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Abstract

This research focuses on the reflection practices of 45 young learners of

Enghsh in Brunei Darussalam. The purpose of the research was to ascertain the
feasibility of employing a reflection exercise, as a core component of a writing
portfolio assessment procedure, in the context of Brunei Darussalam. The research
adopted a case study approach which was specifically aimed at: a) examining the
reflection criteria used by pupils; b) identifying any developmental pattern of
reflection in the use of these criteria; and ¢) determining the correlation between
writing performance and the pattern of progression in reflection.

The findings of the study suggest that the pupils made use of a number of
criteria which can be grouped into three categories according to the extent of their
approximation to the concept of reflection and their focus on the writing pieces being
reflected on. In terms of progression, it was found that a large number of pupils were
considered mixed in their reflection, a third showed positive progression, while a
small number failed to progress. The correlation between the pupils’ writing
performance and their progression in reflection was found to be significant, especially
among female pupils.

The mmplications of the findings, among others, are that: a) the concept of
reflection within portfolio assessment is generally practicable among the young
learners n the context of Brunei Darussalam; b) some evidence for positive
progression in the use of the selection criteria categories essentially illustrates the
pupils’ ability to shift the focus of their reflection; c) the evidence to suggest the link
between performance in writing and progression in reflection calls for more
investigations possibly with the involvement of a larger population sampling. These

implications are significant not only for the research community, where there is a

clear lack of research of this kind with young learners or learners of English as a
foreign language; but also for the Brunei Darussalam context where portfolio

assessment is one new approach to assessment being recommended to schools.
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Chapter 1

Introduction

As an introduction, this chapter aims to provide some background information
relating to the contexts, goals, and other relevant aspects of the research. The chapter
begins with a section providing a background information regarding the development
of English language education and classroom teaching in Brunei Darussalam. The
second section describes the purpose of the research and is followed by a section
discussing the rationale for the research focus. The fourth section presents an
overview of the research methodology, the aims of the research and the research
questions, and an overview of the procedures for data analysis. The subsequent three
sections respectively outline the significance of the research, its limitations, and the

definitions of the terms used. The last section provides an overview of the chapters in

this thesis.

1.1 Background Information

This section attempts to provide some background information relating to the
context in which the research was conducted. The following sub-sections describe,
firstly, the development of English language education in Brunei Darussalam, and

secondly, how the language is taught and used n the primary schools throughout the

country.



1.1.1 English Language Education in Brunei Darussalam

In Brunei Darussalam formal English language education started in 1931 when
the first non-government English medium primary school was established (Ministry
of Education, 1997). The first government-owned English primary school was only
set up in 1951 and this was followed by the introduction of an English medium
secondary education in 1954 (ibid.). Since then, Brunei Darussalam experienced a
rapid development both in the teaching of the English language as well as its use as a
medium of instruction not only in schools but also in institutions of higher learning.

In 1984, the Ministry of Education in Brunei Darussalam mtroduced a
bilingual education policy to replace the two-language stream school system. The aim
of this policy, as stipulated in the new National Education Policy, is ‘to promote and
sustain the bilingual education system in which Bahasa Melayu (the Malay language)
will continue to play a leading role, while the standard of the English language will be
raised progressively’ (Ministry of Education, 1997:6). This aim is further elucidated

in one of the objectives of the Education Policy as to ‘enable each individual to

develop fluency in Bahasa Melayu and appreciate its role as the official language,
while at the same time acquiring proficiency in the English language’ (ibid.:7).
Following the implementation of the bilingual policy, both languages have
been used as the media of instruction in schools throughout the country. In the lower
primary level (Pre-school to Primary III), English language is only taught as a subject
while in the upper primary level (Primary IV to Primary VI) the pupils are taught
using the English language as the medium of mnstruction. In addition to English

language, other subjects such as Mathematics, Science, Health Science, and



Geography are taught in English whereas six other subjects' continue to be taught in

the Malay language.

1.1.2 English Language Teaching in the Primary Schools

The teaching of English language as a subject at the primary school level in
Brunei Darussalam is driven officially by what is known as the ‘Reading and
Language Acquisition Project’, better known locally as the ‘RELA Project’. This
project is initiated, researched, implemented and evaluated by the Curriculum
Development Department (henceforth, CDD) under the Ministry of Education.
According to the Ministry of Education (1997:70), the project was first introduced in
1989 and 1ts objectives are:

a) To raise children’s ability in listening, speaking, reading and writing,
b) To foster children’s interest in books, and,
¢) To improve methods of language teaching.

In its initial phase, the project was first implemented in twenty primary
schools and gradually introduced in stages to other schools throughout the country.
By 1993, all government primary schools, then totalling 121, were using the Lower
RELA stage for Primary I to III (Ministry of Education, 1997). In 1992, the Upper
RELA stage for Primary IV — VI was introduced and piloted in 12 schools and by
1995 the number increased to 20 schools (Ministry of Education, 1997). The Director
of CDD, commenting on the recent progress of RELA, stresses that it ‘has now laid
the foundation for language teaching in lower primary classes, and in the upper

primary levels, current ideas from English language teaching are incorporated in

! Table 1.1 on page 4 provides the list of subjects with their respective medium of instruction.



RELA methodology to involve children in extensive reading, comprehension
strategies like guided reading and KWL, and process writing.” (CDD, 1999:3).

To date CDD, through the RELA Project Unit, has produced sufficient
materials for the teaching of English based on the RELA programme. These include
the English language teaching syllabus, teacher’s books, pupils® books, pupils’
workbooks, and audio-cassettes. In addition to these materials, provision of additional
teaching materials and guidance in the forms of teaching workshops and school visits
are also undertaken by the unit. At this moment, the project is still being monitored
and on-going evaluation is also being carried out.

English language taught as a subject in the upper primary level currently
occupies five of the total of 22.5 weekly school hours. This is equivalent to 22.2 % of
the whole allocation of all the school subjects taught at this level. The high percentage
allocated to the teaching of English language clearly reflects the commitment of the
Ministry of Education to raising the standard of English in Brunei Darussalam as
stated in the National Education Policy. The importance of English language in the
school curriculum is illustrated in the distribution of the teaching periods for the upper

primary level as shown in Table 1.1 below. The language used as the medium of

instruction for every subject is also indicated.

| Percentage |

Malay
English
English
English
lish

| Bahasa Melayu
English Language

Mathematics

Science (+ Health Sc.)
Geography

History

Religious Education

Physical Education -_ 4.4%

Art and Handlcraﬂ 4.4%
| Civies

" Table 1.1: Distribution of school subjects i in hours and percentage per week with their
respective medium of instruction.



The aims of teaching English in the primary school, as stipulated in the
English Language Syllabus (CDD, 1997), can generally be described as:

a) to help pupils communicate efiectively both orally or aurally as well as in written

form,

b) to inculcate fondness for reading,

c) to expose pupils to other cultures through reading materials, and

d) to increase pupils’ vocabulary.

These aims, according to CDD (1997:Preface), ‘have been contextualized within the

framework of the national goals and aspirations...” as well as ¢ to give greater effect
to the ... implementation of the RELA programme.’ Based on these aims, the skills to
be developed include oral communication, reading and writing. As the focus of this
research is on writing, an examination of the syllabus pertaining to the teaching of this
skill is given in Chapter 4.

In conclusion, the development of English language education in Brunei

Darussalam can be described as dynamic in the sense that it is adaptable to changes

and readily takes into account current educational trends and advancements. At
present, the education authority is involved in reforming classroom assessment

practices by implementing a new system of continuous assessment for the primary

schools throughout the country. The system also promotes the use of the portfolios

particularly in the assessment of writing (discussed below).

1.2 Purpose of Research

The purpose of conducting this research is two-pronged. Firstly, it is intended
to help complement the introduction of the system of classroom continuous

assessment in Brunei Darussalam mentioned above (1.1.2) by way of providing



relevant input on the use of portfolios according to the local context. Secondly, to

contribute to knowledge concerning aspects related to the notion of reflection in the
selection of learners’ best writing pieces incorporated in the portfolio assessment
procedure.

The two underlying purposes of the research underscore the need to address
some unanswered questions regarding the application of reflective practices in the
implementation of the portfolio assessment procedure in teaching and learning, both
in the context of Brunei Darussalam and elsewhere. On a different perspective, both
these purposes also serve to determine the adaptability of the portfolio procedure in a
context which is distinct in terms of the setting of the implementation and the
background of the users. The issue of adaptability is discussed in section 1.3 below.

An 1mplementation of the portfolio assessment procedure in schools inherently
needs careful planning and adequate guidance in order for it to become an effective
aid to teaching and learning. Since the procedure is new to Brunei Darussalam then it
is necessary to study how best it can be adopted in the context of the learners in the

country. The following describes some background information pertaining to the aims

and rationale for the introduction of the new assessment system as well as the steps

currently taken by the education authority in Brunei Darussalam in promoting the use

of the portfolios.

In 1997, a directive was circulated by the Ministry of Education® advising

primary school teachers to make more systematic use of continuous classroom

assessment and at the same time to reduce the number of the more formal monthly

tests. The aims for adopting the system are as follows:

2 Circular No. 1/47/1997 Ref. No. JP/PK/PPPK/20/84 pt. I1, dated 20 December 1997.



a) To monitor the children’s on-going progress throughout the year.

b) To provide an academic source of reference for class promotion.
¢c) To build up the children’s learning capabilities.
d) To assist in providing additional or remedial instruction.

e) To help inform teachers of individual children’s academic progress especially

during transfers or teacher replacement.

In response to this directive, CDD published a Guideline for Continuous

Assessment/Examination in the Teaching of English Language for Primary Schools in

1998. The guideline is intended to assist English language teachers to adopt the new

system of continuous assessment more systematically in their teaching. The rationale

for adopting the system, according to the guideline (CDD, 1998:1), is as follows:

a) Current classroom practices ‘place heavy emphasis on formal assessment in its
role as a measure for educational achievement.’

b) Formal assessments are ‘one-off affairs’ and thus ‘cannot assess all the skills that
are learnt by the pupils.’

c) Formal tests ‘exert a powerful influence on teaching methodology in the
classroom’ such that ‘teachers tend to teach to the examinations, focusing on a
limited range of test items and language skills.’

d) As a result of the influence, ‘the development of other important language skills

may be neglected.’
e) Continuous assessment is ‘an aid to learning’ in that it ‘assesses a pupil fairly,

accurately and comprehensively’ and also it ‘provides constructive feedback to
facilitate the pupil’s development without comparing him/her with the others.’
The need to put formative classroom assessment into practice implies a major

policy shift from total reliance on the more traditional norm-referenced summative

7



approach to a more learner-oriented assessment. Continuous classroom assessment
can be interpreted and implemented in a number of ways depending on the skills
being assessed. However, one procedure that is mentioned in the guideline is in the
use of portfolios for the assessment of writing.

A section of the guideline highlights the importance of using the portfolios as
a means of assessing writing. It is stated that ‘the portfolio concept is more powerful
than a simple test because it shows not only what the pupils have done but also gives
the teacher an insight into the pupils’ minds’ (CDD, 1998:45). It is also stated that a
portfolio ‘forms an excellent link between the school and the parents as 1t allows them
to see samples of pupil’s best work’ (ibid.).

Despite the prominence given to the importance of portfolios as part of the
continuous assessment framework, it is rather unfortunate that the whole section
devoted to explaining the procedure is only covered in four short paragraphs
occupying barely half a page. Bearing in mind that the guideline is intended
specifically to help and encourage teachers to make full use of various assessment
procedures, the amount of information provided pertaining to portfolio use is
undoubtedly insufficient. Also, given the fact that the guideline anticipates the
importance of the portfolio as a powerful tool of assessment, it is therefore
unjustifiable to request teachers to adopt the procedure in the absence of an

appropriate guideline and an extensive coverage and exposure to its use.
The failure of the assessment guideline in providing adequate coverage in

aspects of portfolio use, to a large extent, may be attributed to the lack of experience
in its implementation and the absence of studies relating to its use according to the
local context. The input provided by this research 1s therefore intended to resolve this

shortcoming and hence to contribute to a comprehensive implementation of the

8



portfolio procedure within the continuous classroom assessment system in Brunei

Darussalam.

1.3 Focus of Research

The focus of the research is directed primarily towards determming the
capability of learners in engaging themselves in a reflection exercise while utilizing
the portfolio procedure. A focus on reflection is essential considering the role it plays

in making the portfolio procedure purposive to both teaching and learning. Reflection

is regarded as an integral component of the procedure and it has been claimed that
without reflection the function of the portfolios becomes limited only as folders to
keep heaps of the learners’ work (see for example, Farr and Tone, 1994; Seely, 1994;
Weiser, 1993; Yancey, 1996 and 1998; and also Hamp-Lyons and Condon, 2000).
Having a focus on reflection does not necessarily disregard aspects associated
with the entire portfolio assessment procedure because the framework of the research
necessitates the implementation of the procedure in its entirety (see 1.4 below). Since

the study of reflection incorporates the implementation of the procedure, then the

outcome of the research is expected to serve the two purposes described earlier (1.2).
These are also intended to determine the adaptability of the reflection exercise as well

as the feasibility of the whole procedure in the context of Brunei Darussalam.

The decision to focus on the reflection component rather than the procedure as
a whole is based on two assumptions. Firstly, the conditions in Brunei Darussalam are

different from those in which most instances of portfolio assessment implementation

that emphasize the importance of reflection have been conducted elsewhere and

secondly, successful reflection by learners signifies, to a large extent, successful



implementation of the portfolio assessment procedure. Both these assumptions are

discussed in turn below.

1.3.1 The Issue of Adaptability

Regarding the first assumption, almost all instances of large scale portfolio
implementation are found in the United States and to a lesser extent elsewhere (see
Chapter 2 for further discussion). Studies related to reflection, as part of the portfolio
assessment procedure, are therefore mostly confined to the settings indigenous to the
US which obviously are not applicable to learners in other settings. Due to the
diversity of cultural, linguistic and educational settings, an approach found to be
effective in another country such as the US might not necessarily be suitable for the
Brunei context. It is therefore imperative that a study of this nature be established so

as to obtain a clear picture of how learners, especially those in Brunei Darussalam,
would adapt to conditions that have been prescribed elsewhere.

The 1ssue of adaptability generally concerns the conditions of the
implementation. Since the conditions in Brunei Darussalam are distinct from that of

other contexts where portfolios have been used widely, then it is important to ensure

that the learners’ capability to reflect does not in any way impinge on the use of the
procedure as a whole. In this research, the conditions of the implementation are

different in three aspects and these are; a) the age of the users, b) their linguistic

background, and c) the educational setting they are in.

In terms of age, it should be emphasized that most mstances of portfolio use

that incorporate reflection involve learners who are adults or young adults (see 3.7 for

discussion). In Brunei Darussalam, the recommended use of the portfolios (see 1.2

above) is directed towards young learners who are still in their primary schooling. In
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this research, the focus on reflection indirectly aims to determine whether age has any
effect on the way the learners reflect on the contents of their portfolios. In this regard,
the research also makes recommendations concerning the suitability of use according
to age or class level because the guideline published by CDD (see 1.2 above) does not
make any specific mention regarding the age level in which the procedure is to be
implemented in the primary schools.

With regard to the linguistic background of the users, again, most instances of
portfolio use involve native and second language (ESL) speakers of English. In
Brunei Darussalam, the primary school learners are generally considered as foreign
language (EFL) speakers of the language. Putting the obvious difference between
native and non-native speakers aside, the distinction between ESL and EFL situations
must also be taken into account in the case of Brunei Darussalam. Although English is
widely spoken and used as a medium of instruction in the country, the conditions in
which English exists are not similar to that of other countries such as the US and the
UK where English is the mother tongue of the major proportion of the population. In

the case of Brunei Darussalam, the implementation of the procedure therefore must

also consider the linguistic ability and context of the learners which clearly sets the

conditions for portfolio use apart.

The educational setting in which the portfolio procedure is recommended in

Brunei Darussalam also relates to the two aspects of age and the linguistic

background of the users mentioned above. In this respect, the implementation of the
procedure in this research involved primary school pupils who are young learners of

English and the language of instruction exists in a bilingual situation, in which both
Malay and English are used by the pupils in the classroom. Furthermore, the portfolio

procedure employed in Brunei Darussalam is intended only as a means of assessing
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writing (see 1.2) whereas in other situations portfolios are also used in the assessment
of other areas of language learning or other school subjects, in addition to writing.
Bearing in mind that the implementation of the portfolio procedure is new to
Brunei Darussalam and since the situation in the country is dissimilar in many
respects to other contexts of implementation, then the research aims to determine not
only the feasibility of adopting the procedure but also its adaptability by means of
studying the capability of the learners to reflect. In a sense, this research also attempts
to provide answers which either support or refute the universality of claims or

hypotheses made by proponents of portfolio assessment.

