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ABSTRACT 

A STUDY OF TEACHER-STUDENT DISCOURSE 

IN A COLLEGE READING COURSE 

USING THE PORTFOLIO PROCESS 

Carol D. Wickstrom 

Doctorial Dissertation, December 1999 

Current testing practices in literacy are believed to 

be a mismatch for current theory. The socio-constructivist 

theory of learning and strategies that support this theory 

involve processes rather than products. Efforts to expand 

assessment beyond multiple-choice testing have been made at 

various levels of education. Of all the performance tests 

available , portfolio assessment has been most frequently 

attempted . 

Inquiry throughout this study focused on discourse used 

during the portfolio process. The purpose was to determine 

what characterizes the discourse of teaching, assessing, and 

learning in a college level reading course using the 

portfolio process . Determining student integration and self

assessment also were studied. A qualitative case study using 

ethnographic techniques was used to illuminate this 
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phenomenon. Data were collected from one college instructor 

and 27 preservice teachers through audiotaped and written 

reflection in the seven settings of the process. Protocols 

were analyzed at conversation and segment levels allowing 

the coding process to emerge. Findings indicated that there 

were 5 teaching strategies, 5 assessing strategies, and 22 

categories of learning. Multiple settings of the process 

allowed different types of teaching, assessing, and learning 

to occur in each. Comembership in the process was determined 

because strategies and categories were identified from all 

participants. Students integrated at various levels and 

self-assessment existed. 

The interrelatedness of teaching and assessing revealed 

a dynamic process of learning. A theoretical framework for 

understanding the discourse of teaching, assessing, and 

learning during portfolio process emerged. Implications for 

teacher education, educational practice, and further 

research are addressed . 
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CHAPTER I 

INTRODUCTION 

Cur r e nt research (Au & Mason, 1981; Cochran-Smith, 

1984; Heath , 1 983; Taylor, 1983) has emphasized the 

sociocultural impact on reading. Theorists (Bruner, 1978; 

Cazden, 1 988 ; Hal liday, 1978; Vygotsky, 1978) studying 

language a nd its r e l a t ionshi p to learning have supported the 

social nature of l earn i n g. As a result, reading theory has 

shifted from the teaching o f d i s crete skills to a process of 

constructing meaning within a soc i al context. 

This shift in the t eaching of reading has changed the 

thinking about assessment in r eading (Au, 1994; Calfee & 

Hiebert, 1991 ; Heath , 1991 ; Taylor , 199 0 ; Valencia, 1990). 

Current discrete skill testing prac ti ces are a mismatch for 

the current theory of teaching read ing a s a constructive 

process . To expand the range of skills a nd kn owledge 

assessed by the teacher , Valencia (1990) sugges ts a n 

assessment , which links the teaching/learning p rocess . 

Portfolio assessment , multiple evidence collected o ve r 

time in relevant settings (Paulson, Paulson , & Meyer , 1991 ; 

1 



2 

Valencia, 1990; Wolf, 1989), provides a dynamic view of 

assessment that may provide the link between teaching and 

assessment. Barton and Collins (1993) suggest that teacher 

education programs use portfolio assessment as a means of 

introducing prospective teachers to a new instructional 

technique. Additionally, Darling-Hammond (1990) promotes the 

role that evaluation can play in improving instruction in 

the classroom. Although portfolio assessment has received 

more attention at all levels of education than any other 

alternative assessment (Bird, 1990; Ford, 1994; Wolf, 1989), 

the research is often limited to the study of the portfolio 

as a product (Barton & Collins, 1993; Hill, Kamber, & 

orwick, 1994; Wolf, 1991). 

School districts across the country are adopting 

portfolio assessment as a means of integrating instruction 

and evaluation. In an effort to acquaint the classroom 

teacher with this form of assessment, school districts are 

providing in-service training for their teachers (Gomez, 

Graue, & Bloch, 1991; Valencia & Place, 1994). Preservice 

teachers are not involved with this staff development. In 

order to familiarize preservice teachers with portfolio 

assessment, college instructors are requiring preservice 

teachers to develop portfolios as a means of documenting and 



3 

assessing their own learning and teaching of reading (Allen, 

1994; Stahle & Mitchell, 1993). 

In order to align their own teaching practices with 

their assessment practices, college instructors have had to 

restructure their courses (Mo senthal, 1994; Stahle & 

Mitchell, 1993; Wagner, Brock, & Agnew, 1994). Within this 

restructuring, college students are often taught subject 

knowledge while involved in authentic experiences. Teacher

student discourse within these authentic experiences of 

teaching and assessing may be more interactive. 

Harnm and Adams (1992) promote the process of portfolio 

assessment as a meaningful educational experience. The 

portfolio process includes: goal-setting, teacher modeling, 

authentic experiences, formal and informal conferencing with 

peers and teachers , written reflections, portfolio 

construction, and self-evaluation (Paulson et al ., 1991; 

Valencia, 1990 ; Wolf, 1989). Instructor and student 

discourse that occurs within this process is critical to 

understanding the process. Studying the discourse sheds 

light on : (a) the instructor 's teaching of the portfolio 

process and the course curriculum, (b) the student's 

understanding of the process, and (c) the student 's ability 



to articulate and assess his or her learning of the course 

content. 

4 

In the past, classroom studies of teaching have 

revealed teacher-dominated instruction (Durkin, 1978/1979; 

Flanders & Amidon, 1967). Mehan (1979) identified a fixed 

format of teacher initiation followed by a response and 

ending with a teacher evaluation (IRE). Fixed format 

teaching promoted the teaching of discrete skills and 

questioning that required memorization and recall of facts. 

This type of teaching limits the amount of student talk in 

the classroom and limits the instruction to what the teacher 

wants to teach . The dialogue that occurs between the student 

and the more competent peer during the teaching-learning 

process is critical to knowing what the student already 

knows and what the student needs to learn (Vygotsky, 1978). 

Classroom discourse that extends beyond the IRE pattern and 

that models conversation outside of the school is suggested 

for today ' s classrooms (Cazden, 1988 ; Rogoff & Wertsch, 

1984 ; Wells, 1986 ; Wood , 1988) . According to Barnes (1976), 

speech and writing help to make our knowledge known to 

others and to ourselves. This knowledge allows the 



individual to think about his or her knowledge, interpret 

that knowledge, and make revisions when it is appropriate. 

5 

The portfolio process gives the student multiple 

opportunities to participate in discourse in written and 

oral formats. The student is talking with others and with 

herself or himself at the same time. Multiple opportunities 

and multiple settings for discourse within this process 

create the possibilities of conversations that extend beyond 

the IRE pattern. Reflection, the main source of student 

self-assessment in the portfolio process, gives preservice 

teachers occasions to be introspective about their teaching 

and learning . The oral settings and the reflective pieces 

create classroom events that encourage extended discourse 

patterns; however, the content of the conversation may not 

reveal any more information about the learner than the IRE 

pattern reveals . The instructor using the portfolio process 

needs to be able to "listen" to the various conversations, 

written and oral, in order to ascertain: (a) the student's 

focus of learning and (b) whether or not the student's 

conversation contains discourse that goes beyond the 

recalling of facts. 



Purpose of the Study 

The purpose of this study was to investigate teacher

student discourse in an undergraduate college-level 'reading 

class using the portfolio process to demonstrate student 

knowledge of teaching, assessing, and learning in reading. 

Research Questions 

6 

1 . What characterizes the instructor and student 

discourse of teaching , assessing, and learning in the seven 

settings of the portfolio process in a college-level reading 

course? 

2 . Is there evidence of student discourse that 

demonstrates a variance in the level of integration 

(learning) of teaching and assessing in a college reading 

course using the portfolio process? 

3 . Is there evidence of patterns of student discourse 

that demonstrates self-assessment in a college reading 

course using the portfolio process? 

Rationale for the Study 

Researchers address the possibilities of portfolio 

assessment for teachers and students (Koretz, Stechter, 



Klein, & McCaffrey, 1994; Moss, 1992; Wile, 1994). Valencia 

and Calfee (1991) stated, "portfolios provide a natural 

component of teaching and learning, a process that allows 

students and teachers to document and reflect on learning 

throughout the year" (p. 335). However, studies are limited 

to the examination of the final product instead of 

considering the dynamic view of portfolio assessment as a 

process (Wagner et al., 1994). 

7 

Herman and Winters (1994) reported that most studies 

are descriptive rather than empirical. Simply describing 

experiences and identifying what to collect does not provide 

a framework for using the data or actually knowing what it 

means (Harlin, Lipa, & Phelps, 1992). In order to consider 

assessment of a portfolio , an individual needs to understand 

the process involved in the development of the product 

(Loughran & Corrigan , 1995) and the language surrounding 

that development . 

Vygotsky (1978) stressed the importance of the dialogue 

t hat occurred between an individual and a more competent 

peer during the teaching-learning process . The portfolio 

process involves the student in goal setting , teacher 

modeling, whole class and peer sharing, student-teacher 



conferencing, reflection, and self-evaluation. These 

scaffolded (Palinscar, 1989) experiences create 

apprenticeship (Rogoff, 1990) settings for learning. 

Instructor and student discourse within these interactions 

is critical to the process. 

8 

The study of the discourse that occurs within the 

portfolio process will expand upon the research of portfolio 

assessment as a process rather than a product. Studies of 

teachers ' and students' discourse are needed to shed further 

light on the process. Ford (1994), Graves (1992), and 

Anderson and Niles (1993) have called for further study of 

portfolios implemented in teacher education course work. 

Definitions 

The following operational definitions have been 

proposed: 

Portfolio process--student ownership, documentation, 

and reflection of their own learning. The process includes 

authentic experiences, goal-setting, teacher modeling, 

formal and informal conferences with peers and teachers, and 

self-evaluation (Paulson, Paulson, & Meyer, 1991; Valencia, 

1990; Wolf, 1989). 



9 

Reflections--students' written reviews of lessons with 

elementary students. The reflections consist of three areas, 

what did you do, what do actions of the children mean, and 

what do I do next (Allen in class, 1996) . 

Peer conference--interim reviews in which students 

bring portfolios in process to class in order to confer with 

small groups of peers (Wagner et al., 1994). 

Portfolio conference--conference between the instructor 

and the student in which the student orally presents the 

portfolio to the instructor in order to demonstrate 

documentation of self-assessment of learning and teaching. 

Integration--combination of teaching and assessing, 

learning . 

Limitations of the Study 

1. The small number of individuals involved in the 

study limits the generalizability of the findings beyond 

this specific setting. 

2 . The qualitative nature of written reflections is 

limited to what the individuals report. 

3. Portfolio contents are limited by students' and 

college teacher's knowledge of portfolio assessment. 
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4. There is little research on portfolio assessment at 

the college level. 

5. The short duration of the semester may not give the 

student the opportunity to understand a new assessment 

method. 

6. The final participants were not identified until a 

year after the data were collected so that they were not 

able to give information that reflected immediate reactions 

to the interpretations of the portfolio process that they 

experienced. 

7. The instructor did not write reflections of her 

experiences during the study so that her recollections are 

the result of hindsight. 

8 . The varied experiences with portfolio assessment due 

to prior course work. 

9. The varied understandings of the purpose of all the 

activities of the portfolio process. 

10 . The students' lack of experience with setting goals, 

conducting a portfolio conference, and carrying out self

assessment . 

11. No data were collected from the tutoring sessions 

conducted by the college students . 
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Delimitations of the Study 

For the purpose of this study, portfolio contents have 

been delimited to: 

1 . Four categories specified by the instructor to 

complete the course objectives. These categories are 

knowledge of reading assessment, learning environment, 

communication, and reflection. 

2 . The instructo r assigned two goals per category. 



CHAPTER II 

REVIEW OF THE THEORY AND LITERATURE 

The review of the theory and literature focuses on 

several main areas which support the research questions. 

Literature relevant to classroom discourse, support for the 

social constructivist theory of reading, and literature 

relating to portfolio assessment in teacher education 

courses are reviewed to support this study. 

Classroom Discourse 

Historical Views of Classroom Discourse 

According to Gee (1987), discourse is "a socially 

accepted association among ways of using language, of 

thinking , and of acting that can be used to identify oneself 

as a member of a socially meaningful group or social 

network" (p . 3). Bruner (1966) believed that language was at 

the heart of the educational process . In the classroom, 

spoken language is the medium of teaching and the medium of 

demonstrating knowledge (Cazden , 1988). 

12 



Within the educational setting, discourse most often 

occurs between the teacher and the student. Early reports 
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(Rice , 1969, reprint; Stevens, 1912; Thayer, 1928) 

identified the discourse between the teacher and the student 

as recitation. Rice (1969, reprint) had used the term "oral 

examinationn to describe a form of recitation conducted 

between the teacher and one student. In data collected in 

schools across the country, Rice (1969, reprint) noted this 

form of teaching was dominated by the teacher, the text, and 

fact-centered information. 

Later studies of teacher-student interaction in the 

classroom revealed a similar form of interaction marked by a 

fact-based question-answer pattern, also referred to as 

recitation . In this form of recitation, the teacher asked 

the questions while teaching the entire class or group of 

students as opposed to the one-on-one pattern used in 

earlier classrooms. Students were nominated by the teacher 

to respond to the questions . In her study of over 100 

classrooms, Stevens (1912) reported classroom talk marked by 

this recitation pattern 80 % of the time. Many of the 

teachers in the study asked two to four questions per 
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minute which suggested to Stevens (1912) that little 

attention is given to the student's needs in the classroom. 

In an informal study, Thayer (1928) documented the 

history of recitation in American schools. According to 

Thayer (1928), the form of recitation described by Stevens 

(1912) was progressive because it allowed the teacher to 

deal with large groups of students instead of one student at 

a time . Thayer (1928) stated, "going to school meant 

reciting from a textbook, and learning was identified with 

reproducing for the teacher what the textbook contained" 

(p . 15). He suggested three principles of education during 

this era that promoted the recitation system: (a) the 

textbook was central to learning, (b) the student was a 

passive recipient of knowledge, and (c) school was a place 

of training rather that a place for socializing the student. 

In his study of the practices of 104 best high school 

teachers, Briggs' (1935) findings supported Thayer's three 

principles. In 80% of the classrooms, the textbook was the 

focus of the teaching . Approximately 65 % of the teachers 

used the conventional questions on the assigned tasks (books 

or board work ) . Briggs (1935) noted that in 15 classes the 

teachers promoted student activity; however, the 3 art 



classes and 2 shop classes could be subtracted because the 

teacher maintained firm control of directions for the 

students. 
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Observational studies (Corey, 1939; Hyman & Smith, 

1966 ; Nyberg, 1933) investigated the frequency of teacher 

questioning during classroom lessons. The researchers noted 

teacher dominance during classroom talk. 

Corey (1939) looked at the number of questions asked by 

teachers and students during the entire school year of six 

laboratory high school classes. A total of nearly 39,000 

questions were revealed from the verbatim transcripts. The 

students' questions totaled les s than 4,000 of the total 

questions. The ratio of teacher questions to student 

questions was eight teacher questions to one student 

question . 

Types of teacher questions during instruction have been 

studied in formal (Corey , 1939, 1940 ; Gall, 1970; Gallagher, 

1965; Pate & Bremer , 1967) and informal (Resnick, 1972) 

classroom settings . Similar findings concerning the nature 

of these questions were revealed in pre-school through high 

school classrooms. 
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Verbatim stenograghic notes were used by Corey (1940) 

to study classroom talk in six classes in a laboratory high 

school studied. A mean intelligence quotient of 117 was 

recorded for the 6 teachers and 169 students. Stenographic 

records totaling 30 hours of classroom talk were analyzed 

for the purpose of identifying the percentage of questions 

asked by teachers which required some higher mental activity 

for phrasing and for answering the questions. The findings 

yielded that the 6 teachers asked 1,260 questions and the 

169 students asked 114 questions. Three disinterested and 

experienced instructors rated the questions asked by the 

teachers . The percentages of recall questions asked by the 

teachers ranged from 40 % to 67 %. 

Gallagher (1965) studied 10 gifted classes of 235 

junior and senior high school pupils with an average IQ of 

130. Each class was taped for five consecutive 1-hour 

sessions. He found that 50 % of the teachers' questions were 

recall questions and that only 25 % of the teachers' 

questions required an evaluative response. Similar results 

were reported by Bellack, Kleibard, Hyman, and Smith (1966). 

Pate and Bremer (1967) conducted a survey of 190 

teachers in grades 1 through 6. Teachers were "asked to 
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respond to the question: 'What are three important purposes 

of teachers' questions of pupils?'" (p. 417). Of the 

teachers responding to the questions, 68% reported that it 

was to "check on the effectiveness of teaching by checking 

on what the pupils have learned" (p. 417). Neither the 

teachers nor the researchers defined or considered what 

constituted learning. Of the teachers responding, 47% 

reported that the purpose of the questions was to check the 

pupils recall of facts. 

Resnick (1972) conducted her research in an informal 

infant school (5- to 7-year-olds) in a working-class section 

of southeast London. There were no specific lessons even in 

the areas of mathematics and reading. Data were collected 

for a total of 12 hours in four classes. Classrooms 

contained 'forty or so" children (p. 64). In extended 

interactions in these four classes, nearly 60% of the 

extended interactions were teacher questions. Of the 

"substantive" questions, SO% were related to the content of 

the task. Examples of "substantive" questions are, "What 

letter is missing? Which word says 'little'?" (p. 65). 

Quantification systems (Amidon & Flanders, 1963; 

Bales, 1950; Flanders, 1967) have been used to code 
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classroom talk. The on-the-spot coding of teacher and 

student behavior in specific categories provides tabulation 

of numerical data concerning the specific behaviors of the 

teache r and the student in the classroom. These behaviors 

are limited to the categories addressed by the coding 

systems . Mehan (1979) contended that these quantification 

systems are not sensitive to: (a) students' contributions to 

classroom interaction, (b) the interrelationship of verbal 

and nonverbal behavior, (c) the relationship of behavior to 

context , and (d) the functions of language in the classroom. 

Questions in the Classroom and in the Home 

Research reported by Mehan (1978) identified the three

part sequence of initiation-reply-evaluation (IRE). In this 

sequence , the teacher initiates, the student responds, and 

the teacher evaluates the response. Rather than simply 

reporting the frequency , he proposed a system of analysis, 

constitutive ethnography, which allowed the discourse to be 

studied in terms of the classroom settings in which it 

occurred . He hypothesized that it was necessary to study 

what occurred after the IRE pattern and what was happening 

in the classroom . 
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Using constitutive ethnography, Mehan (1979a) studied 

teacher-student interaction during classroom lessons. He 

described classroom lessons as "sequentially and 

hierarchically organized events assembled by the structuring 

work of teachers interacting with students" (p. 172). To 

participate as a competent class member, a student must know 

both the academic content and the social conventions of the 

classroom lessons (Cazden, 1988; Erickson, 1982; Mehan, 

1979b) . 

Mehan (1979a) described the language patterns of 

questions and responses in the classroom. He reported that 

the teacher's questions often followed the IRE pattern. The 

teacher often expected a specific response so that the IRE 

pattern would be extended until the student gave the desired 

response. However , no instruction or leading questions were 

given that would assist the student in identifying the 

intended response. Further study of the questions indicated 

that they were so general that the students had difficulty 

understanding the meaning of the questions. Last, the 

teacher's response to the questions was often so general 

that the students may not know what was correct about the 
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response, which did not allow them to repeat the 

correctness. 

Researchers and theorists (Mehan, 1979b; Searle, 1969; 

Sinclair & Coulthard, 1975) have distinguished the 

difference between academic questions asked in the classroom 

and questions asked outside of the classroom. The third part 

of the IRE represents the distinguishing component. 

Sinclair and Coulthard (1975) clarified this distinguishing 

component: 

1: 1 Speaker A : What time is it, Denise? 
2 Speaker B: 2:30 
3 Speaker C: Thank you, Denise 

2: 1 Speaker A: What time is it, Denise? 
2 Speaker B: 2:30 
3 Speaker C : Very good, Denise. 

(Mehan, 1986, p. 285) 

The first example represents discourse outside the 

classroom context and the second example represents 

discourse within the classroom context (Sinclair & 

Coulthard, 1975) . In the classroom, the pattern of 

evaluation at the end of the interaction gives the teacher 

the opportunity to evaluate the student 's performance 

(Bellack et al ., 1966; Jackson, 1968 ; Sinclair, & Coulthard, 

1975 ) . 
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Searle (1969) reported the difference between these two 

types of questioning patterns. He explained that the 

question-answer sequences followed by "acknowledgement" were 

"information seeking" questions. The question-answer 

sequences followed by "evaluations" were "known answer" 

questions. Mehan (1979b) stated, "the respondent to the 

'known information question' is placed in the position of 

trying to match the questioner's predetermined knowledge, or 

at least fall within the previously established parameters" 

(p. 286). Students must be able to interpret the question 

and the expected response. 

Discourse and Participation Structures 

Cazden (1988) suggested that the two most common forms 

of organization within the classroom are the large group 

with the teacher in control and the students working 

independently . In their studies of "participation 

structures ," Erickson and Shultz (1982) revealed that either 

the teacher or the student might control the topics and the 

turns . Researchers indicate that the teacher generally 

maintains control of the topics and of the turns 



(Cazden, 1988; Flanders, 1970; Mehan, 1979a; Sinclair & 

Coulthard, 1975). 
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Studies conducted in homes and in schools reveal that 

the language and turn-taking in the classroom are different 

from the language and turn-taking that occur in the home 

(Au & Mason, 1981; Boggs, 1972; Heath, 1983; Philips, 1972). 

Using ethnographic techniques, the researchers examined the 

homes and the schools in an attempt to identify the possible 

consequences of these differences with the intent to develop 

possible participation structures that would be more 

congruent . 

Boggs (1972) obtained his data through participant 

observation in two classrooms from September 1966 to 

February 1968. In all day bi-weekly visits, he collected 

data through observations, recordings made with the 

observer, and recordings of Reading Readiness exercises. 

Questioning during lessons evoked several different 

responses from the students. During the group settings when 

the teacher asked a question of an individual student, the 

student answered minimally or might not answer at all. 

However, if the teacher called upon someone else in the 

class, a student might "volunteer" the response quite 
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"volubly." Students often refused to answer if the question 

referred to their work or if the adult was frustrating the 

student . Boggs noted that if the teacher invited the 

students to discuss, the students took turns and responded 

positively. 

Philips (1972) studied first- and sixth-grade students 

in all-Indian classrooms in the Warm Springs reservation 

grammar school and non-Indian or White classrooms in another 

grammar school. The purpose of the study was to "define the 

communicative contexts in which Indian and non-Indian 

behavior and participation differ, and to describe the ways 

in which they differ" (p. 371). Teachers had indicated that 

the Indian students were reluctant to speak in class and 

that as the Indian students progressed in school their 

reluctance to speak increased. 

Philips identified several important characteristics of 

the Warm Springs Indian children in the classroom . First, 

the children did not want to speak alone in front of the 

entire class. Second, the children were less willing to 

respond when the teacher exercised his or her control and 

had specifically identified a certain child to respond to a 

question. Third, the children were more willing to 
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participate when there was no distinction between the 

audience and the performer. Fourth, Philips reported that 

the children preferred to determine when they talked in the 

classroom. 

Philips determined that, in the home, Indian children 

are accustomed to interacting with many individuals with 

regard to instructions and directions. Parents are not the 

only individuals that participate in the care of the young. 

Many members of the Warm Springs Reservation give 

instruction in skills to Indian children at an earlier age 

than non-Indian children are given instruction in skills. 

The children learn these skills in cooperation with an 

older relative . Directions are minimal as the child and 

adult work through the task. The process of learning the 

entire skill through observation and participation is 

gradual. Public demonstration of this skill is determined by 

the child when she or he feels competent in the skill. Thus, 

no one else determines when the child must perform the task 

for an audience. In the classroom, the student is required 

to acquire and demonstrate knowledge through answering of 

questions within a very short time period. 
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Within the social context of the Warm Springs Indian 

Reservation, Philips determined that, in social settings, 

all members of the community may participate. Leadership of 

the activities is based on choice. Everyone in attendance 

may participate so there is no distinction between the 

audience and the performer. 

Comparisons between communication patterns inside and 

outside of the classroom show the strong effect of context 

on the student performance (Cazden, 1988; Heath, 1983; 

Michaels, 1981; Michaels & Cazden, 1986; Taylor & Dorsey

Gaines, 1988) . The differences in communication that occur 

between these two contexts can contribute to the student 

being considered successful or unsuccessful in school. 

Heath (1982) studied questioning in the homes of 

children from Trackton, a rural Black community in 

Appalachia, and questioning in the homes of the teachers who 

taught the Trackton students . Questioning within these two 

contexts was determined to perform different functions. 

Heath compared the differences in functions of questions and 

discussed the consequences of the differences. 

Early language learning in Trackton often involved the 

children as the object of the conversation. Statements are 
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made about the child to another adult in the child's 

presence. Questions are rarely asked of young children. 

"Children did not hold high positions as information-givers 

or question-answerers, especially in response to questions 

for which an adult already knew an answer" (Heath, 

1982, p . 116). 

Heath identifi ed five types of questions asked of 

children in the Trackton community. These types of questions 

are: (a) an analogy which requires the child to compare a 

person, item, or event another, such as "What's that like?"; 

(b ) a story-starter which requires the child to give an 

explanation of events that l eads the questioner to the first 

question, such as "Did you see Maggie's dog yesterday?"; (c) 

an accusatory which requires the child to make a nonverbal 

response of lowering the head or to develop a creative story 

to take the questioner 's mind off of the original 

infraction, such as "What's that all over your face?"; (d) 

and A-1 which requests specific information known to the 

addressee , but not to the questioner , such as "What do you 

want?"; and (e) a Q-1 which requests specific information 

known to both the questioner and addressee, such as "What's 

your name , huh?" 
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The children of the teachers in this study were 

socialized into language uses while in the presence of 

relatively few individuals. Talk within the home contained a 

high number of interrogatives posed to the pre-school 

children. In one 48-hour period, a 2;3-year-old was asked 

103 (47.9 %of the total of utterances) questions. From a 

total of 640 utterances directed to two children ages 2;8 

and 3;2, interrogatives represented 58.6% of the total. 

Labeling questions (Ninio & Bruner, 1978) were used to 

help children identify and attend to items in books. 

Directives (Cazden, 1988; Heath; 1982) were used to add 

emphasis and to draw attention to an infraction. The adults 

viewed the questions as a way to socialize the children in 

behavior, verbal response, and conversation (Heath, 1982). 

Heath (1982) noted that the questions in the classrooms 

of the teachers in her study were the same as the questions 

used in their homes. The questioning patterns in the 

classroom aligned with the general questioning patterns 

found in other classrooms (Mehan, 1979b) . Known-answer 

questions dominated the talk during lessons. Children's 

behavior was regulated through the use of questions. 
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Heath concluded that the language patterns used in 

Trackton did not prepare the children for the questions that 

were used in their classrooms. The Trackton children were 

not able to display their knowledge in the recitation 

format. They were unfamiliar with behavior-regulating 

questions. Last, the children had little or no experience 

with questions related to books. Wells (1986) found similar 

findings about language in the homes of lower class English 

children. The children were afforded more opportunities to 

talk in their homes than the opportunities that they had to 

talk in the classroom. 

Discourse for Learning 

Theorists, researchers, and educators (Cazden, 1988; 

Raths, 1945; Tharp & Gallimore, 1988; Thayer, 1928;) have 

encouraged more use of discussions or conversations in the 

classroom. Studies of dialogue in a variety of settings 

(Applebee & Langer, 1983; Pearson & Gallagher, 1983; Wood, 

Bruner, & Ross, 1976) have been conducted to consider 

language in the classroom that assists the student's 

performance (Cazden , 1983). Sociolinguists (Au & Jordan, 

1981 ; Heath, 1983) have devised methods of teaching that are 
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more culturally congruent than some methods used in some 

classrooms. These studies have been conducted to support the 

current theories of acquisition of knowledge and to improve 

practices in teaching. 

Raths (1945) organized a field workshop of 12 teachers 

in a Ohio elementary school who were interested in the use 

of discussion as a classroom technique. The group of 

teachers studied verbatim reports of classroom discussions 

held in their own classrooms. Several conclusions about ways 

of improving their own classroom discussion techniques were 

described. First, the study group determined that the 

teacher must play a significant role in guiding the 

discussions rather than dominating the discussion. They 

agreed that the teacher enter the discussion if the students 

were: (a) off topic, (b) finished discussing because they 

had no more information or the topic was exhausted, (c) in 

need of an expert, or (d) out of time (Raths, 1945). Second, 

at the conclusion of the discussions a summary needed to be 

given. Third, a decision must be made or an action must be 

taken as a result of the discussion in order for the 

students to see the discussion as purposeful. 
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Au and Jordan (1981) discuss another teacher-led format 

with a different turn-taking structure for responding. This 

participation structure is similar to talk story (Watson

Gegeo & Boggs, 1977) in the Hawaiian homes. The teacher 

retains control of the topic with student participation more 

interactive. The teacher meets with a group of about five 

children for a 20-minute lesson. The lessons consist of the 

teacher asking a question and the children answering. The 

children's talk is often overlapping and complementing. This 

form of participation structures allows for the students and 

the teacher to create understanding through a joint 

performance, or cooperative production of responses between 

two or more of the students. 

Au and Mason (1981) compared four reading lessons 

taught by two different teachers to the same group of 

disadvantaged 7-year-old Hawaiian children. One teacher was 

characterized as high contact because of her 5 years of 

experience with Hawaiian children. The other teacher was 

characterized as low contact because she had no experience 

with Hawaiian children. The lessons were videotaped and 

analyzed for the participation structure used in both 

classrooms. The low contact teacher gave up control of the 
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topic, but maintained control of turn-taking. In this 

setting, the topic did not always remain focused. The high 

contact teacher maintained control of the topic, but allowed 

student initiated and overlapping turns. This format of 

teaching created greater interaction and kept the lesson 

focused on academic learning. 

The study of interactive dialogue during skill 

acquisition and problem solving was investigated by Wood, 

Bruner, and Ross (1976). This was a study of the "tutorial 

process" in which the "expert" teacher guides the "novice" 

child in building a three-dimensional pyramid shape 

structure using 21 wooden blocks. Tutors attempted to teach 

30 children ages -3, -4, and -5 in the pyramid building 

process . The function of the language of the tutor was to 

provide a "scaffold" for the children so that the children 

performed the pyramid building process beyond their 

unassisted efforts . The authors noted "the 3-year-old 

recognizes what is appropriate before he can readily produce 

it which suggests that comprehension precedes production" 

(p. 94 ) . 
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The success or failure to complete the block task was 

determined by the tutor's ability to provide the child with 

the next level of instruction. 

The effective tutor must have at least two 
theoretical models to which he must attend. One is 
a theory of the task or problem and how it may be 
completed. The other is a theory of the 
performance characteristics of his tutee. (Wood, 
Bruner, & Ross, 1976, p. 97) 

The functions of an effective tutor during skill acquisition 

and problem-solving are: (a) recruitment, (b) reduction in 

degrees of freedom , (c ) direction maintenance, (d) marking 

critical features , (e) frustration control, and (f) 

demonstration. These six "scaffolding functions" are 

necessary for a successful interactive relationship in the 

tutoring process . The language of the tutor scaffolds the 

student until the child's competence increases and, then, 

the scaffold self-destructs (Cazden, 1983). 

Scaffolded dialogue during instruction was studied 

during science lessons (Applebee & Langer, 1983). They used 

Halliday ' s (1975) natural language learning model to guide 

their investigation of three science lessons. The five 

aspects of Halliday ' s model of language learning are 

(a) intentionality, which indicates that the lesson has a 

specific purpose , (b) appropriateness, which determines 
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whether or not the posed problem can be solved with help, 

(c) structure, which provides a natural sequence of thought 

and language, (d) collaboration, which involves teacher talk 

that recasts and expands the student's ideas, and 

(e) internalization, which occurs as the scaffold is 

withdrawn and the student internalizes the patterns. 

In the three science lessons studied by Applebee and 

Langer (1983), findings indicated that all three lessons met 

Halliday's (1975) language learning criteria of 

intentionality and appropriateness but failed to meet the 

other three criteria for scaffolded instruction. They 

suggest that the majority of the language was evaluative 

rather than collaborative. At all three grade levels, the 

students needed more instruction to complete the task. The 

amount of support varied for the three different grade 

levels depending on the student's prior experiences, the 

difficulty of the task , and the student's understanding of 

the assignment. They argued that this same framework could 

be used to discuss the areas of reading, writing, and 

discussion activities in all areas of the curriculum. 
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Applebee and Langer (1983) stated that "rather than 

helping students carry out more complex reading and writing 

activities, our instructional apparatus either ignores the 

problems posed by the new task, or adds new and irrelevant 

steps along the way" (p. 170). They suggest that classroom 

practices in reading and writing cause the students to deal 

with small bits of information in isolation. They support 

classroom practices that address the processes of learning 

to read and write which are intertwined in mutually 

supportive natural language activities. 

Heath (1982) worked with the teachers in the classroom 

to provide a model of discourse for the students from the 

black community of Trackton. Changes in the classroom 

occurred in the following sequence. First, the teachers 

started with familiar content and with the kinds of talk 

about that content. Second, the teachers proceeded to new 

kinds of talk about the familiar content providing peer 

models . Rehearing was available through the use of 

audiotapes. Next, the Trackton students were given 

opportunities to practice this new kind of talk. The 

students were allowed to practice privately and on tape 

before the students were expected to use the language in 

• 
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actual lessons. Last, the teachers talked to the student 

about talk itself. Cazden (1983) supported similar models 

for children to practice other discourse functions, such as 

explaining, narrating, and instructing. 

Conversations for Learning 

Conversational discourse in the classroom has been 

suggested by educators and theorists (Barnes, 1976, 1990, 

1995 ; Britton, 1982; Cazden, 1986; Vygotsky, 1986; Wells & 

Chiang-Wells, 1992) . This form of discourse promotes 

learning and thinking through conversations focused on 

academic tasks within the classroom context. Discourse 

becomes the tool of thought (Vygotsky, 1986) in the learning 

process. 

Britton (1982) promoted the value of teaching by 

seminar, which he considered to be students engaged with 

other students without a teacher (the expert) discussing a 

topic in the classroom. He identified 5 students discussing 

a poem, "My Grandfather," written by 1 of the participants. 

Students discussed their grandparents' varying abilities to 

remember. One of the students concluded that everyone 

changes things; failing memories are not limited to 
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grandfathers. He further discussed that we all change things 

in our minds until we remember them, as we want them to be. 

Britton contended that no teacher could have orchestrated 

this discovery. 

Britton (1982) proposed the idea that students have the 

opportunity to talk solely with their classmates and also 

have the opportunity to discuss with the teacher (expert). 

He believed that these different opportunities to talk 

allowed the student to reach a different type of 

understanding. He further suggested that learning by talking 

must be interspersed with learning by reading and learning 

by listening to the teacher. Britton claimed that learning 

by writing, which he also considered to be discourse, was 

identified as the "harvesting stage" (Britton, 1982, p. 

193). During this time, the individual comes to identify his 

or her own learning. 

Barnes (1976 , 1990, 1995) also promoted learning by 

talking in the classroom. He believed that student 

engagement in talking during the lesson shaped their 

learning. He described two categories of discourse, which 

can be used by the learner , exploratory talk (and writing) 

and presentational talk (and writing). 
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Exploratory talk gives the learner the opportunity to 

discover what she or he knows. The learner takes 

responsibility for his or her thinking and ideas. The 

flexibil ity of language allows the learner "to change 

direction easily, to qualify our first thoughts, to reframe 

ideas in different ways, to leap to new connections" 

{Barnes, 1995, p. 3). Barnes (1990) suggested that teachers 

incorporate exploratory talk into their lessons so that the 

students can experience "describing, hypothesizing, 

suggesting, planning , criticizing, improving, solving and so 

on" (p . 72) . This experience serves as a means to construct 

one ' s ideas on a topic in a social setting. 

Barnes (1976) identified several characteristics to 

describe exploratory talk, including: (a) hesitations and 

rephrasings ; (b) tentativeness such as "she could have"; 

(c) peers addressing each other directly; and (d) a fairly 

low level of explicitness . He considered exploratory talk as 

a means of rehearsing one 's knowledge. 

Presentational talk suggests a finality of thinking on 

the subject . Barnes (1990) purported that presentational 

talk mirrors teacher language and having the right answer. 

This type of talk in the classroom is focused on control and 



conformity of thinking. He suggested that students benefit 

from both experiences in the classroom. 
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Barnes (1990) cited a science lesson in which students 

are working with acetone to remove stains. The teacher posed 

the problem of how to get a green stain out of a pair of 

trousers other than to use water? A student suggested floor 

polish and shoe polish. The teacher laughed at both of these 

responses because they fail to fall within his line of 

thinking. However, both types of polish contain a form of 

acetone. The student was trying to apply what he had learned 

from the discussion, but lacked the appropriate terms to 

make his attempts relevant to the teacher's thinking. The 

teacher's need for "presentational talk" overrode the 

student's opportunity for "exploratory talk." 

Wells and Chiang-Wells (1992) argued that increasing 

the amount of talk in the classroom does not necessarily 

promote the use of language for learning. They also 

indicated that emphasis on spoken language might limit the 

use of written language. They suggested that rather than 

increasing the amount of talk that language used in the 

classroom be used as a tool for literate thinking. 
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Collaborative talk (Wells & Chiang-Wells, 1992) is used 

as a means of promoting inquiry. This form of talk in the 

classroom allows student-to-student talk and teacher to 

student talk. The participants share equal status in the 

conversation. The term "literate thinking" (p. 76) is used 

to include all the uses of language to promote thinking. 

Activities that involve problem solving, making connections 

between knowledge and experience, and student judgment 

promote the use of literate thinking and collaborative talk. 

Classroom Discourse summary 

Classroom discourse has been documented as a fixed 

format, teacher questions, student responds, and teacher 

evaluates, for almost a century. Recently, researchers and 

educators (Applebee & Langer, 1983; Au & Jordan, 1981; 

Barnes, 1976, 1995; Cazden, 1988; Heath, 1983; Wells & 

Chiang-Wells , 1992) have promoted the use of more extended 

forms of discourse in the classroom for the student. These 

extended forms of discourse resemble conversations where the 

individuals share equal status. It is purported that 

conversations of this nature promote literate thinking and 



collaborative talk. In addition, the extended forms may 

resemble talk similar to the student's culture. 

Support for the Social Constructivist 

Theory of Learning of Literacy 
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The current social constructivist theory of literacy 

practices is supported by researchers (Au, 1993; Cochran

Smith , 1984; Graves, 1983; Harste, Woodward, & Burke, 1984; 

Heath , 1983; Routman, 1988; Taylor, 1983) and theorists 

(Bruner, 1966 ; Cazden, 1982; Halliday, 1975; Vygotsky, 1978; 

Wertsch, 1979) . According to Wixson and Peters (1984), 

"Reading is the process of constructing meaning through the 

dynamic interaction among the reader, the text, and the 

context of the reading situation" (p. 4). Through oral and 

written language within a social context individuals 

actively construct their own cultural understandings of 

literacy (Bloome, 1985). These understandings are 

constructed as the individual combines new knowledge with 

the individual ' s prior knowledge . 

Vygotsky's (1966, 1978) theory of learning provides 

several major concepts that promote social constructivism in 

literacy. First, speech is a tool necessary for learning, as 
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well as instruction (Cazden, 1986; Vygotsky, 1978) . Next, 

language allows the individual to explore new ideas, to 

expand his or her ways of thinking, and to form new 

knowledge through interaction with others. Last of all, this 

social process allows the individual to establish a common 

language structure and meaning within the context of the 

learning event. 

Additionally, from a Vygotskian perspective, each 

psychological process will appear two times: first, on the 

social plane between two or more people, and then on the 

personal plane within the individual. This perspective 

provides the social and the historical aspects of the 

learning process. Learning proceeds from the 

interpsychological to the intrapsychological (Vygotsky, 

1978). 

As the individual interacts with others in the 

environment, the individual gains the ability to organize 

and monitor his or her learning. The voices that the 

individual heard in the environment eventually transform 

into the individual's voice and understanding. By 

internalizing the language of others, the individual moves 

from other-regulated activities to self-regulated activities 



(Vygot sky, 1978). Through this internalization process the 

individual's cognitive processes are developed, as well. 
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Vygotsky (1978) considered reading and writing as 

higher psychological processes. He distinguished between the 

higher psychological processes and the human biological 

processes . Biological processes are those that are naturally 

occurring processes, which evolve similarly across all human 

beings . Oral language is considered a human biological 

process because learning it is a naturally occurring event. 

Higher psychological processes, such as reading and writing, 

which are goal-oriented, are those processes that must 

develop within social interaction and are not similar across 

all human beings. 

In their study of the Vai, Scribner and Cole (1981) 

noted the role of literacy across the social, business, 

educational, and religious aspects of the culture. The 

social organization of the Vai created conditions for a 

variety of literate activities. However, mere immersion into 

the tools of literacy did not create literacy development 

the way that immersion into oral language created language 

learning . Higher psychological processes were necessary to 

learn to use the reading and writing appropriate to the 



situation. Developing these processes required further 

social interaction. 
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Social interaction within the constructivist theory of 

learn ing needs to occur within the child's "zone of proximal 

deve lopment" (ZPD ) (Vygotsky, 1978). Language within the ZPD 

promotes l ea rni n g of higher psychological functions. Between 

the actua l developmen t and the potential development is the 

zone of prox ima l development. Through language individuals 

make their cogni t i ve processes visible. According to 

Vygotsky (1978) , "What t h e child can do with assistance 

today she will be abl e t o do by herself tomorrow" (p. 87). 

The zone of prox imal deve l opment provides the "space" 

for language to be ma de visibl e t o each of the individuals 

involved in the inte r action . Once the language is visible 

the social intera ction can become more meaningful allowing 

each of the individuals to deve l op an understanding of the 

other person ' s thinking . This unders t a nding creates an 

intersubjectivity , which guides the indi v i du als in the 

teaching/learning process . 

Intersubjectivity is critical to the indiv i dua l 's 

development . In Vygotsky ' s terms , a task that i s b eyond a 

child' s reach is in the "zone of proximal development ." For 
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the child to move forward the instruction needs to lead 

development. The teacher must provide instruction that is 

ahead of the child's development. Language acquisition 

before entering school provides a setting for children to 

experience learning in the zone of proximal development with 

the intersubjectivity that is created between the parent and 

the child. 

From the sociolinguistic view, scholars (Cazden, 1983; 

Halliday, 1975; Wells, 1986; Wertsch, 1979) have supported 

the view of language acquisition, which has provided a model 

for instructional practices in school. Language acquisition 

grows out of meaningful experiences, such as puzzle-making, 

games, and book experiences, within the social context 

rather than learning and practicing a set of rules about 

language. Routines develop as the learner internalizes the 

processes of goal-oriented activities. Individuals come to 

know each other 's understanding of the activity through 

language. The language within these 

experiences has specific characteristics that have 

implications for lessons in the classroom. 

Wertsch (1979) describes four levels of inter

subjectivity between mothers and their preschool children 
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involved in puzzle-solving situations. Initially, the mother 

and the child are unable to communicate about the task 

because the child's knowledge of the task is limited. The 

adult tries to direct the child through a series of verbal 

steps , but the child is incapable of interpreting these 

steps appropriately. In the next step, the child may make 

connections that the adult's talk is related to the task, 

but the child is still not aware of the goal of the task. At 

the third level of the process, the child can function 

adequately in these language games, even when the talk is 

not specific . At the highest level of inter-subjectivity, 

the child takes total responsibility for completion of the 

goal-oriented task . 

Cazden (1983) reported on game-playing activities such 

as "peek-a- boo" and "ticktacktoe" which provide a model for 

instructional practices in the classroom. These games 

provide: (a) a specific format with a clear, repetitive 

structure to be followed by those involved in the games, 

(b ) opportunities for talking embedded in the format, and 

(c ) roles that may be assumed by any of the players (Ratner 

& Bruner , 1978) . In their study of parent-child book 



reading, Ninio and Bruner (1978) identified a similar 

ritualized format. 
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Cazden (1983) further noted the similarity between the 

language patterns in game playing and picture-book reading, 

and Mehan's (1979b) analysis of language patterns in the 

classroom . The language pattern of initiation, response, and 

evaluation is evident in all three cases. However, the most 

important difference between the game-playing and book 

reading and the lesson cycle described by Mehan (1979) is 

that in game-playing and book reading the amount of 

assistance provided decreases over time as the child 

develops. The three-part classroom lesson cycle remains the 

same for all lessons. Bruner (1978) pointed out that 

variations in assistance were needed in order to maintain 

the child's interest. His term, "scaffolding," is used to 

describe the adult's role in these events. 

Language acquisition has provided a model for literacy 

instruction . Instructional methods have been developed with 

varying degrees of emphasis on scaffolding, collaboration, 

and explanation. Teacher-student interactions have been the 

focus of these methods . Methods such as, reciprocal teaching 

(Palinscar & Brown, 1984), Experience-Text-Relationship (Au 



& Kawakami, 1984), explicit explanation (Duffy, Roehler, 

Meloth, & Vavrus, 1986), and assisted performance (Tharp & 

Gallimore, 1988) represent models of these instructional 

methods. 
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The social constructivist theory assumes that language 

is used to negotiate meaning. The meaning is negotiated so 

that the teacher, the student, and the author all play a 

significant role in constructing meaning. Experience-text

relationship, or ETR (Au, 1980) is a form of guided 

discussion of text that allows the teacher, the student, and 

the author to be a part of the construction process. ETR was 

developed for use in the KEEP program in Hawaii because 

student-teacher interaction in ETR is similar to talk story 

in the Hawaiian culture. 

During planning, the teacher analyzes the story and 

decides on a theme that will help the children understand 

the story. The teacher further studies the story so that the 

story can be connected to the student's own background. 

Last, the teacher divides the story into segments for silent 

reading and discussion. The purpose of this planning is so 

that the participants will remain focused on the task rather 

than the rules governing classroom talk. 
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Unlike the recitation pattern (Mehan, 1979a), 

interact i on i n ETR is not limited to a three-part pattern 

with the teach er in control. Interaction during the lesson 

is character i zed by mutual participation (Jordan, 1978). The 

teacher and the s t udent are both contributing to the 

interaction . Whe n t he teacher poses a question, anyone may 

respond and in g e neral several of the students will respond 

simultaneously wi t hou t ra i sing their hand. The teacher 

listens carefully t o the students' responses. Using the 

students' responses the t eacher clarifies and explains in an 

attempt to give the stude nt s further understanding of the 

story . Through this format , " The reading lesson can be 

conceptualized as a speech event in which the teacher and 

children co-narrate a story" (Au & J o rdan, 198 1 , p. 148). 

Reciprocal teaching (Palins c a r & Br own (1984 ) is 

characterized by a supportive instructional envi ronment, 

which encourages social interaction . The f unction of the 

teacher is to scaffold (Bruner , 1978) the student's 

involvement in the discussion , as well as ma stery of t he 

task. Eventually the student is able to lead the discussi on 

and to use the model of instruction independent of the 

teacher . The dialogue during the discussion includes four 
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comprehension-fostering strategies: (a) summarizing, 

(b) questioning, (c) clarifying, and (d) predicting. Within 

this setting, the students learn to structure their own 

cognitive strategies. Recurring opportunities to actively 

participate in reciprocal teaching allows the student to 

practice which eventually can lead to "self-regulation" 

(Vygotsky , 1978). 

This approach to teaching has been successful with 

students having a wide range of abilities and ages. Teacher 

modeling , followed by student practice, with a gradual 

release of responsibility to the student as the competency 

increases has proven successful with elementary children who 

are academically at-risk (Palinscar & Brown, 1984) and with 

junior-college students having difficulty with reading. 

Palinscar and Brown (1984) investigated the use of 

reciprocal teaching with volunteer developmental reading 

teachers working with groups of approximately five students. 

The groups read expository text from basal readers written 

at the seventh- grade level . The use of reciprocal teaching 

during instruction was employed for a period of 20 

consecutive school days . Transcripts of the dialogue during 

the discussions revealed substantial changes in the dialogue 
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after 10 days of the intervention. Initial sessions revealed 

that 46% of the questions provided by the students were 

judged non-questions or as needing clarification. "Questions 

judged as non-questions or needing clarification dropped to 

2 % by the end of the sessions" (Palinscar & Brown, 1984, p. 

22). In addition, the "reciprocal teaching procedure was a 

powerful intervention for improving comprehension" 

(Palinscar & Brown , 1984, p. 24). 

Duffy, Roehler , Meloth, and Vavrus (1986) investigated 

the instructional interactions of teachers during reading 

skill instruction with low-group students. It was posited 

that verbal instructions that were more explicit in 

explaining reading strategies produced students that were 

more aware of what was taught and better achievers on 

measures of reading comprehension. Teachers were trained to 

incorporate explanations into their instructional 

i nteractions during basal text skill instruction with low

group students. Teachers' low-group reading instruction was 

studied at 1- to 2-month intervals during the year. Students 

were interviewed for awareness of instructions and 

ach i evement outcomes were aggregated and compared . Results 



indicated a strong relationship between lesson content, 

instruction, and criterion reference test data. 
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Lesson transcripts were analyzed to compare the content 

of verbal explanations of a more effective teacher versus a 

less effective teacher as determined by achievement outcomes 

and lesson content . Similarities of the more and less 

effective teachers were identified in the verbal 

explanations, getting the student's attention and 

reinforcement, and keeping the conversation going. 

The difference between the teachers' explanations was 

the focus of learning. The more effective teacher "embeds in 

the interaction explanatory information and assistance 

designed to help students become aware of context clues" 

(Duffy et al., 1986 , p . 199) . The teacher models her own use 

of this method for the students . The less effective 

teacher ' s verbal explanations consist of memorizing the 

steps to identify the context clues. The effective teachers 

focused on the process and use of the strategy while the 

l ess effective teachers strictly focused on the procedure. 

Four properties of effective verbal explanations during 

a reading lesson were described . Responsive information

giving provides the learner with elaborated responses that 
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clarifies the information. Metacognitive awareness empowers 

the student with control of his or her own processing. In 

other words, they know why they are doing it rather than 

just getting it done. Declarative, conditional, and 

procedural information that is conceptually accurate, 

explicit, and meaningful is provided for the learner. 

Through the use of modeling (Cazden, 1983) effective 

teachers provide assistance in an other-directed to self

directed progression (Vygotsky, 1978). "When these four 

properties are present in instructional talk, the teacher 

can be characterized as 'explaining,' and students will 

achieve the intended curricular outcomes better than when 

the teacher's instructional talk does not include these 

properties" (Duffy et al., 1986, p. 212). 

Tharp and Gallimore (1988) and Goldenberg (1992) 

suggest a model of assisted performance through teacher-led 

instructional conversations. During instruction, the teacher 

uses the explicit teaching elements of: (a) a thematic 

focus; (b) activation and use of background knowledge and 

relevant schemata; (c) direct teaching of a relevant skill 

or concept; (d) promotion of more complex language and 

expression by using a variety of elicitation techniques; and 
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(e) promotion of bases for statements or positions to 

support or argue a position. The tone of the instruction is 

conversational through the use of: (a) few "known answer" 

questions ; (b) responsiveness to the student's 

contributions; (c) connected discourse that consists of 

multiple , interactive, connected turns; (d) a challenging, 

but non-threatening environment; and (e) general 

participation, including self-selected turns. Tharp and 

Gallimore (1988) describe these "instructional 

conversations" as discourse that "weaves together spoken and 

written language with previous understanding" (p. 111). 

Tharp and Gallimore (1991) suggested that this model be 

used in multiple settings in the classroom. They referred to 

these settings as goal-directed activity settings that allow 

for maximum assistance of the task. The teacher must be in 

close enough contact with the student in order to lead the 

student through the zone of proximal development. 

Eventually, the interaction within these settings leads the 

student to independence. 

Dialogue during instruction has been studied by a 

number of researchers (Applebee & Langer, 1983; Durkin, 

1978-79; Greenleaf & Freedman, 1993; Pearson & Gallagher, 
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1983). Research was conducted during classroom lessons that 

required reading and/or writing. Findings from this research 

reveal various types of information concerning discourse in 

the classroom. 

Durkin (1978-79) reported on 17,997 minutes of 

comprehension during reading and social studies. The data 

revealed .2 5% minutes contained comprehension instruction. 

The majority of the interaction that occurred between the 

teacher and the students consisted of assessment, direction, 

assignment, and application to a very limited degree. 

Teacher questioning was mainly fact-oriented. 

Similarly, Pearson and Gallagher (1983) found several 

teacher-student interactions in the content areas that 

stressed the learning of facts and information. Their study 

revealed that 65 % of 40 teachers used round robin reading 

interspersed with low-leve l questions for instruction and to 

check comprehension . Further analysis of the dialogue 

determined that the students' responses were centered on 

what the teacher thought was important . 

Applebee and Langer (1983) focused on language that 

occurred during science lessons in grades 4, 5, and 8. Their 

model for instruction was based on the model of language 
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acquisition provided by Halliday (1975). The science lessons 

met two of Halliday's criteria for appropriate instructional 

scaffolding, intentionality and appropriateness. They 

concluded that the language of the teacher was evaluative 

rather than supportive. Further scaffolding was needed at 

all grade levels in order for the students to complete the 

assignments successfully. The amount of support needed to 

complete the task depended upon the student's prior 

experiences, the difficulty of the required task, and the 

student's understanding of the task. 

Greenleaf and Freedman (1993) studied a whole-class 

teacher-student interaction during an English lesson on 

revising character sketches. The instructor leads the class 

through a series of problem-solving questions to improve the 

quality of the character sketches written by the students. 

The goal of the activity is to make the character sketch 

more interesting to the reader. Initial analysis of the 

discourse reveals an IRE pattern; however, by analyzing the 

teacher's uptake of student responses different cognitive 

patterns are revealed. The discourse may follow the IRE 

pattern, but the content of the student's response and the 

teacher's uptake of the response must be studied beyond the 



surface pattern. Greenleaf and Freedman (1993) concluded 

that the IRE pattern could support a problem-solving 

environment . 

Social Constructivist Summary 
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The social constructivist theory of learning has had 

its influence on the teaching of literacy. Learning 

activities that engage individuals in extended discussions, 

which resemble conversations, is desirable. The study of 

these conversations may shed light on the individual's 

thinking and problem-solving abilities. 

Portfolio Assessment 

The final section of the review of the related 

literature investigates research that supports the portfolio 

process in several areas: (a) a discussion of the 

theoretical underpinnings of authentic assessment, (b) the 

use of portfolio assessment in college level literacy 

courses , and (c) self-assessment and reflection. 
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Theory 

Traditional assessments are removed from the real 

purposes and uses of literacy. The current multiple-choice 

testing formats do not create a view of the learning 

process . In 1990, Resnick addressed the two key assumptions 

of current testing practices. First, tests are created by 

decomposing knowledge into elements. Second, tests are 

administered for the most part in the most decontextualized 

settings. These two practices alone do not provide 

opportunities for students to use their knowledge in 

context. Results from this testing are rarely understood by 

students, of limited use to teachers, and often misused by 

policymakers (Neill & Medina, 1989; Winograd, Paris, & 

Bridge, 1991) . Overall, learning is viewed in a stimulus 

response format (Wiggins, 1993). 

Theoretical works provided by Johnston (1987, 1992), 

Perrone (1991), Shepard (1989), Wiggins (1989, 1993), and 

Worthen (1993) have laid a foundation for assessments 

grounded in performance and authenticity. In 1993, Wiggins 

stated that , "Assessments done properly should begin 

conversations about performance not end them" (p. 13). When 



assessment is viewed as dynamic, as opposed to static, 

learning becomes a process rather than a product. 
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In Mind in Society, Vygotsky (1978) encouraged the 

study of task accomplishment by means of studying the 

individual 's process of completing a task rather than a 

judgment based on the task completion. He believed that 

concentrating on the process provides a dynamic view of what 

the individual is able to do. Such analysis allows others to 

view the individual 's ability under the existing 

circumstances rather than the individual's ability on an 

outside test conducted in a contrived setting. 

Wiggins (1993) likened authentic assessment to players 

in athletic settings . Within this analogy, the players may 

drill skills in isolation, but the true measure of the 

player's ability occurs during a game when she or he is 

actually called upon to use these skills. Students, like the 

players in the game, learn various skills. Unlike the 

players in a game, the student 's ability to use these skills 

under the appropriate circumstances is generally not 

addressed by current standardized testing. Requiring the 

students to participate in a performance which necessitates 

using the information is "highly contextual, involves 



59 

constant judgment in adapting knowledge, and places an 

emphasis on habits of mind, not learnedness" (Wiggins, 1993, 

p. 210). 

Zessoules and Gardner (1991) cited four different 

examples of authentic assessments conducted in educational 

settings. These assessments included a fourth grade 

manipulative science test, a high school choreography class, 

a ninth grade English class for future playwrights, and a 

high school visual arts class. Through the use of reflective 

writing, discussions, multiple opportunities to "perform," 

and documentation collected over time, assessment was 

combined with instruction and learning. In all of these 

situations, both the teachers and the students reported 

gaining greater understandings of the processes and their 

final products. They concluded that if assessments were only 

placed at the end of the semester or unit, they would remain 

evaluative rather than emphasizing complex processes and 

understandings in an authentic assessment environment. 

