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Abstract

Based on theoretical findings from the literature on the integration of reading and writing pedagogies used with
hearing postsecondary students to advance academic literacy, this article offers a model of instruction for
achieving academic literacy in developmental and freshman composition courses composed of deaf students.
Academic literacy is viewed as the product of acts of composing in reading and writing which best transpire
through reciprocal rather than separate reading and writing activities. Pedagogical practices based on theoretical
findings and teacher experience are presented as a model of instruction, exemplified as artifacts in online
supplementary materials and juxtaposed with practices used with hearing students. Differences between the
practices are seen in accommodations for students who learn visually, the amount of guidance provided and more
opportunities for extensive practice.
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1. Introduction

While there are increasing numbers of deaf students attending college in the United States, many, if not most,
continue to read below the level of their hearing peers and below what is expected for post-secondary academic
outcomes (Marschark & Rosica, 2021). Research studies of the writing abilities of deaf students also reveal
writing skills that do not match similarly-aged hearing peers (Mayer & Trezek, 2019). And while evidence-based
practices exist to assist deaf students with their reading and writing (Berent, 1993; Palmberg & Rask, 2016;
Wolbers et al., 2015), these practices have primarily focused on either younger deaf students or have targeted
each domain separately. This article proposes that in order for postsecondary deaf students to improve their
academic literacy they will need to approach reading and writing as integrated rather than separated tasks.
Theory and practice from the literature on composition research with postsecondary hearing and
second-language students will be used to propose a model of integrated reading and writing instruction for deaf
postsecondary students in either developmental or freshman composition courses. A corresponding body of
literature of integrated theory and practice for the teaching of reading and writing does not exist in the field of
deaf education.

1.1 Academic Literacy and Integrated Reading and Writing Instruction

Academic literacy is viewed as ways in which college students work through, analyze and interpret texts in order
to produce written intellectual work based on these texts. In the context of developmental and first-year
composition courses, the intellectual work is primarily the writing of essays for which students must recognize
that writing is a form of thinking in which arguments are sustained and ideas are synthesized, and that these
arguments and ideas stem from what they read and the experiences they bring to the reading (Intersegmental).
From texts assigned, students establish the significance of a controlling idea or create an idea sparked by the text
that others have not thought about in an effort to have a take-away of their own. Students are asked “to do
something with their knowledge, not merely to remember it” (Voge, 2007), and, in so doing, recruit both their
reading and writing abilities in an effort to think harder about the points they are making. Typically, students are
asked to talk back to something read, to propose a solution to a problem, to shed new light on an issue or to
correct a misunderstanding (Bean, 1996).



elt.ccsenet.org English Language Teaching Vol. 14, No. 6; 2021

This view of academic literacy contrasts with historical perspectives that have argued for a separation of the
teaching of reading and writing. Morrow (1997) has reported that the teaching of reading has been viewed with
diminished importance in the teaching of writing. She writes that in academic writing courses “practicing
invention strategies, improving flawed paragraphs or revising sample sentences” (457) have been given
precedence and that assigning too much reading has been viewed as being counterproductive as teachers might
spend students’ time discussing the readings instead of doing the real work of composing. Clifford (as cited in
Fitzgerald & Shanahan, 2000) speculates about a professional division between reading and writing educators who
have “developed separate curricula, instructional materials, and assessments” (2) as prescribed by different
professional organizations. These differences in pedagogy and assessment measures might be a function of the
way teachers are trained. Using San Francisco State University as an example, Goen and Gillotte-Tropp (2003)
claim that reading and writing instructors receive graduate training in either college composition or reading with
few opportunities for them to see how these literacies are linked.

Of particular concern to Sullivan, Tinberg, and Blau (2017) is the very reductive and outdated view of reading that
transpires when reading and writing are separated and when reading abilities are assessed by standardized tests or
specified as part of state standards. In these situations, readers are viewed as passive recipients of information
making it difficult for them to use information gleaned from reading in any authentic academic way. Instead of
using reading to transact with text, students are asked to transmit their understanding of a text through
“answer-getting dispositions” where students seek “right answers quickly” (Wardle as cited in Sullivan et al.,
2017). Typically, as documented in college reading textbooks, students answer questions about literal versus
inferential information in passages, about the main idea in out-of-context passages and about vocabulary that is not
domain-specific (Holschuh & Paulson, 2013). If questions are answered correctly, reading skill has been captured
and attained, and students can be considered college-level reading proficient.