1.3.2 The Effect of Reflection on Implementation

The second assumption concerns a cause-and-effect relationship between the
effectiveness of learner reflection and the expected success of a portfolio
implementation. The decision to focus on reflection, as a core component of the
portfolio procedure, rests on the premise that effective reflection by the learners helps

ensure successful implementation of the portfolio assessment procedure. In this
regard, studying reflection becomes the most wviable option as compared to a
comprehensive and large-scale trial of the portfolio assessment procedure mainly for

two reasons. Firstly, a small scale study would normally be deemed necessary as a
precursor to a larger one especially when the initial study in question (i.e., reflection)
is instrumental to or a prerequisite of the overall success of the larger study (i.e.,

portfolio assessment). In this regard, the small-scale study essentially acts as a

feasibility study. Secondly, a comprehensive trial of the procedure would certainly

require financial resources, support from the relevant authority, teamwork and

extensive planning and others which this study lacks.
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This small-scale research, in the form of a case study (see 1.4 below),
therefore acts as a feasibility study in which the adaptability of the procedure is
evaluated. How the pupils reflect on their writing is not in itself an isolated activity

but connected to and dependent on others such as classroom interaction, portfolio

conferencing, and portfolio maintenance, all of which are incorporated within the
portfolio assessment procedure as well as classroom instruction. For this reason, a

small-scale implementation of the portfolio procedure, which is incorporated in

classroom instruction, was carried out to create and simulate the conditions for the

appropriate reflection practices to take place.

1.4 Overview of Research, Aims and Methodology

The following provides an overview of the research, the research aims and

questions, and an overview of the procedures for data analysis. A detailed discussion

of the research design and methodology is given in Chapter $.

1.4.1 Overview of Research

The research employed a case study methodology’ involving two primary V

classes comprising 45 pupils from two government schools in Brunei Darussalam.
The study was conducted for seven months during which period the pupils were

simultaneously taught writing lessons and engaged on the portfolio procedure on a
weekly basis by the researcher. The teaching of writing and the implementation of the

portfolio procedure were necessary in order to create a condition for the reflection

* The rationale for using the case study methodology is provided in Chapter S.
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practices to take place. Both the writing lessons and the portfolio procedure constitute
the framework for the research and, therefore, are instrumental to the case study4.

The implementation of the portfolio procedure adopts the Collaborative
Portfolio Model which required the use of two portiolio types — showcase and
collaborative. The showcase portfolios were kept and maintained by the individual
pupils while the researcher maintained the collaborative portfolios. In addition to
participating in the usual writing lessons, the pupils were also engaged in various
activities or components connected to the portfolio procedure, which included
portfolio maintenance, portfolio conferencing and the reflection exercise. The
reflection component of the procedure required the pupils to choose their best writing
pieces and to write a rationale or reflective piece stating the reason for choosing a
particular writing piece. The pupils were allowed to write their reflection texts either
in Malay or English. Then the reflective pieces were attached with the writing pieces
being reflected on and kept in the pupils’ showcase portfolio.

During the period of the study, the reflective texts produced by the pupils were
used as a source of discussion during portfolio conferencing sessions as well as a tool
for improving teaching and learning. At the end of the study, the reflective pieces
were collected to become the primary source of data in determining the extent of the
pupils’ capability in engaging themselves in the reflection exercise. The texts

produced in the reflective pieces were then collated and analysed.
It should be emphasized that throughout the period of the study, the pupils

were not assisted in writing the reflective pieces and neither were they trained to

direct their focus of reflection on the writing pieces. The reason for not guiding them

* A discussion on aspects of the portfolio implementation and the teaching of writing is given in Chapter 4.
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1s that the fundamental goal of the research is to study the criteria and pattern of the
pupils’ reflection. In this respect, direct intervention on the pupils’ reflection was

totally avoided throughout the research period so as to ensure a genuine production of

the reflective pieces.

1.4.2 Aims and Research Questions

In any case study research, identifying the case is significant. In this research,
the focus on studying the pupils’ reflective practices becomes the case of the study

(discussed in 5.2). The specific aims of studying the case are, a) to examine the

criteria of the pupils’ reflection, b) to determine the extent of the pupils’ capability in
focusing their reflection towards the writing pieces, and ¢) to determine whether the

pupils’ performance in writing has any relationship with their pattern of reflection.

The aims of the case study are guided by three research questions and these

are as follows:

a) What criteria can the pupils articulate when reflecting during the selection of their
writing pieces for the showcase portfolio?

b) Is there a developmental pattern of progression in the pupils’ reflection in relation

to its approximation to the concept of reflection and its focus towards the writing

pieces being reflected on?

c) Is there a relationship between the pupils’ pattern of reflection with their

performance in writing?

1.4.3 Overview of the Procedures for Data Analysis

The first research question basically aims to study the criteria of the pupils’

reflection. This is performed by identifying and categorizing the reflection criteria
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(termed as ‘selection criteria’, see 1.7.4) used by the pupils while reflecting on their

best writing pieces. The identification and categorization of the selection criteria takes
into account such aspects as the applicability of the criteria to the accepted notion of
reflection as well as the extent of their focus towards the writing pieces being
reflected on. The process of categorizing the selection criteria is unique and it forms
an essential part of the procedure for the analysis of the research data (discussed in 5.2

and 5.5).

The second research question is an extension of the above, which aims, firstly,
to identify the patterns of category use in the pupils’ reflection, and secondly, to
determine whether these patterns show a developmental progression towards a
focused reflection. The patterns in reflection are identified by the pupils’ use of the
selection criteria according to their respective categories. Assuming that each
category displays a varying degree of focus in reflection, then the development and
progression in reflection can be determined by analysing the patterns in the use of

these categories. In this respect, a pattern of criteria use is considered progressing if it

utilizes one or more categories that have a focus on the writing pieces being reflected

OIl.

The third research question aims to determine the association between the
pupils’ " progression in reflection and their performance in writing. The pupils’
performance in writing, in essence, should not influence the progression of their

reflection bearing in mind that the reflection practice, in itself, is intended to help

them improve their writing. It is therefore not beneficial in implementing the
reflective practices within the portfolio procedure if the ability to reflect is only
inherent among those who are only and already proficient in writing. This research

question therefore seeks to negate the relationship between the two so that the

16



products of the pupils’ reflection can be used effectively to help weak pupils to

improve their skill and to encourage those who are good to perform better.

1.5 Significance of Study

Based on the purpose (1.2) and aims (1.4.2) of the study mentioned above, the

research may be significant in a number of ways and these are:

a) To provide relevant information and recommendations to the education authorities
as to the wiability of using the portfolio assessment procedure in Brunei
Darussalam. The information may also include the following:

1) The practicality of implementing the procedure at the primary school level.
- Since the guideline published by CDD does not specify the age-level of the
portfolio users (see 1.3.1 above), then the outcome of the study will determine
whether the implementation of the procedure would be practicable in the
context in which the case study is implemented, i.e., Primary V.,

ii) The issues and problems encountered during the implementation of the

procedure. - Although the case study 1s mited in a number of aspects

especially in terms of the size of the sampling, the experience gained and

difficulties encountered during the implementation of the procedure may be

useful in ensuring that teachers are aware of the problems and issues

associated with the use of the procedure.

b) To contribute to the literature pertaining to the following factors:

i) The adaptability of the portfolio assessment procedure in a context that is

distinct from other contexts of implementation. - The implementation in
Brunei Darussalam 1s distinct in terms of the age of the users, their linguistic

background and the education context they are in (see 1.3.1).
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1)) The application of the Collaborative Portfolio Model (CPM) in the teaching

and assessment of writing to elementary learners of English as a foreign
language (EFL). - As discussed in Chapters 2 and 3, there are different models

of portfolio use and one that has gained attention is in the use of the CPM.

Since the application of the model is not widely used then its application in

Brunei Darussalam may be of interest to those who are keen on its

development or on adopting a similar model.

1i1) The reflection criteria used by learners in an EFL and EYL (English for

Young Learners) situation to reflect on their best writing pieces. - The
reflection criteria typical of adult learners are often associated with the notion
of rhetorical moves (see Yancey 1998). However, in the context of Brunei

Darussalam the case might not be the same. This factor specifically relates to

the findings for the first research question (see 1.4.2 above).

1v) The development pattern of progression in reflection by learners in an EFL

and EYL situation. - Again this factor relates to the distinction in the context

of implementation as well as the rhetorical moves mentioned above which
specifically corresponds to the findings for the second research question (see

1.4.2 above).

The correlation between performance in writing and progression in reflection.
- Since the study also examines the relationship between writing performance

and reflection (see research question 3 in 1.4.2 above), then the findings have

an implication for further studies in a similar area of concern, which, at
present, is not widely investigated, or perhaps non-existent in any EFL

situations involving pupils who are in the EYL category.
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¢) To promote the use of case study methodology to examine the effectiveness of a
particular aspect which forms part of or 1s instrumental to a larger component of a
planned innovation. In the context of this study, the feasibility of using portfolio
assessment is determined by the ability of the pupils to reflect. A case study to
examine this ability is therefore necessary as a precondition to a successful
implementation of the portfolio assessment procedure (see 1.3.2 above).

d) To encourage further studies related to identifying the needs of pupils In
developing their reflective skills especially in the area of EFL and EYL writing

using the portfolio assessment procedure.

1.6 Limitations of Research

The research was conducted for a period of approximately seven months
involving 45 Primary V pupils from two primary schools in Brunei Darussalam.
Given the lack of resources mentioned in 1.3.2, the research has its limitations
especially in terms of scope, sampling, and duration.

The research is limited only to studying the pupils’ criteria and pattern of

reflection and also determining whether there 1s a correlation between their

performance in writing and their pattern of reflection (see 1.4.2). These constitute the
aims of the study which basically concern the issues of feasibility and adaptability of
the reflection exercise in the context of the portfolio assessment procedure. The aim

of the study is therefore not to determine the effects of the pupils’ reflection on their

learning nor the effectiveness of the portfolio implementation because the focus of the
study was on the reflection component of the portfolio procedure. Since no attempt
was made to intervene or direct the focus of the pupils’ reflection on their writing

pieces during the reflection exercise (see 1.4.1), then it is unjustifiable to evaluate the
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success of the portfolio implementation and the effects of the reflection. Furthermore,
it would not be beneficial to conduct an evaluation of the procedure bearing in mind
that its effectiveness has been recognized by the education authority in Brune:
Darussalam (see 1.1.2) and that the purpose of this research is to provide additional
input to this recognition (see 1.2). Lastly, such an evaluation would certainly involve
a considerable amount of time and resources which the present research lacks (see
1.3.2).

The pupils involved in the study were not selected randomly and neither were
their classes and schools due to the nature of the research which employed a case
study methodology. The selection of the schools was solely based on therr close
proximity. Nevertheless, the two schools are distinct in terms of their size and locality
whereby one is a large urban school while the other a small rural school (see details in
5.3). The number of classes is limited only to two and each class has a small total of
22 and 23 pupils respectively and all the pupils in each class were involved. The

selection of the pupils’ classes was only made in one school but not the other because

the latter only has one class at the Primary V level. The selection at the former school
was made by the school administration.

The study only involved pupils who are at the Primary V level. This level was
chosen in view of the average age of the pupils presumed to be able to handle tasks
connected with portfolio keeping. Other factors considered m choosing this level

include the compatibility of the syllabus used with the framework of the study and the

absence of constraining factors such as the bilingual transition in the medium of
instruction from Malay to English (i.e., Primary IV) and standardized examinations

(i.e., Primary III and VI) (see discussion in 5.3).
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Finally, the duration of the study is limited only to seven months from January

to August 2000 covering two of the three terms of school in Brunei. Extending the
duration to three school terms was seen as impractical considering that the pupils

were expected to sit for their end-of-year examination during the third term of school

(see 5.2 and 5.3).

1.7 Definition of Terms

The practice of portfolio assessment procedure varies according to the needs
of the users in different contexts and conditions and there also exist the problems of
identifying the right terms for one’s own use. This problem is highlighted in Chapters
2 and 3 but for the purpose of clarifying the terms used in this research, the following

will apply.

1.7.1 Portfolio

The term ‘portfolio’ is referred to generally as a folder to keep samples of the
pupil’s writing and other materials deemed necessary to provide information
pertaining to the growth of his or her writing ability. In this study, two types of
portfolios are used — the showcase and collaborative portfolios (see Chapter 4 for
details). The showcase portfolio is defined as a folder used by individual pupils to
keep a collection of their best writing pieces, each of which is accompanied by a
written rationale (reflective piece). The collaborative portiolio is referred to as a
folder used by the teacher and the individual pupils to keep copies of the pupils’ best

writing pieces selected and reproduced from their showcase portfolios as well as other

relevant documents perceived to be of importance in marking the pupil’s growth as a

writer.
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1.7.2 Portfolio Assessment

‘Portfolio assessment’ is a procedure consisting of a number of components
and together they are used to: a) collect samples of pupils’ writing pieces with their

rattonales (reflective pieces) and other relevant materials which can demonstrate the

ability and growth of the pupils as writers, b) synthesize the collection in a manner
that relevant information can be extracted and recorded systematically, and c)

interpret the information to aid decision-making in the course of developing the

writing abilities of the pupils.

1.7.3 Portfolio Conference

‘Portfolio conference’ or simply referred to as the ‘conference’ signifies a

session whereby individual pupils and the teacher are involved in discussing the

reasons for the selection of materials kept in the showcase portfolio, discussing the
pupils’ writing progress and growth, setting and reviewing the pupils’ writing goals,
and other matters pertaining to the abilitics of the pupils as writers. Portfolio

conference should be distinguished from writing conference in that the latter involves

discussions held only during the preparation of the pupils’ writing.

1.7.4 Reflection and Reflective Pieces

The term ‘reflection’ is defined as ‘the processes by which we know what we

have accomplished and by which we articulate this accomplishment’ and also ‘the

products of these processes’ (Yancey, 1998:6). In the context of this research, the
pupils were asked to produce a reflective piece every time they select a writing piece

into their showcase portfolio. The reflective piece is essentially a written reflective

statement to represent the products of the quoted reflection processes. By definition,
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the written statement, or reflective text, should be regarded as an articulation of

accomplishment.

Throughout the thesis, especially during the analysis of data, the criteria of
reflection 1s termed as ‘selection criteria’ because the process of reflection was
essentially performed while the pupils were selecting their best writing pieces for their
showcase portfolios. Furthermore, the term ‘selection criteria’ can be used neutrally
irrespective of whether the criteria used are regarded as reflective statements or

merely statements of reasons for selecting a particular piece of writing.

1.8 Overview of Chapters

The thesis is presented in ten chapters. The following provides an overview of

the following nine chapters.

Chapter 2 presents a review of the literature pertaining to the portfolio
assessment procedure. The chapter includes discussions relating to the definitions of
portfolio and portfolio assessment, the rationale of portfolio use in the classroom,
issues and conflicts related to its application, current practices in the application of the
procedure, and a review of various perspectives and models of the assessment
procedure. A discussion on the Collaborative Portfolio Model 1s also highlighted in

the chapter as this has an implication for this research.

Chapter 3 is a review of the literature concerning the notion of reflection. The

chapter begins with a discussion on the various definitions of reflection. This is
followed by descriptions and discussions of various viewpoints regarding reflection in

learning, the nature of reflective activity, and the relationship between reflection and
metacognition. As this research is focused on the assessment of writing, a separate

section of the chapter is presented as to how reflection is utilized in the writing

23



classroom. The next two sections of the chapter provide discussions relating to the
concept of reflection-in-presentation and how it is applied in the portfolio assessment
procedure. The last section discusses the possible hnk between perception and
reflection on writing among young learners.

Chapter 4 provides a description for the application of two components which
are instrumental to the case study - the teaching of writing and the implementation of
the portfolio procedure. The chapter includes a number of aspects relating to the
planning, implementation, and evaluation of teaching and the use of the portfolio
procedure.

Chapter 5 discusses the methodology employed in the case study. The chapter
consists of discussions and descriptions relating to the orientation of the research, the
case study protocol, the subjects, the instrument used, the collected data for analysis,
and the procedures for data analysis based on the three research questions.

Chapter 6 presents the findings for the first research question which basically
aims to identify and categorize the selection criteria used by the pupils in selecting
their best writing pieces into the showcase portfolios. The chapter also includes
discussions relating to the characteristic features of the pupils’ reflective texts.

Chapter 7 presents the findings for the second research question which
attempts to determine the pattern of the pupils’ reflection. The chapter begins with a
discussion relating to the issue of describing and measuring development in reflection.
The findings of the research are focused on the pattern of the pupils’ reflection and
the pattern of progression in the use of the selection criteria categories.

