguistic minority writers. One
may question the ability to apply L2 writing literature to deaf students because so many
deaf children do not have even one fully developed language at the start of school. With
the exception of deaf children of deaf parents who may be exposed to ASL in early
childhood, most deaf children who use sign language do not have adequate quantity (i.e.,
due to lack of opportunities for communication via ASL) or quality exposure to ASL
(i.e., due to lack of fluent models) at an early age to acquire it similarly to how their
hearing counterparts acquire English. Therefore, language development of a primary
language, if sign, is often delayed and/or incomplete. Similarly, due to the physical
barriers of hearing spoken language and the difficulties of lipreading, deaf children have,
at best, partial exposure to the English language. Often a reality is that deaf children are
learning English and sign (ASL or contact sign or English-based sign) simultaneously in
the schools. This experience is contrary to a typical L2 student who has fluency in a
primary language which then influences learning in the secondary language of English. In
this regard, the deaf and hard of hearing population of students is a unique group that
faces specific and particular challenges of its own, that is, the impact of incomplete
language acquisition of a primary language on reading and writing or the impact of mixed
exposure to sign and English. At the same time, Valdes (2006) has identified
monolingual speakers of a particular ethnic group who speak a contact variety of English
as representative of the diversity of L2 writers. These are persons who have learned

English from others who speak it imperfectly (e.g., children learning and using a Spanish-
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influenced variety of English). Similarities can be drawn to the use of contact sign where
persons use more of a mixture of English-based sign and ASL properties.

There are parallels that can be found in the writing of deaf students and the
writing of your typical L2 students. Both populations of writers evidence struggles with
the mechanics or grammatical features of English, have nonnative features that surface in
their writing, have longstanding syntactical, phonological, morphological or pragmatic
problems even after years of English use and after reaching a level of expressive fluency
(Valdes, 2006). Deaf education teachers have inherently relied on similar instructional
techniques (e.g., error correction) that are widely used in the field of L2 writing when it
comes to addressing a-grammatical elements of student work. However, the field of L2
writing has furthered this body of research (e.g., through instructional principles of
“noticing” and “reformulation” centered around heightening metalinguistic awareness
and involving students in the meaning-making process). With respect to deaf education,
these ideas remain largely untapped but potentially effective.

To that end, it can be questioned whether deaf students may be referred to as a L2
population. This is somewhat problematic because the L2 label implies that deaf children
have acquired a primary language other than English. As it was shown above, there often
is partial and delayed acquisition of both sign language and English. Yet, for the
population of students that is represented by this study, ASL (or contact sign) is more
than often preferred as a primary means of communication and expression. This
population of students would prefer to sign it or see it signed in ASL rather than speak it,
read it or write it in English. Sign language skills, albeit later than the occurrence of

typical language development, are honed through day-to-day interactions, more so than
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English. Sign language becomes the primary method and means through which these deaf
students make sense of the world. Due to the case that this population of deaf individuals
typically reach fluency in sign language prior to attaining fluency in English (which some
claim to never fully attain), and because ASL or contact sign becomes an avenue for
communicating about English, the L2 label is applicable, for indeed, these deaf students
are learning English as a second language.
L2 or Linguistic Minority Writing Research

Research has indicated that there are differences in the writing processes used by
expert and novice L2 writers. Those considered more expert at writing construct longer
and faster pieces of text, spend double the time planning prior to starting, and reread text
for high-level purposes in addition to low-level considerations (Sasaki, 2002). Novice L2
writers, on the other hand, devote more time to translating their generated ideas into
English and stop more often to consider issues of translation. Some would deduce that
novice L2 writers then need instruction that hones lower-level writing skills and focuses
in on translation strategies separate from the writing process; however, studies have
shown that this is not the case. For all levels of L2 writers, beginner through advanced,
writing all-at-once in a non-linear process resulted in greater writing fluency and quality
than step-by-step writing (Ransdell, Lavelle & Levy, 2002). This suggests that instruction
and learning relative to contextual language use happens best when situated in real
writing contexts.
Instruction of L2 and Linguistic Minority Writers

A balanced approach needed. Whole language and process writing approaches

are used profusely in the schools to teach all students. The whole language approach
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stems from knowledge about the acquisition of oral language and the development of
early written language skills. Encounters with language through conversation or print-
rich environments allow children to be learners who “spontaneously engage in the
construction of needed knowledge and skills” (McNaughton, 2002, 92). Experiences
build on each other and naturally extend into one’s writing. Yet, some academicians
claim that this amounts to a one-size-fits-all approach and is a disservice to linguistically
non-mainstream and L2 students because instruction is not intense or strategic enough
(Delpit, 1986, 1988; Reyes, 1992). Rather, for linguistically diverse students who have
acquired a different first language, learning standard English is a conscious, contrastive
and analytic process (Gee, 1991).

Equally, a preoccupation with the teaching of grammar through decontextualized
rules or formulas may also be an unproductive approach. Traditional ways of teaching
grammar and standard English rely heavily on skill-drills that occur apart from any real
writing context (McNaughton, 2002). Students have little opportunity to experience
purposeful writing for an authentic audience. Yet, it has been shown that reductionist
teaching of lower-level skills separately from a larger sphere of meaning provides no real
benefit to students (Coleman, 1997; Hillocks, 1986). Some focus on lower-level skills
can be fruitful, especially if contextualized. For example, it has been evidenced that L2
students who receive feedback on their grammatical errors make significantly greater
improvement on grammatical accuracy than those who do not receive feedback (Ferris &
Roberts, 2006).

Explicit contrastive techniques. Linguistically diverse children who are merely

immersed or passively exposed to standard English text have evidenced very little
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progress with the contextual language features of their writing. For instance, merely
asking students to proofread their work and fix the mistakes often results in no
improvements. When a students’ expressive or home language surfaces in their writing, it
looks and sounds right to them. Instead, a contrastive approach that draws attention to the
differences and breaks material into analytic bits can lead to greater linguistic
competence of standard English (Gee, 1996; Wolfram et al., 1999). By overtly
juxtaposing languages, Hagemann (2001) claims her students have begun to recognize
the distinct differences that were once not noticeable to them. She uses a three-step
process for helping students to build a bridge that spans the linguistic gap. First, students
learn to notice features of standard English that are new or different to them. Second,
they indicate the comparable feature in their expressive language. Thirdly, the feature
must be practiced in the context of real writing experiences. A systematic approach such
as this helps linguistically diverse students to more easily recognize language differences
(Reyes, 1992; McNaughton, 2000) and to use the two discourses separately. This is the
ultimate goal of code-switching or border-crossing (Delpit, 1986, 1988)—to develop the
metaknowledge needed for both languages (Gee, 1996, McAnally et al., 1999) and to
distinguish between situations requiring their uses.