Jolliffe (2017), however, contends that reading abilities are not captured and considered complete but rather that
“students’ acquisition of college-level reading abilities exists on a continuum” (p. 4) wherein students reading
becomes stronger as they move through their years in school. Nowacek and James (as cited in Sullivan et al., 2017)
maintain that expert college-level reading happens when students’ contextual knowledge is activated for a
particular reading rather than when there is metacognitive awareness of different reading strategies that supposedly
transfer to different texts. Students need “highly-elaborated mental maps” in order to engage with a reading (p.
301). Such maps refer to students’ spheres of existing knowledge (Adams, 2010-2011) and reflect concepts that
are symbolized as vocabulary and phrases. To understand new vocabulary and phrases requires students to have
some pre-requisite specific knowledge about what they are reading rather than knowing how to recruit
metacognitive skills that supposedly can be employed for any text.

Similarly with respect to writing, according to Rodby and Fox (2000), students’ writing abilities should not be
thought of as “a static bunch of skills to be moved from place to place” (p. 89). Instead, writing is an array of
practices that assist writers in conveying their particular meaning and that vary depending on what and how
knowledge and experience are being used. The authors use the example of the activity of revision and explain that
because revising is not a discrete skill, students will not know how to revise in all situations with all texts.

It would appear then that achieving academic literacy would require viewing reading and writing not as skills with
absolute values but as thinking practices that change from one academic task to another and that evolve over time.
Research over the past years has shown that these practices foster a strong reciprocal relationship between reading
and writing (Bartholomae & Petrosky, 1986; Fitzgerald & Shanahan, 2000; Rosenblatt, 2013) and that teaching
reading and writing as separate skills loses this relational value and becomes less effective for student learning
(McCormick, 1994; Shanahan & Lomax, 1988).

1.2 Reading and Writing as Acts of Composing

Hirvela (2004) maintains that reading and writing are best drawn together through acts of composing where they
are used to make meaning by utilizing the constructive process writers use when creating text. This happens by
“establishing links to supplies of input, such as source texts, and negotiating new or extended meanings for that
input in relationship to other ideas or input in the text being written” (p. 182). Hirvela’s point is that we start to
understand a text better once we have revisited or rearranged it by writing about it or by placing that text in the
context of other texts. We compose a work of writing by integrating the knowledge created from one’s
interpretation of the texts with the use of elements of the writing process itself. According to Nelson (as cited in
Hirvela), “reading and writing processes tend to blur and a person is in two roles concurrently--a reader building
meaning from a text and a writer building meaning for a text” (p. 20). Reading and writing, therefore, are now
commonly accepted as parallel processes (Armstrong, Williams, & Stahl, 2018).
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Readers composing meaning from a text depend on writing. Often referred to as “writing to read,” writing before,
during or after reading “allows one to discover and consider one’s stance, one’s interpretation, one’s immediate
reactions to a text” (Zamel, 1992, p. 470). Zamel explains that when readers underline portions of text, scribble
comments in the margins, and verbalize reactions, they are composing interpretations that become “overt, concrete
and tangible” (p. 470) which makes reading more focused and effective. McPhee (2017) discusses the usefulness
of studying reading notes, separating them into categories and coding them in order to think more deeply about
ideas for writing. These processes require multiple re-reads of text and notes making reading a recursive process in
pursuit of understanding and invention. Blanton (1993) claims that “we don’t know what we’ve read until we
begin to work with it by talking and writing about it” (p. 241). Understanding reading then comes with multiple
attempts at active engagement with a specific text.

Readers composing meaning for their own text first depend on reading good models of writing to emulate. In the
college setting, often this writing is written by other students as students find such reading enjoyable, accessible
and instructive as it “reveals mastery of written structures . . . access to ideas [and awareness] of how genres and
patterns shape ideas” (Morrow, 1997, p. 454). They begin to see how to use readings--how to synthesize several
sources--by studying significant amounts of student writing (p. 458). Thereafter, creating an academic essay that
will synthesize ideas from their own sources for a purpose of their own will require more focused reading and
re-reading. This becomes especially apparent when students write summaries of ideas read and when they
incorporate quotations from readings (Campbell, 1990). In these instances, summaries and quotations must be
used correctly in support of students’ own guiding ideas. Therefore Blau (as cited in Sullivan et al., 2017)
maintains that the quality of students’ writing depends on the quality of their reading of their sources. He contends
that it is through the process of revision which requires “recursive, layered, and self-correcting discovery and
refinement of the writer’s own meaning” (pp. 275-276) that students will enhance their reading and understanding
of their sources. As students revise their work, they begin to read more precisely, gain more insights and discover
what it is they want to say.

