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   國立政治大學英國語文學系碩士在職專班 

碩士論文提要 

 

 

論文名稱:檔案評量對 EFL 學生閱讀學習之成效 

  

指導教授:余明忠先生 

 

研究生:張斐華 

 

論文提要內容: 

    本論文旨在探討閱讀檔案評量結合閱讀策略教學對於中台灣低成就國中生

的影響。本研究對象為兩名八年級國中生，在七年級時因段考成績被學校歸為低

成就組。這兩名學生上學期的英語成績平均相近，上課參與度高，作業確實繳交。 

    本研究採用 Li (2008)與 Yang (2007)針對國中基本學力測驗英語閱讀測驗題

型提出之六大分類：確認文章主旨、引導正確結論、導出暗示推論、猜測字詞意

義、尋找細部資訊、找出字詞指涉，並將此分類納為閱讀策略教學之目標。學生

必須遵照閱讀檔案評量進度表，在接受閱讀策略教學同時，透過讀書心得練習策

略，並透過閱讀檔案進行自評。研究為期十七週，每週一節課。為求完整了解學

生閱讀與學習行為改變，並探究閱讀檔案評量結合閱讀策略教學之成效，本研究

除蒐集學生閱讀檔案，亦施行仿全民英檢閱讀測驗，發放問卷，和學生進行面談，

並觀察學生學習狀況。 

        本研究發現閱讀檔案評量結合閱讀策略教學能夠幫助低成就國中生精熟閱

讀策略及提高閱讀成效。即使學生在進行檔案評量前後，對自己使用閱讀策略

的認知和實際進行檔案評量的表現有所出入，學生於閱讀時進行選擇、反省、
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分享之情形仍較進行檔案評量前增加，充分體現檔案評量的精神。而學生閱讀

行為之改變均符合 Benson (2003)所談之促進學習自主原則。一旦學生學習自主

性增加，學習動機隨之提高，學習反應良好，也同時負起學習責任(Cameron, 2007; 

Chen, 2004; Sarwar, 2002; ÜSTÜNLÜOGLU, 2009)。 

         本研究因此建議教育部基測委員會不應該僅以單選題型式來測驗學生閱讀

能力，而應該嘗試其他題型。此外，本研究也建議英語教師設計適合學生的閱

讀教材，或訂出學生閱讀分級讀本的規則，並建議編者把閱讀檔案評量與閱讀

策略教學融入課本中。而按學生個別差異進行適性及彈性的調整仍有其必要

性，以期發揮檔案評量結合策略教學對於學生閱讀表現之最大成效。 
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Abstract 

 

    The present study aims to investigate the effects of reading portfolio assessment 

(RPA) and reading strategy instruction on the junior high low achievers in central 

Taiwan. Participants in the present study were two eighth graders who were 

identified as low achievers according to their performance in monthly exams when 

in the seventh grade. They had something in common: having similar English 

average scores last semester, taking active participation in class, and finishing 

assignments by due dates. 

According to Li’s (2008) and Yang’s (2007) categorization of reading strategies, 

the Basic Competence Test (BCT) English reading comprehension tests are designed 

based on the following six reading strategies— identifying the main idea, drawing 

correct conclusions, drawing implications and inferences, determining the meaning 

out of the context, finding the detailed information, and finding the targets of the 

references. Following the RPA syllabus, the participants received reading strategy 

instruction, practiced the strategies through journals, and assessed themselves 

through reading portfolios. The observation took one class period every week for 17 

weeks. With the help of simulated General English Proficiency Test (GEPT) reading 

comprehension tests, questionnaires, reading portfolios, conferences, and 

observations, the findings of the present study showed the participants’ change in 

reading/learning behaviors and the effectiveness of RPA/reading strategy instruction. 

        The results indicated that RPA and reading strategy instruction may make the 

junior high low achievers master reading strategies and perform well in reading. 

Even though there is inconsistence between their understanding of their strategy use 

before RPA and their actual performance during RPA, they thoroughly show Katz 
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and Johnson-Kuby’s (1996) three elements of portfolio assessment with increase in 

selection, reflection, and sharing when reading. The changed reading behaviors 

correspond to Benson’s (2003) principles for fostering learner autonomy; because of 

increased learner autonomy, they raise their learning motivation, have positive 

learning response, and take responsibility for their learning (Cameron, 2007; Chen, 

2004; Sarwar, 2002; ÜSTÜNLÜOGLU, 2009). 

        At last, the present study suggested that the BCT committee consider trying more 

diverse ways to test reading ability, rather than focusing only on single choice 

questions. Furthermore, this study suggested that English teachers design reading 

materials suitable for students or set up a system to get students to read higher level 

books, and that textbook editors include RPA and reading strategy instruction. 

Meanwhile, editors and teachers have to keep in mind that personal and diverse 

adjustments are permitted in order to have the best effectiveness on students’ learning 

of reading, as long as the adjustments follow guidelines for RPA. 
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CHAPTER ONE 

INTRODUCTION 

 

    This chapter presents the general background, the rationale, the need for this 

study, the purpose, and the significance of this research.  

Background and Rationale 

Reading 

    Reading is a fluent process of combining the text and readers’ background 

knowledge to build meaning and to get comprehension (Nunan, 2003). Reading helps 

a great deal in developing reading comprehension, vocabulary, grammar, spelling, and 

writing styles. Besides, evidence shows that reading makes students happy, improves 

cognitive development, and lowers fear for writing (Krashen, 2004). All in all, reading 

is important to facilitate language learning and to enhance learning motivation. For 

junior high school students in Taiwan, reading plays an even more practical role. It 

helps them get ready for the Basic Competence Test (BCT). Since 2001, the BCT has 

been held twice a year; junior high school students can take both of the tests and can 

choose the better score for their entrance into senior high schools. In the BCT, there 

are five main subjects, and English is one of them. The major characteristic of the 

English BCT is that the proportion of the reading comprehension tests increases 

(Huang, 2004; Liu, 2001; You, 2004). Out of approximately 45 questions in the 

English BCT every year, reading comprehension questions take about 21 (Liu & 

Stewart, 2009). Accordingly, English reading comprehension gains a lot of importance 

in the BCT. 

Reading Strategy Instruction and Assessment 

    If students cannot understand their reading, they meet difficulties in building 

meaning and getting comprehension. There are six reading strategies for the BCT 
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reading comprehension test (Li, 2009; Yang, 2007): (1) finding details, (2) identifying 

the main idea, (3) drawing conclusions, (4) drawing inferences, (5) finding references, 

(6) guessing the meaning. Students may encounter reading problems if they cannot 

make use of the six strategies; on the contrary, students may have little trouble in their 

reading if they can get familiar with the six strategies. Based on Bloom’s theory of 

mastery learning (Chen, 2000), rubrics or checklists used in reading strategy 

instruction may help students master reading strategies and help them read better. 

Mastery learning is more effective compared to conventional instruction (Kulik, Kulik, 

& Bangert-Drowns, 1990). To help students master the six strategies, exercises 

respectively on each strategy were created (Yang, 2007); tips and examples of using 

each strategy were also proposed (Li, 2009). They both aim to help students read well 

and do well in the standardized test— the BCT. However, Ediger (2001) proposed that 

standardized tests fail to assess students’ reading ability, claiming that their reading 

achievement should be evaluated through a reading curriculum with portfolio 

assessment. 

Previous Studies Which Focus on Portfolio Assessment to Improve Reading Performance 

Unlike tests that only look at product, portfolio assessment (PA) looks at both 

process and product. PA also provides students with more autonomy in learning than 

tests can do. Many studies on PA confirm that portfolios can make students more 

motivated, positively responsive, and responsible as a learner: PA makes students take 

more learning interest (Chang, 2003; Lin, 2007) and also makes them have higher 

learning motivation (Chang, 2003; Chang & Chang, 2003; Lin, 2009). Furthermore, 

PA makes them show positive learning response and makes them believe PA to 

improve their ability (Chang, 2003; Wang, 2002). PA even enhances learning, 

promotes reflective learning attitude (Yip, 2005), and makes students better learners 

(Chen, 1999) to take responsibility for their own learning (Rosenbloom, 1995). 
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Combined with some instructional plans, PA is used to teach students to solve 

reading problems and to read well. Hetterscheidt, Pott, Russell, and Tchang (1992) 

included voice recording and self assessment in a reading portfolio. Katz and 

Johnson-Kuby (1996) recommended using portfolios for all kinds of assessment, 

including reading assessment. Ferris (1998) got students to read with a reading 

portfolio, finding it effective to encourage reading. Ediger (2001) offered a reading 

framework, which contains a reading portfolio. Gardner (2003) started a daily Drop 

Everything and Read (DEAR) program and checked students’ growth with a reading 

portfolio. Lin (2007) made students read aloud and recorded their progress with a 

rubric in a reading portfolio. They all regarded the reading portfolio as a good tool to 

foster learning of reading. 

Need for This Study 

    There are six missing links found in the previous studies: the competence to be 

assessed in PA, PA and strategy instruction, the English learning environment, the age 

of students, the achievement of students, and detailed change in students’ learning 

process. 

    As for the competence to be assessed in PA, only one competence may be treated 

or measured equally in PA. Furthermore, it is workable to assess only one competence 

in PA (Genesee & Upshur, 1996). Few studies have focused PA on only one 

competence, and different competences are often evaluated together through PA. For 

instance, the whole language portfolio or the integrated skill portfolio both aim at 

more than one competence (Chen, 2006; Lin, 2009; Rosenbloom, 1995; Teng, 2005). 

Competences are actually hard to be treated or measured evenly (Lin, 2009). When 

narrowed down to a specific competence, PA may give the most help to assess, 

instruct, and achieve the competence, but so far there has been little information about 

PA assessing one competence. Moreover, reading is the only competence chosen in 
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the present study to be assessed. The reasons for choosing reading over the other three 

language skills are as follows. First, reading takes an increasing proportion in the 

BCT (Huang, 2004; Liu, 2001; You, 2004). Second, reading is important in fostering 

language learning and raising learning motivation (Krashen, 2004). Thus, to assess 

only reading without worrying about equal treatment or measurement, reading 

portfolio assessment (RPA) is worth exploring. 

When it comes to PA and strategy instruction, little information is revealed about 

RPA and reading strategy instruction. The importance of strategy instruction in 

reading cannot be overlooked. It is a contemporary trend that students are taught 

strategies and are instructed how to use strategies in order to enhance learning. Coady 

(1979) suggested a model of strategy instruction for EFL/ESL readers in which the 

reader’s process strategies interacts with conceptual abilities and background 

knowledge. Nunan (1999) also claimed that in contemporary language education, 

learners are shown a range of effective language learning strategies, and learners learn 

how to apply these strategies to their own learning. Students may learn to read with 

RPA more effectively if they also receive reading strategy instruction. With the help of 

RPA and reading strategy instruction, they may become better readers on their own. 

Accordingly, the effects of RPA into which reading strategy instruction is incorporated 

need probing.  

    Speaking of the English learning environment, many studies on RPA have been 

in the context of English as native language (Ediger, 2001; Ferris, 1998; Gardner, 

2003; Hetterscheidt et al., 1992; Katz & Johnson-Kuby, 1996). Since English is not 

mother tongue in Taiwan, the effects of RPA in the context of English as foreign 

language (EFL) may be very different. Language/culture is one of the three 

indispensible perspectives to view assessment and instruction as a whole 

(Larsen-Freeman, 1987). What is more, Porter and Samovar (1994) proposed the 
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difference between high-context and low-context cultures. In high-context cultures 

such as those in Taiwan, people tend to read nonverbal behaviors and read the 

environment; they expect that others are also able to understand the unarticulated 

communication. Hence, people from different cultures learn language differently 

under the same assessment and instruction. That is to say, under the same RPA and 

reading strategy instruction, reading and learning behaviors may end up very 

differently due to different contexts and cultures. Thus, RPA in the EFL context is 

worth probing. 

    As far as students’ age is concerned, high school teenagers may be the most 

suitable ones to implement RPA. The reasons are given as follows. Firstly, there is 

little information about RPA on high school teenagers in Taiwan. Secondly, the 

cognitive development of high school teenagers enables them to carry out RPA. High 

school teenagers are around 14 years old in the last stage of Piaget’s cognitive 

development. In Piaget’s cognitive development, people at the age of 11 and up get to 

think logically, they become concerned with hypothetical problems, and they get to 

test hypotheses systematically (Atherton, 2010). These cognitive strategies may help 

selection, reflection, and sharing, which are three crucial elements of PA. Thirdly, 

RPA conversely helps high school teenagers in cognitive strategy practice and in 

cognitive development. Reading, the focus of RPA, facilitates cognitive development; 

the more students read, the better they do in history and language tests (Ravitch and 

Finn, 1987), or the less they have fear for writing (Lee & Krashen, 1997). Therefore, 

RPA on EFL high school teenagers is worth looking into. 

    Concerning students’ achievement, low achievers may be the most valuable to be 

studied. It is found that low achievers’ learning motivation is raised, but not as much 

as that of the non-low achievers in class after PA (Lin, 2009). On the authentic 

teaching and learning scene, it is usually harder for the low achievers to raise much 
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motivation in and adapt themselves well to a new curriculum. However, Rosenbloom 

(1995) succeeded in using PA and the whole language literacy instruction to help 

students who have literacy problems. Hence, it may be worthwhile to try RPA along 

with some reading instruction to assist the low achievers in reading well. Besides, 

little information in earlier RPA research is about low achievers (Ferris, 1998; Gardner, 

2003; Hetterscheidt, et al., 1992; Katz & Johnson-Kuby, 1996; Lin, 2007). Thus, RPA 

on EFL junior high low achievers is worth studying. 

    As for detailed change in students’ learning process, it is worthwhile to explore 

in detail students’ change during RPA because studies on RPA and PA praise students’ 

change after using portfolios, but few of them discuss detailed change in learning 

process. Most of them look at students’ achievement after implementing portfolios, 

not their detailed development (Chen, 2006; Ferris, 1998; Lin, 2007; Lin, 2009; Teng, 

2005). Portfolios are effective, encouraging, and good tools to change students, and 

PA helps bring out in students three learning traits— higher learning motivation, 

positive learning response, and a sense of responsibility (Apple & Shimo ,2004; 

Chang, 2003; Chang & Chang, 2003; Chen, 1999; Gottlieb, 1995; Huerta-Macias, 

1995; Lin, 2007; Lin, 2009; Little, 2005; Rosenbloom, 1995; Scharer, 2000; Singer, 

1993; Song & August, 2002; Ushioda & Ridley, 2002; Wang, 2002; Wolf, 1989; Yip, 

2005). Therefore, RPA— a kind of PA— is assumed to change students in reading 

performance and to turn them into learners with the same three traits. Not just looking 

at students’ change after RPA, the present study needs to discuss in detail students’ 

change during RPA by comparing their reading/learning behaviors before RPA to 

those during RPA. 

Purpose of This Study 

This study is intended to explore the detailed reading development of EFL junior 

high low achievers during RPA. In the present study, the design of RPA is primarily 



‧
國

立
政 治

大

學
‧

N
a

t io
na l  Chengch i  U

niv

ers
i t

y

 

 7

based on the theories of PA and strategy instruction. The intention of this study comes 

from the following. First, previous RPA studies seldom incorporate reading strategy 

instruction. Second, little information is shown about RPA applied in the EFL 

environment. Even if there are RPA studies on EFL learners, the studies are rarely 

focused only on high school low achievers or seldom focused on their detailed change 

during RPA. 

Previous findings confirm the positive effects of PA, which produces more 

motivated, positively responsive, and responsible learners. Since RPA is viewed as a 

kind of PA, RPA may make learners develop the same three traits. By looking at the 

low achievers’ change separately in their reading and learning performance, we may 

know whether the theories of PA and reading strategy instruction are put into good 

practice. On the other hand, by looking for connections between their change in 

reading performance and that in learning performance, we may know whether the 

design of RPA in this study is capable of making the low achievers change their 

reading behaviors and thus further change their learning behaviors as expected. To 

sum up, three research questions of this study are as follows; the first two are about 

reading performance while the last one is about learning performance: (1) Does RPA 

cause low achievers to get better at using reading strategies? (2) Does RPA lead low 

achievers to implement the three elements of PA— selection, reflection, and sharing? 

(3) Does RPA assist low achievers to develop the three learning traits—more 

motivated, positively responsive, and responsible? 

Significance of This Study 

This study may bring implications for students, English teachers, and textbook 

editors in Taiwan on two aspects. 

The first aspect is that PA on a particular competence may be effective for high 

school low achievers in Taiwan. English teachers in Taiwan may set up PA on a 
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specific competence. In this way, teachers may give students practical and concrete 

suggestions about acquiring a particular competence without depending only on test 

scores or blurring the focus of students’ progress in a certain competence. Students 

may clearly view their growth of a specific competence through contents of their own 

portfolios, such as journals and checklists. Even if they rank low in grades, they still 

may keep some time learning at their own pace other than following the tight schedule, 

which low achievers often find it hard to keep up with. Even more, textbook editors 

may divide textbook contents into several competences and give guidelines for 

carrying out PA. Students may therefore benefit from creating and maintaining their 

own portfolio on each specific competence. 

The second aspect is that each student may still show personal characteristics 

even in a homogeneous class or under the same curriculum. Portfolios are about 

personal selection, individual reflection, and spontaneous share, so students may not 

perform exactly the same as one another in reading and learning. Instead, they may 

display uniqueness in their own portfolios. English teachers in Taiwan may apply RPA 

and notice different changes shown in different students’ reading and learning 

behaviors. Textbook editors, when editing PA into textbook contents, may also point 

out that guidelines for PA are to be followed, but one student’s performance during PA 

may be different from another’s. Students may perform in various ways the three 

elements of PA: selection, reflection, and sharing. Hence, it may be exclaimed that 

RPA is not about unification but about diversity. 
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CHAPTER TWO 

LITERATURE REVIEW 

 

This study is going to discuss reading and portfolio assessment. Previous studies 

on reading and portfolio assessment are going to be reviewed.  

Reading 

Reading is described as the component for the purpose of teaching and testing 

(Chapelle et al., 1997; Gillet & Richards, 1979). Reading is important in testing of all 

content areas, so teaching reading is an integral part of all content areas. Through the 

Maryland School Performance Assessment Program (Billmeyer, 1996), reading 

process is identified as critical for success in all content areas, so every teacher is 

supposed to be a reading teacher. 

Definition and Importance of Reading 

Reading is defined as a fluent process of readers combining text information and 

their background knowledge to build meaning and to get comprehension. The text, the 

reader, fluency, and strategies combined are the act of reading (Nunan, 2003). 

Reading affects cognitive development. Ravitch and Finn (1987) found that 

when exposed to more publications, students generally do better in history and 

language tests; meanwhile, the amount of reading in free time are positively related to 

language test results. Besides, studies show that people who are good at thinking love 

reading more. Emery and Csikszentmihalyi (1982) reported that 15 people from 

blue-collar families become professors afterwards because they grow up with more 

publications and read more books than the other 15 who are also from blue-collar 

families but become blue collars afterwards. Moreover, fear for writing and reading 

are negatively related. Lee and Krashen (1997) declared that people who read more 

have less fear for writing. In their research, the correlation between the reading 
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amount and the scores on the fear-for-writing scale is negative. 