Gee (1996) refers to those students who may never fully acquire a second
language or discourse as “mushfakes”. Full fluency may not be possible, especially if
acquisition is happening at a later age; however, partial acquisition coupled with
metaknowledge and strategies is a way these persons can “make do”. There is some
indication that deaf students draw on an internalized knowledge of English during

composition as much as possible and also refer to the rules of English that have been
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taught to them (Mayer, 1999). Schools can arm students with the strategies they need;
they “. . . ought to allow students to juxtapose diverse Discourses to each other so that
they can understand them at the meta-level through a more encompassing language of
reflection” (Gee, 1996, p. 190).

Teachers are incredibly important mediators of this process. They must have an
understanding or familiarity with the expressive languages that students use in order to
guide them through the contrastive analysis techniques (Rickford & Rickford, 2000). The
teacher recognizes where the students begin and where she intends to lead them. Having
metaknowledge of both languages, the teacher can also model the contrastive analysis
techniques (Wolfram et al., 1999) or use think-aloud strategies for students
(Montgomery, 2001). Ultimately, the students begin to monitor their own use of language
during writing (Hagemann, 2001).

Active student participation, collaboration and teacher responsiveness. If a
positive classroom environment that is respectful of cultural and linguistic differences has
been thoughtfully established, children feel they are rightful members of the community
and can legitimately participate. Teachers might then use engaging activities such as
writing for real-world purposes to promote high student involvement (Bakhtin, 1981).
Active participation is absolutely key (Montgomery, 2001; Reyes, 1992).

When students become involved members of the classroom learning, the teacher
can more accurately assess their expressions for current levels of understanding and prior
knowledge, which, in turn, leads to more responsive and scaffolded communication from
the teacher because she knows her students’ needs better. “By building on children’s

cultural and personal ways of interacting while at the same time providing new and
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expanded opportunities for successful interactions, teachers can help children expand
their participatory and linguistic repertoires” (Johnson, 1994, p.189). The teacher may
also model her thinking about language in order to support learners in seeing the form of
language, thereby building metalinguistic knowledge. “Metalinguistic knowledge
transcends knowledge about language as ‘meaning’ extending to knowledge about
language as ‘form’ separable from its meaningfulness” (Ransdell & Barbier, 2002, p. 3).

Kuiken & Vedder (2002) discuss how collaborative writing in L2 classrooms can
lead to student writing that is higher quality. The student interaction that occurs in a
collaborative environment about language production prompts the learner to deepen their
awareness of contextual language rules. The class engages in reflections and discussions
about the content or the writing process but also gives floor time to language forms. This
leads to greater “noticing”, an increased awareness of linguistic forms.
Current Instructional Practices in Deaf Education Classrooms

Given the sparse and dated literature on classroom instruction, it is unclear
whether deaf education teachers, in general, still adhere to traditional instructional
practices or if they allow for student interaction and contribution—practices driven by the
sociocultural and dialogic theories presented in the first part of the chapter. Wolff (1977)
made a differentiation between what he called “cognitive classes” and more “traditional
classes”. Teachers of cognitive classes used verbal strategies that would request high-
level thinking such as inferring, classifying, generalizing, and differentiating from the
students. Teachers of traditional classes required memory task activities such as recalling
factual information through questioning. Wolff discovered that cognitive classes were

less-directive classes that allowed students more of the talking time. Craig and Collins
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(1970) examined what student participation and interactions looked like in the classroom.
They found that across all levels of classes of deaf students, teachers used more
traditional methods of teaching. In fact, 75% of the total communication in the classroom
was provided by the teacher and only 25% by the students (Craig and Collins, 1970;
Miller, 1992).

There are instances of teachers using more non-traditional models of instruction.
For instance, Mayer, Akamatsu and Stewart (2002) observed exemplary teachers of the
deaf and analyzed the data for any common practices among the teachers. They
discovered that effective teachers of the deaf used discourse strategies and “worked hard
to engage students in interactions which were meaningful and encouraged knowledge-
building” (499). The teachers were not the “tellers” of information but provided a
stimulating environment that encouraged student-centered learning. For instance, a
teacher who asks, “How can we find out about this?” instead of simply giving answers
requires students to expand on their linguistic and cognitive efforts. Given a problem to
tackle, teachers and students enter into a joint process of inquiry, reasoning and learning.
Others have also noted the benefits of interactive instruction used with deaf students
(Lang & Albertini, 2001; Schneiderman, 1995).

Imbalanced instructional practices. Instructional practices of literacy can be
grossly separated into methods that are indirect or implicit versus direct or explicit.
Indirect/implicit instructional methods are otherwise referred to as whole language
approaches. Such practices of language and literacy instruction are widely used with deaf
children. A survey by LaSasso and Mobley (1997) found that 4 out of 5 programs for the

deaf based their classroom instruction on whole language principles. Schirmer (1994)

55



puts whole language principles in terms applicable to classroom instructional techniques:
reading, writing, speaking and listening are all interrelated; literacy skills develop as one
is engaged in authentic context; one learns to write by writing—learn to do by doing;
students are given choice and ownership over their writing activities; writing process, not
product, is emphasized; teachers use an integrated curriculum. Whole language teachers
do typically allow their students to spend more time on writing (up to 6 times more);
however, even though there have been no studies on the effectiveness of this approach
with deaf students, no achievement differences have been found between young special
education writers of whole language approaches versus skills-oriented instruction
(Graham & Harris, 1994).

In contrast to whole language approaches, direct or explicit instructional methods
tend to be skills-based. This can often mean a preoccupation with the teaching of
grammar through drills that occur apart from any real writing context. Even when
students are encouraged to craft an original story, there is often still an overemphasis on
writing accuracy. Students can become easily frustrated with writing because the final
product seems unattainable to them (Albertini, 1996). They are expected to produce
correct writing prior to fully grasping the rules of the language (Harrison, Simpson &
Stuart, 1991). Second, students are less likely to experiment with the use of language
(Kluwin & Kelly, 1992) for fear of being critiqued. Often this leads to writing comprised
of sentences that are simple, rigid, uninteresting, and not cohesively linked to the rest of
the text (Antia et al., 2005; Hillocks, 1995). Some claim a non-corrective approach that
gives credit for approximations as well as growth can help blooming writers develop

confidence and fluency of expression (French, 1999; Harrison, Simpson & Stuart, 1991).

56



A combined effort, using natural and structured approaches to writing instruction,
is used less often in the classroom but may provide the most benefit to the deaf student
(McAnally, Rose & Quigley, 1994). Such a model would incorporate both holistic
writing activities and skill-based instruction (Delpit, 1986, 1988; Evans, 1998; Schirmer
& Bailey, 2000; Schirmer, Bailey & Fitzgerald, 1999). Teachers of the deaf have
expressed difficulty in providing a balance of instruction related to content as well as
form; because deaf students typically struggle more with form (e.g., English syntactical
constructions), instructional efforts in this area of writing tend to dominate (Mayer,
1999). One way to achieve a balance is to teach writing skills (lower-level and higher-
level) and processes (Paul, 1998) in the context of real writing experiences (French,
1999; McNaughton, 2002).