1.3 Pedagogical Principles

While interest in integrating reading and writing pedagogies has increased recently due to statewide and
institutional mandates to accelerate students through developmental education (Holschuh & Paulson, 2013; Xu,
2016), some colleges have been using integration pedagogies for years (Bartholomae & Petrosky, 1986; Fitzgerald,
2003; Goen & Gillotte-Tropp, 2003). Fitzgerald (2003) reports the results of a six-month project undertaken by
English faculty at Chabot College to research basic writing and reading pedagogy which resulted in a statement of
philosophic principles for all English courses called the Throughline which is summarized here:

e Integrate reading, writing, critical thinking, speaking, and listening;
e Address directly students’ reading practices to include reading of more breadth and depth;

e Require writing of varying length and complexity not as a progression from sentence to paragraph to
essay;

e Emphasize critical thinking: drawing inferences, synthesizing, arguing, asking questions, sensing, feeling
and imagining;

e Create settings that explicitly and directly forge links to reading and writing including small- and
large-group discussions, student-teacher conferences, notetaking and feedback;

e Include full-length works that integrate thematically, either fiction or non-fiction, that incur both personal
and analytical responses.

More currently, the California Acceleration Project (CAP), an organization that supports faculty in California’s
community colleges offering integrated reading and writing courses, has developed pedagogic principles grounded
in the accumulated 40-year experience of community college teachers who advocate for backward design and
collaborative, low-stakes practice (Hern, 2013). Hern explains that a backward designed developmental course
should “look and feel like a good, standard college English course, only with more support and guidance” (p. 7).
Such support is seen in collaborative, low-stakes in-class assignments that give students practice with the skills
and content needed for a particular assignment before that assignment is graded. CAP hosts a website which lists
the thematic content for a variety of integrated reading and writing courses along with suggested texts that are
related and that cross disciplinary boundaries (Hern & Serpas, 2016).

In a study that drew on interview data with 161 instructors and administrators, Bickerstaff and Raufman (2017)
report the challenges faced by teachers transitioning from teaching stand-alone reading and writing courses to
teaching newly integrated reading and writing courses. Integration for one group of teachers was “additive” in that

3
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assignments from previous stand-alone courses remained the same but were combined. Activities and materials
were exchanged between reading and writing teachers and learning focused on the mastery of specific skills. There
was no clear framework for an integrated course. Courses that were fully integrated featured text-based writing and
embedded skills and strategy instruction where, as an example, students were explicitly taught quote integration
for each required assignment. Teachers teaching in the fully integrated course reported more satisfaction than those
teaching using additive pedagogies who felt that there was not enough time to cover all content and activities from
the previous stand-alone courses.

Although empirical research on the outcomes of integrated reading and writing instruction is limited, there are
indications that integrated instruction in either accelerated or regular course frameworks is benefitting students.
Hern (2011) reports that integrated reading and writing classes at Chabot College one level below college English
“can bring significant, long-term, large-scale gains in student completion of college English” (p. 4). Edgecombe et
al. (2014) contend that a developmental English curriculum that is “seamlessly aligned” with college-level English
fosters critical academic literacy skills that students use for the long term. Lockhart and Soliday (2016)
interviewed students who said that learning how to integrate their reading assignments with their writing
assignments in an English course helped them in their content courses with more challenging readings. They
emphasized that it was their newly-learned “reading practices which allowed them to enter the discourse of their
major” (p. 24).

According to Armstrong et al. (2018), the most important conversation happening today at the college level is
about how to integrate the teaching of reading and writing in order to advance academic literacy. They write that
knowledge of the why--the theoretical research that explains the reading-writing connection--and the how--the
pedagogy that puts that theory into practice--is needed.

