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ABSTRACT

The aim of the present study is to examine the attitudes and the achievement
scores of English pre-service student-teachers according to their participation in electronic
portfolio (e-portfolio) implementation in the Practice Teaching course. The related issues,
namely theories of learning and implications for teacher education, reflective thinking,
portfolios (types, process, content, and assessment), e-portfolios, pros and cons of e-
portfolios, and e-portfolios in teacher education have been covered in this study. This
quasi-experimental study consists of two different measurements (pretest and posttest) for
forty-four pre-service student-teachers [n= 44] from Mersin University Foreign Language
Education Department, who were doing their teacher training at state schools in 2006-2007
spring semester as a Practice Teaching course requirement.

The introduction presents the background information about the purpose of the
study, the research questions, the significance, and limitations of the study and operational
definitions of the terms.

Chapter 1 provides a scholarly context for the research with review of
literature. Firstly, this chapter begins with theories of learning and their implications for
teacher education. The second part includes reflective thinking and its importance in
teacher education. The concepts related to portfolios and e-portfolios are introduced
respectively in the third part. This chapter ends with the use of e-portfolio in initial teacher
education.

Chapter II presents the research design which includes type of research,
participants, data collection instrument, equality of the experimental and control groups,

and implementation of e-portfolio process in the Practice Teaching course.



il

Chapter III provides the findings and discussion related to the research
questions. In the light of the findings, the results are discussed and the studies in the review
of literature are referred to provide a relationship between the findings and the existing
studies on the use of e-portfolio in initial teacher education.

The conclusion highlights the importance of the research and contributions to
the existing studies. It also provides further implications for a future study. Achievement
scores and Attitude Scale Towards The Use of Electronic Portfolio (ASTUEP) are used as
data collection instruments. ASTUEP is a Likert-type scale ranging from “strongly
disagree” (1) to “strongly agree” (5) and it is prepared by the researcher to identify the
attitudes of the pre-service student-teachers towards the use of e-portfolio. It is used as
pretest and posttest.

The result of the study is that if we carry out the e-portfolio implementation in
the Practice Teaching course, it will improve the attitudes of the pre-service student-
teachers towards the use of e-portfolios and it will increase their achievement scores in the
course positively. In terms of the attitudes, it is found that ASTUEP pretest mean scores
for the experimental and the control group are similar to each other (ASTUEP mean score
of the experimental group is 134.91 and ASTUEP mean score of the control group is
134.64). Yet, after the e-portfolio implementation with the experimental group in the
Practice Teaching course, it is found that ASTUEP posttest mean scores of the control
group have become even lower (134.36), ASTUEP posttest mean scores of the pre-service
student-teachers in the experimental group (177.45) is higher than their pretest mean scores
(134.91). The difference is significant (F;4,=105.380, p<0.01). Therefore, it can be
interpreted that there is a positive improvement in the attitudes of the pre-service student-

teachers who have experienced an innovative learning method (e-portfolio) while the
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attitudes of the pre-service students who have not taken part in the new method remain
similar.

As for the achievement scores of the pre-service student-teachers at the end of
the semester, the achievement scores out of the Practice Teaching course have been
analyzed through unrelated samplings for t-test for each group. The mean score of the pre-
service student-teachers’ achievement scores in the experimental group for the Practice
Teaching course (94.68) is higher than the mean score of the pre-service student-teachers’
achievement scores in the control group (87.50) (t12=3.151, p<0.05). Hence, it is
concluded that the e-portfolio implementation in the Practice Teaching course has a
positive impact on the achievement scores and the attitudes of the pre-service student-

teachers towards the use of electronic portfolios.

Key Words: e-portfolios, e-portfolios in ELT, Reflective Teaching, Attitude Scale.



