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ABSTRACT

Writing skill is one of the most difficult skills to be taught. Teachers try to find new ways to 
teach it especially via student-centered approaches. Self-assessment portfolio can be one of these 
learner-centered methods for improving learners writing skill. This study aims to investigate the 
effect of self-assessment portfolio on Iranian EFL students’ writing production. Two groups were 
selected through a KET test and they were randomly assigned as a control and an experimental 
group. The experimental group had to use a self-assessment guide and completed their writing 
tasks. They reflected and critically analyzed their own writing using the Self-assessment Guide. 
While the control group did not receive the self-assessment guide and they just received teacher 
written error correction for their writing tasks. They either did not analyze their written product 
critically. The experimental group outperformed the control group and the differences were 
statistically significant. Students in the experimental group engaged in constant critical thinking 
and developed a strong sense of responsibility for their learning. It can be concluded that teachers 
should engage their students in self-assessment portfolio to encourage more critical thinking and 
self-regulation.
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REVIEW OF LITERATURE

There are different approaches towards teaching writing. Fo-
cusing on new approaches like student-centeredness can be 
useful. Teachers should emphasize on more learner centered 
methods, e.g. Self- assessment Portfolio. In a student centered 
setting, students are responsible for what and how they want 
to learn. The learning of a language in a humanistic approach 
requires that students be a part of the learning cycle, including 
assessment of language competency. Brindley (2003) states 
that assessment “should be done with learners, not to them” 
(p. 316). Self-assessment and peer-assessment have been 
some of the ways to involve students in the learning cycles. 
These approaches help students to create an answer that shows 
what they can do. Brown & Glasner (1999) believes that these 
forms of assessment are in contrast to traditional types of as-
sessments that focus mainly on the correct response.

Portfolio Assessment

Hamp-Lyons and Condon(2000)states, a portfolio is “a col-
lection of texts the writer has produced over a defined period 
of time to the specifications of a particular context” (p. 261). 
Paulson, and Meyer (1991, p: 60) claims that:

Portfolio is ‘A purposeful collection of a student’s work 
that exhibits his/her efforts, progress, and achievements 
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in one or more areas. The collection must include student 
participation in selecting contents, the criteria for selection, 
the criteria for judging merit, and evidence of student self-re-
flection. They also state that “ A portfolio provides a complex 
and comprehensive view of student performance in context.’

Portfolios show how much students’ writing has pro-
gressed from the beginning of the term. Therefore, Portfolio 
assessment has the potential to create positive wash back on 
students’ writing (Hughes, 2003). Arndt(1993) stated that 
Traditionally, students had to write in a “one-draft, one-read-
er” context. They received a grade and minimal feedback 
from the teacher, students may make corrections on their 
drafts. After that, the learning process is supposedly finished 
and students are asked to write on another topic. The prod-
uct approach towards writing focuses on teachers summative 
judgments rather than helping students to self-assess their 
own drafts before submitting. Weigle (2007) and Sajedi 
(2014) believe that the adoption of a portfolio approach in 
EFL writing classrooms may empower students’ active par-
ticipation in self-evaluating their own work within the writ-
ing process. Mousavi(1999, p.275) mentions that teachers 
respond to the materials not to provide an evaluation with 
a grade or score but to provide suggestions for revision as 
well as some general commentary about the individual’s de-
velopment as a writer. At the end of the course, teachers may 
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also want to grade the portfolios which represent the results 
of what the students have learnt and the best work they have 
produced in the class.

According to Khoosf and Khosravani(2014), the goal of 
portfolios is to enable the student to show to others their 
learning and progress. The greatest value of portfolios is 
that students can become active participants in the learn-
ing process and its assessment. Portfolios are collections 
of students’ work selected by the students (with the teach-
er’s guidance) to represent their learning experiences. They 
usually involve students selecting and gathering samples of 
their language use into a folder to show to their peers, par-
ents, and others. Furthermore, they claim that portfolios are 
not just a collection of materials stuffed into a folder. Each 
piece of the portfolio must be created, collected, and orga-
nized in such a way as to demonstrate certain competencies. 
A portfolio should include information about the activities 
that produced the portfolio, the process of development 
(possibly including drafts and revisions), and a narrative 
in which the student reflectively describes the learning that 
takes place.

Chabeli(2002) declares the differences between tradi-
tional and Portfolio methods of assessment
1. Traditional Evaluation
 a. testing knowledge acquired outside the context
 b. Limited to pen and paper
 c. Traditional tests require the learner to select the cor-

rect answers, for whatever reason.
 d. Traditional assessment tests are designed to suggest 

one correct answer for each item.
 e. Involves simple elements of activities under evalua-

tion.
2. Portfolio Evaluation
 a. Highlights effectively the capacities and competences 

acquired
 b. It involves students in complex activities that reflect 

very well the priorities and challenges based on discus-
sions, analyzes, engaging in discussion of events, col-
laboration with colleagues, etc.

 c. It requests more elaborate answers, comprehensive, 
evidence-based.

 d. Scoring criteria established in collaboration must take 
into account the diversity of manifestation and material-
ization of learning outcomes.

 e. Involves simple elements of activities under evalua-
tion. It favors placing the learner in situations similar to 
real situation and preparing them for social and profes-
sional life.

 f. It promotes critical thinking and problem solving, 
creates the potential for gaining autonomy of the 
learner.

