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Catchy labels are atuention-grabbers.. Whoever first expressed the idea of
portfolios of student work might have conjured up images of capable pro-
fussionals opening impressive hinders filled with polished displays of art, a
far more appealing vision than dreary worksheets and multiple-choice tests.!
Writing instruction seems especially suited to portfolio assessment and pro-
grams have sprung up around the country based on the metaphor. Like
most metaphors, this one must be handled with care. Students are not
professionals, and placing assignments into a manila folder does not guar-
antee a basis for assessment.

The chapters in this volume explore the current status of the portfolio
concept—theory, rescarch, and practice. ‘The focus throughout the volume
is on the tension between classroom assessment and externally mandated
testing. This chapter places the writing portfolio in historical context (old),
examines the mesh between ponfolios and recent developments in cognition
and learning (new), looks at the linkage between portfolios and other in-
novative ideas (horrowed), and then reminds the reader of the especially
tumultnous state of today's American public schools (blue). We conclude
the chapter by proposing @ conceptual framework for the role of pontfolios

'Sweet (19761 s the tirst reference 10 "wiiting poitfolios” we have discovered in ERIC. In
his research, the experience porifolio is a one-page cheeklist where students can indicate their
mterest in various writing topics, Times have cermainly changed,
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in the assessment of student writing, our ¢ffort to provide @ coherent linkage
among the chapters in this volume,

THE OLD

They say that WYTTWYG—"what you test is what you get.” For more than
50 years, testing has come to mean the standardized, group-administered,
multiple-choice test. Critics have argued that we have gotten low-leved out-
comes, rote memorization, and mindless practice. Originally designed for
cheap and efficient selection of soldiers during the World Wars, the multi-
ple-choice technology came to play an increasingly important role in _puhlic
education from the 1950s onward. The concurrent emphasis on cfficient
management was well-served by standardized testing; it satisficd account-
ability requirements, allowed placement of students with special needs, and
provided data to cvaluate competing programs, Standardized tests meshed
with the concept of behavioral outcomes, and textbook publishers began
to align their materials with objectives-based scope-and-sequence charts.
Alignment came into its own with the evolution of criterion-referenced tests
explicitly designed to determine curriculum goals (Bloom, Fiastings, &
Madaus, 1971; a counterargument was made by Glaser, 1981). Textbook
publishers incorporated worksheets and end-of-unit-tests into their materials,
linking external tests to the daily routines of classroom instruction.

Writing instruction was not casily assessed by the multiple-choice technol-
ogy. and so writing fell by the wayside, Literacy hecame identified with
reading, more specifically with an image of reading as the acquisition of basic
skills. As for writing, what should be taught? Many of the answers took a
negative slant. Studics appeared to show that teaching grammir was not only
boring but ineffective. How should writing be taught? Paraphrasing model
paragraphs and copying summaries from book covers wis not very inspiring.
How should writing be assessed? The obvious answer wasthat teachers should
grade student compositions. Although standardized reading tests could boast
reliabilities in the .9 range (high levels of item consistency), research showed
that teachers disagreed on writing performance, with reliabilities around .5
(low inter-rater consistency). Surveying the situation in America’s schools
during the 1970s. Applebee (1980) found that relatively little time was spent
on writing instnuction, most student compositions were a few sentences or
perhaps a paragraph, and the first draft was generally the only draft.

THE NEW
The founding of the Bay Area Writing Project in 1972 and the National

Writing Project in 1974 began to dramatically alter this state of affairs. The
Project brought together classroom teachers who were interested in the
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teaching of writing 10 a summer institute where they could share their knowl-
cdge, practice their own writing, and talk about how to revitalize the field
of composition instruction. From the outset, the project, drawing on the
experience of successful teachers and the research of the time (Britton,
Martin, McLeod, & Rosen, 1975; Calkins, 1986; Emig, 1971; Graves, 1983;
Perl, 1979; Sommers, 1980) emphasized the concept of writing as a process,
the notion that students necd to be taught to think through their ideas as
well as revise their writing, and that teachers needed to provide space and
time for the thinking and reworking of ideas that meaningful writing requires,
The Writing Project also pushed for the assessment of whole pieces of
writing rather than piccemeal multiple-choice snippets, and led the way in
popularizing holistic scoring for state, district, and school-level assessment
programs (Myers, 1980).

Following the summer institutes, participants served as teacher-consult-
ants in local school districts, passing on their knowledge to other teachers
through formal projects and informal interactions. At Writing Project sites,
the yearly cycle just described quickly created a network of teachers com-
mitted to the importance of writing, confident in their professional status,
and convinced of the importance of teacher-based assessment. These teach-
ers depended on neither textbooks nor tests, and were rather distrustful of
external mandates. o

The Writing Project is now active in more than 150 sites in every state
and several foreign countries. During its growth over the past 20 years, the
model has sustained the centrality of the classroom teacher, and the stimu-
lation generated by professional exchanges. It has offered teachers a unified
voice for speaking to the importance of writing in the literacy curriculum,

In the late 1970s, policymakers hurried to the front of the parade. Legis-
lators throughout the nation mandated writing tests as pan of state assess-
ments. ‘T'o be sure, these on-demand tests bore little resemblance to the
practices being promulgated by Writing Project teachers. Process writing
emphasized student-initiated topics, whereas mandated tests employed pre-
determined prompts. In process writing, student work was scaffolded by
instruction, whercas mandated tests were standardized with no support al-
lowed by the teacher. Process writing allowed students adequate time to
plan. compose, and revise, whereas on-demand tests were restricted 10 a
single session and a prescribed amount of time. Process writing was a social
event, whereas state testing placed the individual on his or her own. In
process writing, evaluation was a collaboration between student and teacher,
whereas mandated tests were scored by external judges using predetermined
rubrics. Nonctheless, the introduction of mandated writing tests meant that
many more teachers began o pay altention to writing—especially (eachers
at the “test” grades (usually fourth and eighth grades, along with high school
juniors or seniors),
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The most recent episode in the history of writing assessment in this
country emerged in the 1980s under a varicty of l:llk‘lS—:llll'l}‘llll? ASSUSS-
ment, performance-based testing, portfolios. The initiating goal in this move-
ment was the urge to link assessment policies with what many teachers saw
as a more authentic currictlum—in both reading and writing, What should
be taught as reading? From the perspective of @ 1900s objective-based cur-
riculum, the answer was basic skill in decoding and answering questions.,
The Whole Language movement of the 1980s (Goodman, Goodman, &
Hood, 1989) emphasized instead the reader’s engagement in a story. Re-
membering the facts about The Diary of Anne Frank was part of the process,
but reliving the experience was the more critical outcome. What sl!()ultlihc
taught as writing? An objectives-based answer emphasized the surl;ncc‘ fea-
tures of performance; grammar and spelling could be quickly and rcln:nl?ly
judged from a fill-in-the-blank exercise. Writing I'roject teachers talked in-
stead about purpose, audience, voice, development, and coherence.