Being a good reader is a must in all curricula. The society pushes for higher 

reading test scores, and the future work place expects students to perform at a higher 

level. Also, reading is the first of the 3rs (Reading, wRiting, aRithmetic) and should 

receive much attention in the curriculum (Ediger, 2001). 

Reading Problems and Strategies 

Reading problems occur when readers cannot decode and comprehend the text 

they read (Laberge & Samuels, 1974). When students encounter reading problems, 

they may be taught reading strategies to help both decode and comprehend a text at 

the same time. In other words, reading strategy instruction may help students in 

reading fluency. Strategies and fluency are important components of reading (Nunan, 

2003). Olshavsky (1977) and Sarig (1987) viewed strategies as ways of getting round 

difficulties encountered while reading. Yang (2007) also described that reading 

strategy instruction aims to enable students to internalize strategies they have learned, 

to solve problems they encounter, and to enhance their comprehension ability. 

As Oxford (1996) put it, strategies are the tools for active and self-directed 

involvement which is necessary for developing communicative ability. Strategies are 

also defined as conscious actions which learners take to achieve desired objectives or 

goals, while a skill is a strategy that has become automatic (Kawai, Oxford, & 

Iran-Nejad, 2000). It is claimed a prime consideration to teach students how to use a 

range of reading strategies that match their purposes for reading (Anderson, 1991; 

Chamot & O’Malley, 1994). Reading skills and strategies are closely related, so 

useful and practical strategies must be included to help students acquire reading skills 

(Yang, 2007). Students should be encouraged to transform strategies into skills 

through reading strategy instruction. As students consciously learn and practice 

specific reading strategies, the strategies move from conscious to unconscious; from 
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strategy to skill (Nunan, 2003). Thus, reading strategy instruction is recommended to 

help students solve reading problems. 

Reading Strategy Instruction 

Positive effects of strategy instruction emerge for proficiency in reading 

(Park-Oh, 1994). Reading strategy instruction is included in discussion about what the 

text might mean and how students come to understand information in the text. 

Teachers explain and model effective comprehension strategies, and students are 

coached to use the strategies (Pressley, 1998). Oxford (2001) also claimed the most 

effective strategy instruction appears to include demonstrating when a given strategy 

might be useful, how to use and evaluate it, and how to transfer it to other related 

tasks and situations. It is argued that strategy instruction directs to get the answer 

rather than to understand the reading text. In other words, strategy instruction is only 

training of test taking techniques. Nuttal (1996) thus encouraged test designers to 

define skills and write questions which involve such skills. In this way, reading 

strategy instruction not only fosters test taking techniques but also guides reading 

comprehension. Auerbach and Paxton (1997) also declared that readers’ proficiency 

may enhance if they are aware of their reading process and strategies. Accordingly, 

the Basic Competence Test (BCT) committee in Taiwan set six strategies for its 

reading comprehension test (Li, 2009; Yang, 2007): (1) finding details, (2) identifying 

the main idea, (3) drawing conclusions, (4) drawing inferences, (5) finding references, 

(6) guessing the meaning. Junior high school students are expected to master the 

strategies so as to have good reading performance.  

In reading strategy instruction, rubrics or checklists may be utilized to make sure 

students can use and evaluate a given reading strategy. Rubrics or checklists are 

developed based on Bloom’s theory of mastery learning. The theory assumes that 

under systematic instruction, students can get help when bumping into difficulty. With 
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clear goals, students have enough time to reach mastery learning, and almost all of 

them can master what they have learned (Chen, 2000). Kulik, Kulik, and 

Bangert-Drowns (1990) showed that mastery learning is more effective than 

conventional instruction. In a mastery learning environment, the teacher directs a 

variety of techniques with frequent and specific feedback. Mistakes made by students 

along their leaning path are regularly corrected. To help students learn from their 

mistakes and master the six reading strategies, Yang (2007) designed handouts for 

students to practice the six strategies, implemented her reading skill instruction, and 

used the BCT reading comprehension tests to measure her students’ reading ability. 

On the other hand, Li (2008) offered tips and examples of using the six strategies to 

teachers, so that teachers can lead students to get familiar with the strategies. Both of 

them aim to assist students in reading well and doing well in standardized tests, such 

as in the BCT.  

However, reading comprehension tests belong to quantitative assessment. Both 

quantitative and qualitative assessment should be included to evaluate growth and 

development in reading skills (Nunan, 2003). Therefore, a tool which can present 

more reading process is needed. Ediger (2001) argued that standardized tests fail to 

assess students’ reading ability, claiming that reading achievement should be 

evaluated through a reading curriculum with portfolio assessment. 

Assessment 

Strictly speaking, testing, assessment, and evaluation are different tools to value 

students’ performance. Evaluation takes place on the largest scale because it looks at 

students’ textbooks and the whole curriculum, while the range of testing is the 

smallest and the most definite. Testing has correct or best answers, like monthly 

exams or pop quizzes. Different from testing, assessment diagnoses students’ 

language ability, like interviews, projects, or portfolio assessment (Shih et al., 1999). 
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Furthermore, Brown (2003) distinguished assessment from testing, stating that 

assessment, an ongoing process with a wider domain, can give a more authentic 

depiction of students’ competence. Hence, assessment is exactly the tool which can 

show more reading growth and development. Assessment is often classified into two 

types: traditional assessment and alternative assessment. 

Traditional Assessment 

It is pointed out that traditional assessment mostly includes paper-and-pencil 

tests (Collette & Chiappetta, 1989; Khattri & Sweet, 1996). For junior high school 

students, the BCT is the threshold to higher education, and it is also a 

paper-and-pencil test and a standardized one. However, Strickland and Morrow (1989) 

stated that a standardized test cannot reflect skills and knowledge developing in young 

children. Traditional assessment is not sensitive to young children’s development of 

personal characteristics. Ediger (2001) also claimed the state mandated testing, a 

standardized test, has ten weaknesses: (1) It lacks validity without covering what has 

been taught. (2) It lacks reliability with a large standard of error. (3) It incorporates 

multiple choice test items that can be mass scored by computers. (4) It has multiple 

choice test items that are unrelated to each other. (5) It contains information and skills 

that teachers do not teach and students do not learn. (6) Parents may not evaluate the 

specifics on how well students have achieved. (7) It provides a numerical score, but 

how well students are doing may not be known to parents. (8) It does not analyze and 

diagnose difficulties faced by students. (9) It lacks evaluation items on how well 

students have performed. (10) It is written by test specialists who are far removed 

from the local school setting.  

Moreover, traditional assessment is less effective in five other issues (Linn and 

Gronlund, 1995): (1) It may harm students’ privacy by comparing their test sheets. (2) 

It may increase anxiety and may interfere with learning. (3) It may classify students 
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and may damage their self esteem. (4) It may hinder students’ creativity. (5) Test 

sheets from textbook publishers may lack validity and reliability. Lin (2009) even 

noted diverse types of assessment tell teachers about students’ individual needs. In 

contemporary assessment, learners are trained to assess their own learning process, 

and they can identify their own strengths and weaknesses; however, in traditional 

assessment, teachers alone assess the learners’ progress. Traditional assessment is 

characterized by standardized tests designed, administered, and graded by outside 

authorities, and the tests do not reflect actual language use (Nunan, 1999). Thus, 

traditional assessment alone is less effective in meeting students’ needs and in 

improving their education. 

Alternative Assessment 

Due to the less effectiveness of traditional assessment, alternative assessment 

took place during the 1990s (Cunningham, 1998). Mueller (2006) defined alternative 

assessment as the measurement of students’ ability to solve problems by using what 

they previously have learned. Alternative assessment is distinctively different from 

traditional assessment in the learning focus; alternative assessment puts emphasis on 

process while traditional assessment emphasizes product. Besides, alternative 

assessment differs from traditional assessment in ten other aspects (Brown, 2003):  

(1) It is not about one-shot exams, but about continuous assessment. (2) It is not timed 

and not in a multiple-choice format, but untimed and in a free-response format. (3) It 

uses no decontextualized test items, but contextualized communicative tasks. (4) It is 

not about scores without any feedback, but about individualized communicative tasks.   

(5) It gives no norm-referenced scores, but criterion-referenced scores. (6) It is not 

focused on the right answer, but open-ended answers. (7) It is not summative, but 

formative. (8) It is not oriented to product, but to process. (9) It is about interactive 

performance. (10) It fosters not extrinsic but intrinsic motivation.  
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Greene and Jalkio (2004) proposed that students often lose the connections 

between the course objectives and their learning objectives. They tend to focus on a 

specific work to earn extra credits without relation to course objectives. Gottlieb 

(1995) stated that alternative assessment may guide students to focus on their learning 

by illustrating students’ progress over a longer period of time. When the learning 

process is shown, teachers, students, and even school administers can clearly 

articulate the learning objectives which they all agree on, and can work together on 

the objectives.  

Portfolio Assessment 

Portfolio assessment (PA) is one kind of alternative assessment. Portfolios, 

providing concrete instances of learner achievement, are increasingly being accepted 

by employers and educational institutions (Nunan, 1999). Portfolios are also included 

in the diverse forms of assessment with feedback gained not only from teachers and 

parents but also from students themselves and their peers in order to reflect and 

reinforce instruction (Lazear, 1999). Gottlieb (1995) claimed that portfolios “serve as 

a guide for students in making choices and in demonstrating how they reason, create, 

strategize, and reflect” (p.12). Genesee and Upshur (1996) defined that a portfolio is a 

purposeful collection of students’ work which demonstrates to students and others 

their effort, progress, and achievement in given areas. That is to say, a portfolio is a 

multidimensional and organized collection of students’ work. It represents cognitive, 

affective, and psychomotor dimensions of learning (Hansen, 1992).  

The philosophy of PA follows three rules: selection, reflection, and sharing (Katz 

& Johnson-Kuby, 1996). They are the three crucial elements of PA. About general 

guidelines for using portfolios, Genesee and Upshur (1996) claimed that a portfolio 

can have a very specific focus or a broad focus, and any form can serve as a portfolio, 

such as a file folder or a box. The portfolio should be kept in common accessible 



‧
國

立
政 治

大

學
‧

N
a

t io
na l  Chengch i  U

niv

ers
i t

y

 

 16

places for students to update and review their works at all times, and students should 

share with the teacher to joint goal setting. Lustig (1996) even gave examples of how 

to carry out PA step by step, noting that PA is a tool to reach final assessment.   

Benefits of PA are depicted as follows: PA shows greater promise than 

standardized testing in enhancing multiple learning domains or skills and in 

promoting learner autonomy (Chen, 2006). PA endows students more autonomy, 

makes them actively join and decide their own learning process and evaluation, and 

helps them greatly raise learning interest (Shih et al., 1999). Venn (2000) stated that 

PA promotes self evaluation, reflection, and critical thinking. It measures performance 

based on student samples and measures multiple dimensions of student progress. 

Moreover, it provides flexibility in measurement, gives extensive input, fosters 

cooperative learning, and structures learning in stages. Teachers and students are 

made to share responsibility, discussing goals and progress in learning. Apple and 

Shimo (2004) conducted research on the use of a language portfolio by learners at two 

Japanese universities, finding that most learners feel encouraged in learning autonomy, 

improve their linguistic competence, and enjoy the experience of constructing a 

language portfolio. Portfolios are effective, encouraging, and good tools to facilitate 

students’ learning. PA is confirmed by a number of research to bring out three traits in 

students: higher learning motivation, positive learning response, and a sense of 

responsibility (Apple & Shimo ,2004; Chang, 2003; Chang & Chang, 2003; Chen, 

1999; Gottlieb, 1995; Huerta-Macias, 1995; Lin, 2007; Lin, 2009; Little, 2005; 

Rosenbloom, 1995; Scharer, 2000; Singer, 1993; Song & August, 2002; Ushioda & 

Ridley, 2002; Wang, 2002; Wolf, 1989; Yip, 2005). Hence, RPA—a kind of PA— is 

assumed to turn students into learners with the same three traits. 

Implementation of Reading Portfolio Assessment 

PA has those benefits mentioned above. Most of the PA studies are focused on at 
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least two competences. For example, the PA for whole language includes all school 

subjects (Rosenbloom, 1995); the PA for integrated ability contains four language 

skills (Chen, 2006; Teng, 2005); the PA for literacy includes reading and writing (Betz, 

1995; Yawkey et al., 1994). Since PA can have a very specific focus (Genesee & 

Upshur, 1996), and reading is considered important in fostering language learning and 

raising learning motivation (Krashen, 2004), reading portfolio assessment (RPA) is a 

good choice to view readers’ growth, experience, and achievement. RPA also 

conforms to what Grade and Stoller (2001) proposed about reading assessment. In a 

reading course, teachers need to know how to assess both students’ progress and 

effectiveness of various practices. What works and what does not work should be 

determined through formal and informal assessment. According to Brindley (2003), a 

valid assessment provides information on the ability we want to assess and nothing 

else. Therefore, if we want to find out about a person’s reading performance, it is a 

valid use of RPA. An assessment is reliable when learners’ scores or judges’ ratings 

make little difference across different occasions or different judges (ibid.), and 

information from previous RPA studies showed that grading of students and that of 

teachers are in fairly close agreement on their quality of reading performance (Lin, 

2007). Reading portfolios contain students’ collection, selection, inspection, and 

reflection on their reading response works in a folder over a period of time. Thus, 

reading portfolios give students self-assessment skills and opportunities to monitor 

their own reading development (Education Development Center, 2008).  

In the previous studies on RPA, there is little information about RPA and reading 

strategy instruction. The previous RPA studies scarcely make it clear which reading 

techniques or strategies they have adopted. Based on the reading techniques and 

strategies offered to help readers (Prince George’s County Public Schools, 2010), 

Ediger (2001), Ferris (1998), Gardner (2003), and Katz and Johnson-Kuby (1996) 
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may adopt the technique of Respond to Reading because the students are made to 

respond to stance questions by writing journals or logs, and their response is required 

to provide support from the text. Gardner (2003) and Katz and Johnson-Kuby (1996) 

may utilize the technique of Questions-Answers-Relationships on account that the 

students are helped in process interviews or book talks to develop responses to 

questions and to provide textual support. Hetterscheidt, Pott, Russell, and Tchang 

(1992) and Lin (2007) may apply the technique of Think Aloud because as the 

students read, they are made to use the mental process model of an expert reader. Lin 

(2007) may also use the strategy of Reciprocal Teaching which includes summarizing, 

questioning, clarifying, and predicting because the students are taught word meaning 

inference skills. Furthermore, Ediger (2001) and Lin (2007) may use the technique of 

Use a Reader’s Checklist because the students are made to refer to rubrics or 

strategies for reading before, during, and after reading.  

Also in the previous RPA studies, few are conducted in the EFL context and on 

high school teenagers. There is especially little information about the low achievers. 

Moreover, most of the RPA studies discussed the effects of RPA on a class of students 

instead of focusing on several students and elaborating on their learning process 

during RPA. The reviewed RPA studies are stated as follows. 

Hetterscheidt, Pott, Russell, and Tchang (1992) used the computer as a reading 

portfolio and applied RPA to the 5th graders in the USA. Students and teachers 

modeled and discussed good oral reading skills as part of their reading workshops. 

Then, they talked about how well the students thought they had read and where they 

could improve before and after they listened to the playback. With the computer, 

everything was there in the reading portfolio: voice recordings, reading samples, and 

assessment logs, the students were immediately involved in self evaluation and 

critical thinking. Their ownership of learning process was promoted as well. 
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Katz and Johnson-Kuby (1996) applied RPA and other portfolio assessments to 

the 8th graders in the USA. They agreed a reading portfolio might contain a tape of a 

child reading a self-selected text, a process interview, reading journals, or reading logs. 

The reading portfolio was found a more accurate determiner of growth, and it helped 

reduce parents’ doubt about placement in High School English Program. 

Ferris (1998) encouraged his two college classes in the USA to read with RPA. 

The major portion of the reading portfolio consisted of reaction papers written in 

response to research articles that the students selected to read. They considered the 

assessment beneficial and held positive response to it. The assessment was proved an 

effective method of encouraging reading. 

Ediger (2001) set up a reading curriculum and used RPA to check reading 

achievement without focusing on a certain grade or level of students. Entries of the 

reading portfolio might include cassette recording of students’ oral reading, journal 

writing of acquired impressions of content learned in the reading curriculum, or 

rubrics developed to assess products/ processes in reading. The students would 

individually learn as much as possible and would indicate achievement in a self 

preferred way. 

Gardner (2003) incorporated a daily Drop Everything and Read (DEAR) 

program into RPA, and applied the program and the assessment to students from the 

1st to the 5th grade in the USA. The students had structured time— 30 minutes at 

most— to do reading and had an additional 15 minutes to write in their 

reader-response logs. They ended up working in a community of readers and learners, 

focusing on lifelong learning strategies and participating in student-centered learning. 

Furthermore, they explored ideas, made reflections, and did some revision. Through 

reading and discussion, they reached the goal of thinking and understanding. 

Lin (2007) evaluated students in the 3rd year of junior college in Taiwan with 
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RPA. A rubric was used in self/peer assessment to keep the record of the students’ 

reading improvement or stagnancy in reading aloud activities. The students were 

asked to read aloud in the classroom and to think aloud while decoding unfamiliar 

words. Besides, they were taught word meaning inference skills to facilitate fluent 

reading. The students were more willing to do outside reading and more interested in 

reading English materials. They thought that the assessment effectively reflected 

learning process and improvement. The more they felt their reading ability improved, 

the more their test scores were enhanced. 

Areas Not Treated in the Previous Literature 

Areas that are not investigated in the earlier studies are about the competence to 

be assessed in PA, PA and strategy instruction, the English learning environment, 

students’ age, students’ achievement, and detailed change in students’ learning process 

during RPA. 

Competence to Be Assessed in PA 

PA has been created to evaluate different competences, but few studies discuss 

reading portfolio assessment (RPA). The portfolio only for one main competence is 

scarcely discussed. Portfolios used are often the whole language portfolio including 

all school subjects (Rosenbloom, 1995), the English learning portfolio concerning 

four language skills (Teng, 2005), or the literacy portfolio regarding reading and 

writing (Betz, 1995). They all combine at least two main competences, so the 

competences may not be treated and measured evenly (Lin, 2009). Narrowing down 

to one competence may develop PA to the fullest. Moreover, reading is now 

emphasized more than the other three language skills at junior high school because 

reading comprehension has become the main part to test students’ English basic 

competence in the BCT. Consequently, RPA is worth trying to see if junior high 

school students’ reading performance is thus improved. 