Chapter 8 presents the findings for the third research question which aims to
determine the relationship between the pupils’ writing performance and their pattern

of reflection. The chapter begins with a description of the pupils’ writing
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performance. This is followed by several analyses to determine the relationship
between writing performance and the pattern of the pupils’ reflection. Analyses are

also carried out to determine the association between writing performance with other

variables such as gender differences and the idea content of the reflective texts.
Chapter 9 presents a discussion relating to the two components which are

instrumental to the case study, that is, the teaching of writing and the implementation

of the portfolio procedure. Also included in the discussions are the responses given by

the pupils and their teachers.
Chapter 10 is a concluding chapter which provides a summary and discussions

on the main and supplementary findings of the case study. The chapter also presents

the implications of the findings and lists a number of recommendations.
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Chapter 2

Portfolio Assessment

Portfolio assessment has been around for a long time but its widespread use in
the language classroom is relatively new. Despite its infancy, its developments are
gathering pace and these are usually informed by research studies. Studies have also
been extended to examine the effects as well as the benefits gained by this form of
assessment to language learning and teaching. Its emergence has been received
positively by many, but not surprisingly, there are also some sceptics. The potential
benefits shown by portfolio assessment at present appear to make it ‘a powerful
assessment approach for the years to come’ (Grabe and Kaplan, 1996:418). This
statement cannot be treated as a trivial speculation but by looking at the level of
attention given to portfolio assessment lately, it will definitely be around and have a
significant influence on our understanding towards the way we conduct educational
assessment not only in language classrooms but other subject areas as well. This

chapter attempts to clarify what the literature says about this ‘powerful assessment

approach’ but first a discussion relating to how authors define portfolio and portfolio

assessment.

2.1 Defining Portfolios and Portfolio Assessment

‘Portfolios’ and ‘portfolio assessment’ are not synonymous. They are two

different entitiecs with two separate but complementary functions. A portfolio, most

26



found n folder form, is used to keep the collection of work produced and related
materials gathered by a student. The portfolio is not merely used to exemplify the

eflort made by the student but rather to represent, according to several authors, a

collection of the student’s:

a) experiences (Moya and O’Malley, 1994);

b) accomplishments, capabi]itiesi strengths, weaknesses, achievements, and progress
(Fischer and King, 1995; Tierney et. al., 199 1; Genesee and Upshur, 1996);

c) Intellectual, emotional and social learning processes (Grace, 1992); and

d) thoughts, ideas and growth points (Farr and Tone, 1994).

It follows that this collection, according to Tierney, et al. (1991), must be updated as a

student changes and grows.

The list of words to describe what is and what constitutes a portfolio seems
extensive, and apparently there is no definite single working defimtion available. This
essentially illustrates two points, firstly, the concept of portfolio in educational
assessment is still growing, and secondly, it is highly flexible to meet a variety of
neceds and requirements (see Seger, 1992; De Fma, 1992). In this regard, the
possibilities of portfolios are therefore limitless (Graves, 1992) and they apparently
still need ‘some growing and breathing space before we freeze them into a definition’
(Sunstein, 1992: xii). Despite the lack of a working definition, the numerous
descriptions stated above clearly show what a portfolio represents - a repository of

information which is substantially significant to reflect what the learner has

accomplished in the learning process and how he/she goes through it.

The definitions of ‘portfolio assessment’ vary considerably depending on a
variety of perspectives and needs. For example, De Fina (1992:13) defines it as an

‘alternative ... or additional way of examining students’ strengths and weaknesses.’
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This definition suggests an application of portfolio assessment that has an orientation
towards a diagnostic function, which necessarily relates to instructional importance.
Essentially, 1t also suggests the role of portfolio assessment as either core or
supplementary to other forms of assessment in use as reflected by the words
‘alternative’ and ‘additional’. However, this definition lacks clarity in terms of how
the data are to be collected. Moya and O’Malley (1994) describe portfolio assessment
as a procedure used to plan, collect, and analyse the multiple sources of data
maintained in the portfolio. This definition restricts itself to describing portfolio
assessment as a procedure to assess the contents of the portfolio. Its association with
other forms of assessment or how the data are to be utilized 1s not clarified within the
definition. Herman et al. (1996:28), quoting Airasian (1991), describe portfolio
assessment as ‘a process of collecting, synthesizing and interpreting information to
ald decision-making’. In this definition, the phrase ‘decision-making’ is an important
addition that indicates the utilization of information that has been gathered. ‘Decision-
making’, in this regard, implies creating provisions for planning to meet the future
needs of the learner both by the teacher and the learner. Other definitions which

generally characterize portfolio assessment as a tool used to monitor and enhance

learner performance by way of modifying classroom practices can be found in
Shaklee et al. (1997), Tierney et al. (1991), and Fischer and King (1995).
The definitions of portfolio assessment vary in terms of range and depth of the

purpose and function for which portfolio assessment 1s supposedly to serve and also

the role it is intended to take in the overall arena of educational assessment. This is

inevitable because each classroom, a school district or a state adopts a unique
approach to portfolio assessment depending on the purpose of the assessment

(Tierney et al., 1991). In addition to this, the variations may also be attributed to the
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growth of our understanding of the potential of portfolio assessment in improving
learner performance as well as the current progression of portfolio assessment

especially when it has to compete with other more traditional forms of educational

assessment.

2.2 Rationale of Use

The increasing popularity of portfolio assessment can be considered to
emanate from two factors. Firstly, it is able to provide teachers and students with
valuable information especially about what the latter know and can do (De Fina
1992), which can then be used effectively and immediately by teachers to improve
instruction (Tierney et al., 1991; Fischer and King, 1995). Secondly, it is compatible
with our current understanding of how language is developed and used, that is, as

processes of constructing meaning (see Farr and Tone, 1994). The following sub-

sections illustrate these two factors further.

2.2.1 Source of Feedback to Learning and Teaching

The current use of portfolios can be seen as an improvement to our
understanding of learner assessment and its relationship with the processes of
teaching. Portfolios offer a number of advantages for students, teachers, and parents.
The major advantage is that it allows students to participate actively in the evaluation

process (Gillespie et al., 1996). In addition to this, other advantages of the portfolios

include their ability to (ibid.: 482):

a) assist In creating a collaborative climate among students through peer

collaboration and peer critiques,
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b)

g)
h)

))
k)

D)

provide an opportunity for students to assume responsibility for their own learning
and become more independent,

contribute to the development of self-esteem, self-awareness and a more positive
attitude towards reading and writing,

provide teachers with a more meaningful picture of student growth,

generate data which may be useful for instructional decision-making,

offer teachers a wide range of information, from a variety of tests, tasks, and
settings, that can be used for formative and summative evaluation of multiple
abilities, talents, and skills of students,

help to answer the question of what constitutes high-quality work,

allow for the integration of assessment and instruction,

provide a rich base from which to engage in meaningful student/teacher

conferences,
demonstrate children’s knowledge and competence, as well as growth over time,

provide concrete and tangible evidence for facilitating communication among
students, teachers, parents, and other school-related constituencies.
allow students to reflect on the development/growth/progression of their strengths

and weaknesses as readers and writers over time,

m) facilitate students’ understanding of the relationship that exists between reading,

writing, and thinking,

Gillespie’s list encompasses a wide range of advantages brought about by the

increasing widespread use of portfolio assessment. The hst clearly indicates that the

function of portfolio assessment extends beyond being merely an evaluation and

assessment tool (see Graves and Sunstein, 1992).
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2.2.2 Compatibility with Knowledge of Language Ability and Use

As stated above, the increasing popularity of portfolio assessment partly stems
from 1ts compatibility with our current understanding of how language develops and
1s used. The basic assumption here is that when a measurement tool complies with
what we know about how language is processed and produced, then the inferences we
make from 1t become more valid and reliable.

Over the years the development of language assessment and measurement
have been substantially influenced, or rather driven, by the development of various
models to describe language ability and use (see Bachman, 1990; Bachman and
Palmer, 1996). At present, the climate of language measurement is more concerned
with the reciprocal relationship between test and non-test performance of the language
learner (Bachman, 1990) and eventually this has led to a shift towards performance-
based assessment (McNamara, 1996). Bachman and Palmer’s (1996:75) statement

that ‘language use takes place, or is realized, in the performance of specific situated
language use tasks’ evidently implies that analyzing how a learner performs in a
language use situation enables us to make inferences about his or her language ability

more meaningfully.

The movement towards performance-based assessment also gave rise to the

concept of authenticity in the presentation of tasks for the test takers. The aim of

replicating actual language use in performance tests is basically to get precise
inferences about language ability. Bachman (1990) asserts that test designs which
represent models of language ability are always synonymous with authenticity but on

the condition that they conform to construct validation studies. However, there are

arguments to contradict this claim on the basis that simulating real-life language use is

also in fact context dependent. This implies that determining authenticity in terms of
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the perceived constructs of language ability is not sufficient; there is also a need to
consider the way language operates within a particular society. This is an example of
the growing tension between the theoretically motivated approaches to language

measurement based on underlying models of language ability and the behaviourally

based approaches which concern ‘real-life’ tasks (Brindley, 1995; see also Bachman,
1990; Mclntyre, 1995). This tension, however, is perhaps unnecessary since Shohamy
(1998) argues that assessment of language outcomes requires a broader perspective of
both definition of language outcome and the procedures for measuring these
outcomes. Shohamy claims that language knowledge (ability) is a complex
phenomenon and that there is a need for multiple assessment devices that are capable
of tapping this phenomenon. The examples of devices suggested by Shohamy (1998)
include portfolios, peer-assessment, observations, and self-assessment.

In view of our current understanding of the language constructs and how |
language performance is reflected by these and the existence of varying discourse
contexts, then the need for a more effective means of measuring this performance

becomes crucial. Nowadays there are various forms of assessment available but one

which adheres to our expectation of being able to tap the complex phenomenon of
language ability and one which appears more to be highly contextualized (Belanoff,
1996) or ‘context-responsive’ (Ringler, 1992) seems to be portfolio assessment.
Portfolio assessment is not in itself a panacea to all testing and assessment problems
but it ‘permits many more options for assessment of student progress and has greater

potential... for diagnostic uses’ (Grabe and Kaplan, 1996).
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2.3 Issues and Conflicts in Portfolio Assessment

In the context of this research the aim of introducing portfolio assessment in
the classroom is not intended to replace standardized testing. Contrary to some views
suggesting that portfolio assessment needs to replace standardized tests entirely (see
for example, Fisher and King, 1995; Moya and O’Malley, 1994), the intended
introduction is more geared towards supplementing the routine norm-referenced
classroom tests and the more traditional product-oriented scoring method especially in
the assessment of written compositions. The distinction between ‘replacing’ and
‘supplementing’ standardized testing is one of prime importance because, a) it relates
to two different viewpoints of the application of portfolio assessment, and b) the
choice between the two affects the groundwork for preparing the conceptual
framework before implementing the procedure. The former will be the focus of
discussion in this section while the latter in 2.5 below.

The choice of either to replace or supplement standardized testing with

portfolio assessment is usually influenced by the inability of tests to fulfill a particular
function. When standardized testing fails to measure effectively and accurately an

ability that it is required to measure, such as in the assessment of writing ability, then

it certainly needs replacing. However, it should be realized that standardized testing
and portfolio assessment are two different entities and that they serve different

purposes. Portfolios can be considered to be more than a measurement tool (see
Sunstein, 1992; Graves, 1992) and thus they can supplement the role of standardized

testing. As an example, portfolios will provide the required information on formative
assessment to complement summative assessment which is provided by standardized

tests. In this regard, Rea-Dickins and Rixon (1999:99) view the use of portfolio
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assessment as an alternative approach with the aim of expanding ‘the existing range
of assessment methods for Young Learners’ (see also Rea-Dickins and Rixon, 1997).

When focusing on the benefits and advantages of both procedures, the two

cannot be compared to one another because, as stated above, they serve two separate

functions. However, if a test is used solely for the purpose of classroom assessment
for measuring both progress and achievement, then clearly it is on a disadvantaged
side. A lot has been said in the literature about the deficiency of norm-referenced
classroom tests in relation to portfolio assessment (see for example, De Fina, 1992;
Gillespie et al, 1996; Tierney et al.,, 1991; Fisher and King, 1995; Moya and

P
O’Malley, 1994, Farr and Tone, 1994) and secveral weaknesses attributed to tests

include:

a) They focus more on the products whereas portfolios focus on both process and

products.

b) They are concerned only on getting the right response rather than understanding
how this response is arrived at.

¢) They do not provide clear insight as to the application of knowledge and skills in

various contexts.
d) They are teacher-centred.

e) They emphasize quantifiable outcomes.

f) They are formal and they enforce time restriction, which often result in anxiety

among students.

The above list to describe the most common deficiencies of tests over portfolio
assessment appears to be one sided. Portfolios themselves are not short of drawbacks.

In their review of the literature as an attempt to address this issue, Gillespie, et al.
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(1996:483) identified a number of apparent weaknesses attributed to portfolio

assessment. These are:

a) Portfolios may interfere with teaching and learning by decreasing
instructional time (for example, too much class time spent on
management tasks such as decisions about selections,
documentation), by negatively affecting student originality and
student attitudes due to the increase in the teacher’s workload, and
by not achieving closure on assignments.

b) Portfolios may lend themselves to mappropriate teacher behaviours
such as not holding conferences, not allowing student choice in

materials to be included, not providing enough variety in materials
to be included, not attempting to show students the relationship
between instruction and assessment, not making efforts to focus on

students’ strengths, not providing continuous feedback, and

providing too much teacher direction.

c) Portfolios may lend themselves to grading controversies.

d) Portfolios require a high level of pre-service, in-service, or
consultant support to acquaint teachers with data gathering as well

as logical ways of interpreting data.
e) Portfolios present unique data that may be ignored or criticized by

school-related constituencies.
f) Portfolios may encourage teachers toward “one assessment tool fits

all,” “a portfolio and portfolio assessment fits all purposes”

mentalities.
g) Portfolios may spawn controversy over issues such as reliability

and validity of data collected as well as the standardization of
portfolio content.

The greatest weakness attributed to portfolio assessment, according to
Gillespie, et al. (1996), is the increased workload for the teacher. This issue is
inevitable considering the nature of portfolio assessment as being subjective which

understandably requires more time and effort (see also Davies et al., 1999). In this

sense, the demands of portfolio assessment on the teacher’s time and effort can be

considered justifiable in view of the numerous benefits of using it.

Gillespie’s (1996) list of the weaknesses of portfolio assessment, to some
extent, tends to be ambiguous. Some of the points raised appear not to be construed as

weaknesses inherent in portfolio assessment but rather drawbacks resulting from its
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use. For example, points a, b, and f above which respectively describe
mismanagement of time, inappropriate behaviour of teacher, and misinformed
concepts of the procedure, are not necessarily weaknesses of the portfolio assessment
per se but the teacher’s lack of understanding on the demands and requirements of
using the procedure.

Additionally, point d above raises the question of training and providing
support as another weakness attributed to portfolio assessment. The need to provide
training and support, as in all kinds of innovation or reform, cannot be considered as a
weakness but one that has been accepted as a norm and a necessity. Increasing
teachers’ awareness of the demands required as well as training them to be proficient
in the management of the portfolio assessment procedure should necessarily become
an essential component of the implementation process. Through training and support,
drawbacks such as negative attitude and lack of understanding of the portfolio

procedure can effectively be overcome.

The points related to controversies over grading (as in point ¢) and the issues
of validity and reliability (as in point g) may rightly be considered as apparent
weaknesses of portfolio assessment. Determmming the valdity and reliability of
inferences is problematic especially for large-scale use of portfolio assessment. In his
influential evaluation of the measurement quality of portfolio assessment in the US,
Koretz (1998) states that the reliability and validity of inferences which resulted from

the analysis of measurement data obtained from portfolios are still questionable. In

terms of reliability, there are inconsistencies in scoring attributed to variations in such
aspects as inter-rater judgements, the scoring criteria used, the interpretations of
average scores, the selection of tasks given to students, etc. The validity of portfolios,

according to Koretz (1998), is generally discouraging mainly because the scores from
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portfolio assessment do not show relationships with those obtained from other
achievement data which represent measures of highly related constructs. The
variations in the amount of assistance given to students in completing their work also
invalidate the scores from the portfolios.

The evidence presented in Koretz’s evaluation clearly shows that portfolio
assessment programmes in the US ‘have failed to overcome one of the most basic and
essential procedural hurdles - obtaining consistent scoring of student work’
(ibid.:332). The evaluation has created a major impact on the perceived credentials of
large-scale portfolio assessment but, nevertheless, its implication is rather
inconclusive as Koretz (ibid.) admits that ‘it would be premature to say that large-
scale portfolio assessment cannot meet the measurement goals set for them.” The

implications of the evaluation are also limited because:

a) The evaluation focuses only on large-scale external assessment programmes.

b) The evaluation is driven primarily by the notion of accountability, which by the
nature of the evaluation study necessitates quantifiable data and outcomes. As
discussed in the following paragraph, quantifying outcomes in portfolio
assessment is a major problem particularly in view of its underlying principles.

c) Portfolio assessment has the dual goals of measuring performance and improving

instruction, Koretz’s evaluation only addresses the former.

d) Koretz (ibid.) readily admits that an evaluation of his must consider more than

measurement quality alone. In this regard, he must also consider the programmes’

success or failure in meeting their goals, in particular the goal of fostering
improvement in instruction. The programmes’ success must be weighed against

their cost in terms of time, money, and stress that the procedure entails.
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The problems and constraints attached to portfolio assessment that concern its
ability to provide valid and reliable results are central to the issue of accountability. It
can be argued that this issue is inevitable if portfolios are to be used for purposes

other than for classroom application. Beck (cited in Farr and Tone, 1994: 171)

believes that ‘the criteria for evaluating portfolios are not yet well enough defined to
endorse their use for accountability.” It is unjustifiable therefore to expect portfolio
assessments to reflect the best of both worlds when they are intended to serve two
entirely different sets of functions. Beck (ibid.) adds that the goals expected of a state
test are ‘breadth, not depth; reliability, not instructional utility; assessment of product,
not process; and efficiency of measurement.’