The language of this movement had a novel ring to it, but it also il?(‘Ol‘-
porated classical elements. Reading instruction began to emphasize c‘micul
analysis. The Greek kritikos was a person chosen to i.udgc mcril§ and faults,
to get to the root of the matter. Attention swilched from decoding 1o com-
prehension. Speed and accuracy in oral reading are no guarantee of genuine
understanding from this perspective. Comprebend comes from the same root
as prebensile, with the sense of grasping, struggling, wrcstling,."gelling it”
by rebuilding o passage. The focus turned to the student’s reactions, reflec-
tions, and personalization of a piece of literature, a classical concept.

Writing instruction also employed elements of the classical rhetoric, l’l;{n-
ning and development were important elements in writing, as important for
the teacher as it was for the final product. Students once more had to explain
whut they were doing and why. Ideas like thematic development and per-
suasive argumentation returned to the curriculum. The ancient Greeks would
recognize the concepts.

The emphasis on comprehension and rhetorical coherence was supp()nc.d
by an emerging line of innovative rescarch on situated, social, and strategic
cognition as the foundation for powerful learning. A mouthful, to be sure.
The behavioral learning of the 1940s and 19505 was concrete and observable,

attractive both scientifically and administe:tively. Functional relations be-
tween stimulus and response sufficed for this maodel, which provided pow-
erful techniques for behavior control. The cognitive revolution of the 1960s
and 19708 moved inside the mind, the computer as metaphor, 1o explore
intellectual capabilities and thought processes. Information from the sensory
channels entered short-term memory, where it was translated for storage in
long-term memory. Problem solving, linguistic competence, semantic net-
works—these concepts reopened the study of the mind (Berliner & Calfec,

in press).
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By the 1980s, the strengths and limits of the computer metaphor had
become apparent, and a new revolution emerged in our understanding of
thought and learning. Human beings are not machines. We are social, we
communicate, we are adaptive, and we can plan. Computers, in contrast,
do not perform any of these activities unless a human being has programmed
them to do so. They do not communicate unless they are connected by
cables. They work the same no matter where they are plugged in. We now
have a rich understanding of social cognition, of group thinking, and of the
cffect of context on these processes. But despite more than a decade of
research studies spanning a variety of disciplines to explore these concepts,
these ideas have yet to take root in taday's classrooms.

What might it mean for curriculum, instruction, and assessment to be
situated, social. and strategic? It certainly means more than simply exposing
students to textbook content and then testing whether the content has been
stored in memory. Situated learning happens when learning is connected
with prior expericnces and beliefs. If learning is not situated, it is less likely
to have any genuine impact on students’ perceptions and understandings.
Most graduates know that the earth wrns relative to the sun, causing sunrise
and sunset; they have studied this topic in textbooks and tests from fourth
grade on. Nonetheless, students see the sun set in the west in the evening,
and cannot imagine standing on a globe that is actually rotating away from
the sun. They study literary works that convey messages of enormous the-
matic impont—7The Grapes of Wrath, To Kill a Mockingbird, and Frecdom
Road—but appear to leave these studies affected little by the thematic values.
They memorize textbook accounts about the hazards of poor diet, inade-
quate exercise, and drugs like tobacco and alcohol, but statistics and anec-
dotes suggest that these learnings are not thereby connected 10 daily reality
for many people. School is one thing, the real world is another. It is casy
to administer a multiple-choice test to assess content coverage, but judging
the degree of situated learning is more difficult.

Social learning means working together toward genuinely shared ends.
More is needed instructionally than occasional cooperative learning sessions,
Learning in groups can be more effective and more satisfying than working
alone. We sometimes must work as individuals, and too many cooks can
indeed spoil a soup. But the democratic principle of ¢ pluribus unum is
more than an ideal: today's world has moved beyond the assembly-line ¢
10 a time when our lives as citizens and workers require teamwork. Yester-
day’s norms depend on examinations in which an individual's accomplish-
ments are judged by how well he or she can work in isolation in competition
with others. In fact, the student's ability 1o get along with thiny other indi-
viduals is critical if the classroom is to promote learning, and this capability
is equally important in the world beyond school. Report cards sometimes
address these issues by including a behavior category, but this is typically
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used to identify roublemakers rather than peaceniikers. There are no tormal
tests of getting along together.

Finally, cognitively strategic learning emphasizes the importance of trans-
fer to new situations. The only constant for tomorrow is change, and today's
schooling is worthwhile only as it prepares graduates for circumstances that
cannot be predicted, that builds on content, but that goes on to explore
broader meanings and deeper extensions. Strategic learning encompasses
three distinctive principles: it is active, it is reflective, and it is expansive,
Students can learn by rote practice, but they are unlikely to learn about
learning unless they are invested in a purposeful endeavor. A youngs.lc'r
may take a test or even write a passable essay about the causes of the Civil
war, then wipe the slate clean a day later. Being able to expliain yoursclf
is the essence of reflectiveness; “Why?" is largely neglected in classroom
discourse. Authentic assessment asks the student to “show your work.” Learn-
ing is expansive when it moves beyond the immediate context for application
in new and unpredictable situations. In life outside of schools, the answers
can seldom be found at the back of the book. For instance, how does
analysis of the Civil War help understand the several other civil wars going
on around the world today? The daily newspapers suggest that policymakers
do not have clearcut answers about either causes or remedies in this matter,
and so the question is a real one. Judging students’ responses to the question
is not easily relegated to a Scantron machine.

Only recently have the innovative concepts of cognitive learning begun
to influence assessment, and even now only indirectly. Some of the groups
hard at work on authentic assessment build on cognitive foundations (e.g.,
Resnick, 1987). At the level of classroom practice, however, teachers are
predominately oriented toward activities more than concepts, toward c.lem-
onstrating mastery of learned tasks more than transfer to new situations.
Performance is more important than thinking, doing more than explaining,

THE BORROWED

Central to all of the movements just mentioned—whole language, process
writing, authentic assessment—has been the establishment of professional
communities, the borrowing of ideas among teachers. The conceptual foun-
dations sketched provide a starting point for a common language, in the
sense that they seem to share a common ideology, partly grounded in
Dewceyian philosophy, partly based on cognitive psychology. Unfortunately,
the various movements use different words, so that connections are not
easily established.