Hein (1991) supported the use of performance testing in 

science. He believed that assessing while students were "in 

process" captured more of the student's understanding . These 

assessments included observation, drawing, verbal response, 
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written records, and products. In one portion of the 

assessing, students were required to use a microscope to 

draw what was seen. Hein observed that student responses to 

this questioning were more indicative of what they could do 

and what they knew than answers on a multiple-choice test. 

Proponents of constructivist and developmentally 

appropriate practices in literacy instruction promote 

authentic literacy assessments that are on-going and 

situated (Au, Scheu, Kawakami, & Herman, 1990; Cambourne & 

Turbill, 1990; Garcia & Pearson, 1991; Harp, 1991; Tierney, 

Carter, & Desai, 1991, Valencia & Pearson, 1987). As 

suggested in other fields of study, the current practice of 

multiple choice testing for reading does not develop higher 

psychological processes, critical readers, or the ability to 

use the literacy skills under normal circumstances. 

Traditional testing in reading does not allow the 

reader to interact and respond to the text using a 

constructivist definition. The test scores gained from this 

testing provide the means to compare and classify the 

students, but they do not provide the information needed to 

teach the students effectively (Clay, 1990) . Thus, new 



assessments need to follow the same approach that natural 

learning theory follows (Carnbourne & Turbill, 1990). 

Teacher-based assessment in literacy using naturalistic 

techniques supports the idea that instructional decision

making takes place in the classroom (Johnston, 1987). 
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In classroom settings, teachers get formal and informal 

knowledge about their students on a daily basis. Through 

regular observation and documentation of her or his 

performances and understandings (Chittenden, 1991), a 

student's knowledge is made visible. Using a diversity of 

techniques in a variety of settings gets closer to the 

student learning (Perrone , 1991) . These observations and 

samplings provide the teacher with some sense of the 

students ' abilities . From this perspective, classroom 

teachers are the experts on the students that they teach 

(Carroll & Carini , 1991; Johnston , 1987). 

Of all the authentic assessments, portfolios have been 

used as a means of capturing these authentic assessments in 

educational settings from elementary school to college-level 

course work (Ford , Anderson, Bruneau , & Scanlan, 1996; 

Krause, 1996; Mosenthal , 1994; Ohlhausen & Ford, 1990 , 

Valencia & Place, 1994; Wile, 1994). Portfolios, systematic 
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collections of student work that represent individuals as 

learners (Belanoff & Dickson, 1991; Flood, Lapp, & Monken, 

1992 ; Graves & Sunstein, 1992; Hansen, 1992a; Paulson, 

Paulson , & Meyer, 1991; Rief, 1990; Tierney et al., 1991; 

Valencia , 1990), provide the information that can help 

design and plan for learning. Burke (1992) stressed, "the 

power of the portfolio is the process of selection; the 

articulation of why the piece is good or why it still needs 

work; the self-evaluation process, and the ability to see 

growth and develop in specific areas" (p. 178). Portfolios 

are a means of authentic assessments that support the 

constructivist theory of learning. 

Portfolios have been used in other fields for a long 

time . Individuals in the fields of art, modeling, writing, 

and designing create portfolios to display their work. The 

work displayed in these portfolios is a sampling of complete 

works rather than works broken down into brushstrokes or 

individual lines . Works are often titled or captioned in 

order to give the viewer some sense of what the creator 

wants to convey . This collection also gives the viewer an 

idea of the creator ' s abilities. 
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In a discussion of the PROPEL portfolios, Wolf (1989) 

stated that "it (portfolio assessment) offers a humane, 

useful, and generative portrait of development" (p. 39). 

Thus, the purpose of the portfolio is to represent the 

student as a "learner" while the contents of the portfolio 

is to be used for instruction and evaluation purposes. 

Within a socio-constructivist view, five elements guide 

the development of portfolios for use as an assessment tool. 

These elements include: (a) an on-going dynamic assessment 

process, (b) multidimensional evidence of learning, (c) 

collaborative efforts concerning goals, purposes, standards, 

contents and motivations behind selected work, (d) 

individuals who are knowledgeable about the content and 

processes they are assessing, and (e) learning that evolves 

from authentic, purposeful tasks (Valencia, McGinley, & 

Pearson, 1990). Reflective practices must be included in the 

portfolio process in order for the portfolio to be 

considered more than just a collection of work (Arter & 

Spandel, 1992; Hansen, 1994; Seely, 1994). 
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Portfolio Assessment in Teacher Education 

Authentic experiences are critical to the portfolio 

process (Peters , 1991; Wiggins, 1989). For instruction and 

evaluation to be aligned, the evaluation needs to be 

conducted on real experiences. Examples of literacy events 

that create authentic experiences include writer's workshop 

(Graves, 1983), reader's workshop (Routman, 1991), and 

discussions (Gambrell & Almasi, 1996). There is much 

literature on how portfolio assessment might be incorporated 

into all levels of reading and writing instruction (Glazer & 

Brown, 1993; Eggleton , 1990; Lapp & Flood, 1992; Tierney et 

al., 1991; Valencia , 1990) . 

At the college level, literacy instructors have been 

including portfolios as a means of authentic assessment in 

pre-service and in- service teacher education courses. 

Teacher educators use portfolios in methods courses for 

several reasons : to align their assessment practices with 

current theories of teaching and learning, to model current 

authentic assessment practice, and to encourage greater 

engagement in course content (McKinney , Perkins , & Jones, 

1995; McLaughlin & Vogt, 1996; Stahle & Mitchell, 1993; 

Stowell, Rios, McDaniel , & Kelly , 1993; Wile, 1994). 



65 

Research at this level has focused on ownership related to 

item inclusion and evaluation and grading (Ford et al., 

1996; Scanlan & Heiden, 1996), experience and attitude to 

promote usage and motivation (Krause, 1996; Johns & Van 

Leirsburg , 1992; Salinger & Chittenden, 1994; Wagner et al, 

1994), and the use of reflection, dialogue to create 

personal theories of literacy and connections (Mosenthal, 

1994; Mosenthal, Daniels, & Mikkelson, 1993; Wile, 1994). 

Ownership and Grading 

By definition, portfolios are collaborative and 

represent a form of self-assessment (Paulson et al., 1991; 

Tierney et al., 1991; Valencia, 1990). Examination of the 

research in teacher education programs in which portfolios 

are used to evaluate preservice teachers has raised several 

critical issues about grading and ownership (Barton & 

Collins, 1993; Cole, Messner, Swanigan, & Tillman, 1991; 

Scanlan & Heiden, 1996; Wixson, Valencia, & Lipson, 1994). 

Ownership is considered to be essential to portfolio 

assessment, yet grading affects student ownership. 

The issues of grading and ownership have lead to 

questions concerning item inclusion , assessment criteria, 

and portfolio purpose. The questions surrounding these 



issues have caused teacher educators to study their own 

practices (French & Foster, 1992; Hansen, 1992b; Potthoff, 

Carroll , Anderson, Attivo, & Kear, 1996; Wagner et al., 

1994) . 
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Potthoff et al. (1996) looked at the teacher education 

program offered at Wichita State University (WSU). The 

program at WSU emphasized the integration of course work. 

The teacher educators used portfolio assessment in an effort 

to provide another means for the pre-service teachers to 

experience integration across course work and integration of 

course work to work in the field. Portfolios at WSU include 

required elements and student self-selected elements. 

The instructors conducted a content analysis of the 

self- selected items in 127 portfolios created by preservice 

teachers in an undergraduate course in the spring of 1995. 

Using Collins ' (1992) model, the contents were sorted 

according to artifacts , reproductions, attestations, and 

productions . Results showed that 47% of the self-selected 

items were unit plans or lesson plans. Additionally, 80% of 

the self-selected items were artifacts. The overall tendency 

for the self-selected items was sameness. Students generally 

selected items that were assigned and created for various 



course work during the teacher education program and 

directed toward course goals. 
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These results caused these 5 teacher educators to 

modify their portfolio practices. First, they queried 

whether the preservice teachers fully understood 

integration. They realized the importance of explicitly 

addressing integration . Second, since student self-selected 

items were mostly teacher-assigned items rather student 

created ones, the teacher educators are revising their 

portfolio plan to establish goals and criteria. This 

revision includes student involvement during the planning. 

Last, establishing and clarifying the purpose of the 

portfolio needs to be addressed. 

Barton and Collins (1993) support these modifications 

for portfolio assessment . The three overall characteristics 

that they used to guide portfolio development in their 

teacher education courses are purpose , evidence, and 

assessment criteria . They delved into the portfolio usage 

for literacy teachers and science teacher involved in 

masters programs at their schools . Both authors indicated 

that emphasizing these characteristics along with instructor 

guidance throughout the process strengthened the program. 
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Additionally, these criteria promoted greater ownership by 

the students. Using these criteria and teacher involvement, 

the teachers felt that their students' portfolios had high 

validity and strengthened the programs. 

Tension is created when determining whether a portfolio 

is a tool for learning or a display for grading (Bird, 1990; 

Mosenthal et al., 1993). This tension gives rise to 

questions around the practice of using the portfolio as 

display/grading. These questions are directly related to the 

reflective writing done with regard to item inclusion. 

Grading could affect the student's reflectivity or lack of 

reflectivity . The possibility that students were saying what 

they thought the instructor wanted to hear. The student's 

writing ability could affect the grade. 

These questions were similar to the ones asked by 

Scanlan and Heiden (1996) . To address these questions they 

decided to bring in an external reviewer to evaluate their 

students ' portfolios. Of the 41 students who submitted 

portfolios for this study, the external reviewer studied 

fifteen randomly chosen portfolios. For 13 of the 15 

portfolios, the reviewer and the instructors assigned grades 



that ranged from identical to a half of a grade different. 

For the other two portfolios, differences were extreme. 
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Besides grading, the reviewer discussed various issues 

about the reflective writing. Concerning the contents of the 

less reflective writings, she stated, "There was no passion. 

It was spitting back stuff, .. They really were academia

ese stuff" (Scanlan & Heiden, 1996, p. 310). Her 

interpretation of these actions was more that the students 

were giving the instructors what they thought was important 

because that is what instructors had given to them. 

The final written product is also an area that clearly 

affects the final grade. Criteria for writing up the 

contents of the portfolio are often included in the 

directions. These criteria might be described as technology, 

clarity of writing, or organization and writing. Scanlan, 

Heiden, and the outside reviewer all agreed that the lack of 

ability to communicate in words created portfolios 

(products) that would be graded less favorably. 

Rubrics (Ford et al., 1996; Routman, 1991) have been 

created to assist in the grading process. They address 

various areas of the portfolio, including issues around 

writing, item inclusion, final products, and specific 



70 

assignments. These rubrics can vary significantly 

(Tierney et al., 1991). 

Stahle and Mitchell (1993) described the portfolios 

used in their reading/language arts methods course for 

preservice teachers. Almost 30 items were designated to be 

included in the portfolio. In addition, the instructor 

designated points. In contrast, other educators discuss 

student inclusion in creating the portfolio, suggesting 

artifacts for inclusion, and organizing for documentation 

(Allen , 1994; Wagner et al., 1994; McKinney, Perkins, & 

Jones , 1995). From these two examples, it is evident that 

ownership varies considerably as a result of the 

instructor ' s portfolio design. 

In a collaborative research effort, 4 teacher educators 

investigated their portfolio grading practices (Ford et al, 

1996) . They came to the overall conclusion that the 

portfolio process was a better way to assist their students 

in becoming literacy teachers. The authors determined that 

three features of the portfolio process contribute to the 

way that portfolios are viewed . 

Ownership of the process was seen as the most important 

factor to determine whether the portfolio was viewed as an 
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assignment or as a more personal opportunity for 

professional development. When students did more than item 

identification in their portfolio, they were seen as taking 

greater ownership of the process. One instructor used a 

student-generated evaluation system to grade lesson plans. 

Although this instructor felt he was taking away ownership, 

the students felt that their opinions and ideas were valued. 

Like other researchers (Barton & Collins, 1993; 

Potthoff et al., 1993; Scanlan & Heiden, 1996), they 

identified clarifying the purpose and setting the standards 

as the other two factors. They further suggested that both 

purpose and standards must be continually addressed 

throughout the process. Discussion throughout all aspects of 

the process is critical. 

Experiences and Attitudes 

Studies examining the attitudes and practices of 

inservice teachers (Dewitz, Carr, Palm, & Spencer, 1992; 

Flood et al., 1992; Hiebert, Hutchinson, & Raines, 1991; 

Johns & Van Leirsburg , 1992) determined that teachers' 

perspectives of the utility and purposes of the portfolio 

varied considerably. Variations in attitudes occurred as a 

result of the teachers' length of experience, amount of 
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control, a n d personal beliefs about how learning occurs. 

Positive a ttitudes were related to the in-service teachers' 

abilities to l ook at broader aspects of reading and writing. 

Teache r confidence increased because the portfolio allowed 

them to make jud gme n ts (Dewi tz et al., 1992). Lack of time, 

lack of training , a nd l ac k o f compatibility with current 

district grading policies created less than favorable 

attitudes . 

College instructors a re making efforts to expose 

preservice teachers to portfolios by requiring them in their 

courses (Allen , 1994 ; Frazier , Palmer, Duchein, & Armato, 

1993 ; Jensen & Shepston , 1994 ; Zidon, 1996). They contend 

that exposure to this form of as sessment will inform 

preservice teachers of new assessme n t practices. 

Hollingsworth (1989) argued that exposure to new and 

contrasting viewpoints benefits prese rvi ce t eachers because 

it forces them to consider new ideas . Coll ege educators 

anticipate that these experiences will cau se the preservi ce 

teachers to examine their attitudes about as s e ssment s o tha t 

they will consider assessment philosophies to take into 

their own classrooms . In a survey conducted by Mokhtari , 

Yellin , Bull, and Montgomery (1996), findings suggested that 
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preservice teachers' attitudes and beliefs were positively 

influenced by the portfolio experience. Similar results were 

reported by Ford and Ohlhausen (1991). 

During the course instructional time in class, college 

instructors familiarize preservice teachers with teaching 

and assessing strategies (Allen, 1994; Frazier et al., 1993; 

Scanlan & Heiden, 1996) . Generally, the instructors present 

these strategi es by modeling. During demonstrations 

instructors attempt to increase preservice teachers' content 

knowledge and application abilities. Effort is made to link 

instruction and assessment to support constructive learning 

theories (Frazier et al., 1993). Preservice teachers are 

responsible for using the strategies and portfolio 

assessment as part of the practicurn with the elementary 

student. 

Frazier et al. (1993) studied a group of 24 preservice 

teachers working with elementary students. During the 

semester , students did individual tutoring in reading and 

writing . The researchers collected students' journals, 

questionnaires , case reports, and portfolios documenting 

these experiences. Analyses of the data revealed benefits 

and confusions concerning portfolio assessment. The 
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motivational outcomes of the process appeared to be the most 

noteworthy benefit. The elementary students and the 

preservice teachers experienced motivation provided by the 

portfolio . 

The preservice teachers reported that focusing on the 

positive increased self-esteem. The portfolios were seen as 

concrete tangible evidence of the growth of the elementary 

students, as well as, their growth as teachers. Ford (1993) 

and Zidon (1996) made similar observations in their studies 

of preservice teachers. 

Another motivational effect was that the elementary 

students developed a positive attitude toward reading, 

writing, and the preservice teachers. The preservice 

teachers realized that by accentuating a student's 

strengths, they were building the student's self-confidence. 

This encouraged the preservice teachers to address the 

affective aspects of instruction and assessment in addition 

to the content knowledge surrounding reading and writing 

(Frazier et al., 1993). 

For the preservice teachers, the portfolio communicated 

that, "These preservice teachers understood that portfolios 

were a way to teach as well as assess" (Frazier et al., 
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1993, p. 308). Creating the portfolio helped the preservice 

teachers further understand the connection of writing and 

reading . While they had been taught about these connections, 

this experience helped to solidify their understanding of 

this concept. The preservice teachers were motivated to 

continue to make use of portfolios assessment. 

Lack of an in-depth understanding of portfolio 

assessment caused concerns and confusions. As a result, some 

preservice teachers did not use the portfolios as they were 

intended . Some of the preservice teachers in Frazier et al. 

(1993) (a) failed to see portfolios as inclusive of 

instruction and assessment, (b) focused on student weakness, 

and (c) limited the portfolio to writing samples. Zidon 

(1 994) noted that student portfolios focused on "how-tos" of 

specific strategies rather than decisions about the 

strategies . These findings demonstrate a one-dimensional use 

of portfolio assessment, which revealed the preservice 

teachers ' confusion about portfolio assessment. Like the 

inservice teachers in Flood et al . (1992) some of these 

preservice teachers saw the portfolio as more of an 

evaluation tool. To eliminate these confusions, instructors 
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need to focus on initial understandings of the portfolio 

process (Wade & Yarbrough, 1996). 

Arter and Spandel (1992) suggested that portfolios lack 

a specific definition. Some definitions define portfolios by 

their purpose (Arter & Spandel, 1992; Collins, 1992). Other 

definitions refer to portfolios as collections used to 

document work, effort, and progress (Bird, 1990; Bloom & 

Bacon, 1995; Paulson et al., 1991). Finally, portfolios have 

been defined as a combination of product and process (Winsor 

& Ellefson, 1995). This lack of definition may cause 

individuals to be uncertain about portfolio development and 

usage. 
carroll, Potthoff, and Huber (1996) surveyed the 

faculty in the Wichita State University undergraduate 

program. They determined that college instructors must all 

articulate the same purpose of the portfolio. If preservice 

teachers are going to understand the purpose and process, 

the purpose must stay a constant. 

Mosenthal (1994) suggested that when constructing 

portfolios, grading practices caused a tension and confusion 

for the students. Researchers discussed the possibility that 

students constructed the portfolio with grading in mind 
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rather than purpose or goals. Scanlan and Heiden (1996) 

speculated about students parroting instructors' words. 

Mosenthal et al. (1993) noted that students chose portfolio 

contents that reflected instructor assignments. Some 

instructors use rubrics that affect student choices during 

portfolio construction (Allen, 1994; Wagner et al., 1994). 

Wade and Yarbrough (1996) concluded that portfolio 

process needs structure to provide scaffolding (Palinscar & 

Brown , 1984). Some undergraduate programs have incorporated 

portfolio-like experiences into the classroom instruction so 

students may gain a better understanding of the process. 

Ford (1993) modeled an experience in which the students had 

to identify something that they had learned since the last 

class meeting. After this, the students had to demonstrate 

proof of this learning . This allowed the students to 

practice identifying learning and justifying it to others. 

Krause (1996) surveyed all of the students in the WSU 

teacher education program. The students were then divided 

into two groups . One group of students collected, selected, 

and reflected on items that represented "YOU" in an 

experience called "My Life in a Bag." This activity 

simulated a portfolio experience . The control group had no 
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such experience. At the end of the semester, both groups 

were given the opportunity to do a free write on their 

understanding of portfolio assessment. Students who 

participated in the simulation demonstrated a greater 

understanding of the portfolio process than the students who 

did not experience the simulation. The researcher suggested 

further study in this area. 

To assist the students with the process, college 

instructors have provided extensive descriptions (Ford, 

1993; Wile, 1994). Wile (1994) broke down the process into 

the phases of introduction, clarification, organization, 

presentation, reflection, and evaluation. Each of the phases 

was thoroughly discussed, defined, and modeled. The 

instructor provided probing questions that forced the 

students to think of what they may need to know in the 

field. Reflective scripts were provided so that the students 

had opportunities to learn how to support their beliefs. 

Wile purported that all of these experiences contributed to 

their professional development. 

Including the students in the development of goals and 

rubrics provides another scaffold for preservice teachers' 

understanding of the purpose and meaning of the portfolio . 
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Allen (1994) reported that students in her reading 

assessment and evaluation course helped to create the goals 

based on the Standards for Reading Professional (IRA, 1992). 

Students also assisted with a portion of the development of 

the grading rubric. During conferences, students reported 

that they had modified the criteria to make them more 

meaningful . After considering all of the portfolios, Allen 

determined that in the future more student input was needed 

concerning specific criteria of the portfolio development. 

Guidance during the portfolio process contributes to 

greater understanding . This guidance is provided through 

peer and teacher conferences during the semester (Allen, 

1994; Ford, 1993 ; Ohlhausen & Ford; 1992; Wagner et al., 

1994) . Interim reviews allowed the students to clarify and 

revise portfolio artifacts (Wagner et al., 1994). Ford 

(1993) used a " Dear Reviewer" letter midway through the 

semester. These letters and artifacts are turned in to the 

instructor. After the letters and portfolios, the instructor 

writes a letter that provides feedback to the student. The 

students, then , can make adjustments as a result of the 

feedback . Opportunities to view others ' portfolios and to 

receive feedback about their own portfolios increased their 



80 

understanding. This guidance creates apprenticeship settings 

(Rogo ff, 1990) which are supported by Vygotsky's (1978) 

theory of learning with a more competent peer. 

Wolf, Whinery, and Hagerty (1995) recommended portfolio 

conversations . These teacher educators studied their own 

practice of using portfolios. Through lack of understanding 

and focus, they found that the conversations were not 

helpful . They suggested several conditions which were needed 

for the conversations, including (a) a focus on teaching 

artifacts, (b) established guidelines, (c) organized 

discussion groups and (d) portfolio contents built around 

certain goals, criteria , or teaching enterprise. 

They offered a portfolio conversation format similar to 

Writers ' Workshop (Atwell, 1987; Calkins, 1985; Graves, 

1983). The portfolio author presents an artifact to the 

group , poses a question, and invites feedback. After the 

discussion occurs , the author considers the groups' ideas, 

identifies what was learned, and makes a commitment of 

action to be taken . Wolf et al. (1995) believed that by 

following this practice, they would become more informed 

about their teaching . Additionally, their preservice 

teachers would experience a process that will help them 



become better at implementing portfolios in their 

classrooms. 

Reflective Practices 
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In the past, teachers have been characterized as 

technicians without decision-making abilities like other 

professionals (Goodman, Shannon, Freeman, & Murphy, 1988; 

Shannon , 1987). They claimed that through the use of basal 

reading series and standardized testing teachers lose power. 

The change in learning theory to a constructive paradigm has 

caused educators to rethink the role of the teacher in the 

classroom . 

Studies suggest that reading instruction is more than a 

set of actions prescribed by a teacher's guide (Duffy, 

Roehler , & Putnam, 1987). In this paradigm, teachers need to 

be decision-makers, not technicians. Borko and Niles (1982) 

stated that, "Within a decision-making perspective the 

teacher is seen as an active agent who makes decisions that 

guide her or his actions in the classroom" (p. 127). 

Researchers in reading reported that it is necessary for 

teachers ' actions to consist of the ability to monitor and 

adjust as they integrate information about the students, the 

subject matter, the available materials, and any other 
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el ements re l evant to the context (Borko & Niles, 1982; Duffy 

& Ro e hler, 1 986; Duffy, Roehler, Meloth, & Putnam, 1986). 

These abilities a llow teachers to make thoughtful decisions 

and take informed action. 

According to Dewe y (191 6 ) , reflection is an ethical 

attempt to inform our futur e act i ons. It allows an 

individual to t a ke action in t h e midst of an event or after 

an event . Knapp (199 3 ) define d reflection as a way to relive 

and recapture an e xperience in order to make sense of it, to 

learn from it, and to develop n ew understandings and 

appreciations. Vygotsky (1978) argued that language develops 

through thought . He believed that through dialogical 

processes individuals are able to move t o higher levels of 

thinking . Reflection provides opportunities for these 

dialogical processes to occur . 

Hatton and Smith (1995) noted that since reflection is 

a thoughtful process not associated with t eachi ng, it needs 

to be taught . In Educating the Refl ectiv e Pract i tioner, 

Donald Schon (1983) discussed the nece ssity of prepar i ng 

individuals to be reflective. He recommended the us e of 

practicum settings and conversations to gain this skill . 
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Portfolio assessment provides a setting and a vehicle 

for using reflection to make learning visible. In the 

classroom, reflective practices bolster technical and 

practical thinking (Schon, 1983). Technical thinking focuses 

on the technical application of educational knowledge. 

Practical thinking focuses on analyzing and clarifying 

experiences in an attempt to make decisions on curriculum. 

Portfolio assessment practiced in school settings has 

created opportunities for inservice teachers to reflect on 

their students and on their teaching. In Dewitz et al. 

(1992) , inservice teachers reported that they were able to 

identify the areas where children really needed help so that 

they could emphasize that while teaching. Its use raised 

inservice teachers ' self-confidence and perceptions of their 

abilities . Researchers (Lamme & Hysmith, 1991; Salinger & 

Chittenden, 1994) highlighted the use of the portfolio to 

document student growth in order to support and inform 

teachers ' decisions . Promoting reflective actions in the 

classroom promotes inquiry-oriented teaching which fosters 

consideration of the process of learning as opposed to the 

product of learning . Yet , tension is created when there is a 

discrepancy in using the portfolio as a means to document 



growth or to document completion (Heibert & Hutchinson, 

1991; Heibert, Hutchinson, & Raines, 1991). 
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Gomez, Graue, and Bloch (1991) emphasized that the use 

of portfolio assessment and more reflective practices will 

fall squarely on the shoulders of the teachers. Inservice 

teachers will need training and support to develop all of 

these skills. 

Accordingly, the use of portfolios as a tool for 

developing reflective practices is advocated in teacher 

education programs (Barton & Collins, 1993; Wade & 

Yarbrough, 1996; Zeichner & Liston, 1987). Reflective 

practices in the portfolio process provide opportunities (a) 

to integrate both assessment and instruction and practical 

knowledge and conceptual knowledge through conversation 

(Ford & Ohlhausen, 1991; Freidus, 1997; Wade & Yarbrough, 

1996), (b) to use assessment to be empowered to make 

informed decisions (Loughran & Corrigan, 1995; Wagner et 

al., 1994), {c) to encourage ownership of learning (Mokhtari 

et al., 1996; Seely, 1994), and (d) to develop self

assessing and self-regulating practices (McKinney, Perkins, 

& Jones, 1995). Loughran and Corrigan (1995) emphasized that 

the portfolio was not just a place to amass papers, but it 
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was an artifactual tool used to encourage students to 

reflect on their learning about teaching in order to make 

connections. 

Integration during Reflection 

Reflection promotes integration. Researchers (Barton & 

Collins , 1993 ; Biddle & Lasley, 1991; Ford & Ohlhausen, 

1991) indicated that the portfolio served as a mechanism for 

students to think through the connectedness of ideas and to 

construct meanings based on their own emerging 

understandings . This integration can occur as making 

connections between assessment and instruction or, in the 

case of inservice teachers , as the integration of content 

knowledge and practice in the field. Portfolios provide an 

opportunity for integration in both of these areas to occur. 

Mosenthal (1994) studied his own literacy methods in 

order to move from mastery of literacy content to 

integration of content and experience. In order to do this, 

he included an authentic experience in which preservice 

teachers interacted with an elementary student. The 

preservice teachers were required to keep reflective logs on 

these sessions . The instructor collected these logs and 

responded to them several times throughout the semester. 
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At various points, conferences were held with groups of 

students to reflect on field experiences. As promoted by 

Tierney et al. (1991) and Valencia (1990), the focus of 

these conferences were for students to reflect on their 

experiences and to set goals for future field sessions. The 

final experience was the construction of a portfolio, which 

was composed of artifacts, and layers of written reflections 

to explain how the artifacts were selected. 

Mosenthal reported on 1 student, Holly, who described 

interactions between Billy, an elementary student, and 

herself in order to document her learning about the role of 

engagement and motivation for the elementary student. Holly 

documented her attempt to help Billy make a connection 

between a class assignment and his own personal experience 

in order to get him motivated and engaged in the assignment. 

Holly did not just reproduce course work, but rather she 

synthesized it. Mosenthal (1994) argued that the "portfolio 

has the potential to integrate mastery and construction when 

the context of the instruction is restructured to facilitate 

this integration" (p . 416). 

Loughran and Corrigan (1995) supported this view in 

their study of preservice science teachers. Integration can 
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occur within the portfolio process provided that there is a 

context created f o r it . They determined that for many of 

their preservice t e a c h ers, it was necessary to identify an 

audience in order fo r t h e students to integrate. 

Students can produce wo rk that is more or less 

integrated (reflective) (LaBoskey, 1994). Holly's work 

(Mosenthal , 1994) represente d wo rk that was more integrated 

because of her inte rpretati ons . However, students can create 

portfolios that seem to "parrot" t he content that was 

covered during the course (Frazi e r et al., 1993; Scanlan & 

Heiden, 1996 ) . Mosenthal et al . (1 993 ) noted the high number 

o f students that used activity a s signmen ts to document 

l earning. Written statements relate d t o t h ese assignments 

were often descriptive rather than inte r pretive. Niles and 

Bruneau (1994) reported on Melinda who s e work was less 

i ntegrated because it identified conte nt , unl ike Kathy whose 

explanations demonstrated that she wanted to know why. 

Decision-making during Reflection 

Teachers who think about and understand thei r own 

b e l ief structure are less dependent on the existing 

s t ructure of the school environment (Shulman, 1987) . The se 

t eachers are empowered in their classrooms because they are 
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decisions-makers. They are no longer technicians 

implementing someone else's prescription (Stewart & Paradis 

1993) . In her study of 4 teachers' reading instruction, 

Buike (1980) discovered that teachers' decisions focused on 

materials rather than instruction . She concluded that 

teachers needed to learn how to teach reading and how to 

think about teaching reading. 

Reflective thinking during the portfolio process 

creates opportunities for decision-making. When creating a 

portfolio , individuals make decisions about how much 

evidence, what to include, how to organize, and then decide 

what the evidence means (Barton & Collins, 1993) . Being able 

to focus on skills and behavior about themselves or others 

is most important to the development of quality teachers 

(Barber, 1990). 

For preservice teachers, these opportunities to reflect 

can provide visible representations of their beliefs and 

understandings . Such reflections empower the individual to 

take action . Preservice teachers reported that when their 

elementary students were involved in their own assessment, 

the elementary student was able to decide what she or he 

needed to do next (Frazier et al. 1993). Using the portfolio 
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as an instructional tool, individuals are able to determine 

what needs to happen next by reviewing the portfolio 

contents either in their classroom or for personal portfolio 

construction. Through this process Mohktari et al. (1994) 

reported that decision-making skills were strengthened. 

The portfolio purpose and student set goals create a 

basis for decisions (Krause, 1996; McKinney et al., 1995). 

Mosenthal et al. (1993) sorted data gathered from preservice 

teachers' reflective course work by using the three 

categories of content, purpose, and idea/affect statements. 

The final two categories provide information on how 

decisions were made. They concluded that when the portfolio 

is used as a "text," the final two categories are prevalent 

and the portfolio can explain how decisions were made. 

However, in their study they noted that a number of students 

used content statements more frequently than the other two 

categories . These students made decisions, but did not 

provide written interpretation of their decisions. 

Ownership during Reflection 

As teachers practice decision-making, they begin to 

take ownership of classroom practices. Zollman and Jones 

(1994) found that portfolio assessment gave preservice 



teachers the confidence to be individual thinkers. This 

experience allowed them take ownership of their learning. 
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Portfolio assessment requires students to set goals 

which allow them to take ownership of their learning. 

Students often have a greater desire to learn when they have 

choices in thei r paths of learning Researchers (Ford & 

Ohlhausen , 1991 ; Wade & Yarbrough, 1996) encouraged the use 

of portfolio assessment because it encouraged ownership and 

provided a setting for students to document and evaluate 

their learning. Frazier et al. (1993) reported that their 

students were more involved with their own learning. 

Ownership of learning and assessment processes empowers 

students and teachers (Seely , 1994). 

In a survey of preservice teachers conducted by 

Mohktari et al. (1996) , the researchers reported that the 

preservice teachers felt that portfolio assessment was 

beneficial. They concluded that portfolio assessment helped 

preservice teachers to be more self-directed in their 

learning. 

Jensen and Shepston (1994) corroborated these results. 

They studied preservice teachers who created goals centered 

on professional development goals that they documented 
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through portfolio assessment. Student recorded reflective 

statements showed ownership, such as "It made me realize 

that I don't have to just accept my weaknesses--that I can 

change them" and [portfolio assessment is a] means of taking 

responsibility for my learning and development" (p. 14). 

Ownership does not just occur because students have 

created the portfolio. In a survey conducted in preservice 

language arts and science classes, Carroll, Potthoff, and 

Huber (1996) were not convinced that portfolio construction 

created ownership. The portfolio plan, which structured the 

portfolio process , may have contributed to this lack of 

belief. Structured plans , activity assignments, and rubrics 

can create constraints to student ownership (Mosenthal, 

1993; Niles et al., 1994 , Robbins & Ketter, 1996). 

Self-assessment and Self-regulation during Reflection 

Vygotsky (1978) promoted the idea that self-regulation 

is a verbal process . It is the result of a social 

transaction in which interpsychological processes become 

intrapsychological processes. Behaviors are first regulated 

by others, and then individuals become capable of regulating 

themselves. In the portfolio process students have had 

multiple opportunities to dialogue in apprenticeship 
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settings (Rogoff, 1990). During these various settings of 

the portfolio process, the student is placed in the position 

of learning to set and monitor their own goals (Tierney, 

1996) . As they construct their portfolio, individuals have 

the opportunity to engage in self-reflecting experiences. 

Portfolio assessment is aimed at self-discovery and 

goal -setting throughout the process of portfolio 

development. Students have the opportunity to examine newly 

acquired professional knowledge within a setting that allows 

them to create links with prior experiences (Freidus, 1997). 

Ford (1994) required his students to self-assess before they 

began the portfolio process. He presented the portfolio 

process as an on-going reflective process by using "Dear 

Reviewer" and "Dear Student" letters and by encouraging on

going portfolio development. At the end of the semester, 

students created a portfolio in which they were to self

assess their learning. Ford determined that his students 

were capable of self-assessing their knowledge and habits. 

During the final grading of the portfolio, all of the 

students assessed themselves as doing "A" work. Of the 

sampling, 2 of the students used the course rubric to guide 

their decision about goal accomplishment. Another student, 



Belinda, followed her own path of assessing based on her 

classroom . Because of the differences in the reflective 

processes , Belinda's growth and change was not as apparent 

as the other students'. 

Allen (1994) indicated that her preservice teachers 

used reflection in portfolio construction and during the 

course . However, when it came to a final decision, the 

students were reluctant to grade themselves. Students 

reported that one grade could not measure the effort that 

had been put into the portfolio. Comments from students 

indicated that they had accomplished their goals. 
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Self-assessment requires individuals to be interpretive 

while they are reflecting. When interpretations are lacking, 

portfolios only represent course content (Mosenthal, 1994; 

Mosenthal et al., 1993; Ohlhausen & Ford, 1992). The 

individual's intent is unknown if the item is only 

identified. When an individual engages in reflective, self

assessing, interpretive dialogue, then they reveal their 

understandings to others and learn more about themselves. 

Freidus (1997) suggested that all students might not 

understand what it means to engage in reflection. Results 

from her study indicated that even in a supportive 



environment with social interaction some students did not 

know how to reflect. She speculated that some individuals 

might n eed direct instruction on how to be reflective. 

Portfolio Assessment Summary 
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Classroom discourse has followed a recitation pattern 

throughout this centur y (Hoetker & Ahlbrand, 1969; Schmuck & 

Schmuck, 1992 ; Thayer, 1928 ) . Recitation is a three-part 

pattern of initi a tion, response, and evaluation, IRE (Mehan, 

1 979 ) . Teachers h ave reported using this pattern because it 

i s the manner in which the y de t ermine what the students have 

l earned (Pate & Breme r , 1967) . Questions in these setting 

are generally lower level questioni ng which have a right and 

wrong answer. 

Studies have been conduct e d and efforts have been made 

to change this classroom pra cti ce because this format does 

not meet the needs of all of the s t uden ts i n the classroom 

(Au & Mason , 1981 ; Heath , 1983) . Cazden (1 988 ) and 

Go l denberg (1992) have promoted discourse in the c l a ss room 

that are more similar to conversations . Applebee and Lan ger 

(1983 ) proposed the use of language in the classroom t h a t 

ass i sts performances. Barnes (1995) believed that when 
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students have the opportunity to discuss, these discussions 

allow them to rehearse their ideas and gain clarity on their 

thinking . 

In her study of classroom practices during reading 

instruction, Durkin (1978-197 9) reported that the majority 

of the teaching was done through the use of lower level 

questioning strategies . Current reading theory (Cochran

Smith, 1984; Heath, 1983) promotes the sociocultural theory 

of learning (Bruner, 1978; Vygotsky, 1978). This paradigm 

supports the constructive nature of learning. Lower level 

questioning strategies used in standardized testing does not 

promote this paradigm . 

The change in the teaching of reading has caused the 

need for a change in the assessing of reading. Traditional 

assessment practices are removed from the real purposes and 

uses of literacy . Theorists (Shepard, 1989; Wiggins, 1989, 

1993) have recommended the use of more authentic practices 

for the classroom teacher. As a result, portfolio assessment 

has been the authentic assessment that has been most widely 

investigated at all levels of education (Krause, 1996 ; 

Valencia, 1990). 
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Research has been conducted in preservice teacher 

education courses at the college level as a means of 

introducing the students to a form of assessment that they 

may encounter in the future. These studies have discussed 

issues surrounding the portfolio as a means o~ assessment, 

which include ownership (Ford et al., 1996), engagement 

(Wile , 1994), motivation (Krause, 1996), and reflective 

practices (Mosenthal, 1994). Results of these investigations 

have encouraged further research be conducted to determine 

how portfolio assessment can be used as a reliable and valid 

measure of an individual's learning. 



CHAPTER III 

METHODOLOGY 

The purpose of this study was to explore the patterns 

of classroom discourse in a college reading course using the 

portfolio process. Written transcripts of the audio 

discourse and photocopies of the written discourse of the 

portfolio process were examined to investigate the following 

questions : 

1 . What characterizes the instructor and student 

discourse of teaching , assessing, and learning in the seven 

settings of the portfolio process in a college level reading 

class? 

2. Is there evidence of student discourse that 

demonstrate a variance in the level of integration 

(learning) of teaching and assessing in a college reading 

course using the portfolio process? 

3. Is there evidence of patterns of student discourse 

that demonstrate self-assessment in a college reading course 

using the portfolio process? 
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Inquiry throughou t the study focused on the discourse 

within an instructional setting in which the instructor 

utilized the portfolio proc ess to famil i arize the pre-

service teachers with a form of assessment that integrates 

instruction and evaluation (Sta hl e & Mitchell, 1993). This 

chapter provides a description of the methodological 

procedures used in the research study. Those procedures are 

presented under the following headings: (a) Research Design, 

(b) Trustworthiness, (c) Selection of Si te for Data 

Collection (Pilot Study 1) , (d) Selection of Subjects, (e) 

Setting and Context, (f) Tools of I n qui r y , (g) Role of the 

Researcher, (h) Data Collection Pro c edures, (i ) Pilot Study 

2, and (j) Data Analysis. 

Research Design 

The qualitative design of this study i s s uppor t ed by 

the basic assumption that qualitative research i s c o ncern ed 

with process rather than product (Merriam, 1988) . It is 

important to gain an understanding of the discourse that 

occurs in the portfolio process. This understanding is 

necessary to determine how instruction and evaluation are 

being integrated by individuals in classrooms using the 

portfolio process as a means of assessment and 



99 

self-assessment . A research approach that is qualitative 

also can be described as occurring in a natural setting, 

participant observational, phenomenological, constructivist, 

and interpretive (Erickson, 1986). 

Qualitative research requires a natural setting for the 

source of the data. Bogdan and Biklen (1992) pointed out 

that when individuals are interested in studying the "hows" 

or "the nature of" people, events, ideas, or attitudes, 

identification of the specific setting in which they occur 

is critical. The phenomenon is studied in a specific setting 

so that the interaction occurs within the natural setting. 

Cronbach (1975) supports the use of a natural setting for 

qualitative research and used the phrase "interpretation in 

context " (p . 123) to indicate the proximity of the data to 

the setting. 

Naturalistic inquiry (Lincoln & Guba, 1985) relies on 

field study to gather data. This research paradigm was 

essential to this study because naturalistic inquiry 

promotes the divergent paths of the phenomena under study 

rather than a convergent path that leads to a single truth 

(Guba & Lincoln, 1981). The portfolio process as a means of 
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assessment requires documentation that allows for individual 

differences among the participants. 

The case study is "useful in presenting basic 

information about areas of education where little research 

has been conducted" (Merriam, 1988, p. 27). The research 

offered in this study is an attempt to identify discourse 

patterns of teaching , learning, and assessing that occur in 

the portfolio process. Yin (1984) indicated that case study 

was suited to situations in which the phenomenon could not 

be separated from the context. 

"A descriptive case study in education is one that 

presents a detailed account of the phenomenon under study" 

(Merriam, 1988, p. 27). Hiebert (1991) claimed that 

descriptive research in classrooms would be needed to 

validate the use of teacher-based assessment. She purported 

that such studies had the potential to document the notion 

that instruction and assessment are closely related when 

studied in their natural setting. 

Using a descriptive case study was paramount to the 

reporting of the discourse of teaching , learning, and 

assessing in the portfolio process . Merriam (1988) stated, 

"Descriptive means that the end product of a case study is a 
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rich, 'thick' description of the phenomenon under study (p. 

11). Therefore, reporting the findings of the discourse of 

teaching, learning, and assessing was best achieved through 

the use of a descriptive case study. 

The qualitative case study was employed to clarify the 

discourse in the portfolio process. Merriam (1988) 

identified four characteristics that are essential 

properties of qualitative case study. These four 

characteristics are (a) particularistic, (b) descriptive, 

(c) heuristic, and (d) inductive. These characteristics are 

present in this study of the discourse of teaching, learning 

and assessing. The study is a description of phenomena that 

emerged from a specific situation that offers insight into 

the discourse of the portfolio process. 

Trustworthiness 

The validity and reliability that is required by the 

positivistic approach to research is equally important to a 

naturalistic approach to research (Erlandson, Harris, 

Skipper , & Allen, 1993; Lincoln & Guba, 1985; Merriam, 

1988) . Trustworthiness in naturalistic research is the 

counterpart to validity and reliability in positivistic 
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research. Four criteria are considered in the process of 

measuring the trustworthiness of naturalistic inquiry. These 

criteria are: truth value, applicability, consistency, and 

neutrality (Lincoln & Guba, 1985). 

Establishing trustworthiness in naturalistic inquiry 

occurs "by the use of techniques that provide truth value 

through credibility, applicability through transferability, 

consistency through dependability, and neutrality through 

confirmability" (Erlandson et al., 1993, p. 132). Building 

trustworthiness into qualitative research establishes the 

basis for methodological soundness that are parallel to the 

validity and reliability encountered in the positivistic 

approach to research. Truth value was established in this 

study of the discourse of the portfolio process through 

prolonged observation, persistent observation, 

triangulation, referential adequacy materials, peer 

debriefing, purposive sampling, member checking, ethical 

principles, thick description, auditors, and an audit trail. 

Prolonged Engagement 

In order to experience all the components of the 

portfolio process, every class session held throughout the 
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semester was attended and recorded. This assisted in 

developing an understanding of how the portfolio process 

evolves. Attendance throughout the semester also allowed 

viewing of the distortions that are caused by ordinary 

events, such as Halloween and beginning and ending the 

semester . Distortions occurred among the participants as 

each new part of the portfolio process was introduced and 

then changes were witnessed as the participants became more 

familiar with each process. 

Presence during all class sessions helped develop 

rapport and trust with the student participants of the 

study. The rapport and trust that developed with the 

instructor served as a model for the college students. 

Persistent Observation 

According to Lincoln and Guba (1985) persistent 

observation "adds salience to a study that otherwise might 

appear to be no more than a mindless immersion" (p. 304). 

Persistent observation allowed the data collection to remain 

the focus of the study. The queries and interpretations that 

arose during preliminary analysis of the data provided a 
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surface level understanding for a more in-depth 

understanding as the study progressed. 

At the onset of the data collection, the audiotapes and 

fieldnotes were dominated by teacher talk. Questions arose 

as to when and how the students would be afforded equal 

opportunity to talk. The answer to this question became more 

apparent in the written documents, peer conferences, 

portfolio, and final portfolio conference. 

Member Checking 

Guba and Lincoln (1981) recommend member checking 

throughout the collecting of the data. Member checking is 

critical to the internal validity and credibility of the 

study (Lincoln & Guba, 1985) . During the data collection 

portion of this study, the instructor played the most 

significant role. The fieldnotes were used as a means of 

noting questions and impressions concerning the students' 

behaviors. These fieldnotes were discussed with the 

instructor and her reactions recorded in the fieldnotes. 

Instructor 

Informal member checks were held with the instructor 

throughout the data collection. These member checks served 
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to confirm or disconfirm queries concerning the student 

participants, teaching events, and the portfolio process. 

Notations of these member checks appear in the original 

fieldnotes in blue ink. 

After data analysis was in progress, the instructor was 

asked to read a transcript in order to validate that it was 

of her class proceedings. The instructor provided this 

validation. 

Several months into the data analysis, a display chart 

[orange display chart in documentation files] of the current 

state of the analysis was explained to the instructor as it 

related to the validated transcript. The instructor was 

asked to confirm, clarify, and/or disagree with the current 

state of coding. The instructor shared that she felt her 

teaching was intuitive and that she could not really explain 

to anyone how she taught. Although she was unable to explain 

how she taught, she concurred that the current analysis 

described what she did in her classroom and that it was a 

viable interpretation. 

Researchers (Berliner, 1986; Schon, 1983) support the 

instructor's comment concerning the intuitive nature of her 

teaching. Berliner (1986) addressed this issue as it related 
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to the study of expert teachers in the supervising/ 

cooperating teacher role. He stated "a fundamental problem 

in apprenticeship programs is that experienced and expert 

practitioners very often lack the ability to articulate the 

basis for their expertise and skill" (p. 7). An individual 

may do something extremely well but because of the tacit 

nature of that knowledge not have the ability to articulate 

what it is that she or he does (Schon, 1983). 

During this meeting, the identities of the students to 

be reported in this document were shared with the 

instructor. The instructor concurred with the subject 

selection. As a result of this meeting the existing 

categories, themes, and patterns continued to be used to 

analyze the data. 

Students 

Since the students, who are reported on in this 

document, were not selected until after the completion of 

the data collection phase of this study, no meetings were 

held with them until after data analysis was completed. The 

students validated their portfolio. They also listened to 

their tape and verified that was their conference with the 

instructor. Questions that had arisen during the process of 
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analysis were asked in order to insure the accuracy of some 

of the impressions that had been noted. 

During the data collection phase, all student 

participants were considered part of the study. Questions 

were asked of the students as a means of clarifying a 

question or idea that occurred during the class session. 

These checks are noted in the fieldnotes and several 

responses were tape-recorded at the end of the class 

recordings. Notes were made on transcripts when a recording 

was made. 

Auditor 

Since the researcher was also the transcriber, the 

assistance of an outside auditor was sought to validate the 

accuracy of the transcripts. The auditor was trained in the 

method of transcribing and then the transcriptions were 

edited for accuracy. Changes were discussed and 

transcriptions were corrected as needed. 

The auditor was a senior in college, seeking a degree 

in education. She was completing her last class and was 

student teaching in the fall. Prior to attending college, 

she had worked as a teaching assistant for a number of years 
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and had served as a volunteer in a variety of school 

programs. Her knowledge of portfolios was the result of 

making portfolios for several of her undergraduate courses. 

Triangulation 

Triangulation of data is important to naturalistic 

inquiry (Lincoln & Guba, 1985; Merriam, 1988; Patton, 1980). 

According to Lincoln and Guba (1985), each piece of 

information that is a part of the study needs to be expanded 

by one other source. For example, if an idea emerges from 

the interview, it needs to be confirmed by a second 

interview or a second method. 

Multiple sources of data were used to confirm the 

findings as they emerged. In this setting, it was impossible 

to look only at one source of data. Because of the 

interconnectedness of the portfolio process itself, 

triangulation occurred out of necessity. Several different 

sources of data were constantly being compared in order to 

gain an understanding of the process. For example, it was 

impossible to understand the portfolio conference in 

totality without having the portfolio available. 
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Referential Adequacy Materials 

Erlandson et al. (1993) stated, "Referential adequacy 

materials support credibility by providing context-rich, 

holistic materials that provide meaning to support data 

analysis, interpretation and audits (p. 139) ."Materials 

that were distributed to the students throughout the study 

were collected. These documents include journal articles, 

reading buddy interest inventory, book lists, a KWL chart, 

retelling protocol, and course syllabus. They have been 

placed in the Referential Adequacy Materials notebook as a 

part of the audit trail. This collection of materials 

supports the understanding of this study because the 

participants often refer to these documents during different 

phases of the portfolio process. The materials are 

particularly important during the final portfolio 

conference. 

Although every participant received these materials, 

the discourse surrounding their meaning is unique to the 

individual . These materials have been placed in the audit 

trail with samples of participant discourse to demonstrate 

the divergent interpretations. 
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Peer Debriefing 

Peer debriefing is an important part of the research 

process because seeking input concerning hypotheses and 

queries from other professionals outside the context of the 

study makes the study more credible (Erlandson et al., 

1993). The first peer debriefing was held in early February 

1997 at the beginning of the data analysis with two other 

college reading instructors. The analogy of portfolio 

assessment and one-design sailboat racing was shared with 

the college instructors. They agreed that this analogy was 

appropriate and that it did help explain why each of the 

students was developing a different interpretation. 

As categories were emerging, the interpretation of 

these events became unclear. As a result of a second 

debriefing in late February with these same instructors, one 

of the instructors suggested that some of the categories of 

discourse were related to Bloom's Taxonomy. 

A third peer debriefing was held in March of 1997 with 

a n i nstructor from another university. The instructor also 

t a u ght l anguage arts courses and used a form of portfolio 

assessment. The existing categories were explained to the 

instructor, including examples of how the participants were 
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using the discourse in this setting. The instructor agreed 

that the current categories seemed to be working and that 

the next part of the analysis might be to look for the 

patterns involving the current categories. 

A fourth peer debriefing in May 1997 occurred with a 

sociology doctoral student who was knowledgeable of 

qualitative methodology and computer technology. The current 

processes of analysis were verbally articulated to the point 

that the sociology student could verbally replicate the 

process and, then, assist with the production of tables and 

graphs. 

A fifth peer debriefing was held in June 1997 with an 

occupational therapy instructor at a local community 

college. The instructor was knowledgeable of portfolios 

through her own usage of them with her students. The college 

was in the process of investigating the use of portfolios 

that were kept throughout the student's schooling and 

clinical practicum. In this debriefing, the concept that the 

college students were using the portfolio process as a means 

of "rehearsing" their understandings of what was being 

taught and how those understandings could be analyzed 

through Bloom's Taxonomy was shared with the community 
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college instructor. She challenged the idea because of the 

difference in their program portfolio verses the one 

semester course portfolio being studied. This debriefing 

brought to the surface the importance of sustaining the 

portfolio process so that the students would not stay at one 

level of the taxonomy, but that they could be encouraged to 

move to other levels as their knowledge and understandings 

grew. 

Thick Description 

Generalizing the findings of a qualitative case study 

is enhanced through the use of thick description. This 

intense description is provided "so that anyone else 

interested in transferability has a base of information 

appropriate to the judgment" (Lincoln & Guba, 1985, 

pp. 184-185). Use of specific quotations from the 

participant's discourse provides support for the 

interpretations that are reported in this document. 

Audit Trail 

An audit trail was maintained. Such trails are created 

in order to provide "dependability and confirmability" 
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(Erlandson et al., 1993, p. 148) of the study. The audit 

trai l consists of the raw data, data reduction files, the 

fi e l dnotes, coding processes, referential adequacy materials 

not e b ook, and visual displays used to organize the data 

analysi s. Th e original audiotapes are considered a part of 

the aud i t t r ai l; however, they remain in an office filing 

cabinet at the university in order to maintain the 

confidential ity of the participants. 

Selection of Site for Data Collection 

Pi lot Study 1 

Pilot Study 1 was conducted in 11 classrooms ranging 

from the first grad e t o sixth grade and a college-level pre-

service teacher education class during the spring and fall 

of 1995. The different types o f classrooms investigated 

included self- con t a ined r e gu l ar education, talented and 

gifted education , multi -age groupings, college reading 

course , and a r eading s peci a li s t c l assroom. Focus on the 

purpose of the study was maintained due to personal 

experience in these areas of teaching . 

Through extensive reading in the a rea of p or tfo lio 

assessment , it was determined that the majority of the 
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research on portfolio assessment focused on grading, 

constructing, and attitudes of the various audiences about 

portfolio assessment. The purpose of the pilot study was to 

identify: (a) a working definition of portfolio assessment, 

(b) a model of instructional conversation that promotes a 

link between instruction and assessment, and (c) evidence of 

a connection between Vygotsky's theories of learning and 

portfolio assessment. 

All of the participants of this study were experienced 

classroom teachers. The population of the study represents a 

wide range of experience with portfolio assessment from no 

experience to 5 years of experience. It is important to note 

that several of the participants in this study were 

specifically identified by known authors/presenters of 

portfolio assessment as being experts in the area of 

portfolio assessment. All individuals involved in the pilot 

study expressed a willingness to participate in the study 

that would result from this pilot study. 

The qualitative methods of participant observation, 

fieldnotes, and informal interviews were used to collect the 

data for all the sites in the pilot study. Audiotaping and 

videotaping were used at only one site. 
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Notes from the audiotapes and videotapes, fieldnotes 

and interviews were reviewed. Criteria for site selection 

were established as a result of the review of the data. The 

need to study an expert as opposed to a novice in the 

portfolio process in order to glean the most insight about 

the discourse that supports the portfolio process was 

revealed in the pilot study. Berliner (1986) supports the 

study of expert teachers because they can "provide the 

exemplary performances from which we can learn" (p. 6). For 

this study, the criteria of training and experience were 

determined to be the attributes of the expert. See 

Appendix A for a pilot study 1 findings. 

The individuals, who possessed all the criteria 

necessary to be considered for this study, were a first 

grade teacher and a teacher education professor. Of the 2 

identified instructors at these sites, the first-grade 

teacher was eliminated because the teacher was going to be 

teaching kindergarten the following year. The instructor 

would not be introducing the portfolio process to the 

students until later in the school year. Since the data were 

to be collected in the Fall of 1996, the college instructor 

was approached concerning participation in the study. 
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Gaining Entry 

Following procedures for gaining access (Glesne & 

Peshkin, 1992; Miles & Huberman, 1994) the college 

instructor was contacted concerning her willingness to be 

involved in the study. The purpose of the study, the use of 

qualitative methods for data collection (Bogdan & Biklen, 

1992; Creswell, 1994), the research questions, and the time 

frame for data gathering were explained to the college 

instructor. The college instructor was assured that ethical 

considerations would be at the forefront during all aspects 

of the study (Erlandson et al., 1993). Further, every 

assurance was given to the course instructor that the roles 

of participant observer and learner would be upheld and that 

a non-judgmental stance would be maintained during all 

aspects of the study (Glesne & Peshkin, 1992). 

Since the course was conducted in a professional 

development school, the college instructor contacted the 

university and the professional development school liaison 

to obtain verbal permission to conduct the study. The 

college instructor sent a letter indicating that the 

university and the professional development school agreed to 

the study. A letter of informed consent was developed. The 
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Texas Woman's University Human Subjects Review Committee 

reviewed and approved the letter for the subjects to sign. 

See Appendix B for copies of these documents. 

Student Participants 

All enrolled students and the instructor participated 

in the data gathering phase of the study. Student 

participants of the study were 27 pre-service teachers 

enrolled in a college reading course and one instructor. 

Data were collected from each of the participants. All 

enrolled students were considered participants throughout 

the entire data collection phase of the study. 

Due to the plethora of data gathered from each of the 

student participants , the impossibility of reporting on each 

of the participants was discerned. Since the purpose of the 

study was to discover patterns that may occur in the 

discourse and the relationships of these patterns, a 

purposive sampling (Lincoln & Guba, 1985) of the students 

enrolled in the course was deemed most appropriate. This 

sampling technique allowed identification of students from 

which the most would be learned . In an attempt to eliminate 

bias that might be the result of prolonged engagement at the 
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site, a process to determine a purposive sampling' was 

developed. 

Purposive Sampling of Student Participants 

Participant Selection Process 1 

Step 1 of Participant Selection Process 1 

Goetz and LeCompte (1984) use the term criterion-based 

sampling synonymously with purposive sampling. In their 

definition, the criteria needed by the participants to be 

included inthe investigation are established. For the first 

step of subject selection, a system of identifying students 

was developed that incorporated purposive sampling based on 

specific criteria was developed. 

Miles and Huberman (1994) promote the use of summary 

sheets as a means of organizing the data and as a beginning 

phase of data reduction. Following their suggestions, a 

student summary sheet was devised in order to provide a data 

profile of the participants. The instructor's instructions 

and the research question number 3 of this study guided the 

development of this summary sheet. 