Select Studies of Writing Intervention Research

The preponderance of contemporary writing research occurs with post-secondary
students and adults, and less than 15% of writing research takes place with middle school
students (Juzwik et al., 2006). More specifically, writing intervention research involving
linguistically diverse students at the middle school level is nearly non-existent. The
current STWI intervention, however, was largely inspired by two instructional models
used previously with general education and special education writers, namely Cognitive
Strategy Instruction of Writing and Morning Message. Even though instruction, in both
cases, had been employed mainly with students having high-incidence disabilities such as
learning disabilities, similar theoretical stances as the ones outlined in this chapter were
drawn upon to inform the practices—cognitive theories of composing processes and

sociocultural theories of teaching and learning. Further, characteristics of instruction
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deemed necessary for linguistically diverse students are either present in the models or
have been added through subsequent adaptations. The models largely incorporate
strategic writing instruction and/or interactive writing instruction approaches.
Cognitive Strategy Instruction in Writing (CSIW)

CSIW, the published work of Englert and colleagues, is an instructional writing
program that is often used with struggling writers, especially students with learning
disabilities who have evidenced deficiencies in their knowledge of composing and self-
regulation of the composing processes. It is designed to expose students to the strategies
and processes of skilled writers, with the intention that students, having gained such
awareness, will take on and incorporate the strategies into their own repertoire of writing
approaches. Of primary focus in CSIW is knowledge development of (a) expository text
structure, (b) the subprocesses of writing such as planning, organizing, drafting, editing,
and revising, and (c) a reader perspective and audience considerations (Englert, 1990).

The strategies of skilled writers have been captured in think-sheets that are used
as temporary scaffolds to prompt students to carry out certain actions during the Wing
process that they do not typically employ independently. Each subprocess of writing has
an accompanying think-sheet; for instance, the planning think-sheet asks students to
answer questions about who they are writing for (i.e., audience), why they are writing
(i.e., purpose), and what they already know (i.e., brainstorm ideas). The mnemonic,
POWER, represents the framework of multiple strategies needed when composing, with
each letter indicating a set of strategies for a subprocess of writing. Additionally, the
think-sheets provide teachers and students with a way of talking about the writing

processes; classroom dialogues are important spaces where the process of sharing self-

58



talk with the group allows the writing strategies and processes of others to be made
visible to all. This is the basis for quality changes in metacognition and cognition. As
students begin to appropriate these strategies through practice, scaffolding is reduced and
think-sheets are gradually faded.

Effectiveness of using CSIW. The effectiveness of CSIW has been studied using a
pretest-posttest, control-group design (Englert et al., 1991). The treatment and control
groups were comprised of three groups of students, those with learning disabilities, low-
achieving general education students and high-achieving general education students. The
students were administered pre and posttests for the assessment of metacognitive
knowledge, composing skills on two various trained expository texts, composing skills on
a third text that was unfamiliar to students and reading comprehension of expository text.
Results indicated significantly greater gains in the quality of expository writing for those
in the CSIW group as compared to the control group. Students in the treatment group,
regardless of student labeling as LD or not, made improvements in terms of trained and
untrained expository writing, audience sensitivity, use c;f text structure features, and
metacognitive knowledge of writing. More importantly, students with learning
disabilities made performance gains that closed gaps existing prior to CSIW curriculum
exposure, meaning that LD students performed at posttest similarly to their non-LD peers
in the control group.

As was the case in the above study, CSIW began taking more of a dialogic
approach to strategy instruction, one that conceptually builds on ideas of cognitive

apprenticeship, in the early 90’s. A difference was found between teachers who provided
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instruction supported by sociocultural principles and those who were more teacher-
directed in their approach. As Englert, Mariage, and Dunsmore (2006) emphasized:
Although CSIW think-sheets and artifacts embodied the tools, discourses,
functions, and meanings of the text, such cultural tools were ineffective when they
were simply applied and practiced by students, without social interaction with
others that featured the meaning, functions, self-regulatory and communicative
aspects of such tools (p. 212).
It was not only the presence of strategy instruction that impacted student achievement in
writing tasks but the existence of an activity setting which encouraged students and
teacher to co-participate in the talking, thinking, and modeling of writing strategies. Such
a finding points to the importance of dialogic or interactive methods of instruction.
Morning Message
A second instructional model that informs the current SIWI intervention is
Morning Message. Morning Message (Englert & Dunsmore, 2002; Mariage, 1995, 2001)
is a daily, guided or shared writing activity that is dialogic and interactive. It can be
characterized as instruction that allows for a non-traditional activity space in the sense
that students are encouraged to contribute, to talk, and to take control over the writing
processes. The interactive format can reduce a teacher’s control over the lesson and cause
it to move in unintended directions; however, it is amidst the to and fro of conversation
that students are apprenticed in the language, thinking, actions, and conventions of
writing by gaining access to others’ thinking or meta-talk. Essentially, through exchanges
with others, students are exposed to more sophisticated ways of thinking about writing

processes such as solving problems and monitoring text. A shared knowledge is co-
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constructed by drawing on the resources and the collaborative interactions of members.
Over time, the individual appropriates the information that is shared on the external plane
and makes it his/her own.

Morning Message is generally a fifteen to thirty-minute, daily writing activity,
during which teachers and students collaboratively construct a piece of text. When co-
constructing papers of personal experience or personal narratives, one student will serve
as the day's lead author by suggesting an idea or topic for the paper. Others will actively
participate and work with the author in the generation and revision of text. When the
group and author reach a consensus to add a phrase or a sentence to the text, the teacher
writes the students’ word-for-word expressions (including grammar and meaning errors
as they are communicated) on an easel. Then she opens the floor for further generation of
ideas, or the beginning of a revising or editing component. The writing during Morning
Message is illustrated as a recursive process, with participants fluidly moving back and
forth between idea/ text generation, revising and editing.

The students can ask the author questions (i.e., who, what, where, why, how)
about his/her experience to gather more information for the paper and generate further
text. These question words, in the case of personal narratives, serve as scaffolds for
learning and producing the text structure. In addition to personal narratives, Morning
Message allows for the teaching and learning of a variety of other text structures such as
comparison/contrast, persuasive, and expository papers. However, scaffolds for these
other text structures may take the form of conceptual maps or organizing devices. In
addition, the topic would be collaboratively determined and there would be no lead

author.
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Once any text is written on the easel, the teacher will occasionally read it alone or
in unison with the students to prompt awareness of any part that does not seem right. As
the text is reread, students monitor and offer suggestions for revision or editing.
Participants, oftentimes through scaffolded interaction and prompting, tell the name and
the procedure for their suggestion. Such a practice of discourse benefits others by pairing
the thinking with language and action, and participants are able to deepen their own
knowledge by gaining access to the knowledge of others. There also ensues dialogue
about the merits of suggested changes as students comment on each other’s input by
defending or providing a rationale for opposition. The teacher will orchestrate the
interaction, knowing when to step in and when to give more control and floor time over
to students.