The problem is that education is a practical enterprise, and as such re-
quires a blending of ideas, enginecring, and art. Scicntists and scholars can
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contribute 1o the ideas, but itis in the field of practice that the engincering
and art must be worked out. In an carlicr time, the technology was simple
and did not require professional judgment. Most schools in the t1.8. could
follow a factory maodel, each laborer at his or her individual workbench,
teachers isolated within their individual classrooms. No need for the con-
tinuing dindogue that is the hallmark of other professions. Education that
guarantees ahigh level of intellectual and social development for all students
cannot he prepackaged, but calls for professional decision making, which
in turn requires a professional language as the foundation for interaction.

And so it is understandable that where programs like whole language,
process writing, and authentic assessment are having substantial impact,
teachers have mapaged to network with one another, Sometimes the linkages
are school-wide, more often they take shape as mentor or “buddy” systems.
The school scems the natural unit for establishing these connections, but
cross-school alliances have a unique potential as seen in the National Writing
Project and other professional networks.

Several observers have commented on the value of local ownership, the
iddea that teachers must develop their own understanding of the concepls
and practices. This strategy carries the risk of reinventing wheels, but we
think that it makes sense for several reasons. First, if today's teaching rested
on a more clearly estublished professional foundation, then teachers would
encounter preservice experiences in thinking through comprehending and
adapting new ideas at a conceptual level during their college carcers and
induction into the vocation, In fact, teaching during the past 50 years has
been “managed,” in the sense that teachers are generally told what to do.
Now, when suddenly expected to make significant decisions on their own
initiative, teachers are understandably taken aback and reluctant. It is only
through collegial opportunities that support this process from beginning to
end that genuine professionalism can develop. These experiences require
sustained support and feedback over a matter of years; it is not enough to
attend o summer institute and then return to the isolation of the individual
classroom. '

Unfortunately. opportunities for collegial interaction remain rare in today's
schools. Unlike Japanese teachers, for whom as much as half the day is
spent in collegial activities, American teachers spend most of the working
day with children. Faculty meetings, after-school workshops, and committee
sessions provide scant time for serious discussion, and are in any cvent
typically occupied with mundane matters disconnected from serious discuis-
sion of instructional practice. If meetings were really substantive, they could
be quite worthwhile. Freedman (1994) in her comparative study of 1L.S, and
British schools found that British tcachers routinely participated in depart-
ment meetings where they discussed and debated curriculum orientations
and theories about student learning, and where they analyzed the needs of
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particular students. Their most important exchanges came from opportunitics
to discuss details of practice against their specific contexts, to design and
experiment together toward genuine instructional projects. Despite lh'e bar-
riers 1o collaboration, a repeated theme from innovative programs in the
11.S. is the revitalization that comes from interaction with other teachers
around matters of genuine importance to education (Licherman, 1992; Dar-
ling-Hammond, 1994). The event may be as apparently mundane as a two-
week summer session spent scoring portfolios; nonetheless, it is a chance
to share ideas about student learning, and teachers value the experience.
In fact, teachers involved in writing portfolio assessment, even when the
assessment task is extemally mandated and controlled, routinely praise the
opportunity for collegial interaction around student accomplishments—the
opportunity to borrow.

THE BLUE

The blue reflects the sad reality that the innovations sketched here come at
a time when support for education is ebbing throughout many parts of the
U.S. The federal role has focused increasingly on national standards and
tests, To be sure, the Office of Education has adopted a policy that supports
school-wide programs under some conditions. This policy offers possihi\lities
for teachers to interact, and even the promise of funds for professional
development. But the encouragement for school-wide programs is encum-
bered in regulations, the funding is threatened with cutbacks, :{r\(i admin-
istrators are understandably skeptical about a program that offers greater
freedom and responsibility, but also offers the risk of less control. At the
state level, policies and practices for school reform vary widely, and schools
no longer top the priority list in many places; crime, prisons, the economy,
health care, and welfare have displaced atention from educational issues,
even though effective education offers the only long-term remedy to the
former problems. ’
We are not saying that concerns about schools have declined; politicians
and the media continue to decry declines in public education (a claim not
supported by the evidence; cf. Berliner & Biddle, 1996; Calfee & Patnctk,
1995), and the importance to our country’s future of providing higher quality
education (a claim that is clearly on the mark). The federal and state policy
initiatives to provide leadership and establish control are forward-lookipg;
challenging curriculum frameworks, teachers capable of centering instruction
around student needs, and authentic assessment are all found in the rhetoric.
Although standardized multiple-choice tests remain the primary technology
for gauging achievement, several state and national programs have explored
the feasibility of alternative methods, including performance tasks and port-
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tolios (e.g., Gentile, Martin-Rehrman, & Kennedy, 1995). The daunting chal-
lenge is to link these mandated efforts at reform to the realities of schools
and classrooms scattercd around the many ecological niches throughout our
nation, We confront the dilemma of shaping a common vision in a situation
where one size does not fit all. Moreover, as we place these words on paper,
scveral states that had taken leadership in assessment innovations have
precipitously terminated the programs and returned to conventional multi-
ple-choice wsts (e.g., Arizona, California, North Carolina).

THE CLASSROOM WRITING PORTFOLIO

This volume explores the efforts of elementary and middle school teachers
to employ portfolios as a way to promote student writing. It springs from
a project of the National Center for the Study of Writing and Literacy (NCSW)
that investigated current practices in portfolio assessment of writing in the
clementary and middle grades. The goal of the project was to understand
the ways in which portfolios scrve the -classroom teacher for instructional
decisions. A secondary purpose was to examine the value of classroom
portfolios for other accountability purposes, including grades, parent reports,
and evaluation of school programs. The focus was on locally determined
porttolio practices, and the project did not explore portfolios that resulied
from state or federal mandates, .

We proposed four tasks in the project: (a) development of a conceptual
framework for analyzing student portfolios, (b) analysis of current classroom
practice through surveys, interviews and focus groups, intensive case studies,
and review of various publications, (¢) examination of evaluation techniques
and standard-setting, and (d) investigation of aggregation strategics. Three
project activities are covered elsewhere in this volume: an innovative survey
strategy based on techniques familiar 1o teachers operating from a whole
language perspective (chapter 3), a technique that we dubbed the “video
visit” for acquiring contextually grounded information about portfolio meth-
ods (chapter 9), and a working conference that brought together rescarchers
and practitioners around the topic of writing portfolios (the remaining chap-
ters in the volume).