‧
國

立
政 治

大

學
‧

N
a

t io
na l  Chengch i  U

niv

ers
i t

y

 

 21

PA and Strategy Instruction 

When it comes to PA and strategy instruction, little information is revealed about 

RPA and reading strategy instruction. The importance of strategy instruction in 

reading cannot be overlooked. Coady (1979) suggested a model of the EFL/ESL 

reader in which the reader’s process strategies interact with conceptual abilities and 

background knowledge. Nunan (1999) also claimed that in contemporary language 

education, learners learn a range of effective language learning strategies and are 

shown how to apply these strategies to their own learning. The learners are explicitly 

taught the underlying strategies as part of the curriculum. Take RPA and reading 

strategy instruction for example, students may learn to read with RPA more 

effectively if they also receive reading strategy instruction. They may thus learn to use 

reading strategies and become better readers on their own. Accordingly, the effects of 

RPA into which reading strategy instruction is incorporated need probing.  

English Learning Environment, Students’ Age, and Students’ Achievement 

About the English learning environment, few studies on RPA are in the context 

of EFL (English as foreign language). RPA is widely used in the context of English as 

native language; however, English is a foreign language in Taiwan, so the effects of 

RPA may vary. Language/culture is one of the three indispensible perspectives to view 

methodology as a whole; language learning/learner and language teaching/teacher are 

the other two perspectives (Larsen-Freeman, 1987). What is more, Porter and 

Samovar (1994) have proposed the difference between high-context and low-context 

cultures. In low-context cultures, people articulate what they want directly. On the 

contrary, in high-context cultures such as those of Taiwan, people tend to read 

nonverbal behaviors and read the environment; they expect that others are also able to 

understand the unarticulated communication. People from different cultures learn 

language differently, even receiving the same instruction. Hu (2002) declared that 
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Communicative Language Teaching (CLT) fails to make the expected impact on 

English language teaching in the Chinese context because CLT and the Chinese 

culture of learning are in conflict. It is sometimes argued that the idea of increased 

learner autonomy as a goal in the classroom is a European concept, not as effective in 

other cultures (Benson, 2001). Cassim (2009) even claimed that portfolio designers 

working in regions outside Europe should be mindful of context, and a 

well-developed portfolio would be related to national, regional and then to broader 

international standards. Besides, Council of Europe (2001) noted that it should be kept 

in mind that the descriptors and the description given to each level of the learners are 

not to be applied to every learning context in the same manner. Consequently, under 

the same RPA and reading strategy instruction, reading and learning behaviors may 

end up very differently due to different contexts and cultures. Hence, the effects of 

RPA in the EFL learning setting need discussing.  

    As far as students’ age is concerned, high school teenagers may be the most 

suitable ones to implement RPA. There are three reasons as follows. First, little 

information is revealed about RPA on high school teenagers in Taiwan.  

Second, cognitive development of high school teenagers allows them to put RPA 

into practice. High school teenagers are around 14 years old in the last stage –formal 

operational stage— according to Piaget’s theory of cognitive development. In Piaget’s 

cognitive development, people at the age of 11 and up have these characteristics: 

thinking logically, becoming concerned with hypothetical problems, and testing 

hypotheses systematically (Atherton, 2010). Based on Oxford’s (1990) strategy 

classification system, these characteristics conform to cognitive strategies: analyzing 

and reasoning, receiving and sending messages, creating structure for input and output, 

and practicing. The cognitive strategies are also seen in behaviors of selection, 

reflection, and sharing, which are three crucial elements of PA (Katz & Johnson-Kuby, 
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1996), so adolescents with these characteristics may bring RPA to its full effect. 

Third, RPA on the contrary helps high school teenagers in cognitive strategy 

practice and in cognitive development. Data from studies of adolescents do not 

support the assertion that all individuals will automatically move to the next cognitive 

stage as they biologically mature. For formal operations, maturation establishes the 

basis, but a special environment is required for most adolescents to attain this stage 

(Huitt & Hummel, 2003). In order to provide a helping environment, Huitt (1997) 

offered examples of teaching adolescents to use formal operations: encouraging 

explanation of how problems are solved, asking for more than one final answer, 

teaching concepts for reflection, and continuing the appropriate strategies. These 

teaching examples are seen during RPA and enable the adolescents to practice 

cognitive strategies. To put it differently, RPA gives high school teenagers a helping 

environment in which they can practice cognitive strategies and attain this formal 

operational stage. In addition, cognitive code learning assists cognitive development 

in transformational grammar and cognitive psychology (Nunan, 1995). The three 

elements of PA comply with the emphasis of cognitive code learning: language 

learning is an active, rule-seeking, problem-solving process in which learners are 

encouraged to reflect and discuss (ibid.). Moreover, reading, the significant 

component in RPA, facilitates cognitive development; the more students read, the 

better they do in history and language tests (Ravitch and Finn, 1987), or the less they 

have fear for writing (Lee and Krashen, 1997). Therefore, RPA may foster high school 

teenagers’ cognitive development. 

    About students’ achievement, studies on RPA are scarcely focused on low 

achievers. After PA, Lin (2009) found learning motivation of low achievers is not 

raised as much as that of the other non-low achievers is in the same class. Besides, 

previous studies on RPA discuss one or two whole classes mixed with high, mid, and 
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low achievers. Rosenbloom (1995) claimed that PA and the whole language literacy 

instruction work well together to help students with literacy problems. Moreover, 

Chen (2000) put forth that mastery learning provides students extra time and extra 

help to correct their mistakes and to lessen misunderstanding. Mastery learning 

justifies the necessity of complementary instruction for those who have learning 

problems. Rubrics or checklists in the portfolio might function as tools to administer 

mastery learning techniques (Bloom, 1984), working together with reading strategy 

instruction to make low achievers better readers. Therefore, EFL high school low 

achievers are worth exploring to see if RPA and reading strategy instruction together 

improve their reading and learning performance. 

Detailed Change in Students’ Learning Process during RPA 

    Studies on RPA and PA praise the outcome of students’ change in learning, but 

few of them go further into students’ change in learning process. Most of them look 

into the performance of one or two whole classes, not detailed development of given 

individuals. Since portfolios are effective, encouraging, and good tools to change 

students’ learning, and since portfolios also make good outcome of students, such as 

responsibility, automaticity, and good learning (Chang, 2003; Chang & Chang, 2003; 

Chen, 1999; Chen, 2006; Ferris, 1998; Hetterscheidt, et al, 1992; Lin, 2007; Lin, 2009; 

Rosenbloom, 1995; Teng, 2005; Wang, 2002; Yip, 2005), it is worthwhile to explore 

the detailed improvement of certain individuals during RPA. Accordingly, EFL high 

school low achievers are worth investigating to view their reading and learning 

change in detail. 

Research Questions 

    The areas that are not treated in the previous studies may influence effects of 

RPA on students’ reading and learning performance. Therefore, three research 

questions are proposed; the first two are about reading performance while the last one 
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is about learning performance: 

(1) Does RPA cause low achievers to get better at using reading strategies?  

(2) Does RPA lead low achievers to implement the three elements of PA— selection, 

reflection, and sharing?  

(3) Does RPA assist low achievers to develop the three learning traits—more 

motivated, positively responsive, and responsible? 
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CHAPTER THREE 

METHODOLOGY 

 

    The present study was mainly designed to explore the change of Taiwanese EFL 

8th grade low achievers in their reading and learning behaviors during RPA. In this 

section, the researcher first described the characteristics of the participants in this 

study. Secondly, the instruments adopted in this study were introduced. The 

procedures then displayed the process of the present study. Last, the researcher also 

explained the introspective methods and elicitation techniques employed for 

analyzing the data collected. 

Participants 

    Two students were chosen as the participants of the present study. The researcher 

has to limit the number of the participants because PA usually takes a lot of time and 

consumes much energy. If the number is controlled small, the researcher can save 

time and energy for what this study aims to do— looking at detailed change during 

RPA. To eliminate gender from affecting effects of RPA, the researcher selected one 

boy and one girl as the participants from a low-achiever class at a junior high school 

in central Taiwan. English is a required course and is taught as a foreign language at 

this school. Students at this school are in an EFL environment, and the major goal of 

the school policy is to help them enter their ideal senior high schools. 

    The participants were picked from one of the researcher’s two 8th grade classes, 

both of which belonged to Group B. Starting from the 8th grade, students at this school 

are divided into Group A and Group B. Group B at this school includes students who 

rank in the middle and the bottom of the whole school based on their earlier grades of 

monthly exams in Chinese, English, and Math. On the other hand, Group A includes 

those who rank in the top. Most of the B-Group students lack interest in learning 
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because of incapacity or poor performance in most of their school subjects. The 

researcher only has the B-Group classes in the 8th grade at this junior high school, so 

the participants are restricted to the junior high 8th graders. Based on quizzes before 

RPA, the researcher picked the class which did not do as well as the other class in 

English. “Low achievers” in this study refer to students in the picked B-Group class. 

English scores on their report cards last semester were around 70 at best, but mostly 

below 60. 

    The low achievers had four formal English classes and one English reading class 

every week. The reading class belongs to the English flexible course on the nine-year 

curriculum, and in the course the low achievers can learn English from doing 

activities, not just from studying textbooks. The reading class was on Tuesday, and in 

the class the low achievers accepted reading strategy instruction and administered 

RPA. The low achievers came from two different homeroom classes— Class 801 and 

Class 803. They always had classes in the 801 classroom, where books and portfolios 

were kept. With equal access to books and portfolios, merely the low achievers from 

Class 801 were to be carefully observed and discussed. To prevent gender from being 

a variable factor, the researcher picked one boy and one girl from the low achievers in 

Class 801. The boy and the girl were chosen according to their participation in class 

and English scores on their report cards last semester. Their scores last semester were 

both around 60. During class, the two students often asked questions, participated 

actively in activities, and managed to finish their assignments by due dates. The boy 

and the girl are represented as Jack and Tina hereafter. 

Instruments 

The research data were collected through five instruments as follows. 

Questionnaires 

A learning experience questionnaire (see Appendix J) was used before RPA. It 
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was adapted from Lin’s (2009) background questionnaire. To ascertain students’ 

reading strategy use, their English level, their preference for English learning, their 

perception of portfolio assessment, and their experience in reflection, there were 11 

closed-ended questions and 2 open-ended questions. From the learning experience 

questionnaire, their starting point performance before RPA could be known for later 

comparison with their reading and learning behaviors during RPA. 

Besides, a motivation questionnaire was conducted before and after RPA. The 

motivation questionnaire (see Appendix K) was adopted from Hung’s (2005). It was 

used for its content validity was established by the professionals selecting appropriate 

content for questions. Its Cronbach α before RPA was 0.84 and its Cronbach α after 

RPA was 0.76. The two numbers were close to 1, so the motivation questionnaire had 

good reliability. Out of the 21 questions on the questionnaire, Question 3 to Question 

10 were valued on a Likert Scale from 1 (always) to 5 (never), whereas the rest of the 

questions were from 5 (always) to 1 (never). All of the questions consisted of six 

dimensions: learning inducement, learning attitude, learning need, self efficacy, self 

confidence, and achievement motivation. With two-time statistics (Lin, 2009), the 

sum of the 21 motivation questionnaire items before RPA and the sum after RPA were 

compared.  If the sum after RPA gets bigger, students are more motivated by RPA. 

    Moreover, a response questionnaire (see Appendix L) was conducted after RPA. 

The response questionnaire was an adapted version. In the adapted version, there were 

five open-ended questions which appeared both in Teng’s (2005) final interview and 

on Lin’s (2009) final questionnaire. The first two questions were about how students 

perceived RPA, while the last three concerned how they thought about its 

effectiveness. Students’ answers were analyzed. If students answer all the five 

questions in an apparent way that they reflect on their strength and weakness through 

RPA, that they believe RPA is suitable and fair, and that they want to continue RPA, 
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students are positively responsive to RPA. 

  Portfolio 

    To make a complete reading portfolio, 13 parts were gathered. The 13 parts were 

given to students all in Chinese, and they were listed below: 

(1) Introductory Letter (see Appendix B) 

In the beginning of the semester, how to create and arrange a reading portfolio 

was explained to the students with the introductory letter in Chinese. 

(2) Portfolio Contents (see Appendix C) 

    The students were told what to put inside their portfolio folder as the portfolio 

contents showed. The portfolio contents were in Chinese and were allowed to be 

added if the students put whatever related to their own learning inside the folder 

during RPA. 

(3) Syllabus (see Appendix A) 

    On the syllabus, what the students would do throughout the whole semester was 

listed week by week. There were 20 weeks in the semester, and the students actually 

carried out RPA from the 2nd week to the 18th week. 

(4) ~ (11) Reading Journals (see Appendix B) 

Eight journals, suggested by Shih et al. (1999), were collected in a semester. On 

each journal, the students recorded the date and the book title, wrote a book summary, 

did a book reflection, and answered six questions which separately represent the six 

reading strategies in the BCT reading comprehension test (Li, 2009; Yang, 2007). The 

main point was their thought, so they were told to write either in a phrase or in a 

sentence, either in English or in Chinese. If they wanted, they could also draw what 

was on their mind. 

(4) ~ (11) Six-strategy Checklists (see Appendix E) 

Besides, six-strategy checklists were put together with their corresponding 
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journals. The reading technique of Use a Reader’s Checklist is adopted in the present 

study to make sure that the students carry out the six reading strategies. The checklist 

was modified from the form of how a paper was evaluated by the teacher and the 

student (Lustig, 1996) into the form of how a journal was evaluated by two teachers. 

It had six questions developed from the six reading strategies, and each strategy was 

rated on a two-point scale, from 2 (able) to 1 (unable). For example, if the teachers 

graded “2” on the strategy, “identify the main idea”, the student was “able” to find 

“what the story is mainly about”. For inter-rater reliability, two teachers recorded 

whether low achievers used the six strategies to correctly answer the six questions. 

Two scores from the teachers on each strategy question were averaged. At last, all the 

six averages were summed up on each checklist. There were eight sums collected 

separately from eight checklists. Hence, their reading performance could be observed 

through comparing the eight averages of each strategy question and through 

comparing the eight sums on the checklists. 

(12) Conference Reflection and Goal Form (see Appendix I) 

The form was designed according to conference preparation questions (see 

Appendix H), which was adapted from Lustig (1996) and Lin (2009). There were nine 

questions in total. The nine questions on the conference reflection and goal form were 

exactly the same as those nine conference preparation questions. Question (Q) 1 was 

about how long students spent on their journal, Q3 was about where they wanted the 

researcher to notice, and Q5 to Q9 concerned what the biggest benefit they got from 

the journal was, what their reading goal was, why they set up the goal, how they could 

accomplish it, and how they ensured it was accomplished. These seven questions 

could examine students’ reading behaviors related to selection, reflection, and sharing. 

The other two questions, Q2 and Q4 could look into students’ reading behaviors in 

strategy use. Students were asked about strength and weakness of their journal, which 
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strategy they were most unfamiliar with, and how they could improve it. The form 

was filled out by the students before and after their conference with the teacher. Their 

conference reflection and goal form together with the conference transcription helped 

interpret students’ reading and learning behaviors. 

(13) Final Grade Form (see Appendix G) 

The final grade form was evolved from evaluation criteria declared in the 

beginning of the semester. The evaluation criteria (see Appendix F) were shown in 

Chinese to make sure the students know how the final assessment was evaluated at the 

end of the semester. Each number grade on the evaluation criteria had at most eight 

items, describing time management, portfolio maintenance, and efforts on six tasks— 

journals, contents, reflections, goals, sharing, and the conference. On the final grade 

form, each student and the teacher ticked matched items and accordingly wrote a 

number grade, ranking from high 5 to low 1. The ticked items and the two number 

grades respectively from the students and the teacher could help explain the students’ 

reading and learning behaviors. 

Conference 

    The conference was conducted after the students handed in their 3rd journal, so 

they had some finished journals and graded checklists to talk about with the 

researcher. Conference preparation questions (see Appendix H) were handed to the 

students before the conference. During the conference, the teacher asked the students 

not only to answer some of the preparation questions, but also to clarify some of their 

answers to the six reading strategy questions. The student decided which journal to 

talk about. The book, the journal, the six-strategy checklist, and the portfolio were 

required in the conference. The researcher tape-recorded each conference with the low 

achievers, and in the end transcribed all the recordings. During the conference, the 

low achievers’ noticeable behaviors were also recorded. The conference transcription 
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together with their conference reflection and goal form helped interpret the students’ 

reading and learning behaviors. 

Observation 

    Observation included classroom observation during formal classes and 

observation with anecdotal notes in reading classes. Through classroom observation, 

the researcher recorded students’ noticeable reading and learning behaviors in formal 

English classes before and during RPA. Besides, the anecdotal notes (see Appendix M) 

were designed according to the evaluation criteria (see Appendix F) declared in the 

beginning of the semester. The researcher observed each low achiever with the 

anecdotal notes in Tuesday reading classes during RPA. The anecdotal notes are under 

eight categories: time management, portfolio maintenance, and efforts on six tasks— 

journals, contents, reflections, goals, sharing, and the conference. Hence, students’ 

change in reading and learning behaviors could be marked easily. 

Simulated GEPT Reading Comprehension Tests 

To observe students’ change in reading performance, two simulated General 

English Proficiency Test (GEPT) reading comprehension tests were conducted before 

and after RPA. Both of the tests were taken from English learning magazines in 

Taiwan for the GEPT elementary level. There were 35 questions in total on each test. 

The reliability and the validity of the simulated tests were not measured because the 

test results were supplementary to the observation in this study. Consequently, 

students’ change in reading performance could be shown clearly through comparison 

of the two tests. 

Procedure 

    RPA was implemented one class a week from the 2nd week of the semester to the 

18th week. The maintenance of the reading portfolio lasted for 17 weeks. During those 

weeks, each class was 45 minutes long. Based on Gardner’s (2003) daily Drop 
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Everything and Read (DEAR) program, the students read for 30 minutes, and then 

wrote journals for the rest 15 minutes. The students could read graded readers offered 

by the teacher or the books they brought to class. Most of the graded readers were for 

students from preschool to Grade 3 in the USA or in Hong Kong. Both the graded 

readers and students’ reading portfolios were put on the classroom bookshelf and were 

easily accessed. When having trouble reading or having difficulty doing portfolio 

work, they could consult a dictionary or ask others for help during or outside class. 

    In the 1st week, students took the first simulated GEPT test. Later in the 2nd week, 

the motivation questionnaire and the learning experience questionnaire were 

administered to the students before RPA. Then, RPA began when each student was 

given an empty portfolio folder. The introductory letter was put in the folder, and the 

evaluation criteria were also shown to the students. 

    In the 3rd week, the teacher mentioned the evaluation criteria again and asked for 

opinions from the students. Next, the portfolio contents, the syllabus, and the final 

grade form were distributed to the students to store in order inside their own portfolios. 

The students were reminded to gather at least the main 13 parts to make a complete 

reading portfolio. 