2. Method

Having discussed the meaning of academic literacy, the conceptual links between reading and writing and the
instructional principles used in several integrated reading and writing courses for hearing students, this paper
offers a model of integrated reading and writing instruction for deaf students in either developmental or first-year
composition courses based on the research findings discussed above as well as over 35 years of experience in
teaching reading and writing to deaf postsecondary students at a community college in the northeastern United
States with 10 of those years devoted to using integrative strategies in developmental writing and freshman
composition courses. The model will present the sequence of the interplay of theory and practice in integrating
reading and writing tasks for a typical essay assignment for a freshman composition course for deaf students.
Instructional artifacts referred to can be found in the Supplementary Materials section online at
https:/bit.ly/3tjK3X4

3. The Model: Using the Reading-Writing Connection to Enhance Academic Literacy Instruction for Deaf
Postsecondary Students

3.1 Assignment Content and Expected Outcomes
3.1.1 The Theory

Shannon (1997) believes that the integration of reading and writing should not be an end in itself but a vehicle for
accomplishing learning goals which works best when there are clear outcomes set for which instructors can plan,
teach and assess.

3.1.2 The Practice

Typically in freshman composition courses, the readings are expository (non-fiction). In this course, deaf students
are assigned authentic readings of current and controversial news events that are both of high interest and readable
to discuss and think about for a pre-determined essay assignment (see Artifacts 1 and 2). Assignments stem from
events happening or that happened to people to whom students can relate, and additional readings are offered to
provide context and alternative perspectives. Initial readings pull students in to a person’s or persons’
predicaments which fosters engagement and thereby more effortful reading. As the readings progress, and more
and more context becomes established, reading becomes easier. Of importance is the number of readings offered
as the more students read and discuss the readings, the more they will have ideas to write about. Essay topics are
written in ways that lead students to establish their own takeaway from the assigned readings and specify the
outcomes expected for the assignment which reflect how essays will be assessed.
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3.2 Reading as an Act of Composing
3.2.1 Preparation for Reading
3.2.2 The Theory

Nowacek and James (as cited in Sullivan et al., 2017) maintain that expert college-level reading happens when
students’ contextual knowledge is activated for a particular reading. Students need “highly-elaborated mental
maps” in order to engage with a reading (p. 301).

3.2.3 The Practice

Students need to be prepared for a reading or a group of readings. Prior to assigning readings, they are checked for
ideas that are most likely out of the present realm of student understanding. Through a combination of Google
Images, YouTube videos or well-pictured, authentic internet websites (see Artifact 3), students become engaged
with concepts that are made understandable because they are visual. As the visualizations are discussed, the
phrases needed to read and write about them are written for all to see. In this way, heretofore unfamiliar ideas that
students will meet in text are made more familiar by being visualized and more readable by being interpreted into
written phrases. These practices will assist students in creating a more fluent reading experience.

3.3 Annotation and Text Integration
3.3.1 The Theory

Zamel (1992) explains that when readers underline portions of text, scribble comments in the margins, and
verbalize reactions, they are composing interpretations that become “overt, concrete and tangible” (p. 470) which
makes reading more focused and effective. Horning (2017) maintains that “college-level academic reading is a
complex, recursive process in which readers actively and critically understand and create meaning through
connections with text” (p. 7).

3.3.2 The Practice: Annotation

Students benefit from guidance in making meaning from text. This guidance is best offered through assignments
that assist students in understanding the scaffolding of texts, enabling them to see how authors of exposition set up
general and specific ideas--what they will need to do as essay writers. This can be accomplished by annotating the
text with students (Artifact 4). Here, students are asked to read one or two paragraphs and then to discuss the
“umbrella idea” or major point of the paragraph(s) which gets written or, at times, graphically presented in the
right-hand margin. This is where complicated ideas are re-phrased into understandable language or clearly
depicted through rough stick figure or simple diagrams culled from discussion of the selected paragraph(s). This is
also where students practice summarizing points which they will need to do when they write their essay. Students
are then brought back into the text to underline the more specific language that exemplifies or explains the
right-hand margin major point. With a better understanding of the text, the left-hand margin becomes the place for
students to transact or connect with it: to write down their comments about the paragraph(s) and to make these
unique responses known to their classmates through continued discussion and, at times, mock television interviews
or debates. Here is where teaching slows down allowing students opportunities to see the ideas of their peers and
the chance for them to offer additional perspectives that might spur additional thinking. It is where discussion of
ideas begins to lift the quality of thought, making it more academic in nature. It is important for students to learn to
work their text through summarizing, underlining and commenting on it to make it understandable so that they can
subsequently go back to it to read it fluently and to find correctly understood ideas that they will address in their
essays.