Several discernible themes run throughout this complex array of data: (a)
commitment to student portfolios has an cnergizing effect on teachers and
students, (b) portfolios in practice encompass a wide varicty of methods and
purposes, (¢) standard-seiting, grading, and aggregation receive little system-
atic consideration when teachers initiate portfolios, and (d) portfolios mean a
lot of work for teachers (and presumably for students). It also appears that,
whatever this “portfolio thing” is, it scems to have arrived on the scene, at least

e
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for the time being. As one of the practices that fall under the broader category
of authentic assessment, portfolios are important in the part of the reform
movement that emphasizes teacher autonomy and more genuine instructional
experiences, Exactly what is @ portfolio within this context? A metaphor, for
one thing (Bird, 1990). Our mind's cyc casily envisions an architect, artist, or
model striding down Madison Avenue with an cnormous binder under his or
her arm—an aspiring and competent individual on the way to success!
Portiolios are clearly positive, whatever they may be.

Metaphors offer models and allegories, but they are not the real thing.
Stdents are not accomplished professionals. They are not competing for
top spots. We are talking about kids in the clementary and middle grades
learning about their interests and their potential. A portfolio—port: to carry:
Solio: paper—has a clear meaning on New York's Madison Avenue, but
what about Sacramento’s Mack Elementary School? From one perspective,
student portfolios have a long history in this country—binders with notes,
folders with assignments, backpacks with scribblings. But a portfolio secems
clearly more than a collection of papers; alter all, a wastebasket could fulfill
this definition. And today’s activities require more than transferring student
assignments from a three-ring binder to a manila folder with an accompa-
nying name change.

“Real” Portfolios

Looking more closely at the metaphor may be helpful. What about profes-
sional portfolios? These collections differ from notebooks (or wastebaskets)
in several respects. They are prepared with a particular purpose in mind.
An artist's portfolio aims to send a thematic message. An architect’s portfolio
is designed to convince a client. An investment portfolio should promise a
profit, the more the better. A poet's portfolio is a collection of efforts, both
published and unpublished, with quality more important than quantity. The
academic's curriculum vita and the professional’s “bio” highlight job accom-
plishments over a life span.

The pornfolios of experts are selective. An architect may include a pro-
gression of drawings in a folder, demonstrating how she approaches a prob-
lem, but the final drawing is presented as the best work. Pianists spend
enormous amounts of time practicing scales, but these are not included in
their recordings. Scientists conduct numerous experiments that may be well-
intended but on reflection not very thoughtful, and these excursions do not
show up in their curriculum vita. Learning, cven when it goes relatively
smoothly, entails trial and error. Portfolios seldom contain any “outtakes.”

Professional portfolios call for judgments. They are designed to withstand
the rigors of evaluation by informed judges. In this sense, the gymnast’s
acrobatics and the skater's performance are portfolios-in-action. Performer
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and judge are on the sume page, in the sense that both share 1 common
perspective on contents and criteria for assessment. Both understand that
the primary purpose of a portfolio is for evaluation. Professional portfolios
are graded, both absolutely and relatively. In Olympic competitions, the
pancel of judges lifts its cards to display the ratings of a diving performance;
television commentators explain why this splash merits a 9.2 whereas a
previous one received a 9.8. The panel's assessment is subjective, but it
must justify its ratings against a set of criteria. The ratings are also relative;
one performance is of greater merit than another.

Finally. these portfolios are transportable. ‘They are designed 10 be of
similar value no matter where they are go. The demands on an architect
may be differcnt in San Diego and Duluth, but certain fundamental clements
transfer from one location to another. An equestrian who triumphs in Long
Island is likely to be respected in Long Beach. This facet of portfolios is
arguably the least defensible, because context is always a factor. The New
York fashion model may be welcomed in Sun Francisco but not in Los
Angeles, and the weather in Duluth poses different architectural challenges
than the balm of San Diego. But the basic idea is to establish consistency
within certain boundary conditions.

Student Portfolios

Learners are not professionals; novices are not experts, How does the meta-
phor connect with classrooms and ledrning? What else should students “col-
lect” other than the massive accumulations that they already aggregate? When
and how should evaluation proceed? In what ways does portfolio assessment
supplement or replace prevailing practices? How does it connect with stand-
ardized tests, grades, retention, or assignment to special programs? These
and related questions are not to be found in the metaphor. The contexts
are very dissimilar, so the analogics cuickly fail. New answers must be
devised for what are genuincly new questions.

Nonetheless, the metaphor does offer a plan for approaching these matters
l.hmugh the four categories introcdhuced previously. The most sensible purpose
for portfolios in the clementary and middle grades, it scems to us, is the
documentation of student learning and growth, We are talking not about
experts but about novices moving toward expertise. The emphasis should
therefore be on progress rather than accomplishment,

Student portfolios should thus be sefective, but now the choices should
reflect student development from the beginning of the school year toward
flcfinul)lc curriculum goals at year's end. Because this activity is taking place
in classrooms, the record should clearly document opportunity to learn, and
the teacher's comments about instructional scaffolding. Objectives-based
testing often alludes to skill mastery; third-graders are unlikely to demonstrate
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mastery inany significant domins, but they can reasonably be cj\qx'('lcd to
display progress on the continuun from novice to expert, [tthercfore makes
sense 1o select work samples that show movement along this continuum,

If student portfolios are 1o serve for assessment, then they must include
judgments, whether in the form of grades, narrative comments, or measures.
Several studies have revealed that today's teachers are uneasy about rendering
judgment when the evidence is complex. ‘They often speak of pontfolios s an
opportunity for dialogue with students; grades are based on Iests. I'his
discomfort springs from several sources. One is the hack of professional
preparation for evaluating student work (Stiggins, 1999, Another s .lhc
difficulty of the task (Wiggins, 1993). But this unease also reflects a classical
tension: Should school grades reflect progress, ctfort, or accomplishment?
Rubrics for mandated portfolio assessment, which serve as models for class-
room portfolios, frequently portray olympian qualities rather than dcscrihi.ng
either progress or effort. These rubrics lay out a fixed standard of expentise
and accomplishment rather than a developmental scale showing movement
from beginner to expert. None of the rubrics with which we are fum.ilinr
incorporates mention of students’ attitudes and motivations. Most call fur. a
holistic score, which is poorly suited for either documenting growth or for
identifying strengths and areas where help is needed. Ina word, lcuche'-rs are
probably correct in their uneasiness about the role of portfolios in tormal
assessment, At certain points in schooling it makes sense to nuake summative
assessments; when students lcave elementary school formiddle or junior high
school and when they move on to high school, the faculty should be able to
gauge students' level of accomplishment. But the main job throughout most
of these formative years is formative evaluation, for which portfolios may be
ideally suited. But evaluation is needed in any event,