Proponents of portfolio assessment often reject criticisms which make
reference to the issues of controls and criteria because these issues are not relevant.
The purpose of portfolio assessment is different. Moss et al. (1992) indicate that for
accountability purposes there is ‘the need for centralization of authority ... to decide
specifically what is measured and how it is measured; tasks, scoring procedures, and

administration conditions are standardized in order to enhance comparability of scores
from task to task, scorer to scorer, and subject to subject.” Based on the assumption

that controls and criteria are imposed then the underlying principles of portfolio
assessment, such as to promote diversity and ownership of learning, appear to become
insignificant. In arguing against external interventions and controls, most portfolio
proponents assert that instilling the sense of ownership among learners is central to

the concept of portfolio assessment (see Belanoff, 1996; Farr and Tone, 1994, Hewitt,

1995; Murphy and Camp, 1996).
The extent to which portfolio experts view the notion of ownership and learner

autonomy positively is also another concern. In their attempt to advocate the use of
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portfolio assessment, it appears that different writers have varying perspectives
towards portfolio ownership. The differing viewpoints eventually give rise to much
debate as to the ‘best’ format for a portfolio (Barton and Collins, 1997; Murphy and
Camp, 1996). In some instances, some writers do not explicitly state the degree of
ownership they allow the students and teachers to undertake. The issue of indicating
exactly how one views portfolio ownership is essential because it has a direct bearing
on the ‘stance’ (see Seger, 1992) or ‘perspectives’ (Murphy and Camp, 1996) one
takes in promoting and using portfolios. Choosing the appropriate stance would
invariably determine and reflect the portfolio assessment model one adopts (see 2.5
below). Different models allow different perspectives towards the notion of
ownership and this eventually has a direct impact on the issue of accountability which
in turn affects the possibility of increasing the validity and reliability of the

assessment procedure. What is best for one context, apparently, may not be so for

others.

2.4 Current Practices

The most common application of portfolio assessment in schools is in the form

of writing portfolios (Airasian, 1994). Nevertheless, there are also cases where
portfolios are used to assess students’ performance in other subject or skill areas. This

section attempts to give an overview of current practices of portfolio assessment as

illustrated 1n the literature.

Current research and reports of classroom practices relating to portfolio
assessment largely originated from the United States. In other countries, the
developments of the procedure are not extensively researched and documented

although references to its potential as a powerful assessment tool are often made. In
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the UK, portfolio use has been reported in the literature and its role is largely
subsumed under the notion of Teacher Assessment (see Osborn et al., 2000; Gipps,
1994) whereby other forms of assessment methods, in addition to portfolios, are used.
The portfolios, together with the Records of Achievement, are considered as ‘informal
descriptive records’ (Broadfoot, 1996: 48) used as a means of empowering learners
‘through the conscious manipulation of assessment strategies to support, rather than to
classify, their efforts’ (Broadfoot, 1998:474). According to Osborn et al. (2000),
portfolio use in the UK primary schools is increasing, largely initiated by the teachers’
‘explicit intention of encouraging both pupils’ meta-cognitive skills and their self-
esteem’ (ibid.: 145).

The lack of attention given to portfolio assessment in countries outside the US,

and perhaps the UK, may be attributed to two factors. Firstly, portfolio assessment is

a relatively new concept and consequently researchers and educators are still cautious
or rather not convinced of its capability as an alternative form of assessment.
Secondly, it may have been used considerably widely but its function is limited only
to supplementing other forms of assessment methods and not as a core or compulsory
assessment tool to receive much scrutiny as such. The second factor may also imply
the effect of a stance taken by any particular educational authorities whether or not to
include portfolio assessment as part of the school assessment reform. When a change

is driven by policy, it will invariably affect practice and therefore specific attention
will be given to this change. In contrast, personal endeavours by individual teachers to

voluntarily include portfolio assessment as part of the classroom assessment will

certainly not make much impact in the overall development of the procedure, unless

of course, it is initiated by research and publicized widely.
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In the US, most cases of portfolio implementation are policy driven at the

district and statewide level while some have also been instigated by research. The

following are examples of statewide and district-level cases of portfolio

implementation conducted in the US. The list is by no means exhaustive but intended

to illustrate an overview of the development of portfolio assessment:

a)

b)

d)

In the State of Vermont, a large-scale portfolio assessment project for
mathematics and writing was first piloted in 1990-1991 with 144 schools and
implemented statewide in 1991-1992. In writing, students were asked to maintain
a year-long collection of their work which was comprised of best pieces and a
number of other pieces of specified types. (Hewitt, 1995; see also Biggam and

Teitelbaum, 1996; Koretz, 1998).
The Hudson Valley Portfolio Assessment Project in New York started in 1993

with the sole aim of training teachers and administrators to adopt portfolio
assessment with a primary focus on communication and literacy. The first batch of

participants included 101 teachers from 50 districts in seven counties of New
York’s mid-Hudson Valley region. (Martin-Kniep et al., 1998).

In the State of Kentucky, portfolios are used as a component of a larger and more
complex assessment system. They have been administered only in the fourth,

eighth and twelfth grades as part of an accountability programme. In writing,

students maintained a year-long portfolio of writing samples. The contents of the

portfolios differ according to grade levels. (Koretz, 1998).

In California, the California Learning Record (CLR) has been in use since 1994 as
a system of student literacy assessment in approximately 1000 K-12 classrooms
(Barr and Hallam, 1996). An important component of the CLR 1is the use of

portfolios. According to Barr and Hallam, students keep all their work samples in
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the portfolios which are then assessed by using rating scales adapted from the
British Primary Learning Record. The use of the CLR portfolio assessment has

been regarded as ‘potentially powerful in helping teachers improve their practices

and students boost their achievement.” (Barr and Hallam, 1996:293)

In Pittsburgh, Pennsylvania, the Arts PROPEL Project introduced portfolio
assessment in 1992 from grades 6 to 12. Students were required to maintain a
year-long collection of their writing which also included all drafts and written

reflections on the work collected. (See Koretz, 1998; Tierney et al., 1991).

In addition to the above, there are also cases of portfolio implementation that

have been conducted independently and on a limited scale either at classroom or

school level. Some of the following cases are intended to serve less common specific

purposes.

a)

b)

Klimenkov and LaPick (1996) reported a school-wide portfolio project in
California to involve students in self-evaluation. In the evaluation of the project,
both writers have observed positive changes and among these are, a) the students
can recognize their responsibility for their own learning, b) they can thoughtfully
correct their own mistakes, c¢) they can identify their accomplishment and take

pride in it, d) they have learned to choose more realistic goals that are achievable

In a reasonable time frame.

Koelsh and Trumbull (1996) reported a portfolio project that aims to create a

bridge between the cultural and linguistic worlds of ethnolinguistically

nondominant Navajo students and the dominant culture and language of
schooling. They claim that portfolio assessment can promote meaningful learning
opportunities not only for native students but also their native and non-native

teachers. They also reported that students’ responses have been positive.
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c) Mincham (1995) presents an Australian perspective of an approach to ESL
learners’ needs assessment by using portfolios. The procedure used is
developmental and exploratory and the results are not intended as an indicator of

school performance but as a means of identifying the needs of the multicultural

students. The use of the portfolios has received positive feedback from teachers.

2.5 Perspectives and Models of Portfolio Assessment

The purposes that portfolio assessment serves are seen as multifaceted (Seely,
1994) and each of these purposes is sometimes interrelated to one another (Herman et
al, 1996). The multifaceted characteristics attributed to describing portfolio
assessment purposes vary considerably in the literature which essentially illustrates

the multiple perspectives given to its purpose as well as the importance attached to it.

Portfolios used in the classroom can be categorized into five major purposes or

priorities. These are discussed individually as follows.

The first concerns programme accountability (see for example, Herman et al,
1996; Koretz, 1998; Shaklee et al, 1997; Tierney et al, 1991). The main aim here is
simply to evaluate curriculum effectiveness through the use of portfolios which, in
this case, is of paramount concern mostly to stakeholders outside the classroom such
as administrators, educational authorities, parents etc. The role of the students and

teachers can be perceived as more motivated to satisfy external pressures.

The second most common purpose is to evaluate overall student performance

(see for example, De Fina, 1992; Seely, 1994; Shaklee et al, 1997; Tierney et al,

1991). Evaluation of performance covers a wide range of activities that include

documenting, grading, reporting and even certifying progress (see Herman et al,

1996) achieved by students both formatively and summatively. All these activities
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involve examination of data obtained through the collection of students’ work and
observation of their behaviours. The scope of evaluation that takes place for this
particular purpose is categorically different from one that is undertaken for the
purpose of accountability. While the latter is meant to serve the needs of others
outside the classroom, the former 1s meant to be of use to both the teacher and the
students.

The third purpose is to use the data gathered mn the portfolios to inform and
improve curricular and instructional effectiveness (see for example, De Fina, 1992;
Farr and Tone, 1994; Seely, 1994; Tierney et al, 1991). As a result of the assessment,
instructional intervention is usually expected in order to improve teaching and, most

importantly, student learning.

The fourth purpose is to help students to manage their own learning. Activities
introduced to the students are, to a large extent, student-centred and aimed at
motivating them and hence enhancing their performance. These activities require

extensive learner involvement in such activities as keeping their portfolios,

participating in self-assessment and conferences, goal-setting, etc. Generally, this

aspect concerns the notion of empowering learners in their process of learning.

In addition to the four major purposes of portfolio assessment, there are also
other less common purposes that cater to specx/ﬁc needs of educators or researchers
such as to determine the growth (see Koelsh and Trumbull, 1996) and needs of

nondominant culture populations (see Mincham, 1995), to facilitate faculty discussion

about goals and means (De Fina, 1992), to improve communication with parents

(Herman et al., 1996), and so on.

The five categories of purposes described above are general applications of

portfolios to serve various needs and requirements of not only the students and the
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classroom teacher but also others within and outside the school setting. Priorities
given to each of the individual category of purposes are also different depending
again on the needs of the stakeholders.

Another important point to consider is the compartmentalization of purposes.
Although the given purposes of portfolio assessment are represented as individual
entities, in actual practice they are not to be regarded as separate or independent from
one another. As mentioned earlier, these different purposes are connected and
considered as ‘mutually complementary’ (Herman et al, 1996:28). For example,
when teachers are using portfolios mainly to diagnose students’ needs and to inform
classroom planning, the assessment procedure in use also presents itself as an
effective tool to promote self-assessment among students. The hypothetical
connections among the purposes, according to Herman et al. (1996), are almost
limitless. In actual practice, it is also possible that one particular purpose may appear
to take precedence over another because, logically, it is not feasible to give priority to
all the purposes especially if the scope of implementation is limited.

The complementary attributes of purposes in practice are not always plain
sailing such that conflicts do arise especially between classroom practice and high

stakes assessment (see Herman et al., 1996 and also Koretz, 1998). An example to

illustrate the conflict between accountability which emphasizes standardization and

quantification of data, and classroom portfolio practices which prefer a more

qualitative approach to assessment has been given in 2.3 above. In this context, the

priority given to the two purposes are too dissimilar and too wide apart in that one
opts for uniformity while the other opts for flexibility.
The notion of ownership and learner autonomy adopted by various portfolio

assessment proponents also gives rise to different perspectives of portfolio use. In
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view of current portfolio practices, Jenkins (1996) identifies three models of portfolio
assessment which point to the degree of importance given to this notion: showcase,
collaborative, and benchmark. She indicates that each model is based on a set of
theoretical assumptions which has instructional implications. As the three models are
placed in a continuum (see Fig. 2.1 below), the theoretical assumptions clearly

indicate the extent of portfolio ownership or rather the question of ‘who assumes

responsibility for the child’s learning?’ (Jenkins, 1996:10).

Showcase Portfolio Collaborative Portfolio Benchmark Portfolio

L ——— VS A VB

Child Child and Teacher Teacher

Figure 2.1: Continuum of Portfolio Models (Adapted from Jenkins, 1996)

On one end of the continuum lies the showcase portfolio. According to

Jenkins (1996:14), this model ‘essentially begins and ends with the students’.
Students’ self-assessment, goal-setting and advancement of their learning are the main
priorities and consequently the teacher’s instructional decision-making comes later.
Students take full charge of their portfolios such that they may include practically
anything they want that best illustrates their strengths and progress. With this model.

the issue of breadth and depth of students’ ability to self-assess their learning remains

a big question because the process of assessing and selecting what best demonstrates

their ability is solely the responsibility of the students.

At the other end of the continuum lies the benchmark portfolio model, the
most teacher-centred of the portfolio models. This model advocates the use of

developmental benchmarks to establish learner’s progress. The benchmarks are either

created by the teacher or sought from external sources. Assessment checklists and
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standard forms are usually used to establish progress. The fundamental aim of this
model 1s to inform instruction by way of tapping the affective, cognitive, and
mefaco gnitive dimensions of literacy (Jenkins, 1997). With this model, the learners
have no involvement in the assessment and evaluation process and neither do they
have to select their best pieces. Another important feature of this model is its
adaptability to standardization. If teachers use identical benchmarks and assessment
criteria for all learners then there is the possibility that it can meet the goals of
accountability studies. And this has a major implication on matters pertaining to the
validity and reliability of the procedure as discussed in 2.3 above.

The collaborative portfolio model lies in the middle of the continuum and
‘attempts to merge what is best about the benchmark and the showcase portfolios’
(Jenkins, 1996:17). As a result of this merger, the model reflects a moderate approach
to teacher and student participation in the assessment process such that controls are
maintained by both parties in a more acceptable and manageable manner. This model

necessitates that each student has two portfolios, one labelled as showcase and the
other collaborative. While each student is responsible for the contents of the former,
the teacher is very much responsible for the latter.

The Collaborative Portfolio Model is seen as one that exhibits a more
moderate and balanced perspective towards learner autonomy and teacher control.

This model has a major influence in this research as discussed in Chapter 4. The next

section provides a description of the model especially in terms of its underlying

principles and the various components associated with it.
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2.6 The Collaborative Portfolio Model

The goals of using the Collaborative Portfolio Model (henceforth, CPM),
according to Jenkins (1996:17) are: 1) to engage children in self-assessment and
literacy goal-setting, 2) to assess the children’s progress as well as therr self-
assessments and goals, and 3) to pool this database of information for the purpose of
guiding instructional interactions. These goals reflect the fundamental princiﬁles of
CPM which are to invite learner participation in the evaluation process, to promote
the assessment of learner growth, and to incorporate the assessment data more
meaningfully into the teaching process.

According to Jenkins (1996), CPM incorporates the strengths of both the
showcase and benchmark portfolios (see 2.5), which are meant to maximize the
functions of portfolio assessment in learning and teaching. The perceived strengths
incorporated in CPM include (Jenkins, 1996:21-22):

a) It is grounded in genuine literacy endeavours and in a variety of social contexts.

b) It is an integral part of instruction, occurring continuously for the purposes of
monitoring and acknowledging the learner’s development.

c) It taps the student’s affective, cognitive, and metacognitive understandings of
texts.

d) It encourages self-evaluation of both the learner and the teacher.

e) It is process-oriented.
f) It values the professional judgement of ‘informed’ teachers.

In addition to the above, CPM also expects students to reflect on their

achievement and progress. These reflections are expected, according to Jenkins
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(1996:22), to range from insightful to developmentally predictable. This aspect will
not be pursued in this chapter but becomes a central topic of discussion in Chapter 3.
The CPM advocates the use of two portfolio types: the showcase and
collaborative portfolios. The responsibility for the showcase portfolio is retained by
the students while the collaborative portfolio represents efforts made both by the
teacher and the students. According to Jenkins (1996), the student 1s fully responsible
for preparing and analyzing the contents of his or her showcase portfolio and takes it
home at the end of the school year. The collaborative portfolios, on the other hand,
are the responsibilities of the teacher and they remain in school and move with the
students as they progress throughout their schooling. The following paragraphs
describe some of the stages of implementation as proposed by Jenkins (1996).
According to Jenkins (1996), the students initially decide which writing
samples will go into their showcase portfolios. Each student then writes a reflective
piece about each selection. The teacher may also select samples of the student’s
writing especially those that illustrate growth. In addition to the teacher’s own
selection, copies of the student’s selection together with their respective reflective

pieces are also placed in the collaborative portfolio.

During the portfolio conference, the students share these selections and

rationales. Jenkins proposes that the teacher also share his or her judgement about

which writing samples show the student’s progress over the course of the school term
and the school year respectively. The student also shares his or her writing goals for

the next term. Jenkins proposes that the teacher needs to assess these goals, provide
positive feedback, and discuss additional or alternative goals, if and when necessary.