3.3.3 The Practice: Text Integration

Horning’s (2017) use of the word “recursive” as it applies to college-level reading is best understood to mean that
a reading needs to be attempted more than just once. We think of writing as a recursive process wherein as drafts
are revised, ideas become elucidated; rarely do we also think about reading as a recursive process. But only when
we take the time to work a text more than once does its meaning become clearer. In the developmental or freshman
composition classroom, reading and writing can be drawn closer together by creating opportunities for students to
revisit their reading by requiring them to integrate quotes from it that support or extend the points they are making
and by understanding a quote well enough to comment about it appropriately and to explain how it fits into the
point they are making (see Artifact 5). This is pulling reading and writing together in authentic ways as students
work to see the logic of their new thinking and, as explained below in section 3.5, often requires re-reading.
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3.4 Writing as an Act of Composing
3.4.1 Model Student Essay
3.4.2 The Theory

Morrow (1997) contends that students begin to see how to shape their own ideas and how to use their readings by
studying significant amounts of student writing.

3.4.3 The Practice

Before students can write essays, they must be able to understand how they are constructed. In order to do this,
they must slowly read and take notes on models of what it is they will be expected to do. Former-students’ essays
about topics of interest that have been revised and edited offer students ways of understanding the various
rhetorical roles paragraphs play, the cohesive devices that tie paragraphs together and how and why parts of
readings are recruited through summarizing, quoting and commenting on the quotes to help support a point being
made. Artifact 6 illustrates the slow-reading analysis and annotation of a model student essay.

3.5 Preliminary Thinking: Essay Outline
3.5.1 The Theory

In their description of an integrated reading and writing course, Bartholomae and Petrosky (1986) say that students
“must shuttle between . . .their understanding of what they have read and their understanding of what they must say
to us about what they have read” (p. 4). Hirvela (2004) explains that in synthesizing tasks when reading is
integrated with essay writing, as an example, students must quote and paraphrase according to some guiding
principle or idea which according to Campbell (1990) requires “reading, understanding, learning, relating,
planning, writing, revising . . . and orchestrating” (p. 211).

3.5.2 The Practice

Students start with an idea of what they want to say in response to an essay topic and then use text(s) to further
enhance this idea. They can become derailed in their attempts to stay with their guiding point and to integrate
corroborating text at the same time. This becomes apparent when their points and supporting quotes do not work
together--either their quote does not support their point or their comment about a quote does not reflect the intent of
the quote. In addition, at times, students include references to text that are misinterpreted in their attempt to
summarize them. These meaning mismatches are typically the result of not fully understanding their reading. An
in-depth discussion about the meaning of the portion of text being referred to would need to take place, further
underscoring the recursive nature of the reading process and how thoughts about reading must be based on
accurate readings and correctly intertwined with writing.

Discussions with students about text integration start early in the essay-writing process where ideas are still
percolating and growing. Here is where the interplay of language and logic take center stage as students are asked
to re-think ideas by re-reading, discussing and re-writing initial ones. Students are therefore required to share
outlines (see Artifact 7) of their preliminary thinking about an essay topic which must include references to
portions of text they will be using. These outlines are projected for class members to see and respond to. Attention
is paid to how students work with their texts and scaffold their ideas within essay body paragraphs based on the
essay topic they were assigned. This “just-in-time instruction” at the outline stage offers students the chance to
produce smoother flowing first drafts.

3.6 Explicit Response to Academic Writing
3.6.1 The Theory

Blau (as cited in Sullivan et al., 2017) contends that it is through the process of revision which requires “recursive,
layered, and self-correcting discovery and refinement of the writer’s own meaning” (pp. 275-276) that students
will enhance their reading and understanding of their sources. Zamel and Spack (2006) maintain that for L2
learners, learning English is intimately dependent upon being engaged with tasks of literacy in subject-area courses.
They state that students make progress with language when struggling to understand course material because in
that struggle, they develop new strategies for learning both the subject matter and for acquiring the language of that
subject matter.