    Starting from the 4th week, six reading strategies were introduced to the students, 

and the students were taught how to write a reading journal. Handouts, which 

contained introduction of the six reading strategies and demonstration of writing the 

reading journal, were rendered to each student. After the researcher explained what 

each strategy question meant and gave reading strategy instruction, the students began 

to work on their own portfolios. In the following weeks, the students had to finish 

eight reading journals and to put them orderly with their checklists in the portfolios. 

Two teachers examined the students’ journals to see if they correctly answered the six 

reading strategy questions, and recorded on the six-strategy checklists. 
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    In the 6th week, the students were offered conference preparation questions. In 

the subsequent weeks, all the students attended conferences talking about their 

reading journals, their reflections, and their goals. By the 16th week, all the students 

completed the conference reflection and goal form and stored it in their portfolios. 

Finally in the 17th week, all the portfolios were collected after the students made final 

portfolio arrangement and finished grading their part on the final grade form. Before 

the collection, the students could view their own or the others’ portfolios whenever 

they wanted to because all the portfolios were always lying on the classroom shelf. 

    In the 18th week, the researcher finished grading her part on the final grade form, 

and the students could decide whether to look at their eventual grade or not. After 

RPA in the 19th week, the motivation questionnaire and the response questionnaire 

were administered to the students. At last in the 20th week, the students took another 

simulated GEPT test. 

Data Analysis 

    After all the data were collected, they were analyzed according to the three 

research questions of this study. 

Investigation of Change in Using the Reading Strategies 

    To answer the first research question about low achievers’ change in using the 

reading strategies, four instruments were used: the learning experience questionnaire, 

the portfolio, the conference, and the simulated GEPT reading comprehension tests. 

    On the learning experience questionnaire, some information about each low 

achiever’s strategy use was gathered from the answers. By comparing the answers to 

Q1, Q2, and Q3 with the scores on the checklists, we could get more information 

about whether each low achiever got better at using the reading strategies.  

In the portfolio, how low achievers answered six reading strategy questions (SQs) 

on the journals was observed through their averages of SQ1 to SQ6 and their sums on 
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the checklists. For each low achiever, averages of each strategy question on the first 

four checklists were compared to those on the last four ones, so it was known if each 

low achiever made progress in using a given strategy. On the other hand, sums on the 

first four checklists were also compared to those on the last four ones. Therefore, it 

was seen concretely whether each low achiever made progress in using the six 

strategies to answer the reading questions.  

On the conference reflection and goal form in the portfolio, each low achiever’s 

answers were classified into before the conference and after the conference. Together 

with the conference transcription, the answers to Q2 and Q4 before the conference 

were compared to those after the conference. Therefore, it would be possible to find 

out whether each low achiever got better at using the reading strategies. 

During the conference, each low achiever’s talk was transcribed and noticeable 

behaviors were recorded. The conference transcription and the conference 

performance were compared to the answers to Q1, Q2, and Q3 on the learning 

experience questionnaire, so it was clear whether each low achiever made progress in 

using the reading strategies. 

To assist in observation, the researcher gave each low achiever a simulated 

GEPT reading comprehension test before and after RPA. It was assumed that the 

better the low achievers did on the later GEPT test, the better they got at using the six 

reading strategies. The correct answers on the first test and those on the later test were 

compared, and the comparison was supplementary to the researcher’s observation to 

see whether each low achiever got better at using the reading strategies. 

Searching for Change in Implementing the Three PA Elements 

    To answer the second research question about low achievers’ change in 

implementing the three elements of PA, four instruments were used: the learning 

experience questionnaire, the portfolio, the conference, and the observation.  
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For the first element— selection, some information about each low achiever’s 

performance of selection before RPA was gathered through classroom observation in 

formal classes. By comparing the observation with the performance of selection 

during RPA, we could get obvious information about whether each low achiever did 

more selecting than before. The performance data during RPA were obtained not only 

through the portfolio but also through the anecdotal notes taken in reading classes. For 

instance, the performance of selection could be seen from the eight journals— 

finished dates, book titles, book levels, and used languages, the conference reflection 

and goal form— Q1, and Q6 to Q9, and the anecdotal notes— time management, 

effort on contents, and portfolio maintenance. 

For the second element— reflection, each low achiever’s experience of reflection 

before RPA was gathered from the learning experience questionnaire. By comparing 

the experience of reflection with the performance of reflection during RPA, we could 

get more information about whether each low achiever got more reflection than before. 

The performance data during RPA were obtained through the conference, the portfolio, 

and the anecdotal notes taken in reading classes. For example, the performance of 

reflection could be seen from the conference transcription, the conference reflection 

and goal form— Q3 and Q5, the final grade form— the ticked items and the student’s 

self grading, and the anecdotal notes— effort on journals, effort on the conference , 

and effort on reflections. 

For the last element— sharing, some information about each low achiever’s  

performance of sharing before RPA was gathered through classroom observation in 

formal classes. By comparing the observation to the performance of sharing during 

RPA, we could obtain more information about whether each low achiever got more 

sharing than before. The performance data during RPA were obtained through the 

portfolio, the conference, and the anecdotal notes taken in reading classes. For 
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instance, the performance of sharing could be seen from the eight journals, the final 

grade form, the conference reflection and goal form, the conference transcription, and 

the anecdotal notes— effort on sharing and effort on the conference. 

Examination of Change in Developing the Three Learning Traits 

    To answer the third research question about low achievers’ change in developing 

the three learning traits, four instruments were used: the questionnaires— the 

motivation questionnaire, the learning experience questionnaire, and the response 

questionnaire, the portfolio, the conference, and the observation. 

For the first trait— higher motivation, by comparing the score on the motivation 

questionnaire before RPA to that after RPA, and by comparing the learning preference 

before RPA on the learning experience questionnaire to the conference transcription 

and the classroom observation during RPA, we could obtain more information about 

whether each low achiever had higher English learning motivation than before. On the 

motivation questionnaire, answers to positive questions (Q1, Q2, and Q11 to Q21) got 

from five points (always) to one point (never), whereas answers to negative questions 

(Q3 to Q10) got from one point (always) to five points (never). All points of 21 

questions were added up to make a score. If students’ scores on the motivation 

questionnaire become higher, and students are found in transcription and in 

observation to show more interest in English, they are higher motivated after RPA. 

For the second trait— positive response, by looking for supportive attitude on the 

response questionnaire and by seeing students graded as the highest level on the final 

grade form, we could be sure whether each low achiever had positive response to RPA. 

If on the response questionnaire students reflect on their strength and weakness 

through RPA, they believe RPA is suitable and fair, and they want to continue RPA, 

and if on the final grade form almost all their criteria items of level 5 are ticked and 

they are graded as level 5, they are positively responsive to RPA. 
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For the last trait— learner responsibility, it was shown whether each low 

achiever’s behaviors before RPA were responsible or not through the English level on 

the learning experience questionnaire and through the classroom observation in 

formal classes. By comparing the English level and the classroom observation with 

the finished number of their journals and their completed grading on the final grade 

form during RPA, we could get more information about whether the low achievers 

were responsible for self English learning. 
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CHAPTER FOUR 

RESULTS 

 

This chapter presents the results according to the research questions of this study. 

First, reading performance of the participants in strategy use is shown. Next, their 

reading performance in the portfolio, during the conference, and under observation is 

revealed and identified. Last, their English learning performance is presented. 

Research Question (1) 

Does RPA cause low achievers to get better at using reading strategies?  

Reading Performance of the Low Achievers in Strategy Use 

In this section, reading performance of the low achievers in strategy use was 

categorized and compared through the learning experience questionnaire, the portfolio, 

the conference, and the simulated GEPT reading comprehension tests. 

Performance in Strategy Use on the Questionnaire and Checklists 

The researcher found that the low achievers performed better in using reading 

strategies by comparing their perception of the six strategy questions (SQs) before 

RPA with their scores of each SQ during RPA. Their perception of the six SQs was 

detected from the learning experience questionnaire, and their SQ scores were known 

from the eight checklists. On the learning experience questionnaire, the low achievers’ 

perception of the six SQs, their English level, their learning preference, their attitude 

toward PA, and their experience of reflection were summarized and shown in Table 1. 

Before RPA, both Jack and Tina asked themselves different SQs when reading, but 

SQ2 was the same question they would ask. Besides, they both thought SQ4 was hard. 

Furthermore, they considered different questions easy: Jack thought SQ5 and SQ6 

simple whereas Tina thought SQ1 and SQ2 simple. Henceforth, their scores of SQ2, 

SQ4, SQ5/SQ6, and SQ1/SQ2 during RPA were compared to their earlier perception 



‧
國

立
政 治

大

學
‧

N
a

t io
na l  Chengch i  U

niv

ers
i t

y

 

 40

of these SQs. 

On the first four six-strategy checklists (see Table 2), Jack got two “1” on SQ2, 

and on the last four checklists, he got only one “1.5” on SQ2. On the other hand, Tina 

received all “2” on SQ2 throughout her eight checklists. At first, Jack didn’t do well 

on SQ2 even though he got used to asking himself about SQ2 when reading, but he 

made improvement later during RPA. Tina got used to asking herself about SQ2, so 

she was successful in finding out what the writer wanted to tell in the reading. Besides, 

they thought different questions hard, but only SQ4 was the same difficult question 

for them. Even if SQ4 was hard for them, they answered most of their SQ4 correctly 

on their eight checklists. Tina got all “2” on SQ4 even though she considered it 

difficult. As for Jack, he got one “1” on SQ4 throughout the last four checklists. 

Furthermore, they both considered different questions easy, but they didn’t answer 

them all correctly. However, they were able to make progress by reducing the wrong 

answers or maintain a good record of answering a certain strategy question all 

correctly on their eight checklists. Jack received one “1” on SQ5 throughout the first 

four checklists, and later got it all right. He answered SQ6 incorrectly twice on the 

first four checklists, and later gave only one wrong answer. Meanwhile, Tina got only 

one SQ1 wrong on the first four checklists, and answered SQ2 all correctly 

throughout her eight checklists. 

To sum up, RPA enabled the low achievers to become familiar with the six 

reading strategies and to answer the strategy questions correctly. What the low 

achievers thought hard or easy before RPA could not exactly reveal the true situation 

of their strategy use. They really knew what was hard or easy for them only when 

they worked on RPA. Even though they thought they were acquainted with 

frequently-asked SQ2 and even though they thought they could easily handle 

SQ5/SQ6 or SQ1/SQ2, which they had considered simple, the low achievers were not 
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guaranteed to master reading strategies and to give correct answers to the SQs. It was 

RPA that offered them chances to practice, and practice makes perfect. They even thus 

got almost all correct answers to SQ4, which they had regarded difficult earlier. 

Table 1 

Learning Experience Questionnaire Answers of the Low Achievers 

Learning Experience 

Questionnaire     

Question Types 

Jack Tina 

Perception of      

Strategy Questions (SQs) 

I asked myself about SQ1, SQ2, 

and SQ4. SQ3 and SQ4 were the 

most difficult for me, but SQ5 

and SQ6 were the easiest. 

I asked myself about SQ2 and 

SQ5. SQ4 was the most difficult 

for me, but SQ1 and SQ2 were the 

easiest. 

English Level My English average of last 

semester was close to 60. 

My English average of last 

semester was 60 something. 

Learning Preference I did not go to any English cram 

school. I did not hate English. 

Reading was the most difficult 

part, but pronunciation was the 

easiest when learning English. I 

hope the English teacher will 

help me learn English well. 

I did not go to any English cram 

school. I did not hate English. 

Sentence patterns were the most 

difficult part, but reading was the 

easiest when learning English. I 

hope I will help myself learn 

English well. 

Attitude toward  

Portfolio Assessment (PA) 

I used PA before, and its best 

part was reflecting on my own 

learning method and attitude. I 

would not worry about doing PA 

this semester. 

I used PA before, and its best part 

was learning to organize my 

learning data and to see my own 

growth or progress. I worried about 

losing interest in PA this semester. 

Experience of Reflection I reflected on my learning 

process because I wanted to be 

responsible for my learning. 

I reflected on my learning process 

because I did poorly on my tests. 

 

 

 

 



‧
國

立
政 治

大

學
‧

N
a

t io
na l  Chengch i  U

niv

ers
i t

y

 

 42

Table 2  

Averages and Sums on Six-strategy Checklists of the Low Achievers 

Performance in Strategy Use on the Checklists 

The researcher discovered that the low achievers did better in using reading 

strategies by comparing their scores on the first four checklists to those on the last 

four. Based on the six SQs on the checklist, their change in strategy use was discussed 

separately in averages of SQs and wholly in sums on their checklists. On the 

six-strategy checklists (see Table 2), from SQ1 to SQ6, they mostly made progress or 

maintained all “2” throughout their eight checklists. To take the sums on their 

checklists into consideration, they had the total sum of the last four checklists higher 

than that of the first four. 

Journal 

(Each average     

of the other    

strategy questions not 

mentioned is 2.) 

Jack Tina 

1 Average of Strategy Question (SQ) 2: 1

Sum: 11 

Average of SQ5: 1 

Sum: 11 

2 Average of SQ2: 1 

Average of SQ6: 1.5 

Sum: 10.5 

Sum: 12 

3 Average of SQ1,5, & 6: 1 

Average of SQ3: 1.5 

Sum: 8.5 

Average of SQ1 & 6: 1 

Sum: 10 

4 Sum: 12 Sum: 12 

5 Sum: 12 Sum: 12 

6 Average of SQ2: 1.5 

Sum: 11.5 

Sum: 12 

7 Sum: 12 Sum: 12 

8 Average of SQ3,4, & 6: 1 

Sum: 9 

Sum: 12 
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For SQ1, both Jack and Tina got one wrong on the first four checklists. For SQ2, 

Jack got two “1” on the first four checklists, but on the last four checklists, he got 

only one “1.5”. On the other hand, Tina received all “2” throughout her eight 

checklists. About SQ3, Jack got one incorrect on the first and on the last four 

checklists while Tina got it all right throughout her eight checklists. About SQ4, Jack 

got one wrong throughout his eight checklists, while Tina got it all right throughout 

her eight checklists. Besides, on Tina’s last two journals, she answered SQ4 with the 

definitions of more than one word, and the definitions were all correct (see Table 3). 

For SQ5, they both received one “1” throughout the first four checklists, but later they 

got it all right. For SQ6, Jack answered SQ6 incorrectly twice on the first four 

checklists, but later answered it wrong only once. On the other hand, Tina got one 

wrong merely on the first four checklists. About sums on their checklists, Jack’s total 

sum of his last four checklists was 44.5, which was higher than that of his first 

four—42. Meanwhile, Tina’s total sum of her last four checklists was 48, which was 

also higher than that of her first four—45. 

In conclusion, from SQ1 to SQ6, they mostly made progress by reducing the 

wrong answers on the last four checklists or maintained a good record of answering a 

certain strategy question all right throughout their eight checklists. To put it differently, 

they performed better or stably in most of the six SQs. Both of them did make 

improvement in their overall strategy use according to sums on their checklists. 
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Table 3 

How the Low Achievers Answer Reading Strategy Questions 

Performance in Strategy Use on the Conference Reflection and Goal Form 

The researcher found that the low achievers became more familiar with the six 

reading strategies during RPA by comparing their answers before and after the 

conference on their conference reflection and goal form (see Table 4). Even though 

they did not make progress in answering the SQs, they knew how to help themselves 

Strategy Questions (SQs) 

on Reading Journals 

Jack Tina 

1. What is the story mainly 

about? 

He wrote around five to 

thirty-three words with no 

correction. 

She wrote around nine to 

forty-five words with correction.

2. What does the writer try 

to tell us in the reading? 

He wrote around seven to 

twenty-two words. He answered 

SQ2 wrong on three of the eight 

journals. 

She wrote around nine to 

twenty-eight words. She 

answered SQ2 right on all the 

eight journals. 

3. (1) Which will help 

solve somebody’s 

problem?  

(2) Who will most likely 

use something? 

He answered three SQ3 (1) and 

five SQ3 (2) on the eight 

journals. He gave two wrong 

answers. 

She answered three SQ3 (1) and 

five SQ3 (2) on the eight 

journals. She answered all 

correctly. 

4. What is a        

Proper Noun/New Word/ 

Phrase/Made-up Word? 

He answered two SQ4 with 

drawings. His last three journals 

were worth noticing: One had 

the definitions of two words; the 

other two might copy from his 

classmates with one wrong 

definition. 

She answered four SQ4 with 

drawings. Her last two journals 

were worth noticing: Both had 

the definitions of more than one 

word and the definitions were all 

correct. 

5. What is true about     

a Detail?  

No revision. Revision. 

6. What does this/that/it 

mean in the reading? 

Only two of the eight journals 

indicated on which page and in 

which line. He made no 

correction. 

Each journal clearly indicated on 

which page, in which line, and 

even which one. She made 

correction. 
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give correct answers. Tina earlier found SQ5 hard for her on her first journal, and she 

also found herself not familiar with SQ4. However, later nothing was hard for her. On 

the other hand, Jack found that SQ5 bothered him before and even after the 

conference, but in order to get SQ5 right, he knew that he had to force himself to read 

the whole book carefully more than once. That is to say, Tina made progress in her 

strategy use and had less trouble answering the strategy questions. Meanwhile, Jack 

knew his weakness in answering a certain strategy question. Even if he stayed 

uncertain about answers to his weakest strategy questions, he knew how to help 

himself get correct answers. 

Table 4 

Conference Reflection and Goal Forms (Q2 & Q4) of the Low Achievers 

Conference Reflection and 

Goal Form Questions 

(BC: before the conference; 

AC: after the conference) 

Jack Tina 

2. What are the strengths of 

your journal? What points 

still make you uneasy? 

BC & AC: On my first journal,   

         Strategy Question 

(SQ) 4 was answered 

well, but I was 

uncertain about SQ5.

BC: On my first journal, I 

rewrote SQ5, but I was 

still unsure about it.  

AC: Later, I found nothing hard.

4. Which strategy are you 

not familiar with? What 

should you remind 

yourself of? How do you 

help yourself to improve? 

BC & AC: I was not familiar 

with SQ5. I had to 

read the book 

carefully at least 

once. 

BC: I was not familiar with SQ4. 

I had to remember how to 

answer it, ask the teacher 

more frequently, and 

practice more.  