Ultimately, this activity provides a space for teachers to transfer the control of the
writing process and strategies over to students. When first introducing Morning Message,
the teacher may use more time for direct instruction, prompting, modeling of language
and thinking, or use of guided questions. Once students begin to appropriate the writing
practices, thinking, and strategies of more-knowledgeable-others, the teacher gradually
releases more of the writing responsibility over to the students. S/he uses a series of “step
back” and “step in” moves to facilitate this transfer; stepping back to position the students
as the expert decision-makers and evaluators of the quality of text, and stepping in to
provide necessary supports or instructional guidance (Englert & Dunsmore, 2002).
Increasingly, more “step-back” moves are used. The transfer of control to students leads

to greater self-regulation, confidence and automaticity with writing.
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Furthermore, Morning Message is an activity that allows students to discuss and
practice higher-level writing skills (e.g., text structure, organization, coherence, topic
sentences) in addition to lower-level writing skills (e.g., English conventions, grammar,
spelling, punctuation). For instance, if a student generates an idea that seems to go off
topic and other students don’t see the threat to coherence, the teacher may prompt
students to thought by stating, “I’m wondering how that detail pertains to our topic.” Any
grade-level curriculum, whether high-level or low-level, can be embedded in the activity
and collaborative discussion, yet it requires the teacher be cognizant of students’
objectives in order to give more floor time to particular skills or nudge learning in a
certain direction.

The final co-constructed piece is published and shared with an authentic audience.
This may be a newsletter that is sent home and shared with parents or may be a school
bulletin distributed to peers and staff. Publication of authentic pieces for real audiences
shows that the writing has purpose of conveying information or ideas to others, and it is
not just an activity done in school.

Effectiveness of using Morning Message. Mariage (2001) demonstrated the
benefits of such an instructional approach, reporting that students did learn strategies and
practices from the dialogue used during Morning Message. In his study, students at first
“borrowed the voices” of others when completing independent writing projects or editing
another’s work. Later, however, they increasingly internalized these voices, and their
writing became more automatic. Also, the number of times a student participated was
correlated with editing and revising abilities—greater participation in the co-construction

of text equated with a greater number of revision ideas a student was able to offer on
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posttest assessments. This finding points to the value of student involvement in the
teaching and learning of writing.
Morning Message with Adaptations for Deaf Students

Due to its interactive and dialogic nature, Morning Message holds promise for use
with deaf students. However, some aspects of the activity were reconsidered and tailored
to this unique subpopulation of students. While still adhering to the defining and key
instructional principles, adaptations were made that would make the activity more
accessible to the deaf and more responsive to language needs.

The first consideration regards the expressive language of deaf students. Many
deaf children today use a pidgin sign language or contact sign which generally involves a
simplified use of ASL vocabulary in English syntactical order. When students generate
ideas for the text using a form of sign that is a close approximation of English, the teacher
may readily write this contribution on the easel. However, a problematic scenario arises
when students use a form of sign during discussion that is dramatically different in syntax
from English. For instance users of ASL may offer expressions or ideas that are too
distant from English text and can’t be captured well in writing. It is because of this
difficulty that Morning Message used with deaf students may need a “two easel”
approach (Wolbers & Miller, 2006). That is, when students offer an idea in ASL, an
additional step becomes necessary to deal with the language factor. First students
collaboratively discuss if an offered expression is ASL or English-based sign (capable of
being written). If the expression is ASL, the teacher may use the ASL easel as an idea
holding place while translation discussions take place. She may capture the idea given in

ASL the best she can using gloss words, symbols, pictures or any other mechanism,



making sure to make note of movements and expressions used in addition to sign
vocabulary. A translated version (that is agreed upon) is then recorded word-for-word
onto the “English” easel. If necessary, the teacher may need to model or think-aloud the
principles of each language and possible translation techniques until students begin to
appropriate the approaches. The addition of the ASL-to-English translation could be
considered a challenge and a benefit at the same time. Although the process undoubtedly
lengthens Morning Message, it does help to build necessary metalinguistic awareness of
both ASL and English.

Moreover, a group with ASL-using members needing explicit instruction in
translation strategies and contrastive approaches will need to be involved in thoughtful
interaction around language features. Members should be careful to give respect and
value to all languages in the classroom. When certain English-based discourses are used
and expected in the schools, deaf children need a way to access these while still
maintaining integrity for their own form of expressive communication. When contrasting
home and academic discourses or languages, for ins;tance, using words that give more
value or worth to one language than another should be avoided. By simply stating that
one kind of language is “right” and another kind is “wrong”, students may feel that their
community and culture have been insulted or degraded. After all, there are no languages
or dialects that are deficient or wrong in a linguistic sense (Coleman, 1997; Rickford &
Rickford, 2000; Wolfram et al., 1999). Other vocabulary to stay away from include
“appropriate” vs. “non-appropriate” and “standard” vs. “non-standard”.

The second consideration is the rereading of the message that routinely happens

during Morning Message. Typically, the teacher rereads the text while pointing word-by-
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word as she speaks. To do this while signing is difficult, if not impossible. However, it is
critical that the text be repeated again and again to develop a rhythm and a pattern to the
written language. Just as hearing students read along with their teacher, deaf children
should also be signing (or fingerspelling if there is difficulty matching sign to the English
constructions). This repetition is a vital step in teaching students to reread and monitor
their texts. Thus, the method has been adapted to allow for a one-handed signing
technique, where one hand is pointing at the print and the other is signing.

Effectiveness of using Morning Message with deaf students. Provided that deaf
students are exposed to a modified version of Momning Message, they do make significant
gains from pre to posttest in higher-level writing skills, lower-level writing skills and
reading (Wolbers, 2006). These findings were based on an intervention that took place in
two elementary classrooms (7=8) and one middle school classroom (#=8) for a total of 21
days and targeted personal narrative writing. Students showed substantial improvement
with genre-specific traits (f = 8.53, p < 0.000), use of contextual language (=3.91, p <
0.001), editing/revising skills ( = 3.89, p < 0.001), and reading levels (t = 6.69, p <
0.000). There were no reported gains or losses in their use of conventions (r = 1.85, p <
0.085) and total word count (1= -1.80, p < 0.093). According to Cohen’s rule of thumb
(Howell, 2002), the magnitude of the experimental results were large for the primary
traits comparison (d = 0.82) and near-moderate for contextual language (d = 0.41) and
editing/revising (d = 0.46).