3.6.2 The Practice

As students draw closer and closer to a finished essay, as they re-write drafts, both their knowledge of the subject
matter as presented in their texts and their expression of that knowledge in academic written English become
stronger. As students read their essays more closely, they refine their points to make them both clearer and more
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accurate. With substantial assistance, they learn to check that enough logical commentary and elaboration have
been provided, that information is not repeated, that unimportant information is deleted, that examples are true
examples of what is being exemplified, that the order and presentation of ideas are smooth rather than bumpy and
that points have been tied up. In one-on-one conferences with a teacher, students come to understand what it is they
want to say as they re-read portions of texts and are explicitly shown where and how to revise for a next draft.
Called explicit response to academic writing or feedback (see Artifact 8), the end product is a revised subsequent
draft that is tighter and more important to read--an example of a work product that reflects academic literacy
because students have come to a deeper understanding of a subject through the in-tandem nature of the reading and
writing tasks required throughout the revision process.

4. Why the Model Suits the Needs of Deaf Postsecondary Students

Adapting the work of Hern (2013) with input from English and ESL faculty at Irvine Valley College and Solano
College, Serpas (2019) created an instructional cycle for hearing postsecondary students taking integrated reading
and writing courses as part of the California Acceleration Project mentioned above. If Serpas’s instructional cycle
is compared with the model presented in this article, similarities and differences become apparent.

Table 1. A comparison of Serpas’s (2019) instructional cycle for integrated reading and writing assignments for

postsecondary hearing students with a model of instruction for postsecondary deaf students

Instructional component

Serpas’s instructional cycle

A model of instruction for deaf students

Content of Instruction

Expected Outcomes

Thematic readings for essay writing

Essays evaluated against an assignment
rubric

Thematic readings for essay writing

Essays evaluated against an assignment rubric.
Suggestions on how to fulfill evaluation criteria
are embedded in the essay topic.

Reading as an Act of
Composing

Preparation for reading

Acts of composing

Discussion and activities activate
background knowledge; guidance for key
terms and cultural references

At home: summary writing, double-entry
journals and text annotation

In class: structured group discussions,
debates, games, poster presentations

In-class  practice  with  quoting,
summarizing, relating texts to students’
own ideas

Unfamiliar terms/concepts in readings
presented visually, discussed and labeled.

are

In class: guided scaffolding of general to specific
ideas in text through annotation, summarizing,
underlining and using pictorial representations.
Transactions with text recorded on text

In class: structured group discussions, debates,
mock interviews

In-class practice with quoting within essay
outlines where quotes must accurately enhance
the points students are making within each essay
body

Writing as an Act of
Composing

Models of writing

Preliminary thinking

Response to writing

After students submit their essays,
student work that comes closest to
assignment objectives are examined for
strengths.

There are peer reviews and sometimes
one-on-one conferences to  discuss
preliminary drafts.

Students whose work does not meet
assignment objectives meet with the
instructor to discuss revision plans.

Before students write their essays, they study
models of student essays for rhetorical roles of
paragraphs, cohesive devices and techniques for
text integration.

Students share outlines of their essays with peers
and teacher.

All students re-write drafts after receiving explicit
response from the teacher in one-on-one
conferences;  explicit  response  continues
throughout the drafting process.

Table 1 shows that both models offer continuous integration of reading and writing tasks through a process-based
approach that builds and recycles as it is recruited to assist students in completing an academic essay. Support and
scaffolding are built into each model and students are active participants in their learning with opportunities to
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discuss and use ideas garnered through assigned readings. According to Armstrong et al. (2018), these principles
serve as the backbone for most integrated reading and writing programs across the United States, but what they
claim might differ would be the type of scaffolding and level of support needed “based on where students are in
their academic literacy development” (p. 154). The components of integrated reading and writing instruction for
postsecondary deaf learners are evident in Serpas’s instructional model but differ with respect to the need to
accommodate students who learn visually, the amount of guidance provided and opportunities for extensive
practice. As examples, unfamiliar concepts in readings are made clearer through visual means, capitalizing on the
power of pictures and video to enhance understanding while obviating the need to explain unfamiliar ideas through
unfamiliar language. In addition, short summaries of text paragraphs and responses to them are made visual
through projected text annotation that shows big paragraph ideas and smaller paragraph details in relation to one
another. The language needed for transactions with texts is likewise projected enabling students to read the
commentary and thereby learn the spelling of possibly needed words.