AC: Later, I found nothing hard 

because I understood the 

contents of the book and 

consulted the dictionary 

more often. 
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Performance in Strategy Use during the Conference and on the Questionnaire 

    The researcher discovered that the low achievers performed better in using 

reading strategies by comparing their talk during the conference with their perception 

of SQs on the learning experience questionnaire. Even if they did not progress in 

answering the six SQs, they knew how to help themselves get correct answers. During 

the conference, Jack and Tina talked about their strength and weakness in answering 

the six SQs. Excerpts from their conference were translated from Chinese into English 

as follows: 

“My SQ4 was answered correctly.” (Jack) 

 

“I was uncertain about SQ5. I was most unfamiliar with the 5th strategy. I read 

the book again and again, and in the end I could figure out the answer.” (Jack) 

 

“I rewrote my SQ5 answer, but I still thought the answer was strange. In other 

words, I did not know the answer. When I did not get the answer, I would ask 

the teacher for help. The teacher led me to answer this question by giving me 

some hints. Still, I was not sure about my new answer. I was most unfamiliar 

with the 5th strategy because at first I did not know what this question wanted 

me to answer. To improve this situation, I will master the skill of answering this 

question. Now, I understand what this question means.” (Tina) 

 

“SQ4 also bothered me, but after I asked the teacher and practiced its answering 

tips, there is no problem now. I keep reminding myself to understand the 

content. Also, it helps to consult the dictionary more often.” (Tina) 

    Comparing the low achievers’ perception of SQs on the learning experience 

questionnaire (see Table 1) to their conference excerpts, the researcher discovered that 

Jack had got used to asking himself about SQ4 and had considered SQ4 difficult 

before RPA, but he was aware that most of his SQ4 were answered correctly during 

RPA. At first, Jack had considered SQ5 easy before RPA, but he did not find himself 

good at answering SQ5 during RPA. Gradually through RPA, he knew he could figure 

out answers to SQ5 by reading the entire book again and again. On the other hand, the 
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researcher found that Tina had got used to asking herself about SQ5 before RPA, but 

in the beginning of RPA she did not get what SQ5 meant and was not sure about 

answers to SQ5. Little by little through RPA, she understood the meaning of SQ5 and 

expected herself to get the hang of answering it correctly. Besides, Tina had thought 

SQ4 difficult before RPA, but later during the RPA, SQ4 was no problem to her.  

    Comparing the low achievers’ perception of SQs on the learning experience 

questionnaire to their conference performance, they had no trouble doing SQ3 before 

RPA. However, in fact they could not figure out its meaning. Not until the conference 

did Jack find himself unable to understand the meaning of SQ3. He was made to 

understand its meaning during the conference. On the other hand, Tina already knew 

the meaning of SQ3 before the conference. As soon as she found herself unable to 

understand the meaning of SQ3 in the beginning of RPA, she came to the teacher for 

explanation right away. According to their perception of SQs on the learning 

experience questionnaire, their conference excerpts, and their conference performance, 

the researcher found that the low achievers did not actually know their weakness or 

strength in answering the SQs until they worked on RPA. With the help of RPA, they 

answered SQs more correctly or found themselves ways to get correct answers. 

Performance in Strategy Use on the Simulated GEPT Reading Comprehension Tests 

    The researcher found that the low achievers did better in using reading strategies 

by comparing their correct answers on the first GEPT reading comprehension test 

with those on the later test. Before RPA, the low achievers were given a simulated 

GEPT reading comprehension test containing 35 questions; after RPA, they also took 

another simulated test. The two test results were compared. After RPA, they got more 

correct answers on the later GEPT reading comprehension test. The researcher found 

that out of the 35 questions Jack did 4 correctly at first, but later he got 11 correct, 

while Tina initially got 13 out of the 35 questions correct, but in the end she did 19 
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correctly. Therefore, it might be claimed that RPA influenced the low achievers in a 

good way and helped them master the six reading strategies and progress in reading 

comprehension. 

Research Question (2) 

Does RPA lead low achievers to implement the three elements of PA— selection, 

reflection, and sharing? 

Performance of the Low Achievers in Implementing the Three Elements 

In this section, performance of the low achievers was categorized based on the 

three elements of PA: selection, reflection, and sharing. Their performance of each 

element before and during RPA was compared through the learning experience 

questionnaire, the portfolio, the conference, and the observation. 

Difference in Selecting Performance 

    Through the researcher’s classroom observation in formal classes, the low 

achievers seldom made any decisions in their own learning before RPA. They were 

often instructed to learn without thinking independently or critically. However, during 

RPA, the low achievers changed their behaviors of selection when reading. According 

to the reading journals, conference reflection and goal forms, conference transcription, 

and anecdotal notes take in reading classes, Jack and Tina made different decisions to 

reach their learning goals on time. They had to think independently or critically to 

help themselves make the best decisions in learning. 

    The low achievers were discovered to do more selecting through the comparison 

between their earlier performance in formal classes and their performance during RPA 

on reading journals. Before RPA, based on the researcher’s classroom observation, 

Jack and Tina rarely chose when to finish a reading task, what kind of or what level of 

reading to work on, and what language to answer reading comprehension questions 

with. They were given a limited time to finish a designated reading task. Often by 
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doing single choice or occasionally simple answer questions, they were required to 

answer reading comprehension questions in English. However, during RPA, the low 

achievers changed their behaviors of selection when reading. Their change could be 

seen through their reading journals (see Table 5). For example, Jack selected to finish 

one journal in two classes or to finish two journals in one class whereas Tina chose to 

finish one journal a week. In the end, they both finished the eight journals on time. 

They selected eight books to read, including Grade 1 and Grade 2 books. They even 

chose not to answer reading comprehension questions in English. They actually did 

more selecting through RPA. 

Table 5 

Reading Journals of the Low Achievers 

Reading 

Journal 

Items 

Jack Tina 

Finished 

Date 

He selected to finish one journal across 

two classes or to finish two journals within 

one class; he also finished the following 

eight on time: 

9/15.9/22.10/13 & 10/20.11/3. 

11/17.12/8.12/15.12/15 

She selected to finish one journal a week 

and finished the following eight on time: 

9/15.9/22.10/13.11/3. 

11/10.11/17.12/8.12/15 

Book 

Title  

and  

Book 

Level 

He selected to read three Grade 1 books 

and five Grade 2 books: 

Tom and the Cat (1B) 

Tiger Is a Scaredy Cat (Step 1) 

Ann the Teacher (2A) 

Tom the Cook (2C) 

A Face at the Window (2B) 

My New Boy (Grade 1) 

Looking after Ben (2D) 

The Worst Helper Ever (Step 2) 

She selected to read four Grade 1 books 

and four Grade 2 books: 

John and Paul Go to School (Grade 2) 

Mary and Her Basket (Grade 1) 

Ann the Teacher (2A) 

Tom the Cook (2C) 

Tom and the Cat (1B) 

A Face at the Window (2B) 

My New Boy (Grade 1) 

Go away, Dog (My 1st) 

 

Used 

Language 

He selected to write his journals  

in Chinese. 

She selected to write her journals 

in Chinese. 
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The researcher found that the low achievers did more selecting by comparing 

their performance in formal classes before RPA and answers on the conference 

reflection and goal form before the conference with their conference excerpts and 

answers on the form after the conference. Based on the researcher’s classroom 

observation before RPA, the low achievers seldom selected their reading pace or their 

reading goals. They were usually asked to finish reading within a limited time. 

Besides, they never set goals for their reading within a period, not to mention thinking 

about why to select the goals, how to reach the goals, and how to examine the 

accomplishment. However, during RPA, the low achievers changed their behaviors of 

selection when reading. Their change could be seen through their conference 

reflection and goal forms (see Table 6). For instance, Jack selected to spend one class 

on a reading task, and later changed to spend 20 minutes on it. On the other hand, 

Tina selected to spend one class— 45 minutes— on a reading task all along. 

Furthermore, they selected goals for their reading within this semester. They even 

selected reasons for the goals, methods to reach the goals, and ways to examine the 

accomplishment. After the conference, Tina selected to revise her answers to Q6, Q7, 

Q8, and Q9; Jack selected to stick firmly to his original goals. Moreover, based on the 

researcher’s classroom observation before RPA, the low achievers seldom decided 

what to talk about with the teacher in their learning. They were often made to talk 

about homework or tests chosen by the teacher. Nonetheless, based on the conference 

excerpts during RPA, they selected one journal they wanted to discuss with the 

teacher. They indeed did more selecting through RPA. Excerpts from their conference 

were translated from Chinese into English as follows: 

“I have only finished the journal so far, so I can just talk about it.” (Jack) 

 

    “I choose the journal which I think I wrote best.” (Tina)  
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Table 6 

Conference Reflection and Goal Forms (Q1 & Q6-9) of the Low Achievers 

Conference Reflection and 

Goal Form Questions    

(BC: before the conference; 

AC: after the conference) 

Jack Tina 

1. How much time do you 

spend on this journal? 

Why? 

BC: I spent more than one class 

at first. 

AC: Later, I only spent twenty 

minutes. 

BC & AC: I spent one class, just 

right for me. 

6. My goal will be… 

 

BC: I will finish at least ten 

journals. 

AC: My goal is the same even 

though it is not done yet.  

BC: I will do every journal as 

devotedly as I did my first.

AC: I will finish eight journals, 

and devote myself to each 

journal. 

7. I need to work on this 

goal because… 

BC: I need to reach it, or I 

cannot forgive myself. 

AC: I need to reach it. I mean it!

BC: I will answer the BCT 

reading questions faster. 

AC: I will feel more 

self-fulfilled. 

8. To accomplish this goal,   

I can… 

 

BC & AC: I can read more  

         English books. 

BC: I can devote myself to every 

question.  

AC: I can make better use of 

time and put more thought 

to reading and writing. 

9. By the end of        

the semester, I will know 

if I have accomplished 

this goal by… 

BC & AC: by looking at my  

         English level. 

BC & AC: by using my own will 

(She did not really 

answer this question.)

The low achievers were discovered to do more selecting through looking at their 

performance in Tuesday reading classes. With the help of the anecdotal notes, 

performance of selection during RPA was displayed as follows. First, about time 

management, Tina selected to take books home and to spend extra time finishing the 

journals, while Jack selected to complete all at school. Second, about effort on 

contents, they both selected to add some more to their portfolio contents, such as the 
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handout of reading strategy instruction or the sample of a reading journal. Jack even 

selected to add some more in the table of the portfolio contents. Meanwhile, Tina 

selected not to add anything to the table of the portfolio contents. Third, about 

portfolio maintenance, Jack selected to write journals in scribble, but Tina wrote them 

neatly all along. Furthermore, out of the eight SQ4, Jack selected to answer two with 

drawings while Tina answered four with drawings. What is more, Jack selected to 

decorate his portfolio cover but Tina chose not to. They undoubtedly did more 

selecting through RPA. 

Difference in Reflecting Performance 

    On the learning experience questionnaire, the low achievers’ experience of 

reflection was shown (see Table 1). Before RPA, both of them had the experience of 

reflection for different reasons, but they did not specifically mention how they 

reflected on their own learning. Jack did reflection because he wanted to take 

responsibility for his learning; Tina did it because she did not do well on tests. They 

did not elaborate on how they had reflected on their own learning. According to the 

conference reflection and goal forms, conference excerpts, final grade forms, and 

anecdotal notes, they both reflected in a more specific and concrete way during RPA.      

The low achievers were found to do more reflecting through looking at their 

answers on the conference reflection and goal form and their conference excerpts. On 

the conference reflection and goal forms (see Table 7), they both reflected in a more 

specific way. They thought about what they wanted the teacher to notice and what 

they learned from their journals. For example, Jack wanted his summary to be noticed, 

and he thought the journals made him read more English publications. Tina wanted 

the teacher to point out her incorrect answers and even the inconsistency between her 

journals and the book contents, and she thought the journals gave her a larger 

vocabulary and more self-fulfillment. They truly did more reflecting through RPA. 
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Table 7 

Conference Reflection and Goal Forms (Q3 & Q5) of the Low Achievers 

Conference Reflection and 

Goal Form Questions 

(BC: before the conference; 

AC: after the conference) 

Jack Tina 

3. What do you want the 

teacher to look for when 

she evaluates this 

journal? 

BC & AC: my summary. BC: my wrong answers to 

strategy questions. 

AC: the inconsistency between 

my journals and the book 

contents. 

5. What is the biggest thing 

I have learned from this 

journal? 

BC & AC: I read more English 

publications. 

BC: I felt self-fulfilled after 

reading an entire book. 

AC: I learned more new words. 

In addition, during the conference, they both talked about their reflection on one 

of their journals and discussed their goal setting with the teacher. They actually did 

more reflecting through RPA. Excerpts from their conference were translated from 

Chinese into English as follows: 

“I want the teacher to notice my summary.” (Jack) 

 

“I want the teacher to notice the mistakes in my journals because I will never 

make the same mistakes if I know where I go wrong. If I get my checklist and 

discover one wrong answer, I will ask the teacher for the correct answer. To 

search for the answer, I will read the book again and look up new words in a 

dictionary. Besides, the teacher should notice if my reading journal and the 

book content are consistent.” (Tina) 

 

“I am made to read more English publications.” (Jack) 

 

“From this journal, I learned more new words. In addition, I am proud of myself 

to have finished reading A BOOK.” (Tina) 

 

“My reading goal is to finish at least ten journals, two more than what the teacher 

has required. By working on this goal, I can learn more new words. If I cannot 

reach it, I will not forgive myself! To reach this goal, I will read more English 
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books, both at school and at home, even if those at home are more difficult. By 

seeing the improvement of my English level and checking the number of the 

journals in my portfolio, I will know if I reach this goal. Hopefully, I will get as 

many “2” as possible on my checklists.” (Jack) 

 

“My reading goal is to write every journal as devotedly as I did my first journal. 

I am getting lazy now. Also, I hope to complete eight journals with all my heart. 

I need to work on this goal because I can enhance my reading ability, so that I 

will not only feel self-fulfilled but also read articles and answer questions faster 

in the BCT. To accomplish this goal, I will be more devoted to every question 

on each journal. I will make better use of time to read books and to write 

journals, unlike earlier when I concerned only tests and homework but 

overlooked what should have been done.” (Tina) 

Besides the conference, the low achievers were discovered to do more reflecting 

through looking at the grading and the ticked items on the final grade form. Their 

reflection could be seen more specific through their final grade forms (see Table 8). 

Both of them reflected on the same concrete criteria. Their ticked items concurred 

mostly with the teacher’s judgment. They thought they had completely filled in the 

portfolio contents, but the teacher thought they had not followed the order or had not 

filled in accurately. The teacher considered they had completed and had included all 

journals that were to be in their portfolio on time, but Jack did not consider he had 

made it. Except for this, Jack and Tina pondered what they had done and concluded 

that they had actively and cooperatively participated in sharing, had utilized class time 

designated for portfolio work, had showed evidence of setting and working toward 

personal goals, had put time and thought into personal reflections, had maintained a 

neat and organized portfolio, and had actively participated in the portfolio conference. 

They indeed did more reflecting through RPA. 
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Table 8 

Final Grade Forms of the Low Achievers 

Rater Jack Tina 

Student Level 5. 

He ticked seven of the eight items in 5, 

and six of the eight items in 4. He 

thought he completely and accurately 

filled in the portfolio contents. He 

thought he did not complete and 

include all journals that were to be in 

his portfolio on time. 

Level 5. 

She ticked all the eight items in 5, and 

seven of the eight items in 4. She thought 

she completely and accurately filled in the 

portfolio contents. 

Teacher Level 5. 

The teacher ticked seven of the eight 

items in 5, and only one item in 3. She 

thought Jack completely but NOT 

accurately filled in the portfolio 

contents. The order of the portfolio 

contents was not followed. 

Level 5. 

The teacher ticked seven of the eight items 

in 5, and only one item in 3. She thought 

Tina completely but NOT accurately filled 

in the portfolio contents. The order of the 

portfolio contents was not followed. 

The low achievers were found to do more reflecting through looking at their 

performance in Tuesday reading classes. With the help of the anecdotal notes, specific 

performance of reflection during RPA was displayed as follows. First, about effort on 

journals, in their reflection written on the reading journals, the low achievers pointed 

out other possible morals of a story or wrote down something related to their own life 

experience around five to thirty-four Chinese words. Some reflection written on their 

journals was translated from Chinese into English. Jack’s reflection on Tiger Is a 

Scaredy Cat and Tina’s reflection on John and Paul Go to School were shown as 

follows: 

“In the future, never abandon kids because of scare.” (Jack) 

 

“I hope in the future I can go to school just like the way they do: be attentive in 

class, learn a lot of stuff, and go to school happily every day.” (Tina) 
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    Second, about effort on the conference, they pondered their reading goals during 

the conference and set concrete goals with the teacher. Jack made up his mind to read 

over ten books, and through conference discussion he came up with ways to examine 

whether he reached the goal. In the meantime, Tina decided to finish eight journals, 

and also through conference discussion she thought of ways to check whether she 

finished her journals with devotion. Third, about effort on reflections, when 

answering the SQs (see Table 3), Jack did not revise his answer or do correction, but 

he asked about the correct answer or some grading marks. Meanwhile, Tina not only 

asked about the correct answer or some grading marks, but also revised her answer 

and did correction. They undoubtedly did more reflecting through RPA. 

Difference in Sharing Performance 

    Through the researcher’s classroom observation before RPA, both the low 

achievers seldom shared their ideas when reading. They were made to read with the 

whole class and to listen to the teacher’s interpretation; otherwise, they were made to 

read alone and to answer reading comprehension questions by themselves. However, 

during RPA, the low achievers changed their behaviors of sharing when reading. 

Their change could be seen through the portfolio, the conference, and the anecdotal 

notes taken in reading classes. Both in the written and the spoken form, they shared 

their personal book reflection, their strength/weakness reflection, and reading goals. 

They were able to share ideas through discussing with their classmates or checking 

out the others’ journals. They digested the ideas and put in their own words. Even if 

they did not share their reading portfolios with the others, their performance in 

sharing during RPA demonstrated positive attitude, eagerness, and self-fulfillment.  

The low achievers were discovered to do more sharing through looking at their 

portfolios. Inside the portfolios, their performance in sharing could be seen in the 

written form on their journals, final grade forms, and conference reflection and goal 
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forms. On the journals, they shared with the teacher and the classmates about their 

summary, their reflection, and the details of each book. On the final grade forms, they 

shared with the teacher about their matched items and their own grading. On the 

conference reflection and goal forms, they shared with the teacher not only about their 

reflection on personal strength and weakness when reading, but also about their 

reading goals. Their reflection and goals before and after the conference were shared. 

The low achievers truly did more sharing through RPA. 

The low achievers were found to do more sharing through looking at their 

performance during the conference. During the conference, they both shared with the 

teacher mostly by answering the conference preparation questions. They spoke out 

their reflection on personal strength and weakness when reading a certain book. They 

also formed their reading goals by discussing with the teacher. They really did more 

sharing through RPA. 

The low achievers were discovered to do more sharing through looking at their 

performance in Tuesday reading classes. From the anecdotal notes, performance of 

sharing during RPA was displayed as follows. First, about effort on sharing, both of 

them sat with two or three other classmates to discuss a book and actively shared their 

ideas during most of the reading classes. They shared their ideas and discussed their 

journals with their classmates, but they did not just copy one another’s answers. 