In addition, a one-way MANOVA was used to detect any school level effects.
Elementary students made significantly greater gains with respect to conventions [F

(1,14) = 8.18, p < .013] and reading level [F (1,14) = 62.45, p < .000], and middle school
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students made significantly greater gains with editing and revising tasks [F (1, 14) =
13.49, p < .003]. On editing and revising tasks, middle school students made high-level
decisions about the text structure, coherence and overall meaning of the passage at
posttest whereas they mainly dealt with surface-level changes at pretest.
Summary

The current research was inspired by previous school-aged writing interventions
such as CSIW and Morning Message, and it draws on the strategic and interactive natures
associated with both instructional methods. Deaf students previously exposed to Morning
Message did evidence gains in their personal narrative writing with both high-level and
low-level writing skills. This is not overly surprising since interactive instruction and
dialogic approaches have been touted in the field of deaf education and L2 writing as
being highly effective and desired (Mayer, Akamatsu & Stewart, 2002). The present
study, however, is more complex due to its targeting of expository writing. It is
qnticipated that students will need structured support when undertaking the more difficult
expository text structure and could benefit from the framework of strategies that are
provided through CSIW, aiding the metacognitive and cognitive development of
processes for composing. Additional instructional techniques for building metalinguistic
awareness are taken from the literature on linguistically diverse writers; such techniques
have formed the basis for adaptations to Morning Message used with deaf children.
Taken together, Morning Message and CSIW create a starting point for Strategic and
Interactive Writing Instruction (SIWI), conjoining cognitive theories of composing

processes with sociocultural theories of teaching and learning. It is anticipated that the
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SIWI approach will respond to the unique linguistic needs of deaf individuals and foster

writing growth.
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CHAPTER 3

METHODS

Design of the Study

As intervention research, this study had a treatment and comparison group. The
treatment group implemented SIWI components, while the comparison group continued
with its typical writing instruction. By comparing gains in writing and reading of students
in the treatment group with those of the comparison group, the study aimed to assess the
effectiveness of the SIWI curriculum.

This study utilized a quasi-experimental and non-equivalent groups design to
investigate the research questions that were detailed in the previous chapter. The research
design was a pretest-posttest control group design, with no randomization of participants.
Instead of randomly assigning the teachers and students to the treatment and control
groups, they were assigned based on preference and ability to fulfill participation
requirements. For example, the teacher in the treatment group needed to commit to the
time and work demands of implementing the SIWI intervention, so participants were
asked about their willingness to be involved at such a capacity. To minimize the internal
validity threats arising from such a selection and assignment process, the researcher
chose a comparison teacher and a classroom site that were similar on a number of
experimentally-relevant factors. Students were additionally matched on a number of

pertinent variables.
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This study also used some qualitative techniques such as interviewing in order to
represent and construct the experience of student writers in the treatment and comparison
groups.

Participants and School Context

The unit of analysis for this study was the middle school deaf or hard of hearing
student. However, due to the lack of randomization, it was necessary to first detail any
school contexts, teacher characteristics, or student variables that were relevant to the
study. This was done with the objective of evidencing an adequate match between the
treatment and comparison groups and thereby strengthening the validity of the study.
Description of Research Sites

The research was conducted in two middle school classrooms at two various
school sites. The treatment group research site was a classroom within a residential
school for the deaf located in a mid to large Midwestern town. The comparison group
research site was also a classroom located in a mid to large Midwestern town but was
within a center-based deaf and hard of hearing program in a public school district.
Because this study targeted literacy instruction for students at the middle school level and
because there is typically only one teacher of the deaf per school who teaches reading and
writing at that level, the use of two research sites was unavoidable. The sites were,
however, found to be comparable regarding certain relevant factors.

Both schools, for instance, espoused Total Communication (TC) as a philosophy
of communication rather than a method of communication. That is, TC was not solely
equated with Simultaneous Communication (SC) or the simultaneous use of English-

based sign and voice (see Mayer & Lowenbraun, 1990, for an example of viewing TC as
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a method). When viewing TC as such--TC as a method—the use of American Sign
Language (ASL) in the classroom is rare or impossible due to the conflicting grammatical
natures of ASL and spoken English. Thus, intentional or not, TC as a method devalues
the educational importance of ASL use (Peters, Wolbers & Dimling, in press). There are
also concerns that children who are provided with instruction via SC may not be exposed
to full and complete language in either ASL or English because of the alterations
inherently made to each language in order to happen simultaneously (Laurent Clerc
National Deaf Education Center, n.d). Viewing TC as a philosophy, rather, means there is
an array of communication options available to teachers to flexibly use when
communicating with deaf children that can appropriately and effectively respond to the
needs of various situations (Hawkins & Brawner, 1997; Tucker & Powell, 1991). These
options include ASL, English-based sign, SC, written text, voice, fingerspelling, and
gesture, to name a partial list. Because both school sites regard TC as a philosophy, ASL
is a valued and frequently utilized language among students and teachers in the
classroom. How a school views TC was an important consideration to this study since
SIWI intends that students build metalinguistic knowledge in both ASL and English by
comparing and contrasting languages. To do such, the languages must be used in a
fashion that is distinguishable.

Additionally, the school sites were comparable regarding their position within and
connections to the deaf community. Both schools may be viewed as cultural epicenters
for the deaf community due to their equally large number of deaf and hard of hearing
students, teachers, staff and visitors. Deaf sporting or entertainment events that occur in

or around the schools often draw members of the greater state and Midwestern Deaf
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communities to the areas. Students in both schools have numerous opportunities to
interact with deaf adults and deaf role models. Such interconnectedness between the
schools and the greater Deaf community is reflected in the schools’ similar values, beliefs
and views of deafness as well as their welcome acceptance of Deaf culture.

Description of Teacher Participants

The teacher affiliated with the treatment group is a Caucasian and hearing female.
She has been a reading, writing and language arts teacher of the deaf and hard of hearing
for seven previous years, all at the middle school level and at the state residential school.
She has obtained a mater’s degree in special education, and she has a rating of advanced
on the Sign Communication Proficiency Interview (SCPI).

Because the teacher of the treatment group classroom was absent on maternity
leave at the time of the intervention, she did not implement any portion of the STWI
curriculum. Instead, the researcher carried out all instructional aspects of the intervention
with the teacher’s classroom of students. The teacher, however, received professional
development regardiné SIWI prior to the intervention period as if she were the primary
implementer. After having the necessary training, the teacher was involved in the
research project by serving as an evaluator of implementation fidelity.

The researcher/implementer is a Caucasian and hearing female. From the years
1999 to 2003, she primarily taught reading, writing and language arts to deaf middle and
high school students. In the fall of 2003, she left teaching deaf students to pursue her
doctorate in special education. During the time of her doctoral studies, she taught several
undergraduate and graduate special education courses, including deaf education teacher

preparation courses. The study described here is her dissertation research, which will be
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the completion of her doctoral program. The researcher/implementer is a state qualified
(i.e., QAIN) and nationally certified interpreter for the deaf (i.e., RID certified, CI/CT).

The teacher affiliated with the comparison group is a Caucasian and hearing male.
He has been a teacher of the deaf for three years at his current school and has primarily
taught language arts during that time. He has completed a master’s degree in special
education. The comparison teacher is additionally a fluent signer. Prior to becoming a
teacher of the deaf, he worked as an educational interpreter at his current school for 8
years. Since 1998, he has been nationally certified (i.e., NAD IV) as a sign language
interpreter.