This study aims at investigating the effect of self-assess-
ment portfolio on Iranian EFL students’ writing produc-
tion. This may be investigated via the following research 
question:
1. Do self-assessed portfolios have any effect on the writ-

ing skill of Iranian EFL learners?

METHODOLOGY

Participants

The study was conducted with 40 students taking Writing 
course at Rooze-No English Institute in Tabriz -Iran. They 
were selected through a KET test to have homogenized 
groups. They were randomly chosen as the control and ex-
perimental groups.

Procedure

After dividing the participants into a control group and an 
experimental group based on their language proficiency 
scores, during a four session discussion basic elements of a 
good writing were introduced to both control and experimen-
tal groups. The aim was generating discussion and getting 
feedback from both groups to be sure of their awareness of 
the basic requirements of a good writing. The experimental 
group was given the Introduction to Self-assessment which 
included a Self-assessment Guide used by Sajedi (2014). 
Participants in Control group didn’t have access to this 
Self-assessment Guide. During eight weeks of treatment, the 
participants wrote eight compositions. The first and the last 
ones were scored as pre- and post-test. Their writings were 
rated by two raters to be sure of their inter-rater reliability. 
The mean of these two raters’ scores was used as the final 
score of every participant’s score. Students in the experimen-
tal group reflected and critically analyzed their own writing 
using the Self-assessment Guide. However, after completing 
their writing, students in the control group just received the 
score from their teachers. It has to be mentioned that the rat-
ers also used the same Self-assessment Guide for evaluating 
the students’ compositions in both groups.

Materials

Participants in the experimental group rated their own writ-
ing according to the given guide.

The guide uses a 4-point Likert scale used as strongly 
disagree, disagree, agree, and strongly agree. They were 
scored as 1-4. The sum of ratings for every item was used 
as the final score of the participants. Maximum score that a 
respondent can get is out of 64.

RESULTS

According to the results, there isn’t any significant difference 
between two groups rating scores in the pre-test. However, 
there is a significant difference between two groups rating 
scores in the post-test. This difference is in favor of exper-
imental group. It seems that those students who rated their 
own writing according to the given self-assessment guide 
can improve their writing better than control group (Table 1).

DISCUSSION AND CONCLUSION

Portfolio assessment is an approach to the assessment of 
students’ writing that uses portfolio approach; a portfolio is 
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“a collection of texts the writer has produced over a defined 
period of time to the specifications of a particular context” 
(Hirvela & Sweetland, 2005, p.193). Portfolios show how 
much students’ writing has improved from the beginning of 
the treatment. As a result, Portfolio assessment has the ability 
to create positive wash back on students’ writing (Hughes, 
2003). Traditionally, students have been asked to write in a 
“one-draft, one-reader” context (Arndt, 1993). Having re-
ceived a grade and minimal feedback from the teacher, stu-
dents may make corrections on their drafts. After that, the 
learning process is supposedly finished and students are 
asked to write on another topic. The product approach to 
writing increases students’ dependence on a teacher’s sum-
mative judgments rather than helping students to self-as-
sess their own drafts before submission. The adoption of a 
portfolio approach in EFL writing classrooms may empow-
er students’ active participation in self-evaluating their own 
work within the writing process (Weigle, 2007). This study 
has demonstrated how students, teachers, and researchers 
may benefit from self-assessment. Self-assessment portfolio 
help students to achieve a clear understanding of the expected 
learning outcomes, identify their strengths and weaknesses, 
and set goals for future improvement. By analyzing their own 
learning, students engage in critical thinking and develop a 
strong sense of responsibility towards learning. Learners are 
no longer passively receiving instructions from teachers but 
actively participate in learning and their own assessment and 
seeking ways to make further improvement for their produc-
tion. It can be helpful for teachers to introduce self-assess-
ment as a formal practice to encourage students’ involvement 
and lead to a learner-centered classroom. Self-assessment un-
der teachers’ guidance and peers feedback will make teaching 
and learning integrated. There should be more studies on dif-
ferent genders, language proficiency and different language 
backgrounds. Furthermore, different language skills like 
speaking can be studied through portfolio assessment.
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Table 1. Descriptive statistics and independent sample T-test of the scores of the experimental and control groups’ 
writing performance in the pre-test and post-test
Group N Mean Standard deviation Sig.(2-tailed) df Sig t F
Control-pre 20 48.43 2.25 0.89 38 0.71 2.154 1.65
Experimental 20 51.21 2.87 0.87 37.12
Control-post 20 53.56 2.76 0.05 37 0.005 ‑2.43 6.34
Experimental 20 59.71 2.31 0.04 36.76