As a result of instructions given by the instructor, 

seven criteria were identified that needed to be evident in 
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subjects who would be reported in this document. These seven 

criteria are: (a) prerequisite course (PreR), (b) goals in 

prescribed categories: knowledge, learning environment, 

communication, and reflective teaching (GPC), (c) portfolio 

turned in during final conference (Port), (d) 45-minute 

sessions with reading buddy (Full), (e) 10tutoring sessions 

(Sessions) , (f) attend class regularly (Attend), and (g) 

regularly turned in tutoring reflections (Reflect) . 

Research question number 3, concerning student 

discourse demonstrating growth from other-evaluation 

to self-evaluation, guided the development of two other 

criteria. These criteria are: (a) taking final examination 

(Final) and (b) controlling final conference (CC). 

Item number 7 concerning the number and kind of 

strategies is included on the summary sheet and on the 

table (Strategies) . These items were not used in this step 

of the participant selection. Strategies will be discussed 

further in the next step of this process. 

A summary sheet was completed on each participant. 

Then, the summary sheet information was compiled on Table 1. 

See Appendix C for sample copy of the data reduction sheet. 



Table 

First Roun<i r- ~··- - - --- ·--- · ~.;ummar 

Case Net me Pre GPC Port Full Session 
R 

01 PE2ter y y y y 10 

02 Ret a y y y y 10 

03 Ernie y y y y 10 

0 4 Mitch y y y y 10 

05 Sherry y y y y 10 

06 Steph y y y y 10 
07 Sandy y y y y 10 
08 Sea n y y y y 10 
09 Don y N y N 10 
10 Gail y y y y 10 
11 Annie y y y y 10 
12 DE2an y N y y 9 
13 Ja c kie y y y y 9 
14 Greg y y y y 9 
15 C61thy y y y y 10 
16 Doris y y y y 10 
17 Liz y y y y 10 
18 Hattie y y y y 10 
19 Buddy y y y y 10 
20 Matt y y y y 9 
21 MaryS y y y y 10 
22 Bob N y N y 10 
23 Barbie y y y y 10 
24 Rachel y y y y 8 
25 Emily y y y y 10 
26 Alli son y y y y 10 
27 Bett y y y y y 10 
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As a result of this process, 10 students were not 

considered as candidates for the sampling. This group 

included 4 students who only did nine sessions with their 

reading buddy, 1 student who did not turn in the required 
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reflections, 1 student who did not attend class regularly, 1 

student that did not have goals in prescribed categories, 1 

student that opted to take the final, 1 student who did not 

control the final conference (confirmed by the auditor), and 

1 student that did not take the prerequisite for this 

course . 

Step 2 of Participant Selection Process 1 

Kuzel (1992) identified intensity as a criteria for 

establishing sampling . Intensity (Miles & Huberman, 1994) is 

defined as "information-rich cases that manifest the 

phenomenon intensely, but not extremely (p. 28) ." Intensity 

was considered to be an important criteria for the next 

round of participant selection . 

One of the main objectives of the course was to learn 

assessment strategies. The course instructor had spent six 

class periods addressing specific assessment strategies. In 

order to achieve an intensity sampling, it was deemed 

important that the subjects under consideration had used a 
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majority of the assessment strategies during the tutoring 

sessions. 

A total of seven items were considered to provide 

assessment information about the reading buddy. The seven 

assessment items are interest inventory, word list, miscue 

analysis , retelling, KWL, think aloud, and writing. The 

student 's written reflections, portfolio conference 

transcripts, and portfolio were analyzed in order to 

identify the strategies that the student used during the 

tutoring sessions. At least four of the identified 

strategies needed to be evidenced in the student's data to 

be considered for the next round of selection. 

The information concerning the strategies was gleaned 

from the "strategies used with tutee" item on the data 

reduction sheet. During this round of subject selection, 4 

students who us ed only three of the assessment strategies 

were eliminated (see Table 2). See Appendix C the date 

reduction sheet . 

The first participant selection process resulted in the 

identification of 12 participants with the specified 

criteria to be considered for reporting in this study. The 



Table 2 

First Round ParticiEant Selection based on Assessment Strategy Summary 

Case Name Interest Word Miscue Retell KWL Write Think Total Elim Others Used 
List 

01 Peter X X X X 4 N Semantic Map , 
Brainstorm 

02 Ret a X X X X X 5 y 
03 Ernie X X X 3 y Semantic Map 
04 Mitch X X X X X X 6 N What ' s Different 
05 Sherry* X X X X 4 --- REQUEST 
06 Steph X X X X X 5 N 
07 Sandy X X X 3 y 
08 Sean X X X X X X 6 N 
09 Don* X X X X X X 6 
10 Gail X X X X X 5 N 
11 Annie X X X 3 y Story Frame, 

Brainstorm 
12 Dean* X X X X 4 --- St ory Map, Cloze 
13 Jackie* X X 2 
14 Greg* X X X X 4 
15 Cathy X X X X 4 N 
16 Doris X X 2 y 
17 Liz X X X X X 5 N 
18 Hattie X X X X 4 
19 Buddy X X X X 4 N 
20 Matt* X X X 3 -- - Acrostic 
21 MaryB* X X X X X X 5 --- Story Map, Poems 
22 Bob* X 1 --- Prediction 
23 Barbie X X X X 4 N 
24 Rachel* X X X X 4 - -- Web 
25 Emily X X X 3 
26 Alison X X X X X X 6 N 
27 Betty X X X X X 5 N 
*Eliminated in first round 

....... 
N 
w 

~1t.__.,.._'S 
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12 identified participants were Peter, Mitch, Sean, Gail, 

Cathy, Liz, Hattie, Barbie, Reta, Buddy, Alison, and Betty. 

Participant Selection Process 2 

Since discourse in a college reading course using the 

portfolio process was the focal point of this study, it was 

important to identify criteria that would focus on the 

language used by the students in order to identify the 

participants to be reported in this study. An in-depth study 

of discourse literature reviewed during data analysis guided 

this portion of the selection process. 

Halliday (1 975) described the natural language learning 

process experienced by young children within a natural 

setting . This natural language learning supports the study 

of the development of language as well as the development of 

the cognitive system. Students participating in this reading 

course were developing the language of teaching, learning, 

and assessing through the portfolio process. 

Applebee and Langer (1983) used the natural language 

learning process to study instructional language provided by 

classroom teachers during science lessons . From Halliday's 

(1975) work, they identified criteria that emphasized five 
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aspects of the natural language learning process and 

generalized the criteria to the classroom setting. These 

criteria are: (a) intentionality, (b) appropriateness, 

(c) structure, (d) collaboration, and (e) internalization. 

In this study, these criteria were generalized to the 

language used in the portfolio process. The operational 

definitions and the data used to find evidence of the 

criteria were placed on a chart. Examples of the student's 

language also are included to further illuminate these 

criteria. See Appendix D for the chart with these 

generalizations. 

Each participant 's data were read for evidence of the 

five criteria. The results were recorded on a summary sheet. 

Table 3 was generated to indicate the findings of this step 

of subject selection . See Appendix D for a copy of the 

summary sheet . 

Participant selection process number 2 resulted in the 

identification of 10 students to be considered as the 

participants to be reported on in this study. The students 

identified in this selection process were Peter, Mitch, 

Sean , Gail, Cathy , Liz , Hattie , Buddy, Alison, and Betty. 

Since these 10 students were identified by both of the 



Table 3 

Number Name Intent A22ro2riate Structure Collaboration Internalization Eliminate Comments 

01 Peter y y y y y 

02 Reta N N N y N X Goals, strategies 
03 Ernie y y N y y X Strategies 
04 Mitch y y y y y 
05 Sherry y y y y N X Final conference 
06 Steph y y y y N X Portfolio unclear 
07 Sandy y y N y N X Strategies 
08 Sean y y y y y 
09 Don N y N y y X Sessions, goals 
10 Gail y y y y y 
11 Annie N N y y N X Goals 
12 Dean y y N y y X Sessions 
13 Jackie y y N y y X Sessions 
14 Greg y y N y y X Sessions 
15 Cathy y y y y y 
16 Doris y y N y y X Strategies 
17 Liz y y y y y 
18 Hattie y y y y y 
19 Buddy y y y y y 
20 Matt y y N y y X Strategies 
21 MaryB y y y y N X Final 
22 Bob --- --- --- --- --- X No portfolio 
23 Barbie y N y y y X Goals 
24 Rachel N N N N N X Goals, sessions, 
25 EmilY N y N N N X Goals, reflections 
26 Alison y y y y y 
27 Betty y y y y y ~ 

N 
0'1 

_._. ... ·FR!C: 



selection processes, these 10 students were taken under 

consideration for reporting in this document. Barbie and 

Reta were eliminated because they were not identified by 

both of the processes of selection. 
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After carefully considering all of the data from these 

10 students, it was determined that: (a) their portfolio 

conferences were among the longest, (b) their portfolios 

were among the largest, and (c) their written reflections 

were among the lengthiest of all of the participants. The 

amount of data from these 10 students still represented too 

much data for this document. Since the purpose of this study 

was focused on the discourse of the portfolio process, an 

area of research in portfolio assessment where little has 

been done, a purposive sampling technique rather than a 

random sampling technique still was deemed the most 

appropriate sample for this study. 

Participant Selection Process 3 

Information gleaned from the on-going data analysis 

concerning question number 1 of this study guided this 

participant selection process. In the analysis of the 

discourse of teaching, learning and assessing, "experiences" 



was identified as the theme of learning. Learning was 

considered to be the point of integration of teaching and 

assessing. 
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The instructor had produced a variety of discourse 

patterns of learning throughout the study. Due to the 

heuristic nature of this study, an "intensity sampling" 

(Patton , 1990) of students whose discourse represented a 

variety of "learning" patterns was warranted for reporting 

in this document. 

Participants whose language during the portfolio 

conference produced a variety of language patterns were 

sought for reporting in this study. Patton (1990) states, 

these "Information-rich cases are those from which one can 

learn a great deal about issues of central importance to the 

purpose of the research" (p. 169). Bloom's Taxonomy of 

Educational Objectives (Bloom, 1956) and the focus of 

learning were used to analyze the student discourse in this 

selection process. The explanation of this process is more 

fully discussed in the data analysis section. 

Of the 10 students who were included in this round of 

the participant selection, 6 students whose data represented 

the "intensity sampling" described by Patton (1990) were 
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identified. The discourse of these students will illuminate 

the study of the phenomenon and the differences in the 

participants themselves will build the body of information 

on portfolio process. The 6 students are (a) Peter, (b) 

Mitch , (c) Cathy, (d) Alison, (e) Sean, and (f) Betty. 

Description of the Participants 
I 

The instructor was asked to tape record a brief ~ 
autobiography . The instructor was asked to focus on her 

experience with portfolio assessment/process and her 

experience with teaching pre-service teachers. The 

instructor also was asked to address theory that supported 

her views . The instructor's description was developed 

through the use of this recording. 

The descriptions of the participants were developed 

through the fieldnotes and class transcripts and through the 

use of the Survey of Prior Knowledge that was developed and 

administered to all of the students by the instructor at the 

beginning of the class. The format of the survey provided 

similar information concerning the students. Open-ended 

questions answered by the students provided more personal 

information about the student's feelings about his or her 



level of understanding at the beginning of the class. 

Questions 1, 2, 4, 5, 6, and 10 were used to report this 

information (see Appendix E for a copy of this survey). 
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The subjects consisted of 5 females and 1 male. All of 

the selected students had had the prerequisite for this 

course; however, only 3 of the 6 students had the same 

instructor for the course. 

Pseudonyms were assigned to the subjects without regard 

for gender. · This allows for greater anonymity of the 

students that were selected for reporting in this study. 

Gender pronouns will match the pseudonym but may not match 

the gender of the subject. 

The Instructor 

The instructor in this study had taught at this 

southwestern university since 1991. Prior to this, Dr. Burns 

had taught at the elementary, middle, and high school 

levels. This was her second college teaching position since 

receiving her doctorate. She began using portfolios as a 

means of assessment with her college students in 1992. The 

portfolio process has evolved since she first started with 

the most dramatic change being the students taking greater 
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control of goal-setting and final conference sessions. She 

believes that the portfolio process is a practical means of 

getting the students to "articulate and demonstrate their 

own learning processes." 

The Students 

Peter 

Peter entered the course with one other experience of 

making a portfolio. He had studied semantic web, KWL, 

retelling , and think aloud. Although he had studied these 

procedures , he reported that he did not feel confident in 

his knowledge because "I have had no experience using them 

with children ." His prior experience with elementary 

children had been in a baby-sitting setting. He had worked 

with individual children that he identified as "siblings." 

Peter was not worried about working with an at-risk reader, 

in fact , he stated, "I cannot wait for an opportunity to do 

this." In response to survey question number 6 concerning 

the easiest part of this experience, he indicated that 

"walking in the door" was the easiest part of the 

experience. Peter did not feel that this experience was 
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going to be easy and that if it was easy, it was due to the 

fact tha t he was not "working hard enough." 

Pe t er sat at the same table during all sessions of the 

class . He never conducted his tutoring in the professional 

development classroom. His tutoring sessions were conducted 

in the halls or ou ts i de o f the school. Peter was an active 

participant in the c l a s s discussions. His voice is often 

heard asking and answe r ing questions during class 

discussions. 

Mitch 

Mitch entere d the course wi th "a little" experience 

making a portfolio . He d e scribed himself as having "no 

actual experience s --only min ima l classroom discussion." The 

student indicated that h e f e l t confident using the semantic 

web, KWL , retelling , and think aloud. Mitch had a variety of 

experiences with elementary stu dents prior to this class 

including baby- sitting , tea ching Sun day school, observing in 

cl assrooms , tutoring and working wi th individual children. 

When working with an at - risk re a der , h e worr i ed that he 

would not see "the individual ' s specific need." The easies t 

part of the experience was "being motivated to p a r ti cipate." 

He was "really excited about this class , e specially since 
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all of my other classes have been campus-based." Mitch was 

scheduled to student teach the following semester. 

Mitch did not maintain a "permanent" position at a 

specific table. He often arrived at class later than many of 

the other students and sat where there was a place or where 

it was convenient when he came into the classroom. On 

several occasions, Mitch did not sit at a table but was off 

to the side of a group. 

Despite placement in the class, Mitch appeared to be an 
~I 

avid student from the beginning of the class. He was engaged ... 
in the lessons, was seen taking notes, and shared 

information during discussions. Mitch met with his reading 

buddy in the professional development classroom during each 

tutoring session. Mitch often participated in the activity 

that the reading buddy was doing by doing the activity 

himself. 

Betty 

Betty entered the course with one other experience of 

doing a "portfolio on myself" in a previous professional 

development school program. The student indicated that she 

felt confident using KWL, retelling, story frame, and think 

aloud at the beginning of this class. Prior experiences with 
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children included baby-sitting, teaching lessons (for other 

courses) , observing in classrooms, summer counselor, YMCA, 

and working with individual children. Her worry about 

working with an at-risk reader was "finding the level the 

child is on ." She stated "Working with a child will be the 

easiest part of this experience because I enjoy working with 

children ." 

Betty was not able to get to class on time because she 

had a class on campus prior to this one. She did not 

maintain a permanent place at any group. She sat wherever it 

was convenient when she came into class. Betty often sat 

close to the tape recorder because it was one of the few 

places left to sit by the time that she got there. 

Since she was often sitting near the tape recorder, her 

voice can be distinguished even though it is not very loud. 

She did not raise her hand to state her ideas in front of 

the class, but answers with a group of students. Her voice 

is heard on the tape recorder because of location rather 

than self-selected turns. 

Betty met with her student outside of the professional 

development classroom . She and her reading buddy sat in a 

variety of places in the halls. After several sessions with 
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her reading buddy, Betty began to come back to the classroom 

to share what had occurred with her reading buddy. Betty and 

a classmate did several lessons together. These lessons were 

held in the professional development classroom. 

Cathy 

Cathy entered the course with one other portfolio 

experience. She reported her experience as occurring a year 

ago and that she had "forgotten most of the details about 

it." She knew and felt confident with the semantic web, KWL, 

and think aloud procedures. Her prior experiences with 

elementary age children included baby-sitting, teaching 

lessons for other courses, and observing in classrooms. 

Cathy identified her biggest worry about tutoring an at-risk 

reader was "that after I have finished tutoring, the student 

will not show significant improvement." When asked about the 

easiest part of the experience, she stated "I really have no 

idea." 

Cathy did not participate in class discussions. She may 

have vocalized when several people are talking at the same 

time, however, there is no distinguishable evidence of her 

contributing independently during class discussions. She did 

talk during the peer conferences. 
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Cathy sat at table 5 at the same place during all 

sessions of the class. This location put her near the 

researcher and on several occasions conversations were held 

between the two. She noted that others were doing activities 

during the reading buddy time, but that she felt that her 

student really wanted/needed to read. All of her tutoring 

experiences occurred in locations other than the 

professional development classroom. 

Alison 

Alison entered the course with one other experience of -doing a portfolio. She commented that "I enjoyed getting all 

my work organized and my family enjoyed looking at it." She 

felt confident using the semantic web, KWL, story frame, 

think aloud, and portfolio with a child. Her prior 

experiences with elementary age children included baby-

sitting, scouts, observing in classrooms, tutoring, after-

school programs, and working with individual children. She 

also had worked at LaPetite Academy for 9 months. 

Her greatest worry about tutoring an at-risk reader was 

that "I might not choose the correct procedure to do with 

the child." Another concern was that she "worried about 

creating the best environment for the child." She felt that 
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the easiest part of this experience was "getting to know the 

child. I truly love children and find it easy to talk to 

them." 

Alison did not maintain a "permanent" seat in the 

classroom. Alison was often late and sat wherever there was 

a place to sit. However, when able to arrive on time, she 

sat at table 4. 

Alison's oral participation in class was limited. She 

is often seen shaking her head or participating when others 

are talking at the same time. She conducted all of her 

lessons in the professional development classroom. 

Sean 

Sean entered the course with one other experience with 

a portfolio. He commented "It was a great experience for 

me." The material that I included has already become useful 

for this semester. He felt confident about using portfolio 

because "I feel they are very beneficial." He felt "pretty 

good" about attitude/interest survey, miscue analysis, 

semantic web, KWL, retelling, story frame, and think aloud. 

His prior experience with elementary age children included 

baby-sitting, teaching lessons for other classes, tutoring, 

and teaching dance to children of all ages. 
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His greatest worry about tutoring an at-risk reader was 

"the attention span of that child." The easiest part of the 

experience for him was "working with children--! enjoy 

working with children." 

Sean always sat at table 4. He never conducted his 

lessons with the elementary student in the professional 

development classroom. 

His participation in the class discussions is limited. 

However, he often was seen participating during the 

demonstrations when there were a number of students 

responding at the same time. 

Setting and Context of the Study 

Setting 

The geographic location of this study was a suburban 

city in the southwestern section of the United States. The 

university that the students attended is one of two 

universities located in this town. Because of the 

university 's proximity to a large metropolitan area, a large 

portion of the student body consists of commuter students. 

The teacher education program is a 4-year program. 

Students are involved in a variety of opportunities to work 
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in public school settings. Their experiences include 

classroom observations, one-on-one tutoring, junior student 

teaching, and student teaching. 

In an effort to provide more experience in the field, 

the university has developed liaisons with the local school 

district . Public schools that are involved in this program 

are called professional development schools. University 

courses are held at the professional development schools. 

This university course was held at one of the professional 

development schools . 

The professional development school is located in a 

growing area of the town. Elementary students who attend the 

school come from single-family dwellings to multiple family 

dwellings. The elementary students come from a variety of 

economic and cultural backgrounds. 

The elementary school became involved in the 

professional development school because they have a high 

number of at-risk students. At the time of the data 

collection, it had been a professional development school 

for 3 years . When the school started the program, the 

school's expectations for the college students were for the 



college students to act like teachers. The faculty of the 

school treated the college students as colleagues. 
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The elementary classroom where the college class was 

located housed another course that involved pre-service 

teachers. This group of pre-service teachers created a 

print-rich environment that was similar to print-rich 

environments found in elementary classrooms. The preservice 

teachers involved in this study and the course instructor 

occasionally used this print-rich environment as part of 

their lessons. 

During class instruction and discussion, the college 

students sat at tables. The instructor used the table 

arrangement as a means of designating groups when students 

were expected to work in group format, such as peer 

conferencing. These table configurations were used to 

designate student seating. See Appendix F for Classroom Map. 

This reading assessment course met on Tuesday and 

Thursday mornings. At the beginning of the semester, the 

instructor used both days for instruction. The reading buddy 

program began during the third week of the course and ended 

during the thirteenth week of the course. During this time 

period, the Tuesday morning class was used for instruction 
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and the Thursday class was used for the reading buddy 

tutoring and for discussion about what was occurring during 

the tutoring sessions. 

Reading Buddy Program 

The reading buddy program was in place for 10 weeks. 

Since the reading buddy tutoring format was scheduled for 45 

minutes, the instructor utilized the first 15 minutes of the 

Thursday class for discussion. The discussion generally 

focused on the college students' needs that the instructor 

had noted when she read the college students' tutoring 

reflections. This also was a time when the instructor 

encouraged the college students to share their reading buddy 

experiences with their peers. 

The reading buddy program had two purposes. One of the 

purposes was to provide tutoring for the elementary students 

(known as Reading Buddy [RB] from now on). All of the 

reading buddies were in one of two 5th-grade classes. The 

reading buddies had been identified as "at-risk" because of 

their reading score on a state mandated minimal skills 

competency test taken in the fourth grade. 
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A second purpose was to provide the college students 

(preservice teachers) a hands-on experience using the 

assessment strategies that were taught in the college 

course . The instructor encouraged the college students to do 

a guided reading, one of the assessment strategies, writing, 

and reading for enjoyment during each of the sessions. Other 

than the word list and the interest inventory, the college 

students were totally in charge of the lessons with the 

reading buddies . They determined the needs of the reading 

buddies, designed and implemented the lessons, gathered the 

materials , and evaluated the lessons. When the college 

students had questions or wanted to share findings, the 

classroom teachers and the instructor were available to 

conference with the college students. 

When the college students met with their reading buddy, 

the college student made the decision concerning where the 

lesson took place. Lessons were conducted in the 

professional development classroom, in the halls, in the 

school library, and outside on the school grounds. Lessons 

were conducted on his or her own unless the college student 

asked the instructor to watch. 



143 

Context 

The sociolinguistic context for the study was provided 

through a variety of components of the portfolio process. 

These components consisted of both oral communication and 

written communication between the college students and the 

instructor . Whole-class discussions, small peer-group 

discussions, one-on-one tutoring, and a student conference 

with the instructor provided opportunities for oral 

language. Reflections following peer group discussions, a 

midterm exam, a portfolio, and reflections following the 

one-on-one tutoring sessions provided opportunities for the 

written language. 

The context of the portfolio process, which provided 

the multiple opportunities for discourse, was inherent to 

this study . The multiple opportunities for discourse within 

the setting created an environment for the study of 

teaching, learning, and assessing. 
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Tools of Inquiry 

Role of the Researcher 

The researcher acted as a "participant observer" 

(Spradley, 1980) in the college reading course. According to 

Guba and Lincoln (1981), direct observation of a phenomenon 

has its advantages: 

The basic methodological arguments for 
observation , then, may be summarized as these: 
observation ... maximizes the inquirer's ability 
to grasp motives, beliefs, concerns, interests, 
unconscious behaviors, customs, and the like; 
observation . . allows the inquirer to see the 
world as his subjects see it, to live in their 
time frames , to capture the phenomenon in and on 
its own terms, and to grasp the culture in its own 
natural, ongoing environment; observation . 
provides the inquirer with access to the emotional 
reactions of the group introspectively-that is, in 
a real sense it permits the observer to use 
himself as a data source; and observation . 
allows the observer to build on tacit knowledge, 
both his own and that of members of the group. (p. 
193) 

The students knew the activities of the participant 

observer; however , any participation within the setting was 

secondary to the data gathering process. Spradley (1980) 

described this role as moderate participation in which the 

individual attempts to be inside of the study and outside of 

the study at the same time. 
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During the duration of this study, a concerted effort 

was made to maintain this moderate participation role. 

Extensive reading had been done on the subject of portfolio 

assessment prior to beginning this study. Personal 

experiences with portfolio assessment at the elementary and 

college level also occurred. Since the phenomenon under 

study was the discourse in the portfolio process, every 

effort was made not to impose any personal language or 

interpretations on the students or the instructor. 

Merriam (1988) stressed the importance of the role of 

the researcher in a qualitative case study. Her 

interpretation identifies this role as the primary 

instrument for both the data collection and data analysis. 

This section of the document explains how the role of 

participant observer was performed in this study. 

Data Collection 

Every class session of the college reading course 

throughout the semester was observed and · became a part of 

the data collection. Data collection was begun on the first 

day of class. The data collected from the first 6 weeks of 

the course were used as pilot study 2. The findings of pilot 
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study 2 are reported later in this document. The two major 

methods of data collection for this study were audiotaping 

and photocopying written documents. See Appendix G for a 

Course Calendar of the dates and topics. 

Oral Discourse 

Audiotapes of whole-class Tuesday sessions 

Each whole-class lesson was audiotaped. All audiotapes 

were transcribed verbatim. After the transcription process 

the names of the students were removed and replaced with the 

pseudonyms assigned to each student. The elementary reading 

buddy's names were replaced with an initial or with RB. 

Listening to the class proceedings again was an essential 

part of the process especially as the data analysis 

progressed. It helped with student identification and with 

checking ideas that had been noted in the fieldnotes. An 

auditor listened to the tapes in order to verify the 

transcriptions . The transcripts were placed in the Whole 

Class Tuesday binder with the day's fieldnotes. 

Pre-tutoring Whole-class Thursday Sessions 

The 15 minutes prior to the Thursday tutoring sessions 

were audiotaped. The tapes were transcribed. After 
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transcription, participant names were removed and replaced 

with the assigned pseudonym. Elementary reading buddy names 

were replaced with initials or with RB. These transcripts 

are stored in the Whole Class Thursday notebook with the 

day's fieldnotes . 

Portfolio Conference 

The audiotapes of the final portfolio conference 

between the student and the instructor were transcribed 

verbatim. After transcription, the identity of the 

participants and reading buddy were removed and replaced 

with the assigned pseudonym or initials. An auditor listened 

to the audiotapes to verify the transcriptions. The 

instructor verified the students' voices on the audiotapes 

with the transcriptions . See Appendix H for a copy of the 

portfolio conference schedule. 

Peer Conference 1 

Two portions of the first peer conference were 

audiotaped, the instructions before the conference and the 

oral debriefing process . The audiotapes were transcribed. 

The names of the participants and reading buddies were 

removed and replaced with the appropriate pseudonym or 
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initials after transcription. This transcript is a part of 

the whole class Tuesday documentation. 

Peer Conference 2 

Two portions of the second peer conference were 

audiotaped, the instructions before the conference and the 

debriefing portions. The audiotapes were transcribed. The 

names of the participants and reading buddy were removed and 

replaced with the appropriate pseudonym or initials. This 

transcript is a part of the whole-class Tuesday documents. 

The peer conference held at each table was audiotaped. 

Transcriptions of tables 1, 2, 3, and 5 were made. No 

transcript was made of table 4 due to the malfunction of the 

tape recorder. The transcriptions were done verbatim and the 

participant's real names were replaced by the appropriate 

pseudonym. Transcriptions of these conferences were placed 

in a separate folder. 

Written Documents 

Tutoring Session Reflections 

Another major form of data was the student written 

reflections of the tutoring sessions conducted with the 

fifth-grade students. Photocopies of these documents were 
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made after the instructor had responded to the students' 

writing. The instructor verified these documents after the 

copy h ad been made. 

The names of the college students and the elementary 

reading buddy were r emoved and replaced with the assigned 

pseudonym or ini t i a ls . Since these documents were a major 

portion of the d a t a collection, they were put on disk in 

order to be able to wo rk wi th the contents on the computer 

during the data a n a lysi s. An assistant transferred these 

data to the computer forma t . These documents remain in each 

participant ' s folder . 

The assistant was in her senior year of college. She 

was seeking a degree in e d u c a tion and would be graduating 

without certification so tha t s h e could teach in the fall. 

Prior to attending college she h ad worked in schools, home-

schooled her children , and h a d b een very involved with youth 

programs . 

Portfolio Reproductions 

The students ' portfolios we r e c ollected at the time of 

the portfolio conference. The par ticipants' names were 

removed and replaced with the assigned pseudonym. 

Photocopies of the portfolio contents were made . Th e 
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instructor verified photocopies of the portfolio 

reproductions at the time of photocopying. These documents 

remain in the participants' folders. 

These documents were a significant form of data 

collection in order to gain a clearer understanding of the 

portfolio conference. The contents of this document are 

referred to frequently throughout the portfolio conference. 

It was necessary to have the document in order to fully 

understand the proceedings of the portfolio conference. 

The participant's written captioning of the items 

included in the portfolio remain with the portfolio. Only 

the written captions of the 6 selected students were 

transferred to disk form. 

Peer Conference Reflections 

The instructor had the students write reflections of 

their experience after each of the peer conferences. 

Photocopies of these documents were made. The instructor 

verified the photocopies of these documents at the time of 

replication . The participant's name was removed and replaced 

with the appropriate pseudonym. Elementary reading buddy 

names were removed and replaced with initials. The written 

~' 
~ 

I 
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reflections were then transferred to the computer format. 

These documents were placed in the participant's folder. 

Midterm Examination 

Photocopies were made of the midterm examination 

completed by each student in the class. The instructor 

verified the documents at the time of replication. The 

participant 's name was removed and replaced with the 

appropriate pseudonym. The photocopies were put onto disk 

format on the computer. The transcripts of midterm 

examinations were placed in the participants' folders. 

Fieldnotes 

A field notebook was kept during site visits. After the 

site visit red ink was used to write brief reactions in the 

left hand margin to the items contained in these notes. 

These reactions allowed follow-up on ideas during the next 

class session . The reactions also were used as lead-ins to 

questions asked of the instructor during informal member 

checks during data collection . A blue pen was used to mark 

comments that were checked with the instructor. 

Reactions were written to the fieldnotes and then the 

audiotape of the class was transcribed. The fieldnotes 

provided an important cross-reference as the recordings of 

the whole-class sessions were transcribed . They also were 
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important in identifying beginning themes and patterns that 

were used in the initial analysis phase of the study. 

After the data collection was completed at the end of 

the semester and the portfolio conferences were transcribed, 

the fieldnotes were rewritten in an attempt to organize and 

identify any patterns that may guide further analysis of the 

data. During this process, ideas were categorized according 

to the categories that had emerged during the data 

collection process. Those students who were more active 

participants in the class discussions were noted. Although 

participation in class discussion was not a criteria for the 

participants reported in this document, contributions made 

in class gave insight concerning how the individual was 

"making sense" of the information and the portfolio process. 

The fieldnotes do not play a significant role in 

reporting this study because the major focus is the 

discourse. They do help validate conceptions and rectify 

misconceptions within the transcripts. The fieldnotes remain 

in the notebook with the transcript of each day's 

proceedings. 
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Data Reduction and Analysis 

The process of data analysis was ongoing throughout the 

data collection. Analysis during and after data collection 

is supported by the constant comparative method of analysis 

(Glaser & Strauss, 1967). Prior to the onset of the study 

questions were developed to guide the analysis process. 

The variety of data collection methods and the amount 

of data collected provided the conditions necessary for the 

focus to remain on the phenomenon of this study after the 

data collection was completed. Due to the amount of data 

collected, every effort was made to keep the data organized 

according to participant and according to the source of the 

portfolio process in which the data were collected. See 

Appendix I for Codes for Identification. 

The portfolio process created a naturally occurring 

interconnectedness of the data. The interconnectedness of 

the data played a critical role in the analysis processes 

and in the organization of the data. This section of the 

methodology chapter describes analysis during the data 

collection , pilot study 2, analysis after data collection 

was completed, unitizing the data, coding, coder training, 

interceder reliability, and data analysis procedures. 
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Analysis During the Data Collection 

The intent of this study had been defined before the 

data collection was begun. Analysis during this phase 

consisted of determining if patterns of student-teacher 

discourse in teaching, learning, and assessing existed across 

all sources of the data. This portion of the analysis 

involved systematically searching the documents and arranging 

the emerging c~tegories according to the participant in the 

study . Analyzing the data collection according to participant 

emphasized the need to include this information in the 

coding. 

The categories, patterns, and themes that were emerging 

for the student also were emerging for the instructor. These 

categories, patterns, and themes were evidenced across all 

data sources. As the data were being collected and analyzed, 

ideas emerged that provided guidance for the next phase of 

analysis (Bogdan & Biklen, 1982). 

Pilot Study 2 

A pilot study was conducted in the college reading 

course during the first 6 weeks of the course. The purpose 
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of the study was to explore the student-teacher discourse 

patterns of teaching, learning, and assessing. The 

instructor was not in attendance during the first week of 

the class. During the second week of the class, the 

instructor used the first class period to get to know the 

students . The second class period was used to discuss the 

chapter in the textbook concerning the classroom environment 

when portfolios are used as a means of assessment. Data 

collection was delayed until week three. See Appendix J for 

Pilot Study 2 Calendar . 

Three audiotapes of the whole class setting (weeks 3, 

4, and 5) were transcribed and analyzed. The initial 

analysis was conducted to determine if discourse patterns 

existed. Emerging categories of teacher discourse and 

student discourse were identified. 

The first 3 weeks of student reflections of tutoring 

sessions (weeks 3 , 4, and 5) were analyzed for 7 of the 

students currently enrolled in the class. This analysis was 

conducted to determine if discourse patterns existed in 

tutoring reflections . Emerging categories of teacher 

discourse and student discourse were identified. A second 

analysis of these data was conducted for evidence of 
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integration of instruction and evaluation. Results of this 

analysis revealed several students who were beginning to 

integrate teaching and assessing. A third analysis of these 

data was conducted to study discourse patterns for evidence 

of other-evaluation to self-evaluation. The data were 

analyzed at the point of interaction between the student and 

the instructor. This analysis revealed that other-evaluation 

and self-evaluation existed. 

One peer conference was held during the pilot study 

(week 6) . Audiotapes of the class discussions before and 

after the peer conferences were transcribed. This transcript 

remains with the whole-class session data. Student written 

reflections of peer conferences were used to determine 

discourse patterns that may exist during this portion of the 

portfolio process. The instructor did not write on these 

reflections. Student categories were yielded from the 

written reflections and transcript of the audiotaped 

debriefing. (See Appendix K for Teacher Categories and 

Student Categories Emerging From these Data Analyses). 

From all of these analyses of the data, it was 

determined that there was evidence of discourse patterns of 

teaching, learning, and assessing for both the instructor and 
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the students. These patterns existed in all settings of the 

portfolio process to this point. A second coder was engaged 

to authenticate the existence of emerging categories. The 

second coder was able to authenticate the existence of 

categories. However, this process emphasized the need to 

explore and validate these categories further. 

Analysis after Completion of Data Collection 

This stage of the analysis began with the portfolio 

conference protocols since this was the first time that 

these were a part of the data collection. The transcripts 

were analyzed using teaching, learning, and assessing to 

organize the discourse . Categories that emerged during the 

data collection phase were checked against the categories 

that were emerging in the portfolio conference protocols. 

Marginal notes and comments (Miles & Huberman, 1994) 

provided a means of adding insight and clarity about the 

data being collected. Numerous notes that were made during 

the transcription process or during the analysis itself 

offered support to later portions of the analysis. Visual 

displays and matrices (Miles & Huberman, 1994) provided a 

format to summarize various aspects of the analysis. 

~ ' 
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Throughout the data analysis, one-design sailboat racing was 

used as a metaphor (Bogdan & Biklen, 1992) to help explain 

what was occurring with the participants. The participants 

(one-design sailboat) were all provided the same portfolio 

process (race course), but each of the participants 

experienced it differently (sailed his or her own race). 

Each student 's application of the portfolio process was 

independent of other members of the class. 

Data Reduction 

As a means of simplifying the study of the written and 

oral discourse that was the focus of this study, the data 

were reduced in two ways. Through intensive study, it was 

determined that the protocols be reduced to larger units of 

analysis called episodes and, then, smaller units of 

analysis called segments. 

Episodes of Conversation 

Episodes were the first unit of data reduction. The 

episodes were conversations that focused on the course goals 

and a specific topic of discussion as it related to the 

course goal . Episodes of conversation varied in length from 

less than a page of dialogue to numerous pages of dialogue. 
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These conversations were delineated by the context codes. 

The context codes that emerged were (a) event code, (b) 

activity code, (c) goal code, and (d) descriptive code. See 

Appendix L for Coding Map 1 of the Context Codes. 

Event Codes Used to Delineate Episodes. Event codes 

were developed early in the analysis process as part of the 

organizational structure of the data collection. Codes were 

assigned to each piece of data as a means of identifying 

where the data had been collected. As the analysis 

progressed , the events were recognized as the events of the 

portfolio process. It is important to note the events 

because specific activities often occur within the setting 

(Bogdan & Biklen, 1992). See Appendix L for the Event Code 

Explanation . Table 4 identifies the event codes. 

As the analysis evolved, these events identified the 

part of the portfolio process in which the discourse 

appeared . There were a total of ten events identified. With 

regard to the events, 4 were represented by oral discourse 

and 6 were represented as written discourse . 

Further delineation was needed to distinguish the whole 

class sessions from each other. These protocols were 

numbered according to the week of the semester. There was a 
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Table 4 

Events of the Portfolio Process 

Event Code 

Oral Events 

Whole Class Tuesday WCT 

Whole Class Thursday WCTH 

Portfolio Conference PC 

Peer Conference PRCON 

Written Events 

Tutoring Reflection TR 

Peer Conference Reflection 1 PCR1 

Peer Conference Reflection 2 PCR2 

Portfolio Captioning PCAP 

Midterm Examination EXAM 

Final Examination FIN 

similar need for the tutoring reflection protocols, so they 

were numbered according to the week of tutoring. 

In order to distinguish the participants' protocols 

from each other, the case number of each student participant 

was added to the code. The student participants were given a 

case number according to the order that they signed up for 

• 
' ~ 
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the portfolio conference. See Appendix I for case number 

assignments. 

Activity Codes. During the analysis, it was 

hypothesized that the instructor and the students had 

specific reasons with routine behavior for participating 

(Bogdan & Biklen, 1992) in each of the events of the 

portfolio process. This hypothesis shed light on what 

activity might be expected of the participants. The 

participants' behaviors in each of the events revolved 

around the activities of teaching, learning, and assessing. 

The instructor of the college course verified this 

hypothesis and assisted in determining major and minor 

activities of the instructor and the students in each of the 

settings of the portfolio process. 

A "major" purpose for involvement in the activity was 

the individual's main objective for participation in the 

activity. The "minor" purpose for involvement in the 

activity was the individual's lesser objective for 

participation in the activity. The individual's expected 

activity was compared to the individual's actual activity. 

Table 5 represents the students' and teacher's expected 

activities in each of the settings. 



Table 5 

Activity Codes 

Setting Teaching 
Teacher Student 

Whole Class Tues X 

Whole Class Thurs X 

Peer Conference X 

Portfolio Confer X 

Tutoring Reflect X 

Teacher Comments X 

Portfolio Caption 0 

Peer Con Reflect 0 

Midterm Exam X 

Final Exam 0 

Learning 
Teacher Student 

X 

X 

X 

X 

X 

X 

X 

X 0 

0 0 

0 X 

X = Major purpose 0 minor purpose 

~ TE.-XAs 

Assessing 
Teacher student 

0 0 

0 0 

0 0 

0 0 

0 0 

0 0 

0 X 

X 

X 

X 

_,_'IIQAQ-

........ 
(J) 

N 
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Goal Codes. After data collection was completed the 

goal categories were identified. These categories delineated 

the sections of discourse of the portfolio conference and 

provided the overall framework for studying the portfolio 

conferences. Since this framework was successfully utilized 

for the 27 portfolio conference protocols, the framework was 

applied to all protocols in the study. 

The goal codes represent the goals of the course. Five 

areas are represented as goals of the course. Four of the 

areas are goals that were designated by the instructor at 

beginning of the course. The fifth area represents portfolio 

process pedagogy. Table 6 presents the goal codes. 

Descriptive Codes. Descriptive codes require little 

interpretation (Miles & Huberman, 1994). These codes are 

topics that are lifted directly from the text. The topics 

give specific information about each of the goals. 

Identification of topic denotes the specific area of 

knowledge, communication, learning environment, reflective 

teaching, and portfolio process that is being addressed. 

Separation of the goal codes and the descriptive codes 

was necessary because of the individual nature of the 

portfolio process. The course participants used artifacts to 



Table 6 

Goal Codes 

Purpose 

Knowledge Goal* 

Communication Goal* 

Learning Environment Goal* 

Reflective Teaching Goal* 

Portfolio Process Pedagogy 

Code 

KN 

COMM 

LE 

RT 

pp 
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Possible categories 

Strategies, books, 
reading, writing, 
reading buddy, 
goals, tutoring 

People, how-to 

Physical, emotional, 
intellectual, social 

Tutoring, portfolio, 
goal setting, goal 
identifying, 
collaboration, 
reflection, self
evaluation 

* Indicates goal that was designated by the instructor. 

represent completion of goals. Each participant determined 

her or his own placement of the artifact as each of the 

students created her or his own portfolio. The topics may be 

discussed under any of the goals for the course depending on 

the individual's intent. Topics were generally the subject 

of lessons during the course of the semester . These topics 

represent those most frequently found in the data. "Other" 
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was used for those topics that may apply to particular 

students. Each descriptive code is illustrated further by 

identifying possible ways to discuss the topic. For this 

document, topics and descriptions have been limited to the 

participants reported in this document (see Table 7). 

Table 7 

Descriptive Codes 

Topic 

Reading 

Writing 

Assessment Strategies 

Code Possible descriptors 

RDG Guided reading, read aloud, 
shared reading, independent 
reading 

WRG Creating a story or a book, 
journaling, reader's response, 
computer, spelling, grammar, 
punctuation, handwriting, 
process, content 

Miscue Analysis MA Meaning, beginning, middle, 
and end sounds, self-corrects, 
repetitions, hesitations, 
syntax 

Think Aloud TA Good comprehender, non
risktaker, non-integrator, 
schema imposer, storyteller 

Retelling 

~L 

RET Characters , setting, plot, 
resolution, prior knowledge, 
infers , sequence, restates 
verbatim or in own words 

~L Know, want to know , learned, 
prior knowledge, types of 
questions 
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Table 7 (continued) 

Topic Code Possible descriptors 

Word List 

Interest Inventory 

Books 

Reading Buddy 

Lesson Plan 

People 

How-to-communicate 

Environment 

WL Grade level, number of 
words/lists used, how-to-use 

INT Reading and asking the 
questions, how-to administer 

BKS Titles, content, authors, book 
level, genre, how-to-get, book 
list 

RB Description of reading buddy, 
abilities, ideas 

LP Strategy, directed reading, 
writing, reading for fun, time 
organization, planning, place 

PEO Peers, parents, instructor, 
reading buddy, Ms. B., Ms. L., 
Ms. S., college student 

HTC Letters, telephone calls, 
report cards, newsletter, book 
list 

Physical Environment PE Room arrangement, centers, 
print rich, drawing, seating 

Emotional 
Environment 

Intellectual 
Environment 

Social Environment 

EE 

IE 

SE 

Warm, safe, trust, attitude 

Materials, books, centers, 
personal interest 

Groupings , collaboration 

:~ 
I 



Table 7 (continued) 

Topic 

Reflective Teaching 
Reflections 
Portfolio 
Effectiveness 
Teachable Moment 
Flexibility 
Learning 
Philosophy 

of Teaching 
Self-Evaluation 

Portfolio Process 
Tutoring 
Peer Conference 
Goals 

Code Possible descriptors 

REF 
PORT 
EFF 
TM 
Flex 
LRNG 

PHIL 
SE 

TUT 
PRCON 
GO 

Reflection REFLECTIVE 
Portfolio PORT 
Portfolio Conference PC 
Portfolio Captioning PCAP 

Other OTH 

Segments within the Conversation 

167 

Segments were the second step of unitizing the data and 

were referred to as discourse units. These units were 

created as the codes were devised. These units were 

considered the most appropriate since the discourse focused 

on one idea and fulfilled one action. The discourse unit 

represented the smallest unit of analysis in the episode 

that could stand by itself within the conversation. 

:~ 
I~ 
I 
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Discourse units ranged from a single word to extensive 

pieces of text. 

Creating codes for the categories provided support for 

the analysis of the data in preparation for answering the ~ 
I 

questions that drive this study. The evolving theory of the 

portfolio process is ground in the data which has been 

~ 
J~ 
~ I 

systematically examined for categories and patterns. The 

constant comparative (Glaser & Strauss, 1967) method of 

analysis allowed the categories to emerge, collapse, delete, 

and be refined as the process continued. Matrices and 

displays fostered the development of the framework used to 

analyze the data. 

Delineating the Discourse Codes 

Stubbs (1980) defined discourse analysis as "attempts 

to study the organization of language above the sentence or 

above the clause, and therefore to study larger linguistic 

units, such as conversational exchanges or written texts" 

(p . 1) . He stressed the study of the language within its 

social context. The context codes satisfied the 

identification of the social context. The segments 

identified how the discourse occurred in this setting. 
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The discourse units (segments) consisted of five codes 

that captured a separate piece of talk within the episodes 

of conversation. The units were comprised of (a) a 

participant structure, (b) a purpose, (c) a specific 

strategy, (d) cognitive categories, and (e) a focus of 

learning . See Appendix M for Coding Map 2 of the Discourse 

Codes . 

Participant Structure Codes. The first codes that were 

developed were the result of an attempt to organize the data 

according to the participant of the study. The instructor of 

the course was designated as teacher. Student participants 

were identified by a pseudonym and were later given a case 

number (see Tabl e 8). 

Participant codes were necessary for coding in order to 

demonstrate that different patterns existed within the 

different events . The codes also clarified the idea that in 

the portfolio process there was no fixed format (IRE) roles 

existing for the teacher or for the student. Identifying 

which student was participating during the various settings 

was significant for the third question that drives this 

study . 
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Participant Structure 

Participant 

Teacher 
Student 
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Code 

T 
Case number 

Purpose Codes. This category was determined through a 

highlighting process. The portfolio conference protocols of 

the student participants were highlighted for teaching, 

learning , and assessing. 

During this process, it was noted that an individual 

would begin the discourse with a teaching statement but the 

focus of the statement revolved around the learning 

experience. This same phenomenon was noted when the 

individual began the discourse with an assessing statement. 

The individual's learning was integrated within the teaching 

and assessing statements. 

From this process, it was determined that initially the 

data be assigned to either teaching or assessing according 

to the individual's purpose of discourse. This initial 

coding process also allowed the data to be coded for themes. 

Table 9 presents the purpose codes. 



Table 9 

Purpose of Discourse 

Purpose Code 

Teaching TCHG 

Assessing ASSG 
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Definition 

Sharing your knowledge or 
skill, informing others 
of ideas, choices, or 
experiences 

To determine the 
significance or value of 
something or some 
experience. To make 
decisions about what you 
have experienced. To 
reflect on learning. 

Strategy Codes . When the purpose codes were applied to 

the different events of the portfolio process, it became 

apparent that not all of the teaching and assessing 

statements were the same. Although the discourse could be 

divided into the two categories, there was variation in the 

ways that the individuals were teaching and assessing. 

Through the constant comparative method (Glaser & Strauss, 

1967) five patterns of teaching and five patterns of 

assessing were found to be present in the discourse. The 

teaching strategy codes are (a) initiating, (b) telling, 

(c) modeling, (d) coaching, and (e) informing. The assessing 



strategy codes are (a) questioning, (b) redirecting, 

(c) reasoning, (d) confirming, and (e) rating. 

These patterns were identified as the strategy that 
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the individual used as a means of accomplishing the activity 

within a setting. This code determined the most commonly 

used strategy for teaching and assessing. Definitions were 

devised and examples were extracted from the text. Table 10 

presents these strategies and examples. 

Cognitive Codes. Speculation about the variation in the 

length of the discourse led to critical thinking about this 

variation . The data were decontextualized to the smallest 

units possible in order to identify the emerging categories. 

Written comments (Bogdan & Biklen, 1992) made throughout the 

data analysis coupled with notes from a peer debriefing 

offered support for the categories created at this time. 

Through the use of constant comparative (Glaser & Strauss, 

1 967), categories of cognitive thinking were devised. The 

cognitive codes identified the extent of the individual's 

integration of the learning experience. Bloom's Taxonomy 

(1956) was used to devise these codes. 

A total of 22 cognitive categories emerged from the 

data. Of the total, 18 of the categories focused on the 
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Strategy Codes 

Strategy 

Teaching 
Informing 
(INF) 
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A form of teaching that provides knowledge, 
facts, or ideas. It is a means of letting 
others know what you know, of giving steps 
in a procedure, identifying choices, books, 
or strategies. 

Examples:"Today we will do a retelling which is 
another assessment strategy that you can 
use with your reading buddy." 

Modeling 
(MOD) 

"This is a miscue analysis." 

"I did a level three word list with him 
because I knew that I needed to start two 
years below his grade level." 

A form of teaching that clarifies the 
situation/idea by providing a demonstration. 
Modeling occurs before the individual is 
expected to use it. It may be used as a 
means of getting the student involved so 
that the student and the teacher are 
involved at the same time. The modeling 
can be real or hypothetical instances. 

Examples:"RB and I both wrote letters. I attempted to 
model a think aloud method and quickly found 
RB copying my model." 

T: "What was the first mistake that the kid 
made?" 

S: "see for look" 
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Table 10 (continued) 

Strategy 

Teaching 

Modeling (continued) 

Examples (continued) 

Coaching 
(COACH) 

T: ~The text word is 'look' and the kid said 
'see.' Meaning change? No. Okay, we're 
going to look now to see if these words 
are graphically similar. In the middle 
are they graphically similar? No. at the 
end are they graphically similar? Did he 
self-correct? No." 

~rf he gets an 'AHA' then II 

A form of teaching that suggests what could 
be done next or that identifies what has 
occurred in response to situations that have 
been described. Coaching occurs after an 
attempt has been made and now the teacher 
"sees" where help is needed. These comments 
are subtle and often offer more choices. 
They are often begun with maybe, could, 
would, or how about. 

Examples: "Maybe you should read it to him?" 

"Do you have someone you can practice with?" 

"Some children don't get much guidance or 
supervision for their viewing." 
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Table 10 (continued) 

Strategy 

Teaching (continued) 

Telling 
(TELL) 

A form of teaching that is the result of the 
student's request for assistance. This form 
of teaching also could be explicit statements 
or directives that occur because the teacher 
felt that it was necessary to intervene. 

Examples: "I'll check on some but what comes 
immediately to mind is Arthur's Halloween.H 

Initiating 
(INIT) 

"Talk with his teacher. She may know.H 

"You decide.H 

"You need to find another place to meet.H 

A form of teaching that invites others to 
become a part of the discussion. Questioning 
that often occurs at the beginning of 
teaching as a means of finding out what 
others know about a subject. 

Examples: "Does anyone have a good story about their 
tutoring?H 

"Questions before we start?H 

"What do you do every week to prepare for 
tutoring?H 

"Who will share about their peer conference?H 

"What do you know about a retelling?H 
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Table 10 (continued) 

Strategy 

Assessing 

Rating 
(RAT) 

Examples: 

Reasoning 
(REA ) 

A form of assessing that rates, ranks, or 
labels someone/something. The individual has 
made a conclusive decision, but no evidence 
or explanation is offered. 

"She got an 'A'." 

"His reading was very good today." 

"We had fun comparing Jack's Problem to Jack 
and the Beanstalk." 

A form of assessing that uses specific 
language which implies a process of thinking 
is occurring or has occurred. The individual 
has made a conclusive decision by providing 
some form of evidence. It may be 
represented by extended text. 

Examples: "I think that [retelling] because I remember 
at the beginning I thought that he wasn't 
comprehending the story in Goosebumps and 
then when, I think it was the second session 
when I did this, he knew it. And I was like 
well and I really like that and I think 
that was good to do it." 

"I put my reflections in it [portfolio]--
that's what I mainly put in here to show how 
I had progresses from being like---what am 
I going to do with this kid---I mean he 
doesn't do what I think he's going to do--
and I don't know what to do next---to okay, 
he's cool." 

"I think that it [portfolio] demonstrates 
that I learned a lot about teaching. A lot 
of different aspects on how to really look 
at the student's work and like before it was 
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Table 10 (continued) 

Strategy 

Assessing (continued) 

Reasoning (continued) 
Examples: kind of like I'd look at it and it was either 

right or wrong and I wasn't always too sure 
how to go back and try to help them correct 
that." 

Confirming 
(CON) 

Examples: 

Redirecting 
(RED) 

A form of assessing that supports or provides 
positive feedback about an action that an 
individual, an action, or an idea. The 
statements may use some of the individual's 
own words. Statements are given directly to 
the person or may be made about oneself. 

"I am impressed how easily you switched gears 
in your lesson---this is a wonderful skill 
to have." 

"You've done and excellent job of finding 
just the right book!" 

"Good flexibility!" 

A form of assessing that suggests that the 
individual needs to rethink a situation or an 
idea . A conclusion was drawn or a decision 
was made and now the individual is 
rethinking. 

Examples: "Remember that this was just a list of words. 
It is not an indicator of how well he 
constructs meaning in actual text." 

"Encouraging RB to read out side of the 
sessions is OK , but why the summaries?" 

"As I look at your lesson plan, I notice that 
you didn't have much planned. I wonder if 
that contributed to your sense of not 
accomplishing very much?" 
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Table 10 (continued) 

Strategy 

Assessing (continued) 

Questioning 
(QUES) 

A form of assessing that indicates that the 
individual has evaluated in some way and has 
recognized that there is not enough 
information to proceed. May seek to clarify 
or ask for help. 

Examples: "So then on Thursday should we do this?" 

"Do you have any suggestions on how I can 
challenge her?" 

"I noticed that the books that RB brings to 
read are the same books that I read to my 
kindergartner. Is this usual for a fifth 
grader? 

participants' statements. The other 4 categories focused 

o n the participants' questions. The statement categories are 

(a ) label, (b) response, (c) recount, (d) explanation, 

(e ) summary, (f) description, (g) story, (h) demonstration, 

( i ) illustrate, (j) example, (k) inference, (1) examination, 

(m) production, (n) proposal, (o) measurement, (p) opinion, 

(q ) appraisal, (r) justification, and (s) draw conclusion. 

The question categories are (a) seeking participation, 

(b ) seeking assistance, (c) seeking knowledge, and (d) 

s eeking clarification. 



179 

Each of the categories was operationally defined. 

Examples of each of the categories were extracted from the 

data. The examples served to further distinguish the 

categories. Because of the nature of the thought processes 

some of the discourse units may contain overlapping ideas, 

so it was important to categorize according to the larger 

portion of the text. Table 11 presents the cognitive codes 

with their definitions and examples. 

Table 11 

Cognitive Codes 

Category 

Statements 
Label 

(LAB) 
Statements that specify, name, or identify. 
Often begin--This is ... , Here is ... , 
I have a ... , It is a ... ,My goal was ... 

Examples: "Here is your article on writing." 

Response 
(RES) 

Examples: 

"Think aloud." 

"And this is some of the work he did." 

Statements that answer a specific question, 
recall information, or facts. 

"We used response charts." 

"No, I don't need them." 

"I wouldn't teach him that lesson." 
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Table 11 (continued) 

Category 

Recount 
(REC) 

Statements that list what happened or that 
list that an item/items have been completed. 
Often begin with---I/we did a ... Can be 
one item or can be several items. 

Examples: "We did a ... And then I had him do ... " 

Explanation 
(EXP) 

"I used the main strategies." 

Statements that use factual information to 
tell why something happened, how something 
happened, how something is done, or why a 
statement was made. Uses reasons, causes, or 
details to explain the result of something. 
"Because" is often in the statement. 
Directions are included in this category. 

Examples: "More than just prior knowledge---prior 
knowledge plays into it because that is what 
they want to write about---they want to 
write about the experiences that they had." 

Description 
(DES ) 

RB worked hard on his project because it was 
like he was publishing his very own book." 

"He loves magnets, so I need to think of 
ideas for that." 

Statements that help the reader/listener 
picture what was done without knowing why it 
was done. Enough details are given to create 
a picture. The individual names the 
item/idea then tells something about it. 

Examples: "I put a journal article in here [portfolio] 
from another class that talked to us about 
the different ways to assess children by 
giving them the traditional tests and 
actually I haven't read this in a while---I 
read it the other day, but it talks about 
portfol i os and different ways to use them." 
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Table 11 (continued) 

Category 

Summary 
(SUM) 

"This [article] is about the creation of 
environments ... it is really a whole 
language article." 

"We wrote something about ourselves using the 
letters of our first names for our writing 
adventure. 

Statements that present the main point/s. 
May begin with "So this is ... " or "So those 
are ... " May come at the beginning or the 
end of a list of items or larger discussion. 

Examples : "So it sounds like it's more an application 
type test." 