The comparison teacher and the implementer did match in regard to pertinent
factors. First, both have national certification in sign language interpreting to account for
their sign proficiency. Both teachers, therefore, were effective users of English-based
sign language or ASL and carried out understandable, two-sided conversations with
students. Moreover, the teachers used a similar style of communication with students, one
that consisted mainly of ASL expressions with additions of English-based sign and voice
at times. Second, both had comparable amounts and kinds of teaching experience—
approximately three years teaching language arts in the middle grades. Lastly, the
comparison group teacher and the implementer took their undergraduate coursework at
the same university. The implementer has accrued more graduate credits than the
comparison teacher; however, the comparison teacher received high recommendations
from his university instructors for being one of their top students and is regarded as a

high quality teacher in the field by his coworkers.
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Lastly, it should be recognized that the control group teacher took a sudden leave
of absence at the beginning of the intervention phase. Although the substitute teacher
assigned to the class was a certified teacher of the deaf, she did not match the
implementer on other characteristics. Therefore, the pretests in the control group were
delayed by approximately 4 weeks in order to allow the regular teacher to be back in the
classroom for the majority of the instructional time that took place between the pre and
posttests. The regular teacher was present in the classroom for approximately 85% of the
time while the substitute was present for the other 15%. The substitute teacher
administered pretests to students in the control group and followed the instructional
lesson plans of the teacher while he was on leave.

Description of Student Participants

There were 16 students in the treatment group and 17 students in the comparison
group. The following demographics were obtained from all student participants: age,
gender, ethnicity/race, hearing loss unaided in the better ear (dB), amplified loss in the
better ear (dB), cochlear implant usage, cochlear implant benefit, additional disabilities,
reading level, and method/s of communication. Hearing loss was calculated by taking an
average of hearing sensitivity in the better ear (measured in decibels, dB) across the
frequencies of 500, 1000, 2000 and 4000 Hertz (Hz). Amplified losses were not
calculated because aided threshold levels were not indicated on the audiograms of the
students in the control group. For students with cochlear implants, teachers were asked to
indicate the students’ usage and benefit of their cochlear implants on a 5-point scale (1 =
very little use/ very little benefit, 5 = great amounts of use/ great amount of benefit).

Demographics of student participants are displayed in Tables 1 and 2.
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Table 1

Demographics of Student Participants in Treatment Group

z »g - & E - i 3
g £y B3 33 3§ &2 fr if
R LN T O N O
Treatment Group (TG) Participants
TGl 12 M C/wW 75 No - - 42 ASL/V
TG2 13 M LA, 86 No - OH 3.6 ASL/V
C/wW
TG3 13 M C/wW 94 No - - 5.1 ASL
TG4 13 F C/w 109 No - - 3.7 ASL
TGS 14 F AA, 119 No - - 23 ASL
C/wW
TG6 14 M C/w 106 Yes 23 LD 1.6 ASL/
MLS
TG7 12 M C/w 121 No - ADHD 1.6 ASL
TGS 12 M C/W 96 No - ADHD 0.6 ASL
TG9 12 M Cc/w 73 No - - 1.0 ASL/
MSL
TG10 14 F Cw 36 No - - 29 EBS/V
TG11 12 M cw 89 Yes 33 ADHD 13 ASL/
MLS/V
TGI12 13 F C/W 104 No - ADHD 1.9 ASL
TG13 11 F C/W 71 No - - 3.7 ASL/V
TG14 12 M aw 108 No - - 29 ASL
TG15 11 M C/W 120 No - - 3.7 ASL
TG16 14 F AA 109 No - - 0.9 ASL/
MLS

AA = African American; C/W = Caucasian/White; LA = Latino; AS = Asian

LD = learning disability; VI = visual impairment; CI = cognitive impairment; DMS = delayed motor skills;
OH = other health; EI = emotional impairment; CP = cerebral palsy

EBS = English-based sign; MLS = minimal language skills; V = voice
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Table 2

Demographics of Student Participants in Control Group

~ L) - , &

sy fr BF W s Ixog

= T3 8 - g A & S 32

Comparison Group (CG) Participants

CGl 12 M cw 95 No - - 0.3 ASLY
MLS
CG2 13 M C/wW 105 Yes 5,5 - 3.7 EBS/V
CG3 14 M C/wW 60 No - OH 28 EBS/
ASL

CG4 12 M C/wW 105 No - - 1.8 ASL
CG5 13 F c/w 105 Yes 3,2 - 35 EBS/
ASL

CG6 13 F AA 105 No - - 1.7 ASL
CG7 12 F C/wW 90 No - - 33 ASL*
CG8 15 F C/wW 105 Yes 44 - 3.8 EBS/V
CG9 12 M AS 95 No - - 25 EBS/V
CG10 12 M C/w 90 No - - 6.9 EBS/
ASL/V

CGl1 13 F C/wW 90 No - - . 3.6 ASL
CGl12 14 M C/W 55 No - EI 25 ASL/V
CG13 14 M C/wW 105 No - - 4.5 ASL
CGl4 12 M AA 85 No - - 1.3 ASL
CGl15 13 F C/wW - No - - 4.8 ASL
CGl16 11 F AA 110 No - CL CP 0.9 ASL/
MLS

CG17 13 F AA 83 Yes 11 OH 29 ASL/
EBS

AA = African American; C/W = Caucasian/White; LA = Latino; AS = Asian

LD = learning disability; VI = visual impairment; CI = cognitive impairment; DMS = delayed motor skills;
OH = other health; EI = emotional impairment; CP = cerebral palsy

EBS = English-based sign, MLS = minimal langunage skills;, V = voice

*Student is also a user of Romanian Sign Language
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All students have prelingual hearing losses. And, only two students were reported as
having deaf parents, TG3 and CG7. Descriptive statistics are provided for all numerical
data including age, hearing loss and reading level in Table 3.

Table 3

Descriptive Statistics of Students’ Age, Hearing Loss, and Pretest Reading Level

Treatment Group Control Group
M SD M SD
Age 12.63 1.025 12.82 1.015
Hearing loss (dB) 94.75 22.655 92.69 16.090
Pretest reading 2.563 1.3495 2.988 1.5968

level

Furthermore, there were no significant differences between the treatment group and
control group regarding the means and variances of any of these variables. See Table 4
for 7-test statistics and tests of homogeneity of variances.