Which brings us to the issue of transportabilitp—what clements in the
student portfolio need to be carried across grades, schools, and subject
matters? Some educators see the portfolio as a steady accumulation from
kindergarten through—life? Asked about the practicality of such advice, some
rely on technological remedies; scan cverything onto a4 CD-ROM! Although
this strategy may be possible, it begs the question: What is important to
preserve for assessment purposes? Neither students nor teachers have time
or interest to review everything that a student does. The problem becomes
more challenging if the portfolio also incorporates instructional information.
We suggest that transportability is actually a curriculum issue. Suppose the
aim is to document the significant developmental mileposts marking a
writer's progress from kindergarten novice to eighth-grade expert. Eighth
graders have learned a lot, and individuals differ significantly in style and
interest. Where are commonalities to be found? We think that the answer
lies in constructing a genuine alignment of assessment with curriculum—a
coherent description of the course of study.

.L.—
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Portfoliv assessment brings all of the issues sketched earlier into bold
reliet. In particular, portfolios closcly complement the emerging concepts
of cognitive learning. 1 the aim is to document students’ progress in learning
that is situated, social, and strategic, then the assessment record must include
contextual information that informs cach of these dimensions. The record
of curriculum opportunitics and instructional support is certainly a significant
part of this context. The portfolio, from this perspective, is not an accumu-
lation of writing sumples, but a reflective account of a student's development
as supported by his or her teachers, By studying such a folder, teachers and
parents should be able (o sce evidencee of growth, but also the conditions
that supported learning, the interaction with classmates (and others, includ-
ing parents), and the blueprint that makes sense of the activity. Portfolios
meeting this criterion may vary considerably on the surface, but require a
coherent design if they are to transcend anarchy. A major goal of the NCSW
project was to construct a framework for such a design, and we turn next
to that matter.

A CONCEPTUAL FRAMEWORK
FOR PORTFOLIO ASSESSMENT

We approached the conceptualization of clisstoom writing assessment port-
folios with four practical questions in mind: (a) what purposes and audiences
are served by portfolios; (b) what do portfolios look like; (¢) how does a
teacher "do” a ponfolio, and (d) how are portfolios used for evaluation?
These four questions provide relatively independent categories for thinking
about portfolio design, for classifying different strategies and designs, and
for reviewing the tensions mentioned carlier.

Purposes and Audiences

Although the question of why and for whom might seem obvious, the answers
are frequently tacit at the classroom level. A teacher attends a reading-writing
conference and returns excited about the concept. The leader of a process-
writing or whole-linguage workshop shows how portfolios link with these
movements. A principal or district administrator, cager to be on the leading
edge, recommends portfolios, perhaps even mandating their use.

Nonc of these questions directly addresses the why question. Enthusiasm,
connections with other poputar programs, administrative dictate—none of
these are genuinely purposcful. Too often the answer is often “because it
is there.” For teachers searching for innovation and independence, portfolio
techniques are atractive: they are Hexible, they are student-centered, they
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are not standardized, and they highlight the teacher's professional role. At
one level, "why is legitimaely answered with “Because 1like them and
they are mine!” The exclamation mark is intentional, beeause teachers can
be passionate in their response. Over the long haul, however, purpose
requires more than passion.

What other answers are possible? One might suggest that porttolios are
more appropriate for gauging higher-level learning outcomes, for connecting
instruction with assessment, for giving students more responsibility for as-
sessment, for more adequately informing parents and authorities. These
snggestions appear on oceasion, but are relatively rare in surveys. Mandates
are straightforward: “I'm doing portfolios because the district told us t10.”
Although this answer is honest and not uncommon, it lacks any commitment
10 goenuine purpose.

What about audience—for whom are portfolios constructed and dis-
played? Some of the most heanfelt answers to this question point to the
student as the focal audience. The practical literature in this ficld offers
numerous romantic anecdotes about student involvement in and celebriation
of their portfolio productions. At one level this idea makes sense; William
Zinsser (1990) was convincing when he argued that the most important
reader of any composition is the writer; you should write for yourself. But
this idea is circumvented when students are mandated to compile ponfolios,
and when they have no say in the purpose and design of the folders, Some
students may find pride in their accomplishments, and portfolios offer many
possibilities not to be found in multiple-choice tests. But other students are
likely to be just as happy if they can conceal their shortcomings behind the
anonymity of random marks with a #2 pencil.

Teachers are clearly an important audience for portfolios, whether or not
assessment is an explicit outcome. But the teacher's role as audience can vary
markedly: interested browser, harried commentator, engaged dialoguer, for-
mal evaluator. To further complicate matters, the same portfolio may attempt
1o serve alt of these functions, so that one moment the teacher is a supportive
and engaging partner, only then to become an unforgiving judge. The teacher
also plays a central role in linking portfolios to other audiences: parents,
principal, district and state accountants. A unicque feature of writing porttolios,
unlike on-demand writing samples, is the enormous range of roles that the
teacher ean play in connecting the student through the portfolio o more

remote audiences. We have seen situations in which students were leftto their
own devices, others in which teachers virtually prepared the portfolio, and
some in which teachers sct the stage for students 1o present themsclves
ciiectively but genuinely to other audiences. If portfolio assessment is 1o
support the concept of learning that is situated, social, and strategic, then the
challenge is to guide students in dealing with the concept of audience,
providing instructional support toundergird this essential but demanding task.

p “—— . o R
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Substance and Form

What is 2 portfolio? What does it look like? What is in it? How is it organized?
Detailed answers to these questions depend partly on audience and purpose,
but some cross-cutting issues can be identified, and within any given situation
a varicty of choices offer themselves. As a practical enterprise, the literacy
portfolio usually comprises a folder with situated samples of student reading
and writing performance (Calfee & Hicbert, 1991; Harp, 1991; Tierney, Canter,
& Desani, 1991 Valencia & Calfee, 1991). Practitioners frequently talk abou
three categories of writing samples: showcease (examples of accomplish-
ment), documentation (records of progress), and evaluation (assignments
submitted for grading). These madels overlap considerably, but they identify
distinctive characteristics and technical demands,

From a curriculum perspective, portfolio contents are driven by a different
set of issues. What genre should be included? Personal narratives, in their
simplest form, are an easier task for the young writer than technical exposi-
tions. Poctry can pique the student’s imagination with relatively few con-
straints (assuming that free verse is permitted), but evaluation is a challenge.
What elements of the writing process should be included? Early drafts with
technical deficiencies and unretined development? Final but unpolished
drafts? Personal journals with random reflections? Answers 1o these questions
require curriculum guidance; what are the instructional outcomes of the
exercise?