"So the kinds of activities combined with 
what to---how you implement that with your 
child might be an artifact that shows you 
gained some knowledge about something." 

"So you have to put a little structure on 
it [writing], but if you just have them write 
things and they don't know where it came from 
that can be a little different. 

Illustration Statements in which an idea is identified and 
(ILL) then hypothetical demonstration is given. 

"Scenarios" used to illustrate something. 
Thinking aloud about what might be done. 

Examples : " This will be kind of---as you go through 
you' 11 see, 'well, I don't need to spend-
directed reading is going pretty smooth so I 
can shorten that. I really need to work on 
writing, so I've got to spend a little bit 
more time.'" 
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Table 11 (continued) 

Category 

Illustration (continued) 

"And if he gets an 'AHA---oh my goodness. 
I didn't realize that I skipped that word or 
that I skipped so many words.'" 

"So if they are just saying---'Oh it's 
about Bob and Sally and they go to the farm 
and see a bunch of animals' and they don't 
tell you about the trip to the farm and they 

Examples: don't tell you all about the specific animals 
that they met, they I would want to know why 
did they skip over that. 'Did they mention 
the highlights? Did they get the gist of the 
story? How might I help them get a richer 
experience from the story? 

Example 
(EXMPL) 

Statements of concrete experience that show 
or talk about how something might be used or 
was used in a classroom or in a teaching 
situation. May open with---for instance, 
for example, or like. 

Examples: "For instance on this one I demonstrated the 
ability to develop comprehension through the 
reading lesson plans." 

"An example is her use of the dictionary. 
At first she asked me for help spelling 
words. Then she began to use the dictionary 
and didn't ask for my help. By the end of 
the semester she rarely used the dictionary 
and tried to figure the words out on her 
own." 

"And doing things like responding while he's 
---and maybe it is just a story frame where 
he fills in things like the first thing that 
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Table 11 (continued) 

Category 

Story 
(STORY) 

happened in the story in this chapter was 
... and he response to that and then the next 
thing that happened was ... so he's not 
writing a text, a huge text, but he's writing 
a little bit and then bringing that back." 

Statements that relate a personal experience 
in order to illustrate an idea. Often uses 
the words "say," "said," "there was this," 
"I can remember ... " or "have you ever ... " 

Examples: "I can remember a lecture my parents were 
giving me and my brother [sic] and they would 
stop and say ... 'What haver just said?'" 

Inference 
( INF) 

"There was this first grade teacher that 
and I can still hear her saying " 

"And the next week when she saw me she said, 
'I remember, I remember the word wheels.'" 

Statements about an item that abstract a 
relationship between the item and an idea. 
The statements refer to an idea or feeling 
rather than the item itself. 

Examples: "He still had hope that he would be a good 
reader or he wouldn't have told me that was 
his goal." 

"On this tutoring session, RB seems to be 
more relaxed. This relaxation caused a 
slight improvement in his reading ability. 
Although still well below grade level, RB 
seemed more confident in his ability." 

"And then the pictures. I put in here to 
show basically---the smile says it all to 
me. It really shows me that he felt 
comfortable with me." 
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Table 11 (continued) 

Category 

Examination 
(EXAM) 

Examples: 

Production 
(PROD) 

Statements that give an opinion or decision 
about something/someone and then the 
individual proceeds to break down the idea 
so that it is more easily understood. May 
use explanations or comparisons. Analyzing 
the opening statement without a final 
conclusion or thorough analysis. 

"I feel like I am getting nowhere with her. 
She has no reading background for me to build 
on or to help her improve. I thought that 
I had come up with a wonderful idea with the 
recipe and the cupcakes. I just knew that 
this would grab her attention and make her 
realize that reading is a part of out 
everyday lives but like my other ideas this 
one failed." 

"RB's retelling was great! He including 
[sic] almost everything and inferred beyond 
the text. He included much detail and 
sequenced very well. He also included all of 
the characters." 

"I was extremely pleased with the amount of 
writing she did in her journal. The first 
session, RB wrote two sentences. This time, 
however, she wrote almost a whole page about 
her favorite movie, Alaska." 

The statements tell of the construction of or 
drawing of an actual item that puts together 
materials/ideas to form something new. 

Examples: "This is a diagram that I had to do for my 
future classroom ... the environment that I 
want to set." 
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Table 11 (continued) 

Category 

Production (continued) 

Examples: 

Proposals 
(PROP) 

"And then this is my letter to the tutor 
telling her about RB and what worked best 
with him. To keep pushing for the glasses--
to do whatever she could to help him out--
because he's a very special child." 

Statements that tell what the individual may 
do in future lessons. May be programs of 
action. Considerations that are the result 
of information gained. May use---r am 
considering ... , I am thinking about ... , at 
the beginning of the statement. 

Examples: "Next time I am going to incorporate an 
activity for RB to read and do. I was 
thinking of doing a science experiment or 
making puppets." 

"I am entertaining the idea of using comic 
books with RB as they contain vast quantities 
of illustrations and may provide good 
extension activities like creating our own 
comic book." 

"I plan to continue with the dinosaur 
research. I will bring more books. I want 
to see if he can or will take charge of the 
books, cards, and process. I feel like I did 
enough demonstrating that he can follow if he 
chooses. Hopefully, he will be interested 
enough to take charge if I back off of the 
process a bit. 
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Table 11 (continued) 

Category 

Measurement Statements of number or letter grades. 
(MEAS) 
Examples: "She got an A." 

Opinion 
(OPIN) 

Appraisal 
(APPR) 

"He got 90 per cent." 

"He earned a B." 

Statements of evaluation without evidence to 
support the evaluation. May be one word. May 
be used to confirm or critically mark. 

"RB is a great kid." 

"I have enjoyed teaching and working with 
RB." 

"Oh! She did a great job!" 

Statements that express a feeling or give an 
opinion about what has been said or what has 
been done accompanied by a brief explanation. 
Confirms or critically marks that the 
individual said or did. Praise given to the 
person. 

Examples: "Giving him .a choice was an excellent way to 
help him accept responsibility for his own 
learning." 

"This is a good strategy to help him plan his 
writing and build his confidence." 
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Table 11 (continued) 

Category 

Appraisal (continued) 

Examples: "I'm glad that you left this session with 
such good feelings. That tells me that even 
though you may have some questions about what 
instructional strategies to use you're 
confident and eager to go ahead." 

Justification 
Statements in which the individual makes an 

(JUST) evaluation and then gives reasons/evidence 
to support the evaluation. Reasons/evidence 
is given in a list format. 

Examples: "I accomplished this goal [communication] 
with RB this semester. Starting with the 
interest inventory, we learned a lot about 
each other and I let her know that everything 
she says and does is important and worth 
sharing. Also at the beginning, she would 
ask for my help and say 'I don't know' often. 
By the end of the semester she had taken 
responsibility for her work and was willing 
to take risks without asking for my help. 

"I kept this [retelling protocol] for two 
reasons---one because it reminds me of what 
we did and also because I'd like a copy of 
that in my own word processor format for the 
future so that I can try to duplicate it for 
other things." 
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Table 11 (continued) 

Category 

Draw 
Conclusion 

(DC) 

Statements in which a decision was made by 
combining different elements of information, 
examples, illustrations, explanations, and/or 
stories/examples. The decision or conclusion 
can be at the beginning or at the end---
with a restated form in the other place. 

Examples: "RB was having some trouble reading some 
words so I decided to do a miscue analysis to 
see where she was having trouble. I included 
the lesson plan and the actual miscue 
analysis. I was able to determine that the 
words that give her the most trouble are 
smaller words such as on, off, and or. She 
doesn't slow down when she comes to the 
small words like she does the big words. 
Therefore, she is able to pronounce the 
bigger words and not the smaller words." 

"Concluding, RB is a great kid. He seems to 
be intelligent and articulate in the other 
subject areas. For example, RB said that he 
was studying fractions in math. 'Adding and 
subtracting whole numbers to the fractions' 
is what he said. This shows that 
mathematical vocabulary and concepts are not 
foreign to him. He also located Oklahoma, 
Florida, and Louisiana on the giant play
ground map. Seemingly, RB's only problem 
area is reading. Of course, this will cause 
problems in other areas. 
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Table 11 (continued) 

Category 

Questions 
Seeking 
Assistance 

(SA) 

A form of questioning in which the individual 
has decided that s/he does not know what to 
do so s/he requests help from someone else. 

Examples: "What do I do about that?" 

Seeking 
Clarification 

(SC ) 

"Do you have any suggestions on how I can 
challenge her?" 

"What can I do to help him with his 
comprehension?" 

"Do you want me to go through each one?" 

"This form of questioning the individual 
spends time elaborating on their 
understanding to this point, but the 
individual has decided that s/he needs more 
information to understand the idea/concept. 

Examples: "Do you think that this is more of an 
assessment tool for problem readers or for 
the whole class?" 

So, we are to make all of the decisions?" 

"Why do districts mandate spelling lists? I 
hear that same thing [kids can't spell the 
word after the test], I see it and yet 
they're still out there with district 
spelling lists?" 
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Table 11 (continued) 

Category 

Seeking 
Participation 

( SP) 

This form of questions are requests which 
solicit questions or participation from 
the audience/students. The purpose is 
specifically to get the individuals involved 
in discussing. 

Examples: "Does anyone have anything that they want to 
share?" 

Seeking 
Knowledge 

(SK) 

"Anything happen on Thursday that you've 
questions about or that you want to share?" 

"Okay---any questions or comments about 
your tutoring on Thursday that you want to 
share? As you were doing reflections---did 
something come up that you thought this is a 
question that I need to ask or clarify? Or 
something that you're real excited about?" 

A form of questioning in which the individual 
is requesting others to share their knowledge 
on a topic/idea. May occur at the beginning 
of a discussion. 

Examples: "Did you learn anything from the interest 
inventory that will help you find books that 
will interest RB?" 

Is the chalkboard magnetic? 

"What do you do every week to prepare for 
tutoring?" 

"Where do you have evidence that you've 
learned some knowledge in the content? 
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Focus of Learning. As the data analysis progressed, it 

was noted that some of the context units of analysis 

appeared to have multiple topics. This phenomenon was 

particularly noted in the pieces of data in which the 

individual's major purpose was assessing. Further 

exploration and rereading of data was critical to explaining 

this phenomenon. 

Initially, these categories were identified as "expert" 

categories. The participants were considered an expert by 

determining what the individual discussed to the greatest 

degree. As the analysis progressed, it was realized that the 

term "expert" implied that the individual was a specialist 

or skilled in a particular area. This term misrepresented 

the participant's actions. Refinement of this category 

occurred at the end of the analysis process when it was 

recognized that the expert categories actually represented 

the participant's focus of learning during the episode of 

conversation . 

Sources of data that provided insights concerning focus 

of learning phenomenon included, the portfolio conference 

protocol , the tutoring reflections, the portfolio captions, 

and the peer conference reflections. After much deliberation 
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and comparing across participants, it was determined that 

the individual was discussing a particular topic in relation 

to learning in the course. 

The participant's portfolio captions and portfolio 

conferences were selected to use for this analysis (see 

Table 12). These two data sources provided the richest 

sources of the participant's focus of learning. The 

portfolio conference was selected for this process because 

it represented the student's thinking and each of the 

students had a conference with the instructor. Portfolio 

captioning was referred to when a question on the focus 

arose . 

The 27 protocols of the participant's portfolio 

conference were read and reread with particular attention to 

the participant's focus of learning. As each of the episodes 

of conversation were read, the transcripts were noted for 

the focus of learning. Considering the individualistic 

nature of the portfolio process, the focus of learning 

varied across participants. 

Through the constant comparative method (Glaser and 

Strauss , 1967), six categories emerged from the data. These 

categories were operationally defined and examples were 
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Table 12 

Focus of Learning 

Category 

Portfoli~ Contents (PC) 
The student describes the contents of the 
portfolio and/or how the contents was put in the 
portfolio. The individual's focus is on the 
contents of the portfolio. The student may 
elaborate about the item. The elaboration remains 
focused on the item and what it represents 
rather than what s/he actually did. 

Examples: "So I think that I started with lesson plan 
four and then I go all the way through. And 
those [lesson plans] are all S's---and then 
what I did for example is I go through the 
portfolio and I put how I met the goal from 
what I did. For instance to develop 
comprehension through reading lesson plans. 
And I also have lesson plans from Where the 
Red Fern Grows in here." 

"Midterm and Final Exam questions. Included 
as a reference to sum up my goals. Both of 
these exams cover all of my goals. The 
questions are excellent. I have included 
to review in the future, particularly the 
final as food for thought for future teaching 
interviews. This question will serve as a 
foundation for building my philosophy, which 
has not been thoroughly developed yet." 

"The following is a short list of 
observations I made while tutoring RB, my 
reading buddy. This entry represents 
assessment [strategy] by anecdotal records. I 
have studied the value of anecdotal records 
in my other [reading] classes. They represent 
a step towards more authentic/ individualized 
assessment because the observations 
documented in anecdotal records happen while 
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Table 12 (continued) 

Category 

Portfolio Contents (continued) 

Examples: actual learning takes place. This entry 
represents an assessment tool and its 
implementation." 

Course Content (CC) 
Student tells that s/he has fulfilled the 
requirements and has met his/her goals by 
completing the course contents. The contents of 
the portfolio "shows" that I have learned what 
has been taught this semester because I have the 
evidence that I shows what I did. 

Examples: "These are assessment strategies that I was 
able to learn about during this semester. 
Some are items I completed with my Reading 
Buddy. One is from the midterm exam, since I 
was not able to do much writing assessment 
from RB's work. Miscue Analysis Chart 
completed with RB-These are my best examples 
of what I have done to learn the strategies." 

"Throughout the semester you have taught us 
several strategies, such as miscue analysis, 
story retellings, KWL charts, and writing 
assessment. I always tried to incorporate 
these ideas in my lesson plans and have used 
these at least once." 

"All this stuff is about miscue analysis and 
then I did a miscue so I have the lesson 
plan and the actual one that I did with him." 
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Table 12 (continued) 

Category 

Course Content (continued) 

Examples: "And then this goal was to have a warm 
relationship between the student and the 
teacher. And the way that I thought that I 
accomplished that [goal]---was just from 
these drawings that she [RB] did. It was an 
assignment. It was not an assignment, it was 
something after we'd read a chapter on a ... " 

Reading Buddy (RB) 
Student tells about what s/he did with 
her/his reading buddy. Some evaluation 
that may or may not have evidence to support 
the evaluation. The college student may have 
written his/her goals about the reading buddy. 
Repeated use of "reading buddy." 

Examples: "The retelling I ... I thought it was so neat 
because he read it ... and it was kind of 
eventful ... he did real, real well telling 
it back to me, so I was impressed with him." 

"And here's the miscue analysis which we 
completed successfully and I kind of wrote a 
summary when we did it, about what it ... 
Right. Like for his reading, like he would--
the beginning was ... was he got it right and 
cued in on that and kind of left out ... kind 
of put in whatever he thought and it didn't 
make sense or whatever." 

"I also included the article about think 
alouds because that helped him in that area 
of the reading---the main issue that I saw 
in the reading area was that he sometimes he 
read a word real fast so he would tend to run 
on his sentences. He wouldn't stop at the 
punctuation ... " 
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Table 12 (continued) 

Category 

Reading Buddy (continued) 

Examples: "I think for me the miscue analysis was the 
most useful, but for her I think that she 
liked the KWL. We did it on ... I think that 
she liked that because she could look and 
see what she knew and what she got out of the 
story." 

College Student (CS) 
Student tells of his/her learning. The 
student may reference the content of the 
course or reading buddy, but the stress is 
on "I accomplished this--" Repeated use of "I." 

Examples: "And tutoring RB this semester has allowed 
me to learn how to provide a s~fe 

environment for---getting him to know 
that I made mistakes and I don't mind if 
he has questions. It doesn't matter how many 
times he asked---if I don't know I will be 
more than glad to find out. And if I can't 
find it we will find it together. I let him 
know that I am still learning too. I'm going 
to college, but learning is a lifelong 
process---I just wanted him to feel 
comfortable when--I feel like I did that when 
he gave me those gifts and letters and I have 
those here." 

"And then I put for each different 
strategy that I did, I put my lesson plan 
for it. This is the one for my miscue 
analysis because I think that was my 
favorite one so I put it first. We did it 
on Morris the Moose Goes to School. But I 
think that I learned that was too many things 
to do and it was just supposed to be a 
section. I realized that from that {miscue 
analysis article] . 
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Table 12 (continued) 

Category 

College Student (continued) 

Examples: The assessments---I felt like I learned 
them sort of in class. With my tutor
buddy---I didn't get to do many of them or I 
them and they didn't turn out well. But I 
found myself thinking of things that I'd 
never thought of as strategies, as being 
strategies. But some of those things that I 
might not have thought about---I thought---
'oh, that's kind of cool'---because you 
don't always think about what you do. 

College Student and Reading Buddy (CS&RB) 
Student tells of learning through the 
use of "we" or refers to self and reading 
buddy throughout the conversation. 

Examples: "The retelling the fact that he's a 
smart kid because I read the story to 
him. So it was ... I read this Henry and 
Mudge book you gave me. And I said tell 
me what you just read. He said it verbatim' 
but it was all---he didn't even stop---he 
just---it was okay he had crackers to jelly 
beans or whatever and just never stopped." 

"I started with the word list because that 
was the first time that I had done anything 
like that. And on the very first day when 
we gave it to them and assess them [sic]. 
And I thought that was really important 
because it gave me a lot of first clues to 
how he read through the words and what he had 
trouble with. Actually It was more of a 
miscue to me that the miscue was because it 
helped me figure out well you know why isn't 



198 

Table 12 (continued) 

Category 

College Student and Reading Buddy (continued) 

Examples: he getting that word. He doesn't feel 
confident with those letters because he's 
skipping that word and going on to the next 
one and that kind of thing." 

Reading Buddy and College Student and Course Content 
(RB&CS&CC) 

Student tells of the reading buddy and 
self and elaborates on the item from the 
course content. All three of the areas are 
explicitly stated 

Examples: "And this one was a think aloud that we did 
and I explained what a think aloud was and 
again I thought that it addressed both of 
my goals because it was a good assessment 
strategy to use to help me see what they're 
thinking,--what their thinking processes 
are ... [text extends another half of a page]. 

"And then this [retelling] shows me that-
or proved my goal by finding how he learned 
the best way and that was through the 
retellings--having activity involved--and 
I showed that with the rice krispies and 
carving the pumpkin and s'mores cuz that all 
showed that he got everything." 

extracted from the data. Although the examples are of a 

very, small portion of the text, they are representative of 

the focus of learning that they serve to clarify. 
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Categories of Discourse Resulting from Conversational 

Nature of the Text. Within any speech event there are 

elements that occur as a result of the setting of the event 

(Stubbs, 1980). There are particular events that occur 

within a classroom that determine the type of speech that is 

used. As the data were analyzed and conversations were 

developed, certain elements of the conversations were 

identified that were not a part of the portfolio process, 

but that were a part of the classroom setting. 

In addition, a conversation has elements that 

distinguish it from other forms of discourse. Conversations 

have speech patterns that maintain or interrupt the flow 

because the individual is in the process of thinking while 

the conversation is occurring (Barnes, 1995; Cazden, 1986). 

These patterns were noted in the conversations of the 

portfolio process. 

Through the constant comparative method (Glaser & 

Strauss, 1967) categories of conversation and categories of 

talk particular to the classroom were identified. 

Operational definitions were developed for these categories 

and examples were extracted from the text (see Table 13). 
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Table 13 

Other Categories of Talk 

Talk 

Business 
(BUS) Comments or directions that help the 

individuals "get things done" in the 
classroom. Explanations of how to 
do certain things. May refer to papers 
being passed out or returned, taking 
attendance, or specific assignments. 

Examples: "I'll have the sign up sheet up here on 
Thursday for conferences. You'll conference 
with me on the Tuesday and Thursday of the 
pre-final week. And they will be at my 
office on campus. Some of them will be 
during our regular class time and because 
there are so many of you--some and I don't 
know how many--and some later than this. 
And then I'll work with you if you need 
something different." 

"A new procedure because we have a new 
thing going on which are your reflections. 
I'm going to pass the folder around today, 
but in the future the folder will be up 
here so you can--when you come in you can 
get it out and put your reflection in ... " 

"We need to talk about what we're going to 
do on Thursday. Thursday no lesson plan has 
to be done, but you do have to write a 
reflection after you work with your child 
and then turn it in next Tuesday. Don't 
forget that." 
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Table 13 (continued) 

Talk 

Transitioning 
(TRANS) 

Statements that move the discourse from 
one topic/idea to another topic/idea. May 
be one word or longer statements that 
introduce the topic. 

Examples: 
"Okay" 

"Today we are going to do . 
, 

"Now we can . " 

"The next thing " 

"All right" 

Back-channeling 
(BC) Brief comments or conversation "noise" that keep 

the speaker and the listener in touch with other. 
Listener may say final words of phrase with 
speaker. 

Examples: 

''Mmhmmm'' 

"Oh" 

"I see" 

"Okay (when interjected into a conversation 
controlled by someone else) 

"Yeah" 



Table 13 (continued) 

Talk 

Incidental Conversation 
(IC) Conversation that begins as a result of 

another person's comment/s about a topic 
that was being discussed. The comments 
may address the individual's personal life, 
events that are coming up, television, 
newspaper articles, general statements about 
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the group, etc. The comments are not relevant to 
the purpose of the talk although they are somehow 
related to the topic of discussion. 

Examples: "When do you plan on doing your 
student teaching?" 

"I want to have a great environment 
but I may not have the money." 

"I watched the Today Show today and the 
good news is that there's a crisis in 
the schools in that there are so many 
kids that we're going to need thousands 
and thousands of teachers so that the 
disturbing trend is that they're trying 
to put more kids in the---all these 
studies that we've done in the past ... " 

S: "I went to a garage sale and got a bunch 
of Dr. Seuss books that were like 5 cents 
a piece." 

T: "That's actually how I used to build my 
class library." 

"You know I don't think that my children 
have ever been asked--what did you learn 
in this class? What do you want to learn 
this year? It is expected that you're 
gonna learn what the teacher was gonna [sic] 
tell you." 
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Table 13 (continued) 

Talk 

Incidental Conversation (continued) 

Examples: "You know I don't know when I turned this 

Teacher 
(TT) 

Tips 

[reflection] in--I don't know--I thought 
about it when I picked it up--it was like 
--I think that I got it Tuesday, last 
Tuesday and I got it out of the folder 
and everything--I just walked out the door 
--I was looking at it you hadn't, you 
hadn't written anything on it and I don't 
know if maybe if--I was thinking maybe I 
had put it in the wrong folder when I turned 
it in." 

Broad statements about teaching, about 
being a teacher, or about students that 
may sound like advice or generalizations. 
They are given to "shed Light" on the 
situation. 

Examples: " ... you know sometimes the students aren't 
always on their good behavior and we don't 
always know why that's happening so try to 
catch them on good behavior and not just 
pick on them because they're having a bad 
day ... " 

"One of the things about teaching is that you 
have to make decisions." 

"So sometimes we have to do what ever it 
takes." 

"This may come as a surprise to you that 
people don't automatically pull up their 
prior knowledge when they read, so this is 
a way to force that issue." 

h~ 
~~, I 

l i lt~ 

~-~ 
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Refining the Codes and Units of Analysis 

The emergent design of this qualitative study is 

documented in the researcher's files. The beginning coding 

schemes were the result of hypotheses and concepts that were 

derived from the protocols. As various categories came to 

mind, ideas were noted in the margins of the various 

protocols . The categories evolved as a result of 

systematically reading and rereading the protocols and 

applying the codes to the various settings of the portfolio 

process. 

Numerous attempts were made to develop a display chart 

that represented all of the codes. These display charts help 
,, 

to document the development of the codes as well as explain 

the relationship of the codes to each of the settings. They 

document the interwoven aspect of the language involved in 

portfolio assessment. 

The underpinnings of the research design emerged 

through the protocols and the various display charts. The 

various documents serve to validate the qualitative nature 

of this study. These items help to record the devising of 

codes from all sources of the data collection and the 

building of theory. 
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A total period of 8 months was spent working 

independently with the data to refine the codes and 

hypothesize about possible links and connections among the 

multiple data sources. At this point, a peer consultant was 

engaged to discuss the current status of the study. The 

individual was introduced to the coding system and 

familiarized with the portfolio process. 

Peer Consultant. The individual is adjunct faculty at 

the university. Her highest degree at this time is her 

master 's degree. She has taught in public education at the 

intermediate level for more than 20 years. Currently, she 

teaches Content Area Reading courses and Reading Assessment 

classes at the university. She is familiar with portfolio 

assessment, critical thinking skills, and various teaching 

formats from her own classroom experience. 

Refining Definitions and Units of Analysis. The next 4 

months were spent refining definitions and identifying the 

units of analysis that best represented the study. At the 

beginning of the sessions, there was 55% intercoder 

reliability . The peer consultant helped to pinpoint specific 

words and ideas that helped to strengthen various elements 

of the definitions. These critical conversations were 
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paramount to the study because they emphasized and 

maintained the focus on the discourse. 

During this time, the data were decontextualized in 

order to identify the smallest piece of data that could be 

studied at one time. The protocols were cut into segments of 

talk according to the speaker and to the categories. The 

more decontextualized that the protocols were, the more 

difficulty that the peer consultant had in identifying the 

various categories. The percentage of interceder reliability 

dropped to almost 0% because of the limited amount of 

context contained in the small sections. 

After much deliberation and through numerous 

discussions, it became clear that the lack of agreement 

between the researcher and the peer consultant was not 

occurring because the definitions lacked specificity. It was 

concluded that the differentiation in categorizing the 

segments occurred because the peer consultant did not have 

the same background knowledge about the context of the 

setting as the researcher. The peer consultant concurred 

that she did not understand completely the decontextualized 

protocols because she did not know what had preceded or 

followed the specific piece of text to be coded. 
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Through this intense deliberation, it was determined 

that the data needed to be recontextualized into 

conversations around specific topics and goals of the 

course. This organization of the data maintained the 

integrity of the data that was a critical aspect of the data 

analysis and synthesis of the portfolio process. At this 

point, all of the data were organized so that the categories 

were smaller segments within larger conversations 

(episodes). This format was much different than the format 

that was presented to the peer consultant four months prior. 

These formats remain with all of the other data. 

The peer consultant also assisted with the refinement 

of the focus of learning codes. The consultant agreed that 

segments often could be coded with two different descriptive 

codes. Through extensive discussions, it was reasoned that 

one code determined the topic of the segment and the other 

code indicated about whom or what the segment referred. This 

part of the coding also required definitions that 

differentiated the various focuses. 

After the definitions were devised and refined, the 

peer consultant was given the 6 student participant 

portfolio conference protocols. The peer consultant was to 
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i dentify an overall focus of learning category for each of 

t he subjects. An 83 % agreement was reached. It was agreed 

tha t on e portfolio conference could be in two categories. 

The b e st p l a c ement of this student's portfolio conference 

was e s tablishe d . Discussing and identifying the focus of 

learning of each of the segments resolved differences. 

Coder Training . In order to create increased 

reliability of the findings of the study, a second person 

was engaged to provide grea t er interceder reliability. The 

individual volunteered to a s s i st with the coding. She was 

currently completing her master's degree at the university. 

The coder was presently t eaching kindergarten at a local 

public school. Although s he wa s interested in the portfolio 

process , she had no e xperi e nce with portfolios and no 

experience with coding . 

Coder training took place in t h ree sessions and totaled 

9 hours of training time . Session I , a 4-hour session, 

involved introducing the coder to the por t f o l io process that 

was used in this college course . Each of the settings o f the 

portfolio process was explained to the coder with r egards to 

the expectations of the students and the teacher . The 

settings were discussed in great detail so that the coder 
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fully understood each setting and was able to see the 

relationship that each one had to the other and how each one 

of the settings appeared in the semester. 

During this session, the coder learned how the 

protocols were organized into episodes of conversation based 

on the course goals and then how the segments further 

defined the episodes. The coder was informed that not all 

episodes pertained to the course goals. Only episodes that 

pertained to course goals were to be coded by the coder. The 

coder was familiarized with examples of both kinds of 

episodes so that she learned to distinguish between the two. 

Session II, a 3-hour session, involved a discussion of 

each of the codes for the segments of talk within the larger 

conversations. Each of the definitions was explained and 

examples for each of the codes were given to the coder. A 

demonstration of how to code the segments in the 

conversations was performed for the second coder. She was 

then given the opportunity to practice coding and ask any 

questions that arose. 

During the third session, a 2-hour session, sample 

protocols from a whole class Tuesday (WCT) and a whole class 

Thursday (WCTH ) were given to the individual to code 



210 

independently. The coder went through the protocols and 

identified areas of concern and difficulty. Discussion 

allowed the coder to practice the coding system with these 

protocols and to reach a greater understanding of how to 

apply the codes. 

At the end of the third session, the coder was given a 

protocol from whole class Tuesday (WCT) . This protocol was 

randomly selected from the group of protocols that had not 

been discussed with the coder. The following instructions 

were given to the coder: (a) read through each episode of 

conversation and mark the context codes in order to identify 

episodes that related to the course goals and episodes that 

did not relate to course goals, (b) eliminate any episode 

that did not directly relate to course goals, (c) read 

through the remaining episode/s and code the protocols with 

the context codes, (d) read through the episodes a third 

time and code the protocol segments with the discourse 

codes, and (e) read through the episode a fourth time to 

identify the overall focus of learning code. The coder was 

also reminded of the "other categories of talk" because all 

segments of the episode needed to be coded. 



211 

Interceder Reliability. The randomly selected WCT 

protocol had three episodes. Interceder reliability for the 

context codes was 100 %. The coders agreed that episodes 1 

and 2 d i d not relate to the course goals, thus segments did 

not c ode them. 

Ep isode 3 , wh i ch did relate to the course goals, was 

utilized for interc eder reliability for the segments. 

Interceder reliab i lity was computed (a) for the activity 

code (93 . 75 %), (b ) f or t he strategy code (89.58%), (c) for 

the cognitive code (8 5.41 %), and (d) for the focus of 

learning (97 . 91 %) . These scores indicate that the coders 

scored consistently well on all four areas of coding for the 1111$ 

segments . The decreasing trend in the reliability indicates 

that the more narrowly defi ned the discourse of teaching, 

learning , and assessing become, the more difficult it is to 

code. However , since thi s s t udy of the discourse of the 

portfolio process is in t he beginning stages, the numbers 

that are reported here demonst rate a high degree of 

reliability of the codes and consi s t ency between the coders. 

These percentages are presented in Tab l e 14. 

The coders discussed the areas of disagreement. As a 

result of the discussion , no changes were made in any o f the 
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Table 14 

Results of Intercoder Reliability for the Codes of the 

Portfolio Process 

Codes R 

Context Code 1.0000 

Activity Code .9375 

Strategy Code .8958 

Cognitive Code .8541 

Focus of Learning .9791 

categories or the definitions. The major outcome of the 

discussion was the need for continued practice with the 

coding system within this setting. 

Data Analysis Procedures 

Evolution of the Data Analysis Procedures 

During the data collection process various categories 

emerged from the data. However, a clear understanding of 

these categories within the framework of the questions was 

not readily apparent. Before beginning the formal data 

analysis, it was necessary to determine the arrangement of 
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these categories within teaching, assessing, and learning in 

this setting. 

The portfolio conference occurred at the very end , of 

the data collection, so these transcripts had not been used 

for other coding. Thus, they were used to try to sort the 

data according to teaching, assessing, and learning. In 

preparation for the analysis, the data were organized in two 

ways. First, the transcripts were organized according to the 

speaker. Second, the transcripts were organized according to 

the goals, which were defined by the participants. A change 

in topic about the goal initiated the formation of a new 

segment of discourse. 

Coding According to Teaching, Assessing, and Learning 

The first question that drives this study is: What 

characterizes the instructor and student discourse of 

teaching , assessing, and learning in the seven settings of 

the portfolio process in a college-level reading course? 

Before formal data analysis began, the three actions under 

study were given temporary definitions derived from the 

fieldnotes : (a) teaching was giving instruction about a 

topic , (b) learning was displaying knowledge, and (c) 

assessing was evaluating. The data were coded according to 
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teaching (T), learning (LRNG), and assessing (EVAL) in the 

left column of the portfolio conference transcripts. 

Marginal remarks in the right hand column were used to make 

notations about that particular section of text. Miles and 

Huberman (1994) support the use of marginal remarks as a way 

to "add meaning and clarity" (p. 67). These marginal remarks 

were essential in providing information on how or if the 

emerging categories related to teaching, learning, and 

assessing. See Appendix N for a sample of this coding 

process . 

After analyzing all of the participants' portfolio 

conference transcripts, (~ = 27), in this manner, it was 

noted that a propensity of the coding in the left hand 

margin consisted of teaching (T) and assessing (EVAL) . Due 

to the paucity of data coded learning (LRNG), speculation 

about where learning might be found occurred. In addition, 

it was reasoned that the definitions needed to be further 

refined . Since this is a qualitative study, several 

portfolio conference transcripts were reread in an attempt 

to develop a theory grounded in the data. 

During the rereadings of the portfolio conferences, it 

was noted that the instructor had generally asked the 
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student what she or he had learned. Marginal remarks in this 

section of the conference illuminated the understanding .of 

learning. The remarks "goal," "experience," and "conclusion" 

often followed by "evidence," appeared repeatedly in this 

section of the conference. Consequently, these remarks were 

identified in the other portions of the data. 

In an attempt to discover how these learning remarks 

might be related to teaching and assessing, a "master code" 

was developed using highlighters (pink = teaching, 

yellow = assessing, and green = learning remarks 

[experience, goal, or conclusion]). Miles and Huberman 

(1994) support the use of a "master code" to provide an 

initial structure for data analysis. Of the 27 portfolio 

conference transcripts, 13 were highlighted, 6 totally and 7 

partially, in this manner. The "master code" also was 

attempted on a Whole Class Tuesday transcript to determine 

if the process would work on a different document. See 

Appendix 0 for an example of this coding process. 

This portion of the analysis revealed the manner in 

which learning remarks were integrated with the teaching and 

the assessing. As the data were highlighted, sections of 

text were colored with two highlighters . Through this 



216 

process it became evident that the data could be dual coded 

with teaching and learning or with assessing and learning. 

In this attempt to separate the data according to teaching, 

learning, and assessing, the highlighting emphasized their 

interconnectedness. Therefore, the individual was either 

teaching about her or his experience or evaluating her or 

his experience. 

While rereading the whole class documents for the 

highlighting process, the instructor's repeated use of two 

words, "choice" and "decision" became evident. Due to the 

frequency of the instructor's use of these words, the 

researcher grappled with how "choice" and "decision" might 

fit into the larger scheme of teaching, learning, and 

assessing. It was decided to use choice and decision as the 

categories for the next part of the analysis. 

Since the highlighted transcripts revealed learning as 

experience , the highlighted transcripts of the portfolio 

conference were studied to ascertain if choice and decision 

might be related to teaching, learning, and assessing. 

Through this analysis it was quickly realized that "choice" 

was marked by teaching and that decision was marked by 

assessing . The other events of the portfolio process were 
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coded and they concurred that choice and decision were 

evident in the same place in all data. From this analysis 

and the results of the analysis about learning, it was 

concluded that choice, experience, and decision represented 

macrostructure definitions of teaching, learning, and 

assessing, respectively. 

Earlier analyses had revealed the interconnectedness of 

teaching to learning and assessing to learning. Now, it was 

queried if there were several ways to accomplish the tasks 

of teaching, learning, and assessing. Continued readings of 

the data revealed patterns of action for teaching and 

assessing. The events of the portfolio process provided 

documentation of these patterns of action. 

When reading the whole class Tuesday and whole class 

Thursday documents, it was noted that the instructor's 

dominant method of instruction was demonstration. 

Strategies , the portfolio process, and other topics relevant 

to reading were introduced to the students through some form 

of demonstration . It was concluded that for teaching the 

pattern of action was "demonstrating." Since some of the 

emerging categories could be used to describe how 



218 

demonstrating occurred, demonstrating was considered to be 

part of the macrostructure definition of teaching. 

The events of the portfolio process that gave the 

greatest insight to the pattern of action for assessing were 

reflections. During the whole class sessions when discussing 

the peer conference, portfolio captioning, and tutoring 

events, the instructor assigned reflections as a means of 

evaluating what had been learned as a result of these 

events . Evidence of assessing was found in the reflections, 

so the pattern of action for assessing was "reflecting.n 

Since some of the emerging categories could be used to 

describe how the reflecting occurred, reflecting was 

considered to be part of the macrostructure definition of ~ 
I 

assessing. 

This portion of the data analysis gave greater 

understanding to the macrostructure definitions of teaching 

and assessing. Now, the data could be coded as teaching and 

assessing. Since the definition for teaching was now 

demonstrating choices and assessing was now reflecting on 

decisions, it was queried as to how the demonstrating and 

reflecting occurred . This allowed demonstrating to be 

refined into five subcategories: initiating, telling, 
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informing, modeling, and coaching. Reflecting also was 

refined into five categories: questioning, rating, 

redirecting, reasoning, and confirming. These subcategories 

represent part of the microstructure of the study. 

Questions still remained concerning the pattern of 

action from learning and how the other emerging categories 

might be part of the analysis. Considering learning as the 

integration point for teaching and assessing, the discourse 

was studied closely in order to differentiate among the 

experiences and to identify any overall pattern of action. 

The experiences were decontextualized to their smallest 

pieces . When decontextualized, the number of words 

represented by each experience ranged from one word to 

extensive pieces of text. Studying the discourse in this 

manner made the differences more distinct. It was noted that 

individuals were constructing their experiences. The pattern 

of action that was required for learning was "constructing." 

Thus, constructing became part of the macrostructure 

definition of learning . The initial definition of displaying 

knowledge for learning was abandoned and replaced with 

constructing knowledge. 
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Now, constructing could be further defined by the 

emerging categories, as there were multiple ways of 

constructing one's experience. The emerging categories were 

part of the microstructure of the study. They were: 

labeling, response, recount, explanation, summary, 

description, story, illustrate, example, inference, 

examination, production, proposal, measurement, appraisal, 

justification, draw conclusion, seeking participation, 

seeking assistance, seeking knowledge, and seeking 

clarification . 

In their decontextualized format the learning 

categories could be sorted in two ways (see Figure 1). 

First, the learning constructions could be categorized as 

teaching or learning. Teaching constructions were: label, 

response , recount , explanation, summary, description, 

example, illustrate , story, seeking knowledge, and seeking 

participation . Assessing constructions were inference, 

examination, production , proposal, measurement, opinion, 

appraisal , justification, draw conclusion, seeking 

clarification, and seeking assistance. 
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Second, the learning constructions could be sorted 

according to a continuum. Using Bloom's Taxonomy as a guide, 

the learning "constructions" were ordered according to the 

levels of cognitive domain identified by Bloom (1956) as a 

means of moving from simpler to more complex behaviors and 

ways of thinking. Knowledge constructions were: labeling, 

response, recount, seeking knowledge, and seeking 

participation. Comprehension constructions were: 

explanation, summary, and description. Application 

constructions were: example, illustration, and story. 

Analysis constructions were examination and inference. 

Synthesis constructions were: production and proposal. 

Evaluation constructions were: measurement, opinion, 

appraisal , justification, draw conclusion, seeking 

clarification, and seeking assistance. 

Identifying Student's Patterns of Discourse 

The second question that drives this study is: Is there 

evidence of student discourse that demonstrates a variance 

in the level of integration (learning) of teaching and 

assessing in a college reading course using the portfolio 

process? Inasmuch as this question focused on the 

integration of teaching and assessing, the learning 
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constructions were used to guide this section. Due to the 

plethora of data, initial analysis of the college students' 

data began by studying portfolio conference protocols. All 

portfolio conference protocols were organized according to 

the data reduction process. 

From the data reduction process, 10 students were 

identified as eligible for reporting. During this portion of 

the analysis, the students' protocols were labeled with the 

broad categories of Bloom's Taxonomy (1956). See Table 15 

for the results of this analysis. These students did use 

discourse that integrated teaching and assessing. It was 

noted that the identified students used discourse in at 

least 5 of the 6 categories of Bloom's Taxonomy (1956). At 

this point, it was recognized that it was impossible to 

further eliminate students solely through the use of this 

information. Since the major purpose of portfolio assessment 

is for the individual to be able to self-assess her or his 

learning, it was decided that the final question of the 

study would determine whether to report on all 10 or a 

sampling of these subjects. 



Table 15 

Student Cognitive Coding Analysis for Integration of Teaching and As s e s sing 

in the Portfolio Conference 

Student Knowledge Comprehension Application Ana lys i s Synthesis Evaluation 
Participant 

Hattie 11 3 1 1 0 1 

Liz 12 8 0 1 0 2 

Gail 11 6 0 1 2 1 

Buddy 10 6 0 2 0 1 

Mitch 26 12 2 4 5 35 

Alison 23 12 0 2 3 35 

Peter 17 15 0 2 1 13 

Betty 34 14 1 10 0 38 

Cathy 24 19 7 3 3 24 

Sean 11 8 2 0 1 15 
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Sorting Data Collection according to Research Question 

3. The third question that drove this study is: Is there 

evidence of patterns of student discourse that demonstrates 

self-assessment in a college reading course using the 

portfolio process? Initially, it was hypothesized that the 

college students would demonstrate growth or change in this 

area throughout the semester. Since the tutoring reflections 

were done on a weekly basis, it was determined that they 

would be the document in which growth could be identified. 

Repeated readings of the tutoring reflections were used to 

study this phenomenon. During this portion of the analysis 

it was noted that students were evaluating, but that they 

were not necessarily evaluating themselves. Other-evaluation 

and self-evaluation existed, but to identify growth in this 

area did not produce meaningful results. 

Self-evaluation came in two forms: seeking assistance 

and seeking clarification. However, for the 10 students 

these 2 categories only produced 8 segments. The students 

evaluated during this portion of the portfolio process, but 

the evaluation was generally related to the reading buddy or 

the course content . 
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The course instructor evaluated the students by making 

teacher comments on the tutoring reflections. Her 

evaluations were of the reading buddy and the college 

students. There did not appear to be a variance as to the 

amount of evaluating that she did from one student to the 

other. Additionally, the evaluative comments were positive, 

but in no way were the comments evaluative of the student's 

performance in the class. 

In order to determine if this phenomenon could be 

studied in any other document, the rest of the data were 

considered . The peer conference reflections were studied for 

self-evaluation because this was a setting in which the 

students were instructed to self-evaluate. It was noted that 

the students self-evaluated, but the self-evaluations were 

limited to their goal writing and to their ability to 

provide evidence of accomplishing their goals. These were 

the specific goals of the conferences, so they did not give 

a complete picture of the semester. These documents 

demonstrated that self-evaluation was possible, but this 

represented a small piece of data. 

The portfolio conference contained the student's final 

evaluation so these documents were considered next. It was 



227 

ascertained that the portfolio conference was the most 

appropriate piece of data to use for this question because 

it represented the students' goals and encompassed all 

aspects of the course and the portfolio process. The idea of 

growth from other-evaluation to self-evaluation was 

abandoned at this time. Since one of the purposes of 

portfolio assessment is self-evaluation, it was deemed more 

appropriate to identify instances of self-evaluation rather 

than growth in this area. 

During the context coding portion of the data reduction 

process , the researcher was able to apply two descriptive 

codes to the data. The rereading of all the data brought the 

dual codes into focus again. When these segments were 

scrutinized, the dual coding that had occurred earlier in 

the analysis became clearer. At first, it was thought that 

the two codes were necessary for the context. After careful 

consideration, it was recognized that both codes were 

applicable , but they needed to be separated. The code that 

described the goal remained as the context code. The second 

codes were pulled out for further study in order to 

determine what they represented. It was queried whether 

these dual codes might shed light on self-evaluation. 
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Initially, the categories were: reading buddy, college 

student, and portfolio. These codes were related to the 

learning category, but they indicated the focus of the 

discourse that refers to broader ideas about whom or about 

what the individual is talking rather than the specific 

topic . 

An attempt was made to place all 27 portfolio 

conference protocols into one of the three categories. 

Discrepancies could be seen within these three categories so 

three new categories were devised. The three new categories 

were : course content , reading buddy and college student, and 

reading buddy, course content, and college student. 

Although there were six categories, they could be 

divided into two groups. One group, portfolio contents, 

course contents , and reading buddy, were the categories that 

represented other-evaluation. The second group, college 

student, college student and reading buddy, and college 

student, reading buddy, and course content, represented 

self-evaluation. 

Since only 10 students remained at this point, these 

students ' conferences were studied and were placed in the 

appropriate category. The appropriate category for the 
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student was determined by identifying the major focus of 

learning for each episode of the portfolio conference. 

Episodes were totaled and the students were placed in the 

most prevalent focus of learning category (see Table 16). 

After placement in the focus of learning category it 

was decided that only one student from each category was 

needed to represent that category. When there was more than 
It• 

one student in the category, the results of question number 

2 were used to make the choice. The student who represented 

the greatest variety in the cognitive categories was 

identified to report on in this document. This process 

identifi ed Peter, Cathy, Sean, Betty, Mitch, and Alison as 

the students to be reported on in this study. 



Table 16 

Re s ult s o f the Fo c us of Learning for Student Discourse 

Student Portfolio Course Reading College Reading Reading Buddy, 
Contents Contents Buddy Student Buddy & College Student 

College & Course Content 
Student 

Hattie X 

Liz 
X 

Gail X 

Buddy 
X 

Mitch 
X 

Alison 
X 

Peter X 

Betty 
X 

Cathy X 

Sean 
X 
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CHAPTER IV 

PRESENTATION OF THE FINDINGS 

Introduction 

The purpose of this study was to investigate student-

teacher discourse in an undergraduate college-level reading 

'' I 
course using the portfolio process to demonstrate student 

knowledge of reading assessment strategies. Using 

ethnographic techniques themes, patterns, categories, and 

frequencies were allowed to emerge from the data. Data 

sources included the seven settings of the portfolio process 

in this college reading course. These seven settings were: 

(a) whole class Tuesday [WCT] , (b) whole class Thursday 

[ W C T H } , ( c ) tutoring ref 1 e c t ions [ TR] , (d) midterm 

examination [EXAM], (e) peer conference reflections 

[PRCONR] , (f) portfolio conference [PC], and (g) portfolio 

captioning [PCAP] . The findings are presented in light of 

the three research questions that guided the investigation 

of the discourse. This portion of the study answered the 

first question that guided this study: 

231 
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1. What characterizes the instructor and student 

discourse of teaching, assessing, and learning in the seven 

settings of the portfolio process in a college level reading 

course? 

Macroanalysis of the Discourse of Teaching, 

Learning, and Assessing 

Initial analysis of the discourse of teaching, 

assessing, and learning was conducted by using the 

macrostructure definitions of demonstrating choices, 

reflecting decisions, and constructing experiences, 

respectively. Table 17 presents the information from this 

analysis of the data. The findings are presented for the 

instructor and students in each setting of the portfolio 

process. In order to gain a clear understanding of teaching 

and assessing for the students and the instructor, 

percentages are calculated with respect to the total number 

of segments during this portion of the analysis. 

This analysis revealed information about teaching and 

assessing segments that existed across the settings of the 

portfolio process. During the macroanalysis, the data 

revealed that learning segments were the combination of 

II/\ 
I 
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Tab Le 1 -/ 

t-1a c r oanal ys is o_f _Te dc hinCJ , As sess i I1 Q, rinrl Lea rn 1na Dis co urs P f o r th e Te ac her and the Students jn 

he Seven SetLi~s of lhe Portfoli o Process 

Activity Parti e - Tedching Assessing Learning** Other Total 

Settinq ipant Demonstrating Reflecting Constructing Discourse 

Choices Decisions Experiences 
% No. % No. % No. 't, No. % No. 

Whole T 33 .5 582 20.1 348 53.6 930 19.2 334 72.8 12 64 

Class• s (~=27) 11.7 204 6 . 7 116 10.4 320 8.6 149 27 .0 469 

Tue X 12 
Total 1733 

Whole T 301 88 20 .8 61 51 . 0 149 25.3 74 76.3 223 

Class* s (~=27) 9 . 2 27 3 . 7 ]1 13.0 38 10 .6 31 23.6 69 

Thur X 6 
Total 292 

Tutoring T 10.3 66 19 .6 126 29 .9 192 5.4 35 35.3 227 

Ref lee- s (~=6) 18.0 116 40.3 259 58 . 3 375 6.4 41 64.7 416 

tion 
(10/S) 

Total 643 

Midterm T 11.8 12 21.5 22 33.3 34 .9 1 34.2 35 

Exam s (~=6) 15.7 16 36.2 37 51.9 53 13.7 14 65.6 67 
Total 102 

Peer T .0 0 . 0 0 . 0 0 . 0 0 . 0 0 

Confer- s (~=6) 11.5 3 88.4 23 100.0 26 . 0 0 100.0 26 
ence 
Reflec-
tions** 

Total 26 

-·-~ ,;-- ji ~~ ~ft ,_= - 5- :- _f 
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Table 17 (c J rtll nllt!d) 

Activity 
Set tin 

Port
Folio 
Caption
ing 

Port
Folio 
Con
ference 

Total 

Partic
ipant 

T 
s (_Q=6 ) 

T 
s (_Q=6) 

T 
s 

Tedching 
Demonstr 
Ch o i ces 

% 
. 0 

48.1 

4. 
22 . 0 

19 .4 
18.0 

ting 

No . 
0 

155 

41 
210 

789 
731 

As sess in 
Reflect ing 
Decisions 

% 
.0 

50.6 

11 . 7 
19 . 8 

16 . 4 
19.6 

No . 
0 

163 

112 
189 

669 
798 

Learning"* 
Constructing 
Experiences 

% No . 
. 0 0 

98 . 7 318 

16 . 0 
41 . 9 

35 .8 
37 .6 

153 
399 

1458 
1529 

Other 
Discourse 

% 
. 0 

1. 4 

30 . 3 
11.7 

18.0 
8.6 

No. 
0 
4 

Total 
289 
113 

Total 
733 
352 

Total 

% 
. 0 

100 . 0 

46.3 
53.6 

53.8 
46. 2 

No. 
0 

322 

322 
442 
512 

95 4 
2 J91 
1881 

Total 4072 
Whole Class Settings considered all participants while ot her settings considered only sample. 

**For Peer Conference Reflections 2 of the participants in the sample were absent on one of the 
peer conferencing days ; therefore , the total participant conferences was 10. 

***Learning represents the combination of te a chi ng and assessing. 
Segme n ts of discourse vary from a sjngLe word Lo extensive lengths of text. 
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teaching and assessing segments. Little else was revealed 

about learning so that the teaching and assessing segments 

will be the focus of this discussion. 

Whole Class Tuesday (WCT) 

The total combined number of segments of discourse for 

the teacher and the students (N = 27) in the WCT was 1733. 

Examining the instructor discourse in the 12 WCT lessons, 
I I 

33.5% (582 of 1733) is teaching, 20.1% (348 of 1733) is 

assessing, and 53.6% (930 of 1733) is learning. For the 

student discourse in the WCT, 11.7% (204 of 1733) is 

teaching, 6.7% (116 of 1733) is assessing, and 18.4% (320 of 

1733) is learning. Other Discourse accounted for 19.2% (334 

of 1733) of the instructor segments and 8.6% (149 of 1733) 

of the student segments. In the WCT, discourse segments of 

the teaching, assessing, and learning for the instructor 

were greater than the students' discourse segments of 

teaching, assessing and learning. The numerical information 

also indicates that teaching segments are more dominant than 

assessing segments for both the instructor and the student. 

In this setting, the instructor discourse is usually 

extended segments of text while the student segments are 
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brief pieces of discourse. The following is an example of 

the discourse that occurred in the WCT setting. During this 

lesson, the instructor was introducing the lesson plan 

format to be used during the tutoring sessions. 

WCT 3/EP3B 1/T Four parts--The first part is a 
directed reading part. [teaching] 

2/T Now I'm sort of trusting that you 
remember that from your class. You 
take a piece of text--[incidental] 

3/T In the last class I was asked if the 
text had to be a book. No, you don't 
always have to use a book. You might use 
a magazine. You might use a newspaper, 
but you have a piece of text. This is a 
teaching text, so this is not, you're 
going to be interacting with your kid 
with this piece, so it doesn't 
necessarily have to be easy reading, but 
it needs to be something that is not 
completely frustrating. [teaching] 

4/T You do a before reading activity. 
[teaching] 

5/T What are some before reading activities 
that you know of? What do you know? 
[teaching] 

6/00 K-W-L chart [teaching] 
7/T Okay--you might do a K-W-L chart. 

[assessing] 
8/T What else? What's the important thing to 

do before you read something? For the 
kid. [teaching] 

9/00 Check their background knowledge. [teaching] 
10/T Sure! You want to make sure that they 

have the background knowledge to 
comprehend the text. You want to bring 
out what background knowledge that they 
have. And see if they truly have any. 
[assessing] 

11/T If you--r had a tutor--I don't 
know if it was the last time or the time 

I I 
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before--she had a thing that every 
kid in the world had been to Walt Disney 
World. She must have been to Walt Disney 
World and she said, you know what Walt 
Disney World is like and the kid had 
never been there. And she said you have 
never been to Walt Disney World? And he 
said, No ... Surely you've seen it on TV. 
What do you know about it? Basically 
what he knew was Mickey Mouse and Minnie 
Mouse and that a lot of football players 
went there after the Super Bowl. That's 
what he knew about Walt Disney World. 
And she had built this elaborate lesson 
about Walt Disney World with some books 
that she had. She was a little 
disappointed, but that was important 
that she found that out before she just 
went right into that book because he had 
a very limited and somewhat skewed view 
of what Walt Disney World was like. That 
turned into a wonderful activity, by the 
way, because what she decided to do--
she had been to Walt Disney World that 
summer---1 guess it was the Fall. And 
she brought her picture album and, 
basically, they went to Walt Disney 
World. They'd ride on all of the rides, 
but first she asked the question about 
prio r knowledge. [teaching] 

The teache r a nd s t udent discourse continued in a 

similar format throughout this lesson and the other lessons 

in the whole class s essions. The instructor discourse 

dominated the lessons and the s t udents participated with 

their knowledge , as they were able. 

'I 
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Whole Class Thursday (WCTH) 

The total combined number of segments of discourse for 

the teacher and the students (N = 27) in the 6 WCTH was 292. 

Examining the teacher discourse in the 6 WCTH lessons, 30.1% 

(88 of 292) is teaching, 20.8% (61 of 292) is assessing, and 

50.9% (149 of 292) is learning. For the student discourse in 
'I 

the WCTH, 9.2% (27 of 292) is teaching, 3.7% (11 of 292) is 

assessing, and 13% (38 of 292) is learning. Other Discourse 

accounted for 25.3% (74 of 292) of the teacher segments and 

10.6% (31 of 292) of the student segments. Much the same as 

the WCT, in the WCTH the instructor maintained the greater 

amount of teaching, assessing, and learning discourse 

segments. Additionally, teaching was the dominant activity 

in the WCTH for the teacher. The discourse format for the 

teacher and the student were similar to the format in the 

WCT with the instructor having extended episodes of 

discourse and the students participating when they had 

something to contribute. 

Tutoring Reflections (TR) 

Table 17 indicates that the total combined number of 

s egments for the teacher and the student (N = 6) in the 60 
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tutoring reflections (10 reflections per student) was 643. 

Examining the teacher discourse in the 60 tutoring 

reflections, 10.3% (66 of 643) is teaching, 19.6% (126 of 

643) is assessing, and 29.9% (192 is 643) is learning. For 

the student discourse in the TR, 18.0% (116 of 643) is 

teaching, 40.3 % (259 of 643) is assessing, and 58.3% (375 of 

643) is learning. Other Discourse accounted for 5.4% (35 of 

643) for the instructor segments and 6.4% (41 of 643) of the 

student segments. 

Until the tutoring reflections become a part of the 

process , the student 's role in the process is a subordinate 

one. In the TR setting, a notable change in the student role 

occurred . At this point, the number of student discourse 

segments of teaching , assessing, and learning is greater 

than the instructor . A second shift in the discourse is that 

the dominant activity for both the teacher and the student 

is assessing. 

Besides the increase in the number of student discourse 

segments , the student segments of text are longer while the 

number of instructor segments have decreased and are 

shorter. In this setting, the students were instructed to 

(a ) tell what they did , (b) what they learned, and (c) what 

'I 
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they will do as a result of their learning. The amount of 

discourse that occurs in each section of the reflection 

varies per student. 

Typically, the students discuss what occurred during 

the tutoring sessions in order to inform the instructor. The 

reflection of subject 26 demonstrates how the tutoring 

session is shared with the instructor and one of the 

instructor's roles in the TR. 