Table 4

Comparison of Means and Variances for Age, Hearing Loss, and Pretest Reading Level

Comparison of Means, Comparison of Variances,
t-test Levene Statistic
Age 1=0.313, p <0.580 0.174, p < 0.680
Hearing loss (dB) 1=0.088, p <0.769 1.594, p <0.217
Pretest reading t= 680, p <0.416 0.016, p < 0.901

level
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To further characterize the groups of students in terms of their literacy
backgrounds, the questionnaire available in Appendix A was used to collect data
regarding students’ perceptions of their language and writing skills as well as their home
literacy experiences. Students were instructed to respond to questions using a 5-point
scale (i.e., 5 = strong or everyday, 3 = average or once a week, 1 = weak or almost
never). Each question was read to students using sign language to avoid any
misunderstandings of what was being asked. Prior to handing out the questionnaire, it
was emphasized to students that their honest responses were requested. They were told
that the questionnaire would not affect their grades in any way, and there were no right or
wrong answers; the purpose was to merely learn more about the group’s literacy
practices, perceptions and histories. Lastly, students were reminded of steps taken to
protect anonymity. While individual students could be identified by the researcher via a
code applied to the back of the questionnaire, they did not write their names anywhere on
the paper. Descriptive statistics for each question by group can be viewed in Table 5.
There were no significant differences between the treatment group and control group
regarding the means of any question; therefore, both groups of students have similar

perceptions of their literacy skills/abilities and have similar home literacy experiences.
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Table 5

Descriptive Statistics of Students’ Literacy Questionnaire Responses

Treatment Group Control Group
M SD M SD

Fluency in ASL 3.60 0.910 3.82 1.185
Fluency in English 3.00 1.134 294 1.029
Reading skills 3.40 1.352 2.76 0.752
Writing skills 3.13 1.187 3.28 1.125
Read for pleasure 3.07 1.223 244 1.413
Write for pleasure 2.13 1.246 2.63 1.544
Availability of 3.93 0.961 3.56 1.263
print in the home

Reading frequency 293 1.335 3.65 1.222

of family members

In conclusion, given a number of variables that were considered, the students in the
treatment group and control group were deemed to be highly comparable.
Power Analysis

A power analysis was conducted to justify the sample size (») in this study. To
begin, effect sizes (d) were estimated on two response variables, revising/editing and
reading. The treatment group gains from pre to posttest were projected by using data
from a preliminary study that had similar measures and a comparable instructional
intervention (Wolbers, 2006). The prior study involved elementary and middle school
participants, but the data used here is specific to the middle school participants only. The

past data can be viewed in Table 6.
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Table 6

Preliminary Study Data
Response Variables A SD
(pre to posttest)
Revising/Editing 10.5 6.21
Reading 0.19 .08

Supposing that the comparison group demonstrates gains from pre to posttest half
the size of the treatment group, gains on revising/editing and reading (A) would be 5.25

and 0.095 respectively. Consequently, the estimated effect sizes (d) would be 0.85 for

revising/editing and 1.2 for reading, whereby d = (4 —p) and equal variances are
c

assumed.

Power can then be estimated as a function of §, where 6 =d \/g and nis

2n;n,
n +n,

determined by when dealing with two different sample sizes (Howell, 2002).

Table 7 gives the power of a one-sided, two-sample ¢ test with an alpha of 0.05 for

various levels of §.

Table 7

Power as a function of 6

S 240 2,50 2.70 3.00 3.40 3.50
Power 0.78 0.80 0.85 0.91 0.96 0.97
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When n, is 16 and n, is 17, § for revising/editing is 2.44, and power can be interpolated as
79%. When n, is 16 and n, is 17, 8 for reading is 3.44, and power can be interpolated as
96.5%. Since the power analysis indicated there is a moderate-high to high probability
that the statistical analysis would detect an effect that is present, the sample size was
adequately justified.

Additionally, an adequate sample size was justified by the number of dependent
variables not exceeding the number of participants in any one cell.
Informed Consent Procedures

Approval to conduct the research was obtained through the Institutional Review
Boards (IRB) at Michigan State University. In order to protect the rights of those
participating in the research, strict confidentiality and anonymity was maintained
throughout. That is, all collected data such as pre/posttests and videotapes have been kept
in a locked office cabinet. After the duration of the project, they will be destroyed. No
person other than the researcher has been allowed access to any data that might have
revealed a participant’s identity. When the data has been shared in writings,
presentations, or professional education activities, pseudonyms were given for all
students, teachers, schools and administrators. Prior to the start of the intervention, school
administrators, teachers, and parents of participating students were asked to give written
informed consent of these conditions. Additionally, students gave their written informed
assent. The privacy of all participants has been protected to the maximum extent

allowable.
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Procedures

The research extended over a 10-week period, 2 weeks for the administration of
pre and posttests and 8 weeks for the intervention period. During the 8-week intervention
period, the students in the treatment group were exposed to the SIWI curriculum while
students in the comparison group continued with their typical classroom writing
instruction.
Instructional Components of SIWI

Strategic and Interactive Writing Instruction (SIWT) for deaf and hard of hearing
adolescents is a curriculum of writing instruction. As the name signifies, SIWI is both
strategic and interactive. These two major elements reflect the research-based evidence
on effective writing instruction and the associated theories (i.e., cognitive theories of
composing, sociocultural theories of learning and theories of dialogue). First, SIWI is
strategic in the sense that students are introduced to the approaches of expert writers
through apprenticeship and the use of word or symbol procedural facilitators. These
facilitators encourage and support intelligent and skilled responses or decision-making.
These are temporary supports in place to guide students’ planning of successful action
around writing processes. It is intended that students become deliberate writers during all
parts of the writing process. SIWI is interactive in the sense that cycles of action and
reaction occur between participants which influence transformations and construction of
knowledge that is reciprocal. There is a two-way flow of information between parties and
every additional contribution is contingently responsive. This dynamic process is
centrally relevant to the apprenticeship process, for students are actively participating in

learning and constructing knowledge for themselves.
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SIWI can be used to teach any text structure or any genre of writing. For this
particular research intervention, focus was given to expository writing and, more
specifically, informative compositions. When writing exposition that informs, the
author’s purpose is to convey information about a subject, devoid of opinion or
persuasion, to an audience with clarity and accuracy (Warriner, 1988). The writer
provides proper guidance to the reader by introducing the subject at the start of the paper
and explaining in the thesis statement the direction it will take. Information is then
organized effectively throughout the report by arranging main ideas and details in the
body paragraphs, all of which connect back to the thesis statement. Finally, the author
brings the writing to a close in a final paragraph that summarizes the bulk of the
information or reemphasizes the main points.

SIWI allows instructional attention to the structural features of text such as
organization, coherence and development of ideas. It targets these higher-order skills by
apprenticing learners in the strategies for and processes of writing (e.g., planning,
organizing and revising). Yet, at the szﬁne time, weight is given to lower-order writing
skills such as producing syntactically and grammatically correct sentences, using proper
spelling, and incorporating increasingly complex language and phrase structures. Thus, in
this regard, SIWI has a balanced instructional focus, emphasizing the learning of both
high-level and low-level writing skills, all of which are crucial to the writing of effective
and clear text.

SIWI is likewise balanced in its instructional approach. It incorporates principles
from both whole language and skills-based approaches—students are immersed in

authentic writing experiences but are also receiving direct instruction in writing
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processes, skills or strategies. Balanced instruction is much more systematic than whole
language (Pressley, 2006), and at the same time, it affords more practice of skills in real
writing contexts through scaffolded and guided practice than skills-based instruction
alone.

SIWI consists of six instructional components: (a) the use of writing process
strategies; (b) apprenticeship in writing through guided and interactive practice; (c) NIP-
it lessons to introduce new writing skills or strategies; (d) decomposition and evaluation
exercises; (e) the use of visual scaffolds; (f) metalinguistic knowledge-building. The first
two components represent the foundation of SIWI, signifying strategic and interactive
instruction. The other four components further reflect research-based practices used with
deaf, L2 or adolescent writers.