A sccond set of substantive issucs centers around the reading-writing
connection. These issues are important in portfolio design for several rea-
sons. First, the value that comes from integration of reading and writing has
been cogently argued by others (e.g., Moffett & Wagner, 1992). Nonctheless.
a4 long history of separation continues to thwant efforts 1o blend these two
domains both conceptually (the disciplinary handbooks have failed com-
pletely to join reading and writing) and practically (Iasal readers now offer
snippets of writing cxcrcises but not a coherent curriculum: writing programs
say little about text comprehension or the reading-writing connection; Clif-
tord-Jonich, 1987). ‘The instructional languages are different in the two do-
mains, Portfolio contents often sustain the division; the reading section has
a book log, while the writing scction has compaositions (Flower, 1994; Spivey
& King, 1989).

Thirdly, it is becoming increasingly clear that portfolios are markedly
enhanced by the inclusion of reflective comments by students and eachers
and even parents, Current techniques may ask the student to complete |
cover sheet for each writing sample in which they comment on the strengths
and limitations of the picce. Teachers sometimes write notes or “captions”
on student work. Reflection is o difficult task, and responses often tend
toward the mundane. Students are understandably pleased when they finish
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an assignment—it is finally done! Reflection is just one more picee ()I'.husy-
work. When asked about ways to improve a picee, students naturally follow
the maodel of their teacher's remarks—write more, fix the grammar, and
correct the spelling. One can imagine more substantial dimensions for cri-
tiquing a work: organization, development of ideas, personal voice, lhcnf:mc
integrity. These dimensions reach bencath the surtace toward the wellsprings
that make writing a personally meaningful part of the curriculum in the
elementary and middle grades. The reflective element of the portfolio opens
the way to develop these facets of literacy acquisition, but realizing this
potential is a substantial and largely unmet Ch:lllcngq '

We have placed the substantive issues at the forefront of this section to
emphasize their importance, because we think that function precedes form,
Nonctheless, we recognize the need o organize 2 portfolio, to establish its
form, shape and style. In practice, no single format is likely to serve all
purposes, so that different portfolios require different structures at di‘ﬁcr.cnl
times. A progressive format makes sense for a working portfolio, organization
by genre is appropriate for evaluation, and a project-based arrangement
offers opportunities for constructing a showpicce. The preceding references
ofter numerous examples of organizational patterns, and we do not develop
the matter further. Our main caution is to warn against developing the
portfolio as random accumulation. The circular file approach to portfolios
scerves neither instruction nor assessment, neither students nor eachers.

Process

The conceptual question under this heading is how to do portfolios, The is-
sues here revolve panly around the student’s activities in assembling the
various collections described earlier. But they also entail the work of the
teacher in constructing a portfolio environment within the classroom, and
the efforts of the entire school in supporting the classroom environment.

Several features of portfolio assessment are significant practical guides in
shaping these activities:

« Production is more important than recognition; students must demon-
strate that they can actually do something, rather than simply picking
the right answer.

« Projects are more important than items; the emphasis should e on
depth over breadth, on validity over reliability.

« Informed judgment is more important than mechanized scoring: the
teacher replaces the Scantron as the central character in the assessment
Process.

For the student, the process of building a portfolio is ideally directed by
a coherent combination of curriculum goals, strategic understandings, and

y “—
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personal interests, Many have written about student-centered learning; port-
folios offer a technology tor helping this slogan o become a reality. But
this goal requires that the portfolio process begin in the early years of
schooling with substantial support by the teacher, evolving in the kiter grades
toward increased student responsibility.

For the teacher, assessment becomes a task of applied research: planning,
collecting the data, and interpreting the evidence (Calfee & Hiebert, 1991).
This perspective differs markedly from the activity-driven approach 1o daily
instruction. Portlolios can casily become little more than a decorative addi-
tion 1o business as usual, but they have the potential to become a lever for
strategic and reflective teaching. A paradigm shift of this order of magnitude
is likely to require that ieachers spend time in consultation and development,
that policymakers recognize that genuine reforms will be measured in years
rather than months, and that transformations in mindset be valued more
than changes in behavior.

Evaluation

Portfolios do not have to be submitted to formal judgment. Professional
portfolios usually serve this purpose, but some collections are for the fun of
it, for sustaining personal memories, for tradition, The family photo album is
a kind of portfolio, but we would not ordinarily think about subjecting it 1o a
formal evaluation (*Aunt Martha seems to have gained some weight and Uncle
Fred lost some hair™ is not the same as a formal assessment). Indecd, some
educators have proposed that portfolios provide a unique opportunity for
genuine interaction between student and teacher, or for a unique student
experience—efforts to evaluate these artifacts will only undercut the founda-
tional henefits, and intrude on the intrinsic merit of the experience.

Evaluation can be tough. Teachers often report on how difficult it is to
assign grades. Wiggins (1993) noted the inherent tension between suppont
and criticism, hetween buddy and judge. This tension is especially high
during the carly years of schooling. Kindergarten teachers often object to
the tirmoil of formal assessments, and many cducators question the validity
of formalized testing for first graders, The critical question, stll lacking «a
clearcut answer, is how to achicve a reasonable balance between the role
of the clementary teacher as advocate versus authority at different grades
and in different situations.

But assuming that student evaluation is required and that portfolios are
to be pant of this process, several questions come 1o the fore, What pirts
of the collection should serve for assessment? Who should serve as the
judges? When should evaluations be conducted? What standards should Iw
applicd? Based on our previous analysis, we offer the following recommen-
dations, First, the classroom teacher is the person in the hest position to
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gauge student achicvements in the clementary and middle grades, although
it is probably important for these judgments 1o be moderated by other
colleagucs inside and outside the school. Second, where assessment of learn-
ing—growth, progress, change—is the focus, then continuous formative as-
sessment makes most sense, and is quite feasible when evaluation is local.,
Occasional summative judgments can then build on this base.