Instead, they turned the agreed ideas into their own words. For instance, Jack and Tina 

wrote about the book A Face at the Window (see Table 5), and they both agreed that 

Grandpa, putting on a tiger mask and hiding in the bush, was ready to make fun of his 

grandchildren. Jack answered SQ5 as “Grandpa really wore a mask to play practical 

jokes”; Tina answered it as “Grandpa really wore a tiger mask in the bush.” In spite of 

sharing their ideas and journals, they did not want to exhibit their portfolios this 

semester. Tina did not look at the others’ portfolios and did not show hers to the others. 
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Jack looked at the others’ portfolios but did not show his. He thought he would do his 

reading portfolio better next time, and not until then would he want to exhibit his. 

Second, about effort on the conference, they both talked as much as possible during 

the conference with the teacher, and they shared their journals with positive attitude. 

Jack was eager to read more English books, and Tina showed self-fulfillment in 

finishing reading an English book. They indeed did more sharing through RPA. 

Research Question (3) 

Does RPA assist low achievers to develop the three learning traits—more 

motivated, positively responsive, and responsible? 

Performance of the Low Achievers in Developing the Three Traits 

In this section, learning behaviors of the low achievers were categorized based 

on the three traits formed through PA: more motivated, positively responsive, and 

responsible. The evidence of developing each trait during RPA was obtained from the 

questionnaires, the portfolio, the conference, and the observation. 

Evidence of Developing Higher Motivation 

    During RPA, the low achievers developed higher motivation, which could be 

observed through the questionnaires, the conference, and the observation. 

The low achievers were found to develop higher motivation through their 

increased scores on the motivation questionnaire. Before RPA, Jack got 69 points and 

Tina got 68 points on the motivation questionnaire. However, after RPA, they got 

higher scores. Jack got 72 points and Tina got 70 points. Through RPA, the low 

achievers undoubtedly developed higher learning motivation. 

The low achievers were discovered to develop higher motivation through 

showing more interest in English during the conference. Based on their learning 

preference on the learning experience questionnaire (see Table 1), they did not go to 

any English cram school. They did not hate English and had little interest in English 
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before RPA. Nonetheless, during the conference, Jack expressed strong will to reach 

his reading goal even though reading was the most difficult part for him before RPA, 

while Tina got much self-fulfillment from doing her reading journal even though 

reading was at first the easiest part for her. Through RPA, they actually developed 

higher learning motivation. Excerpts from their conference were translated from 

Chinese into English as follows: 

“If I cannot reach it, I will not forgive myself! To reach this goal, I will read 

more English books, both at school and at home, even if those at home are more 

difficult.” (Jack) 

 

“I am proud of myself to have finished reading A BOOK.” (Tina) 

The low achievers were found to develop higher motivation through showing 

more interest in both reading and formal classes. From the researcher’s observation, 

they looked forward to the Tuesday class because they could sit with their partners 

and work on the book they liked, instead of just listening to the teacher’s lecture. They 

made good use of not only the Tuesday class time through concentrating on their work 

without idling around and chatting off, but also the formal class hours through being 

attentive and involved in discussion. Tina would even borrow a book home and use 

extra hours to finish her last journal on time. All in all, the low achievers took more 

interest in English during RPA than they did before RPA. Through RPA, they truly 

developed higher learning motivation.  

Evidence of Developing Positive Response 

During RPA, the low achievers developed positive response, which could be 

observed through the questionnaire and the portfolio.  

After RPA, they answered the questions on the response questionnaire in a 

positive way (see Table 9). Based on the response questionnaire, they thought RPA 

made them acquire more knowledge or new words, and they believed RPA was a fair 
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tool to assess their reading ability. They also thought RPA suitable for junior high 

school students, and Jack believed it could improve reading ability. When it comes to 

continuing RPA, Tina said yes because she thought it could improve reading ability. 

Although Jack chose to stop RPA because he considered it troublesome, at the same 

time he also agreed to continue it because it might enhance reading ability. In 

conclusion, they actually developed positive response through RPA.  

Table 9  

Response Questionnaire Answers of the Low Achievers 

Response Questionnaire 

Questions 

Jack Tina 

1. What benefits did you 

get from RPA? 

I learn more new knowledge. I know more new words. 

2. In RPA, what is your 

biggest problem? 

I have little difficulty doing 

RPA. 

With unknown words, I have 

trouble understanding the story. 

3. Can RPA assess your 

reading ability?     

Do you think it is fair? 

Yes, it can. It is fair. 

 

Yes, it can. It is fair. 

 

4. Do you think RPA is 

suitable for junior 

high school students? 

Why or why not? 

I think it is suitable because it 

can improve reading ability. 

I just think it is suitable. 

5. Do you want to 

continue RPA?   

Why or why not? 

Yes, I want to continue it because 

it can improve reading ability, but 

because it is troublesome, I want 

to stop it, too. 

Yes, I want to continue it 

because it can improve reading 

ability. 
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Further, the low achievers were found to develop positive response through 

looking at their ticked items and grading on the final grade form. On the final grade 

form, they ticked almost all the criteria items on level 5, and they graded themselves 

as level 5, the highest level (see Table 8). Through RPA, they indeed developed 

positive response. 

Evidence of Developing Learner Responsibility 

During RPA, the low achievers developed learner responsibility, which could be 

observed through the questionnaire, the observation, and the portfolio. 

The researcher found that the low achievers developed learner responsibility by 

comparing how their last English average on the learning experience questionnaire 

was and how their performance in formal English classes was with how they finished 

required journals and how they completed the final grade form. Their performance in 

learner responsibility before RPA was known from the learning experience 

questionnaire (see Table 1) and the researcher’s observation. The low achievers’ 

English average scores last semester were both around 60, and they did not punctually 

hand in all their homework before RPA. Jack’s English average was close to 60 last 

semester, and he often handed in English homework late; Tina’s English average was 

higher, and she seldom handed in homework late. 

    No matter how much time they spent on each of their journals, both of them 

managed to finish the eight required journals (see Table 5) by the deadline. One of 

Tina’s journals took her two classes, and Jack’s last two journals were hurried within a 

class. Moreover, as they were told to, they completed grading themselves on the final 

grade form (see Table 8). In other words, on account of RPA, they learned to take full 

responsibility for their own learning. Through RPA, they undoubtedly developed 

learner responsibility. 
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CHAPTER FIVE 

DISCUSSION 

 

This chapter presents the discussion on the research questions of this study. First, 

reading performance of the participants in strategy use is discussed. Then, their 

reading performance in the portfolio, during the conference, and under observation is 

discussed. Next, their learning performance during RPA is discussed. The discussion 

of the three research questions displays the effectiveness of RPA as to whether the 

findings in the present study are consistent with the literature review. Last, the 

researcher tries to reveal connection between the reading and the learning 

performance through RPA. 

Research Question (1) 

Does RPA cause low achievers to get better at using reading strategies?  

Discussion over the Low Achievers’ Performance in Strategy Use 

In this section, the low achievers’ behaviors of strategy use were discussed 

through the learning experience questionnaire, the portfolio, the conference, the 

observation, and the simulated GEPT reading comprehension tests. Their behaviors of 

strategy use were found to concur with those declared in the literature review. 

Strategy use on the Questionnaire and Checklists 

    We could get more information about the low achievers’ strategy use by 

comparing their perception of strategy questions (SQs) on the learning experience 

questionnaire with their performance in the SQs throughout their eight checklists. 

RPA enabled the low achievers to become familiar with the six reading strategies and 

to answer the SQs correctly. They really knew what was hard or easy for them merely 

when they worked on RPA. SQ2 was often asked by the low achievers before RPA. 

Conformed to what Auerbach and Paxton (1997) proposed, the low achievers’ 
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proficiency might improve when they were aware of the reading strategies and the 

reading process through RPA. Based on Bloom’s theory of mastery learning (Chen, 

2000), given systematic strategy instruction, enough practice time, and clear learning 

goals, the low achievers could make progress or stay stable to answer SQ2 all correct. 

Moreover, SQ4 was difficult for them before RPA. According to Csikszentmihalyi’s 

(1997) theory of flow, flow is the state of effortless concentration and enjoyment; if 

challenges are too great, one can return to the flow state by learning new skills. In the 

beginning of RPA, the low achievers were in high challenge level and low skill level, 

so they might feel anxious and might act carefully enough to avoid chances of 

answering SQ4 incorrect (see Chart 1). Later because of mastery learning through 

journals and checklists, they could make it possible that they answered almost all their 

SQ4 correct. What is more, SQ5 and SQ6 were easy for Jack, whereas SQ1 and SQ2 

were easy for Tina. Nevertheless, because of low challenge level and low skill level 

(see Chart 1), the low achievers were indifferent to the SQ practice, and they did not 

get all of the SQs correct. Later on account of mastery learning, they could make 

progress or stay stable to answer the SQs all correct. The low achievers’ progress or 

stability in strategy use may be attributed to practicing mastery learning techniques 

(Bloom, 1984) through RPA and reading strategy instruction in their reading classes. 

 

Chart 1  

Csikszentmihalyi’s (1997) Mental State in Terms of Challenge Level and Skill Level 
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Strategy Use on the Checklists 

    To understand more detailed strategy use of each SQ, we looked again at the 

eight checklists. We could obtain more information about the low achievers’ strategy 

use by comparing their averages and sums on the first four checklists with those on 

the last four. From SQ1 to SQ6, Jack and Tina made improvement or maintained a 

good record of answering a certain strategy question all correct on their eight 

checklists. However, Jack got one SQ4 wrong on the last four checklists. Maybe it has 

something to do with Jack’s attitude because he was in a hurry to finish his last two 

journals within a class. He might not think over his partners’ answer and just copied it. 

Just as the Chinese saying goes, “Haste makes waste”, he made a mistake in a hurry. 

Other than this, by practicing the strategies with the journals and the checklists, the 

low achievers did make progress in answering the SQs through mastery learning 

(Chen, 2000). 

Strategy Use on the Conference Reflection and Goal Form 

We could get more information about the low achievers’ strategy use by 

comparing their answers on the conference reflection and goal form before the 

conference with those after the conference. On the conference reflection and goal 

form, they either had less trouble answering the SQs, or knew weakness in answering 

a certain SQ and found ways to make improvement. The low achievers’ stability or 

progress in strategy use may result from mastery learning (Chen, 2000), which was 

put into practice through RPA and reading strategy instruction. 

Strategy Use during the Conference and on the Questionnaire 

    To understand more detailed change in strategy use before and after RPA, we 

looked again at the conference and the learning experience questionnaire. Based on 

the comparison between their perception of SQs on the questionnaire and the 

conference excerpts, Jack and Tina did not actually know their weakness or strength 
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in answering the SQs until they worked on RPA. Due to RPA and reading strategy 

instruction, they practiced the six reading strategies and became better at using them 

no matter how they had perceived them at first. Mastery learning was implemented as 

self-paced learning with programmed materials and well-defined learning objectives 

(Block, 1974), so with appropriate learning conditions provided during RPA, the low 

achievers were helped to master the strategies and to read better. 

Strategy Use on the Simulated GEPT Reading Comprehension Tests 

    We could get more information about the low achievers’ strategy use by 

comparing the result of the first simulated GEPT reading comprehension test with that 

of the later test. After RPA, Jack and Tina were both influenced in a good way. They 

got better at using the six reading strategies and had more correct answers in the later 

test. Their progress in strategy use is also attributed to practicing mastery learning 

techniques (Bloom, 1984) through RPA and reading strategy instruction in their 

reading classes. 

    Based on the previous studies, the low achievers’ performance in strategy use 

was as expected. They came to master the six reading strategies through RPA and 

reading strategy instruction. About reading strategy instruction, the six reading 

strategies in the present study were defined by the BCT designers, who also wrote 

reading questions including the six strategies. The reading strategy instruction in the 

present study was found to help the low achievers become familiar with the six 

strategies and to help them know how to use the strategies in order to match their 

purposes for reading. By mastering the strategies, the low achievers developed test 

taking techniques and enhanced reading comprehension. Therefore, the result is 

consistent with that of the previous studies that reading strategy instruction can not 

only foster test taking techniques but also help improve reading comprehension if the 

test designers define the strategies and create reading questions containing such 
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strategies (Anderson, 1991; Chamot & O’Malley, 1994; Li, 2009; Nuttal, 1996; Yang, 

2007). 

Moreover, the reading strategy instruction in the present study was incorporated 

into RPA. Reading strategy instruction and RPA together were found to help the low 

achievers master the six reading strategies because they were aware of the strategies 

through the instruction and were also aware of the reading process through the 

portfolio. By mastering the strategies and using them to get round reading difficulties, 

the low achievers enhanced their comprehension ability and improved their 

proficiency. Thus, it concurs with the earlier research that readers’ proficiency may 

enhance if they are aware of the reading strategies and their reading process 

(Auerbach and Paxton, 1997; Olshafsky, 1977; Sarig, 1987; Yang, 2007). 

Furthermore, reading strategy instruction and RPA combined together in the 

present study were found to help the low achievers master the six reading strategies 

and get better comprehension. To master the strategies, the low achievers practiced 

the strategies through writing journals, answering SQs, and regularly correcting their 

mistakes along their learning path. It is consistent with the previous studies that 

programmed materials and sequentially organized exercises with frequent and specific 

feedback should be offered to students in order to implement mastery learning and 

create astonishingly effective learning (Block, 1974; Bloom, 1984; Chen, 2000; 

Kulick, Kulik, & Bangert-Drowns, 1990; Li, 2009; Yang, 2007). 

Research Question (2) 

Does RPA lead low achievers to implement the three elements of PA— selection, 

reflection, and sharing? 

Discussion over the Low Achievers’ Performance in Implementing the Three Elements 

In this section, the low achievers’ behaviors in implementing the three elements 

were discussed through the learning experience questionnaire, the portfolio, the 
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conference, and the observation. Their behaviors before and during RPA were found 

to concur with those declared in the literature review. 

Selecting Performance 

    During RPA, the low achievers did more selecting when reading. By comparing 

their earlier performance in formal English classes to their reading journals, their 

conference and reflection goal forms, their conference excerpts, and the anecdotal 

notes, the researcher found that they made different decisions in order to reach their 

learning goals on time. They had to think independently or critically to help 

themselves make the best decisions in learning. Moreover, during RPA, they selected 

what they wanted to discuss with the teacher. All in all, RPA endowed the low 

achievers more control over their learning. Serving as a guide for them in making 

choices (Gottlieb, 1995), portfolios made them actively join and decide their own 

learning process and evaluation (Shih et al., 1999). 

Reflecting Performance 

The low achievers did more reflecting through RPA. By comparing their 

experience of reflection on the learning experience questionnaire to their conference 

reflection and goal forms, their conference excerpts, their final grade forms, and the 

anecdotal notes, the researcher saw that they reflected in a more specific and concrete 

way during RPA. To sum up, RPA guided the low achievers to look at their own 

strength and weakness in learning and to look for possible solutions to their reading 

problems. Portfolios promoted their self evaluation, reflection, and critical thinking 

(Venn, 2000). Also, portfolios served as a guide for them in demonstrating how they 

reflected (Gottlieb, 1995), offering feedback from students themselves to reflect and 

to reinforce instruction (Lazear, 1999). 

Sharing Performance 

   By comparing their earlier performance in formal English classes to their 
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portfolios, the conference, and the anecdotal notes, we found that the low achievers 

during RPA did more sharing when reading. Both in the written and the spoken form, 

they shared their personal book reflection, strength/weakness reflection, and reading 

goals. They were able to share their ideas and to express in their own words, but they 

did not share their reading portfolios with the others. A possible reason for not 

wanting to exhibit their portfolios this semester is that they lacked confidence in their 

portfolios, which were not good enough for them and brought them much anxiety. 

Based on Csikszentmihalyi’s (1997) theory of flow (see Chart 1), the low achievers’ 

reading skill level was low, but reading portfolios might be high challenge for them; 

they thus felt anxious about exhibiting their portfolios. However, by learning new 

skills gradually through RPA, they returned to the flow state; their performance in 

sharing during RPA demonstrated positive attitude, eagerness, and self-fulfillment. In 

conclusion, RPA enabled the low achievers to share what they did and what they 

thought. Portfolios made them to exchange ideas and to negotiate decisions about 

learning by demonstrating to themselves and others how they created, strategized, 

reflected, progressed, and achieved (Genesee and Upshur, 1996; Gottlieb, 1995). 

The low achievers’ behaviors of implementing the three elements before and 

during RPA are found to concur with those declared in the literature review. In the 

present study, RPA had the low achievers carry out the three elements proposed by 

Katz and Johnson-Kuby (1996). The low achievers were directed by RPA to select, 

reflect, and share what they had reflected on. To put it differently, they were guided by 

RPA to make choices and to demonstrate how they reflected just as what Gottlieb 

(1995) declared that portfolios serve as a guide in making choices and in displaying 

how they reflect. They purposefully collected their works, demonstrated and 

discussed their learning goals and progress, and further increased reflection and 

critical thinking (Genesee and Upshur, 1996; Venn, 2000). 
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Research Question (3) 

Does RPA assist low achievers to develop the three learning traits—more 

motivated, positively responsive, and responsible? 

Discussion over the Low Achievers’ Performance in Developing the Three Traits 

In this section, the low achievers’ behaviors were discussed based on the three 

learning traits which were formed through PA: more motivated, positively responsive, 

and responsible. The evidence of developing each trait during RPA was discussed 

through the questionnaires, the portfolio, the conference, and the observation. 

Development of Higher Motivation 

The low achievers were found to develop higher learning motivation by getting 

higher scores on the motivation questionnaire after RPA. Through the comparison 

between their performance during the conference and their learning preference on the 

learning experience questionnaire, the researcher discovered that they show more 

learning interest during RPA. Jack expressed strong will to reach his reading goal 

even though reading was the most difficult part for him before RPA, while Tina got 

much self-fulfillment from doing her reading journal even though reading was at first 

the easiest part for her. Besides, by looking at their performance in formal classes and 

reading classes, they were found to gain more learning motivation during RPA. The 

low achievers looked forward to the reading classes and made good use of both the 

reading and the formal classes. During RPA, they took more interest in English 

probably for the following two reasons. First, the low achievers considered that RPA 

brought them more freshness and more freedom than the ordinary lecture did. 

Experiencing the new type of English learning, they had the authority to decide their 

learning goals and learning paces. Second, the low achievers expected that they 

themselves and the teacher were dependable to assist their English learning without 

going to a cram school. They had the authority to decide their learning assistants. The 
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more authority they gained, the more autonomy they had. Henceforth, they felt 

encouraged and they enjoyed their learning experience; moreover, their learning 

interest was raised greatly (Apple & Shimo, 2004; Shih et al., 1999). 

Development of Positive Response 

By looking for the low achievers’ supportive attitude on the response 

questionnaire and by making sure of their ticked criteria items mostly falling in the 

highest level on the final grade form, the researcher found they developed positive 

learning response during RPA. 