TR2/EP2 1/26 I began lesson two with a miscue analysis. 
[teaching] 

2/26 RB liked the idea of being recorded and did 
not appear to be nervous about it. [teaching] 

3/26 As RB was reading, I felt that she was doing 
a good job! My feelings were confirmed after 
I completed the miscue analysis summary 
sheet. RB only made twelve miscues out of a 
little over two hundred words. Better yet, 
out of the twelve miscues, there were no 
meaning changes. There were no pauses, 
repetitions, reversals, or supplied words. 
One out of the twelve miscues was an 
omission. Three out of the twelve miscues 
were insertions. The main problem that RB had 
was substituting one word for another. Eight 
out of the twelve miscues were substitutions. 
RB did correct herself twice. Once on a 
substitution and once on an insertion. There 
was not a lot of graphophonemic similarity 
between the text words and the miscues; 
however, I am not terribly concerned because 
the miscues did not change the meaning. I 
believe that RB will improve with just a 
little practice. [assessing] 
4/T You've done a very good analysis of her 

miscues. I concur that she is reading 
for meaning--which is what good 
readers do. [assessing] 

w l 
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5/26 RB also did really well reading her part of 
the book, Lisi and the Kittens. [assessing] 

6/26 RB told me that she really enjoys reading 
aloud to others. I told her I was glad that 
she enjoyed it so much. [teaching] 
7/T Would she like to rehearse a picture 

book to read to a younger class? 
[teaching] 

8/26 RB seemed to enjoy writing in her journal. 
I am l ooking forward to learning more about 
how to analyze writing. [assessing] 
9/T We will be talking about writing on 
Tuesday . [teaching] 

From this examp l e, it can be noted that the length of 

the student dis c o u rs e increased and the number of segments 

was more frequent than t h e i nstructor discourse. This 

student provided information about what she did [teaching] 

and her interpretation [assessing] of the events. The first 

instructor comment served a s f eedback [assessing] for the 

student . In the second comme n t, t he instructor takes the 

opportunity to provide more inst r uct i on. 

Midterm Examinat i on (EXAM) 

According to Table 17 , the t ota l number of segments of 

discourse for the teacher and student s (N = 6) in t he EXAM 

setting was 102 . Examining the instructor discourse in t hi s 

setting, 11.8 % (12 of 102) is teaching , 21 . 5% (22 o f 102) is 

assessing, and 33 . 3% (34 of 102) is learning . For the 



242 

student discourse in the EXAM setting, 15.7% (16 of 102) is 

teaching, 36.2 % (37 of 102) is assessing, and 51.9% (53 of 

102) is learning. Other Discourse segments account for .9% 

(1 of 102) for the teacher and 13.7% (14 of 102) for the 

students. 

In the EXAM setting the students have the greater 

number of teaching , assessing, and learning discourse 

segments. The dominant activity for the instructor and for 

the students was assessing. 

This example of a midterm examination from subject 15 

shows the extended segments used by the students and the 

shorter segments used by the instructor. In this case the 

instructor and the student have an equal number of segments, 

but the length of the segments is substantially different 

from the WCT. This also represented a change from the whole 

class settings. 

EXAM/EP2/ 1/15 Writing should be assessed very carefully, 
meaning you should be careful not to 
criticize the writing harshly. [assessing] 

2/15 It is extremely important to pay attention 
to what the child is trying to say. Sometimes 
we forget that the expression of thoughts and 
feelings of the child are also very 
important. You should try to have the child 
read you their story before you grade it so 
that you are sure to receive the actual 
message of the story. The spelling and 
grammar can be worked on but if a child is 
afraid to express themself [sic] for fear 

.,, 
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of misspelling a word, it is much harder to 
get them to open up. [assessing] 
3/T You should look first to determine what 

the child knows. [teaching] 
4/15 This child writes fairly well. The start of 

the story shows he has been exposed to that 
type of literature. The writer does use 
punctuation at the end of sentences, and 
capitalizes the beginning of sentences, but 
a few of his sentences are run-ons. 
5/T Good spelling. More a description than 

a "story." [assessing] 
The structure of the sentences is good, they 
express complete thoughts. This writer could 
use some help or instruction on linking 
related sentences, when he has run-on what 
words could be added or deleted to correct 
(He had a little brother named Rascal.) 
Overall, I think that this student writes 
well. He uses creativity and imagination to 
try to develop an interesting story. 
[assessing] 
6/T This student would benefit from a peer 

editing process which could focus on the 
ideas that you suggest. [teaching] 

This example clearly demonstrates that the student is 

assessing throughout the response to this question. The 

student has offered an assessment of the piece of writing 

and then proceeds with more information. As the instructor 

interjected comments, the feedback was both teaching and 

assessing. Apparently, the instructor considered this not 

only a time to assess student knowledge, but also an 

opportunity to teach. 

, 
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Peer Conference Reflections (PRCONR) 

According to Table 17, the teacher discourse segments 

for teaching, assessing, and learning is 0% (0 of 26) in all 

areas. Examining the student (N = 6) discourse segments, 

11 .5 % (3 of 26) is teaching, 88.4% (23 of 26) is assessing, 

and 100% (26 of 26) is learning. There is no Other Discourse 

for the student or for the instructor. This setting 

represents a c omplete change in control of discourse for the 

student and for the instructor. 

Since the instructor did not respond to the 

reflections , the students are allowed total control of the 

discourse in the peer conference reflections. The dominant 

activity for the students was assessing. 

In general , the students assessed the value of the peer 

conference. Students used this setting to discuss their 

goals with their peers. Hearing others' goals and getting 

their input had a positive effect on the students. 

In the segments , the student mentioned her or his goals 

and then provided some form of feedback about the assistance 

given during the peer conference . The following example is 

representative of the student discourse in this setting. 

PRCONR1/EP11/08Talking about our goals really helped me 
more understand what more I can do as a 



teacher. It seems that in the past, 
teachers told students what they did 
wrong and how to correct it. Now you can 
ask the student to share with you their 
own feelings and thoughts and what their 
errors are. I think this is a very good 
idea. It makes them more independent and 
it helps their critical thinking. 
[assessing] 

2/08 I also feel that parent communication is 
extremely important. [assessing] 

3/08 A suggestion that was given in our 
discussion was to hand out a survey to 
the parents so that they could express 
their thoughts and concerns as well as 
rate different areas of your classroom 
procedures. [teaching] 

4/08 This (survey) is a good way to see your 
positives and negatives. [assessing] 

5/08 Reflecting at the end of a teaching 
session is also another idea that I 
thought was good. This helps the teacher 

and the student reflect on what was 
learned that day. [assessing] 

Portfolio Captioning (PCAP) 
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According to Table 17, the discourse segments for the 

instructor is 0% (0 of 322) for teaching, learning, and 

assessing. Examining the student (~ = 6) discourse segments 

yields 48 . 1% (155 of 322) as teaching, 50.6% (163 of 322) as 

assessing , and 98.7% (318 of 322) as learning. Other 

Discourse segments account for 1.2% (4 of 322) of the 

student discourse . 
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This setting provided a second opportunity for the 

student to have complete control of the discourse. Since the 

purpose of this setting was for the student to self-assess 

her or his goal fulfillment, the lack of instructor 

discourse appeared to be appropriate. Although the student 

discourse revealed a greater number of assessing segments, 

there is relatively little difference between the number of 

teaching and assessing segments in the total number of 

segments. Individual differences in the teaching and 

assessing segments will be noted in question 2. Typically, 

the captioning included item identification and then did or 

did not include an explanation. 

In the following example of portfolio captioning, the 

student identified the item [in the portfolio] and then 

continued to tell of its use during the tutoring session. 

The student offered an explanation of the item's usefulness 

and of its value to a teacher in the final section. 

PCAP/EP2 11/04KWL: RB loves magnets! So, we did a magnet 
experiment. [teaching] 

12/04The experiment did not go as I had 
planned ... in fact, it went better. The 
whole session really helped me see the use of 
the KWL in a new way. I have used KWL before 
and was pretty familiar with it. Going step 
by step with RB helped me see its usefulness. 
It is similar to the think aloud in that it 
shows us the student's thought process. It is 
different in that the RB was aware of the 
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structure of learning. I asked him what he 
knew about magnets first. I let him play with 
them as he thought. Then he talked about what 
he wanted to know about them and what though 
he would learn through our experiment. We did 
the experiment together and he had a lot of 
fun discovering. We then discussed what he 
thought he had learned from the lab. He 
l earned about friction, attraction, and 
repul sion. He made a prediction and followed 
it through to a conclusion. [assessing] 

13/04Th i s assessment type is a really good 
s tar t er. It helps children make choices and 
se t a course for their learning. It helps 
t each ers see the child's progression as he 
builds schema. [assessing] 

Portfo lio Conference (PC) 

According to Table 17, the total number of discourse 

segments for the teacher and the students (~ = 6) in the PC 

setting is 954 . Examining t he instructor discourse segments 

in this setting , 4.3% (41 o f 954 ) is teaching, 11.7 % (112 of 

954) is assessing, and 16 . 0% (153 of 954) is learning. For 

the student in the PC settin g , 22. 0% (210 of 954) is 

teaching, 19 . 8% (189 of 954) is a sses s ing, and 41.9 % (399 of 

954) is learning . For Other Di s c ours e i n the PC setting 

30.3 % (289 of 954) is teacher discou rse a nd 11 .7 % (112 of 

954) is student discourse . 

These totals represented another change in the 

discourse segments . The student discourse segments for 
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teaching, assessing, and learning were decisively greater 

than the teacher discourse segments. Unlike other settings, 

the student discourse was dominated by teaching segments and 

teacher discourse was dominated by assessing segments. A 

meaningful change occurred in the Other Discourse segments 

that showed a substantial increase for the instructor from 

any of the other settings. 

The purpose of the portfolio conference was for the 

student to explain to the instructor about her or his 

learning. In addition, the student articulated the grade 

that the student believed she or he ought to receive for the 

course. The student had extended segments of discourse and 

the teacher interjected comments while the student was 

talking. The student may or may not address the instructor's 

comments . The first example of discourse in the portfolio 

conference reveals the student's ability to articulate 

information about learning. 

PC/EP2 1/T Okay, let's start with knowledge. 
How did you go about demonstrating that? 
[assessing] 

2/15 Well, for the different assessment strategies 
I had--In another class I had a goal similar 
to this for a portfolio last fall. And I 
found this [chart] in my book. 
3/T Oh ... [backchanneling] It [chart] has 

different techniques--
4/T Mmhmmm [backchanneling] like why you'd 

use it [assessment], what it does and 
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like when you might use it. This had 
some of the same things that we did in 
class, but it left off a few so I went 
ahead and kind of did the same thing for 
the ones that it left off from the 
class--

5/T Oh, that's good. [assessing] That I 
found. Like observations we didn't 
really like discuss that exactly in 
class, but that is one that comes to me 
now--so, of assessment. And then it also 
had these guidelines [another chart] to 
use when assessing. [teaching] 

This second example provides the student discourse 

concerning the grade earned for the portfolio. The student 

may opt to put all points (up to 85) on the portfolio or to 

take a final test and put part of the points on the 

portfolio. This student has elected to put all of the points 

on the portfolio. He provided an explanation of why he 

thought he deserved all of the points. 

PC/EP8 1/T What grade do you give yourself on 
it [portfolio] ? [teaching] 

2/01 I give myself an 85. [assessing] 
3/T Why? [assessing] 

4/01 Because I worked hard and--you know the 
last time that I did a portfolio I think 
that I did all of it two or three days 
before, but I've been working on this since 
probably the second week of school-
thinking about what I was going to put into 
it. That is actually what gave me this idea 
[shoebox] because I was pretty depressed 
because--I didn't want to--I didn't 
want to create a portfolio like I did the 
last time so I tried to start thinking about 
what I could do--to--I really--I've 
been writing so many papers and this and 
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that, that I was really just tired of just 
writing so I thought if I could get my kids 
to do this stuff them I'm going to do it, 
too. [assessing] 
5/T Yeah [assessing] 

6/01 So, I just feel that I put a lot of effort 
into it [portfolio]. [assessing] 

In summary, Table 17 reveals that there was a change in 

control of the teaching, assessing, and learning discourse 

across settings of the portfolio process. The instructor 

dominated the whole class settings while the students 

dominated the other settings. Thus, the settings of the 

portfolio process have a notable influence over who controls 

the discourse. 

Second, the table reveals that each setting of the 

portfolio process has a dominant activity for both the 

instructor and the students. The setting appears to 

influence the discourse activity that occurs in each of the 

settings. However, some marked differences in teaching, 

assessing, and learning can be discerned when these 

activities are studied more closely within the various 

settings of the portfolio process. The microanalysis will 

add to the understanding of these differences. 



Microanalysis of the Discourse of Teaching, 

Assessing, and Learning 

Teaching and Assessing 

A microanalysis of the of teaching and assessing 
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was conducted to identify the differences that existed in 

each of these demonstrating and reflecting activities. By 

further study of teaching and assessing in each of the 

settings of the portfolio process, subcategories were 

devised for demonstrating and reflecting that represent the 

microstructure of the study. Five subcategories were devised 

for demonstrating and for reflecting. 

The five demonstrating subcategories are initiating, 

telling, modeling, coaching, and informing. The five 

reflecting subcategories are questioning, redirecting, 

reasoning, confirming , and rating. Table 18 and Table 19 

present the information gleaned from this analysis of the 

data. The information is presented for the instructor and 

students in each setting of the portfolio process. This 

analysis of teaching and assessing revealed the strategies 

as they were related to the settings of the portfolio 

process. 



Table 18 

Ml croanal ys1s of Demonstrating Strateg1es for the Teacher and the Students 1n the 

Seven Settings of the Portfolio Process 

Strategy Setting Participant Initiating Telling Modeling Coa c h i ng Informing Total 
) No . % No . % No . % No . % No. 

Whole Class* T 32 . 5 189 1. 4 8 26 . 3 153 . 5 3 39.3 2 29 58 2 

Tuesday (!:!=12) s (!:!=27) 7 . 8 16 . 0 0 5 .4 11 . 0 0 86 .8 177 204 

Whole Class* T 13 . 6 12 . 0 0 23.9 21 . 0 0 62 .5 55 88 

Thursday (!:!=6) s (~=27) 18 . 5 5 . 0 0 1 4. 8 4 . 0 0 66.7 18 27 

Tutoring T . 0 0 1.5 1 27 . 3 18 28 .8 1 9 42 .4 28 66 

Reflection (10/S) s (~=6) . 9 1 . 0 0 . 9 1 1.6 2 96.6 112 116 

Midterm Exam T 50 . 0 6 8 . 3 1 . 0 0 1 6 .7 2 25.0 3 1 2 
s (~=6) . 0 0 . 0 0 12 .5 2 . 0 0 87.5 14 16 

Peer Conferen ce T . 0 0 . 0 0 . 0 0 .0 0 . 0 3 3 
Reflections** s .0 0 . 0 0 . 0 0 .0 0 100.0 0 0 
(~=10) 

Portfolio T .0 0 . 0 0 . 0 0 . 0 0 . 0 0 0 
Captionin g s .0 0 . 0 0 . 6 1 .0 0 99.4 154 155 

Portfolio T 17.1 7 . 0 0 2. 4 1 . 0 0 80.5 33 41 
Conferen ce s (n =6 ) . 5 1 . 0 0 5. 2 11 . 0 0 94.3 198 210 

Note : Number on t he l e ft is percentage. *Who le Class Settings = all participants other settings 
samp l e. **Fo r Peer Conference Reflections two subjects absent on one of the conference days. 

N 
(Jl 

N 



Tabl e 19 

Micro analysis o f Refle c ting Strateaies for the Teacher and the Students in the 

Seven Settings of the Portfolio Process 

Strategy Setting Partici- Questioning Redirecting Reasoning Confirming Rating Total 

pant % No. % No. % No. % No. % No. 

Whole Class* T 14 . 6 51 1.0 3 37.0 129 39.4 137 8. 0 28 348 

Tuesday (!:!=12) s (!:!=27) 33 . 6 39 . 9 1 22.4 26 6.0 7 37.1 43 116 

Whole Class* T 18.0 11 3 . 2 2 41.0 25 23.0 1 9.1 1 61 

Thursday (!:!=6) s 54.5 6 .0 0 27.3 3 9.1 90 16.6 21 11 

Tutoring T 3.2 4 4.0 5 4.8 6 71.4 90 16.6 21 126 
Reflection (10/S) s (~=6) 3 . 9 10 5.4 14 58.7 152 6.5 17 25.5 66 259 

Midterm Exam T 18.2 4 . 0 0 . 0 0 45.5 10 36.3 2 37 
(!i=6) s . 0 0 . 0 0 94.6 35 . 0 0 5. 4 0 0 

Peer Conference T .0 0 . 0 0 . 0 7 26.1 6 30.4 7 23 
Reflections** s 8.7 2 4. 4 1 30.4 0 . 0 0 . 0 0 0 
(!:!=10) 

Portfolio T . 0 0 . 0 0 . 0 0 . 0 0 . 0 0 0 
Captioning (!:!=6) s .0 0 1.8 3 45.4 74 44.8 73 8.0 13 163 

Portfolio T 18.8 21 . 0 0 4. 4 5 56.3 63 20.5 23 112 
Conference (N=6 ) s 1.1 2 2.6 5 40.7 77 37.1 70 18.5 35 189 
Note: Number on the left is percentage. *Whole Class Settings = all participants other settings 

sample . ** For Peer Conference Reflections 2 participants absent on one of the conference days. 

N 
(J1 
w 



254 

Whole Class Tuesday (WCT) 

According to Table 18, the total demonstrating strategy 

segments for the teacher in the WCT was 582. Examining the 

teacher segments in the 12 WCT lessons, 32.5% (189 of 582) 

is initiating, 1.4% (8 of 582) is telling, 26.3% (153 of 

582) is modeling, .5 % (3 of 582) is coaching, and 39.3% (229 

of 582) is informing. The total demonstrating segments for 

the students (~ = 27) is 204. Examining the student segments 

in the 12 WCT lessons, 8% (16 of 204) is initiating, 0% (0 

of 204) for both telling and coaching, 4.6% is modeling, and 

86.8 % is informing. 

According to Table 19, the total reflecting strategies 

for the teacher in the WCT is 348. Examining the teacher 

segments in the 12 WCT lessons, 14.6% (51 of 348) is 

questioning, 1% (3 of 348) is redirecting, 37% (129 of 348) 

is reasoning, 39 .4 % (137 of 348) is confirming, and 8% is 

rating. Examining the student segments in the 12 WCT 

lessons, 33.6 % (39 of 116) is questioning, . 9% (1 of 116) is 

redirecting, 22.4 % (26 of 116) is reasoning, 6% (7 of 116) 

lS confirming, and 37.1 % (43 of 116) is rating. 

In the WCT setting, the most frequently used 

demonstrating strategies for the teacher were informing, 
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initiating, and modeling respectively. For the students, the 

most frequently used strategy was informing. The notable 

reflecting strategies for the instructor were confirming, 

reasoning, and questioning, respectively. Reflecting 

strategies most frequently used by the students in the WCT 

were rating, questioning, and reasoning, respectively. 

When studying these strategies within the episodes of 

conversations, the context of the classroom event showed the 

interrelatedness of demonstrating and reflecting. The most 

frequent place that this interrelatedness appeared in the 

WCT was during the introduction of a new assessment 

strategy. The following is an example of these teaching and 

assessing strategies used during the introduction of the KWL 

assessment strategy. 

WCT11/EP2B 1/T And our topic is Johnny Appleseed. And 
I have forms for you to use. If you 
want to write on these. [business] 

2/T Okay someone give me some ideas. What 
do you know about Johnny Appleseed? 
[initiating] 

3/17 Planted apple trees [informing] 
4/T Okay. Planted apple trees [confirming] 

5/25 Folktale [informing] 
6/T Okay. It's a folktale [confirming] 
7/T I hear something over there. He did 

what? [initiating] 
8/11 Wore a pot on his head [informing] 

9/T Wore a pot on his head. Why do you think 
that he did that? [questioning] 



10/T What else do you know about Johnny 
Appleseed? [initiating] 

11/27 Traveled [informing] 
12/T Okay. He traveled. [confirming] 
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13/T What else? Anything else that you know 
about Johnny Appleseed? [initiating] 

14/T He planted apple trees. He's a 
folktale. [informing] 

15/T Does that mean it's real? Or not real? 
[ initiating] 

16/23 Maybe it's real but they exaggerated it. 
[informing] 

17/T Okay maybe he's real but maybe that's 
just an embellishment. [confirming] 

The next few segments contain restatements of the ideas 

presented by the students. The instructor provided 

information about the statements made by the students. 

22/T When you do this with kids, it's 
important that you take their responses 
for that they are. We don't worry about 
whether they are right or wrong. We 
just accept whatever they say and we 
write it. But if I am assessing it then 
at this point I'm thinking in my head. 
Okay, does this child have sufficient 
prior knowledge to do this story? Is 
the prior knowledge or is what this 
child thinks about this topic accurate 
---from what I know. And I would know 
---and I would hope that I would know 
more about this topic than you, but I 
might not. From what I know does this 
appear to be accurate? And do I have a 
clue as to what it's based on has 
anyone said. Oh I read that once and 
... or I went to Ohio and I learned 
when I went to the Johnny Appleseed 
museum. If there is such a place and 
there probably is. [reasoning] 
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23/T So if I'm the teacher, and I'm doing 
this I would say---well, this class has 
pretty good prior knowledge. They've 
heard something about Johnny Appleseed 
and from what I know where you got your 
i nformation because no one offered 
that. But I might ask. If I were 
curious or if there were some incorrect 
information. Where did you read that? 
How do you know about Johnny Appleseed? 
Wh ere does that come from? [modeling] 

24/T Okay the second part of the KWL is what 
you want to know about Johnny 
App l eseed, so give me some questions. 
Wh a t would you like to know about Johnny 
Appleseed? [informing] 

25/1 Why does he appear in every education book? 
[in f or mi ng] 

The ins tructo r h as provided the directions for the 

KWL in the form of a d emonstration. She has the college 

students take the role o f t h e elementary students so that 

they will gain understandin g of how the assessment strategy 

works . At different point s in the demonstration, she 

provides modeling of the t eacher's r ole when using this 

assessment procedure . The t eac her moves back and forth 

between providing the informatio n on how to do the 

assessment and then how to make u s e of t he i nformation on 

what to do with the information . 

Whole Class Thursday (WCTH) 

According to Table 18 , the total number of 

demonstrating segments for the teacher was 88 . In examining 
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these segments, 13.6% (12 of 88) is initiating, 23.9% (21 of 

88) is modeling, and 62.5% (55 of 88) is informing. There 

were no segments of telling and coaching. The total number 

o f demonstrating segments for the students was 27. In 

examining the segments, 18.5% (5 of 27) is initiating, 14.8% 

(4 o f 27 ) is modeling, and 66.7 % (18 of 27) is informing. 

There were no segments of telling and coaching for the 

stude nts. 

Accordi n g t o Table 19, the total number of reflecting 

segments for the i n structor was 61. In examining these 

segments, 18 . 0% (11 of 61) is questioning, 3.2 % (2 of 61) is 

redirecting, 41 . 0% (25 of 61) is reasoning, 23.0 % (14 of 61) 

is confirming, and 14 . 8% (9 of 61) is rating. The total 

reflecting segments fo r the students was 11. In examining 

these segments, 5 4. 5% (6 o f 11 ) is questioning, 27.3 % (3 of 

11 ) is reasoning , 9 . 1 % (1 o f 1 1) is confirming, 9.1 % (1 of 

11 ) is rating . There were no segments of redirecting in the 

WCTH. 

In the WCTH setting, the mo s t frequent ly used 

demonstrating strategy by both the teache r and the students 

was informing. Modeling and initiating were evi d enced f or 

t he teacher , but were less significant for the students . For 
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reflecting, the instructor most frequently used the 

reasoning strategy while confirming, questioning, and rating 

p l ay less significant roles in the discourse. Questioning 

ma i n l y represents the students' discourse segments. Since 

the purpose of the WCTH setting was similar to the WCT 

setting , the episodes of conversation are similar, as well. 

Tutoring Re fl ections (TR) 

According to Table 18, the total number of 

demonstrat ing segments for the teacher in the TR is 66. In 

examining these segments, 1.5% (1 of 66) is telling, 27.3% 

(18 of 66) is model i n g , 28.8 % (19 of 66) is coaching, and 

42.4 % (28 of 66) is informing. There are no initiating 

segments for the ins t ruc t or. Th e total number of 

demonstrating segment s for the student is 116. In examining 

these segments , . 9 % (1 o f 116) represents both initiating 

and modeling , 1.6% (2 of 116) is coaching, and 96.6 % (112 of 

1 16 ) is informing . 

According to Table 19 , the to t a l number of r ef l ecting 

segments for the teacher in the TR settin g is 12 6 . In 

examining the segments , 3 . 2% (4 of 126) i s ques tioning , 4.0 % 

(5 o f 126 ) is redirecting , 4 . 8% (6 of 126) is reasoning , 

71 .4 % (9 0 of 126) is confirming , and 16 . 6% (21 of 126) is 
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rating. The total number of reflecting segments for the 

s t udents is 259. In examining the segments, 3.9% (10 of 259) 

i s questioning, 5.4% (14 of 259) is redirecting, 58.7% (152 

of 2 59 ) is reasoning, 6.5% (17 of 259) is confirming, and 

25 . 5% ( 66 o f 259) is rating. 

Over al l , i n the TR setting the demonstrating strategies 

of informing, coach i ng, and modeling, respectively, were 

fairly p r omine n t. For the students, informing was the 

primary d emons t rat i ng strategy. For the teacher's reflecting 

segments, confi rming i s the dominant strategy. The students 

produced a high n umbe r o f reasoning segments. For both the 

teacher and the s t u d e n ts, rating is present but is a less 

notable strategy . 

When studying these wri t ten episodes of conversation, 

the context of the TR s et ting illuminated the understanding 

of how these stra tegies we r e uti l ized. The student and the 

teacher discourse were interre l ated. The following is an 

example one of these conversa tions. 

TR/EP2 1/04 We started our b uddy t i me t ogether talking 
about RB ' s week a t s chool . He i s making 100s 
on his spelling test , he told me. 
[informing] 
2/T Yeah! [rating] 

3/04 That really shocked me beca u se he had told 
me that he thought one reason for his not 
reading well was not spelling well . 
[reasoning] 
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4/T Maybe that's why he was so proud of his 
grade. [modeling] 

5/04 I told him how proud I was and he told me 
that it helped him to look at the words and 
study them. [informing] 

6/04 We had a good visit. [rating] 
7/04 And then we went on to the Goal Poster 

Board. I wasn't sure how he was going to take 
my idea, but it seems to be working because 
he wants to hang it up in our meeting area. 
8/T Yes! [confirming] 

He made part of it and then we talked 
about big goals. I tried to use as many 
football metaphors as I could. His first 
small goal was reading more under his 
larger goal of reading a whole book. So 
I said Let's read. [reasoning] 

9/04 I soon discovered that Matt Christopher's 
sports books were way too high level for 
him. All he was doing was decoding and 
barely picking up any meaning. He has lots 
of trouble with vowel sounds, individual and 
in pairs. He has trouble with blends and 
distinguishing between hard Cs and soft Cs. 
[reasoning] 
10/T If you want to work on these areas 

some, you might try the sports section 
of the paper and let him find examples. 
[coaching] 

11/04 Before we read I talked to him about 
prediction. He had never hear this word 
before. I told him it was like a hypothesis 
in Science. He hadn't heard of that either. 
12/T I wonder if his teachers have used the 

word guess. [modeling] 
So we learned two new vocabulary 
growers. [informing] 

13/T Good! [confirming] 
14/04 Then he wrote a sentence prediction of 

Christopher's book. [informing] 
15/04 I decided to on to the other book after 

about three pages because I didn't want him 
to get frustrated. We started "One Odd Old 



Owl," second or third grade level probably 
and he loves it. [reasoning] 
16/T Maybe he could write his own football 

poem?! [coaching] 
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In this episode, the student provided information about 

and decisions made during the tutoring session while the 

instructor provides feedback concerning the student's 

lesson. This conversation represents a typical tutoring 

reflection written by the students. The student's role was 

mainly as informer and reasoner. For the instructor, the 

role varied for the demonstrating strategy, but her role as 

confirmer for the reflecting strategy was relatively strong. 

Midterm Examination (EXAM) 

According to Table 18, the total demonstrating segments 

in the EXAM setting for the instructor is 12. In examining 

the segments, 50% (6 of 12) is initiating, 8.3 % (1 of 12) is 

telling, 16.7 % (2 of 12) is coaching, and 25 % (3 of 12) is 

informing . There were no segments for modeling. The total 

number of demonstrating segments for the students was 16. In 

examining the episodes, 12.5% (2 of 16) is modeling and 

87.5 % (14 of 16) is informing. There are no segments of 

initiating, telling , or coaching. 

According to Table 19, the total reflecting segments in 

the EXAM setting for the instructor is 22. In examining the 
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segments, 18.2% (4 of 22) is questioning, 45.5% (10 of 22) 

is confirming, and 36.3% (8 of 22) is rating. There are no 

segments of redirecting or reasoning. For the students, 

there are a total of 37 reflecting segments. In examining 

the segments, 94.6% (35 of 37) is reasoning and 5.4% (2 of 

37) is rating. There were no segments of questioning, 

redirecting, or confirming. 

In the EXAM setting, the most notable demonstrating 

strategy for the teacher is initiating. For the student, the 

principle demonstrating strategy is informing. The 

instructor frequently used confirming and rating, two 

reflecting strategies. For the students, the preponderance 

of reflecting occurred through the use of reasoning. An 

example of an episode of conversation provides the context 

for these segments. 

EXAM/EP1 15/1 A classroom environment that is conducive 
to good literacy growth is not too difficult 
to construct. There are physical and 
emotional aspects that need to be included 
in this environment. It is very necessary to 
have a wide variety of books in the class 
library, many levels and subjects. The room 
should be rich with literature on the 
shelves, walls, and desks. The class should 
be inviting and comfortable, they need an 
audio/visual area, a reading corner or area, 
a publishing area, and display area. The 
students should be encouraged to read and 
write every chance they get. There should be 
times for silent reading (DEAR) and the 
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teacher should also read aloud to them. It 
is important for the teacher to model 
literate behavior such as reading and writing 
while the children are doing so. Having an 
environment that is conducive to learning and 
literature is so important. [reasoning] 
2/T What are the emotional and social 

aspects? [initiating] 
3/T What about risk free? [initiating] 
4/T -2 [rating] 
5/T 33/35 [rating] 

Peer Conference Reflections (PRCONR) 

According to Table 18, there are no demonstrating 

segments for the teacher in the PRCONR setting. There are a 

total of 3 demonstrating segments for the student. In 

examining these segments, 100% (3 of 3) is informing. 

According to Table 19, there are no segments of reflecting 

for the instructor. For the students, there are a total of 

23 reflecting segments. In examining the segments, 8.7% (2 

of 23) is questioning, 4.3% (1 of 23) is redirecting, 30.4% 

(7 of 23) is reasoning, 26.1% (6 of 23) is confirming, and 

30.4 % (7 of 23) is rating. 

In the PRCONR setting, the instructor was not present 

in the conversation. The preponderance of the student 

segments was reflecting. Reasoning, confirming, and rating 

were the strategies that were most utilized by the students. 

The following is an example of a PRCONR. 
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PRCONR/EP2 1/27 Today in class I learned that everyone has 
different ideas on how to meet the goals of 
the portfolio. [informing] 

2/27 I think this is pretty neat because it 
shows we are all unique. Even though we are 
all working to meet the same goal, each 
portfolio will be different. [reasoning] 

3/27 I have enjoyed sharing ideas with my peers! 
[rating] 

Portfolio Captioning (PCAP) 

According to Table 18, there are no segments of 

demonstrating for the teacher. For the students the total 

number of segments is 155. In examining these segments, .6% 

(1 of 155) is modeling and 99.4% (154 of 155) is informing. 

There are no segments of initiating, telling, or coaching. 

According to Table 19, there are no reflecting segments 

for the teacher in the PCAP setting. For the students, there 

are a total of 163 reflecting segments. In examining the 

segments, 1.8 % (3 of 163) is redirecting, 45.3% (74 of 163) 

is reasoning, 44.7 % (73 of 163) is confirming, and 7.9% (13 

of 163) is rating. 

In the PCAP setting, for demonstrating the student 

spent the preponderance of the time informing others. In the 

reflecting segments, the students reasoning and confirming 

strategies were utilized extensively. The following episode 

of conversation provides an example of this discourse. 



PCAP/EP2 1/08 My goal was to keep open lines of 
communication with the student, teacher, 
and the parents. [informing] 
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2/08 Communication is a very important aspect of 
teaching. [rating] 

3/08 I made sure that I had an open line of 
communication with RB. I talked with him 
about the goals he wanted to achieve, I also 
discussed with him how he could accomplish 
his goals. [confirming] 

4/08 I never really had to discuss any important 
matters with RB's teacher, Ms. L, however, I 
d i d talk with her on occasion to let her 
know how he was doing in tutoring. 
[informi n g] 

5/08 I apprec i ated this contact with her. 
[ra t i n g] 

6/08 For my mi dterm, I wrote an example of a 
letter that I would write to RB's teacher. 
[infor ming] 
7/08 I h ave enclosed a design I did in 
(course number ) for my future classroom. 
(This it em is in portfolio.) [reasoning] 

This example provide d e v idence that the student is the 

sole participator in the port f olio captioning. Furthermore, 

it illustrated the variety o f ref l ecting strategies that 

exist in this setting and the l i mi t ed use of the 

demonstrating strategies . 

Portfolio Conference (PC) 

According to Table 18, the total number o f 

demonstrating strategies in the PC setting for the t e acher 

is 41. In examining these segments , 17 % (7 of 41) is 

initiating, 2.4 % (1 of 41) is modeling, and 80.5% (33 of 41) 
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is informing. There are no telling or coaching segments for 

the teacher. The total number of demonstrating segments for 

the student is 210. In examining the segments, .5% (1 of 

210) is initiating, 5.2% (11 of 210) is modeling, and 94.3% 

(198 of 210) is informing. There are no demonstrating 

segments for telling or coaching for the student. 

According to Table 19, the total number of reflecting 

segments for the teacher in the PC setting is 112. In 

examining these segments 18.8% (21 of 112) is questioning, 

4.4% (5 of 112) is reasoning, 56.3% (63 of 112) is 

confirming , and 20.5 % (23 of 112) is rating. There are no 

redirecting segments for the teacher. According to Table 19, 

the total number of reflecting segments for the students in 

the PC setting is 189. In examining these segments, 1 % (2 of 

189) is questioning , 2.6% (5 of 189) is redirecting, 40.7% 

(77 of 189) is reasoning, 37% (70 of 189) is confirming, and 

18 . 5 % (35 of 189) is rating. 

For the PC setting, the principle demonstrating 

strategy for both the instructor and the students is 

informing . The prominent reflecting strategy for the teacher 

is confirming. Reasoning , confirming, and rating are the 

reflecting strategies most used by the students. The 
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following episode of conversation provides the context for 

these strategies. 

PC/EP2/ 1/26 and knowledge goals [informing] 
2/26 This entry was about the miscue analysis 

[informing] 
3/26 And I explained in pretty good detail here 

about what it is, so if someone who had 
never learned or heard about miscue analysis 
would be able to understand. [confirming] 

4/26 And I think that the reason that it 
addresses my goal is that ... it addressed 
both of my knowledge goals because I learned 

about the strategy and had to actually use 
it with a child and I was also able to 
assess her performance by using it. And I 
feel like I did, you know, a good job using 
that. [reasoning] 

5/26 I feel comfortable when I get into the 
classroom, I feel very comfortable that I'll 
be able to use that, I feel confident that I 
will be able to use that. [confirming] 

6/26 Good! [confirming] 
7/26 This (miscue) was one that I don't remember 

even---I hear about it from other students 
that had already, that were in the process 
of taking , but in (reading course) the 
book may have mentioned it, but we didn't 
really get into it very much. Like we did 
the KWL, charts and things like that, so I 
was glad to finally learn what it was 
because I kept hearing miscue analysis, 
miscue analysis, you know, I was like I 
don't even know anything about that so that 
I had no idea and now I do. [reasoning] 

8/26 And I just put my lesson plan in here and my 
reflection and then also the sheet where I 
have actually done it. [informing] 

9/26 I have the tape where she read aloud 
[informing] 
10/T Okay! [confirming] 
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11/26 I also put in here the miscue analysis sheet 
that you gave out to us just to have it in 
here so I'll be organized. [informing] 

12/26 And then this one [section] contained the 
retelling that I did with her [informing] 
13/T MMHMMM [backchanneling] 

14/26 And I explained exactly what a retelling is 
and how to use it. [informing] 

15/26 And again I think that I addressed both of 
my knowledge goals of learning how to use an 
assessment strategy and actually being able 
to assess her by using it, so it's kind of 
revealing about the reading. [reasoning] 

In this episode of conversation, there are numerous 

examples of informing as the student identifies the contents 

of the portfolio. This episode offers other student segments 

that are examples of reasoning and confirming as the student 

provides evidence of goal accomplishment. The teacher 

segments are brief but often offer confirmation for the 

student. 

Learning 

During the macroanalysis of teaching and assessing, it 

was determined that learning was the combination of teaching 

and assessing. However, when the microanalysis of teaching 

and assessing was conducted, distinct differences in these 

learning segments were revealed. Individuals were 

constructing their learning experiences in multiple ways. 
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The analysis revealed 18 ways of discussing experiences and 

4 ways of asking questions about experiences. 

Through meticulous analyzing, the learning 

constructions were categorized in two ways. Initially, they 

were organized as teaching and assessing constructions. 

Further examination of the data allowed the constructions to 

be organized according to Bloom's Taxonomy, as well. 

Knowledge constructions for teaching are: label, 

response, recount, and seeking knowledge. Comprehension 

constructions for teaching: explanation, description, and 

summary. Application constructions for teaching: 

illustration , example, story, and seeking participation. 

Analysis constructions for assessing are: examination, 

inference , and seeking clarification. Synthesis 

constructions for assessing are proposal and production. 

Evaluation constructions for assessing are: measurement, 

opinion , appraisal, justification, draw conclusion, and 

seeking assistance. 

Table 20 displays the findings of the teaching 

constructions. Table 21 displays the findings of the 

microanalysis of the assessing constructions. The findings 

are presented for the teacher and the students for each of 



Table 20 

Microanalysis of Learning Constructions for Teaching for the Teacher and Students in the Seven 

Settings of the Portfolio Process 

Setting WCT* WCTH TR EXAM PRCONR** PCAP PC TOTAL 
Construction P*** 

Knowledge 
Constructions 

Label T 4.0 23 9.0 8 18.0 12 8.3 1 . 0 0 . 0 0 26.8 11 55 
s 3 . 9 8 11.1 3 6.9 8 18.8 3 .0 0 68.0 105 35.2 74 201 

Response T 3.1 18 1.1 1 3.0 2 . 0 0 . 0 0 . 0 0 4.9 2 23 s 55.9 114 11.1 3 .0 0 . 0 0 . 0 0 . 0 0 . 5 1 118 

Recount T 1.9 11 6.8 6 1.5 1 8.3 1 . 0 0 . 0 0 7.3 3 22 s 2.5 5 7.4 2 77.6 90 31.2 5 33.3 1 12.0 18 23.8 50 171 

Seeking T 25.6 149 3 . 4 3 . 0 0 50.0 6 . 0 0 . 0 0 19.5 8 166 Knowledge s 7.8 16 22.2 6 . 8 1 . 0 0 . 0 0 . 0 0 .5 1 24 

Comprehension 
Constructions 

Explanation T 21.1 123 32.0 28 20.0 13 16.7 2 . 0 0 . 0 0 31.7 13 179 
s 13.7 28 22.2 6 6 . 0 7 37.5 6 66.7 2 10.3 16 25.7 54 119 

Description T 4 . 0 23 4.5 4 1.5 1 . 0 0 . 0 0 . 0 0 2.4 1 29 
s 7.8 16 7.4 2 5.2 6 . 0 0 . 0 0 9.7 15 7.6 16 55 

Summary T 6 . 7 39 8. 0 7 . 0 0 . 0 0 . 0 0 . 0 0 4. 9 2 48 
s 2 .9 6 3.7 1 . 8 1 . 0 0 . 0 0 .0 0 1.4 3 11 

1\..) 
--.) 

1--' 



Table 20 (continued) 

Setting WCT* WCTH TR EXAM PRCONR** PCAP PC TOTAL 
Construction P*** 

Application 
Constructions 

Illustration T 4.4 26 2.3 2 3.0 2 . 0 0 .0 0 . 0 0 .0 0 30 
s 1.0 2 . 0 0 . 0 0 . 0 0 . 0 0 . 0 0 1.0 2 4 

Example T 16.5 96 17.0 15 53.0 35 16 . 7 2 .0 0 . 0 0 2.4 1 149 
s 2 . 0 4 7 . 4 2 . 8 1 12 .5 2 .0 0 . 0 0 3.3 7 16 

Story T 5.7 33 4.5 4 .0 0 .0 0 . 0 0 . 0 0 . 0 0 37 
s 2.5 5 7.4 2 1.7 2 .0 0 . 0 0 . 6 1 1.0 2 12 

Seeking T 7.0 41 11.4 10 .0 0 . 0 0 . 0 0 .0 0 . 0 0 51 
Participation s . 0 0 . 0 0 . 0 0 . 0 0 . 0 0 . 0 0 . 0 0 0 

Total T 582 88 66 12 0 0 41 789 
s 204 27 116 16 3 155 210 731 

Note: *Whole Class Settings considered all participants while other settings considered only sample. 
**For Peer Conference Reflections t wo subjects were absent on one of the conference days. 

***Participant 

N 
-...] 

N 



Table 21 

Microanalysis of Learning Constructions for Assessing for the Teacher and Students in the Seven 

Settings of the Portfolio Process 

Setting WCT* WCTH TR EXAM PRCONR** PCAP PC TOTAL 
Construction P*** 

Analysis 
Constructions 

Examination T 16 . 1 56 26 . 2 16 . 0 0 . 0 0 . 0 0 . 0 0 . 8 1 73 
s 7 . 7 9 9.1 1 21.2 55 35 . 1 13 13.0 3 19.0 31 10.1 19 131 

Inference T . 6 2 . 0 0 . 0 0 . 0 0 . 0 0 . 0 0 . 8 1 3 
s .0 0 . 0 0 • 4 1 . 0 0 . 0 0 . 0 0 . 5 1 2 

Seeking T 14 .4 50 18 . 0 11 3 . 2 4 18.2 4 .0 0 . 0 0 20.5 23 92 
Clarification s 25 . 0 29 36.4 4 1.1 3 0.0 0 . 0 0 . 0 0 . 5 1 37 

Synthesis 
Constructions 

Proposal T 3 .4 12 3.2 4 . 0 0 . 0 0 . 0 0 . 0 0 .0 0 18 
s 1.0 1 . 0 0 10.0 26 13.5 5 . 0 0 9.2 15 4.2 8 55 

Production T . 0 0 . 0 0 .0 0 . 0 0 . 0 0 .0 0 . 0 0 0 
s . 0 0 .0 0 . 0 0 . 0 0 .0 0 2.5 4 2. 6 5 9 

N 
-.] 

w 



Table 21 (conti nu ed) 

Setting WCT* WCTH TR EXAM PRCONR** PCAP PC TOTAL 
Construction P*** 

Evaluation 
Constructions 

Measurement T 1.1 4 .0 0 24 . 0 31 54 . 5 12 . 0 0 .0 0 15.2 17 64 
s 4.3 5 9.1 1 10.4 27 . 0 0 4.3 1 1.8 3 8. 5 16 53 

Opinion T 7 . 8 27 24 . 6 15 27 . 0 34 .0 0 . 0 0 .0 0 29.5 33 109 
s 32.7 38 18.2 2 17 . 3 45 5 .4 2 34.8 8 9.2 15 16.9 32 142 

Appraisal T 38 . 5 134 13.1 8 36 .5 46 27.2 6 . 0 0 . 0 0 28.6 32 226 
s 6 . 0 7 . 0 0 4.2 11 . 0 0 . 0 0 1.8 3 4.2 8 29 

Justification T 6.3 22 9.8 6 4.0 5 .0 0 . 0 0 . 0 0 2.7 3 36 
s 7.7 9 9.1 1 20 .8 54 21.6 8 34.8 8 22.7 37 29.6 56 173 

Draw T 11.5 40 4.9 3 1.6 2 . 0 0 . 0 0 . 0 0 1.8 2 47 
Conclusion s 6.9 8 . 0 0 11.5 30 24.3 9 13.0 3 33.7 55 22.2 42 147 

Seeking T . 3 1 . 0 0 . 0 0 .0 0 . 0 0 . 0 0 . 0 0 1 
Assistance s 8.6 10 18.2 2 3.1 8 . 0 0 . 0 0 . 0 0 . 5 1 21 

Total T 348 61 126 22 0 0 112 669 
s 116 11 259 37 23 163 189 798 

Note: *Whole Class Settings considered all participants while other settings considered only sample. 
**For Peer Conference Reflections two subjects were absent on one of the conference days. 

***Participant 

N 
--.] 

~ 
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the settings of the portfolio process. These findings allow 

the dominant learning constructions to be identified by 

setting and by participant. 

Learning Constructions in the WCT 

According to Table 20, the most frequently used 

learning constructions for teaching employed by the 

instructor are 25.6% seeking knowledge (149 of 582), 21.1% 

explanation (123 of 582), and 16.5% example (96 of 582). For 

the students, the most frequently used learning 

constructions for teaching are 55.9% response (114 of 204) 

and 13.7% explanation (28 of 204). Other discourse exists 

for the student, but they represent a negligible number. 

According to Table 21, the most frequently used 

learning constructions for assessing used by the teacher are 

38.5% appraisal (134 of 348), 16.1% examination (56 of 348), 

14.4 % seeking clarifications (50 of 348), and 11.5% draw 

conclusion (40 of 348). For the students, the most 

frequently used learning constructions for assessing are 

32.8 % opinion (38 of 116) and 25.0% seeking clarification 

(29 of 116). 

Several examples of these segments are presented below 

in the framework of episodes of learning. The context of the 



conversation assists in giving meaning to the learning 

constructions. The following episodes are representative of 

a typical lesson during the whole class setting. 

WCT5/EP3A 1/T Okay, we're going to talk about 
retelling. [transitioning] 

2/T And first let me ask you. What is a 
retelling? You should have studied 
that probably in So ... And if 
not what does the name, the label make 
you think of--what is a retelling? 
[seeking knowledge] 

3/01 When you tell a story that you read to a 
person. [response] 
4/T Okay. The child retells the story that 

you've read to them. Uh---that means 
give back the information that was in 
the story. [appraisal] 

5/T Does it have to be story that you read 
to them? [seeking knowledge] 

6/01 No [response] 
7/T No. It could be a story that they read 

and probably what they've had more 
experience with. They go read a story 
to themselves and then they come back 
and tell it to the teacher as an 
accountability check. Did you really 
read that story? Okay, you did cuz you 
seem to know a little bit about it. 
[appraisal] 

8/T What are some experiences you've had of 
retelling stories, not necessarily from 
books? [seeking knowledge] 

9/20 I can remember a lecture my parents were 
giving me and my brother and they would stop 
and say---what have I just said? [story] 
10/T And what were they doing? 

[seeking knowledge] 
11 /2 0 Seeing if we were listening. [explanation] 

12/T Seeing if you were listening--they 
wanted to see if you were comprehending 
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what was going on so--okay, what did I 
say? I've been there, but on the 
parent end. What did I just say? We 
like to do that to kids---if we say 
don't do that and they're going to turn 

around and do it and we turn around and 
say what did I just say? [appraisal] 

In the preceding episode, the instructor sought prior 

knowledge about retellings from the college students. After 

she received that information from them, she offered praise 

and further explanation. In the next episode, the instructor 

was actually introducing this assessment strategy so that 

the students can use it during their tutoring sessions. 

WCT5/EP3B 2/T Normally the child and you would be 
sitting side by side with the book, but 
since we have a bigger audience, I'm 
going to do it this way. I'm going to 
tell you that--I'm going to read you 
a story and I want you to pay very 
close attention to the story as we go 
through because I'm going to ask you to 
tell it to a friend who has not heard 
it before. [explanation] 

3/T It's better if you can put it into a 
real context. Little kids won't 
verbalize this, but if you say--I'm 
going to read this story and then I 
want you to tell it back to me--the kid 
might think--are you not listening. 
Don't you know what ... I mean you just 
told that story don't you know what you 
said? But if I can ask them to go tell 
it to someone who didn't hear it--I 
might get a truer picture of what 



4/T 

5/T 

6/T 

7/02 She 
8/T 

9/T 
10/01 She 

11/T 

they're doing. It's just like when you 
go to a movie and you take your date or 
your husband or your wife and after the 
movie you leave out things when you 
tell it to each other because you both 
saw the movie, you just kind of skip 
around. But if you're telling it to 
someone who's never seen it you tend to 
start more at the beginning and go to 
the end so try to put it in a more real 
context. [examination] 
So I'm going to read you the story of 
The Little Red Hen. [recount] 
(Here the instructor reads and then 
continues with the demonstration with 
one of the college students retelling.) 
Okay if you'll look at your form. The 
way that you can divide it up is like 
the story structure. That's the 
characters, the setting, the plot, the 
resolution and so as you're listening 
to the child retell the story, you can 
check off the things that s/he 
mentions. You can do this with any sort 
of narrative reading. It would not be 
the same format if you were doing an 
expository reading, but it works for 
narrative. [explanation] 
Okay let's talk about the things that 
she remembered from the story. The 
first area to look at is how she did in 
terms of the characters. [explanation] 

did great. [measurement] 
We're not giving her a grade. She got 
all of them so she was really paying 
attention through all of it and knew 
who the characters were. She got all 
four of them. [appraisal] 
What about the setting? 

mentioned the garden. [response] 
She mentioned the garden. [appraisal] 
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This conversation continued until the entire 

explanation of this assessment strategy was completed. Both 

of these examples were typical of the way that the 

assessment strategies were introduced. The instructor 

presented the strategies in the form of a demonstration. 

With the college students' assistance, she explained the 

strategies and models them through examples, stories, and 

illustrations. This was followed by an interpretation by 

examining and drawing conclusions about the findings. 

Learning Constructions in the WCTH 

According to Table 20, the most frequently used 

learning constructions for teaching employed by the teacher 

are 32.0 % explanation (28 of 88), 17.0% example (15 of 88), 

and 11.4 % seeking participation (10 of 88). The most 

frequently used learning constructions for teaching employed 

by the students are 22.2 % explanation (6 of 27) and 22.2% 

seeking knowledge (6 of 27). 

According to Table 21, the most frequently used 

learning constructions for assessing employed by the teacher 

are 26 .2 % examination (16 of 61) and 24.6 % opinion 

(15 of 61) . The most frequently used learning construction 
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for assessing employed by the students is 36.4% seeking 

clarification (4 of 11). 

There were fewer segments in this setting because they 

occur prior to the tutoring sessions and time is limited to 

15 minutes. During a typical conversation in the WCTH, the 

instructor was offering further choices about strategies and 

materials for the college students to use during their 

tutoring. Like the WCT, the instructor used examples and 

illustrations to give the information to the students. The 

following example of an episode of conversation in the WCTH 

provides the context for the learning constructions as the 

instructor and the students used them. 

WCTH4/EP2 1/T As I was reading your reflections, 
Books were coming to my mind and I was 
Making notes. So I went to the library 
and pulled books to bring with me. I 
don't remember who they fit with, so I 
thought that I'd share them with 
everyone. If you see a book that you 
want to try, then do that. And also 
some other series came to mind that 
might help you, especially if you're 
looking for something sort of easy, but 
not babyish. [explanation] 

2/T Remember when a couple of you talked 
about you kid liked sharks and 
dolphins, these are great books [shows 
books]. Manatee and Walrus by a mother 
and daughter. [opinion] 

3/T The explorer series by Trumpet Club, 
you might use for research and KWL. 
[example] 



4/T .Henry and Mudge are chapter books yet 
around a first grade reading level. 
[example] 
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5/T Nate the Great series, mysteries used 
critical thinking. Might use for think 
alouds. [example] 

6/T Someone and Cats, a really good book 
around fourth grade level. [opinion] 

The conversation continued in this same manner until 

right before the end of episode a student interrupts. 

17/T The Bunnicula series---there's lots of 
tongue in cheek. It's told by the dog, 
there's Chester the cat, the humans 
have a rabbit and think that it's a 
vampire rabbit. [Description] 

18/02What is that series? I did not get the 
beginning and who is that author? 
[seeking knowledge] 

19/T These are by James Howe--The Bunnicula 
ser i es. [response] 

20/T Beverly Cleary is a good author. 
[opinion] 

Learning Constructions in the TR 

According to Tabl e 20, the most frequently used 

learning constructions for teaching employed by the teacher 

are example 53 . 0% (35 of 66), 20.0 % explanation (13 of 66), 

and 18.0 % label (12 of 66). The most frequently used 

learning construction for teaching employed by the students 

is 77 . 6% recount (90 of 116) . 

According to Table 21 , the most frequently used 

learning constructions for assessing employed by the teacher 
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are 36.5% appraisal (46 of 126), 27.0% opinion (34 of 126), 

and 24.0% measurement (31 of 126). For the students, the 

most frequently employed learning constructions for 

assessing are 21.2% examination (55 of 259), 20.8% 

justification (54 of 259), 17.3% opinion (45 of 259), and 

11.5 draw conclusion (30 of 259). 

In this setting, both the students and the instructor 

did more assessing than teaching. Although they were both 

assessing, the students and the teacher used different kinds 

of constructions. The following is an example of a typical 

episode of conversation in the tutoring reflection setting. 

This episode occurred in the middle of the lessons as both 

the students and RBs were gaining more confidence in each 

other. 

TR5/EP5 
1/27 Our tutoring session went well. [opinion] 
2/27 With each tutoring session RB is feeling 

much more comfortable with me. 
[conversational remark] 
3/T You've made your sessions non-

threatening. [opinion] 
He doesn't seem to be scared to make a 
mistake and when he does we talk about it 
and go on. I witnessed his reading skills 
improve in such a short time. [examination] 

4/27 He is slowing down to read the words and 
sounds them out. If he has trouble sounding 
out a word, we sound the word together. I 
have shown him how to break down the word 
into smaller parts. [recount] 



5/17 I am learning that I do know more about 
phonics than I thought I did. [opinion] 
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6/T Yes! I knew that you would discover 
this. It just takes a while for all of that 
knowledge to surface. [appraisal] 

7/27 RB did add to his word bank on his own 
initiative this week. [recount] 
8/T Yeah! [opinion] 

9/27 I have discovered that a dictionary will 
help him to understand the words much 
better. I am going to have RB bring a 
dictionary from his class during each 
tutoring session. [proposal] 

10/27 I also had RB make up sentences with the 
words this week and he wrote the sentences 
in his word bank. [recount] . 

11/27 In our journal writing this week RB and I 
wrote about "I am special because." 
12/T Oh, this fits our class book! [label] 

After we wrote our entry, we read our 
entry to each other. [recount] 

From the preceding selection, it can be noted that the 

student provided information about the tutoring sessions. 

Parts of the events were strictly recounted for the 

instructor while others were assessed by the students and 

various degrees of explanation were used. The instructor 

provided a more supportive role by confirming the student 

and offering other choices. 

Learning Constructions for EXAM 

According to Table 20, the most frequently used 

learning construction for teaching employed by the teacher 
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is 50.0% seeking knowledge (6 of 12). For the student, the 

most frequently used learning construction for teaching is 

37.5% explanation (6 of 16). 

According to Table 21, the most frequently used 

learning constructions for assessing employed by the 

instructor are 54.5% measurement (12 of 22) and 27.2% 

appraisal (6 of 22). For the students, the most frequently 

used learning constructions for assessing are 35.1% 

examination (13 of 37), 24.3% draw conclusion (9 of 37), and 

21.6% justification (8 of 37). 

EXAM/EP2 1/26 A retelling is when a teacher has a student 
retell a story or part of a text after they 
after they read it. This can be done orally 
or written by the student. The student can 
read silently or aloud. Retelling can be 
guided or unguided; however for purely 
assessment purposes it should be an unguided 
retelling. The teacher can listen to the 
Student, in person or on tape. The teacher 
should have a checklist when listening to 
the retelling. Some of the things on the 
checklist should be setting, characters, 
episodes, theme, and ending. The objective 
is to see how much the student remembered 
about the story frame in order to analyze 
their comprehension of it. After analyzing 
the retelling a teacher will really know in 
what areas the student needs help. 
[explanation] 

2/26 I have done a retelling with my student, RB. 
I recorded her retelling and analyzed it 
that evening when I got home. [recount] 
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3/26 RB did a good job. Her comprehension of the 
story and its details was good. The only 
part left out was the time and place and two 
of the minor characters that were only 
mentioned once. From my analysis, I 
concluded that RB can effectively construct 
meaning from a story. [draw conclusion] 

4/26 If one has a child write their retelling it 
can be a great source for analyzing their 
writing. You can talk about their techniques 
of writing. At the same time you can talk 
about their spelling and their punctuation. 
[examination] 
5/T Good job! You understand how a retelling 
should be done and have demonstrated your 
knowledge of interpreting the results with 
RB. [appraisal] 

This student offered a lengthy explanation of a 

retelling. However, analysis of the retelling that she 

conducted with her RB provided further information about her 

knowledge. The instructor provided the positive feedback on 

this knowledge through her appraisal. 