The third issue—standards—merits special attention. The touchstone is
the assumption made in the previous paragraph—that the aim ol porttolio
assessment in the elementiry grades is to measure leaming, We argued
carlier in the chapter that absolute standards of achievement make sense at
some points in the school experience. When a student leaves clementary
school for junior high or middle school, that is a reasonable time to assess
the student’s accomplishment of curriculum goals against a set of benchmarks
or rubrics. The form of these standards of accomplishment is something of
a mystery, in our judgment. ‘They are not really all that clear in the curriculum
standards being prepared by various professional organizations. These latter
seldom specify with adequate clarity what comprises marginal, adequate,
and excellent performance at a given grade level. The general approach is
to lay out a qualitative dimension ranging from poor to good to better, to
exhort students toward higher achievements.

Lacking in these specifications are substantive criteria for defining the
dimensions or for describing the boundarics hbetween one level and another.
Scales developed by the National Assessment of Educational Progress (NAEP)
for authentic assessment illustrate the current procedures for establishing
standards. Level 300 in the reading scale is described as “finds, understands.
summarizes, and explains relatively complicated information,” whereas level
350 requires the reader to “synthesize and learn from specialized reading
materials.” In the recent redesign of reading assessment, NAEP (Langer,
Campbell, Neuman, Mullis, Persky, & Donahue, 1995) describes levels of
extended response to a passage (an important task, because it calls for
students to respond in writing to a passage that they have just read), On
this scale, Unsatisfactory reflects “little or no understanding, repeated, dis-
jointed, or isolated bits from the passage,” Partial *demonstrates some un-
derstanding, but is incomplete, fragmented, and unsapported by appropriate
argument or evidence.” and extensive “includes enough detail and complex-
ity to indicate that the student has developed at least generally appropriate
understandings of the passage and the question.” A final level, essential,
continties the pattern of @ scale that moves steadily upward, but with features
that are diffuse and shifting. Here are two samples (slightly edited to climinate
mechanical ditferences) from the NAEP report; the question is “If she were
alive toaday, what question would you like to ask Mandy about her career?
Explain why the answer to your question would be important to know.,”
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Iwould tike 1o ask Mandy about how did she feel 1o usually not be able 1o
participate in sports like baschall so 1 would know how Mandy fell,

I would ask her how did it feel back there. Because | would want to know
how it felt back there at that time.

Why did you like being umpire? i would be imponant because we wouldn't
know why she liked being umpire, when girls weren't supposed to play
sports. Linless someone asked her that question, we would never find out.

Did you really like basketball? Did you have any friends or fans? Were you
ever atany baskethall gumes? The reason | would ask these questions is
because | like basketball 100, Were you ever a cheerleader? What color is
your hair? Because if you cver get tost people would have to know what
color your hair is.

Two of these compositions received a rating of Unsatisfactory, one a rating of
Partial, and one of Extensive. The point here is not whether you are able to
match these assigned ratings (although that is by no means unimportant), but
the way in which you would justify your judgments. And notice, we are taking
for granted in this example that it makes sense to judge the performance of
fourth graders against a criterion of accomplishment rather than progress—how
well could each of these four students write the year before this assignment?

To the degree that standard sctting seems unclear for constrained assess-
ments designed by national experts with substantial funding, we find reason
for concern about the prospects for locally developed portfolios that are more
open-ended and that must rely on limited resources and expertise. Estab-
lishing absolute standards of accomplishment probably demands the best that
can be achieved by the combined efforts of professionals, practitioners, and
academics. It probably calls for a combination of situated assessments like
porttolios and on-demand examinations like the California Learning Assess-
ment System (CLAS), now unlortunately defunct. 1t certainly requires that we
continue 1o struggle with the challenge of establishing more effective proce-
dures for ensuring judgments that are consistent, generalizable, and valid.

The current enamorment with national standards may be a matter of
looking for lost keys under the neaest limppost. Evaluation is often asso-
ciated with control, and it is tempting for those in power to resort to cen-
ralization and standardization, which offers the promise of consistent rubrics
and procedures. We agree with Wiggins (1993) on the overriding importance
of validity, which leads us 1o the conclusion that the locals are in a far
stronger position to decide how to assess learning and to gauge student
progress toward established standards, Our rationale here springs from the
goal of ensuring that instruction allows all students fulfill their potential
(Howe, 1994). If the assessment aim is selection, then it may make sense
to establish summative standards at the outset of schooling, thereby climi-
nating clients without obvious promise as carly as possible. Test children
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on entry 1o kindergarten and decide whether it is worth trying 1o CdlI.('zlll.'
them. Adaptive, formative standards make more .\‘cnsc.whc.n the 8.()1” is to
oplimize progress for every individual. The challenge in Flns position is to
ensure that these Jocal instructional activities, idiosyncriatic on the surface,
can be certified as valid cfforts toward common summative achievements.
Portfolios offer opportunitics for both formative and summative flsscssm-cm;
they can offer evidence about learning and instructional support for Igurnmg,
while cstablishing the degree to which the student has met summative per-
formance criteria. For formative evaluation, standards gauge learning and
instruction conjointly; for summative cvaluation, staindards gauge the level
of accomplishment. Although these two sets of standards need to mesh,
they are very different in character.

SOME MESSY MATTERS

Conceptual frameworks like the one just described have a 'n‘c:ll :lel(lenliC_
appearance. The real world is considerably more clutiered. lhc' cditors of
this volume suggested that the authors keep the fraimework in mind as l'hey
prepared their chapters, but their works also reflect their own perspectives
as well as the snarly realities with which they have chosen to wrestle.

There is chaos in order, and vice versa. In this final section we highlight
several tensions that reappear throughout these chapters as well as the
broader literature in the field of portfolio assessment. The first of these
tensions centers around the contrast between internally based and externally
mandated assessments. What best serves the classroom teacher does not
mesh nicely with the needs of administrators and policymakers. Somg schol-
ars think that this gap is unbridgeable (e.g., Cole, 1988). We are inclined to
think otherwise, and see in portfolios the possibility for spanning this chasm
(Freedman, 1993). The proof will eventually come from the pudding, but
we think that the incorporation of teacher judgments within public account-
ability is not only possible but also critically important.