A record of these agreed-upon goals is then placed in the collaborative portfolio.
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Jenkins (1996:19) maintains that not every selection made each term by either

the teacher or the student remains in the collaborative portfolio because ‘portfolios
are selective collections’. It is therefore necessary to evaluate the contents of the
collaborative porttolio for samples that have relevance in illustrating the progress

made by the students.

The importance of maintaining a profile of the student in the collaborative

portfolio is also stressed. The profile essentially demonstrates the students’ progress
and ability as a writer. The profile is largely prepared by the teacher which essentially
includes termly retrospectives which summarizes the students’ writing performance
and achievement, a record of individual students’ abilities across genres of writing,

and the statements of goals and assessment of meeting these goals as set and done by

the students.

Jenkins (1996) asserts that the contents of the collaborative portfolio are not
restricted only to writing samples and the students’ writing profile. Documents such
as students’ baseline data, checklists and/or rating scales, results of internal writing
survey conducted by the teacher, and letters from parents may also be placed in the
collaborative portfolio. In other words, all documents or pieces of evidence that

contribute to the students’ profile as a writer and that mark progress, according to

Jenkins, should be included.

In summary, the implementation of the Collaborative Portfolio Model
necessitates the use of two portfolio types, showcase and collaborative. The showcase

portfolio contains a collection of students’ best writing pieces which are selected and
analyzed by the students themselves. During the selection process, students are
required to write a reflective piece for each selection. Copies of the collection are also

made by the teacher and placed in the collaborative portfolio. During the portfolio
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conference, the students discuss the contents of their showcase portfolio and set new
goals with the teacher. The collaborative portfolio contains pieces of evidence that
demonstrate the progress and achievement made by the students as writers. In
addition to copies of writing samples sclected by the students and the teacher, the
collaborative portfolio also contains a student’s writing profile as well as other

relevant documents. Data provided by both portfolios are then used for further

instructional interactions and planning.

2.7 Summary of Chapter

Portfolio assessment is regarded as a powerful assessment tool but the
definition given to it varies depending on the needs and requirements of the contexts
of use. The use of the portfolios is increasingly popular because its role goes beyond
merely an evaluation and assessment tool. It can provide valuable information
regarding the ability and growth of the user as a learner. In the context of language
teaching, its use is compatible with our current understanding on how language is

used and developed which makes it a more valid measure of the users’ language

competence and performance.

The use of the portfolio in educational assessment raises several issues and

doubts. These generally concern its role in high-stakes assessment, its ability to
produce valid and reliable test results, and 1ts effectiveness for accountability
purposes. Doubts attributed to portfolio assessment emanate from two conflicting

standpoints which assume the function of the portfolios to replace existing
standardized or more formal pencil and paper testing. Most advocates of both
assessment approaches appear to disregard the fact that formal tests and portfolio

assessment serve two different functions and thus each has its own advantages and
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disadvantages. In this respect, one approach does not necessarily have to replace the

other but there 1s also the possibility of each being used effectively and mutually to

supplement the other.

Portfolio use as an assessment tool is largely publicized in the United States.
Current practices suggest a number of perspectives in its use which range from small-
scale classroom use to a large-scale, high stake state-wide application. As a result of
this, it is possible to identify the use of the portfolios according to a number of models
or approaches. One model which appears more practical and beneficial for both
teaching and learning is the Collaborative Portfolio Model. This model, which utilizes
two types of portfolios, is perceived to have a moderate stance towards the notion of

portfolio ownership and the participation of the users in the assessment process.
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Chapter 3

Reflection on Writing

The notion of reflection in learning is not new but its coverage in the literature
is not as widespread as that of reflection used in teaching. The use of reflective

activities in the teaching profession, or more commonly termed as reflective teaching,

has been given enormous exposure lately and the reflective practitioners, in this sense,
are teachers. Reflective learning on the part of the learners, unfortunately, has

relatively received little attention especially in the area of writing.

In describing reflective learning, it is important to distinguish what a ‘learner’
means because the term may be construed differently in various contexts and for
various purposes. For example, in the notion of reflective teaching a reflective learner
may often be referred to as a teacher who is engaged in the process of learning how to
become a reflective practitioner. In this chapter, the ‘learners’ are essentially students
and not their teachers. Reflective learning therefore involves students who are

engaged in reflective learning activities in their classrooms.

3.1 Defining Reflection

As a result of the lack of attention, definitions to describe the term ‘reflection

in learning’ are scarcely available in the literature (see Yancey, 1996). The definition
given to ‘reflection’ alone may vary considerably depending on the source and

context in which 1t occurs. Vygotsky (1962) refers to ‘reflection’ as a word of many
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senses. Despite the variability of the definition of reflection, two are offered here as a
means of rectifying the issue of defining ‘reflection in learning’. Boud et al.,
(1985:19) define ‘reflection’ as ‘those intellectual and affective activities in which

individuals engage to explore their experiences in order to lead to new understandings
and appreciations’. Yancey (1998:6) defines ‘reflection’ as ‘the processes by which
we know what we have accomplished and by which we articulate this
accomplishment.’

The two definitions may differ in one way but they also share a similarity in
another. The difference is that the definition given by Boud and his associates
represents both the notions of reflection-in-action and reflection-on-action as
introduced by Schon (1987). However, the definition given by Yancey (1998) may
somewhat be limited in the sense that it only represents the process of reflection as
implied in the notion of Schon’s reflection-on-action. The definitions given by Boud
et al. (1985) and Yancey (1998) may also be considered similar because they point
specifically towards the notion of reflection in learning. Words used in the definitions
like ‘understanding’ and ‘accomplished’ help to indicate clearly, although not

directly, that reflection results in learning. Not many definitions of reflection in the

literature make such a reference towards learning.

Reflection, as in self-reflection, is often regarded as synonymous with self-
assessment. These two terms may also have their similarities and differences in many

ways. Self-assessment, according to Davies et al.,, (1999:177), ‘involves learners in

making judgements about their own level and/or progress.” This statement can be
construed in various ways but in actual practice if we are engaged in self-assessment,
we essentially need to reflect on what we have learned. Thus, reflection can also be

regarded as a part of self-assessment but they are not necessarily synonymous.
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Reflection, in the form of reflective skills, is needed in order to make judgements
regarding one’s own achievement as in self-assessment. In other words, when a
person needs to judge and assess his or her own accomplishment he or she necessarily

has to reflect on what he or she has accomplished. In this sense, reflection is

subsumed under the whole process of self-assessment and thus becomes an essential

part of it (see Boud, 199)5).

3.2 Reflection in Learning

Despite the lack of a clear and common definition, the concept of reflection in
learnming has been in existence for a very long time. Boud et al. (1985:11) trace its
existence to Aristotle’s era when the Greek philosopher used this concept

substantially in his teachings; and that was over two thousand years ago. Since then,
our understanding of the concept has evolved and has been enormously refined.

In the recent past, John Dewey rediscovered the concept of reflection and he
defines it as ‘the kind of thinking that consists in turning a subject over in the mind
and giving it serious and consecutive consideration’ (1933:3). He terms the process of
reflection as a ‘reflective activity’. This activity, together with the ‘rule of thumb’
decision (ibid.), forms the experiential process which leads to learning. Dewey
believes that reflective activities enable effective problem-solving to take place and

that this improves the effectiveness of learning.

Kolb (et al., 1971; 1976) presented a learning process model known as an
Experiential Learning model. This model highlights the importance of experience in

the process of learning. The process of reflection is regarded as an essential stage

which makes up a four-stage learning cycle. How reflection takes place in this model,

however, is not explicitly defined and elaborated.
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The Bntish Further Education Curriculum and Development Unit (1981)
proposed a model of learning which essentially has three phases: the experience of the
learner, the specific learning which occurs on the basis of that experience, and the
reflective activities which are needed to extract specific learning from the overall
experience (see Boud et al., 1985). The notion of reflective activities is identified as
an integral component of the model but, like the Experiential Learning model (Kolb,
et al.,, 1971; 1976), the nature of the reflective activity was not explored. This model

emphasized that organized reflection is intentional and it is not aimless (see also

Grundy, 1982).

Boud et al. (1985) introduced a model of reflection that has two major

components - experience and reflective activity. The nature of the experience
component, according to Boud et al. (1985), is complex and this can be summarized

as the total response of a person to a situation or event throughout his life. After the
occurrence of the experience, a processing phase appears and this is reflection. Boud
et al. (1985:19) maintain that during this phase people ‘recapture their experience,
think about it, mull it over and evaluate it.’

Schon (1987) has had a tremendous influence in the studies of reflection by
advocating the two concepts of reflection in action and reflection on action. Even
though numerous other opinions regarding reflection have emerged since then,

Schon’s concepts are still used widely as a primary source of reference. Schon’s

concept of reflection and the nature of its processes are indeed influential but its focus

on student learning is rather limited.

Ghaye and Ghaye (1998) presented a model of reflection that purportedly
highlights the importance of both the aspects of teaching and learning. They proposed

four different types of reflection: reflection-on-values, reflection-on-practice,
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reflection-on-improvement, and reflection-on-context. Although the model is claimed
to view teaching and learning holistically and to view reflective teaching as a means
of improving reflective learning, the term ‘learning’ 1s still restricted to the viewpoints

and roles of the teachers as ‘professional practitioners’ and the issue of how

classroom learners are actually involved in improving their reflective ability is not
explicitly stated. Others like Pollard (1997) and Richards and Lockhart (1994), n a
similar way, have provided a comprehensive and useful guide for the reflective
practitioners. However, their approach and concern towards reflection in teaching and
learning is more practical rather than theoretical.

Yancey (1998) presents a model of reflection that is Iinked directly to the
process of writing. In contrast with the different models discussed above, Yancey’s
model is more refined and she describes the notion of reflection as a ‘mode of
behaviour indicative of growth of consciousness’ in learning (1998:4). According to

Yancey (1998:6),

‘When we reflect, we thus project and review, often putting the
projection and the reviews in dialogue with each other, working
dialectally as we seek to discover what we know, what we have
learned, and what we might understand. When we reflect, we call upon
the cognitive, the affective, the intuitive, putting these into play with
each other: to help us understand how something completed looks
later, how it compares with what has come before, how 1t meets stated

or implicit criteria, our own, those of others.’

In her model she identifies three kinds of reflection: reflection-in-action, constructive

reflection, and reflection-in-presentation. The model will be discussed further in 3.5

and 3.6 below.

In sum, philosophers and educators have identified reflection as a means of

‘doing something old better, or doing something new.’ (Yancey, 1998:7). Many

people have come to the conclusion that reflection enhances teaching and learning,
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changes the way we deliver the curriculum, assists the way we evaluate learning and

becomes the vehicle for changing education on a large scale. Reflection, therefore,

promises to provide a means of bringing practice and theory together (Phelps, 1997;

Yancey, 1998).

3.3 The Nature of Reflective Activity

Boud and his associates (1985) claim that reflection is a vital element in any
form of learning. They proposed that teachers need to consider how they can
incorporate some forms of reflection in student learning. At this point, it is important
to look at some considerations regarding the nature of the reflection process.

According to Boud, et al. (1985), three important points need to be considered
In describing reflection. Firstly, ‘only learners themselves can learn and only they can
reflect on their own experiences’ (1985: 11). Secondly, reflection is a ‘purposive
activity directed towards a goal’ (ibid.). And thirdly, reflection is a complex process

which involves the interaction between feelings and cognition.

The first point indicates that reflection is essentially a psychological process
and that the capacity of individuals to reflect certainly cannot be determined and
gauged objectively. Additionally, it can also be deduced that individuals have
different forms of experiences which implies that every learner is different and each

will adopt a different approach in their reflection process.

The idea of learner differences in the reflection process 1s also related to the

notion of multiple curricula that exist in the educational context. Yancey (1998)
believes that students bring with them their past learning experiences into their current
learning and this experience is labelled by Yancey as lived curriculum. Within the

classroom, the teacher introduces the planned curriculum and the students are then
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engaged in the so-called delivered curriculum. Since individual students are different
they tend to acquire different experiences as a result of their exposure to the delivered
curriculum and therefore each student has a different experience, hence experienced
curriculum. Yancey states that the optimal place for learning is the intersection among
the three curricula. Since the curricula are integrated, we may find it rather difficult to
ascertain where the intersection takes place. One way of establishing the location of
that place, according to Yancey, is through reflection. Reflection is therefore regarded
as a means of dissecting past, current and acquired experiences in order to achieve
optimal learning.

Despite its subjectivity and variability, the concept of reflection can be
characterized according to the phases of its occurrence. Boud et al. (1985:9) illustrate
that the notion of reflection in the process of learning involves three phases of
reflective activity which may occur before a new experience takes place, while
interacting with the new experience, and after the new experience has taken place.
The phases occur at various points and they may overlap, appear simultaneously, in

sequence, or some may even be omitted (see also Grundy, 1982). In this respect, when
a learner is confronted with a new experience, he has the capacity to readily interact
with the new experience by way of relating it with his past experiences and

knowledge.
As mentioned earlier, reflection in learning is a purposive activity. When this
happens it is termed as a ‘goal-directed critical reflection’ (Boud et al., 1985:11) and

‘focused’ (Ghaye and Ghaye, 1998). Boud et al. (1985) assert that a reflective activity

of this nature is different from when a person is indulged in a state of reverie or

meditation. Learners, therefore, have a clear purpose in reflecting on an experience,

even if they are not aware of it, on the assumption that when they are learning they are
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actually reconstructing their own experiences (Boud et al., 1985; Ghaye and Ghaye,

1998).

The third consideration raised earlier concerns the interaction between feelings
and cognition in the reflective process. The affective dimension plays a crucial role in
learning because as a learner reflects he is also interacting with his emotions and
feelings (Boud et al., 1985). Boud et al. (1985:11) state that ‘positive feelings and
emotions can greatly enhance the learning processes; they can keep the learner on the
task and can provide a stimulus for new learning.” (1985:11). Negative feelings,
according to Boud and his colleagues, can adversely ‘distort perceptions, lead to false

interpretations of events, and can undermine the will to persist” (ibid.).

3.4 Reflection and Metacognitive Skills

Discussions pertaining to the relationship between reflection and learning (3.2)
and the interaction between feelings and cognition in reflection (3.3) need also
consider the link between metacognition and reflection. This section presents a further
discussion which highlights various issues concerning the association between young
learners’ metacognitive skills and their ability to reflect.

Young learners at the primary school level think and learn differently from
older children, adolescents or adults (see Olson and Bruner, 1998; Woolfolk, 1980).

Harmer (2001:38) describes several learning characteristics of children up to the ages

of nine or ten and these include the following:

a) They respond to meaning even if they do not understand individual

words.
b) They often learn indirectly rather than directly — that 1s they take in

information from all sides, learning from everything around them
rather than only focusing on the precise topic they are taught.

60



c) Their understanding comes not just from explanation, but also from
what they see and hear and, crucially, have a chance to touch and

interact with.
d) They generally display an enthusiasm for learning and a curiosity

about the world around them.
¢) They have a need for individual attention and approval from the

teacher.
f) They are keen to talk about themselves, and respond well to learning

that uses themselves and their own lives as main topics in the

classroom.
g) They have a limited attention span; unless activities are extremely

engaging they easily get bored, losing interest after ten minutes or so.
The difference in the way children learn from learners of other age levels is largely

attributed to their cognitive development (Woolfolk, 1980). In this sense, certain ways
of thinking that are quite simple for an adult are not so simple for a child. Thus, the

ability to learn a particular fact or idea is affected by the mental tools or thinking

processes the children bring to the problem (ibid.).

Primary school children between the ages of seven and twelve are, by and
large, considered to be within the concrete operational stage of Piaget’s theory of
cognitive development. During this stage, children are progressively able to classify
objects by several features and to think logically about objects and events.
Additionally, they also continue to become progressively less egocentric and their
ability to decentre also develops, that is, ‘the ability to focus on more than one aspect

of an object or situation at a time’ (ibid.: 579).

Teachers’ understanding of the concept of decentring and how it would affect

children’s responses are crucial in determining how children would adapt to new

experiences presented to them. This notion is essential especially in terms of

introducing the concept of reflection in the children’s learning because this activity is

also linked with metacognitive skills and knowledge (see Hamp-Lyons and Condon,

2000). Helping children to develop their ability to decentre would therefore require
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some understanding of children’s metacognitive skills and their importance to
children’s learning.

Encouraging children to acquire and develop metacognitive skills is central to
children’s learning (Kuhn, 2000; Pramling, 1998). Metacognitive skill, according to
Willig (1990:21), is ‘the ability to monitor and control one’s own thinking processes’.
Children who acquire and develop these skills are considered better able to progress
in their learning (see, Flavell, 1979, Pramling, 1998, also Short and Ryan, 1984). The
main issue here is how do teachers develop children’s metacognitive skills. Pramling
(1998:569) asserts that ‘to develop children metacognitively means ... to raise their

awareness of their learning’. Pramling (ibid.) lists a few suggestions as to how this

could be achieved and these include:

a. Getting children to talk and reflect — children must be involved in activities
that allow them to talk and think about what they are doing and learning.
b. Exposing children to variation of thought — teachers must expose the ways

in which children are thinking and use these ideas as the content in
education.
c. Viewing learning as part of the total world of experience — Teachers

should understand that the total world of experience influences every new

experience. In this sense, experiences have formed an awareness that can
help or hinder children in grasping a meaning or in relating things to one

another.