Learning Constructions in the PRCONR 

According to Table 20, there are no learning 

constructions for teaching for the teacher and for the 

student the number of learning constructions was negligible. 

Thus, teaching rarely occurs in this setting. 

According to Table 21, there were no learning 

constructions for assessing for teaching for the teacher in 

this setting. For the student, the most frequently used 
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learning constructions for assessing are 34.8% opinion (8 of 

23) and 34.8% justification (8 of 23). The following example 

provides the context for these segments. 

PRCONR/EP2 
1/08 Today we discussed our goals for our 

portfolio. [recount] 
2/08 It helps to talk about this because it helps 

you generate ideas for your portfolio. I got 
some useful information out of just thinking 
aloud and sharing what my goals were and how 
they have been accomplished. [justification] 

3/08 I feel like this class has really helped me 
see the progression of a student's reading 
and writing ability. [opinion] 

4/08 I have enjoyed teaching and working with RB 
this semester. [opinion] 

5/08 This session helped me also think about how 
to put together his portfolio. [opinion] 

6/08 RB has done a lot of hard work during his 
tutoring sessions. I think he's going to 
feel great when he sees all the work and 
progress that he has made. [opinion] 

7/08 This is a great way to end the tutoring 
sessions because it gives them a feeling of 
accomplishment and a feeling of success for 
the future. [justification] 

Learning Constructions in the PCAP 

According to Table 20, there are no learning constructions 

for teaching for the teacher in the PCAP. For the students, 

the most frequently used learning construction is 68.0 % 

label (105 of 155) . Learning constructions exist for 

explanation, description, and recount, but they are less 
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prevalent. According to Table 21, the learning constructions 

for assessing most frequently used by the students are 33.7% 

draw conclusions (55 of 163), 22.7% justification (37 of 

163), and examination 19.0% (31 of 163). 

The PCAP setting was conducted solely by the students. 

The following episode of conversation provides an example of 

the context for this event. It is important to note that due 

to the individuality of this process the example is 

representative of the constructions rather than the manner 

in which everyone created the portfolio. 

PCAP/EP1 1/01 The following is a short list of 
observations I made while tutoring RB, my 
reading buddy. [label] 

2/01 This entry represents assessment by 
anecdotal records. I have studied the value 
of anecdotal records in my other [reading] 
classes. They represent a step towards more 
authentic/individualized assessment because 
the observations documented in anecdotal 
records happen while actual learning takes 
place. This entry represents an assessment 
too and its implementation. [examination] 

PCAP2/EP1 3/01 This is an article from The Reading Teacher 
about think alouds as assessment tools for 
comprehension. Dr. Burns distributed this 
article to the class and initiated a group 
investigation of its contents. The article 
documents several characteristics of the 
types of students found in the classroom. 
[explanation] 

4/01 This article represents an example of a good 
assessment tool. [opinion] 



PCAP3/EP1 5/01 This article, by Dr. Burns, and the class 
notes that follow came from our class 
discussion of writing assessment. [label] 

6/01 The major point I gained from this 
discussion is the rich assessment 
opportunities that writing assessment 
provides. Not only can one recognize 
weaknesses in the child's writing, 
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but strengths can also be identified. By 
i dentifying strengths, instruction time can 
be utilized more efficiently by eliminating 
repetitious teaching. [examination] 

7/0 1 The article and notes are examples of 
assessment tools that will undoubtedly be 
useful to me in the future. In addition to 
ful f i l ling the immediate goal I set for this 
class, the knowledge I gained from this 
a r t i c l e compliments what I have learned 
from my language arts text. [justification] 

This PCAP e x amp l e demonstrated how items in the 

portfolio were l a b e l e d . After identification, the individual 

explained more about the i tem through reflecting on its 

usage and/or her / his abili ty to use it. 

Learning Constructions in t h e PC 

According to Table 20 , with a t o t al of 41 teaching 

segments, the learning constructions most frequently used by 

the teacher in this setting a re 31 .7 % expl anation (13 of 

41) , 26 . 8% label (11 of 41) , and 19 . 5 % seeki ng knowledge (8 

o f 41 ) . For the students , the learning const r ucti ons mos t 

f requently used for teaching are 35 . 2 % label (74 of 210) , 
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25.7 % explanation (54 of 210), and 23.8% recount (50 of 

210) . 

According to Table 21, the most frequently used 

learning constructions for assessing employed by the 

instructor are 29.5 % opinion (33 of 112), 28.6 % appraisal 

(32 of 112 ) , and 20.5 % seeking clarification (23 of 112). 

Fo r the student, the most frequently utilized learning 

cons t ructions are 29.6 % justification (56 of 189), 22.2% 

draw c onclus i on (42 of 189), and 16.9% opinion (32 of 289). 

These r esults indicate that in this context the teacher 

appears to do more assessing than teaching. When she 

assessed , she provided a form of evaluation or sought to 

clarify . The student appeared to do more teaching than 

assessing . During the teaching portion, the student was 

informing the t eac her about something pertinent to the goal. 

When the student was assessing, the student was generally at 

t he evaluation level . The fol l owing episode of conversation 

provides an exampl e a n d t h e context for the portfolio 

c onference . 

PC/EP3 1/04 Goal 2 , basically it ' s kind of an extens i o n 
of goal one . It is just t hat I coul d match 
the specific assessment s with t h e s k i ll that 
I wanted to find out about . [e xplana t i on] 
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2/04 And I did miscue analysis. I used miscue 
analysis because that really helped me see, 
since I did it at the end, that helped me 
see all the progress that he had made since 
the word list at the beginning. 
3/T MM-HMMM [backchanneling] 
So it really helped me have balance. 
[justification] 

4/04 The think aloud, I did several think alouds. 
[recount] 

5/04 Actually the whole semester was think aloud 
for me. My RB thought aloud with anything 

and everything that he did. [justification] 
6/T Yes, that was cool. [opinion] 

7/04 The one specifically that I did was from 
Sideways Stories from Wayside School. 

8/04 He did really good with that. We went 
through each step. It (reading selection) 
was really good because it was short and so 
we could focus on each part and he could 
think about it and I did not have to rush 
him through it. So that was really good for 
him to do. [justification] 

10/04Then we did the retelling where he was the 
sportscaster and I had the newspaper and he 
told me all these events. [recount] 
11/04 MM-HMMM, MM-HMMM [backchanneling] 

12/04And I learned a lot from that actually, that 
the newspaper sportscaster is not 
necessarily the best way to do a retelling 
because it was hard for him to keep up with 
all the facts that are included in 
journali sm. Retelling would be better to do 
with narrative which I did later with the 
story of the three little pigs. [draw 
conclusion] 

13/04Then I did my KWL with the magnet experiment 
[recount] 

14/04And that was really good because he loved 
magnets anyway so I knew that he would have 
a lot to tell me about the things that he 



knew and then we could go from there. 
[justification] 
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15/T It was sort of a breakthrough because 
you used it for everything after that. 
[appraisal] 

16/04Yeah, it was really neat [opinion] 

The instructor offered feedback in different forms. At 

times she evaluated what the student said. More often than 

not her comments were conversational elements to keep the 

student engaged in the conference. 

Ways of Characterizing Teaching, 

Assessing, and Learning 

Seven descriptions were identified to characterize 

teaching , assessing, and learning in the seven settings of 

the portfolio process. These descriptions were identified 

for the students and for the teacher. Generally, rather than 

the teaching and assessing being limited to certain 

participants, all participants are able to teach and assess. 

In this study, the setting influenced what the instructor 

and the students did. The peer conference reflection and the 

portfolio conference had no identifiable pattern for the 

student. Due to the individualistic nature of the portfolio 

captioning, three sub-descriptions were identified which 

were directly related to the subjects of this study. 
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Whole Class Teacher Teaching by Initiating 

The first way of characterizing student-teacher 

discourse in the portfolio process occurred in the WCT and 

WCTH settings so it is designated as the Whole Class 

Teaching pattern. Teaching was the most prevalent pattern of 

action for both the students and the instructor, but 

assessing occurred within the pattern. Different strategies 

and learning constructions exist for the students and the 

instructor within this pattern. This pattern occurred during 

the demonstration of the assessment strategy. The instructor 

provided the explanation of the strategy and conducted it as 

a instructor would conduct it within the elementary 

classroom framework. The students were demonstrating their 

knowledge and yet learning how to do the strategy at the 

same time. The instructor asked a question, a student 

responds , and the instructor evaluates. In these segments, 

all codes are used to describe the discourse. 

WCT4/EP2B 6/T Okay, we're going to look now to see if 
these words are graphically similar. If 
you say--if you look at the beginning 
of see are they graphically similar? 
[teaching, initiating, seeking 
knowledge] 

7/00 No [teaching , informing, response] 
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8/T No [assessing, confirming, appraisal] 
9/T In the middle are they graphically 
similar? [teaching, initiating, seeking 
knowledge] 

10/00No [teaching, informing, response] 
11/T No [assessing, confirming, appraisal] 
12/T Did he self-correct? 

[teaching, initiating, seeking 
knowledge] 

Whole Class Teacher Teaching by Informing 

The student-teacher discourse occurred in the WCT and 

WCTH settings, so it was designated as a way to characterize 

Whole Class Teaching. During this portion of the lesson, the 

instructor is providing information for the students 

concerning one of the assessment strategies or other course 

topics. These segments occurred during the explanation 

portion of a demonstration and during sessions when the 

instructor was giving book information. Often, this provided 

background knowledge that the students needed. The following 

example clarifies this characterization. 

WCT11/EP2A 9/T Okay---it's a strategy. It is something 
that you use to---if you use it for 
instruction, you can use it to help 
children to organize their thinking and 
and to set purposes for reading, 
especially expository text. 
[teaching, informing, explanation] 

10/T It doesn't work as effectively with 
narrative, but it is really good with 
expository. Gets them to pull up their 
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prior knowledge so they have something 
to connect them with when they read. 
[teaching, informing, description] 

Whole Class Teacher Teaching by Modeling 

The next way of characterizing student-teacher 

discourse in the whole class settings occurred when the 

teacher was providing an elaboration of the current topic 

either before or after the demonstration. Generally, the 

instructor was in control of the discourse with the students 

offering little input. Within these teaching segments, the 

students rarely extend their participation beyond 

information giving. However, the instructor modeled 

different forms of explanation in an attempt to help the 

students gain understanding and make connections with their 

own learning. 

WCT10/EP2C 38/T And think about the environment that 
kids are in mostly. You know they are 
put in an environment where we ask a 
question and we expect the right 
response. And so that doesn't encourage 
them to be risktakers most of the time. 
[teaching, informing, explanation] 

39/T When Peter was talking about this, he 
said "looks for cues from teachers." 
That was something that really jumped 
out at me because these are kids that 
will look up from their reading and 
give the look, like did I say the right 
word? If they see you grimace, they 
think oh boy, the wrong answer. They 
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really read body language to know how to 
respond to you. [teaching, modeling, 
ill ustra ti on] 

40/T We had a little boy in the clinic. And 
the examiner said that he could tell 
that this kid was really reading the 
body language and so when he would just 
quickly respond with writing something 
down on the paper. The kid would 
immediately say "Oh I guess that I got 
that one wrong." And so he had to--the 
examiner had to become just very rigid 
and not have any expressions and try 
not to react or to respond otherwise 
the kid was not going to respond because 
he thought that every time that this 
person moved that there was a wrong 
response. [teaching, modeling, story] 

41/T Lots of students just shrug their 
shoulders waiting for you to give the 
information and that's what you said 
Peter when you said we help them so 
much that we give them all the answers. 
Eventually they know because we've 
cued them so much that we've given them 
the answers. [teaching, informing, 
summary] 

In this segment , the instructor explained an idea and 

then tried to put it into context for the students. It 

should be noted that the learning constructions for modeling 

may not always be story and illustration, but there were 

always two segments of application constructions by the 

instructor. There were instances in which the teacher used 

all three forms of the application learning constructions 

during the modeling portion of the lesson. 
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Tutoring Reflection Student Teaching by Informing 

These student segments dealt with teaching. This was 

the manner in which the student informed the instructor 

about the tutoring sessions held with the reading buddy. 

Generally, the student listed the events of the tutoring 

session. The following provides an example of one these 

accounts. 

TR/ EP1 1/08 On Thursday, September 12, we did our first 
tutoring experience. [teaching, informing] 

2/08 My student is RB. RB is a fifth grader. 
[teaching, informing] 

3/08 I did a vocabulary word list with RB. We 
read over them. I started RB out at the 
third-grade level all the way to the sixth
grade level. [teaching, informing] 

Tutoring Reflection Teacher Assessing by Confirming 

The next description of student-teacher discourse 

occurred in the tutoring reflection. Assessing is the most 

prevalent action for both the teacher and the students. This 

discourse occurred as a result of the student providing an 

assessment of the tutoring session, of a particular 

strategy, of the college student, or of the reading buddy. 

Then the instructor assessed by confirming the information 

provided by the student. After confirming, the instructor 

used the appraisal learning construction. No other 
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descriptions can be identified for students because of the 

individualistic nature of this process. 

TR/EP3 4/26 I did not get frustrated though, because RB 
really enjoyed the story and she did well on 
the part of the retelling that we did get to 
complete. Sometimes you have to go with the 
flow. [assessing, reasoning, justification] 
5/T Yes, exactly. Follow the child's lead. 

Good decision making. You still worked 
on your activity in a different way. 
[assessing, confirming, appraisal] 

Tutoring Reflection Teacher Teaching by Coaching 

The next way to characterize discourse in this setting 

deals with teaching. Although this was not the most 

prevalent action, it is important to mention because the 

instructor continued to use the written format as an 

opportunity to teach. These suggestions were used when the 

instructor noted that there was something else that the 

college student could do with the RB. 

TR/EP6 2/15 One thing that did not go as planned was the 
writing afterward. When I read this chapter, 
in my mind I thought of silly things. 
Therefore, I thought that the prompt that RB 
was given would encourage her to write a 
funny story. Unfortunately, her story was a 
little morbid. I now know that the topic was 
a bad idea, and I really have to look at 
subjects chosen from different angles. 
[assessing, reasoning, draw conclusion] 
3/T Could you let RB suggest some topics 

for writing. Maybe brainstorm a few 
together. [teaching, coaching, example] 
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In general, the instructor does not tell the students 

what to do. Rather she used the example learning 

construction to make suggestions about what strategy or book 

or idea might work under the circumstances that she 

understands. She was coaching because of the "could." She 

does not say that the students have to do anything that she 

suggests. 

Midterm Exam Teacher Assessing by Rating 

In the midterm examination setting, there was no way to 

characterize the discourse for the students. The students 

responded to the questions on the test by assessing more 

frequently than teaching. Generally, the instructor 

responded by rating. The learning construction of this 

response was a measurement because it involved a form of 

grading. 

EXAM/EPl 4/T 
5/T 

-2 [assessing, rating, measurement] 
33/35 [assessing, rating, measurement] 

Portfolio Captioning Individualism 

In the portfolio captioning setting, no descriptions 

existed across all 6 subjects reported on in this document. 

However, 3 of the 6 students showed ways of characterizing 

their discourse within the portfolio captioning. Again, none 
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of these were exactly the same for the 3 students, but the 

students all used both teaching and assessing in the process 

of creating the portfolio. 

Participant 04 Captioning Paradigm. 

PCAP/EP15 1/04 Characteristics of Readers--what to look for 
[teaching, informing, label] 

2/04 I have learned that assessing a child's 
reading ability is not a simple matter of 
pencil and paper. It requires a series of 
different types of assessment and time spent 
with each child to determine individual 
strengths and weaknesses. The 
characteristics of different types of 
readers is a summary of what I have been 
seeing throughout the semester. Each 
category condenses information 
l earned through various reading assessment 
t ools into several characteristics. I do not 
think that any child would fit exactly into 
one category. This is because each child is 
in a progression of learning how to read. It 
is a non-stop adventure, not a stagnant 
stage. [assessing, confirming, draw 
conclusion] 

Student 04 identifi ed the item in the portfolio through 

teaching. After this, he proceeded to tell the reader how 

the item helped him accomplish his goal by assessing. This 

student confirms his goal accomplishment by using the 

learning construction of draw conclusion. 

Participant 26 Captioning Paradigm. 

PCAP4/EP1 12/26The following entry contains a think aloud 
that I did with the student that I tutored, 
RB. [teaching, informing, label] 



13/26A think aloud is a reader's verbal self
report about their thinking processes. 
[teaching, informing, description] 
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14/26You just instruct the student to talk aloud, 
after each sentence or paragraph, what s/he 
is thinking as s/he works at understanding 
the text. The think aloud reveals part of 
the student's reading and thinking behaviors 
when they are in the process of reading. The 
results can help a teacher with 
instructional decisions. Think alouds focus 
attention on how readers are comprehending. 
Some advantages of think alouds are that 
they: show some of the reader's in-process 
thinking, simultaneously slow down reading 
and encourage thinking about text, help 
teachers understand what confuses readers, 
guide teachers' planning for instruction, 
and reveal to students who are work with 
peers how others think as they read. 
[teaching, informing, explanation] 

15/26This entry addresses both of my knowledge 
goals. It shows that I learned about an 
assessment strategy and that I was 
comfortable using the strategy with a 
student. It also shows that I was able to 
assess a student's performance using the 
assessment strategy. 
[assessing, confirming, justification] 

Segments such as thi s were seen throughout Subject 26's 

captioning. The s tudent t aught through informing and used 

the learning cons t ruct i o n of label, followed by informing 

and a learning construction o f description, and finally 

informing followed by a l e arning construction of 

explanation . After completing t his cycle, she began her 



assessing by confirming and used a learning construction of 

justification. 

Participant 27 Captioning Paradigm. 

PCAP1/EP2 1/27 Goal: I would like to learn how to start and 
use portfolio assessment. 
[teaching, informing, labeling] 

2/27 By first helping RB create his portfolio it 
helped me learn how to start and use 
portfolio assessment. The first step is to 
create goals and then work toward 
accomplishing those goals. With each step 
the student takes toward meeting their goals 
it makes them responsible for their own 
learning. The portfolio assessment allows 
the student to decide for themselves it they 
have met their goals. Learning is hard to 
see; however, the portfolio provides a window 
through which the student can evaluate 
themselves. This is the second time I have 
had to create a portfolio and been held 
responsible for my own learning. I have 
found this to be the most challenging way to 
learn; however, for me it has been the most 
rewarding way to learn. [assessing, 
confirming, draw conclusion] 

3/27 RB's Portfolio Contents 
4/27 RB's Interest and Attitude Inventory 
5/27 RB's Denver Reading Attitude Survey 
6/27 Reflections: One through Ten 
7/27 Article "Developing Primary Voices" 

3-7 [teaching, informing, label] 

Within this student's portfolio captioning, she taught 

through informing , then used the label learning construction 

to identify the goal that she was going to discuss. After 

identification she assessed by confirming her goal 



accomplishment using the learning construction of draw 

conclusion. At this point, she reverted back to teaching by 

informing and used the learning construction of label to 

identify any other material that might be applicable to this 

goal. 

Portfolio Conference Teacher Keeping in Touch 

In the portfolio conference, no characteristics of 

discourse were noted for the students. Overall, the 

instructor did not use the same types of discourse in this 

setting as in the other settings. For the most part, the 

teacher discourse fell into the category of Other Discourse. 

When these segments were studied carefully, these segments 

for the teacher reflected more of a stance that she has 

taken during the conference. 

PC/EPl 28/08And this is also just a sheet that we have 
for good writing items for multiple choice 

and for true and false and we had a practice 
test that I had written out that I had given 
a fifth grade class. I had him take it, too. 
29/T MMM-HMMM [backchanneling] 

30/08I went over the notes with him and I had him 
take it for practice and just kind of you 
know ... 
31/T OHHH [backchanneling] 
you know to kind of test the--how to assess 
and see how much he can learn from prior 
knowledge and from knowledge 



32/08 MMM-HMMM [backchanneling] 
that he had at this point. 

In this setting, her overall action was one of 
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listener. This is reflected in the "backchanneling" during 

the conference, which is her way of letting the speaker know 

that she is listening . Utterances like "MMM-HMMM" or "OHHH" 

keep the teacher and the student in touch during the 

conference . Typically , she allows the student to control the 

conference and she interjects comments when needed. Most of 

these comments were brief and often were not words but 

rather utterances. 

Summary 

This question concerned the teacher and student 

discourse in the seven settings of the portfolio process in 

hopes of characterizing the discourse of teaching , 

assessing, and learning . In order to answer this question, 

an initial analysis was conducted to identify the broad 

categories of teaching, assessing, and learning . A 

macroanalysis and microanalysis were conducted on the data 

to gain a more meaningful understanding of these broad 

categories . As the purpose and subject participation varied 
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from setting to setting, discussing the individual settings 

of the portfolio process characterized the discourse more 

accurately. 

Discourse of Teaching 

The preliminary analysis of these data revealed that 

the teacher with 19.4 % had more segments of teaching 

discourse than the students with 18.0%. These figures 

represented a marginal difference (1.4%) in the amounts of 

teaching discourse between the teacher and the students. 

Illumination of these differences occurred as the analysis 

continued . 

During the macroanalysis of the data, it was determined 

that teaching discourse occurred in all seven settings of 

the portfolio process . The students engaged in teaching 

discourse in all seven settings, whereas, the instructor 

used it in five of the settings. The instructor did no 

teaching in the PRCON or PCAP. 

Although teaching was the dominant form of discourse 

for the instructor and students in the WCT and the WCTH, the 

instructor used the greater percentage of teaching discourse 

wi th 33.5% in the WCT and 30.1 % in the WCTH compared to the 
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students with 11.7 % in the WCT and 9.2% in the WCTH. The 

students mos t frequently used teaching discourse in the PCAP 

(48.1 %) and PC (22.0 %). For five of the settings, TR, EXAM, 

PRCON, PCAP, and PC, the student had more segments of 

teachi ng discour se than the instructor. Most noteworthy is 

t h e 48 . 1 % of teaching discourse in the PCAP. This number 

repre s ented the l a r gest amount of teaching discourse in any 

of the settings for the instructor and the students. 

Overall , the teacher had the greater percentage of teaching 

discourse . More i mpo r t antl y, despite this greater percentage 

of instructor discour se , t he students dominated the teaching 

discourse in five of the s even settings and reached a higher 

percentage within a setting than the instructor. 

With respect to the micr oanalysis, the strategies that 

characterized the teaching discourse of the instructor and 

students were teaching by informi ng, teaching by modeling, 

and teaching by initiating . The s e t eaching strategies 

existed to varying degrees for the i nstructor and students 

in the WCT , WCTH , TR , EXAM , PCAP , and PC settings. 

In all of these settings , the s t udents ' p e rcentages of 

teaching by informing (86 . 8%, 66 . 7%, 96 . 6%, 87 . 5 %, 99.4 % and 

94 . 3 % respectively) were greater than the instructor ' s 
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percentages of teaching by informing (39.3%, 62.5%, 42.4%, 

25.0%, 0.0%, and 80.5% respectively). Percentages indicated 

that the students used this strategy more frequently than 

the instructor. 

For three of the five settings, WCT, WCTH, and TR, the 

instructor's percentages of teaching by modeling (26.3%, 

23.9 % and 27.3 %) were greater than the students' percentages 

(5.4 %, 14.8 %, and .9%). In the EXAM and PC settings, the 

students' percentages of teaching by modeling (12.5% and 

5.2 %) were greater than the instructor's percentages (.0% 

and 2 .4 %). The percentages indicated the students never used 

this strategy to the extent that the instructor did. 

The strategy of teaching by initiating was a 

predominant strategy for the instructor in the WCT (32.5%), 

EXAM (50.0 %), and PC (17.1 %). In the WCTH and TR settings, 

the students' percentages (18.5% and .9%) were greater than 

the instructor's percentages (13.6 % and .0 %). The students 

used this teaching strategy in more settings but not to a 

higher degree than the instructor. 

A distinguishing feature of the instructor's teaching 

discourse is that she used teaching by coaching in three 
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settings (WCT, TR and EXAM). With regard to the TR, teaching 

by coachi ng rep r esent ed a high percentage. In the context of 

this s t ud y, the students never used this strategy as part of 

the i r teaching di scourse. 

Discourse of Assessing 

During the preliminary analysis of these data, it was 

determined that the students with 19.6% had more segments of 

assessing discourse than the t eacher with 16.4 %. These 

figures represented a greater d i ff erence (3.2 %) than the 

difference between the figures f o r the teaching discourse, 

but the difference still remained s mall . Further analysis 

clarified the assessing discourse . 

During the macroanalysis of the data, it was determined 

that assessing discourse existed in al l s even settings of 

the portfolio process . The students e n g aged i n assessing 

discourse in all of the settings , whereas , the instructor 

used it in five settings . The PRCON and PCAP had no segments 

of assessing discourse for the instructor . The ins t ructor 

gave no input in these settings . 

In four of the five settings in which the instructor 

used assessing discourse , there was minimal differentiation 
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in the amounts, EXAM with 21.5%, WCTH with 20.8%, WCT with 

20.1% and TR with 19.6%. With regard to two of these 

settings, WCT and WCTH, the instructor dominated the 

assessing discourse. In the PC setting, the instructor had 

the least assessing discourse (11.7%). Since the purpose of 

the portfolio conference is for the student to self-assess, 

this low number of assessing discourse for the instructor is 

appropriate. 

The students used assessing discourse in all seven 

settings of the portfolio process. In three of the settings, 

TR (40.3 %), EXAM (36 .2 %), and PC (19.6%), the student 

assessing discourse is more prevalent than the teacher 

assessing discourse. In the settings dominated by the 

student, PRCON (88.4 %) and PCAP (50.6%), the largest amounts 

of assessing discourse were revealed overall. 

The strategies that most characterized assessing 

discourse identified during the microanalysis were 

reasoning, confirming, rating, and questioning. These 

assessing strategies existed to varying degrees for both the 

instructor and the students . 

Assessing by reasoning appeared to some degree in all 

seven settings. For the instructor assessing by reasoning 
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was predominant in the WCT (37.0%) and the WCTH (41.0%). The 

students used assessing by reasoning in all of the settings. 

However, student usage of this strategy dominated the TR 

(58 . 7%) , EXAM (94 . 6%), PRCON (30.4%), PCAP (45.4%), and PC 

(40 . 7%) settings. Overall, their usage of this assessing 

strategy reached higher percentages than the instructor. 

Assessing by confirming appeared in all seven settings. 

The instructor's use of this strategy was dominant in the 

WCT (39 . 4%) , WCTH (23 . 0%), TR (71.4%), EXAM (45.5%), and PC 

(56 . 3 %) . The students used assessing by confirming in six of 

the settings . They used this strategy extensively in the 

PRCON (26 .1 %) , PCAP (44.8 %), and PC (37.1 %); however, they 

never reached the percentages that the instructor reached. 

Assessing by rating appeared in all seven settings. For 

the instructor , it appeared in five of the settings, WCT 

(37 .1 %) , WCTH (14 . 8%), TR (16.6 %), EXAM (36.3%), and PC 

(20 . 5 %) . It was the predominant strategy for the instructor 

in the EXAM. The students used assessing by rating in all 

seven settings . For four of those settings , WCT (37 .1 %), 

TR (25 . 5 %) , PRCON (30.4 %) , and PCAP (8 . 0%) , the students use 

this assessing strategy to a higher degree than the 

instructor . 



310 

Assessing by questioning occurred in six of the seven 

settings. It was not present in the PCAP setting. The 

instructor used this strategy in five of the settings. It 

was not a predominant strategy for the instructor in any of 

the settings. The students used this strategy in five of the 

settings. In the WCTH with 54.5% the students used this 

assessing strategy to the highest degree. 

Discourse of Learning 

During the preliminary analysis of these data, it was 

determined that the students with 37.6% had more segments of 

learning discourse than the teacher with 35.8%. These 

figures represent a minimal (1 . 8%) difference in the 

learning discourse of the instructor and the students. 

During the macroanalysis of the data, it was determined 

that the instructor used learning discourse in five of the 

seven settings. The instructor ' s learning discourse 

dominated two of those five settings , WCT (53.6 %) and WCTH 

(51 .0%) . For the other three settings in which both the 

students and the instructor used learning discourse, the 

students dominated the learning discourse , TR (58 . 3 %) , EXAM 



(51.9%), and PC (41.9%). Overall, the students utilized 

learning discourse in more of the settings than the 

instructor. With percentages such as, TR (58.3%), PRCON 

(100 . 0) , and PCAP (98.7), the students reached higher 

percentages of learning discourse than the instructor. 
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The microanalysis provided further explanation of the 

learning discourse . There were 22 categories identified as 

learning discourse during this analysis. These categories 

were organized into teaching or assessing constructions and 

classified according to Bloom's Taxonomy. 

The instructor used each of the learning discourse 

segments classified as teaching constructions at some point. 

With the exception of seeking participation, an application 

level teaching construction , the students used all of the 

other teaching constructions classified as learning 

discourse. The instructor used all the learning discourse 

classified as assessing constructions with exception of 

production. To some degree , the students used all of the 

l earning discourse classified as assessing constructions. 

There were four teaching constructions that 

predominated the instructor ' s learning discourse . At the 

knowledge level were label (TR 18.0 % and PC 26 . 8 %) and 
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seeking knowledge (WCT 25.6%, EXAM 50.0%, and PC 19.5%). 

Explanation (WCT 21.1%, WCTH 32.0%, TR 20.0%, and PC 31.7%) 

was the learning discourse most frequently used at the 

comprehension level. At the application level the teaching 

construction most often used for learning discourse was 

example (WCT 16 . 5%, WCTH 17.0 %, TR 53.0 %, and EXAM 16.7%). 

The students had five teaching constructions that 

dominated their learning discourse. At the knowledge level 

they extensively used label (PCAP 68.0% and PC 26.8%), 

response (WCT 55.9 %), recount (TR 77.6%, EXAM 31.2%, 

PRCONR 33.3 %, and PC 23.8%), and seeking knowledge (22.2 %) . 

Explanation (WCT 13.7 %, WCTH 22.2 %, EXAM 37.5%, PRCONR 

66 . 7%, and PC 25 . 7 %) was the learning discourse most 

frequently used at the comprehension level. 

Looking at all of the teaching constructions, the 

students used learning discourse at the knowledge level more 

frequently than the instructor . With the exception of 

seeking knowledge, the students ' numerical totals were 

consistently higher at the knowledge level. On the other 

hand, the instructor's teaching constructions used for 

learning discourse at the comprehension and application 



level generally represented higher figures than the 

students'. 
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There were two assessing constructions at the analysis 

level that were dominant in the learning discourse of both 

the instructor and the students, examination and seeking 

clarification. The instructor used examination as learning 

discourse in the WCT (16.1%) and WCTH (26.2%). For the 

students, this was a prevalent form of learning discourse in 

the TR (21.2 %), EXAM (35.1%), and PCAP (19.0%). Seeking 

clarification was utilized as learning discourse by the 

instructor in the WCT (14 .4 %), WCTH (18.0%), EXAM (18.2%), 

and PC (20.5 %). The students used this learning construction 

extensively in the WCT (25.0 %) and WCTH (36.4%). 

At the synthesis construction level, the learning 

discourse for assessing used by the students was proposal in 

TR (10.0 %) EXAM (13.5 %) and PCAP (9.2%). The instructor 

rarely used learning discourse at the synthesis level. 

To varying degrees, the instructor and students 

utilized each of the assessing constructions for learning 

discourse at the evaluation level . Prevalent use of 

measurement occurred for the instructor in the TR (24.0 %), 

EXAM (54.5 %), and PC (15.2 %). The students made use of this 
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learning discourse in the TR (10.4%). Opinion learning 

discourse was used by the instructor in the WCTH (24.6%), TR 

(27.0%) , and PC (29.5). For the students, the opinion 

learning discourse appeared extensively in the WCT (32.7%), 

TR (17 . 3%), PRCONR (34 . 8%), and PC (16.9 %) . Although the 

learning discourse of appraisal existed for the instructor 

and the students, the instructor 's use occurred in the WCT 

(38.5%), TR (36.5%), EXAM (27 .2 %) , and PC (28.6%). The 

students widely used the justification learning construction 

in the TR (20.8 %), EXAM (21 . 6%), PRCONR (34.8%), PCAP 

(22 .7 %) , and PC (29.6 %). The WCT (11.5%) was the setting 

that the instructor made use of draw conclusion. Students' 

use of draw conclusion included EXAM (24.3 %), PCAP (33.7%), 

and PC (22.2 %) . The final assessing construction of seeking 

assistance was used by the students in the WCT (8.6%) and 

WCTH (18.2%). 

Looking at all of the assessing constructions, the 

students used learning discourse at the analysis and 

synthesis level more frequently than the instructor . With 

the exception of seeking clarification the students ' 

numerical totals were consistently higher at these levels . 

At the evaluation level, the instructor made greater use of 
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the learning discourse constructions of measurement and 

appraisal, while the students used the learning discourse 

constructions of opinion, justification, draws conclusion, 

and seeki ng assistance more frequently. 

Question 2 Introduction 

2 . Is there evidence of student discourse that 

demonstra tes a variance in level of integration (learning) 

of tea ching and a ssessing in a college reading course using 

the portfolio p r oce s s? 

This question will be answered by using the 6 students 

who were identified during the data reduction process. The 

participants are Peter (0 1 ) , Mitch (04), Sean (08), Cathy 

(15) , Alison (26) , and Bett y (27). The data are presented 

for the participants i n five of the seven settings of the 

portfolio process . These sett ings are tutoring reflections, 

peer conference reflections , mi dterm examination, · portfolio 

captioning , and portfolio conference. 

Tables 22 through 26 presen t each student's data 

according to the settings of the p o rtfolio process. On these 

tables , the learning constructions (integration ) are ordered 
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Table 22 

Microanalysis of Learning Constructions for the 6 Participants in the Tutoring 

Reflection Setting 

Setting 01 04 08 15 26 27 Total Construction Peter Mitch Sean Cathy Alison Betty 

Teaching Learning Constructions 
Knowledge 

Label 15.0 6 0.0 0 1.2 1 2.1 1 0.0 0 0.0 0 1.9 8 Response 0 .0 0 0.0 0 0.0 0 0.0 0 0.0 0 0.0 0 0.0 0 Recount 0.0 0 30.4 35 21.7 18 10.6 5 28.3 17 22.5 16 21.8 91 

Comprehension 
Explanation 0.0 0 3.5 4 0.0 0 0.0 0 3.3 2 1.4 1 1.7 7 
Description 0.0 0 0.9 1 2.4 2 4.3 2 0.0 0 1.4 1 1.4 6 
Summary 2 .5 1 0.0 0 0.0 0 0.0 0 0.0 0 0.0 0 0.2 1 

Application 
Illustration 0.0 0 0.0 0 0.0 0 0.0 0 0.0 0 0.0 0 0.0 0 
Example 0.0 0 0.0 0 1.2 1 0.0 0 0.0 0 0.0 0 0.2 1 
Story 0.0 0 0.0 0 1.2 1 0.0 0 0.0 0 1.4 1 0.5 2 

Total 17.5 7 34.8 40 27.7 23 17.0 8 31.6 19 26.8 19 26.9 116 

Assessing Learning Constructions 
Analysis 

Examination 12 .5 5 14.8 17 9.6 8 8.5 4 16.7 10 19.7 14 13.9 58 
Inference 0.0 0 0.9 1 0.0 0 0.0 0 0.0 0 0.0 0 0.2 1 

Synthesis 
Proposal 7.5 3 5.2 6 1.2 1 14.9 7 11.7 7 2.8 2 6.3 26 
Product1.on 0.0 0 0.0 0 0.0 0 0.0 0 0.0 0 0.0 0 0.0 0 

Evaluatl.on 
Measurement 5.0 2 5.2 6 20.5 17 6.4 3 5.0 3 0.0 0 7.5 31 
Opinion 2.5 1 12.2 14 17.0 14 8.5 4 8.3 5 9.9 7 10.8 45 
Appraisal 2.5 1 0.9 1 0.0 0 0.0 0 1.7 1 0.0 0 0.7 3 
Justif1.cation 15 . 0 6 13.3 13 9.6 8 23.4 11 8.3 5 15.5 11 13.0 54 
Draw 

Conclus1.on 17.5 7 5.2 6 6.0 5 6. 4 3 10.0 6 4.2 3 7.2 30 

Total 62.5 25 55.7 64 63.9 53 68.1 32 61.7 37 52.1 37 59.6 248 

Questions 2 . 5 1 0.9 1 1.2 1 4.3 2 1.7 1 7.0 5 2.6 11 
Other 

Discourse 17.5 7 8.6 10 7.2 6 10.6 5 5.0 3 14. 1 10 9.9 41 

Total 20.0 8 9.5 11 8 . 4 7 14 .9 7 6.7 4 21.1 15 12.5 52 

Total 40 115 83 47 60 71 416 
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Table 23 

Microanalysis of Learning Constructions for the 6 Participants in the Midterm 

Examination Setting 

Setting 01 04 08 15 26 27 Total 
Construction Peter Mitch Sean Cathy Alison Betty 

Teaching Learning Constructions 
Knowledge 

Label 0.0 0 15.4 2 10.0 1 0.0 0 0.0 0 0.0 0 5.7 3 
Response 0.0 0 0.0 0 0.0 0 0.0 0 0.0 0 0.0 0 0.0 0 
Recount 0.0 0 7.7 1 20.0 2 0.0 0 15.4 2 0.0 0 9.4 5 

Comprehension 
Explanation 36.4 4 0.0 0 0.0 0 0.0 0 15.4 2 0.0 0 11.3 6 
Description 0.0 0 0.0 0 0.0 0 0.0 0 0.0 0 0.0 0 0.0 0 
Summary 0.0 0 0.0 0 0.0 0 0.0 0 0.0 0 0.0 0 0.0 0 

Application 
Illustration 0.0 0 0.0 0 0.0 0 0.0 0 0.0 0 0.0 0 0.0 0 
Example 0.0 0 0.0 0 0.0 0 0.0 0 15.4 2 0.0 0 3.8 2 
Story 0.0 0 0.0 0 0.0 0 0.0 0 0.0 0 0.0 0 0.0 0 

Total 36.4 4 23.1 3 30.0 3 0.0 0 4 6. 2 6 0.0 0 30.2 16 

Assessing Learning Constructions 
Analysis 

Examination 27.3 3 30.8 4 30.0 3 33.3 1 7.7 1 33.1 1 24.5 13 
Inference 0.0 0 0.0 0 0.0 0 0.0 0 0.0 0 0.0 0 0.0 0 

Synthesis 
Proposal 0.9 1 15.4 2 20.0 2 0.0 0 0.0 0 0.0 0 9.4 5 
ProductJ.on 0.0 0 0.0 0 0.0 0 0.0 0 0.0 0 0.0 0 0.0 0 

EvaluatJ.on 
Measurement 0.0 0 0.0 0 0.0 0 0.0 0 0.0 0 0.0 0 0.0 0 
Opinion 0.0 0 0.0 0 10.0 1 0.0 0 7.7 1 0.0 0 3.8 2 
Appraisal 0.0 0 0.0 0 0.0 0 0.0 0 0.0 0 0.0 0 0.0 0 
JustifJ.cation 27.3 3 15.4 2 0.0 0 0.0 0 23.1 3 0.0 0 15.1 8 
Draw 
Conclusl.on 0.0 0 15.4 2 10 . 0 1 66.7 2 15.4 2 66.7 2 17.0 9 

Total 63.6 7 76.9 10 70.0 7 100.0 3 53.8 7 100.0 3 69.8 37 

Questions 0.0 0 0.0 0 0.0 0 0.0 0 0.0 0 0.0 0 0.0 0 
Other 

DJ.scourse 0.0 0 0.0 0 0.0 0 0.0 0 0.0 0 0.0 0 0.0 0 

Total 0.0 0 0.0 0 0.0 0 0.0 0 0.0 0 0.0 0 0.0 0 

Total 11 13 10 3 13 3 53 
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Table 24 

Microanalysis of Learning Constructions for the 6 Participants in the Peer 

Conference Reflection Setting 

Setting 01 04 08 15 26 27 Total 
Construction Peter Mitch Sean Cathy Alison Betty 

Teaching Learning Constructions 
Knowledge 

Label 0.0 0 0.0 0 0.0 0 0.0 0 0.0 0 0.0 0 0.0 0 
Response 0.0 0 0.0 0 0.0 0 0.0 0 0.0 0 0.0 0 0.0 0 
Recount 0.0 0 0.0 0 8.3 1 0.0 0 0.0 0 0.0 0 3.8 1 

Comprehension 
Explanation 0.0 0 0.0 0 8.3 1 0.0 0 0.0 0 25.0 1 7.1 2 
Description 0.0 0 0.0 0 0.0 0 0.0 0 0.0 0 0.0 0 0.0 0 
Summary 0.0 0 0.0 0 0.0 0 0.0 0 0.0 0 0.0 0 0.0 0 

Application 
Illustration 0.0 0 0.0 0 0.0 0 0.0 0 0.0 0 0.0 0 0.0 0 
Example 0.0 0 0.0 0 0.0 0 0.0 0 0.0 0 0.0 0 0.0 0 
Story 0.0 0 0.0 0 0.0 0 0.0 0 0.0 0 0.0 0 0.0 0 

Total 0 . 0 0 0.0 0 16.6 2 0.0 0 0.0 0 25.1 1 11.5 3 

Assessing Learning Constructions 
Analysis 

Examination 100.0 1 50.0 1 0.0 0 0.0 0 16.7 1 0.0 0 11.5 3 
Inference 0.0 0 0.0 0 0.0 0 0.0 0 0.0 0 0.0 0 0.0 0 

Synthesis 
Proposal 0.0 0 0.0 0 0.0 0 0.0 0 0.0 0 0.0 0 0.0 0 
Production 0.0 0 0.0 0 0.0 0 0.0 0 0.0 0 0.0 0 0.0 0 

Evaluation 
Measurement 0.0 0 0.0 0 8.3 1 0.0 0 0.0 0 0.0 0 3.8 1 
Opinion 0.0 0 0.0 0 41.7 5 0.0 0 33.2 2 25.1 1 30.8 8 
Appraisal 0.0 0 0.0 0 0.0 0 0.0 0 0.0 0 0.0 0 0.0 0 
Justification 0.0 0 50.0 1 25.0 3 0.0 0 50.0 3 25.1 1 30.8 8 
Draw 
Conclusion 0.0 0 0.0 0 8.3 1 100.0 1 0.0 0 25.1 1 11.5 3 

Total 100.0 1 100.0 2 83.3 12 100.0 1 100.0 6 75.0 3 88.5 23 

QuestJ.ons 0.0 0 0.0 0 0.0 0 0.0 0 0.0 0 0.0 0 0.0 0 
Other 

DJ.scourse 0.0 0 0.0 0 0.0 0 0.0 0 0.0 0 0.0 0 0.0 0 

Total 0.0 0 0.0 0 0.0 0 100.0 1 0.0 0 0.0 0 0.0 0 

Total 1 2 14 1 6 4 26 



Table 25 

Microanalysis of Learning Constructions for the 6 Participants in the 

Portfolio Captioning Setting 

Setting 01 04 08 15 26 27 
Construct ion Peter Mitch Sean Cathy Alison Betty 

Teaching Learning Constructi ons 
Knowledge 

Label 28 .9 11 29.6 40 16 .7 4 17.4 8 20.0 7 79.5 35 
Response 0 . 0 0 0.0 0 0.0 0 0.0 0 0.0 0 0.0 0 
Recount 7 . 9 3 6.7 9 20.8 5 2.2 1 0.0 0 0.0 0 

Comprehension 
Explanation 5 . 3 2 1.5 2 4.2 1 8.7 4 17.1 6 2.3 1 
Description 2 . 6 1 4. 4 6 4.2 1 6.5 3 11.4 4 0.0 0 
Summary 0 . 0 0 0.0 0 0.0 0 0.0 0 0.0 0 0.0 0 

Application 
Illustration 0.0 0 0 .0 0 0.0 0 0.0 0 0.0 0 0.0 0 
Example 0.0 0 0 . 0 0 0.0 0 0.0 0 0.0 0 0.0 0 
Story 0.0 0 0 .7 1 0 . 0 0 0.0 0 0.0 0 0.0 0 

Total 44.7 17 42.9 58 45.8 11 34.8 16 48.6 17 81.8 36 

Assessing Learning Constructions 
Analysis 

Exanunation 15.8 6 10 .4 14 0.0 0 17.4 8 5.7 2 2.3 1 
Inference 0.0 0 0.0 0 0 . 0 0 0.0 0 0.0 0 0.0 0 

Synthesis 
Proposal 0.0 0 10.4 14 0.0 0 2.2 1 0.0 0 2.3 1 
Production 2.6 1 0 . 0 0 8.3 2 0 .0 0 0.0 0 0.0 0 

Evaluat1on 
Measurement 0.0 0 0 . 0 0 12.5 3 0.0 0 0.0 0 0.0 0 
Opinion 13.2 5 2 . 2 3 12 .5 3 6 .5 3 2.9 1 0.0 0 
Appraisal 0.0 0 0 . 0 0 0 .0 0 6.5 3 0.0 0 0.0 0 
Justificat1.on 15.8 6 6. 7 9 12 . 5 3 17.4 8 31.4 11 0.0 0 
Draw 
Conclusion 2.6 1 25.9 35 8 . 3 2 15 .2 7 11.4 4 13.6 6 
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Total 

32.6 105 
0.0 0 
5.6 18 

5.0 16 
4.7 15 
0.0 0 

0.0 0 
0.0 0 
0.3 1 

48.1 155 

9.6 31 
0.0 0 

4.7 15 
1.2 4 

0.9 3 
4.7 15 
0.9 3 

11.5 35 

17.1 55 

Total 50.0 19 55.6 75 54.2 13 65.2 30 51.4 18 18.2 8 50.6 163 

Questions 0.0 0 0.0 0 0.0 0 0.0 0 0.0 0 0.0 0 0.0 0 
Other 

D1scourse 5.3 2 1.5 2 0 . 0 0 0 .0 0 0 . 0 0 0 . 0 0 1.2 4 

Total 5.3 2 1.5 2 0 . 0 0 0 . 0 0 0 . 0 0 0.0 0 1.2 4 

Total 38 135 24 46 35 44 322 
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Table 26 

Microanalysis of Learning Constructions for the 6 Participants in the 

Portfolio Conference Setting 

Setting 01 04 08 15 26 27 Total 
Construction Peter Mitch Sean Cathy Alison Betty 

Teaching Learning Constructions 
Knowledge 

Label 10.4 7 12.6 13 22.1 17 8.9 4 12.9 13 16.8 20 14.4 74 
Response 0.0 0 0 .0 0 0.0 0 0.0 0 1.0 1 0.0 0 0.0 0 
Recount 14.9 10 12.6 13 9.1 7 15.6 7 9.0 9 3.4 4 9.8 50 

Comprehension 
Explanation 11.9 8 9.7 10 13.0 10 6.8 3 10.9 11 10.0 12 10.5 54 
Description 9.0 6 1.9 2 2.6 2 4. 4 2 1.0 1 2.5 3 3.0 16 
Summary 1.5 1 0.0 0 0.0 0 2.2 1 0.0 0 0.8 1 0.6 3 

Application 
Illustration 0.0 0 1.9 2 0.0 0 0.0 0 0.0 0 0.0 0 0.4 2 
Example 0.0 0 0 . 0 0 6.5 5 4.4 2 0.0 0 0.0 0 1.5 8 
Story 0.0 0 0.0 0 2.6 2 0.0 0 0.0 0 0.0 0 0.4 2 

Total 47.7 32 38.8 40 55.8 43 39.6 19 34.7 35 33.6 40 40.8 209 

Assessing Learning Constructions 
Analysis 

Examination 3.0 2 2.9 3 2.6 2 0.0 0 2.0 2 8.4 10 3.7 19 
Inference 0.0 0 0 . 0 0 1.3 1 0.0 0 0.0 0 0.0 0 0.2 1 

Synthesis 
Proposal 0 . 0 0 4.9 5 0.0 0 0.0 0 3.0 3 0.0 0 1.5 8 
Production 0.0 0 0.9 1 3.9 3 2.2 1 0.0 0 0.0 0 1.0 5 

Evaluation 
Measurement 4.5 3 1.9 2 7.9 6 6.8 3 2.0 2 0.0 0 3.1 16 
Op1nion 3.0 2 10.7 11 0.0 0 4.4 2 4.0 4 10.9 13 6.3 32 
Appraisal 1.5 1 0.9 1 1.3 1 2.2 1 3.0 3 0.8 1 1.5 8 
Justification 9.0 6 15.5 16 15.5 12 8.9 4 10.8 11 7.5 9 10.9 56 
Draw 
Conclus1on 1.5 1 6.8 7 1.3 1 8.9 4 14.9 15 11.8 14 8.2 42 

Total 22.4 15 42.7 44 33 . 8 26 33.3 15 39.6 40 39.5 47 36.5 187 

Quest1ons 0.0 0 0.0 0 1.3 1 2 .2 1 0.0 0 0.8 1 0.4 2 
Other 

Discourse 30.0 20 18.4 19 9.1 7 20 . 0 9 25.7 26 26.0 31 22.0 113 

Total 30.0 20 18.4 19 10.4 8 22 . 2 9 25.7 26 27.7 33 22.4 115 

Total 67 103 77 45 101 119 512 



according to Bloom's Taxonomy. Findings are discussed 

according to each of the subjects. 

Participant 01: Peter 
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According to Table 22, the total number of discourse 

segments for Peter in the tutoring reflection is 40. The 

most prevalent learning construction for teaching is 15.0% 

label (6 of 40). The most prevalent learning constructions 

for assessing are 17.5% draw conclusion (7 of 40), 15.0 

justification (6 of 40), and 12.5% examination (5 of 40). 

The total number of discourse segments in the midterm 

examination, Table 23, is 11. For teaching, the most 

prevalent learning construction is 36.4% explanation (4 of 

11). For assessing, the most prevalent learning 

constructions are 27.3 % justification (3 of 11) and 27.3% 

examination (3 of 11). 

With regard to Table 24, there was only one discourse 

segment in the peer conference reflection. The learning 

construction was examination, an assessing construction. 

For the portfolio captioning, Table 25, there were a 

total of 38 discourse segments. The most prevalent teaching 

learning construction was 28.9 % label (11 of 38). For 
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assessing, the most prevalent learning constructions were 

15.8% justification (6 of 38), 15.8% examination (6 of 38), 

and 13.2% opinion (5 of 38). 

There were a total of 67 discourse segments in the 

portfolio conference, Table 26. The most prevalent learning 

constructions for teaching were 14.9% recount (10 of 67), 

11 .9 % explanation (8 of 67), and 10.4% label (7 of 67). For 

assessing, the most prevalent learning construction was 9.0% 

justification (6 of 67). 

Peter used teaching constructions in four of the five 

settings of the portfolio process. Portfolio captioning was 

the setting without any teaching constructions. In the other 

four settings, Peter most frequently used knowledge level 

constructions with the label construction being most 

prevalent. The comprehension construction of explanation 

represented another large portion of the teaching 

constructions . 

Assessing constructions were used in all of the 

settings . Although it was not the most frequently used 

learning construction, the analysis construction of 

examination was used in each of the settings. The evaluation 

construction of justification was the learning construction 
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represented in four of the five settings. Other evaluation 

constructions with high frequencies are draw conclusion in 

the tutoring reflection and opinion in the portfolio 

captioning. 

Overall, Peter used assessing learning constructions to 

a greater degree in four of the five settings. In the 

portfolio conference , Peter used teaching learning 

constructions to a greater degree. 

In looking at all of the settings and all the levels of 

Bloom's Taxonomy, Peter used learning constructions at each 

of the levels of integration. He most frequently employed 

the teaching learning constructions at knowledge and 

comprehension levels with label and explanation, 

respectively, being the predominant constructions. The 

dominant assessing learning constructions were at the 

analysis and evaluation level with examination and 

justification, respectively, being the ones most often used. 

Participant 04 : Mitch 

According to Table 22 , the total number of discourse 

segments for Mitch in the tutoring reflection was 115. The 

most prevalent teaching learning construction was 30.4 % 
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recount (35 of 115). For assessing, the most prevalent 

learning constructions were 14.8% examination (17 of 115), 

12.2% opinion (14 of 115), and 11.3% justification (13 of 

115) . 

In the midterm examination, Table 23, Mitch had a total 

of 16 discourse segments. The most prevalent teaching 

learning construction was 12.5% label (2 of 16). For 

assessing the most prevalent learning constructions were 

18.8 % examination (3 of 16), 12.5% justification (2 of 16), 

12.5% draw conclusion (2 of 16), and 12.5% proposal (2 of 

16) . 

With a total of 2 discourse segments, Table 24, in the 

peer conference reflection there were no teaching learning 

constructions. The assessing learning constructions were 

represented by 50 . 0% examination (1 of 2) and 50.0% 

justification (1 of 2). 

With regard to Table 25, the total number of segments 

in the portfolio captioning was 135. The most prevalent 

teaching construction was 29.6 % label (40 of 135). For 

assessing the most prevalent constructions were 25.9% draw 

conclusion (35 of 135), 10 . 4% examination (14 of 135) and 

10 .4 % proposal (14 of 135). 
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There were a tota l o f 103 discourse segments in the 

portfolio conference , Tab l e 26. The most prevalent teaching 

learning constructions were 12.6% label (13 of 103), 12.6% 

recount (13 of 103), and 9 . 7% explanation (10 of 103). For 

the assessing, the most prevalent learning constructions are 

15 . 5% justification (16 of 103) and 10.7 % opinion 

(11 of 103) . 

Mitch used teaching learning cons t ructions in four of 

the five settings of the portfolio p r ocess. No teaching 

learning constructions were identifi e d i n the portfolio 

captioning. For the other four setting s , Mi tch most 

frequently used the knowledge learning construct i o n s o f 

label and recount. Like Peter, Mitch used the lea r ning 

construction of label most often in the portfolio 

captioning . The highest numbers of recount constructions 

were experienced in the tutoring reflection . The most 

frequently used comprehension construction was explana ti on 

in the portfolio conference setting and the examination 

setting. 

Assessing constructions were used in all of the 

settings. The analysis construction of examination was 

present in all five settings, but it is only in the tutoring 
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reflection that it is the most often used construction. 

Mitch used the synthesis construction of proposal in four of 

the five settings. Justification, an evaluation 

construction, was represented in all of the settings with 

tutoring reflection and portfolio conference having the 

highest numerical counts. The evaluation learning 

construction of draw conclusion was used in four of the five 

settings. This subject used this construction to a high 

degree in the portfolio captioning. A third evaluation 

learning construction that was used in three of the five 

settings was opinion with a high number in the tutoring 

reflection and the portfolio conference settings. 

In looking at all of the settings and all the levels of 

Bloom's Taxonomy, Mitch used learning constructions at each 

of the levels of integration. He most frequently employed 

the teaching learning constructions at knowledge and 

comprehension levels with recount, label, and explanation 

being the predominant constructions. For assessing learning 

constructions, he had a predominant construction at the 

analysis, synthesis , and evaluation level with examination, 

proposal, and draw conclusion, respectively, being the ones 

most often used. 
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Participant 08: Sean 

According to Table 22, the total number of discourse 

segments for Sean in the tutoring reflections was 83. The 

most prevalent teaching learning construction was 21.7% 

recount (18 of 83). For assessing the most prevalent 

learning constructions were 20.5 % measurement (17 of 83), 

17 . 0% opinion (14 of 83), and 9.6 % justification (8 of 83). 

In the midterm examination setting, Table 23, Sean had 

a total of 11 discourse segments. The most frequently used 

teaching learning construction was 18.2 % recount (2 of 11). 

For assessing the most prevalent learning constructions were 

27 . 3 % examination (3 of 11) and 18.2% proposal (2 of 11). 

With a total of 12 discourse segments in the peer 

conference reflection, Table 24, two were identified as 

teaching learning constructions . The assessing learning 

constructions which were most prevalent were 41.7 % opinion 

(5 of 12) and 25 . 0% justification (3 of 12). 

With regard to Table 25, the total number of discourse 

segments in the portfolio captioning was 24. The most 

prevalent teaching constructions 20 . 8 % recount (5 of 24) and 

16.7 % label (4 of 24) . For assessing , three learning 
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constructions had 12 . 5% (3 of 24) measurement, opinion, and 

justification. 

There were a total o f 77 discourse segments in the 

portfolio conference, Table 26 . The most prevalent teaching 

learning constructions were 22 . 1% label (17 of 77), 13.0% 

explanation (10 of 77), and 9 . 1% recount (7 of 77). For the 

assessing learning constructions t he most prevalent 

constructions were 15.5% justification (12 of 77) and 7.8 % 

measurement (6 of 77). 

Sean used teaching constructions in a l l settings of the 

portfolio process. He most frequently used the knowledge 

learning constructions of label and recoun t. Label was 

particularly high in the portfolio conference and recount 

was used the most in tutoring reflection . The most 

frequently used comprehension construction wa s explanat i on 

with the majority of these constructions being in the 

portfolio conference. Sean used application level 

constructions more than any of the other subjects . His us e 

of example and story are noted in his portfolio conference . 