Additional guidance and practice opportunities are noted between the models as well. For deaf students, most
reading work is done in class and guided where complex language in text is either made visual or, in the absence of
appropriate pictures or videos, re-phrased into more understandable language. While both models use rubrics for
evaluation purposes, for deaf students, expected outcomes are written into essay topic directions which scaffolds
the expected structure for a particular assignment at the outset of composing. Models of effective student work are
studied before writing begins as opposed to after it is completed, and outlines for essays are required serving to
ensure that text integration is appropriate before essay writing begins. Most initial feedback is between student and
teacher and is directive in nature so that students clearly understand how revision needs to proceed. Re-reading of
source texts transpires throughout the revision process--over two or three drafts--so that text integration is
appropriate, reflecting the recursive nature of college-level reading and the symbiotic relation between reading and
writing.

5. Discussion and Conclusion

The essence of the model of integrated reading and writing instruction presented in this article speaks to the need
for deaf students to become more knowledgeable about the topics they are assigned by becoming better readers and
writers about them. It is the reading and writing that drive the learning and, reciprocally, in the process of learning,
reading and writing abilities are advanced. The model presented here for developmental or freshman composition
courses reflects similar methods seen in discipline-specific courses that require students to gather and analyze
evidence and produce a written interpretation of the evidence. Monte-Sano (2011) examined the
discipline-specific literacy instruction of a history teacher teaching about the Civil War and noted the simultaneous
growth in students’ historical reasoning and writing were attributed to instructional strategies such as annotating
primary source readings, using writing prompts that required synthesis of issues and receiving feedback that
focused on use and accuracy of source interpretations. These kinds of academic literacy activities go hand in hand
with academic learning and are far different from requiring students to write full-length summaries of texts or to
answer end-of-chapter comprehension questions just to check understanding of a text rather than to do something
with a text or texts to create richer fields of understanding.

It is well known that effective reading leads to effective writing. In the model presented here, reading is as
recursive a process as the writing process itself. It doesn’t happen once but multiple times throughout the work on
an essay and is approached in a variety of ways right up until final drafts where what was read is incorporated into
a new take on an issue. Each time a reading is used, its vocabulary and language phrases are more likely to be
recruited for future use, as practice with using them will assist students in remembering them. The more students
remember, the more complex their mental maps will become making students stronger readers and writers for
more advanced assignments.

The model presented here reflects elements of backward design mentioned in section 1.3 which considers literacy
practices students will need to do in subsequent courses and then supports development of them in lower-level
courses. While some might question the abilities of deaf developmental readers and writers to benefit from the
integrated tasks presented here, all students in academic disciplines will need to write about what they read and
should be prepared to do so. With this in mind, the model could be tweaked and practiced as early as possible.
Differences for less-prepared readers and writers would be seen in the level of texts selected, the number of texts
required per assignment and perhaps in the number of assignments.

If deaf students are in mainstream settings, differences between this model for a class of all deaf students and
Serpas’s model for hearing students are certainly not insurmountable. Hearing students, and especially hearing
language learners, would certainly benefit from pictorial displays of words and concepts and new language and
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phrases that are written for all to see. In addition, continuing support with reading integration, organizational
support for essay creation and explicit response to drafts would comprise an inclusive instructional design
beneficial to all.

Perhaps most crucial in the pursuit of academic literacy for deaf postsecondary students is a rethinking of how
language and literacy are situated within educational settings. The move away from teaching developmental
reading and writing as separate skills will necessitate a reorientation in thinking that reading and writing are
distinct skills in need of mastery prior to doing academic coursework to the view that they perhaps work best
together in fulfilling challenging academic assignments. Rather than thinking of improving literacy skills,
conversations need to be had about working backwards from what content it is that we want students to learn and
how to get there through the synergy produced by viewing reading and writing as composing activities. If a solid
curriculum is built around compelling academic assignments, reading and writing abilities will coalesce if teachers
are prepared to use them to enhance student knowledge. Assisting teachers in obtaining this preparation would be
a logical next step.
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