Developing metacognitive skills is also associated with the concept of

scaffolding (Willig, 1990) whereby children are provided with the necessary
assistance in solving a problem which is then gradually removed as they progress in

their learning. Scaffolding, a term introduced by Bruner, provides guidance to
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children in performing tasks which are perceived to be beyond their cognitive level of
development or, to use Vygotsky’s term, beyond their Zone of Proximal Development.

The advantages of providing scaffolding, especially in metacognitive training
in language learning, have been highlighted by many writers (see for example,
Cameron, 2001; Smith and Elley, 1998) and these include improved language
awareness and performance (see for example, Nassaji and Swain, 2000; Yarrow and
Topping, 2001). There are various ways that teachers can scaffold children’s learning
and, briefly, Wood (1998) suggests that they can help children to: a) attend to what 1s

relevant, b) adopt useful strategies, and c) remember the whole tasks and goals.

In sum, children learn differently from adults. One important characteristic of
their learning at the primary school level is the development of their ability to

decentre. Decentring is also connected to the concept of metacognition. Since

metacognition is ‘a critical endpoint and goal of childhood and adolescent cognitive
development’ (Kuhn, 2000:180), then it is essential that teachers assist their learners
in developing their metacognitive skills. Getting children to reflect is viewed as a

form of metacognitive training and this can be enhanced through scaffolding.

3.5 Reflection in the Writing Classroom

As mentioned above, the process of reflection can occur in several phases and

these may appear simultaneously, in sequence, or some may even be omitted (Boud et

al., 1985; Grundy, 1982). The variability of the nature of the reflection process applies

to all kinds and contexts of learning. However, in the context of a writing classroom
the phases and nature of the reflection process are rather more focused and they may

somewhat be predictable especially when reflection 1s further extended and

represented in a different format (see 3.6 below).
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Studies relating to the link between reflection and learner writing have not
been fully highlighted by many. Yancey (1998), for one, has made a significant
contribution to our understanding of this lesser known area of reflection. Much of her
work 1s directed towards establishing the nature and processes of reflection involved
in the development and strategy for learner writing. This section thus describes the

model of reflection in writing as advocated by Yancey which has a direct bearing on

the goals of the present research.

Yancey’s reflection model involves three discrete but inter-related kinds of
reflection: reflection-in-action, constructive reflection, and reflection-in-presentation.
The first kind may sound familiar but unlike Schon’s more general reflection in
action, Yancey’s reflection-in-action as well as the other two kinds are directed
specifically on the nature of learner reflection on their writing. Thus, they are more
focused conceptually but remain as a retheorization of Schon’s perspective.

Reflection-in-action involves the ‘process of reviewing and projecting, which
takes place within a composing event, and associated texts’ (1998:13). The two
keywords here are ‘reviewing’ and ‘projecting’. When students are engaged in
composing their single piece of writing Yancey believes that through reflection they
can ‘circle back, return to earlier notes, to earlier understandings and observations, to
re-think them from time present (as opposed to time past), to think how things will

look to time future.” (1998:24). The nature of reflection here 1s what Yancey describes

as ‘recursive and generative’ (ibid.). Thus, reflection cannot be described either as a
process or a product but essentially, it is both a process and a product.

Constructive reflection mvolves the ‘process of developing a cumulative,
multi-selved, multi-voiced identity, which takes place between and among composing

events, and the associated texts’ (1998:14). Constructive reflection is actually a
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cumulative effect of reflections-in-action on multiple texts. This kind of reflection
resembles Schon’s (1987) reflective transfer as it involves the generalization and
formation of identity that accumulate over time. Yancey claims that in writing a writer
‘invents practice that may have within it certain understandings and strategies that
accommodate themselves to another rhetorical situation’ (1998:50). The process of
inventing practice therefore spans over other writing situations or, to use Yancey’s
term, rhetorical situations such that it involves an accumulative reflective practice and

later becomes generalized. Additionally, as the writer moves from one rhetorical
situation to another, the writer is also involved in the ‘invention of the self’ (1998:51).
Constructive reflection therefore involves the ability ‘to generalize across rhetorical

situations to seeing oneself so generalize, seeing oneself interpret differently from one

to the next and understanding that these generalizations acquired through reflection-

in-action exert their accumulative effects’ (ibid.).

Reflection-in-presentation 1nvolves ‘the process of articulating the
relationships between and among multiple variables of writing and the writer in a

specific context for a specific audience, and the associated texts’ (ibid.). This kind of
reflection is unique to the process of writing in that it involves the production of a

reflective text written by the writer for others. Additionally, reflection-in-presentation

is often associated with evaluation. The next section describes this type of reflection

further.

3.6 Reflection-in-Presentation

According to Yancey (1998), reflection-in-presentation 1s both reflection and

presentation; reflection, in the sense that one initially has to engage in the reflective
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activity, and presentation, in the way that the product of the reflection is meant for an

audience.

The presentation of the product/s of reflection involves asking a learner (or
teacher) to explain how he or she ‘works to define and address problems, and/or to
summarize and interpret what she or he has learned’ and also to explain ‘both of and
about the self to an outside audience’ (Yancey, 1998:70). Yancey considers the
presentation of the reflective text as public and academic, personal and extra
curricular.

According to Yancey, reflection-in-presentation is the least understood and
theorized area of reflection although it is one that we are most familiar with. It
typically occurs in two contexts. Firstly, it can be found in the form of an independent
document produced by students (and/or teachers) at the end of term usually to
summarize what has been accomplished. Secondly, it is most commonly found within
a portfolio as part of an integral component of the portfolio assessment procedure.
The latter becomes the focus of discussion in Section 3.7 as it corresponds with the
present research but an analysis of the general characteristics of the reflection-in-
presentation is given in this section.

Reflection-in-presentation appears to resemble both reflection-in-action and

constructive reflection as it involves reviewing and projecting, and it is cumulative
which then shapes the individual self. However, Yancey (1998) believes that
reflection-in-presentation differs from the other types of reflection because different

skills are required in that the presentation ‘must satisfy both the writer and the reader’
(1998:71). This is what Schon (1987:31) actually describes as ‘the ability to reflect on
the resulting reflection.” Essentially, this is also what makes Yancey’s definition

differ from Boud’s as discussed in 3.1 above because Yancey’s retheorized model
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caters for the need to reflect on earlier instances of reflective activities which involves

others 1n addition to the individual self.

The argument about producing reflective texts to satisfy the need of the
audience raises a number of issues. When a writer is writing a reflective text, which
he or she knows is meant to serve others, there appears to be a tension between the
actual and the represented self. The issue here is to identify whether we are actually

getting the products of genuine reflection of learning or, as Weiser (1993:301) calls,

the products of ‘shmooz’, that is, ‘the-telling-the teacher-what-he wants-to-hear’
phenomenon. Yancey accepts this issue not as a negative but rather a productive one.
She argues that this is the kind of tension that we might expect to see or even desire to
see in reflection-in-presentation because to her ‘any self we see within text ... is
multiple, is shaped, is constructed, is necessarily contingent, transitory, filled with
tension’ (1998:73). This argument may be acceptable if the aim is to promote the
notion of reflection per se but the issue still needs to be addressed accordingly when
reflection is associated with evaluation (see section 3.7 below).

Another issue related to the production of reflective texts in reflection-in-
presentation concerns the use of language. Yancey (1998:18) states that ‘through

reflection students articulate their own native language’, and this statement implies

that reflection necessarily involves using a language similar to that of the text being
reflected on. In the context of second or foreign language learning, this issue becomes

a major concern because obviously the language of the text being reviewed is not

similar to the native language of the learner.

With regard to language use, Dewey (1933) maintains that language is critical
for reflection. Vygotsky (1962:218) states that ‘the relation of thought to word is not a

thing but a process, a continual movement back and forth from thought to word and
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from word to thought.” The interdependence between language use and thoughts can

be related to the process of reflection in the sense that reflection engages intellectual
and affective activities (see 3.1). The implication for classroom practice is that in
order to allow meaningful reflection to take place it is therefore necessary for
language learners to reflect on their writing by using the language they know best,
that 1s, their own native language. In the context of ESL and EFL learning, the
importance of acquiring proficiency in writing using the target language and of
producing meaningful reflective texts by using the native language needs to be clearly

differentiated.

3.7 Reflection-in-Presentation in Portfolio Assessment

Reflection plays an essential role in portfolio assessment. Several writers
claim that without reflection the function of the portfolios becomes limited only as
folders to keep heaps of students’ work (see for example, Farr and Tone, 1994; Seely,
1994; Weiser, 1993; Yancey, 1996 and 1998). Farr and Tone (1990) claim that it is
through the process of reflecting that pupils are transformed into thoughtful and
resolute learners, able to assess and rationalize their strengths and weaknesses.

The extent to which reflection plays its role in portfolio assessment is
understood to be of great significance. However, it should be noted that not all

portfolio procedures adopt a similar approach towards the notion of reflection
because, as mentioned in Chapter 2 (2.5), the contexts in which portfolios occur are

always divergent. Even those who claim to employ reflective practices in their use of

the portfolios may have a different perspective on how the processes of reflection

should be defined and manifested (see also Section 3.1). In line with the purpose of

the present research, the focus of the following discussion is directed only on the
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concept of reflection-in-presentation as advocated by Yancey (1998) that can be

considered most compatible with the Collaborative Portfolio Model as proposed by

Jenkins (1996) as discussed in Chapter 2 (2.6).

The process of reflection in reflection-in-presentation is manifested in the
form of a reflective text. The text is meant to perform several tasks. Yancey (1998),

identified these tasks as:

a) to create a context for the writing texts so that the readers (teachers) can

understand how they were created;

b) to give a description of the processes used by the student in creating the texts;

¢c) to provide an explanation about the student’s goals and how those were
accomplished;

d) to explam the curricular goals and how well those were accomplished.

The reflective presentation used in portfolios often comes In two varieties
(Yancey, 1998). The first appear as an independent reflective text to represent an
overview of the collection of the writing pieces while the second to accompany
individual writing texts kept in the portfolio. It is this latter variety that can be

considered most compatible with the idea behind the use of the Collaborative

Portfolio model.

As indicated in the previous chapter (2.6), the Collaborative Portfolio model
necessitates that students write their reflective text on each writing piece they select
for inclusion into their showcase portfolios. When students reflect on their writing
they are actually making judgements about their own writing ability and achievement.
In this way the students are also engaged in activities which promote the assessment

of their own learning. In order to help the students to further improve the quality of

their reflection, the Collaborative Portfolio Model expects the teacher to assess the
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quality of the students’ reflection as well as to extend or redirect their thinking
(Jenkins, 1996).
The choice of whether to utilize either of the two varieties of reflection-in-

presentation in portfolio use depends greatly on what 1s valued in each of the two
varieties. Although Yancey (1998) claims that both varieties would equally produce
similar results effectively, she appears to favour the latter more, that is, the use of
reflective text to accompany individual writing pieces. This can be indicated by the

following statements:

‘... the reflection — together with [the writing pieces] provide a more
accurate portrait of the phenomenon under scrutiny.” (1998:74).

‘... such a text [to accompany individual writing pieces] requires a

depth of insight that we want students to have, one that could
contribute to the more comprehensive text as well.” (1998:76).

‘... we know more about the contexts the students have been working

in; allowing students considerably more freedom - to imagine and
experiment and explore, to create reflection as a specific kind of

discourse taking place in specific sites - thus seems appropriate.’
(ibid.).

The question of value in reflective texts is highly mmportant if we consider

them as an integral part of an evaluation process. The problems created by the
products of ‘shmooz’ (Weiser, 1993:301), as mentioned earlier (3.6), become highly
significant because we need to differentiate between the genume and created products
of reflection. Yancey (1998:82) believes that both the writing piece and reflective text
should ‘relativize each other,” and ‘hold each other into account.” She states that there
are signs that show us whether or not reflection-in-presentation 1s taking place to

effectively articulate and elaborate the occurrence of learning. The indicators for

unsuccessful reflection provided by Yancey (1998:82) include the following:

a) A text that is too short.
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b) A text that is uninformed about the composer’s work or learning:
the student doesn’t seem to know his or her texts, his or her own

knowledge, understanding.
¢) A text where the author cannot think rhetorically or synthetically,

can read neither links nor gaps.
d) A text that parrots the context of the class or the teacher without

demonstrating the influence of either.

In addition to the above indicators, the production of a reflective text is also

seen to be more predictable. It typically makes certain rhetorical moves and Yancey

(1998:95) describes these as follows:
a) Introducing the text by invoking a context of experience and/or a

context of the class.
b) Speaking of past selves as a way of understanding the current self;

¢) Using metaphor as a means of exploring relationships.

d) Assessing one’s work or learning.

¢) Invoking other contexts voluntarily as a means of understanding
and explaining.

f) Looking toward gaps and making connections, as two means of

synthesizing and relativizing and reflecting.
g) Answering the question, what have I learned? With as much

emphasis on the I as on the learned.

The indicators and moves provided by Yancey have set a new direction in our
understanding about reflection with specific reference to writing especially in the
context of the portfolio assessment procedure. However, one issue that still remains to
be resolved is the applicability of the indicators and the rhetorical moves. In her work,
Yancey (1998) mentions numerous cases of reflection taking place in portfolio use

and quotes several examples of reflective pieces produced by students. The contexts

in which the reflective practices were produced apparently involve adult students who

were In institutions of higher learning. So one unanswered question is - to what extent

do the moves and indicators apply to learners in other educational levels, especially

those who are in the elementary schools and in an EFL situation?
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3.8 Reflection on Writing Among Young Learners

In 3.5 above, it 1s stated that the link between reflection and learner writing
has not been fully explored and this has resulted in the paucity of research reports in
the literature. Studies relating to how young learners reflect on their writing through
the practice of reflective writing seem even more scarce, if not non-existent.

The paucity of studies on children’s written reflections may be attributed
partly to the infancy of the concept of portfolio assessment (see 2.1), which, in itself,
1s still being questioned by many, and partly to the complexity attached to
investigating aspects of reflection. Studying how learners produce their written
reflection 1n portfolio assessment can be a complex task because it concerns the study
of metacognitive knowledge (see 3.4). Hamp-Lyons and Condon (2000:71) state that:

‘Portfolios that do require or permit reflective writing provide a look at

a student’s metacognitive knowledge, an aspect of learning that is
difficult, if not impossible to trace using conventional methods of

grading or assessment. The writing classroom is the ideal place to
provide opportunities for writers to activate and extend their

metacognitive skills, and reflective writing is an appropriate vehicle for
this.’

The practice of asking learners to produce reflective writing at the primary
school level appears uncommon. Most instances of portfolio use at this level usually

involve children to participate in oral reflection with the aim of providing a platform

for them to set their learning goals (see for example, Milliken, 1992; Matthews, 1992;

and Fu, 1992). However, Voss (1992) provides an anecdotal description of how a

third-grade teacher introduced written reflection to her pupils but unfortunately, no

evidence is given as to the results of such practice.

One piece of research evidence that can be associated with young learners’

reflection can be found in Wray (1994). Wray’s work is focused on literacy awareness
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and, on the area of writing, he highlights a number of aspects concerning children’s
perceptions of their writing. The concepts of perception and reflection may be
dissimilar but by looking at the research evidence presented by Wray concerning the
former, 1t appears that both, to some extent, may be interrelated. In this respect,
asking children to state their thoughts about writing may be related to that of asking
them to judge their own writing in the sense that both tend to focus on eliciting their
personal views and judgements. In relation to reflective learning, perception is
considered an important element of a reflective activity because it involves the
process of recogmzing and identifying one’s own strengths and difficulties (see
Whitaker, 1995).

Wray (1994:41) states that ‘the very few studies which have investigated the
perceptions of writing held by children at school have tended to show that they are
largely concerned with forms (spelling, neatness, accuracy, etc.), whereas studies of
younger children carried out from emergent literacy perspective have revealed a good
deal of awareness of the functions of writing (as well as an emergent awareness of

forms)’. In his review of the literature, Wray provides research evidence to suggest

that children share a similar view about their writing. The following is a summary of

the evidence.

a) The survey conducted by the National Writing Project (1990) reveals that
‘children often judge the success of their writing by its neatness, spelling, and

punctuation rather than by the message it conveys’ (Wray, 1994:42).

b) The APU Language Monitoring surveys (Assessment of Performance Unit, 1988)

indicate that primary school children have the tendency °‘to foreground

presentation, neatness and spelling’ (ibid.:43).
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c) A survey in West Cumbria primary schools reported in Martin, Waters and Bloom
(1989) similarly highlights children’s primary attention to the technical features of
their writing (ibid.).