Assessing learning constructions were present in all 

settings of the portfolio process. The analysis construction 

of examination was seen in all five settings with it being 
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most prevalent in the tutoring reflection and portfolio 

captioning. Although synthesis learning constructions occur 

in four of the five settings, the total number is low and 

the student sometimes uses proposals and sometimes uses 

production. The evaluation learning constructions of 

measurement , justification, and opinion were most used by 

this student. Each of these constructions was used in four 

of the five settings . Measurement and opinion were most 

often found in the tutoring reflections while justification 

was most often used during the portfolio conference. 

In looking at all of the settings and all the levels of 

Bloom' s Taxonomy, Sean used learning constructions at each 

of the levels of integration . He most frequently employed 

the teaching learning constructions at knowledge and 

comprehension levels with recount, label , and explanation 

being the predominant constructions. For assessing learning 

constructions, he had a predominant construction at the 

analysis and evaluation level with examination , 

justification, measurement , and opinion , respectively , being 

the ones most commonly used . 
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Participant 15: Cathy 

According to Table 22, the total number of discourse 

segments for Cathy in the tutoring reflection was 47. The 

most prevalent teaching learning construction was 10.6% 

recount {5 of 47). For assessing, the most prevalent 

learning constructions were 23.4% justification {11 of 47), 

14.9% proposal {7 of 47), 8.5% examination {4 of 47), and 

8.5 % opinion (4 of 47). 

In the midterm examination, Table 23, Cathy had a total 

of 3 discourse segments. There were no teaching learning 

constructions . For assessing, the most prevalent learning 

construction was 66.7 % draw conclusion {2 of 3). 

There was a total of 1 discourse segment in the peer 

conference reflection , Table 24. The one segment was the 

assessing learning construction of draw conclusion. 

With regard to Table 25, the total number of discourse 

segments in the portfolio captioning was 46. The most 

prevalent teaching constructions were 17.4% label {8 of 46) 

and 8.7 % explanation {4 of 46). For assessing, the most 

prevalent learning constructions were 17.4 % examination 

(8 of 46), 17.4 % justification (8 of 46), and 15.2% draw 

conclusion. 
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There were a total of 44 discourse segments in the 

portfolio conference, Table 26. The most prevalent teaching 

learning constructions were 15.9% recount (7 of 44) and 9.1% 

label (4 of 44). For assessing, the most prevalent learning 

constructions were 9.1% justification (4 of 44), 9.1% draw 

conclusion (4 of 44), and 6.8% measurement (3 of 44). 

Cathy used teaching constructions in three of the five 

settings of the portfolio process. No teaching constructions 

were identified in the examination and peer conference 

reflection settings . For the other three settings, Cathy 

most frequently used the knowledge learning constructions of 

label and recount. The label learning construction was used 

most often in the portfolio captioning. Recount was most 

often used in the portfolio conference and tutoring 

reflection. 

Assessing constructions were present in all five 

settings of the portfolio process. The analysis construction 

of examination was present in three of the settings. It is 

most often used in the portfolio captioning. The synthesis 

construction of proposal was used in the tutoring 

reflection. Overall, the evaluation construction of 

justification was the one most frequently used. It was 
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present in three of the five settings with the tutoring 

r e fl ection having t he most and portfolio captioning having 

the nex t highest . Draw conclusion, the next most frequently 

us e d e va luation c o n struction, was present in all of the 

settings with the portfolio captioning having the highest 

amount . 

In looking at a ll o f the settings and all the levels of 

Bloom' s Tax onomy, Ca thy used learning constructions at each 

of the levels of integration . She most frequently employed 

the teaching learning construc t ions at knowledge and 

comprehension levels with recount , label, description, and 

explanation being the predominant construct i ons. For 

assessing learning constructions she had a predominant 

construction at the analysis , synthes i s, and evaluation 

levels with examination , proposal , j ust ification, and draw 

conclusion , respectively , being the ones mo s t commonly used. 

Participant 26 : Alison 

According to Table 22 , the total number of discourse 

segments for Alison in the tutoring reflection was 60 . The 

most prevalent teaching learning constructions was 28 . 3 

recount (17 of 60) . For assessing , the most prevalent 



learning constructions 16.7% examination (10 of 60), 11.7 

proposal (7 of 60), 10.0% draw conclusion (8 of 60). 
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The total number of discourse segments in the 

examination setting, Table 23, was 14. The most prevalent 

teaching learning constructions were 14.3 % recount, 14.3% 

explanation, and 14.3% example (2 of 14 for each 

construction) . The assessing learning constructions that 

were the most often used by Alison were 21.4% justification 

(3 of 14) and 14.3% draw conclusion (2 of 14). 

There were a total of 6 discourse segments in the peer 

conference reflection, Table 24. None of the segments were 

teaching learning constructions . The assessing learning 

construction most frequently used was 50.0 % draw conclusion 

(3 of 6). 

With regard to Table 25, Alison had a total of 35 

discourse segments in the portfolio captioning. For teaching 

learning constructions, she had a predominance of label with 

20 . 0% (7 of 35) and explanation with 17.1 % (6 of 35). The 

assessing learning construction of 31.4 % justification 

(11 of 35) predominated in this setting. 

The total number of discourse segments in the portfolio 

conference , Table 26, was 101. The most prevalent teaching 
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l earning constructions were 12.9% label (13 of 101), 

10 . 8% explanation (11 o f 101), and 9.0 % recount (9 of 101). 

For assessing the mo s t p r evalent learning constructions were 

14 . 9% draw conclusion (15 o f 101) and 10.8 % justification 

(11 of 101). 

Alison used teaching constructions in four of the five 

settings of the portfolio p r ocess. No teaching constructions 

were identified in the peer c onference r eflection. For the 

other four settings , Alison predominan tly used the knowledge 

constructions of label and recoun t. Labe l was most prevalent 

in the portfolio captioning . Recoun t was most prevalent in 

the tutoring reflection. Explanation wa s t he most frequently 

used comprehension level in the portfolio c onference. 

Assessing constructions were used in a l l sett i ngs of 

the portfolio process. The analysis constructi on of 

examination was present in all five settings , but it i s mo st 

often used in the tutoring reflection . Proposal , a synthesis 

construction, was present in tutoring reflection and 

portfolio conference with the highest amount in the tutoring 

reflection. The evaluation constructions of justification 

and draw conclusion were used in all of the settings . 

Overall , draw conclusion had the highest number of segments 
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in the portfolio conference. Justification represented a 

high number of constructions in the portfolio captioning and 

portfolio conference. 

In looking at all of the settings and all the levels of 

Bloom's Taxonomy, Alison used learning constructions at each 

of the levels of integration. She most frequently employed 

the teaching learning constructions at knowledge and 

comprehension levels with recount, label, and explanation 

being the predominant constructions. For assessing learning 

constructions she had a predominant construction at the 

analysis, synthesis , and evaluation levels with examination, 

proposal, justification, and draw conclusion, respectively, 

being the ones most commonly used. 

Participant 27: Betty 

According to Table 22, the total number of discourse 

segments for Betty in the tutoring reflection was 69. The 

most prevalent teaching construction was 21.7% recount (15 

of 69) . For assessing, the most prevalent learning 

constructions were 20.3% examination (14 of 69), 15.9% 

justification (11 of 69), and 10.1 % opinion (7 of 69). 
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In the midterm examination, Table 23, Betty had a total 

of 3 discourse segments. There were no teaching learning 

constructions . Of the assessing learning constructions the 

majority were 66.7 % draw conclusion (2 of 3). 

There were a total of 4 discourse segments in the peer 

conference setting, Table 24. One of the four segments was a 

teaching learning construction, 25.0% explanation. The 

remaining three segments were assessing learning 

constructions that represented 25.0% draw conclusion (1 of 

4) , 25.0 % justification (1 of 4), and 25.0% opinion 

(1 of 4). 

With regard to Table 25, portfolio captioning had a 

total of 44 discourse segments. The most prevalent teaching 

learning construction was 79.5 % label (35 of 44). For 

assessing the dominant learning construction was 13.6% draw 

conclusion . 

Betty's portfolio conference had a total of 120 

discourse segments, Table 26. For teaching the most 

prevalent constructions were 16 . 7% label (20 of 120) and 

10 . 0 % explanation (12 of 120) . The assessing learning 

constructions that dominated Betty ' s discourse were 11.7% 
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draw conclusion (14 of 120), 10.8 % opinion (13 of 120), and 

10 . 0% examination (10 o f 120 ) . 

Betty used teaching c onstructions in four of the five 

settings of the portfolio p r ocess. No teaching constructions 

were present in the examination setting and only one was 

present in the peer conference reflection. For the other 

three settings, Betty most fr equent l y used the knowledge 

learning constructions of label and recount. Label was most 

prevalent in the portfolio capti on ing while recount was 

highest in the tutoring reflects . The most frequently used 

comprehension construction was explana t ion, which was used 

in four of the five settings and wa s h i ghest in the 

portfolio conference . 

Assessing constructions were us e d in a ll of the 

settings of the portfolio process . The ana l ys is construction 

of examination was used in four of the five set tings . I t 

represents a high number of discourse segments in the 

tutoring reflection and portfolio conference . Draw 

conclusion, a dominant evaluation construction that was used 

in all five settings, was prevalent in the portfolio 

conference. Other evaluation constructions with high 
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frequencies are justification in the tutoring reflection and 

opinion in the portfolio conference. 

In looking at all of the settings and all the levels of 

Bloom's Taxonomy , Betty used learning constructions at five 

of the levels of integration. She had no learning 

constructions at the application level. She most frequently 

employed the teaching learning constructions at knowledge 

and comprehension levels with label, recount, and 

explanation, respectively , being the predominant 

constructions. For assessing learning constructions, she had 

a predominant construction at the analysis and evaluation 

levels with examination , opinion, justification, and draw 

conclusion , respectively , being the ones most commonly used. 

Student Patterns of Integration 

Knowledge Level Patterns of Integration 

These are teaching learning constructions. Within the 

knowledge level , there are two prevalent patterns of 

integration . The two patterns are the recount pattern and 

the label pattern. 
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Recount Pattern 

The recount pattern was used to a high degree by 4 of 

the 6 subjects in the tutoring reflections. In this pattern, 

the individual is giving an account of the events that 

occurred during a given time period. The recount 

constructions are generally stated one after another in a 

string. The following example gives an account of a tutoring 

session. 

TR/EPl/ 26/01 The first tutoring session that I had with my 
reading buddy, RB, was on Thursday, 
September 12th. [recount] 

/02 We met for almost one hour and I feel that we 
got off to a great start. [recount] 

/03 I did an interest inventory with RB and found 
that we have many of the same interests as 
far as hobbies, pets, and enjoying reading. 
[recount] 

/04 (Teacher comment) 
/05 I also went over the six word lists with RB. 

She could read all of the words on lists one 
and two and the vast majority of the words 
on lists three through six. [recount] 

/06 (Teacher comment) 
/07 RB said that she likes to read more than 

playing Super Nintendo. She wants to try 
to find some books about cats to bring to 
our next tutoring session. I told her that I 
already have two books about cats and that 
I would try my best to find some more. 
[recount] 

In this tutoring reflection , the student tells us what 

she and her reading buddy did and what was discussed during 
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the tutoring session . From recount, information in the 

tutoring reflection the instructor is being taught about the 

events of the session. The teacher can learn whether or not 

the student was following expectations that were set for the 

sessions, but not know how the student is processing the 

gained information. 

A second example taken from a portfolio conference 

provides another view of the recount pattern of learning. 

Four of the subjects use this pattern to a high degree in 

the portfolio conference. The student recounts what has been 

done during the semester by informing the instructor what 

was "put" in her portfolio . 

In this case , Cathy relates what items concerning 

reading assessment strategies , that were taught during the 

course , were placed in the portfolio. The recount allows the 

instructor to know what items the student included in the 

portfolio, but the instructor does not necessarily know what 

the student has learned from the items or what experiences 

she may have had with them with her reading buddy. 

PC/EP2 15/09 Then I got these [guideline ideas] out of 
books then I put it on my cover sheet. 
[recount] 

/10 (Teacher comment) 
/11 (Student interrupted) 
/12 (Teacher comment) 
/13 And then I also put in some samples of things 
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that we had done either in class or that I 
had done with RB, like think aloud. [recount] 

/14 That and then I have a sample of the word 
list here. I put in the blank ones. [recount] 

/15 And then I also put in miscue analysis. 
[recount] 

Label Pattern 

The second knowledge level pattern of integration is 

the label pattern . This pattern was used to a high degree by 

all of the subjects during the portfolio conference and in 

the portfolio captioning. In this pattern, the individual is 

merely identifying the items one after the other as they 

have been placed in the portfolio . For this study, the items 

that were being labeled were often items given to the 

students by the instructor . 

PC/EP1/ 15/79 And that's for punctuation. [label] 
/80 This was just a few little things he did on 

the computer. [label] 
/81 (Teacher comment) 
/82 This is the miscue analysis sheet that I did. 

[label] 
/83 This was the word list. [label] 
/84 This is his Halloween story. [label] 
/85 (Teacher comment) 
/86 This was his different favorite places that 

he'd been . [label] 
/87 (Teacher comment) 
/88 This is a predict think aloud that we did 

one that we did over Halloween. [label] 
/89 (Teacher comment) 
/90 This is a grammar lesson on subjects and 

predicates. [label] 
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In this example, the student is identifying the items 

that he did with his reading buddy and that represent some 

of the assessment strategies presented by the instructor. 

Like the recount pattern, the instructor now knows that the 

student is able to identify the items, but does not know 

what the student's understanding of the items is. 

Comprehension Level of Integration 

There was only one pattern present for these subjects. 

This pattern was present for all students in the portfolio 

conference. It is a teaching learning pattern. 

Explanation Pattern 

All subjects at various points in the portfolio 

conference used this pattern. However, for 5 of the subjects 

it represented a high number of segments in the portfolio 

conference. The explanation that is offered by the student 

does not necessarily demonstrate understanding of a concept 

that was taught, but an attempt is made to tell why the item 

is included. These segments are often just an extension of a 

knowledge level construction. 

The pattern can be a string of explanations or several 

explanations followed by another form of integration then 
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switching back to the explanation form. This pattern was 

often seen at the beginning of the portfolio conference when 

the instructor asked the student to identify her/his goals. 

PC/EP4/ 08/01 And this is my communication goal 
/02 (Teacher comment) 

because I just put in here the importance 
of the communication line that you have with 
the parent of the student and with the 
teacher and the parents. [explanation] 

/03 then I included his goals that he had for the 
semester because we had done them together. 
[explanation] 

/04 (Teacher comment) 
/05 And then I included my midterm because I 

wrote a sample letter to the teacher. 
[explanation] 

/06 (Teacher comment) 
/07 And then a copy of what I'm writing to the 

next tutor and to his parents for his 
portfolio 

/08 (Teacher comment) 
/09 (Teacher comment) 

because that is communication. [explanation] 

This example comes from a student's portfolio 

conference in which he is trying to explain how he had 

accomplished his goals. Each of the segments in this example 

was an explanation. Although the explanations provide a 

reason, the instructor can become aware that the reasons may 

not pertain to assessment strategy or to understanding. 
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Analysis Level of Integration 

This level of integration is an assessing learning 

construction. There was only one pattern of integration that 

was prevalent at this level for these subjects. It is the 

examination pattern of integration. 

Examination Pattern 

This pattern existed for all of the subjects. It was 

most commonly used in the tutoring reflections, the midterm 

examination, and the portfolio conference. Of the subjects, 

3 used it in all of the settings, 1 subject used it in all 

of the settings but the peer conference reflection, and 2 

subjects used it three of the settings, but not the same 

settings . 

The subjects often used the examination pattern to tell 

more about a strategy or their reading buddy. This pattern 

usually occurred between the student and the instructor. The 

student would offer an examination and the instructor would 

follow with an evaluative statement or a teaching 

suggestion . 

In the tutoring reflections , the students might use 

this pattern to examine the information that they had 

gleaned from using a particular strategy with their reading 
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buddy or to discuss how the session went. They were breaking 

down the information in order to clarify what they had 

learned and to demonstrate the ability to interpret the data 

from the assessment strategy. The following example is from 

a tutoring reflection in which the student has used an 

assessment strategy. 

TR/EP2/ 26/01 I began lesson two with a miscue analysis. 
[recount] 

/02 (Incidental conversation) 
/03 As RB was reading, I felt that she was doing 

well. My feelings were confirmed after I 
completed the analysis summary sheet. RB only 
made twelve miscues our of a little over two 
hundred words. Better yet, out of the twelve 
miscues, there were no meaning changes. 
There were no pauses, repetitions, reversals, 
or supplied words. One out of the twelve 
miscues was an omission. Three of the 
twelve miscues were insertions. The main 
problem that RB had was substituting one word 
for another. Eight out of the twelve miscues 
were substitutions. RB did correct herself 
twice, once on a substitution and once on an 
insertion. There was not a lot of 
graphophonemic similarity between the text 
words and the miscues; however, I am not 
terribly concerned because the miscues did 
not change the meaning. [examination] 

T/04 You've done a very good analysis of her 
miscues. I concur that she is reading for 
meaning, which is what good readers do. 
[appraisal] 

In the preceding segment, Alison has presented the fact 

that she has completed a miscue analysis with her RB and 

then she goes into an interpretation of the results of the 
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miscue analysis. She breaks down the data into all of the 

sections that were presented by the instructor followed by a 

general statement about how her RB did. The teacher follows 

up Alison's discussion of the assessment strategy with a 

confirming comment. Since the instructor is not present 

during the administration of the assessment strategy, this 

interpretation assists her in deciding the student's 

understanding of the strategy and the interpretation. 

Evaluation Level of Integration 

These are assessing learning constructions. Within the 

evaluation level , there are three prevalent patterns of 

integration. The three patterns are the measurement/opinion, 

justification, and draw conclusion. 

Measurement/Opinion Pattern 

This pattern was used to a high degree by subjects 04, 

08, and 27 in the tutoring reflection setting and portfolio 

conference. The pattern may consist of a measurement 

followed by one or two opinions or a series of measurement 

and opinion comments . The following is an example of this 

pattern. 
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TR/EPS/ 08/01 RB did very well today! [measurement] 
/02 I think that the only thing RB really needs 

to work on is how fast RB can read the words. 
[opinion] 

/03 RB enjoyed it. [opinion] 
/04 RB learned a lot about the African 

celebration "Kwanza." [measurement] 
/05 RB was very attentive during the guided 

reading and the reading aloud session. 
[opinion] 

In this example, Sean provides information about what 

occurred during the session by offering one of these 

ratings. We glean ideas about what Sean thinks about his 

RB ' s reading and about the session. This pattern allows the 

instructor to know what the student thinks about something, 

but does not allow the instructor to learn how the student 

arrived at those ideas . It provides a limited amount of 

knowledge about the student's integration. 

Justification Pattern 

All subjects used this assessing pattern of 

integration. It was particularly prevalent in the tutoring 

reflection and portfolio conference settings. For 3 of the 

subjects , 01 , 08 , and 15, it was a dominant pattern in the 

TR. For the other 3 subjects , 04 , 26 , and 27, it dominated 

the PC. 

In both settings , the pattern is the same. The subject 

used the justification to provide a brief explanation of why 
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some decision has been made. The justification always 

related to the segment immediately prior to it. The segments 

vary and were often recounts, examinations, measurements, or 

opinions. 

PC/EP3/ 15/05 And then I also found another book with 
rubricsand I put in a sample of one. 
[recount] 

/06 (Teacher comment) 
/07 I thought that (rubric) was another good way 

to translate portfolios and all that kind of 
stuff and the other non-traditional 
techniques into a grade because most of the 
stuff that we've been learning about is 
non-traditional and so you've got to figure 
out some way to incorporate it. 
[justification] 

In this example, Cathy identifies the rubric and tells 

what she did with it. She proceeds to tell why she felt it 

was important to include. The explanation makes the 

connection of why the item is included in the portfolio; 

however , the instructor gets no indication of whether or not 

the student has used it or knows how to use it in the 

classroom . When justification is used in the portfolio 

conference , it provided evidence of the student's learning. 

In the following example, the student rates the 

tutoring session. This rating is followed by the brief 

explanation that tells why she thought that it went well. 

TR/EP2/ 15/01 The lesson this week went well. 
[measurement] 
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/02 I think that it helped going outside because 
there were not too many distractions and the 
weather was wonderful. [justification] 

Draw Conclusion Pattern 

This assessing pattern of integration was used to a 

high degree by 3 subjects, Mitch, Alison, and Betty in the 

portfolio captioning and portfolio conference settings. It 

was most often used in reference to what the subject had 

learned. In fact, the student took the instructor through 

the process of how the information/idea had been learned and 

often used the word "learned" somewhere in the segment. The 

pattern included some form of identifying (label, recount, 

description) a goal, idea, or strategy followed by the draw 

conclusion segment. 

PCAP3/EP1/04/01What's Different [label] 
04/02This assessment does not even have a specific 

name. It is not a standard list that would 
work with any child. It is a personalized 
performance assessment that worked 
tremendously well with RB. I asked him to 
read the Rice Crispy recipe as we cooked. He 
had a purpose for reading other than just 
reading. The words he would normally give up 
on, he worked through so that we could get 
those treats done. I had been concerned about 
his comprehension after the retelling from 
the sports section that he had some trouble 
with. In response to that concern, I added 
another dimension to the activity. He had to 
write what was different about the way we 
were cooking compared to the directions 
given by the recipe. I saw the needed 
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assessment and learned that I could create an 
avenue. [draw conclusion] 

In this example from the portfolio captioning, the 

student identifies the item placed in the portfolio and 

follows up with what he has learned concerning this item. 

The information represents a gathering of information so 

that the listener learns how the conclusion was drawn. The 

following example from a portfolio conference provides a 

similar example. 

PC/EP7 04/01 And learning environment, my goal was--I 
would like to learn how to create a safe 
environment for students to learn. [label] 

/02 And out of my goals this was one of the goals 
that I was most proud of. [opinion] 

/03 And tutoring RB this semester allowed me to 
learn how to provide a safe environment for 
him. Letting him know that I made mistakes 
and I don't mind if he has questions. It 
doesn't matter how many times he asked if I 
don't know the answer I will be more than 
glad to do find out. And if I can't find it, 
we will find it together. I let him know 
that I 'm still learning, too. I'm going to 
college, but learning is a lifelong process. 
I just wanted him to feel comfortable. I feel 
like I did that when he gave me those gifts 
and letter and I have those here. 
[Draw Conclusion] 

The student has come to the conclusion that she has 

provided a safe learning environment for her RB. She begins 

the segment stating that she has done this, takes the 
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came to that conclusion. 

Summary 
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This question addressed the student discourse that 

demonstrated a variance in level of integration (learning) 

of teaching and assessing in a college reading course using 

the portfolio process. In order to answer this question, a 

microanalysis was conducted on each of the student's data in 

the TR, EXAM, PRCONR, PCAP, and PC settings of the portfolio 

process. Student data were analyzed according to the 22 

categories related to learning constructions (integration). 

The data, then, were organized according to Bloom's Taxonomy 

to determine variance in the level of integration. 

When all settings were considered, the TR (416), 

PCAP (322), and PC (512) settings had a greater total of 

segments of discourse than the EXAM {53) and PRCONR (26). 

The settings with the greater totals had a greater variance 

in the level of integration by each of the subjects. 

Considering all of the settings, assessing learning 

constructions were greater with 59.6 % in the TR (248 of 

416) , 69 . 8 % EXAM (37 of 53), and 88.5 % PRCONR (23 of 26) 
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(116 of 416), 30.2% EXAM (16 of 53), and 11.5% PRCONR 

(3 of 26). For the PCAP setting, the assessing learning 
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constructions were greater with 50.6% (163 of 322). However, 

the teaching learning constructions represented an almost 

equal amount with 48.1 % (155 of 322) in this setting. A 

student, Betty (27), used 81.8% (36 of 44) teaching learning 

constructions in the PCAP setting which greatly influenced 

the totals. 

In the PC setting, the subjects' teaching learning 

constructions were greater with 40.8 % (209 of 512) than the 

assessing learning constructions with 36.5% (187 of 512). 

The closeness of these totals were influenced by the fact 

that 3 of the subjects, Peter (01), Sean (08), and 

Cathy (15) used a greater number of teaching learning 

constructions. Mitch (08), Alison (26), and Betty (27) used 

a greater number of assessing constructions in this setting. 

Findings revealed that 5 of the 6 subjects used 

integration at all six levels of Bloom's Taxonomy. These 

subjects included Peter (01), Mitch (04), Sean (08), Cathy 

(15) , and Alison (26) . Betty (27) used all levels of 

integration with the exception of the application 
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construction. For all of these participants, integration 

occurred most consistently at the knowledge, comprehension, 

analysis, and evaluation level of integration. 

Within these broader levels of integration for the 

subjects, evidence of more frequently used categories was 

found. In all, seven categories were identified. At the 

knowledge construction level, label and recount occurred 

numerously. One category in the comprehension construction 

level, explanation, was predominant. The analysis 

construction level of integration was dominated by 

examination. The final level of integration, evaluation 

construction , had three dominant categories, opinion, 

justification, and draw conclusion. Use of these categories 

varied by subject. There were three integration categories 

that were dominant for all 6 subjects. These categories were 

label , examination, and justification. 

Overall, Peter's (01) dominant categories occurred 

within four of the levels of integration. He used four of 

the seven notable categories. These categories were label, 

explanation, examination , and justification with label and 

justification being the most dominant. So, he produced a 
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variance of level of integration, but had categories which 

he used to a higher degree than others. 

In looking at all of Mitch's (04) segments across the 

five settings, he used all of the categories with the 

exception of summary. Although he had dominant categories in 

three of the levels of integration, knowledge, analysis, and 

evaluation, he used six of the seven prevalent categories. 

The categories were label, recount, examination, opinion, 

justification, and draw conclusion. Particularly noteworthy 

is that a dominant category also occurred for Mitch at the 

synthesis level, proposal. 

Sean's variance in integration was limited to two of 

the levels, knowledge and evaluation. He used four of the 

seven categories, label, recount, justification, and draw 

conclusion . One evaluation level category, measurement, that 

was not a frequently used category, was used to a high 

degree by Sean. 

For the next subject, Cathy (15), variance in 

integration occurred at three of the levels of construction, 

knowledge, analysis, and evaluation. Within these levels she 

used label , recount , examination, justification, and draw 

conclusion. 
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Alison was the 1 student who had a dominant category in 

each of the dominant levels of integration. Like Mitch, she 

used six of the seven dominant categories although she did 

not use the same categories. Her categories were label, 

recount, explanation, examination, justification, and draw 

conclusion. 

Findings for Betty (27) indicated that she used three 

of the dominant levels of integration. She had constructions 

at the knowledge, analysis, and evaluation levels of 

integration . Her five predominant categories within these 

constructions were label, examination, opinion, 

j ustification, and draw conclusion. 

Thus, students were able to produce learning 

c onstructions at various levels of integration. There was 

variance of categories within the constructions. Each 

s tudent ' s dominant discourse varied by the level of 

integration and by category within the levels. 

Question 3 Introduction 

3. Is there evidence of patterns of student discourse 

th a t demonstrates self-assessment in a college reading 

course using the portfolio process? 
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This question will be answered by using the portfolio 

conference of the 6 subjects. The categories for focus of 

learning were developed to indicate who or what is being 

discussed. Each student reported on in this document has a 

dominant focus of learning. The data for these students is 

represented on Table 27. 

Focus of Learning 

According to Table 27, there were a total of 396 

segments of learning discourse in the portfolio conference 

of the 6 participants. Of this total, the percentage of 

54 .5% (216 of 396) was other-evaluation. The total 

percentage of self-evaluation was 45.5% (180 of 396). 

The six focus of learning categories were divided into 

other-evaluation and self-evaluation. The other-evaluation 

categories are: portfolio contents, course contents, and 

reading buddy. For self-evaluation, the categories are: 

college student , college student and reading buddy, and 

college student, reading buddy, and course content. 

Overall, the self-evaluation category of College 

Student represented 27.5 % (109 of 396). This focus of 

learning was the one with the highest number of segments. 
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All of the subjects used this focus of learning during the 

portfolio conference. 

There were two dominant categories of other-evaluation. 

The Portfolio Contents category had 24.5% (97 of 396) of the 

segments of discourse. Of the students, 5 used this focus of 

learning. The second dominant other-evaluation category, 

Course Contents, represented 20.2% (80 of 396) of the 

segments. Although this was the third most used category, 

all of the subjects used this focus of learning in their 

portfolio conference. 

With regard to the other categories, the other

evaluation category of Reading Buddy was used by 5 of the 

subjects for a total of 9.8 % (39 of 396). The self

evaluation category, College Student, Reading Buddy, & 

Course Content, represented the focus of learning of 2 

students for a total of 9.1 % (36 of 396). The self

evaluation category of College Student & Reading Buddy was 

used by one student for a total of 8.8% (35 of 396). 

Patterns of Other-evaluation 

The participants who used a predominance of other

eva l uation referred to other aspects of the course. They did 
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not refer to what they had learned. These subjects most 

often used teaching constructions rather than assessing 

constructions. The focus of learning segments generally 

occurred one segment after another. 

Portfolio Content Pattern 

In this pattern, the student referred to the items that 

she or he placed in the portfolio. The individual usually 

utilized a teaching construction, but occasionally utilized 

an assessing construction. In either instance, it was the 

item's placement in the portfolio that was at the forefront. 

The student often used a phrase such as "I put in" in 

reference to the item being discussed. The student often 

used a recount pattern in which she or he was telling what 

was done. 

PC/EP3 01/01 On this paper is some anecdotal records that 
I did with RB and that is an assessment tool. 
[portfolio contents] 

/02 [Teacher comment] 
/03 I always thought that it [anecdotal record] 

was, but I just didn't know how I would 
justify it to parents and putting it on a 
report card. [course content] 

/04 [Teacher comment] 
/05 This is our article that we [class] did on-

I mean Think aloud article and I picked that 
because I specifically liked how it talks 
about the different kinds of comprehenders. 
And I put it here for later reference of 
those because we had an actual paper and we 
wrote it out on the board. 
[portfolio content] 
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/06 [Teacher comment] 
/07 Here is your article on writing instruction 

and assessment and I put that in---our notes 
are here and then the spelling notes are 
here. And I found this and put it here 
because it was a chart in our language book, 
the same stages. So I kept that in here. 
[Portfolio Content] 

According to Table 27, Paul was the student that used 

this pattern as the dominant focus of learning. He had a 

total of 47 segments of learning discourse in his portfolio 

conference. Of that total, 76.7% (36 of 47) was focused on 

the portfolio contents. He made limited use of the self-

evaluation pattern of College Student for 12.8% (6 of 47) of 

the segments. The remaining segments fell into the other-

evaluation categories. 

Course Content Pattern 

In this pattern, the student identified the items that 

are in the portfolio . Most of what the student shows to the 

instructor is exactly what the instructor had given to the 

students during the course of the semester. The student 

often used a phrase like, "here is the ... "or "I did a 

" . . . . The individual usually utilized a teaching 

construction, but occasionally utilized an assessing 

construction . The teaching construction that was often used 

was label as a means of identifying the items. When an 
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assessing construction is used, it is used in relation to 

the item as opposed to the student's ability to do or to 

understand the item. 

PC/EP2 15/13 And then here are some samples of things that 
we had done in class and I did with RB, 
like Think Aloud. [Course content] 

/14 Then here is a sample of the Word List. Here 
are blank ones. [Course content] 

/15 And then I did a miscue analysis. 
[Course content] 

/16 Those are the ones that I had actually done, 
like KWL. I have it in her portfolio, too. 
[Course content] 

According to Table 27, Cathy was the student that used 

this pattern as the dominant focus of learning. She had a 

total of 34 segments of learning discourse in her portfolio 

conference. Of that total 82.4% (28 of 34) was focused on 

the course contents. The only other focus that she used was 

the self-evaluation category of College Student for 17.65% 

(6 of 34) of the segments. 

Reading Buddy Pattern 

In this pattern, the student continued to focus on what 

the reading buddy had learned. The items in the portfolio 

were discussed in reference to the reading buddy rather than 

the college student. The student discussed what she or he 

did with the reading buddy. The ideas often conveyed how the 

reading buddy did. Throughout the segments, the student 
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referred to "he" or "she." The instructor became aware of 

what the college student had done, but not necessarily what 

the student thought about her or his ability to understand 

the strategy. The student used teaching constructions and 

assessing constructions. The student can sound knowledgeable 

about the RB and one could gain a sense of how the student 

understood the material, but not how the student assessed 

her or his ability to use the strategy. 

PC/EP3 08/02 I included all of the articles for the miscue 
analysis and then the knowledge about 
language because he didn't have a whole lot 
of reading difficulties but when it came to 
the writing section he had a lot of problems 
with grammar and spelling. 

T/03 [Teacher Comment] 
And he had trouble on his vocabulary like the 
pronunciation of words. Like he would come to 
a word and it would be something like I know 
one that stuck in my mind--I did the busy 
brain exercise with him--the miscue 
analysis which I put that in here and it was 
the word digested--and he would say 
diversted [sic]. [Reading Buddy] 

In the preceding example, the college student explained 

how the reading buddy did on the miscue analysis. In the 

next segment, the student did the same thing with the think 

aloud . The reading buddy's learning was referenced 

throughout the segment rather than the college student's 

learning. 
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/05 I also included the article about think 
alouds because to me that helped him in that 
area of the reading---the only main issue 
that I saw in the reading area was that 
sometimes he read a word real fast so he 
would ten to run on his sentences. He 
wouldn't stop at the punctuation like if it 
was expressing an idea and he came to a 
period he would just read on past it or if it 
was some character in the book expressing a 
question or a certain explanation---he would 
just keep on going. [Reading Buddy] 

According to Table 27, Sean was the student that used 

this pattern as the dominant focus of learning. He had a 

total of 69 segments of learning discourse in his portfolio 

conference. Of that total, 46.4 % (32 of 69) was focused on 

the course contents. Sean used three of the other focus of 

learning categories. He used both of the other-evaluation 

categories to a high degree, 26.1% (18 of 69) portfolio 

contents and 18 .8 % (13 of 69) course contents. The self-

evaluation pattern of College Student also was used for 8.7 % 

(6 of 69) of the segments. 

Patterns of Self-evaluation 

The participants who used a predominance of self-

evaluation referred to their own learning while referencing 

other aspects of the course. These focus of learning 

patterns were often interspersed with the other focus of 



364 

learning segments rather than being one segment after 

another. 

College Student Pattern 

In this pattern, the student made reference to 

herself/himself throughout the segment. Words, such as "me," 

"my," and "I," were frequently used during the segment. The 

individuals used a variety of teaching and assessing 

constructions. 

PC/EP8 27/01 And I said that this was one of my favorite. 
I think that my reflective teaching goal was 
my favorite goal that I had and the most 
rewarding and the most beneficial. And I 
guess that I'm really glad that I saved this 
one [goal] for last instead of the phonics 
one. [College Student] 

/02 And my goal is: I would like to develop a 
positive reflective mindset about my 
teaching. [College Student] 

/03 And I put in here that my writing has helped 
me proclaim my joys, recognize my fears, and 
vent my disappointments---it was free 
therapy. In my mental health class we had to 
write in our journal everyday and I have 
absolutely fallen in love with writing in the 
journal so not only have I done that, but I 
didn't put that in here. I just noted that I 
did do that and I plan on doing that in the 
future and the---if I was putting this all 
together at the end like I said at the 
beginning I didn't feel like I was meeting 
any of my goals until I was putting it all 
together. But after I was reflecting over 
my tutoring with RB I realized that by 
learning to teach him I was teaching myself. 
And that was so rewarding to grow myself and 
I wanted to make a difference in his life, 
but in the end it was like---wow---I don't 
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know that I helped him as much as I've helped 
myself. [College Student] 

/0 4 I've learned---remember the day that I 
as ked you would it matter if we added a few 
more goals. What I realized was that I didn't 
r ea l ly have three more new goals that I 
needed to meet, but it all occurred right 
here i n my reflective writing. That was one 
o f the things that the goals were doing were 
t hat I was teaching myself. [College Student] 

According t o Tabl e 27, Betty was the student that used 

this pattern as the domi nan t focus of learning. She had a 

total of 87 segments o f l earn ing discourse in her portfolio 

conference. A total of 51 . 7% (45 of 87) of the segments was 

focused on the college stude n t. Betty used four of the other 

focus of learning categories. Sh e used all of the other-

evaluation categories with Portfo lio Contents being used to 

the highest degree , 34 . 5 % (30 o f 87). 

College Student and Reading Buddy Pattern 

In this pattern , the student address ed t he learning as 

"we." The co ll ege student ' s lea rning seemed to be the result 

of work that was completed with the r e a ding buddy. 

Additionally , the two appeared to be partne r s in t he 

learning . The college student made a concerted effort t o 

e xp l ain how both of the reading buddy and the college 

student were i nvolved with the item/goal . Individuals used 
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teaching and assessing learning constructions with this 

pattern. 

PC/EPlO 04/01 This [goal] kind of goes along with the last 
one---just to create a safe environment 
where children take risks. [College Student] 

T/02 [Teacher Comment] 
04/03 I basically started out with where we 

started, which was on the couch, and you know 
we were trying to be comfortable and just 
talk to each other and be friends. And then 
we did the interest inventory which really 
exploded into our conversation topics which 
was what it was supposed to do. 
[Coll ege Student and Reading Buddy] 

/04 We did several webs which were good for RB 
because he could talk about his thoughts in 
a connected way and I could see how he 
connected his thought with the web. So that 
was good for him and for me. It prompted him 
to go on. [College Student and Reading Buddy] 

/05 We also did---this is sort of a sad thing 
actually- --we did our names down and we did 
an acrostic to tell something about ourselves 
and he put his in his reading journal that 
I gave him at the beginning and since the 
second session it was gone. Anyway he said he 
couldn 't find it. I don't have his poem, but 
I have my name and I included that because 
we both did ours together and that supports 
the safe environment. 
[College Student and Reading Buddy] 

According to Table 27 , Mitch was the student that used 

this pattern as the dominant focus of learning. He had a 

total of 84 segments of learning discourse in his portfolio 

conference . Of that total 40.5 % (35 of 84) of the segments 

focused on the College Student and Reading Buddy. Mitch used 
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four of the other focus of learning categories. He used all 

of the other-evaluation categories with Course Contents 

being used to the highest degree, 17.9% (15 of 84). A second 

self-evaluation category of College Student represented a 

large amount, 30.9% (26 of 84). 

College Student, Reading Buddy, and Course Content Pattern 

In this pattern the student addressed the learning by 

referring to all three areas. Generally, the college student 

referred to the reading buddy or children in general, 

provided information about the strategy, and then assessed 

her or his own success. In this pattern the college student 

may use the word "we" to indicate the reading buddy and 

self. The individual used teaching and assessing learning 

constructions. 

PC/EP2 26/31 This one is the assessment that I did on her 
writing and I used her little book that she 
had written---The fire Cat Two---that was 
a continuation of the story we had read. 
[College Student, Reading Buddy, and Course 
Content] 

/32 She got real excited about that story so I 
went on and on with the writing and the 
assessment. [College Student, Reading Buddy, 
and Course Content] 

/33 And this is really you know---at the 
beginning of the semester I was really 
worried about how to assess the writing, it 
just seemed, I guess, kind of overwhelming 
because it was so much to know and I feel 
more comfortable now. I learned a lot from 
assessing her writing and I've got good ideas 
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Buddy, and Course Content] 

T/34 [Teacher Comment] 
/35 [Incidental Conversation] 
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/36 I used this writing assessment summary in the 
book and it told you how to figure out 
what stage that they were in and that is 
something that was in one of my other reading 
courses. I liked doing this because I was 
really able to look at her writing and tell 
how she was doing, what stage she was in, and 
it all makes sense. She did real well. 
[College Student, Reading Buddy, and Course 
Content] 

According to Table 27, Alison was the student that used 

this pattern as the dominant focus of learning. She had a 

total of 75 segments of learning discourse in her portfolio 

conference . Of that total, 46.7% (35 of 75) of the segments 

focused on the College Student, Reading Buddy, and Course 

Content . Alison used four of the other focus of learning 

categories . She used all of the other-evaluation categories 

with Course Contents being used to the highest degree, 13.3% 

(10 of 75). A second self-evaluation category of College 

Student represented a large amount, 28.0 % (21 of 75). 

Summary 

This question looked at the focus of learning of each 

of the 6 subjects in the portfolio conference. These focus 

of learning categories assisted in determining whether the 
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student used the self-assessment component of the portfolio 

process. Three patterns of other-evaluation were identified: 

Portfol io Content, Course Content, and Reading Buddy. 

Additionally, there were three patterns of self-evaluation: 

College Student, College Student and Reading Buddy, and 

College Student, Reading Buddy, and Course Content. Each of 

the subjects demonstrated the use of assessment; however, it 

might be other-evaluation and/or self-evaluation. 

According to Table 27, the dominant focus of learning 

for Paul (01) was 76.7% portfolio contents (36 of 47). For 

Mitch (4) , the dominant focus of learning was 40.5% reading 

buddy and college (35 of 84). Sean's (08) dominant focus of 

learning was 46.4 % reading buddy (32 of 69). The dominant 

focus of learning for Cathy (15) was 82.4 % course contents 

(28 of 34) . Alison ' s (26) focus of learning was 46.7 % 

college student , reading buddy, and course content. Last, 

the dominant focus of learning for Betty (27) was 51.7 % 

college student (45 of 87) . 

Peter (01) , Sean (08) , and Cathy (15), who used a 

predominance of other-evaluation categories , have relatively 

few instances of self-evaluation . These subjects used the 

College Student focus of learning to a slight degree, but 
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categories. 
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The participants, who had a predominant self-evaluation 

focus learning categories, Mitch (04), Alison (26), and 

Betty (27), also used at least one of the other self

evaluation categories beside their predominant category. 

These students also made greater use of the other-evaluation 

categories. 

With regard to the question, all of the participants 

were able to self-assess. However, the students did not 

always use a focus of learning that involved self

assessment. 



CHAPTER V 

SUMMARY, DISCUSSION, IMPLICATIONS, 

AND RECOMMENDATIONS 

Summary 

This study examined the oral and written discourse of 

the instructor and 6 of the 27 undergraduate students 

enrolled in a college reading course using the portfolio 

process. The purpose was to determine any discourse patterns 

that might exist during the process. The specific research 

questions were: 

1 . What characterizes instructor and student discourse 

of teaching , assessing, and learning in the seven settings 

of the portfolio process in a college-level reading course? 

2 . Is there evidence of student discourse that 

demonstrates a variance in the level of integration 

(learning) of teaching and assessing in a college reading 

course using the portfolio process? 

3 . Is there evidence of patterns of student discourse 

that demonstrates self-assessment in a college reading 

course using the portfolio process? 
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The review of the literature on classroom discourse 

revealed that the IRE pattern is still the most significant 

one that is used in today's classrooms. In recent studies 

conducted in classrooms, Schmuck and Schmuck (1992) 

determined that the teacher dominated the instruction. This 

pattern of domination is similar to the recitation pattern 

that had been identified in past classroom studies (Durkin, 

1978/79; Flanders & Amidon, 1967; Hoetker & Ahlbrand, 1969; 

Rice, 1969, reprint; Stevens, 1912; Thayer, 1928). 

Researchers interested in understanding classroom 

discourse for students have studied participation structures 

in homes and in schools. By comparing these structures they 

have determined that context has a great influence on 

student performance (Cazden, 1988; Heath, 1983; Michaels & 

Cazden, 1986). Classroom contexts that limit student 

participation need to be reconsidered so that the language 

assists the student's performance. 

Participation structures that promote more natural 

means of communication such as discussion or conversation 

between student and teacher have been suggested. These more 

natural participation structures have been studied as ways 

to extend the student's participation, as well as, ways to 
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promote learning (Applebee & Langer, 1983; Au & Jordan, 

1982; Barnes, 1976, 1990, 1995; Cazden, 1986; Heath, 1982; 

Wells & Chiang-Wells, 1992). Applebee and Langer (1983) 

promoted reading and writing activities that provide the 

intertwining of natural language patterns. Barnes (1976, 

1990, 1995) supported the idea that multiple opportunities 

to talk afforded the students the rehearsals necessary to 

gain understanding. Information gleaned during these 

experiences can help the teacher evaluate the student's 

learning and consequently plan for future teaching. 

Current testing practices promote learning and teaching 

that is based on one-dimensional information (Shepard, 

1989) . Recommendations from research suggest that multiple 

measures and sources of data about teaching/learning are 

more powerful and reliable than single measures of 

performance (Herman, 1992). These suggestions reflect 

measurement that is congruent with current constructivist 

practices in literacy (Cambourne & Turbill, 1990). 

Alternative assessments that extend beyond a single measure 

have been considered in today's classrooms. Theoretical 

works have created a foundation for alternative assessments 
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1992; Wiggins, 1993). 
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Portfolio assessment has been the alternative 

assessment most considered in classrooms from elementary to 

college level. Researchers interested in portfolio 

assessment view the portfolio as a collection of student 

work that represents individuals as learners (Belanoff & 

Dickson, 1991; Flood, Lapp, & Monken, 1992; Valencia, 1990). 

Wagner, Brock, and Agnew (1994) supported the use of 

portfolio assessment as an on-going dynamic assessment 

process, which evolves around authentic experiences (Peters, 

1991; Wiggins, 1989) . Collaborative efforts (Rogoff, 1990) 

during these experiences can create apprenticeship 

opportunities that allow conversations about goals, 

contents, and learning. 

College instructors have included portfolio experiences 

in their course work to provide more dynamic assessment and 

to familiarize preservice teachers with assessment that they 

may be using in the future. Using the portfolio process, 

preservice teachers construct portfolios to provide 

documentation of their learning (Ford & Ohlhausen, 1991; 

Mosenthal, 1994). Studies reported on these experiences have 
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focused on ownership, motivation, and reflective processes 

provided by the portfolio process (Mosenthal, Daniels, & 

Mikkelson, 1993; Scanlan & Heiden, 1996; Wile, 1994). 

The participants of this study of the portfolio process 

were 1 college instructor and 27 undergraduate students 

enro lled in a college reading course. The college instructor 

had several years of experience with portfolio assessment 

and modified the process each semester. The college students 

had various experiences with constructing portfolio 

products , but none of the college students reported being 

involved in the portfolio process similar to this process. 

All students were considered participants during the data 

collection. Due to the plethora of data, a purposive sample 

of the college students was identified. This sampling 

resulted in the identification of 6 students who were used 

to discuss the findings of this study. 

Transcripts of all written and oral discourse of the 

portfolio process were created. Utilizing ethnographic 

techniques , the analysis of the discourse for the teacher 

and for the students was conducted in all settings of the 

portfolio process . Triangulation of the data was achieved by 

using documents from each of the seven settings. Member 
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checks during the data collection and after the analysis was 

begun provided further clarification. 

During the initial analysis, it was determined that 

learning was integrated with the teaching and assessing 

discourse. Further analysis revealed macrostructure 

definitions for teaching, assessing, and learning. These 

macrostructure definitions were demonstrating choices, 

reflecting on decisions, and constructing experiences, 

respectively. The macrostructure definitions assisted with 

the analysis because they kept the focus on the process 

portion of the portfolio assessment. Subcategories 

representing the microstructure of the study emerged from 

the data as definitive differences were noted in the way 

that demonstrating, reflecting, and constructing occurred in 

the various settings . 

Five categories emerged for teaching and for assessing. 

The five categories that emerged for teaching were (a) 

initiating, (b) telling, (c) informing, (d) modeling, and 

(e) coaching. For assessing the five categories were (a) 

questioning, (b) rating, (c) redirecting, (d) reasoning, and 

(e) confirming. There were 22 learning categories. These 

subcategories were (a) label, (b) response, (c) recount, (d) 
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explanation, (e) summary, (f) description, (g) story, (h) 

illustration, (i) example, (j) inference, (k) examination, 

(1) production, (m) proposal, (n) measurement, (o) opinion, 

(p) appraisal, (q) justification, (r) draw conclusion, 

(s) seeking participation, (t) seeking assistance, 

(u) seeking knowledge, and (v) seeking clarification. 

The categories for learning could be classified in two 

ways. First, the learning constructions could be teaching 

constructions or assessing constructions. Teaching 

constructions were: (a) label, (b) response, (c) recount, 

(d) explanation, (e) summary, (f) description, (g) story, 

(h) illustration , (i) example, (j) seeking knowledge, and 

(k) seeking assistance. Assessing constructions were: 

(a) inference , (b) examination, (c) production, 

(d) proposal, (e) measurement, (f) opinion, (g) appraisal, 

(h) justification , (i) draw conclusion, (j) seeking 

assistance, and (k) seeking clarification. 

Second, the subcategories were organized according to 

Bloom's Taxonomy . Knowledge level constructions were label, 

recount , response and seeking knowledge. Comprehension level 

constructions were explanation, summary, and description. 

Application learning constructions were story, illustration, 
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example, and seeking participation. Analysis learning 

constructions were examination, inference, and seeking 

clarification. Synthesis learning constructions were 

production and proposal. Evaluation learning constructions 

were seeking assistance, measurement, opinion, appraisal, 

justification, and draw conclusion. Identification of these 

categories and subcategories provided the basis to answer 

the questions that drove this study. 

Initial findings were documented by a preponderance of 

data collected from the instructor and the 27 students 

enrolled in the college-level reading course. 

1. From these data, the major findings for what 

characterizes teacher and student discourse of teaching, 

assessing, and learning in the seven settings of the 

portfolio process revealed: 

Individuals are always talking about their learning. 

This was represented through the teacher discourse as 19.4% 

teaching, 16.4 % assessing, and 35.8% learning. For the 

students, it was represented by 18.0% teaching, 19.6% 

assessing, and 37.6% learning. The individuals were either 

teaching about their learning or assessing their learning. 



There was a minimal (1.8 %) difference in the amount of 

learning d i s c ourse for the instructor and the students. 
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The s e ttings of the portfolio process have a notable 

i nf l uence over who controls the discourse. The instructor 

domina ted the who l e - class settings while the student 

dominated the other fi ve settings. There was no teacher 

discourse in the PRCON or PCAP settings. These two settings 

had student discourse . 

The settings of the portfol i o process influenced what 

strategies (categories) o f t eac h i ng and assessing were used 

by the teacher and the s t udents . Additionally, there was 

variation in the categories of l earning discourse used by 

the instructor and the students . 

Teaching discourse was used by the students in all 

seven of the settings and by the i nstructor i n five of the 

settings. Overall , the teacher had the l arger percentage of 

teaching discourse (53 . 8%) , but the students dominated the 

teaching discourse in five of the s ett i ngs and had the 

largest percentage of teaching in one of the sett i ngs, 

PCAP ( 4 8 . 1 % ) • 

The teaching strategies, which c h a r acte r iz ed the 

teaching discourse for the instructor and the students , 
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were: Teaching by Informing, Teaching by Modeling, and 

Teaching by Initiating. Considering all of the data, 

Teaching by Informing was the dominant strategy for the 

instructor and the students. Teaching by Modeling was a 

dominant strategy for the instructor in the WCT, WCTH, and 

TR. The instructor used Teaching by Coaching in the WCT, TR, 

and EXAM with TR being the most dominant one. The students 

occasionally used Teaching by Initiating and Teaching by 

Modeling, but never used Teaching by Coaching. 

Assessing discourse was used by the students in all 

seven settings and by the instructor in five of the 

settings. Altogether, the students used a greater amount of 

assessing discourse (19.6 %). Noteworthy increases in 

assessing discourse emerged for the students in the TR 

(40.3 %), EXAM (36.3 %), PRCON (88.4%), and PCAP (50.6%). 

The assessing strategies, which characterized the 

assessing, discourse for the instructor and the students 

were: Assessing by Reasoning, Assessing by Confirming, 

Assessing by Rating, and Assessing by Questioning. Assessing 

by Questioning was not a predominant strategy for the 

i nstructor or the students, but was used to the highest 

degree (54.5 %) by the students in the WCTH. 
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Assessing by Reasoning appeared in all of the settings. 

It was prevalent for the instructor in the WCT and WCTH. It 

was prevalent for the students in the other settings. 

Assessing by Confirming was prominent for the instructor in 

the WCT, WCTH, TR, and PC. The students used it extensively 

in the PRCON, PCAP, and PC. The instructor used Assessing by 

Rating to the greatest extent in EXAM. For the students, 

Assessing by Rating was prominent in the TR, WCT, PRCON, and 

PCAP. Assessing by Questioning was used in all settings 

except the PCAP. It was not a predominant strategy for the 

instructor or the student, but was used to the highest 

degree (54.5 %) by the students in the WCTH. 

There were 22 categories of learning discourse. The 

instructor used all learning discourse classified as 

teaching constructions at some point. The students used all 

but the seeking participation teaching learning 

construction. On the other hand, the students used all of 

the learning discourse classified as assessing constructions 

while the instructor used all but production. The instructor 

used comprehension and application-level learning discourse 

more often than knowledge-level discourse. The students used 
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knowledge-level learning discourse more frequently than the 

instructor. 

For the assessing learning constructions, both the 

instructor and the students used all three levels. Overall, 

the students made greater use of learning constructions at 

the analysis and synthesis levels. At the evaluation level, 

the instructor used measurement and appraisal learning 

constructions while the students used opinion, 

justification, draw conclusion, and seeking assistance 

learning constructions more frequently. 

2. The intent of this question was to study the 

evidence of student discourse that demonstrates a variance 

in level of integration (learning) of teaching and 

assessing. 

Findings indicated that there were seven dominant 

levels of variance that were aligned with Bloom's Taxonomy 

(1956) . The levels of integration were: the Knowledge Levels 

of Recount and Label Patterns, a Comprehension Level of 

Explanation Pattern, an Analysis Level of Examination 

Pattern, and the Evaluation Levels of Measurement/Opinion, 

Justification , and Draw Conclusion Patterns. Recount, Label, 

and Explanation Patterns were associated with teaching, 
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while Examination, Measurement/Opinion, Justification, and 

Draw Conclusion Patterns were associated with assessing. 

The data revealed that Peter, Mitch, Sean, Cathy, and 

Alison used integration at each of the six levels of Bloom's 

Taxonomy (1956). Betty used five of the levels of 

integration. Each of the participants varied as to the 

extent with which they used each of the levels of 

integration. Label, examination, and justification were the 

most commonly used patterns by all of the subjects. No other 

generalizations can be made due to the diverse paths of each 

of the subjects. 

3. The intent of this question was to determine 

patterns of student discourse that demonstrate self

assessment in a college reading course using the portfolio 

process. 

The data revealed that 3 of the students, Peter, Cathy, 

and Sean, predominantly used assessment categorized as 

other-evaluation , Course Content, Portfolio Content, and 

Reading Buddy. The other 3 subjects, Mitch, Alison, and 

Betty , predominantly used assessment categorized as self

evaluation, College Student, College Student and Reading 

Buddy, and College Student, Reading Buddy, and Course 
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assessing discourse (College Student), but they did not 

necessarily use them during the portfolio conference when 

they were to evaluate their performance during the class. 

Discussion 
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This qualitative case study was conducted to increase 

the understanding of the portfolio process. The discourse 

has been studied in order to describe how to carry out one 

professor's approach to the portfolio process. In addition, 

the study was conducted to determine how to interpret the 

student information gleaned during the process in order to 

use the portfolio process as a form of assessment. When 

reading, it is important for the reader to realize that this 

study focused on one instructor's interpretation of the 

portfolio process. Due to the sampling size, conclusions 

will not be made in the hopes that the reader will recognize 

the heuristic nature of the study. 

This study contributes to the body of information on 

portfolio assessment because it offers an interpretation of 

the portfolio process that is empirical rather than 

anecdotal . It is hoped that individuals will access this 
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study to learn more about the language used during the 

process. Lincoln and Guba (1985) view studies such as this 

as occasions for discussions of the outcomes, which can be 

considered lessons to be learned. These lessons are working 

hypotheses that relate to the phenomena that has been 

studied. Any conclusions drawn from this study will remain 

in a dynamic state in order to advance the learning process. 

Conversations of Learning: The Language of 

Teaching and Assessing 

Through the findings of this study, the discourse of 

teaching and assessing in the portfolio process appears to 

be a complex process using a variety of strategies that 

creates a conversation about one's learning. This study 

demonstrates how teaching and assessing strategies are 

interwoven into larger conversations as the students and the 

instructor work together to attain instructional goals 

(Barnes , 1995; Goldenberg, 1992). It is a linguistic model 

that promotes language in the classroom that extends the 

discourse beyond a single utterance to an expansive 

dialogue. Wolf (1993) proposed similar episodes of learning 

as a means of assessment in which both the teacher and the 
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course goals. 
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This study documents these conversations of learning as 

dynamic. Advocates (Barnes, 1995; Britton, 1970; Wolf, 1993) 

of these conversations support the constructive natur~ of 

learning, rather than learning that follows a linear format 

or a preset script. In whole class sessions, the 

instructor's use of various instructional strategies, 

Teaching by Informing, Teaching by Modeling, Teaching by 

Initiating, Assessing by Confirming, Assessing by Reasoning, 

Assessing by Questioning, and Assessing by Rating, created 

conversational opportunities for students' linguistic and 

conceptual development (Tharp & Gallimore, 1988). These 

conversations parallel the "give and take of class 

discussions" described by Thayer (1928, p. 320). Cazden 

(1988), Peterson and Eeds (1990), and Wells and Chiang

Wells, (1992) advocated similar dialogue during classroom 

discussion . 