Writing process strategies. The mnemonic, POSTER, is an adapted version of the
acronym POWER from the Cognitive Strategy Instruction in Writing (CSIW) Curriculum
(Englert, Raphael, Anderson, 1989). POSTER (plan, organize, scribe, translate, edit,
revise) is very similar to POWER (plan, organize, write, edit, revise) in that it represents
the subprocesses of the writing process, yet it recognizes an additional practice
encountered by linguistically diverse or L2 students, that of translation from a primary
language or discourse to a secondary one. See Figure 3. Many deaf children similar to
those in this study use ASL or contact sign language as their primary means of expression
during day-to-day interactions, and English is not a form of expression that comes easily
or naturally. Thus, transiation, for this population of students, is typically a cognitive
effort that requires strategic attention. Each subprocess is accompanied by a set of

instructional statements and questions that cue writers to action. These are temporary
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scaffolds that can be removed once the writer has gained control over the strategies that
are utilized during writing and can employ them independently.

During planning, writers are prompted to consider who the audience is, to
determine the purpose of writing and to brainstorm what they already know about the
topic. If there is a need to access additional resources, students are asked to consider what
they want to know and how they could find this information. Students participating in the
current study accessed books, more-knowledgeable-others and internet resources to
locate information for their topics. Organize signals for students to group their ideas into
categories of information and then sequence them according to an order of presentation
for writing. When organizing ideas, students may use a conceptual map like the ones
shown in Figures 4 and 5. The map in Figure 4 comes from the CSIW curriculum, where
each subprocess has a complementary think-sheet’ to be completed by writers until they
become more automatic with the strategies and can carry them out on their own. Since
writers organize their ideas according to a particular text structure such as a story,
comparison/contrast or explanation, organize comes with different think-sheet options for
different styles of writing. The think-sheets in Figures 4, along with Figure S, are
conceptual maps that support organization of ideas for informative writing. In this study,
students preferred mapping their information, details and support using Inspiration 8.0
(Helfgott & Westhaver, 2007); once finished with mapping, they changed the format to
an outline that better supported their writing. Scribe instructs students to move from their

conceptual maps or outlines to text generation by expanding or elaborating on their ideas,

3 Because the current research focuses on a middle school population of students, think-sheets were not
utilized (with the exception of the organize conceptual map) as with the CSIW curriculum which was
tailored more for an elementary population. Instead, the students kept journals of their brainstormed lists,
questions, and/or notes.
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following the order they determined. The subprocess, transiate, encourages students to
become more cognizant of the form of their language expressions by asking whether their
ideas were produced in English, ASL or some mixture of languages. Once one recognizes
when non-English expressions enter the conversation (in the form of inner dialogue or
group discussion) or enter one’s text, techniques for translation can be administered. Edit
prompts students to reread and monitor their written text for any ideas that need to be
clarified or changed and for any language or grammatical troubles that need to be
addressed. Students may additionally use an editing checklist (shown in Appendix B) to
monitor one’s writing for specific features. For this study, the checklist items reflected
those topics emphasized during instruction that were in need of mindfulness. The editing
checklist was continually developed during the time of the intervention as the
implementer became more knowledgeable of students’ writing needs and objectives.
Revise cues students to produce a clean copy of their work and publish.

The POSTER mnemonic is not meant to be a linear set of procedures. Rather,
writing is viewed as a recursive process, with fluid movement back and forth between the
subprocesses. Consider for instance how translation may happen before writing during a
class discussion of ideas, or it may happen after in the occurrence that non-English
linguistic features surface in one’s text. Additionally, writers may choose to edit as they
write each sentence or paragraph instead of writing a full draft and then reading through
for editing purposes. One might even choose to return to planning or organizing some
additional ideas after they have begun writing. Successful writers engage with the writing
strategies and processes as detailed by POSTER but not necessarily in any rigid,

inflexible order.
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In the intervention classroom, the POSTER acronym was written on a large piece
of posterboard and hung on the wall (see Figure 3). Therefore, reference to the writing
processes was easily made at any time during instruction. Additionally, each student had
a laminated copy of the instructional statements and questions that accompanied each
process. This scaffold, referred to as the student cue card, can be viewed in Figure 6.
Each writing subprocess on the cue card was given a different color that coordinated with
the colors of the classroom posterboard, and each subprocess was enhanced with a visual

aid that represented the process.
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Figure 3. POSTER mnemonic used for learning writing process strategies.

|
Organize
Secrive
Transtate
Eai
Revise

Adapted version. Original source: C.S. Englert, T .E. Raphael & L.M.Anderson (1989).
Cognitive Strategy Instruction in Writing Project, East Lansing, MI: Institute for
Research on Teaching.
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Figure 4. Organize conceptual map, web

Topic
Main
Idea
Detail
1. How can I group my ideas into
categories?
2. What can I call my categories?
3. How can I order & Sequence my
ideas?

Original source: C.S. Englert, T.E. Raphael & L.M.Anderson (1989). Cognitive
Strategy Instruction in Writing Project, East Lansing, MI: Institute for Research
on Teaching.
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Figure 5. Organize conceptual map, block

Topic:

Main Idea or Details, Notes or Facts
Category

NALNEILNAELWN=NARWD =LAWL =

Original Source: Englert, C.S., Mariage, T.V., Okolo, C.M., Courtad, C.A., Shankland,
R K., Moxley, K.D., Jones, N., Billman, A. (in press). Accelerating expository literacy in
the middle grades: The ACCEL Project. In B. Taylor & J. Ysseldyke (Eds.), Educational
interventions for struggling readers. New York: Teachers College Press.
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Apprenticeship in writing through guided and interactive practice. With the
exception of the direct instruction that is necessary for introducing POSTER and
conducting NIP-it lessons or decomposition/evaluation exercises (detailed next), SIWI is
designed to apprentice students in the construction of text (i.e., guiding both higher-level
and lower-level writing skill development) through interactive instruction using an
activity format comparable to the adapted version of Morning Message (Wolbers, 2006;
Wolbers & Miller, 2006). Therefore, nearly all lessons involve students and a teacher
working together to co-construct a piece of text. Ultimately, the collaborative
environment of SIWI provides a space for teachers to transfer the control of writing
processes and strategies over to students. Such a format of instruction also provides a
framework for incorporating all explicit instruction of writing (e.g., instruction of
POSTER, NIP-it lessons, decomposition exercises) into a contextualized activity of
writing for a predetermined and authentic audience. Writing for authentic audiences
establishes real-world purpose for learning and using writing as a way to convey
information or ideas to others. It becomes viewed as a skill or trade that is necessary and
functional, rather than just an activity done in school (McAnally, Rose & Quigley,<ns1:XMLFault xmlns:ns1="http://cxf.apache.org/bindings/xformat"><ns1:faultstring xmlns:ns1="http://cxf.apache.org/bindings/xformat">java.lang.OutOfMemoryError: Java heap space</ns1:faultstring></ns1:XMLFault>