The low achievers were discovered to develop positive response through 

showing supportive attitude on the response questionnaire. They thought RPA enabled 

them to acquire more knowledge or more new words and to improve their reading 

ability. Furthermore, they believed RPA was a fair and suitable tool to assess the 

reading ability of junior high school students. Thus, they still wanted to continue RPA 

in the future although it was considered troublesome. According to their perception of 

PA on the learning experience questionnaire (see Table 1), Tina at first worried about 

lacking interest in RPA, but after RPA she wanted to continue it to the coming 

semester. Also based on their perception of PA on the learning experience 

questionnaire, they did not worry much about RPA this semester perhaps because they 

both had good experiences with PA. The low achievers thought their experiences with 

PA brought them some benefits, such as reflecting on the learning method and attitude, 

learning to organize the learning data, and seeing the progress. Jack thought the best 

part of using portfolios was reflecting on his learning method and attitude; for Tina, 

the best part was learning to organize her learning data and to see her learning 

progress.  

What is more, they were discovered to respond positively during RPA through 

ticking their matched criteria items mostly inside the highest level on the final grade 
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form. They believed that PA showed greater promise than standardized testing in 

improving their skill and competence (Chen, 2006), so they would conform to PA 

even if it was considered kind of troublesome. 

Development of Learner Responsibility 

   By comparing their English level on the learning experience questionnaire and 

their performance before RPA in formal English classes with whether they completed 

the required eight journals and whether they graded themselves on the final grade 

form, the researcher found if they developed learner responsibility. They eventually 

managed to complete the designated number of journals by the due date and gave 

themselves a number to represent their level on the final grade form. In other words, 

thanks to RPA, they learned to take full responsibility for their own learning. Learner 

responsibility was actually shared because through negotiation with the teacher they 

did not set up goals and look at progress alone when using portfolios (Genesee & 

Upshur, 1996). RPA offered them concrete criteria, and they were the makers of their 

own satisfying grades as long as they met RPA requirements by the deadline.  

In conclusion, PA is confirmed to make learners more motivated, positively 

responsive, and responsible (Apple & Shimo, 2004; Chang, 2003; Chang & Chang, 

2003; Chen, 1999; Gottlieb, 1995; Huerta-Macias, 1995; Lin, 2007; Lin, 2009; Little, 

2005; Rosenbloom, 1995; Scharer, 2000; Singer, 1993; Song & August, 2002; 

Ushioda & Ridley, 2002; Wang, 2002; Wolf, 1989; Yip, 2005). Therefore, as a type of 

PA, RPA would have the same effects on low achievers. 

Based on the previous studies, learner autonomy was endowed and promoted by 

some self-dominated learning projects, including PA (Apple & Shimo, 2004; Chen, 

2006; Sarwar, 2002; Shih et al., 1999; ÜSTÜNLÜOGLU, 2009). Learner autonomy 

not only helped students raise learning interest, but also made them actively 

participate in and take charge of their own learning process and evaluation. To sum up, 
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learner autonomy made learners develop three learning traits: more motivated, 

positively responsive, and responsible. In the present study, learner autonomy was 

fostered during RPA, so RPA helped the low achievers develop the same three 

learning traits. 

Connection between Reading and Learning Performance through RPA 

    The researcher tries to explain it was learner autonomy that connected the low 

achievers’ reading performance with their learning performance. Learner autonomy 

was fostered during RPA, which changed the low achievers not only in their reading 

behaviors but also at a higher level—in their learning behaviors. Changing their 

reading behaviors during RPA, they even changed their English learning behaviors. 

Learner Autonomy and Change in Reading Performance 

Learner autonomy was fostered during RPA because PA is proved to enhance 

autonomy in previous studies (Apple & Shimo, 2004; Chen, 2006; Shih et al., 1999), 

and RPA as a type of PA surely can enhance learner autonomy, too. Actually, it could 

be seen in the present study that learners’ changed reading behaviors during RPA 

reinforced learner autonomy. Benson’s (2003) principles for fostering autonomy in the 

classroom are: (1) Be actively involved in the students’ learning. (2) Provide a range 

of learning options and resources. (3) Offer choice and decision making opportunities. 

(4) Support the learners. (5) Encourage reflection. In the present study, the principles 

are all related to the low achievers’ change in reading performance, such as getting 

better at using reading strategies, doing more selecting, doing more reflecting, and 

doing more sharing. 

Principle 1 is “both the learners and the teacher must be actively involved in 

everything that happens in the classroom” (Benson, 2003, p.294). It is related to 

getting better at using reading strategies and doing more sharing. Viera (1994) 

suggested learners in an autonomous classroom should be provided with opportunities 
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to learn through sharing and to negotiate decisions with the teacher. Benson (2001) 

also mentioned recent research has focused on negotiation between learners and the 

teacher in an autonomous classroom, and learner autonomy implies interdependence 

in which the teacher and learners work toward a shared goal. In the present study, two 

teachers examined the low achievers’ journals and graded each strategy question. The 

teachers got active in informing the students of their mistakes; the students also got 

active in figuring out their mistakes. During the conference, the students actively 

discussed their journals with the teacher. The teacher actively listened to them and 

gave support or suggestion. 

Principle 2 and Principle 4 are related to getting better at using reading strategies 

and doing more selecting. Principle 2 “involves thinking about the different ways in 

which something can be learned…to encourage learners to bring in their own learning 

resources” (Benson, 2003, p.294). The low achievers had to learn the six reading 

strategies, and they were provided with different ways to learn them. As Dam (1995) 

put it, learner autonomy is fostered in the classroom where learners are encouraged to 

make decisions concerning their own learning and the teacher dares to let go. First, 

they could adjust the RPA syllabus through class discussion if they wanted. Next, 

from the graded readers offered by the teacher, they could choose books of their 

proper level to practice the reading strategies. Last, they were even encouraged to 

bring their own books and practice the strategies on their journals. 

Principle 4 “will probably need to explain the rationale behind each 

approach…Teachers…make themselves available as counselors to individual 

learners” (Benson, 2003, p.295). The low achievers were explained what the six 

reading strategies were and were demonstrated how to write a journal. Thus, they 

were informed to make meaningful choices, such as selecting books of their suitable 

level, choosing to answer SQ3 (1) or SQ3 (2) the one that they are most certain about, 
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and deciding their reading goals. They asked for better answers to some strategy 

questions, but the teacher implied and gave hints without directing them to the only 

one unified answer. The teacher showed respect for their final answers, as long as the 

answers could make sense. For instance, Jack and Tina both wrote about the book A 

Face at the Window (see Table 5). Jack answered SQ5 as “Grandpa really wore a 

mask to play practical jokes”; Tina answered it as “Grandpa really wore a tiger mask 

in the bush.” They both got “2” on this question. 

Principle 3 “can arise or be inhibited by different styles of teacher talk. The 

physical organizations of the classroom may also be important…it is also important 

that the choice and decision making offered should be significant from the students’ 

point of view” (Benson, 2003, p.295). It is related to doing more reflecting and doing 

more selecting. The low achievers reflected and selected their own reading goals 

which were significant to them. During every Tuesday reading class, they were 

permitted to sit in groups, to choose who they would work with, and to move around 

for book selection or discussion. They were encouraged to talk about the conference 

questions as mush as possible when meeting with the teacher. The teacher guided 

them and let them do the main talking. 

Principle 5 is about “…mistakes are an opportunity for learning…teachers need 

to actively encourage reflection, help students to draw conclusions, and help them to 

act upon them” (Benson, 2003, p.296). It is related to doing more reflecting. The low 

achievers were made to reflect on their journals, on the conference reflection and goal 

form, and during the conference. They therefore knew better about their strength and 

weakness in answering the six reading strategies. They knew on which strategy they 

needed more hardworking. Furthermore, they were made to rethink about their 

reading goals after the conference. They made adjustment to their goals in order to 

make their goals more practical and more meaningful (see Table 6). For example, Jack 
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reflected on his goal and decided to continue it. His goal before the conference was to 

read over ten English publications; some time after the conference, he knew he could 

not reach the goal on time, but he still wanted to give it a try. Tina made her goal more 

concrete, and her reason for reaching this goal changed. Her goal before the 

conference was to work as hard as she did her first journal. Some time after the 

conference, she made it clear that she wanted to work hard at finishing eight journals. 

At first, she wanted to go for this goal because she wanted to speed up in answering 

the BCT reading comprehension questions, but later she wanted to do it because she 

got more self fulfillment from reading books and doing journals. 

Learner Autonomy and the Three Learning Traits 

Sarwar (2002) claimed that learner autonomy can be facilitated with 

project-based learning (PBL) in Pakistan. In this way, the learners build confidence, 

view PBL positively, and have more control over their learning. With more learner 

autonomy, they are willing to work on their own learning. In addition, 

ÜSTÜNLÜOGLU (2009) found that learner autonomy makes students take 

responsibility for their language learning in Turkey. Because learner autonomy is 

encouraged, students’ motivation is stimulated, and most of the students begin to try 

autonomous learning. Cameron (2007) proposed that learner autonomy has a major 

component— cooperative learning, which provides learners in Taiwan with 

encouragement and positive pressure during the process, and motivates them to work 

hard on the project work (Chen, 2004). These previous studies proved that learner 

autonomy makes learners develop three traits in learning performance: more 

motivated, positively responsive, and responsible. It is exactly the same three traits 

that characterize the low achievers’ learning behaviors during RPA in this study. 

The Three Learning Traits and Change in Reading Performance 

    The change in the low achievers’ reading behaviors corresponds to the five 
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principles for fostering autonomy in the classroom (Benson, 2003), so their changed 

reading behaviors are proved to facilitate learner autonomy. Since learner autonomy 

results in the three learning traits, it could be claimed that the low achievers’ change 

in reading behaviors contributes to their three learning traits: higher motivation, 

positive response, and learner responsibility. In other words, RPA in the present study 

could help the low achievers change their reading behaviors, and their changed 

reading behaviors could help them turn into more motivated, positively responsive, 

and responsible learners. 
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CHAPTER SIX 

CONCLUSION 

 

    The major findings of this study are summarized first. Next, they are followed by 

some pedagogical implications in the second section. At last, the limitations of the 

present study and the suggestions for future research are presented. 

Summary 

    The present study presents reading portfolio assessment (RPA), including eight 

reading journals, their checklists, a conference reflection and goal form, and a final 

grade form. RPA was implemented on two low-achievers for 17 weeks. One of them 

was a boy, and the other was a girl. Furthermore, their homeroom class was the same, 

their participation in class was similar, and their achievement on the earlier report 

card was close. Their reading performance and learning performance were categorized 

and analyzed. This study also compares changed reading behaviors of low achievers 

to Benson’s (2003) description of autonomous learners. The major findings are 

summarized below. 

Changed Reading Behaviors of Low Achievers 

    According to Li (2009) and Yang (2007), there were generally six reading 

strategies recognized in the BCT English reading comprehension tests. Based on 

Bloom’s mastery learning (Chen, 2000), Li’s (2009) reading tips, Lustig’s (1996) 

handbook, Teng’s (2005) reading log, and Yang’s (2007) reading exercises, the six 

reading strategies were incorporated into the reading journal and the six-strategy 

checklist in the present study. By doing journals and checklists, the low achievers 

were expected to get better at using the six strategies. Moreover, they were expected 

to carry out the three elements of portfolio assessment (PA): selection, reflection, and 

sharing (Katz & Johnson-Kuby, 1996). 
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    In the end, the low achievers’ changed reading behaviors are listed in the present 

study. The changed reading behaviors are using the six reading strategies better, doing 

selection more, doing reflection more, and doing sharing more. 

Changed Learning Behaviors of Low Achievers 

    According to Cameron (2007), Chen (2004), Sarwar (2002), and  

ÜSTÜNLÜOGLU (2009), learner autonomy leads to three learning traits—more 

motivated, positively responsive, and responsible. Besides, changed reading behaviors 

of low achievers correspond to Benson’s (2003) principles for fostering autonomy. To 

put it differently, RPA changes reading behaviors and fosters learner autonomy. 

Therefore, RPA may be claimed to change the low achievers’ reading performance 

and at a higher level to change their learning performance— to develop the three 

learning traits in the low achievers. 

    To conclude with the findings presented above, the researcher lists the results of 

the present study as follows. First, because of RPA, the low achievers become more 

familiar with the six reading strategies and they use the strategies better. They obtain 

more “2” and higher sums on their last several checklists; they even get more correct 

answers on the later simulated GEPT test. Second, thanks to RPA, they read with 

more selection, more reflection, and more sharing. Third, they develop the three 

learning traits on account of RPA. 

Pedagogical Implications 

    Based on the findings of the present study, some implications could be drawn for 

students, English teachers, textbook editors, and even the BCT committee in Taiwan. 

First, PA on a given competence could be effective for high school low achievers 

in Taiwan. In spite that the low achievers are inferior in English proficiency, 

independent learning ability, and learning attitude, they could still find out specific 

reading problems through reflection in portfolios. With the help of RPA, the low 
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achievers could even have control in their own learning and take responsibility for it. 

English teachers in Taiwan could set up PA on a specific competence. In this way, 

teachers could give students practical and concrete suggestions in learning a particular 

competence without depending only on test scores or blurring the focus of students’ 

progress in a certain competence. Moreover, RPA is narrowed down to evaluate only 

one competence— reading, RPA could consume less time and bring less workload 

than PA which integrates at least two competences. Students could clearly view their 

growth of a specific competence through contents of their own portfolios, such as 

journals and checklists. Even if they fall behind in studies, they could still learn at 

their own pace during RPA other than sticking to the whole class’s tight schedule, 

which low achievers often find it hard to keep up with. If RPA improves students’ 

reading and learning performance, both teachers and students could choose PA to 

instruct, learn, and evaluate another competence. What is more, textbook editors 

could divide textbook contents into several competences and give guidelines for 

carrying out PA. Students could therefore benefit from creating and maintaining their 

own portfolio on a certain competence.  

Second, even in a homogeneous class or under the same curriculum, students 

could still show their personal characteristics through portfolios. Portfolios are about 

personal selection, individual reflection, and spontaneous share, so there is uniqueness 

in each student’s portfolio. Diversity, not unification, is shown among students’ 

portfolios. English teachers in Taiwan could apply RPA and detect different changes 

shown in different students’ reading and learning behaviors. Textbook editors, when 

editing PA into textbook contents, could also point out that guidelines for PA are to be 

followed, but varieties during PA are expected. The teachers and their students could 

thus remind themselves of following the guidelines for PA provided in textbooks and 

at the same accepting different ways in realizing the three elements of PA— selection, 
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reflection, and sharing. 

Third, without worrying about the lack of a more systematic way of training 

students to read, English teachers in Taiwan could incorporate RPA and reading 

strategy instruction into their classes. RPA could provide the teachers with a brief 

teaching plan, including the introduction to RPA, the syllabus, the contents, the 

frequent practice of the six reading strategies through journals and checklists, and the 

goal setting/the reflection of their students. The teachers could design their own 

reading passages and could arrange the passages in accordance with different strategy 

questions. Combining their self-designed reading passages with RPA, the teachers 

could choose a reading strategy which they aim at teaching their students first, and 

could make their students practice the strategy through the passages, journals, and 

checklists. Before the coming of the BCT, RPA could be utilized to enhance the 

reading ability of junior high school students. 

Fourth, also for English teachers in Taiwan, finding the main idea and finding the 

references need to be emphasized in reading strategy instruction. During RPA, the low 

achievers were found not good at finding the main idea of the story (SQ1) and finding 

the meaning of this/that/it in the story (SQ6). Even now in reading instruction at 

junior high school, the teachers tend to explicitly explain vocabulary or grammar in 

every article, but spend little time talking about its main idea. The teachers are 

inclined to directly tell students the meaning of this/that/it in an article, and the 

teachers also tend to give students little time to figure out answers on their own. 

Fifth, the present study could provide textbook editors with better ideas of how 

to incorporate reading strategies and RPA into textbook tasks and activities. Yang 

(2007) observed that the English textbooks for junior high school students in Taiwan 

show no or little information about reading strategies. Once reading strategies and 

RPA are introduced in the textbooks, teachers could have guidelines for incorporating 
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reading strategies and RPA into their classes, and they would be in favor of reading 

strategies and RPA in their reading instruction. Students could practice reading 

strategies through RPA so that they could enhance their awareness and internalization 

of the reading strategies. Besides, students could benefit from RPA, the alternative 

assessment, which would raise their learning motivation, bring positive response, and 

encourage a sense of responsibility.  

Sixth, for the BCT committee in Taiwan, open ended questions could be more 

suitable to test students’ reading comprehension than merely close ended questions. 

Before RPA, the low achievers thought it was the most difficult to find out what a 

certain word or phrase means (SQ4). In other words, they thought they were unable to 

guess word or phrase meanings from contexts. However, in their eight required 

journals, only Jack made one wrong answer to SQ4. During RPA, they consulted 

dictionaries, had discussion with the teacher or their classmates, guessed meanings 

from pictures in a story, and even explained new words in their own words or with 

their own drawings. Perhaps with these aids they did not do poorly on SQ4 in the end. 

In the BCT reading comprehension test, the design of each question is always a close 

ended question with four choices, so students can only rely on their acquired 

vocabulary and acquired inference skills to answer the question. They have no chance 

to use other tools to help them find the correct answer. In the age of knowledge 

explosion, students have to develop not the ability to memorize correct answers, but 

the ability to solve problems in various ways. Maybe it is time for the BCT committee 

to change the form of the reading comprehension test. 

    Seventh, also for the BCT committee in Taiwan, finding the details may need 

more emphasis in the BCT reading comprehension test. According to Results of 

Students’ Learning Achievement Evaluation in 2007, National Academy for 

Educational Research (NAER) in Taiwan puts much premium on reading when 



‧
國

立
政 治

大

學
‧

N
a

t io
na l  Chengch i  U

niv

ers
i t

y

 

 82

looking into students’ learning performance. The eighth graders in Taiwan are 

especially mentioned in the findings by NAER that they need to develop more 

complex logic and inference ability when reading. In a carefully planned test, the 

eighth graders are found not good at finding details (Shu, 2010). Similarly during RPA 

in the present study, the eighth grade low achievers were found not to perform well on 

SQ5— finding the detail of the story. Therefore, unlike Yang’s (2007) conclusion that 

the question type— finding the detailed information— is over-emphasized, SQ5 could 

never be over-emphasized because it is obvious that the low achievers in the present 

study have to work harder on finding the correct detail of the story. 

Limitations and Suggestions 

First, the results of the present study demonstrate that the low achievers 

originally make few mistakes on the six reading strategies, so within a short period of 

17 weeks, their progress is not clearly seen. The low achievers in this study take 

interest in RPA, believe in it, and meet nearly all its requirements. For example, they 

think the RPA is suitable for them and it can give their reading performance fair 

judgment. They even want to continue RPA because they gain more knowledge and a 

larger vocabulary from it and they believe it will improve their grades and reading 

ability. They even finish the required eight journals and complete self grading on the 

final grade form. However, from their first several journals, they score almost all “2” 

on the checklists, so there is little room for them to make progress. Therefore, for the 

low achievers, extending the period of RPA may make them more aware of how much 

improvement they make on each reading strategy. 