A related tension relates to efforts to standardize the contexts and con-
ditions of assessment. To what degree can or should portfolios and portfolio
assessment be kept constant across ditferent contexts, and what are the costs
and benefits for students and teachers from such constancy? Bureaucrats are
generally more comfortable when things go by the book; even if rc'a.lity is
otherwise, they are reassured through standard operating procedures. Teach-
ers on the front lines often call for Nexibility in adapting instruction and
assessment 1o local conditions and diverse student needs. As just indicated,
we think it is possible 1o develop a common standard design that allows—
indeed, demands—flexibility.
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The third tension arises from the commitment to educational cquity (Astin,
1990: Darling-tHammond, 1994; Nettles & Nettles, 1995). When assessment
must contorm to fixed methods and when developing students must meet
fixed levels of performance, both equity and quality can be undermined.
Again, some policymakers have emphasized the virtue of high standards for
all. We agree on the merits of this policy at certain points in the process of
cducation, but question the imposition of high standards of accomplishment
during the carly stages of learning, given that students vary considerably in
their academic preparation for school. ‘An analogy 10 the carly preparation
of athletes makes our point. One approach is 1o decide to begin by asking
a group ol 6-year-olds to attempt the high hurdles, and provide further
tutclage to those who do not fall down. They probably have natural ability,
and someone has probably helped them develop whatever talent they pos-
sess. But athletic prowess takes a varicty of different forms, and varies with
the child's age. A swimming pool may be more appropriate than hurdles
for 6-year-olds. Moreover, it probably makes more sense with young children
to focus on quality performance with lowered bars than to set the bars at
a level where half of the racers trip on their first atempt.

A fourth tension appears when we consider the differential affects of new
assessment methods on both students and teachers. These changes are com-
ing at a time of increased demands on teachers because of deteriorating
family demographics and declining support for public education. State testing
policies, for reasons of efficiency, typically focus on one or two grade levels
per school. “Portfolios—I think they do them in fourth grade™ is an under-
standable response of by a harried third-grade teacher. As we noted carlier,
the full potential of portfolio assessment is likely to depend on linking this
technique to a developmental curriculum, and to procedures and expecta-
tions that cut across all grades. This means a schoolwide effort. In England,
teachers have a tradition of professional responsibility for educational mat-
ters. They have steadfastly resisted efforts 1o federalize curriculum and as-
sessment at the elementary and middle school levels. Although respectful
tand knowledgeable) of national reports and recommendations, they view
decisions about exactly what to teach and how to assess the learning of
young children as local responsibilities. Each school faculty makes time to
discuss methods and standards for assessment. Educational advisors, mod-
crators, circnit-riding mentor teachers, ensure a degree of commonality
across schools. Their role is not to direct or dictate, but to connect the
insights and problems in one school with the work of other facultics,

This list does not exhaust the tensions by any means, nor do we attempt
to provide resolutions. The chapters that follow raise other issues and suggest
possible accommodations. What seems clear is that portfolio assessment,
which arose as a largely grassroots movement, has become a cutting-edge
instrument for fundamental reforms in 1.8, education. Portfolios are unlikely
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to achieve this end, however, unless substantively linked to other reform
clements, We see in teacher-hased classroom assessment—for which port-
folios are one source of information about learning outcomes—tlie potential
for genuinely systemic reform, in which all parts of the educational endeavor
are conjoined. But in this version of systemic reform, the impetus comes
not from policymakers at the top of the hierarchy, but from professional
communitics it the local school level.

PERSPECTIVES ON THEORY AND PRACTICE

someonc—it may have been Kurt Lewin—said that nothing is so practical
as a good theory. The gaps between theory and practice, academics and
practitioners, and ideas and activities remain substantial in the field of cdu-
cation. The situation seems quite different in other professions, for whatever
reasons, but in education the linkages are much more tenuous. One of the
primary aims of this volume is to help bridge the gap. This goal is appropriate
for an assessment volume, given the tension between internal and external
mandates in the testing domain, We surely do not claim to have achieved
success, but the project has managed to bring together individuals repre-
senting a0 variety of perspectives. We have organized the volume to reflect
the connections and contrasts between theory and practice. We lead oft
with chapters that are more conceptual and research-like, moving then to-
ward contributions that are more practical and teacher-like.

To frame these segments, the chapters by Herman, Gearhant, and Asch-
hacher and Belanoff provide conceptual “bookends.” Herman, Gearhar,
and Aschbacher anchor new developments in the ficld with serious questions
about the technical foundations for classroom-based assessment and Bela-
noff reflects on the common themes from the chapters, Herman's background
has put her face-to-face with the practicalities of clementary and middle
school classrooms, whereas Belanoff shifts us to a very different perspec-
tive—equally practical, but focused on the bottom line for the high school
graduate entering college.

Achieving coherence in an edited volume is always a challenge. We have
approached this task in three ways. First, we have offered the preceding
conceptual framework as a road map for readers. Second, literacy—reading
and writing—is the focus for all the authors. Finally, one focal question can
he posed for each of the chapters: How can classroom reading-writing port-
folios enhance curricudum, instruction, and assessment for both local and
external accountability? This question is likely to be of increasing importance
in years to come. The roadway for educational reform is still murky in parts,
but new and improved assessments will almost certainly part of any suc-
cessful design.
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Portfolio assessment has made a dramatic entry into the 1990s assessment
scene offering great promise: Assessments that will right the wrongs of
traditional measurement practice; assessments that will help, not hurt or
subvert, the instructional process; assessments that will provide bridges, nol
barriers, to student accomplishment. The appeal and potential benefits of
porttolios are many, particulurly when compared o traditional standardized
testing. Because portfolios contain the products of classroom instruction, by
definition, they should be integrated with it, not an intrusive add-on. In
contrast to the focus of traditional testing on discrete skills, well-designed
portfolios contain student work reflecting students” accomplishments toward
significant curriculum goals, particularly those that require complex thinking
and the use of multiple resources. Because the assessment of student per-
formance on these tasks can provide evidence of students” accomplishments
and thereby serve as a tool 1o support the instructional process, portfolio
assessment can bolster the efficacy of teachers, encouraging them to consider
deeply how students are progressing. Portfolios, in addition, invite students
o reflect on and take responsibility for their own progress, the assessment
process, and, ultimately, their own learning, Finally, portfolios provide par-
ents and the wider community with credible evidence of student achiceve-
ment, and inform policy and practice at every level of the educational system,
from individual students to the nation as 2 whole (Freedman, 1993).

The promises of portfolios are enticing, yet claims alone do not assure
their realization. In this chapter, we consider issues in moving beyond the
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