In his report of his study involving 475 children between the age of 7 and 11
years, Wray (1994:49) states that children between the age of 7 and 10 have ‘an
overwhelming preoccupations with the secretarial aspects of writing’. Wray specifies
the secretarial aspects to include features such as spelling, neatness, length,
punctuation, and layout. Those between the age of 10 and 11 show a relatively

balanced view towards the secretarial and composition aspects of their writing. The

composition aspects, according to Wray, include such features as words, ideas,

structure, characters, and style.

The findings of the study conducted by Wray support the results of the surveys
he quoted in that primary school children do have a similar set of preoccupations in

their writing. The implications of the notion that children view the technical features

as more important than the composing aspects of their writing may or may not relate

directly to the processes involved when children are engaged in reflecting on their

writing pieces. In the context of this study, the process of reflecting on a piece of
writing generally involves making judgements about children’s writing ability and
achievement (see 3.6) and in so doing it is highly likely that they would also engage

in giving their perceptions about the writing piece being reflected on.

3.9 Summary of Chapter

The concept of reflection in learning is subsumed under and an essential part
of the process of self-assessment. Many educators and researchers have come to the

conclusion that reflection enhances teaching and learning, changes the way we deliver
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the curriculum, assists the way we evaluate learning, and becomes the vehicle for

changing education on a large scale (3.1 and 3.2).

In incorporating reflection in learning, three aspects need to be considered

concerning the nature of the reflection process. Firstly, only the learners can reflect on

their own experiences, secondly, reflection is a purposive activity, and thirdly,
reflection involves the interaction between feelings and cognition (3.3).

Primary school children learn differently from learners of other age levels due
to their cognitive development. Throughout the children’s primary schooling, their
ability to decentre is still developing. Since the ability to decentre is associated with
metacognitive development, and that reflective practices also mvolve metacognitive

processes, then it is important that children are encouraged to develop their

metacognitive ability possibly by means of scaffolding (3.4).

Studies relating reflection with learner writing are not extensive. A model of
reflection in writing has been advocated by Yancey (1998) which involves three kinds
of reflection: reflection-in-action, constructive reflection, and reflection-in-
presentation. The latter kind is unique to writing in that it involves the production of a
reflective text written by the writer for others (3.).

The notion of reflection-in-presentation 1s most compatible with the use of the

Collaborative Portfolio Model (discussed in 2.6) in that the production of the

reflective pieces, as a prerequisite of the former, can be used eflectively for various

purposes in the latter. Despite this compatibility, the adaptability of the prescribed

indicators and rhetorical moves in reflection-in-presentation (3.6 and 3.7), in many
ways, 1s still questionable and thus constitutes the focus of this research (see 1.3.1).

Studies relating to how primary school children reflect on their writing are

scarce. However, studies focusing on children’s perceptions of writing suggest that
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children at the primary level tend to view the technical aspects more important than
the composing aspects of writing (3.8). Children’s perception of and reflection on

writing are assumed to be interrelated considering that both are elicitations of their

views towards their writing.
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Chapter 4

The Contexts for the Research: The Teaching of Writing and

the Implementation of the Portfolio Procedure

As stated in Chapter 1 (1.4), the research employed a case study methodology
to examine the reflection practices of two groups of pupils within a framework that
included the implementation of the portfolio procedure and the teaching of writing.
Although teaching and the portfolio procedure are viewed as secondary to the study of
reflection, both were necessary in order to provide the appropriate contexts for the

planned process of reflection to take place.

This chapter aims to provide a number of considerations pertaining to the
teaching of wrnting as well as the implementation of the portfolio procedure. Since
both were conducted simultaneously and in combination with the study of reflection,
this chapter also serves as a precursor to discussing the research methodology in the
next chapter. Details regarding the subjects, the research instruments, and the

resulting products of writing and portfolio assessment that relate to reflection are not

included in this chapter but discussed in Chapter 3.

This chapter is divided into three main parts with the first focusing on the

teaching of writing, the second on the implementation of the portfolio procedure, and

the third a combination of both. The first three sections provide, a) an analysis of the
Brunei English language writing syllabus, b) a description of various aspects relating

to the teaching of writing during the period of the research, and c¢) a description of
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aspects related to the assessment of the pupils’ wnting. The following two sections
provide, a) a discussion of the rationale for adopting CPM for the research, and b) a
description relating to the four main components of the portfolio procedure. The last
two sections provide, a) an outline of how the portfolio procedure was planned,
implemented and assimilated in the context of the teaching of writing, and b) a

description of various means of obtaining feedback for teaching and the portfolio

procedure. The chapter ends with a summary.

4.1 The Teaching of Writing in the Brunei Primary Schools

Prior to discussing the steps taken in teaching writing during the research, 1t is
important to analyse how writing is taught in Brunei Darussalam. The teaching of
writing is contextualized within the framework of the national curriculum largely
through the implementation of the RELA Project (see 1.1.2).

At the lower primary level, i.e., Primary I - III, the teaching of writing 1s
incorporated with that of other language skills initially through the Shared Book
Approach (SBA) and the Language Experience Approach (LEA) (see CDD, 1996).
These approaches constitute the major components of the RELA Project (see 1.1.2).
In general, SBA introduces the concept of shared reading and language learning by
way of using enlarged storybooks. LEA, which is an extension of SBA, stresses the
importance of sharing experience ‘which can be thought about, talked about, written
down, read and reread’ (CDD, 1996:29). The teaching of writing at this level is
considered minimal because the emphasis is still at the word or sentence level and
particularly more towards identifying the characteristics of print through reading

activities. Moreover, writing activities are also integrated with other language skills.
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At the upper primary level, i.e., Primary IV - VI, the teaching of writing takes
a step further by the introduction of the process writing approach. As stated in the
Teacher’s Book (CDD, 1999:14), this approach emphasizes the process rather than the
product of writing because ‘all writing involves a process’. Through this approach, the
pupils are encouraged to focus on the purpose and audience of their writing (ibid.).

As a basis for using the recommended process writing approach, the needs of
the pupils are identified before they can become independent writers. The pupils
essentially need (ibid.):

a) ‘ideas and facts’,

b) °‘the vocabulary to express these ideas and facts’,

c) ‘the language structures necessary to express these ideas and facts’,

d) ‘exposure to examples of written text of different types’ and,

e) ‘the confidence to get started.’

Based on some of these needs, a variety of activities have been suggested for the
pupils, which include (ibid.:15):

a) ‘vocabulary building exercises’,

b) ‘presentation of necessary language structures’,

c) ‘exposure to different text types’,

d) ‘controlled and free writing activities’, and

e) ‘writing activities related to themes covered in the Pupil’s Book.’

4.1.1 The Process Writing Approach

The teaching of writing at the upper primary level, as suggested in the Primary
English Teacher’s Book 5 (CDD, 1999:15-16), adopts a process approach to writing.

The application of process writing at this level involves several stages and these are:
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planning/prewriting, drafting, polishing the draft through conferencing, writing a

redraft, editing and publishing the copy. An emphasis is made that these stages will

take more than one lesson. Each of these stages is outlined below:

a)

b)

d)

Planning and pre-writing stage: This stage involves the process of gathering facts
and 1deas, which can be obtained, from the pupils’ texts as well as other resources.
Prewriting activities include brainstorming sessions (pair, group and class), which
are then followed by organizing ideas to make a plan.

Drafting stage: Drafting involves thinking about the ideas and writing them down.
At this stage, the pupils are encouraged to focus their attention on the aspects of
content and its organization rather than correct spelling, grammar and
handwriting. Deciding the audience of writing is also emphasized.

Polishing stage: At this stage the pupils are encouraged to read and improve their
first drafts. Peer evaluation and writing conference sessions with the teacher are
held simultaneously to provide ways of expanding and expressing ideas and
improving the content of the pupils’ writing.

Redrafting stage: When polishing is done, the pupils are then expected to revise
their writing based on the feedback obtammed and prepare their second drafis.
According to the Teacher’s Book (ibid.), before the final editing takes place
another conferencing session may take place it needed.

Editing stage: Checking the pupils’ work is done selectively by way of
highlighting errors or improvements needed using codes. Codes such as S for

spelling, T for tense, and P for punctuation are used to help the pupils to correct

their errors themselves.

Publishing stage: In the last stage, pupils are expected to produce their final copy.

In the guidebook, several activities have been suggested to make full use of the
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pupils’ work and also to make a point that their work will be valued and ‘used for
some purpose’ (ibid.). Some of these are, a) to display the final copies in the

classroom, b) to make their own books, ¢) to compile individual writing pieces as

a class book, and d) to publish books for younger readers.

4.1.2 Types of Writing

Concerning the types of writing introduced at the upper primary level, the
English Language Syllabus for Primary Schools (CDD, 1997: 5-6) states generally

that composition work can be sub-divided into four:

a) Pre-composition - Oral discussion of personal experiences, feelings
on particular occasions, things that have been observed,

explanation of particular activities. (Pre-composition usually takes

place before any writing is undertaken).
b) Controlled composition — A composition in which the pupils
follow exact instructions to produce error-free writing. However,

teachers are still required to encourage their pupils to put down
their ideas. They should be penalized for making mistakes in spite

of the requirements of this activity.
¢) Guided composition — A composition in which pupils are given a
model and detailed guidance and advice but they may use their

own words.
d) Free composition — The kind of composition in which pupils write
without direct control and with minimum guidance. Suggested

types of writing are descriptions of places people, animals,
incidences, processes and methods, giving directions, writing

notices or a simple letter.

The syllabus does not provide any specific mention of the text types or forms
of writing to be given to the learner. However, these are clearly stated in the teacher’s

books (see for example, CDD, 1999), and in accordance with a particular class level.

As this research is aimed at eliciting responses from pupils who are at the Primary V

level, a description relating to the types of texts used at this level is given in 4.2.1

below.
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In summary, the teaching of English in the primary school in Brunei
Darussalam encapsulates a number of approaches largely propagated by the RELA
Project. These include the Shared Book Approach and Language Experience
Approach as well as others not mentioned before such as Sustained Silent Reading,
Guided Reading, and K-W-L Strategy (what I Know, what I Want to learn and what 1
have Learned) (see CDD, 1999), all of which are intended to contribute to the
development of writing. The introduction of the process writing approach also
illustrates how RELA strives to accommodate another contemporary approach as a

way of improving the standards of EFL writing in Brunei.

4.2 The Teaching of Writing for the Research

As mentioned briefly in 1.4, the research involved two classes of pupils from
two separate schools, HSPS and TJPS (discussed in Chapter 5). The classroom
contact time with each class was one hour per week (see 4.2.3). The one-hour
teaching period was used both for teaching writing and implementing the portfolio

procedure which essentially also included the reflection practices as the focus of the

study.

This section describes topics related to the teaching of writing during the
period of the research. These topics include the textbooks used in the teaching of
writing, the topic and types of writing presented, the teaching periods allocated, the

preparation for teaching, and the teaching methodology. Descriptions outlining the

stages for the implementation of the portfolio procedure during the classroom

instruction given in 4.6 may also provide an idea of how the teaching was conducted.
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4.2.1 Texts for Teaching

The teaching of writing during the study was guided entirely by the national
curriculum and by making use of three recommended textbooks: the Primary English
Teacher’s Book 5 (1999), the Primary English Pupil’s Book 5 (CDD, 1998a), and the
Primary English Workbook 5 (CDD, 1998b).

The Primary English Teacher’s Book 5 (1999) was used as the main source of
reference for teaching guidelines. The book contains, a) a chart to illustrate the scope
and sequence of themes, units, language functions, new language, revision topics, and
text types; b) general guidelines concerning approaches to language teaching such as
sustamned silent reading, guided reading, process writing, oral work, etc.; and, c¢) a

complete teaching guideline for all the units to be presented. The last includes, a) unit

objectives, b) unit overview, c) lesson objectives, d) materials to be used, and c)

suggested activities. All of these are presented with specific reference to the pupil’s

book and workbook.
The Primary English Pupil’s Book 5 (CDD, 1998a) is intended to be used for

introducing new themes or units. For the teaching of writing during the research, the
book was used mainly for revision purposes, that is, to recapitulate what the pupils

had done in their previous English lessons with their respective language teachers. At

times, the book also served as a source of reference whenever the pupils were

required to relate a writing exercise to a text or story presented in it.

The Primary English Workbook 5 (CDD, 1998b) was used as the primary

textbook for teaching writing lessons because it contains all the writing activities and
exercises as suggested in the teacher’s book. Nevertheless, its use during the study
was slightly different from that of their intended use by practising teachers. Teachers

in Brunei normally use the workbook for the pupils to write their final writing, but
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during the study, it was used for writing the pupils’ drafts. The pupils’ final writing, in
this regard, was written on loose sheets of paper. The reason for doing this relates to
the whole idea of portfolio keeping. The portfolios were meant to display the pupils’
best writing pieces and the only practical way of doing this is therefore by producing

the writing on loose sheets of paper. Moreover, the task of choosing and selecting the

best writing pieces would be more convenient this way.

4.2.2 Topics and Types of Writing

The English language syllabus for the Primary V level, as represented in the

recommended texts (see 4.2.1), consists of six different themes: Families, Hobbies,
Communication, Time, Space, and Weather. Each theme has five units, which
altogether makes a total of thirty. Each of these units is presented in relation to a
particular type of writing (henceforth, text type). In total, there are six different text
types, viz. description, narrative, instructions, procedure, recount, and report.
Appendix 4A shows the list of text types for all the units according to the six themes.

Each of the 30 units comprises a number of activities and exercises but only 24 units

are identified to contain writing activities.

During the research period (from January until August), the pupils managed to
accomplish a total of 16 writing tasks. From this total, 13 were from the textbook
while 3 were given as supplementary (see Table 4.1 below). It should be noted that
these titles were not given in the same order for the two groups of pupils mainly due
to different paces in unit coverage by the two language teachers responsible for

teaching other language skills (see 4.2.3). The order and date of the tasks given to the

pupils is illustrated in 5.5.1 (Table 5.6).
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Umt Number& e - | (b o __ __

|. My family 1. My father Descriptive
2. Family trees | 2. My grandfather / grandmother rDescriptive
3. My family at home 3. My house Descriptive
4. My family’s day 4. Azri’s family day Descriptive
5. Family times 5. Publishing a storybook (1) Descriptive/Narrative
6. Arts and crafis 6. Weaving a mat Procedure/Recount/Inst.
7. Collections 7. My collection Descriptive
9. Music | 8. A poem Descriptive/Report
[0. Reading 9. Publishing a storybook (2) | Narrative/Recount
3. Codes J 10. Ending a story Narrative/Recount
|5. Modern [ 1. Describing future communications | Procedure/Descriptive
communications J equipment
6. What time is it? | 12. Picture composition Narrative
| 17. What was happening? | 13. ThethiefonPlanetZog | Narrative
- Supplementary Topics _ e —
14. My hobby Descriptive

5. My favourite TV programme Descriptive

Descriptive/narrative

16. How I spent my holidays

— e —— e ——————

~ Table 4.1: List of writing tasks written by the puplls

4.2.3 Time Allocation

The allocated classroom contact time with the pupils was one hour per week
for each class. The allocated time was not meant only for the teaching of writing but
for all the research activities including the implementation of the portfolio procedure
as well as the application of the reflection exercise. The time allocation was decided

in view of the usual time taken for teachers to teach writing and this was agreed upon
between the researcher and the two language teachers responsible for the pupils

involved in the research.

In addition to the time allocation, 1t was also agreed that the two language

teachers respectively were to continue teaching their pupils other language areas
while the researcher was only responsible for teaching writing. Under this agreement.

the weekly one-hour session was to be taken by the researcher regardless of whether
the two teachers had reached the intended writing activities specified in the syllabus.

This arrangement, to a large extent, caused an undesirable effect on teaching and the

research as a whole (see discussion in Chapter 9).
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T'he arrangement made for timetabling was that in TIPS the writing lesson was
held every Monday from 8.45 until 9.45 a.m. In HSPS, the teaching period changed
every week of each month. The reason for the change was due to a step taken by the
school administrator in trying to accommodate all pupils to use the school’s sole
computer laboratory. The lesson was carried out in such a way that for weeks 1 and 2
the writing class was held every Tuesday from 7.45 until 8.45 a.m. On week 3, the
lesson was held at the same time on Wednesday. On week 4, it was on Tuesday from

10.00 to 11.00. The weekly teaching timetable for both schools is shown in Table 4.2

below.

e —— —=— e —

TJPS i 3
HSPS (WK 1, 2) R
HSPS (Week 3) 2w

HSPS (Week 4)

4.2.4 Teaching Preparation

Prior to beginning teaching, a scheme of work was first prepared. The contents
of the scheme were mostly derived from the topic list found in the Primary English
Teacher’s Book 5 (CDD, 1999). From the list, 24 units were identified to contain
exercises related to writing. The scheme of work shown in Appendix 4B lists all the

24 units with their respective writing tasks, text type, language focus, aims and
instructional objectives. The 24 topics are intended to be covered for the whole

academic year but during the research, which lasted eight months or two terms of

school, only 13 were given to the pupils (see 4.2.2 above).