Second, although the present study proves that RPA is effective to the low 

achievers, the population of the participants is small— only two. Besides, the low 

achievers are picked from a junior high school in central Taiwan, so effects of RPA on 

students at other ages or in other geographical/lingual areas may differ. Hence, 
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enlarging the population or testing the participants at different ages/in different areas 

may help confirm the effectiveness of RPA on low achievers. 

Third, it may be more convenient to put RPA on the Internet for teachers or 

students to instantly make correction or comments anywhere and anytime. It may save 

time to have students submit their journals electronically and to have teachers grade 

checklists online. Teachers do not have to carry heavy folders around to hurry through 

the grading by the due date. In this way, students’ works may be finished grading 

sooner and students may get immediate feedback. Henceforth, students may not 

repeat the same mistake if they look at their checklist and make correction in time 

before their next journal. The low achievers in the present study may be more willing 

to exhibit their works if the works are put on the Internet because they do not have to 

face their audience. Because of their poor performance in academic grades, they may 

lack confidence in their works even if they really do a good job. RPA put on the 

Internet may help students eliminate an inferiority complex and take comments well, 

either as criticism or as compliment. 

Fourth, it is not sure whether the selected books in this study are proper in 

training students to read. The selected books include the graded readers offered by the 

teacher and the books brought to class by students themselves. They are mostly 

published in the USA or in Hong Kong, for the readers from preschool to 3rd grade. 

The length of each story is about that of the passage in the BCT, or at most twice its 

length. The low achievers tend to choose Grade 1 or Grade 2 books even if they can 

do Grade 3 ones. To best detect their improvement in using reading strategies, a 

system has to be set up in future studies to force the low achievers to read higher level 

books after they have done all these: reading books of a certain level, writing journals, 

and scoring “2” on all of the corresponding checklists. 

Fifth, future research may look at whether RPA also works effectively on the low 
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achievers with low motivation. The low achievers in the present study do not hate 

English. Accordingly, if the participants are changed to those who hate English and 

RPA still works well on them, the study may be very valuable in proving the positive 

effects of RPA on the low achievers with low motivation. 
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Appendix A— Syllabus 

1. One 45-minute class for reading portfolio assessment takes place every week. 

The starting 30 minutes are suggested for reading, and the left 15 minutes are for 

writing journals. 

2. Graded readers are offered, and students can bring their own books to class.  

3. A dictionary can be used in class. 

4. Reading and portfolio work can be done outside the class time. 

Week In Class Portfolio 

1 First GEPT Test  

2 Learning Experience Questionnaire+

Motivation Questionnaire+  

Introduce Evaluation Criteria 

Portfolio+ 

Introductory Letter 

3 Ask for opinions Portfolio Contents+ Syllabus+  

Final Grade Form 

4 Introduce 6 Reading Strategies+ 

How to write Reading Journals  

Reading Journal 1 done 

5  Reading Journal 2 done 

6 Conference Preparation Questions Reading Journal 3 done 

7 Conference  Reading Journal 4 done + 

Conference Reflection & 

Goal Form  

8 Conference  Arrange+ Conference Reflection & 

Goal Form  

9 Conference  Arrange+ Conference Reflection & 

Goal Form  

10 Conference  Reading Journal 5 done + 

Conference Reflection & 

Goal Form  

11  Reading Journal 6 done 

12  Reading Journal 7 done 

13 Conference  Reading Journal 8 done + 

Conference Reflection & 

Goal Form 

14 Conference  Arrange+ Conference Reflection & 

Goal Form  

15 Conference  Arrange+ Conference Reflection & 

Goal Form  
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16 Conference  Arrange+ Conference Reflection & 

Goal Form done 

17 Collect portfolios Arrange finally+ 

Final Grade Form done 

18  Portfolio grading 

19 Motivation Questionnaire+  

Response Questionnaire 

 

20 Later GEPT Test  
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Appendix B— Introductory Letter 

(Adapted from Lin, 2009) 

Dear Classmates: 

    In the coming semester, we will use Reading Portfolio Assessment (RPA) to 

enhance your self-regulated learning. Below is how we are going to carry out RPA: 

1. RPA is for the teacher to instruct students to systematically and purposefully 

collect reading records or works. Thus, students can reflect on and rethink about 

their own learning of reading. By understanding their strength and weakness, 

they can improve themselves. The teacher replaces a score with some comments. 

2. RPA is to record learning of reading. It can reflect students’ learning process and 

learning result. It is a multi-angled and multi-dimensioned assessment. It can see 

the ability which traditional tests cannot test, such as high-level thinking ability, 

thinking skills, and imagination. In the meantime, PA helps the teacher keep 

track of students’ learning improvement and learning condition at any time. It 

also helps the teacher give encouragement and enhancement at any time.  

3. The score of RPA this semester is based on the criteria, ranging from high to low 

(5~1). The final score is the average of the student’s self evaluation and the 

teacher’s evaluation. 

4. The way we carry out the English RPA this semester: 

(1) Gradually based on the syllabus, the portfolio contents will lead students to 

collect, arrange all kinds of learning data, and reflect on learning. 

(2) Each student has an English reading folder to put in their learning record 

and data. The folder is usually put on the classroom shelf, and the teacher 

will examine it randomly. By the end of the semester, the record and the 

data are to be finished organizing in the folder.  

(3) The assessment includes: the student’s self evaluation and the teacher’s 

evaluation. 

(4) In the beginning of the semester, students are asked to fill out the learning 

experience questionnaire. Both in the beginning and in the end of the 

semester, they need to take two different simulated GEPT tests, and they 

also have to finish the motivation questionnaire. Besides, in the end of the 

semester, they are asked to write the response questionnaire. 

 

 

 

 



‧
國

立
政 治

大

學
‧

N
a

t io
na l  Chengch i  U

niv

ers
i t

y

 

 99

Appendix C— Portfolio Contents 

(Adapted from Lin, 2009) 

1. Introductory Letter of Reading Portfolio Assessment 

2. Portfolio Contents 

3. Syllabus 

4. Reading Journal 1 and Six-strategy Checklist 1 

5. Reading Journal 2 and Six-strategy Checklist 2 

6. Reading Journal 3 and Six-strategy Checklist 3 

7. Reading Journal 4 and Six-strategy Checklist 4 

8. Reading Journal 5 and Six-strategy Checklist 5 

9. Reading Journal 6 and Six-strategy Checklist 6 

10. Reading Journal 7 and Six-strategy Checklist 7 

11. Reading Journal 8 and Six-strategy Checklist 8 

12. Conference Reflection and Goal Form 

13. Final Grade Form 
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Appendix D— Reading Journal 

(Adapted from Li, 2009 & Teng, 2005) 

Name: Date: 

Book Title: 

Summary: 

 

 

Reflection: 

 

 

Reading Questions: 

1. What is the story mainly about? 

 

2. What does the writer try to tell us in the reading? 

 

3. Which will help solve somebody’s problem? 

  Who will most likely use something? 

 

4. What is a Proper Noun/New Word/Phrase/Made-up Word? 

 

5. What is true about a Detail?  

 

6. What does this/that/it mean in the reading? 
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Appendix E— Six-strategy Checklist 

(Adapted from Li, 2009; Lustig, 1996, p.52; Yang, 2007) 

Name: 

 

Date: 

Book Title: 

 

Scale 1~2 (1: unable; 2: able) Reading Questions Strategy 

Teacher 

A 

Teacher 

B 

Average 

1. What is the story mainly about? Identify the 

main idea 

   

2. What does the writer try to tell us in   

  the reading? 

Draw 

conclusions 

   

3. Which will help solve somebody’s    

  problem? 

  Who will most likely use something? 

Draw 

inferences 

   

4. What is a Proper Noun/ 

  New Word/Phrase/Made-up Word? 

Guess 

meanings 

   

5. What is true about a Detail?  Find details    

6. What does this/that/it mean in the  

  reading? 

Find 

references 

   

Sum  
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Appendix F— Evaluation Criteria 

(Adapted from Lustig, 1996, p.44~45) 

 

To get a “5” you must: 

 Complete and include all journals that are to be in your portfolio on time 

 Completely and accurately fill in your portfolio contents 

 Actively and cooperatively participate in sharing 

 Utilize class time designated for portfolio work 

 Show evidence of setting and working toward personal goals 

 Put time and thought into your personal reflections 

 Maintain a neat and organized portfolio 

 Actively participate in portfolio conferences 

 

 

To get a “4” you must: 

 Complete and include all journals that are to be in your portfolio 

 Completely and accurately fill in your portfolio contents 

 Actively participate in sharing 

 Utilize class time designated for portfolio work 

 Show evidence of setting and working toward personal goals 

 Put time and thought into your personal reflections 

 Maintain a neat and organized portfolio 

 Participate in portfolio conferences 

 

 

To get a “3” you must: 

 Complete and include most journals that are to be in your portfolio 

 Completely fill in your portfolio contents 

 Participate in sharing 

 Utilize most of the class time designated for portfolio work 

 Show evidence of trying to set and work toward personal goals 

 Complete your personal reflections 

 Maintain an organized portfolio 

 Participate in portfolio conferences 
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To get a “2” you must: 

 Complete and include some journals that are to be in your portfolio 

 Occasionally fill in your portfolio contents 

 Occasionally participate in sharing 

 Utilize some of the class time designated for portfolio work 

 Show evidence of setting some personal goals 

 Complete a few personal reflections 

 Maintain a moderately organized portfolio 

 Attend portfolio conferences 

 

 

To get an “1” you must: 

 Complete and include a few of the journals that are to be in your portfolio 

 Seldom fill in your portfolio contents 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 



‧
國

立
政 治

大

學
‧

N
a

t io
na l  Chengch i  U

niv

ers
i t

y

 

 104

Appendix G— Final Grade Form 

Tick matched items. You belong to the level of most ticks. 

Criteria for Grading  

Reading Portfolios 

(Adapted from 

Lustig, 1996, 

p.44~45) 

 

To get a “5” you must: 

□Complete and include all journals that are to be in your portfolio on time 

□Completely and accurately fill in your portfolio contents 

□Actively and cooperatively participate in sharing 

□Utilize class time designated for portfolio work 

□Show evidence of setting and working toward personal goals 

□Put time and thought into your personal reflections 

□Maintain a neat and organized portfolio 

□Actively participate in portfolio conferences 

 

 

To get a “4” you must: 

□Complete and include all journals that are to be in your portfolio 

□Completely and accurately fill in your portfolio contents 

□Actively participate in sharing 

□Utilize class time designated for portfolio work 

□Show evidence of setting and working toward personal goals 

□Put time and thought into your personal reflections 

□Maintain a neat and organized portfolio 

□Participate in portfolio conferences 

 

 

To get a “3” you must: 

□Complete and include most journals that are to be in your portfolio 

□Completely fill in your portfolio contents 

□Participate in sharing 

□Utilize most of the class time designated for portfolio work 

□Show evidence of trying to set and work toward personal goals 

□Complete your personal reflections 

□Maintain an organized portfolio 

□Participate in portfolio conferences 
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To get a “2” you must: 

□Complete and include some journals that are to be in your portfolio 

□Occasionally fill in your portfolio contents 

□Occasionally participate in sharing 

□Utilize some of the class time designated for portfolio work 

□Show evidence of setting some personal goals 

□Complete a few personal reflections 

□Maintain a moderately organized portfolio 

□Attend portfolio conferences 

 

 

To get an “1” you must: 

□Complete and include a few of the journals that are to be in your portfolio 

□Seldom fill in your portfolio contents 

 

 

Grade from Student  

 

Grade from Teacher  
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Appendix H— Conference Preparation Questions 

(Adapted from Lin, 2009; Lustig, 1996, p.54 & 60) 

Reflection Questions (Select one journal from yours.) 

1. How much time do you spend on this journal? Why? 

 

2. What are the strengths of your journal? What points still make you uneasy? 

 

3. What do you want the teacher to look for when she evaluates this journal? 

 

4. Which strategy are you not familiar with? What should you remind yourself of? 

How do you help yourself to improve? 

 

5. What is the biggest thing you have learned from this journal? 

 

Reading Goal 

6. My goal will be… 

 

7. I need to work on this goal because… 

 

8. To accomplish this goal, I can… 

 

9. By the end of the semester, I will know if I have accomplished this goal by… 
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Appendix I— Conference Reflection & Goal Form 

(Adapted from Lin, 2009; Lustig, 1996, p.54 & 60) 

Reflection Questions  

(Select one journal from yours.) 

Conference Reflection 1 Conference Reflection 2 

1. How much time do you spend on this 

journal? Why? 

 

 

 

 

 

2. What are the strengths of your journal?  

What points still make you uneasy? 

 

 

 

 

 

3. What do you want the teacher to look for 

When she evaluates this journal? 

 

 

 

 

 

4. Which strategy are you not familiar with? 

What should you remind yourself of?  

How do you help yourself to improve? 

 

 

 

 

 

 

5. What is the biggest thing you have learned 

from this journal? 

 

 

 

 

 

 

Reading Goal Goal 1 Goal 2 

6. My goal will be…  

 

 

7. I need to work on this goal because…  

 

 

8. To accomplish this goal, I can…  

 

 

 

9. By the end of the semester, I will know if I 

have accomplished this goal by… 
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Appendix J– Learning Experience Questionnaire 

(Adapted from Lin, 2009) 

Name: 

 

Date: 

Dear Classmates: 

    To understand the background of your English learning and your knowledge of Reading 

Portfolio Assessment (RPA), please carefully answer the following questions. Circle the most 

suitable items, and answer questions as clearly as possible. This questionnaire will not affect 

your grades and will not be revealed to the public. Please do not worry. 

    When reading, we will ask ourselves these six reading questions: 

○1 What is the story mainly about? 

○2 What does the writer try to tell us in the reading?  

○3 Which will help solve somebody’s problem?  

Who will be most likely to use something?  

○4 What is a Proper Noun/New Word/Phrase/Made-up Word? 

○5 What is true about a Detail? 

○6 What does this/that/it mean in the reading? 

 

Questions Items 

1. When reading, which questions will 

you ask yourself (Choose three at 

most; answer based on the six 

reading questions mentioned above)?

1 2 3 4 5 6 

2. Which questions are the most difficult 

for you (Choose three at most; answer 

based on the six reading questions 

mentioned above)? 

1 2 3 4 5 6 

3. Which questions are the easiest for 

you (Choose three at most; answer 

based on the six reading questions 

mentioned above)? 

1 2 3 4 5 6 
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4. What is your English grade of last 

semester (Single choice)? 

Under 60 70-80 80-90 90-100 

5. How many hours a week do you go to 

cram school (Single choice)? 

0 1-2 3-4 More than 5 

6. Do you like to learn English (Single 

choice)? 

Like Feel so-so Dislike Hate 

7. What do you think the most difficult 

part in learning English is (Single 

choice; if you pick “other”, you have 

to circle or identify it)? 

Listening Pronunciation Reading Other: writing, 

vocabulary, sentence 

patterns, grammar, or 

______ 

8. What do you think the easiest part in 

learning English is (Single choice; if 

you pick “other”, you have to circle or 

identify it)? 

Listening Pronunciation Reading Other: writing, 

vocabulary, sentence 

patterns, grammar, or 

______ 

9. Who do you best wish to help you 

learn English (Single choice; if you 

pick “other”, you have to circle or 

identify it)? 

English 

teachers 

Classmates Yourself Other: parents, family, 

tutors, cram school, or 

______ 

10. Have you ever used portfolio 

assessment (Single choice)? 

Yes (Continue Q11) No (Skip Q11) 

11. What do you think portfolio 

assessment’s biggest advantage is 

(Single choice, if you pick “other”, 

you have to circle or identify it)? 

Understand 

my own 

strength. 

Be 

responsible 

for my own 

learning. 

Reflect 

on my 

own 

learning 

methods 

and 

attitude. 

Other: learn to 

organize learning 

data, see my own 

growth and 

progress, or 

______. 

Questions Answers 

12. If we start portfolio assessment, what 

   do you worry about most? 

 

 

 

 

13. Have you ever reflected on your own 

learning process? Why or why not? 
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Appendix K— Motivation Questionnaire   

(Adopted from Hung, 2005) 

Name: 

 

Date: 

Dear Classmates: 

1. The following questions are to understand your opinions about your learning motivation. 

Please read the questions carefully, and check in the suitable blank according to your own 

real situation.  

2. There are no true or false answers. Please check based on your authentic opinions. 

3. Every question is single choice. Please answer each of them without missing any. 

4. This questionnaire will not affect your grades, and it will not be made public. Please answer 

it with no worry.  

N
um

ber 

Question 

N
ever 

S
eldom

 

S
om

etim
es

O
ften 

A
lw

ays 

1 I hope my grades are better than my other classmates’ grades.      

2 In class, I like the content which makes me curious even if it is not easy to learn.      

3 I think studying is for my parents and teachers.      

4 I doubt the reason why I have to study.      

5 I do not feel well at the thought of going to school.      

6 I feel bored and do not want to learn lessons taught by the teacher in class.      

7 I do not like lessons at school.      

8 During tests, I find many lessons uncovered or ill-prepared.      

9 I think lessons in class are not worth learning.      

10 I think there is much homework and it is hard to handle.      

11 I hope I perform well in my own schoolwork.      

12 I keep the teacher’s encouragement in mind.      

13 I can hand in on time the homework assigned by the teacher.      

14 No matter how the class learning atmosphere is, I will do my best to study.      

15 When the teacher gives praise, I will be happy and work harder.      

16 I think people with good grades perform well in every aspect.      

17 I have distinct goals for the future, which is full of hope.      

18 Though I want to study lessons well, there are other things distracting me.      

19 If I study harder, I can understand the content taught in class.      

20 I have faith in performing excellently on schoolwork and tests.      

21 I feel happy if I perform better than the others in class.      
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Appendix L— Response Questionnaire 

(Adapted from Lin, 2009 & Teng, 2005) 

Name: Date: 

Dear Classmates: 

    Thank you very much for the hardworking and the cooperation during reading 

portfolio assessment. Please carefully answer these questions below. This questionnaire 

will not affect your grade and will not be revealed to the public. Please answer them with 

no worry.  

1. What benefits did you get from reading portfolio assessment? 

 

 

2. In reading portfolio assessment, what is your biggest problem? 

 

 

3. Can reading portfolio assessment assess your reading ability?  

Do you think it is fair? 

 

 

4. Do you think reading portfolio assessment is suitable for junior high school students? 

Why or why not? 

 

 

5. Do you want to continue reading portfolio assessment? Why or why not? 
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Appendix M — Anecdotal Notes 

(Adapted from Lustig, 1996, p.44~45) 

 

 

Date: 

 

Write the description in the blank of each category. 

          

Category 

 

Student 

Time 

management 

 

Portfolio 

maintenance

 

Effort 

on 

journals 

 

 

Effort 

on 

contents

Effort  

on 

reflections 

Effort 

on 

goals 

Effort 

on 

sharing 

Effort  

on     

the 

conference

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

       

 

 

 

 

 

 

       

         