Conversations were based, in large part, on the 

instructor 's need to disseminate information on reading 

teaching and assessing strategies, the portfolio process, 

reflective teaching, communication, and classroom 
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environment. The instructor's use of language to promote the 

learning process is supported by the theory that higher 

order functions develop during social interaction 

(Vygotsky, 1978). 

Numerous studies have documented the use of recitation 

in the classroom (Goodlad, 1984; Hoetker & Ahlbrand, 1969; 

Rice, 1893; Thayer, 1928). Studies described these teaching 

episodes as teaching by questioning (Durkin, 1978-1979). Use 

of this method of teaching minimizes learning to recall 

level questions (Corey, 1939; Gallagher, 1965; Schmuck & 

Schmuck, 1994). This research indicates that when students 

are expected to respond to known-answer questions (Searle, 

1969), they may be forced into trying to figure out what the 

instructor wants the student to say (Mehan, 1979) . 

The instructor in this study used initiating and 

questioning as an instructional format within the learning 

conversation . These strategies became purposeful means of 

engaging students in the conversation (Cazden, 1988). Rather 

than relying on a scripted plan, the instructor followed the 

student 's lead by recognizing what was said and responding 

in a way that recognized the student's needs and 

perspectives . 



388 

It may be true that college instructors typically use 

the lecture format to provide total lessons (Dunkin & 

Biddle, 1974). However, this lecture-as-lesson format is not 

substantiated by this study. In this study, the instructor's 

effective use of the lecture format during conversations was 

documented. The lecture portion served as an appropriate 

means to inform students of baseline information needed to 

perform a task (Ausubel, 1963) . 

Modeling generally followed lecture portions. Gallimore 

and Tharp (1990) promoted the use of both instructing and 

modeling as powerful means of assisting performance. Models, 

in a variety of forms, provided by the instructor are 

documented in this study. The instructor in this study used 

personal stories, classroom examples, and hypothetical 

instances to illustrate to the students how to use the 

information provided during the lecture. These models "fit" 

into the conversation and are encouraged by proponents of 

the portfolio process (Paulson, Paulson, & Meyer, 1991; 

Valencia; 1990). This form of teaching can be an effective 

way for the students to gain understanding of the 

i nformation because the instructor can adapt the story to 

t he audience (Britton, 1970). Peterson and Eeds (1990) 



389 

recommended that for the dialogue to be effective, members 

of the group must enter the conversation with no "plot in 

mind" (p. 22). 

Evidence of the instructor using language as a tool for 

learning is documented by this study (Heath, 1983; 

Palinscar, 1989; Vygotsky, 1978). The instructor engaged the 

students in the modeling process through strategy 

demonstration. Students participated by acting the part of 

the students they will teach. College students were 

encouraged to interpret the findings of the strategy in a 

format similar to reciprocal teaching (Palinscar, 1989). 

This study documents this teaching strategy as regular 

practice during the larger conversations. Cazden (1983) 

recommended practices such as this for all areas of 

classroom talk. For this population, the modeling exposes 

the preservice teachers to the language of teaching. 

The ability of this instructor to place herself in the 

position to be informed by her students is documented in 

various settings of the portfolio process. Data collected 

within the Tutoring Reflection and Portfolio Conference 

settings recorded the instructor listening to the students. 
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This action allowed her to understand the "inner mechanisms 

of the students' learning" (Graves, 1994, p. 18). 

One-on-one assisted performance (Rogoff, 1990) is 

documented in this study. Evidence now exists that 

demonstrates how the instructor's use of Teaching as 

Coaching allowed the specific needs of each student to be 

met. "Scaffolding" (Wood, Bruner, & Ross, 1976) resulted 

when the instructor explicitly marked a section of the 

tutoring reflection. This finding is worth noting because 

much research in portfolio assessment is devoted to the 

discussion of the difficulty of the process. The ability to 

reach individual needs within a larger class context 

documents effective teachers' responsiveness to learners 

needs (Wells, 1986; Wells & Chiang-Wells, 1992). 

The assessing practices of this instructor demonstrated 

the knowledge and decision-making skills described by Brophy 

and Good (1986). The conversations allowed assessing to 

occur in the midst of teaching. When using confirming, the 

instructor may respond with "good" or "right." Unlike the 

I RE pattern (Mehan, 1979), these evaluative type responses 

were followed by an elaboration on the response (appraisal). 

Thi s serves not only as another language model for the 
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students but also as a means to teach the students the basis 

for the correctness of the response. Individuals are 

teachers and learners at the same time (Moffett, 1968). 

Identification of Assessing as Reasoning provided 

evidence of instructional explanation and decision-making 

promoted by Duffy, Roehler, Meloth, and Vavrus (1986). 

Within the larger context of this learning conversation, 

students are exposed to an effective teaching practice 

(Arends, 1998). This practice focuses on the intersection of 

content and pedagogy bringing together teacher decision

making and for these preservice teachers acquisition of the 

language of teaching. 

In this study, the students' higher overall percentage 

of assessing discourse (19.6%) than the instructor's 

assessing discourse (16.4%) supports the notion that the 

students were not simply recipients of information. This 

high percentage indicates that the students were 

demonstrating use of instructional explanation and decision

making (Duffy et al., 1986). The students were attempting to 

use their knowledge beyond teaching construction responses. 

This wide use of assessing strategies and constructions 
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suggests that these individuals may enter the classroom as 

decision-making teachers. 

Comernbership in the Portfolio Process 

Data documented in this study show the total discourse 

units for the instructor as 53.8% (2191 of 4072) and the 

total discourse units for the students as 46.2% (1881 of 

4072). These figures indicate that the instructor had the 

greater amount of discourse. However, the figures suggest 

substantial student participation rather than total 

dominance by the instructor. 

A wealth of studies report teacher dominance in 

classroom lessons (Mehan, 1979; Sinclair & Coulthard, 1975; 

Wells, 1986). Erickson and Shultz (1982) reported that 

either the teacher or the students could control turns. Data 

documented in this study identified student discourse in all 

settings and dominance of discourse in five of the seven 

settings of the portfolio process. Student use of the 

teaching and assessing strategies is documented in this 

study. This supports the notion that students tok an active 

role in their learning. 
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Important to this study was the finding that the 

typical patterns of teacher-student interaction (IRE) did 

not exist (Mehan, 1979) . Findings from this study show that 

this instructor used questioning and initiating techniques 

to involve students in the discourse. For example, the 

instructor poses the question "What is a retelling?" The 

discourse does not stop with a student response and a 

teacher evaluation. The instructor continues the line of 

questioning by saying "What else?" This action allows other 

students to respond to the same question. Wells (1986) 

suggested that teachers study their questioning techniques 

so that questions engage the students. The instructor in 

this study provided questions that engaged the students in 

the discourse. 

Flanders (1970) described these questions as "level 2" 

questions. These questions invite the students to 

participate and in some cases attempt to turn over the 

discussion to the students. There is evidence in this study 

of this type of questioning. The instructor encouraged 

student engagement by saying, "Who wants to share?" or "What 

do you know about?" 
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The role of teacher as listener is present in this 

study. In an environment in which participants co-produce 

the meaning, listening is a key factor (Peterson et al., 

1990). Rowe (1986) emphasized the necessity of increased 

wait time in the classroom. This allows the students the 

opportunity to formulate responses that are more unplanned 

and require the instructor to listen. 

The portfolio conference placed the instructor in the 

position of being a listener. The increase in the 

instructor's backchanneling discourse is evidenced in the 

data. As the students took charge of the conference, the 

backchanneling comments were a means of "keeping the speaker 

and listener in touch with each other" (Cazden, 1988, 

p. 65). Meier (1985) warns us that these comments or 

gestures do not necessarily indicate comprehension for 

either the teacher or the student. For this reason, 

individuals need to be wary of assigning a specific 

interpretation to these comments because they can take on a 

variety of meanings depending on the context. 

Comparing the overall percentages of teaching and 

assessing discourse used by the instructor and the students 

supports comembership in the learning process. The 1.4 % 
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difference between the teacher and student in teaching 

discourse and the 3.2% difference between the teacher and 

student in assessing discourse provide empirical support of 

this notion of comembership. Erickson and Schultz (1982) 

would cite this as successful use of comembership in this 

group because there is little difference in the amount of 

talk . 

Multiple Settings: Opportunities 

for Conversation 

The change in dominance of the discourse may be 

attributed to the unique aspect of the portfolio process in 

this study . The various settings in which the students and 

instructor participated are similar to activity settings 

(Tharp & Gallimore , 1988; Wertsch, 1985). Wertsch (1985) 

suggested that the activity setting is not defined by the 

context in which it occurs but rather by the individuals 

that participate in the activity. The current study supports 

this notion in that these settings create an environment in 

which interaction can occur . Moreover, the data show that 

within these settings interaction can be between peers or 

the instructor . These settings keep learning grounded in a 



social context (Rogoff, 1990). Vygotsky (1978) supported 

this interaction by deeming it as a means of purposeful 

thinking. 
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Barnes (1976, 1990, 1995), Britton (1970), and Bruner 

(1986) would applaud the use of these settings as a means of 

students exploring their own ideas. These settings provide 

students with the opportunity to delve into their own 

thinking. The data documented various ways that the students 

were making sense of the various aspects of the course. 

The cognitive apprenticeships provided by the settings 

are documented by this study. The preservice teachers had 

the opportunity to observe and be engaged with an expert 

teacher. Due to the nature of the settings and the 

individuality of the portfolio process, the students 

participated to varying degrees in these settings. Rogoff 

(1990) supported this variance and suggested that when the 

adult is not "in charge," the child is able to determine the 

amount of involvement and assistance that is needed. This 

study documents the college students' engagement in the 

apprenticeship through various levels of participation. The 

variance in the students' usage of the teaching/assessing 



strategies and learning categories further documents this 

apprenticeship. 
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Insomuch as there is no shared body of expert work on 

teaching (Jackson, 1968), Berliner (1986) would praise this 

instructor's efforts to model and engage these preservice 

teachers in a cognitive apprenticeship with an expert 

teacher. Her expertise is documented through her knowledge 

of subject matter and her ability to use it in an "in 

action" manner. 

This study documents the use of the seven settings of 

the portfolio process as an alternative teaching/assessing 

format that can address discrepancies identified by 

sociolinguists (Heath, 1983; Michaels & Cazden, 1986; 

Phillips, 1972). Alternative teaching formats have been 

devised to assist students of different cultures to become 

more active participants in the classroom (Au & Jordan, 

1981; Heath, 1983). Au (1994) suggested the use of 

portfolios to address the assessment needs of diverse 

students where there was a clear commitment to change 

current practices. 



Portfolio Process: A Constructivist 

Paradigm for Assessing 
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Intricately woven into the written and oral 

conversations of learning are the individual's connections 

between what she or he knows to what is being learned. 

Individuals construct these "weavings" (Tharp & Gallimore, 

1988) to depict their understanding. The learning 

constructions documented in this study support the 

constructive nature of learning. 

Portfolios, an authentic assessment, capture multiple 

experiences, provide occasions for students to be active in 

their learning, create collaboration, and encourage students 

to present their knowledge in a way that makes sense to each 

student (Vogt, McLaughlin, & Ruddell, 1993). Biddle and 

Lasley (1991) viewed the portfolio as a "process mechanism 

used by students to think through the connectedness of 

ideas" (p. 11). The activity settings in this study of the 

portfolio process captured the student-generated text. This 

text , the student's oral or written reflection of the 

learning that occurred in that setting, provided the 

tangible view of the individual's learning . Paulson and 

Paulson (1994) supported this view by describing portfolios 



as "complex and holistic pictures of a child's learning" 

( p. 1) . 
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The teaching practices (Duffy, 1981) of this instructor 

promoted learning that was active which allowed the learning 

to be visible in a variety of settings. A constructive 

paradigm necessitates the use of active engagement in 

learning. Based on the findings of this study, students were 

actively engaged in their learning. Protocols from whole 

class conversations documented the students acting like the 

student they would teach. At other points, the students were 

conducting the newly learned strategies within an authentic 

experience. 

Tutoring reflections document the social nature of 

learning. The college students' voices describing the 

interactions with the reading buddy made their actions 

visible. These descriptions confirm the existence of a 

cognitive apprenticeship (Rogoff, 1990). Student language 

mirrored the instructor's language during strategy 

description similar to the effects of "reciprocal teaching" 

(Palinscar , 1987). 

The tutoring reflections document opportunities for 

"assisted performance" (Vygotsky, 1978). As the college 
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students "taught" the instructor about their actions, the 

instructor was able to assess these actions and take an 

appropriate action based on the students' needs. 

Documentation of this instructional action taken in the zone 

of proximal development (Vygotsky, 1978) supports the notion 

that instruction and assessment are a continuum rather than 

isolated events. 

Goldenberg (1992) and Tharp and Gallimore (1988) might 

describe the instructor's actions as a teaching format 

similar to an "instructional conversation." They defined 

conversations of this nature as implying authority, yet 

promoting equality. The instructor provides a supportive 

environment through the use of modeling, feedback, 

questioning, and instruction. Findings from this study 

indicate that the instructor provides similar actions 

through coaching (modeling), feedback (confirming), 

questioning (questioning), and instructs (informing). 

Tierney, Carter, and Desai (1991) endorsed the use of 

portfolios because they represented the individual's growth 

as opposed to a comparison with others. The individual 

nature of learning is documented in this study. Based on the 

findings of this study, students present the information in 
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an individual way. Each student creates a portfolio from 

unique experiences and interpretations. Interpretations 

presented during the portfolio conference indicate that the 

students are making their own judgments about the learning 

means. 

Portfolio Assessment: Levels of Integration 

In her discussion of assessment practices in literacy, 

Hiebert (1991) noted that preservice teachers' experience 

with assessment generally consists of one course that is 

generally focused on test development. She concluded her 

discussion by indicating that schools of education needed to 

change teacher education practices so that programs included 

solid grounding in teacher-based assessment in literacy. 

Portfolios have been used as a means of documenting student 

exposure to and use of these assessments because they can 

support prospective teachers as they construct and learn to 

articulate their practical knowledge (Mosenthal, 1994). 

Preservice teachers' exposure to a variety of teacher

based literacy assessments was well-documented through the 

various settings of the portfolio process used in this 

study. Modeling techniques used by the instructor 
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demonstrated how to conduct and interpret these assessments. 

Use of portfolio assessment as a means of documenting their 

own learning exposed the students to another form of 

authentic assessment. 

This study demonstrated that students could create a 

portfolio but that portfolio creation does not ensure that 

they connect the practical experience with the conceptual 

knowledge. Like students reported in Mosenthal (1994) and 

Wade and Yarbrough (1996), there was variation in the 

integration. 

Students with a high degree of integration, Mitch, 

Betty, and Alison, produced many segments of discourse from 

the analysis, synthesis, and evaluation levels of 

construction. Their discourse in the portfolio conference 

demonstrated their ability to use the professional language. 

References to the information gleaned from an assessment and 

how it helped them work with their reading buddy or their 

ability to use the assessment showed that the students were 

constructing meanings based on their understandings. The 

current study adds to the studies that support student's 

ability to integrate their learning at higher levels of 

thinking (Mosenthal, 1994). 
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Students with a low level of integration in the 

portfolio conference, Peter, Sean, and Cathy, produced 

learning constructions at the knowledge and comprehension 

level constructs. The goal of portfolio assessment is to 

promote integration. When students demonstrate lower levels 

of integration early in the process, Niles and Bruneau 

(1994) suggest increased scaffolding. 

Ownership of learning is related to student integration 

(Ford, 1993; Hansen, 1992). Students with higher levels of 

learning constructions are integrating their knowledge. 

Their understandings are not simply item identification but 

rather reflect their ability and intent to use the item. 

Within this paradigm of integration, Cathy, Sean, and 

Peter can be viewed as taking less ownership of their 

learning. However, their portfolios and portfolio 

conferences document their ownership in different ways than 

integration. Cathy demonstrates a vast amount of 

intertextualization by bringing in materials and books from 

other courses. Peter titles his portfolio as "Towards [sic] 

Our Future" and refers to the portfolio as reflecting his 

future and his reading buddy's future. He documents his 

attendance at a conference to create a positive learning 
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environment by preparing a shoebox classroom to demonstrate 

how he will create a learning environment. Sean discusses a 

vocabulary book that she has prepared to assist her reading 

buddy with his learning. 

The question that arises from this discrepancy in 

integration is how to promote integration to ensure that the 

students understand what is expected. Potthoff et al., 

(1996) determined that the instructors needed to be more 

explicit with the teaching of integration and expectations 

in the final stages of the process. Based on the findings of 

this study, all of the subjects were capable of producing 

discourse at higher levels of integration, but did not 

produce these episodes throughout the final conference. 

This could be attributed to the fact that previously, 

assessment was in a question answer format controlled by the 

instructor. Portfolio process requires the instructor, as 

well as the students, to make a shift in thinking with 

regard to assessment. Through self-report, the students 

indicated that they had no experience with this type of 

portfolio process and it was noted that their experiences 

varied. Self-assessing was relatively new to the students. 

In prior experiences, they were tested over the material 
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delivered by the instructor. In this setting, the students 

were to "show" and evaluate what had been learned during the 

semester. The extensive use of teaching learning 

constructions by three of the subjects indicates that these 

students need further experiences with the self-assessing 

portion of the portfolio process. In their study of science 

lessons, Applebee and Langer (1983) suggested that students 

needed more instruction to complete the task for similar 

reasons noted in this study. 

Scanlan and Heiden (1996) questioned if the discrepancy 

occurred because the students are saying what they think the 

instructor wants to hear? Other researchers (Bird, 1990; 

Mosenthal et al., 1993) attributed it to the fact that the 

portfolio was receiving a grade. In this instance, all of 

these subjects graded their portfolio as an "A" despite the 

difference in the depth of integration. Their comments about 

their grading decisions often included statements about how 

hard they had worked or goal completion. A grading rubric 

had been developed, but students rarely referenced this when 

discussing their grade. 

Integration also relates to one's ability to be 

reflective. The ability to reflect makes an individual's 
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decision-making process clear. Reflective practices allow an 

individual to be more intentional about one's work (Schon, 

1983) . This allows the individual to be less dependent on 

outside structures that control the classroom environment. 

Through the higher levels of integration constructions, this 

study documents that all of the subjects were capable of 

being reflective, but there was variation in the degree of 

reflectiveness. LaBoskey (1996) recognizes that individuals 

can be more or less reflective and claims that reflection 

can be taught when student's reflective abilities are made 

known. Realizing that it is necessary for teachers to enter 

their classroom with a reflective perspective, higher levels 

of integration are desired. 

Portfolio Assessment and Self-assessment 

"We are a society that assesses constantly" (Glazer, 

1993, p. 1). From birth to death, society compares one 

individual to another for various reasons. Individuals are 

surrounded by measurement in all aspects of life. These 

measurements come from outside sources, which have created 

"normal expectations" in the form of quantitative measures. 

With the portfolio process, rubrics and standards of measure 
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give students guidelines for evaluating their own 

performance (Csonger, 1992). As in this study, the students 

often are included in developing the rubric. Barnes (1976) 

would support this student participation because he argued 

that if individuals are aware of what they know, then the 

possibility of change exists. 

Ohlhausen and Ford (1992) claimed that the student 

should control portfolio contents, organization, and 

appearance. Evidence of this student control is documented 

in this study by the diverse paths of the learning 

constructions used by the subjects. Where there is 

similarity in evidence, the student language is varied. 

Findings also indicated that students' goals varied 

despite the fact that the four areas were prescribed by the 

instructor. Additionally, each student selected items 

significant to himself or herself. While there may be a 

similarity among items, the significance to the learner is 

articulated individually. Mosenthal (1994) would 

substantiate these individualistic efforts although he 

asserted that student portfolios often had a sameness about 

them due to the course work. 
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The 6 subjects in this study all graded their 

portfolios as deserving an "A." The findings, documented by 

the College Student Focus of Learning category, indicated 

that all of the subjects were capable of self-assessing. 

Yet, there was variation in the amount and type of self

assessing that occurred. The evidence identified that of the 

6 subjects there were 3 of the subjects that produced a 

majority of assessment focused on himself or herself. From 

this finding, one questions whether or not the students 

understood the purposes of the portfolio construction and 

portfolio conference. This is a finding similar to Ford et 

al. (1996), Mosenthal et al. (1993), and Potthoff et al. 

(1996) . Additionally, these researchers questioned if the 

students have a clear conceptualization of how to articulate 

the way that the actual evidence represented their cognitive 

understanding. Murname (1994) observed that if students are 

given opportunities, such as portfolio development, to 

invest in their own learning, then students need to have a 

clear understanding of the metacognitive processes involved 

in the process. 



Implications for Teacher Education 

Based on this study, the following implications for 

teacher education are perceived: 
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1. Before beginning the portfolio process preservice 

teachers need to have a clear understanding of the 

constructive nature of learning. Understanding what learning 

constructions might look like or sound like will be 

necessary. Many students have only demonstrated academic 

learning through final pencil and paper activities 

associated with multiple choice responses, in an attempt to 

connect learning with numerical or letter grades. 

Conceptualizing learning as a process rather than something 

that is tangible can be a new experience. 

2. Portfolio process appears to be a good tool to use 

to promote classroom discourse beyond the recitation 

pattern. Preservice teachers will need to learn how to 

conduct lessons in a variety of forms. Further, they will 

need to know how to develop lessons that promote 

discussions. 

3. Preservice teachers will need to learn how to 

promote classrooms as communities of learning. Control in 



the classroom will be more of a shared responsibility. 

Students and teacher will need to share comembership. 
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4. Multiple opportunities for conversations seem to 

promote involvement of all students in lessons. Preservice 

teachers will need to be encouraged to use a variety of 

settings in their classrooms. Lessons that provide different 

opportunities to talk with various individuals helps 

students construct different understandings. 

5. When using conversations or reflective writing, all 

individuals involved need a clear understanding of 

integration. Just telling individuals to make connections 

between what they are learning in class and their experience 

is not enough. Modeling and explicit instruction may be 

necessary for students to gain understanding. Preservice 

teachers need to be able to recognize when integration is 

not occurring so that they can intervene as soon as 

possible. 

6. Self-assessment was evidenced in this study; 

however , preservice teachers need further opportunities to 

self-assess . Teacher educators need to focus on developing 

an understanding of what it means to self-assess. When 

engaged in self-assessing processes, individuals need to 
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have multiple opportunities to practice. These opportunities 

will allow time for them to gain a clear understanding of 

self-assessment. Also, the instructor will be able to better 

assist the individual with this process. 

7. Preservice teachers need more experiences with 

written responses to work. Clearly, the instructor made 

written responses another opportunity for dialogue. Teacher 

educators need to be more explicit about using expanded 

written dialogue as a method of teaching, as well as 

assessing. Preservice teachers need to experience giving and 

receiving responses that go beyond grading. 

Recommendations for Further Research 

Based on the information learned in this study, the 

following recommendations for further research are made: 

1 . Portfolio process should continue to be considered 

as a means of changing assessment practices at all levels of 

education. Studies of portfolio, that include a process and 

not just a product, are vital to the educational community. 

2 . At this time, portfolios need to be researched for 

their text rather than their content. Currently, portfolio 

studies report on item inclusion (content). Portfolio text 
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is created through student reflection. These reflections 

exist in written and oral formats. The discourse (text) 

within these reflections provides the information about the 

individual's learning. Examples of text include portfolio 

captioning and audiotaped conferences. The individual 

creates a text as her or his learning is discussed. This 

text should be the basis of the study. 

3. This study should be replicated to determine whether 

another individual would find similar findings from the 

various protocols. Clear understanding of goal-setting and 

how to reflect will need to be added to the course 

structure. 

4. Considering that reflection can be taught, research 

needs to probe this issue to determine the effects/changes 

that may occur in an individual's ability to reflect. 

5. Further research needs to be conducted using a 

larger sampling of preservice teachers. 

6. Preservice teachers need to be observed and data 

collected during the tutoring session. This will give 

insights beyond the tutoring reflections as to whether or 

not the preservice teachers are using teaching techniques 

similar to those modeled by the college instructor. 



7. Portfolios that are kept over tbe course of teacher 

training need to be studied for growth and changes in 

language. 
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Appendix A 

Pilot Study 1 Findings 



Pilot Study 1 Findings 

1. Audiotapes are a necessary source of data collection. 
Videotapes are not necessary. 

2. A critical finding from this pilot study has been the 
importance of differentiating portfolio process from 
portfolio assessment. Portfolio process implies 
Vygotsky's principles of assisted performance in the 
zone of proximal development, internalization, and 
dynamic assessment. 
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3. A second critical finding from this pilot study was the 
importance of identifying an individual that was an 
expert with the portfolio process. Future studies might 
assist teachers in beginning to use the portfolio 
process or assist teachers in how to change their use 
of portfolio assessment to the portfolio process. 

4. Criteria of an expert in the portfolio process were 
identified from the pilot study. The individual needs 
(a)prior experience with the portfolio process in a 
classroom setting and(b)formalized training (staff 
development, workshops,coursework, and so forth.) with 
the portfolio process. 

5. The pilot study emphasized the importance of collecting 
data from all aspects of the portfolio process. 

6. Analysis of teacher language and student action during 
portfolio construction revealed the influence that the 
teacher could have concerning the portfolio's contents. 
A classroom in which students constructed their 
portfolio independent of teacher supervision allowed the 
student to experience greater ownership of his or her 
portfolio. 

7. Utilizing an individual/district that is not involved in 
any other study involving portfolios as a means of 
assessment is essential for this study. 



8. Individuals/districts located in states in which 
portfolio assessment has been mandated and is already 
structured/influenced by a state agency does not 
allow the dialogue to evolve in a naturalistic way. 
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9. Utilizing qualitative case study is the most appropriate 
design for this study because of the uniqueness of the 
phenomenon under study. 



Pilot Study 

Summary of Subject Data 

Subject Other State Col lab 
Study 

A N y N 

B N y N 

c N N y 

D N N N 

E N N y 

F N N y 

G y y y 

H y y y 

I N N y 

J N y N 

K N N y 

Process Language Experience 
Definition 

N NA N 

N y y 

y N y 

N N N 

y y y 

y y y 

y y y 

y NA y 

y N y 

N NA y 

N y y 

Train 
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Use for 
Study 
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Human Subjects Documents 



TEXAS WOMAN'S UNIVERSITY 
SUBJECT CONSENT TO PARTICIPATE IN RESEARCH 

A Study of Teacher-Student Discourse in a College Reading Course 
Using the Portfolio Process 

Carol D. Wickstrom, Doctoral Candidate 
940-898-2446 

Margaret Griffin, Research Advisor 
940-898-2227 
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The overall purpose of this study is to investigate teacher-student interactions that occur 
during the portfolio process when an instructor requires a portfolio to document a 
student ' s knowledge of his or her learning. Specifically, I am interested in the manner in 
which the instructor scaffolds the process for the student. In this research, the portfolio 
process is defined as all the steps that lead the student from the assignment of the portfolio 
to the completion of the portfolio for this class and including the final portfolio 
conference. Due to the covert nature of the process, your actions will be seen as evidence 
of process. Your involvement will consist of allowing me to transcribe audiotaped 
classroom instruction, your peer sharing conferences and reflections, your final portfolio 
conference, your portfolio and have access to your reflections from your own teaching 
experiences in this class. 

Participation in this study is voluntary. To alleviate any discomfort about your 
participation affecting your grade, the researchers will not have any input into your course 
grade. Therefore, there will be no penalty for not allowing access. Due to the fact that you 
will be relating your personal thoughts on the teaching, learning, and evaluation process, 
there is the potential risk of invasion of privacy. All comments will focus on actions 
relating to the portfolio process only. This study is descriptive in nature and the purpose is 
not to rate the participants' processes. Patterns across participants will be reported, and at 
no time will your identity be disclosed. 

I foresee the following benefits to participation in this study. First, you will have increased 
knowledge of yourself and others as learners and evaluators. An increased knowledge of 
the portfolio process will be beneficial to you. I will be making findings available to 
participants once my data are analyzed. 
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The researchers will try to prevent any problem that could happen because of this 
research. I should let the researchers know at once if there is a problem and they will help 
me. I understand, however, that TWU does not provide medical services or financial 
assistance for injuries that might happen because I am taking part in this research. 

If I have any questions about the research or about my rights as a subject, I should ask the 
researchers~ their numbers are at the top of this form. If I have any questions later, or wish 
to report a problem, I may call the researchers of the Office of Research & Grants 
Administration at 940-898-3377. 



Since audio-taping will be part of data collection, please read the following section 
carefully: 

446 

I do hereby consent to the recording of my voice by Carol D. Wickstrom, acting 
on this date under the authority of the Texas Woman's University. I understand that the 
material recorded today may be available made for research purposes. I understand that 
Carol D. Wickstrom will hear the tapes, the tapes will be kept until they are transcribed, 
and then will be mechanically erased upon transcription. I do hereby consent to such use. 
Copies of the transcripts will be maintained for five years. At the end of fives years, 
transcriptions will be shredded. While in the researchers' possession, tapes and 
transcriptions will be kept in a secured file cabinet. 

I hereby release the Texas Woman's University and the undersigned party acting 
under the authority of Texas Woman's University from any and all claims arising out of 
such taping, recording, reproducing, publishing, transmitting, or exhibiting as is authorized 
by the Texas Woman's University. 

Participation in this study is voluntary, and you may withdraw from this study at any time. 
Furthermore, there is no penalty for refusing to participate. 

I will answer any questions you may have, and you will get a copy of your signed consent 
form. 

------------------------------Signature 

Date ------------------------------

The above consent form was read, discussed, and signed in my presence. In my opinion, 
the person signing said consent form did so freely and with full knowledge and 
understanding of its comments. 

Representative of Texas Woman's University Date 
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Data Reduction Sheet 

Student ----------------

Goals in prescribed categories _____ __ 

Portfolio turned in 

Full sessions with elementary student 

10 sessions working with student at PDS __________ _ 

Regular class attendance 

Regularly turned in reflections from tutoring sessions ___________ _ 

Strategies used with tutee ___________ _ 

Final exam 

Who controlled portfolio conference? 
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Applebee and Langer Natural Language Learning Criteria 

Adapted to Portfolio Discourse 



Applebee and Langer (1983) Natural Language Learning Criteria Adapted to Portfolio Discourse 

Applebee and Langer's Tenn 

Intentionality 

Appropriateness 

Structure 

Collaboration 

Operational Defmition 

Goals are extended beyond the four categories prescribed 
by the instructor. Ownership is established as the student 
develops goals with language that is specific. 
Data Used- Student goals 
Examples: 
Knowledge - Techniques and strategies to assess children 
Communication - How to involve parents 
Learning Envirorunent - The best way to set up a classroom 
for effective teaching 
Reflection - To do a reflection everyday in order to improve 

Goals/tasks needed assistance to be completed. The student 
could not accomplish the goal on their own. Language of 
the goals indicate that the student has some knowledge and 
new learning will occur. 
Data Used - Student goals 
Examples: 
I would like to learn how and when to do a miscue analysis. I know 
how to do a running record but. .. 
I wanted to learn more about assessment strategies .. . 

Instruction is given that helps the individual achieve the goal. 
Instruction could be in the fonn of modeling, directions, dialogue, 
written or oral, etc. Student is learning in the process of doing 
(active participation). 
Data Used- Class attendance, reflections turned in, completion of 
all ten full sessions with reading buddy 
Example: 
Student attends class to receive new infonnation. 
Student turns in reflections. Student completes four assessments. 
Student completes full sessions with reading buddy. 

Instructor "recasts and expands" on student's efforts. Gives credit to 
student 's knowledge. 
Data Used- Reflections, class sessions 
Example: 
Student Reflection -I told him the only way he ' ll become a better 

reader is to practice by reading more books. 
Teacher Response - Maybe he could rehearse an easy book for several 

weeks, then share it with one of the lower grades. 
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Applebee and Langer (continued) 

Internalization 

Using Halliday's tenninology 

External scaffolding is with drawn. Instruction changes over time. 
Extensive use of multiple opportunities to practice language (class, 
reflections, conference, captioning in portfolio). 
Data Used - Conference transcript, conference audiotape, reflections 
Examples: 
Student controls conference. Student does not opt to take the fmal 
exam. Fewer teacher comments on students reflections. Student 
develops new goals. 
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SUMMARY SHEET 
Portfolio Conference/Portfolio Content 

Language/Layers of Captioning 
Halliday's Language Learning Process--- How portfolio developed 

a. Intentionality 

b . Appropriateness 

c. Structure 

d. Collaboration 

e. Internalization 

Bloom' s Taxonomy of Critical Thinking--- Evidence ofthis language used in portfolio 
conference and in portfolio captioning 

a . Knowledge 

b . Comprehension 

c . Application 

d. Analysis 

e. Synthesis 

f. Evaluate 

Voice during conference 

Length of conference 
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Survey of Prior Knowledge 



Name Telephone 

EDRE 4850 

Survey of Prior Knowledge 

1. Which of the following procedures have you studied in 
other courses? Check all that apply. 

attitude/interest survey retelling 

miscue analysis story frame 

semantic web think aloud 

KWL portfolio 

2. Which of the procedures listed above do you feel 
confident using with a child? 

3. Would you like to learn about reading assessment? 

4. In which of the following activities with elementary 
age children have you participated? Check all that apply. 

babysitting 

Boy Scouts, Girl Scouts 

teaching lessons (for 
Sunday School 

observing classes 

Other: 

tutoring 

after school 
programs 

YMCA, Little 
League 

5. What worries you most about tutoring an at-risk 
reader? 
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6. What do you think will be the easiest part of this 
experience? 

7. List you three favorite children's book. 

A. 
B. 
c. 

8. What other courses are you taking this semester? 

9. Had you had EDRE 4820? 

yes 

no 

If yes, please list your instructor. 
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Classroom Map 



~--------------~~~~~-~ 

Bookshelves 

Table 4 

Chalkboard 

Table 5 

0 

Table 3 

Teacher 

Ooverhead Projector 

Q Extra Table 
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Table 2 

Door~ 

Table 1 

Cabinets 

B~ul_le_ti_n_B_o_a_rd~ ~-------C_h_a_lk_b_o_ar_d __________________________ ~l 1Door 

Map of Professional Development Classroom at Elementary School 
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Course Calendar 



WEEK 

1 

2 

3 

4 

5 

8 

9 

DATE 

Aug. 27 

Aug. 29 

Sept. 3 

Sept. 5 

Sept. 10 

Sept. 12 

Sept. 17 

Sept. 19 

Sept. 24 

Sept. 26 

Oct. 1 

Oct. 3 

Oct. 8 

Oct. 10 

Oct. 15 

Oct. 17 

Oct. 22 

Oct. 24 

Course Calendar 

TOPIC 

Instructor out of town 

Instructor out of town 

Introductions 

Classroom Environment/Textbook 

Lesson Plans 
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Goals/Word Lists/Interest/Tutoring 

Miscue Analysis 

Book Recommendations/Tutoring 

Retelling 

Writing Background/Tutoring 

Peer Conference/Goal Setting 

Positive Feedback/Tutoring 

Writing 

Share with Groups/Tutoring 

Midterm Examination 

Read Class Book/Tutoring 

Sharing/Writing 

Tutoring 



10 

11 

12 

13 

14 

15 

Oct. 29 

Oct. 31 

Nov. 5 

Nov. 7 

Nov. 12 

Nov. 14 

Nov. 19 

Nov. 21 

Nov. 26 

Nov. 28 

Dec. 3 

Dec. 5 

Think Aloud 

Instructor out of town/Tutoring 

KWL 

Sharing/Tutoring 

Portfolio/Goals/Peer Conference 

Portfolio Criteria/Tutoring 

Tutor/Parents Letter 

Tutoring/Tutoring Party 

Portfolio Conference/Final Exam 

Holiday 

Portfolio Conference 

Portfolio Conference 
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CONFERENCE SCHEDULE 

TUESDAY, DECEMBER 3 

01 8:40- 9:00 Peter Tape 1 Side A- 000 Time= 21:32 

02 9:00- 9:20 Reta* Tape 2 Side A- #421 Time= 20:47 

03 9:20- 9:40 Ernie Tape 1 Side B- #000 Time= 10:28 

04 9:40 - 10:00 Mitch Tape 1 Side B- #143 Time= 18:28 

05 10:00- 10:20 Sherry Tape 1&2 Side B- #427 Time= 14:40 

06 10:20- 10:40 Steph Tape 2 Side A- #000 Time= 15:36 

07 10:40- 11:00 Sandy Tape 2 Side A- #217 Time= 12:55 

08 11 :00 - 11:20 Sean Tape 2 Side B- #067 Time= 22:18 

09 11:20 - 11 :40 Don Tape 2 Side B- #399 Time= 15:21 

10 11 :40 - 12:00 Gail** Tape 3 Side A- #000 Time= 13:12 

11 1:40- 2:00 Annie Tape 3 Side A- #173 Time= 9:29 

12 2:10-2:30 Dean Tape 3 Side A- #315 Time= 9:47 

* - student was late for the conference and was squeezed in later 

* * - student was stressed out because her conference was late and had to be on time for 
next class because she was giving a presentation 
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CONFERENCE SCHEDULE 

THURSDAY, DECEMBER 5 

13 8:20- 8:40 Jaclcie Tape 4 Side A- #000 Time= 17:53 

14 8:40- 9:00 Greg Tape 4 Side A- #238 Time= 17:51 

15 9:00- 9:20 Cathy Tape 4 Side A- #541 Time= 20:32 

16 9:20- 9:40 Doris Tape 4 Side B- #152 Time= 10:59 

17 9:40 - 10:00 Liz Tape 4 Side B- #305 Time= 15:37 

18 10:00- 10:20 Hattie Tape 5 Side A- #000 Time= 9:51 

19 10:20- 10:40 Buddy Tape 5 SideA- #126 Time= 11:16 

20 10:40- 11:00 Matt Tape 5 Side A- #295 Time= 18:44 

21 11 :00 - 11 :20 MaryB Tape 5 Side B- #960 Time= 15:03 

22 11 :20 - 11:40 Bob Tape 5 SideB- #761 Time= 14:29 

23 11 :40 - 12:00 Barbie Tape 5 Side A- #582 Time= 8:23 

24 1:00- 1:20 Rachel Tape 6 Side A- #000 Time= 14:32 

25 1:20- 1:40 Emily Tape 6 Side A- #195 Time= 8:48 

26 1:40- 2:00 Allison Tape 6 Side A- #333 Time= 40:40 

27 3:50-4:10 Betty Tape 6&7 Side B- #926 Time= 40:00 
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CODES FOR IDENTIFICATION 

Document 
Letters in the left margin represent the document in which 
the data is found. When a number appears immediately after 
the document abbreviation, the number represents the order 
in which that particular document occurred 

WCT 
WCTH 
PC 
TR 
TCHRCOM 
PCR 
PCAP 
MID 

Whole Class Tuesday 
Whole Class Thursday 
Portfolio Conference 
Tutoring Reflection 
Teacher Comment on tutoring reflection 
Peer Conference Reflection 
Portfolio Captioning 
Midterm Examination 

FIN Final Examination 

Subject Identification 
Numbers in the left margin indicate the subject case number 
that is responsible for that particular piece of data. 

00 Unintelligible 14 Greg 
01 Peter 15 Cathy 
02 Ret a 16 Doris 
03 Ernie 17 Liz 
04 Mitch 18 Hattie 
05 Sherry 19 Buddy 
06 Steph 20 Matt 
07 Sandy 21 MaryBeth 
08 Christie 22 Bob 
09 Don 23 Barbie 
10 Gail 24 Rachel 
11 Annie 25 Emily 
12 Dean 26 Allison 
13 Jackie 27 Betty 

28 Dr. Burns 

Episode 
Segment of discourse that represents a unit of analysis. 
Numbers are assigned in the order that unit appears in the 

document. 
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Pilot Study 1 Calendar 



WEEK 

1 

2 

3 

4 

5 

6 
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Pilot Study 2 Course Calendar 

DATE 

Aug. 27 

Aug. 29 

Sept. 3 

Sept. 5 

Sept. 10 

Sept. 12 

Sept. 17 

Sept. 19 

Sept. 24 

Sept. 26 

Oct. 1 

Oct. 3 

TOPIC 

Instructor out of town 

Instructor out of town 

Introductions 

Classroom Environment/Textbook 

Lesson Plans 

Goals/Word Lists/Interest/Tutoring 

Miscue Analysis 

Book Recommendations/Tutoring 

Retelling 

Writing Background/Tutoring 

Peer Conference/Goal Setting 

Positive Feedback/Tutoring 

• 
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Appendix K 

Categories of Discourse Emerging from 

Pilot Study 2 
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Categories of Discourse Emerging from Pilot Study 2 

Whole Class (Oral) 

Choices - instructor reminding the students they have 
choices. 
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Decisions - instructor tells students that they will have to 
make decisions. 

Confirmation - positive feedback. 

Questions - instructor tries to get students to ask 
questions. 

Story - use of personal experience to illustrate a point. 

Example - use of some idea/thought to explain. 

Display of Expert - students demonstration of personal 
knowledge. 

Seeking Further Knowledge - student wanting more 
information. 

Business - this is the way we do things here. 

Modeling - actually demonstration of a procedure. 

Pre-Tutoring Whole Class (Oral) 

Example - use of some idea/thought to explain. 

Reassurance/Reinforcement - statements offered to put the 
the person at ease. 

Instruction - talk that evolves around "how-to-do" 
something. 

Check for Understanding - question raised to determine if 
the individual has understood. 
Also, Seeking Clarification. 

Seeking Questions - instructor attempting to get students 
involved. 
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Books - suggestions given by instructor. 

Student Tutoring Reflections (Written) 

Praise - Comments offered to affirm the individual. 

Tell - something has occurred and the individual is saying 
that is not the way to do or interpret something. 

Evaluative Remarks - remarks that are not specific. 

Raising a Question individual is offering another way to 
to respond to a situation or another 
choice. 

Conversation - these are statements that allude to everyday 
occurrences. 

Reevaluate - remarks made to cause the individual to look 
at the situation in a different way. 

Peer Conference Reflection (Written) 

Self-Evaluate - statements in which the student validates 
his/her own learning. 

Conversation - statements of feelings about teaching 
(chitchat). 

Reevaluate - statements in which the individual is 
questioning an idea/assignment. 

• 
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Context Codes 

• 



EVENT CODES 

ORAL DISCOURSE 

~LASS TUESDAY 

~LASS THURSDAY 

PORTFOLIO ~ONFERENCE 

WRITTEN DISCOURSE 

TORING REFLECTIONS 

CONFERENCE 
REFLECTIONS 

PORTFOLIO CAPTIONING 

IDTERM EXAMINATION 

CONTEXT CODES 
CODING MAP 1 

ACTIVITY 
CODES 

EACHING 

EARNING 

SSESSING 

GOAL 
CODES 

gNVIRONMENT 

PORTFOLIO 
R_ROCESS 

DESCRIPTIVE CODES 

E~INQ 

ITING 
ASSESSMENT STRATEGIES 

J:HINK ~LOUD 
MISCUE bNALYSIS 
KWL 
YfORD 1IST 
RETELLING 
INTEREST INVENTORY 

~OOKS/MATERIALS 

COMMUNICATION 
£EERS/STUDENTS 
PARENTS 
TEACHER 
READING BUDDY 
INSTRUCTOR 
LETTER 
PHONE CALL 
NEWSLETTER 
ARTICLES 

PHYSICAL ENVIRONMENT 
ROOM ARRANGEMENT 
PRINT RICH 
CENTERS 

EMOTIONAL ENVIRONMENT 
WARM, SAFE 
TRUST 

SOCIAL ENVIRONMENT 
GROUPINGS/COLLABORATION 

CONSTRUCTION 
CAPTIONING ~ 

-...J 
N 
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EVENT CODE EXPLANATION 

Whole Class Tuesday 
Teacher - Share knowledge about the portfolio process 

and about the reading assessment strategies. Determine the 
knowledge that the students currently have in order to 
inform teaching. 

Student - Learn knowledge about reading assessment 
strategies and the portfolio process. Share the knowledge 
that the student currently has. 

Whole Class Thursday 
Teacher - Share knowledge that was gained as a result 

of reading the tutoring reflections. Share strengths and 
weaknesses of the students that were identified in 
reflections. Impart more information that may assist 
students with the tutoring experience. 

Student - Learn more information about teaching. Share 
with peers events that have occurred with reading buddy. 

Tutoring 
Teacher - Opportunity to observe the students using the 

information about reading and writing assessment with the 
reading buddy. 

Student - Opportunity to work with reading buddy and 
apply strategies that the college student has learned during 
the whole class sessions. 

Tutoring Reflection 
Teacher - Opportunity for the teacher to read/"view" 

what has occurred during the reading buddy sessions. 
Teacher can gain understanding of the techniques that the 
student is using and how effective the student is being. 
The teacher has the opportunity to provide confirming and 
redirecting messages to the college student. The reflection 
provides the teacher with the opportunity to provide one-on
one assistance to the student. 



Student - Opportunity for th~ student to tell the teacher 
everything that has occurred during the reading buddy 
sessions. The reflection also gives the student the 
opportunity to make appeals for help when necessary. 

Peer Conference 
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Teacher - Opportunity for the teacher to work with the 
students in small groups. Listens to and identifies 
concerns that the students may have. Offers suggestions 
that may assist the students in their process. 

Student - Opportunity to share with others what their 
understandings/concerns are. Get ideas from each other 
about what to do with the reading buddy. Get confirmation 
from peers and from teacher. 

Portfolio Conference 
Teacher - Opportunity for the teacher to learn what the 

student has learned over the semester. The conference gives 
the teacher the opportunity to understand the bigger picture 
of the students learning. 

Student - Opportunity for the student to teach the 
teacher what s/he knows or has learned. Student has become 
the teacher and the self-evaluator of her/his own learning. 

Portfolio Captioning 
Teacher - Reads captioning to gain understanding of how 

the student has constructed meaning of the experiences 
during the semester. 

Student - Opportunity for the student to practice or 
rehearse his/her learning. Gives the student the 
opportunity construct/reflect on his/her learning. 

Midterm Examination 
Teacher - Formal opportunity for the teacher to 

evaluate the students learning of the material. The teacher 
can use the information to guide more of his/her planning 
for the rest of the semester. 

Student - Formal opportunity for the student to let the 
teacher know about his/her learning. The student gets 
"other-evaluation" about his/her progress in the course. 
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Discourse Coding Map 2 

• 



DISCOURSE CODES 
CODINGMAP2 

PARTICIPANT PURPOSE 
CODE CODE 

ACHER 

ACIDNG 

- --- ---

STRATEGY 
CODE 

ASSESSING 

TEACHING 

COGNITIVE CODE (LEARNING) 

~EEKING ~LARIFICATION 
~EEKING KNOWLEDGE 
SEEKING ASSISST ANCE 
SEEKING ~ARTICIPATION 

FOCUS OF 
LEARNING CODE 

OLLEGE STUDENT, 
ADING J;!UDDY, & 

OURSE CONTENT 

OLLEGESTUDENT 
&BEADING 

J;!UDDY 

OLLEGESTUDENT 

OURSE ~ONTENT 

RTFOLIO 
~ONTENTS 

J::,. 

-.J 
0'1 
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Data Analysis Coding Process 1 



' 

Annie----190 of Gail Tape 

"\ *TELL ME WHAT YOUR GOALS WERE AND THEN SHOW ME THE ~ot~ 
.,,c.. , 

KINDS OF THINGS THAT YOU PUT IN THERE TO JUSTIFY"V'
0

.,.1,, 
"'Y'X1.> 

i*These are the knowledge goals --- be able to put 
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strategies I have learned into action, such as miscue, 
(_t x cum pte.s ) 
retelling, KWL, story frame, and activating prior 

~v..n~ 0~ - '4C\-k s~.a di a ( ~se. wexe... 
know 1 edge. f ,, " <...Y~o l <...e.,S" <j 'v~Z..n 

·,o.. \o~ -\-c.Ytl . ) 

*MMM-HMMM H_:L'r•\·,s~"'' ) \ 
( c:.\-lc ' ce.,) \ (J.\o_3;;,-

i and here's the miscue analysis which we completed 

successfully and I kind of wrote a summary when we did 
it ((Q.U)l).(\1' J . ~l(ef'·, r~'' 

\A"\ \• •'-< 1'-
*MMM-HMMM .Y 

... about it ... about what--

~*OH WHAT YOU LEARNED ~~~ 
~vAL- - .>I 
*Right ... like for his reading like he would, the 

beginning was-was he got right and cued in on that 
\ 

\- c.;t1 - Y.)\. \ t n ut' -? ?C.u ~ . (.,. 
and kind of left out. . . t: xP lftlo.. ' 

~~~~ ~ 
*OH YEAH---RIGHT~ c •"') \; t 

e.. ~\C•,.-.c~ 

k . d f t · h t he thought'~c ~ 1n o pu 1n w a ever L 
'<{"('\ \ .~\£..<1 ·""' ~ , , 

*MMM-HMMM ,. -:r 
£::-" ~L- ci.R..u ~ • on 

and it didn't make sense or whatever 
O.e.c..1 ~ion e" ' d e l'l c.e-

*IT'S INTERESTING WHEN THERE'S LIKE NOTHING 

[ [ [ [LAUGHS] ] ] 
t-~ l\'v n < <-<'~ 
*yeah and. . . . c. c-.-... 
•\" ·- \.JI-t 
*then we did the retelling r~~ 
f:;v A\...- c).e.L• ~I o() -~\ l s u .. h.y . . . 
*which he did spectacular on and he just went way 

c)_u._,.o;:,,cn 
beyond---he inferred beyond the text and [he] just 

\ rJnf (l l n"J Ot.l I 'S •U() 

i~uded things that I didn't think about, you know, 

·' putting... ~",0") 
(I ' \.o~ 

*MMM-HMMM :t- ('(' 

-
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Data Analysis Highlighting Process 



--Betty---180 

KEY: Teaching =-------(pink highlighter) 

Assessing = IVVV\IV\/V\ (yellow highlighter) 

Learning = (green highlighter) 

PC/27/EPI/1 I definitely believe in recycling 

2 OKAY, THAT'S FINE! 

X~ · cP 
. ~~ (P'~ So I used this with my very first portfolio--- you said to go back and--- you know 

\t-"" .. '\ ~(.; v" ---use everything that you had in the past. I was gonna create another one. 

3 OHNO 

So I said Betty why--- you've got this and I really love the pattern so 

4 YES, IT'S NEAT 
"y,.b c~~·~ -'-7~.-ue~/ 

PC/27/EP2/1 1 !fl £_OU~ cite thi~ester for ~e, this is what it~uld be--- "Leamin~ teach, 

teaching to learn" [[[this is on the title of her portfolio]]] 

2 

-- -- ..__ 
· ~ ) 

I ( e c~~~~u:l 
~t. T!_b ~of ~o~te~ts:. '-"" 

3 And then I listed my goals. --- ----
4 c,l:.. -~ [[[Teacher reading the goals]]] OKAY, GOOD. 

· '\C\\'·t'~~.;..~.,c;l' lc.~v\C..Z... \ ~ 
PC/27/EPJ/1 ~o_!'le~e s~ti~ an~ the~ I li~d th~ go~l ag~in ~ ifrou~ere~ tha_!!ec~ 

~o~ w~dn ~ve ~tum ~ g~bac!_. ( hu ..c \)(.) ~~ '¢o \ ~o ) ('f'\ Y 

2 
t::\Lo. ' <G. ' () r'\ 

And How I believe that I've met my knowledge goal with the miscue analysis. 

1 thou t that by reading the handout that I learned a lot, but I learned even more by 

doing the analysis ) 
~ ~ \-c(llf'" ) 

3 [[[TEACHER LAUGHING])] MMHMMM ( \':;, 

4 IS THAT RIGHT? ~'-'~ 
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~-~~ (\,ac..1~1C.n ·-::> t?ILf~,.;llt"'(..t'-;:: 1.!,.1/l~t\C.:e ._ , fr W~ 
I love the miscue analysis because you have the handout or the text that the student is 

5 MMHMMM, MMHMMM :L. tYl 'I~~ .y\·, n£j 

l..r~hr's (: ~t(-lc?·•(.r'lC::(' l 
YEAH I LIKE THAT TOO. IT [miscue analysis] JUST BECOMES 
~ 

6 

~UAL 

Yeah, [miscue analysis is visual] exactly. (Stl-'C\..i..-.'\.1 c ~Y\~~~\"'C) "\ c~r) 
-t"~'- d\o'\0!-' e v.r~ ' 12 (\a 
~~ a~ut_wh~ to~ ~mise~ an~ys~. I~ on~mi~e ~lys~-- -!..!_ctual~ d~ 

e..t..(>l(;l....t..nt;; 
~o because my ta~c~rder did.n 't w~e EJ"st ~· ~d l..!!ie~_it QY! and ~orke.if 

at home. That was what was so odd about it ------------
[[[TEACHER LAUGHS AND MOANS]]] 

And then the second one I did and they were bo!!!._!t th~gi~g o.f!.he tutQ!in~ 

anytlllngtojudge . .. 

9 Q.H A_COMJ>ARISQN 

-4-- c\ec.. , s i eo () 
His growth and so I've learned that it is important to do it throughou~ not just at the 

10 1 NEED TO PASS THAT ON--- I MAY HA YE EVEN SAID THAT 

BUT I NEED TO MAKE THAT EVEN A LITILE CLEARER. IT'S 

A GOOD IDEA TO DO SOME OF THESE AT THE BEGINNrNG 

AND THEN AGArN LATER. 
..X. .1 .- A\~ 

<-'~ 1: --
11 Even if you only had time for one at the beginning and one at the end 
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Data Gathering Charts 



DOCUMENT IDENTIFICATION _____ _ 

EVEN DESCRIPTIVE SEGMENT PARTICIPANT STRATEGY 

T (TOPIC) STRUCTURE 

DATA GATHERING CHART 

J:::> 
CD 
w 



DOCUMENT IDENTIFICATION TRl/08/EPl 

EVEN ACTIVITY CONTENT DESCRIPTIVE SEGMENT 

T (GOAL) (TOPIC) 

TR T KNOW RB 1 

TR T KNOW RB 2 

TR L KNOW RB 3 

TR T KNOW RB 4 

TR T KNOW RB 5 

TR T KNOW RB 6 

TR T KNOW RB 7 

TR L KNOW RB 8 

TR T KNOW RB 9 

TR L KNOW RB 10 

TR L KNOW RB 11 

DATA GATHERING CHART 

PARTICIPANT PURPOS 
STRUCTURE E 

S(08) T 

S(08) T 

T T 

S(08) T 

S(08) A 

S(08) A 

S(08) T 

T T 

S(08) A 

T A 

T T 
--- -

STRATEGY 

INF 

INF 

INF 

INF 

REA 

RAT 

INF 

COACH 

CONF 

CONF 

COACH 
- L_ ---- ·---

COGNITIV 
E 

REC 

DES 

DES 

REC 

JUST 

OP 

DES 

EXAMPL 

OP 

MEAS 

EXAMPL 

FOCUS OF 
LEARNING 

OTHER 

~ 
(X) 

~ 



I Strategy I Episode . - J-Ef>lsode I Episode I Episode I Episodes I 

Teaching 

I Initiating 

Telling 

I 

Modeling 

Coaching 

Informing 

- -

STRATEGY DATA COLLECTION CHART 
DOCUMENT IDENTIFICATION ------------------------

..!:::> 
()) 

(.Jl 



---~ 

STRATEGY Episode_ Episode_ Episode_ Episode_ 

Assessing 

Questioning 

Redirecting 

Reasoning 

Confirming 

Rating 

STRATEGY DATA COLLECTION CHART 
DOCUMENT IDENTIFICATION ___________ _ 

Episodes_ 

I 

J:::> 
0) 

m 



Cognitive Episode E.Qisode 
SClar 
SK 
SP 
SA 
DC 

1 JUST 
APPR 
OPIN 
MEAS 
PROD 
PROP 
INFER 
EXAM 
STORY 
EXMPL 
ILL US 
SUM 
DES 
EXP 
REC 
RES 
LAB 
COGNITIVE CODES CHART 
DOCUMENT IDENTIFICATION 

E_£_isode Episode Episode 

-----------------

Episode E_pisode 

~ 

co 
--J 
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r:-
~ 

~ z ~ 0 5 ~ ~ u 8 ~ u 
~ txl 1-1 ~ 



l Episode I PC j CC I RB I CS CS&RB CS,RB&CC UNT INT 

FOCUS CODE CHART 
DOCUMENT IDENTIFICATION ___________ _ 

TT BC IC TRANS BUS 

,.J::::. 

CX) 

\.0 
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