[n addition to the existing 24 writing tasks specified in the scheme of work

several supplementary titles had also been prepared and eventually three were given
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to the pupils in both schools (see Table 4.1). The reason for giving the three titles was
that in three separate occasions the two language teachers concerned had not reached
the planned writing topic specified in the scheme of work due to their individual
teaching pace. Consequently, the planned writing topic had to be delayed and thus
replaced with the supplementary writing tasks instead.

In addition to the scheme of work, lesson plans were also prepared on a
weekly basis. A sample lesson plan is shown in Appendix 4C. The lesson plan is
divided into six different parts and these are: a) details of the lesson, b) aims and
contents, ¢) presentation or teaching procedure, d) types of assignment given, e)
evaluation of the lesson, and f) remarks. Each lesson plan was prepared and in
accordance with the aims and contents specified in the scheme of work as well as in

response to the feedback and outcome of the lesson preceding it. In most cases, two

lesson plans were prepared in advance because each writing lesson involved two

groups of puplils.

4.2.5 Teaching Methodology

In accordance with the suggestions made in the teacher’s book, a process

approach was employed in the methodology of teaching writing during the research.
As indicated in 4.1.1, the approach involves six stages and these were also similarly

utilized. However, there were occasions when the procedure for each stage was

modified depending on the time available and type of tasks given.

Adjustments or modification on the stages of writing were made in order to
ascertain that the pupils complete their work within the same day, whenever possible
and applicable. The adjustments made were sclective and based on the difficulty level

of the writing task in hand. When a task appeared simple for the pupils then certain
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modifications were made and these include: reducing the amount of time spent on pair
or group work, omission of peer evaluation during the polishing stage, and setting a
time limit on a particular stage of writing. When the pupils failed to complete their

work 1n time, then a continuation lesson would be conducted. For more difficult tasks,

two lessons were always planned.

In 4.1.1, it is stated that the teacher’s book recommends an additional

conferencing session with the pupils at the redrafting stage. During the study, this was
not executed due to the limitation of time. The allocated one hour teaching period per

week was a major constraint not only for teaching but also the implementation of the

portfolio procedure (see discussion in Chapter 9).

4.3 The Assessment of Writing Pieces

The assessment of the pupils’ writing during the study served three purposes:

a) informing teaching and learning, b) providing data for portfolio assessment, and c)

providing data for the research. The assessment was both qualitative and quantitative
depending on which purpose it was meant to serve.

As a result of the process approach adopted in teaching (see 4.2.5), the written
work submitted by the pupils for assessment was of two types: drafts and final

versions (see Appendix 4D for samples of a pupil’s writing). The assessment of the

drafts was qualitative and formative while the final versions both qualitative and

quantitative, and formative and summative - qualitative and formative for the

portfolio assessment, and quantitative and summative for the research (discussed

below).
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4.3.1 Assessment of Drafts

The assessment of the pupils’ writing drafts served two of the three purposes
mentioned above. Firstly, the assessment data provided the teacher (researcher) with
information relating to the pupils’ writing performance, and subsequently, the same
information was used to help them improve their writing. Secondly, the data were
needed for analysing the pupils’ long-term writing development as part of the
portfolio procedure and these were kept accordingly in their collaborative portfolios.
The purposes served by the assessment of the drafts were therefore formative, and the
assessment data were qualitative in nature.

The assessment of drafts involved studying and checking the whole writing
pieces and then giving oral and written comments in order to help the pupils revise or
edit their work more effectively. When editing the pupils’ drafts, specific symbols or
conventions were used in order to make the pupils aware of their mistakes and also to
help them make the necessary correction to their drafts. A list of these conventions
was given to the pupils for their reference (see Appendix 4E). These conventions were

prepared in accordance with the suggestions made in the Teacher’s Book (CDD,

1999) as described in 4.1.1 above (stage €). The purpose of giving hints instead of
straightforward answers to the pupils’ mistakes is seen as an important step in
encouraging the development of self-monitoring and self-correction among the pupils

while at the same time to help the teacher (researcher) to differentiate common

mistakes from absolute errors. Thus, when a particular mistake appeared in the pupils’
final version then this gave an indication of the pupils’ mability to self-correct.

The assessment of the drafts involved checking for errors and was then

followed by giving comments. The symbols used while editing the pupils’ work were

largely intended to highlight the problems of accuracy at the word and sentence level
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whereas the comments were concerned towards emphasizing the content and
organizational aspects of the pupils’ writing. These comments were given either
verbally or in written form or both, depending on their significance and intended
effect. When serious errors were detected, then the comments were given both

verbally and in writing. These comments were normally highlighted during the

writing conference sessions.

In order to keep track of the pupils’ submission of their drafts, a record was
kept by means of using a submission checklist (sece Appendix 4F). The same checklist
was also used to record submissions of the pupils’ final versions (see 4.3.2). In
addition to ascertaining which pupils had submitted their work, the checklist was also
useful in identifying the pupils’ writing pace and ability to finish their work either n
the classroom or at home. Those who had been asked to finish their work at home
were clearly identified and monitored because the writing produced at home under
uncontrolled guidance was expected to be different from that produced by the same
pupil on his/her own in class mainly due to the assistance given by parents and
siblings. Furthermore, the checklist also helped monitor those who frequently
requested to continue their work at home. Continuing writing at home was not
discouraged but this had to be regulated in such a way that all the pupils had the same
opportunity to write on a similar task and only when they had gone through the

preliminary stages of process writing (see 4.2.5). Normally, the pupils were allowed

to complete their work at home when they were in the publishing stage.

4.3.2 Assessment of Final Versions

The assessment of the final writing produced two simultaneous sets of data:

qualitative and quantitative. The qualitative data were used formatively to inform
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instruction and to provide information for the portfolio assessment, while the
quantitative data were used summatively for the research. Since the latter use of the
assessment data forms an integral part of the research methodology, a discussion
relating to the scoring procedure and the design of a writing assessment scale 1s given
in Chapter 5 (5.4.2). This section only provides a description relating to the formative
assessment of the writing for use in classroom instruction and the portfolio procedure.
Throughout the period of the research, the 16 writing tasks given to the pupils

(see Table 4.1 above) were assessed simultaneously both for classroom instruction

and portfolio use as well as to provide data for the research. In this respect, the
assessment data were qualitative for teaching and portfolio use, while quantitative for
the research. The qualitative assessment of the pupils’ writing was accomplished by
means of using an assessment scale which, in this case, was designed for both

qualitative assessment and quantitative scoring (discussed in 5.4.2).

When the final writing pieces were submitted for assessment, they were first
recorded using the same assessment checklist described in 4.3.1. The checklist (see
Appendix 4F) was used as a means of ensuring the pupils’ frequency and consistency
in submitting both their drafts and final writing pieces. Pupils who often failed or

were late to submit their work were therefore easily identified.

The procedure for assessing the final writing pieces is explained in 5.4.2.

Following the actual assessment, written comments were prepared on pieces of paper
and later attached to the writing pieces. The reason for doing this is basically to avoid

the infringement of ownership of the writing pieces because the aim of the portfolio

procedure, among others, is to make the pupils take pride in the contents of their

showcase portfolios, which supposedly contain their best writing pieces. Thus, writing
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comments on the pieces would be seen as an inhibiting factor on the part of the pupils
as the portfolio user.

The written comments served a dual purpose in portfolio assessment. In
addition to highlighting the strengths and weaknesses of the writing pieces to the
pupils during portfolio conferences, the comments were also used as a means of
recording the pupils’ achievement and development. The assessment data in the form
of comments were used for determining the progress made by individual pupils and
during conferencing sessions, these comments became the focal point for discussing
the pupils’ current writing and their future writing goals (sece 4.5.4). The individual
comments were usually attached to copies of the writing pieces and kept in the
collaborative portfolio. For the purpose of the research, the original writing pieces

had to be photocopied and kept in the same portfolio.

The formative use of the qualitative data obtained from the assessment of the
final versions was difierent from that of the first drafts as described in 4.3.1 above.
Data obtained from the former were utilized for a much longer term to indicate

progress over the period of teaching and portfolio use, whereas the latter is used

specifically for a single production of a particular piece of writing. In the assessment

of drafts, the formative assessment data were shared instantaneously with the pupils

while in the assessment of final versions the formative data were only shared with the

pupils when the writing pieces were discussed during portfolio conferencing.

4.4 Rationale for Adopting the Collaborative Portfolio Model

The framework for the implementation of the portfolio procedure for this

study was based on the Collaborative Portfolio Model as advocated by Jenkins (1996)
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(see 2.6). The decision to adopt CPM in the implementation of the portfolio

assessment procedure was based on the following considerations.

a)

b)

CPM incorporates the strengths of both the ‘showcase’ and ‘benchmark’

portfolios models (see Jenkins, 1996), which are meant to maximize the functions

of portfolio assessment in improving learning and teaching. The perceived
strengths of CPM are as listed in 2.6.

CPM exhibits a more balanced perspective towards learner autonomy and teacher
control. Unlike other portfolio models, CPM allows learner freedom in choosing
their best writing pieces as demonstrated by the use of the showcase portfolio
while at the same time it gives a considerable amount of teacher control by having
a separate portfolio known as the collaborative portfolio. The collaborative
portfolio provides the teacher the means of monitoring both the pupils’ progress as

well as the selections they have made in their showcase portfolios without having
to interfere directly with the pupils’ choice.

CPM reflects a moderate approach in promoting teacher and student participation
in the assessment process such that both parties are mvolved actively in a more
manageable manner. The use of two separate portfolios initially allows both the
individual pupils and the teacher to make separate assessment of the pupils’ work.

In this case, the teacher needs to produce a photocopy of the pupil’s original

writing to be kept in the pupil’s collaborative portfolio. During the portfolio
conference, the outcome of the separate assessments will be jointly shared and
discussed. The sharing and discussion sessions represent a joint effort by the

teacher and the pupils in the assessment process which may not necessarily be

found in other portfolio models.
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4.5 Components of the Portfolio Procedure

During the research, the implementation of the portfolio procedure was only
carried out after four weeks of writing lessons, that is, in mid-February 2000. The
delay was necessary in order to give the pupils ample time to adapt and familiarize
themselves with the new procedure as well as to let them acquire sufficient writing
samples for making relevant choices in their selection. Another important reason for
delaying the implementation was that it is not uncommon for pupils to be
disorganized at the beginning of the first term of school and by giving them time to

settle down problems such as the shortage of textbooks, timetabling clashes, new

admissions or transfers, to name a few, were overcome.

The portfolio procedure, as mentioned before, utilized two types of portfolios:
showcase and collaborative portfolios. In addition to keeping and maintaining these
portfolios, the pupils were also involved in two other major components of the
portfolio procedure, namely, writing the reflective pieces and portfolio conferencing

with the teacher. These components are described separately below. It should be noted

that although the elements of each were substantially adapted in various ways to suit
the Bruneil context and classroom time limitation, the fundamental functions of the

components to reflect the main framework of the Collaborative Portfolio Model, as

described in 2.6, were largely retained.

4.5.1 Showcase Portfolios

Each pupil was fully responsible for his or her showcase portfolio and its
contents. The purpose of this portfolio was to display a collection of best writing

pieces produced and selected by the pupil. The writing pieces selected were the final

versions of their writing and essentially those that had been submitted for assessment.
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The pupils were encouraged to review and maintain the contents of their portfolios
regularly.

The frequency of having to select the writing pieces was not set but the pupils
were always reminded to study their writing pieces every time these were returned to
them to make the appropriate selection, if they wanted to. There was also no
Iimitation on the number of selections to be kept in the portfolio and neither was there
any selection criteria imposed. The pupils evaluated their writing pieces and

considered those that they thought appropriate to be included in the portfolio. In so

doing, they were also required to write a reflective note about each selection (see
4.5.3 below). This was used at a later stage to make judgements to mark the pupil’s

progress and also for the purpose of providing data for this research.

During the implementation, the pupils were always allocated class time to do
activities related to the maintenance of their portfolios, usually when writing lessons
were over or as soon as they had completed their work. Maintenance of the portfolios
included such activities as selecting their best writing pieces and keeping the contents

in good order. The pupils were also encouraged to review the contents of their

showcase and collaborative portfolios In order to prepare themselves for portfolio

conferencing.

4.5.2 Collaborative Portfolios

The collaborative portfolio represents a joint effort between the teacher

(researcher) and the individual pupils although the teacher took much of the

responsibility for its contents. The primary goal of having this portfolio was to obtain
a broader perspective of the pupil’s writing ability and progress. In addition to

charting the progress of individual pupils, the information contained in the portfolio
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was also necessary for making decisions in planning instruction for individual pupils
and the class as a whole.

Each collaborative portfolio essentially contained selections made by both the
pupil and the teacher. For example, the samples of work selected and kept in the
pupils’ respective showcase portfolios were reproduced by photocopying and placed
in the collaborative portfolio. All the selections were accompanied with copies of the
respective reflective pieces produced by the pupils. It is important to point out that the
teacher’s selection was not limited only to best pieces produced by the pupils but
necessarily included samples of drafts and final versions not selected by the pupils
into their showcase portfolios that were found to indicate growth or ‘evolution’ (see
Jenkins, 1996) of the pupils’ writing ability. The teacher’s selection therefore

contained adequate examples of the pupil’s work across all types of writing during the

entire implementation of the procedure. Other materials which were placed in the

collaborative portfolio include agreed-upon goals, assessment of these goals, self-

assessment checklists (see 4.7.1), etc. By and large, the contents of the collaborative

portfolio consisted of every available piece of material to be used as a profile to

indicate the pupil’s ability as a writer.

4.5.3 Reflective Pieces

As mentioned in 4.5.1, the pupils were required to write a reflective piece each
time they selected their best writing piece for inclusion into their showcase portfolios
(see Appendix 4G for samples of reflective pieces'). Writing the reflective pieces is a

fundamental component of the portfolio procedure (see 2.6). The pupils were not

! The reflective pieces were written by a pupil in relation to his writing pieces shown in Appendix 4D.
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trained to write these reflective pieces and neither were they instructed to use specific

selection criteria because one of the primary aims of the research is to identify the

criteria used by the pupils and to determine how the criteria used develop over time
(see 1.4). Throughout the course of the portfolio implementation, the pupils’ reflective
pieces were collected and analysed accordingly. Further discussions relating to the

production and the procedure for analysing the reflective pieces are provided in

Chapter 3.

4.5.4 Portfolio Conferences

During the implementation of the procedure, portfolio conferences were held
between the teacher and individual pupils to discuss and share the contents of their
portfolios and other matters relating to the pupil’s writing ability and progress. The
frequency and duration for the conferences were not fixed but depended on the
availability of time (see also 4.6.3). On average, each session took five to ten minutes

and was held once every two months for each pupil. Issues relating to language use

and the impact of time constraints on the portfolio conferences are discussed in

Chapter 9.

During each conference session, an individual pupil was firstly asked to share
and discuss his or her latest writing selection and the reflective piece accompanying it.
This was followed by a discussion relating to the teacher’s analysis and assessment of
the pupil’s writing largely with reference to the information gathered from the pupil’s
collaborative portfolio. During the discussion, the pupil’s individual record of writing

progress and assessment (see 4.3.2) was used to help the teacher identify aspects of

the pupil’s writing that need to be highlighted and discussed (see Appendix H). The

discussion was therefore focused on the individual writing pieces produced by the
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pupil, including those that were not selected for the showcase portfolio. During the
discussion, the pupil was also encouraged to highlight problems or difficulties he or
she had encountered while preparing a particular writing piece. At the end of the

session, the same pupil was asked to identify his or her writing goal/s for the next

conference session. In subsequent sessions, reviewing the writing goals set by the
pupils became a significant part of the conference. These goals were assessed and

then appropriate feedback was given and suggestions for additional or alternative

goals were given when necessary.

4.6 The Protocols for Portfolio Implementation and Classroom

Instruction

This section illustrates the protocols for the implementation of the portfolio
procedure which were integrated into classroom planning and mstruction. These can

be categorized into three: a) pre-implementation, b) weekly routines, and ¢) monthly

or termly tasks.

The tasks and routines described in this section constitute only those that are
considered important for achieving a systematic implementation of the portfolio

procedure within the scope of classroom instruction.

4.6.1 Pre-implementation

4.6.1.1 Obtaining Permission

Prior to teaching and conducting the research in the two schools, permission
was sought from the relevant education authority in Brunei Darussalam. This was

successfully obtained from the Department of Schools, Ministry of Education, Brunei

Darussalam on the 7 of July 1999. The approval letter stated that the department has
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no objection in the matter and advised the researcher to make direct contact with the

school heads.

4.6.1.2 Information Gathering

Several visits were made to the two schools before the end of the school term
in 1999, During the visits, discussions were held with the head teachers in relation to
the purpose of the rescarch as well as the arrangements to be made concerning
classes, timetabling, etc. Meetings with the respective English language teachers
responsible for teaching the 45 pupils were also held several times during the same
period. The meetings mostly centred on the arrangement of timetabling, the t<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>