OZET

Bu calismanin amaci Ingilizce dgretmen adaylarinin elektronik portfolyo (e-
portfolyo) uygulamasina katilmalarina bagli olarak tutumlarinda ve basari puanlarinda
farklilhik olup olmadigimi incelemektir. Bu nedenle 6grenme teorileri, Ogretmenlik
egitiminde uygulamalar, yansitici diisiinme, portfolyo (gesitleri, siire¢, icerik,
degerlendirme), e-portfolyo, e-portfolyonun avantajlari ve dezavantajlar1 ve dgretmenlik
egitiminde e-portfolyo konularina deginilmistir. Yari-deneysel olan bu ¢alisma 6n test ve
son test olmak iizere iki farkli Sl¢iim icermekte ve Mersin Universitesi Yabanci Diller
Egitimi Boliimiinde 2006-2007 bahar doneminde okuyan ve belirlenen devlet okullarinda
Ogretmenlik Uygulamas: dersi geregi staj yapan kirkdort [44] Ingilizce oOgretmeni
adayindan olugsmaktadir.

Giris bolimiinde calismanin amaci, 6nemi, aragtirma sorulari, sinirliliklarr ve
terimlerin kavram tanimlar1 gibi temel bilgiler verilmistir.

Birinci bolim arastirmanin  yazin taramasi i¢in bilimsel bir baglam
sunmaktadir. Bu bolim oncelikle 6grenme teorileriyle ve Ogretmenlik egitimindeki
cikarimlarla baglamaktadir. Ikinci kisimda yansitici diisiinmeye ve bunun 6gretmenlik
egitimindeki onemine yer verilmistir. Ugiincii kistmda ise sirasiyla portfolyo ile ilgili
kavramlar ve e-portfolyo tanitilmistir. Boliim 6gretmen adaylarinin egitiminde elektronik
portfolyonun kullanimiyla bitmektedir.

Ikinci boliimde arastirma deseni cergevesinde arastirmanin cesidi, veri toplama
araglari, deney ve kontrol gruplarinin denkligi ve Ogretmenlik Uygulamasi dersinde e-
portfolyo siirecinin uygulanmasi yer almaktadir.

Ugiincii boliimde, arastirma sorulartyla ilgili bulgular ve tartismalar yer

almaktadir. Bu bulgular 1s18inda yorumlar tartisitlmis ve 6gretmen adaylarinin egitiminde
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bulgular ve e-portfolyo kullanimi arasindaki baglantiyr saglayabilmek igin yazin
taramasindaki calismalara atifta bulunulmustur.

Sonu¢ bolimii arastirmanin 6nemini ve var olan c¢alismalara katkisini
vurgulamaktadir. Bu bolimde gelecekte yapilabilecek c¢alismalar icin Oneriler yer
almaktadir. Veri toplama araci olarak 6gretmen adaylarinin basar1 puanlari ve Elektronik
Portfolyo Kullanimina Karsi Tutum Olgegi (EPTKO) kullanilmistir. EPTKO “kesinlikle
katilmiyorum” (1) dan baslayip “kesinlikle katiliyorum” (5) la sonlanan Likert-tipi bir
olcektir. EPTKO arastirmaci tarafindan 6gretmen adaylarinin  e-portfolyoya karsi
tutumlarim1  belirlemek i¢in hazirlanmistir. Bu tutum Olgedi Ontest ve sontestte
kullanilmstar.

Calismanin sonucu gosteriyor ki Ogretmenlik Uygulamasi dersinde e-portfolyo
uygulanirsa, 6gretmen adaylarinin e-portfolyo kullanimina karsi tutumlar1 ve dersteki
basar1 puanlart olumlu yonde gelisme gosterecektir. Tutumlar agisindan, uygulamadan
once, EPKTO 6n test ortalama puanlar1 deney ve kontrol gruplari i¢in benzerdir (deney
grubunun EPKTO ortalama puani 134.91 ve kontrol grubunun EPKTO ortalama puam
134.64 tiir). Ancak, Ogretmenlik Uygulamasi dersinde deney grubu ile e-portfolyo
uygulamasindan sonra kontrol grubunun EPKTO sontest ortalama puanlarmin daha da
diistiigii (134.36); deney grubundaki o&gretmen adaylarinin EPKTO sontest ortalama
puanlarinin (177.45) ontest ortalama puanlarindan (134.91) daha da yiikseldigi tespit
edilmistir.

Farklilik manidardir (F;42=105.380, p<0.01). Bu bulguya gére, e-portfolyo
uygulamalar1 yardimiyla ders alan deney grubundaki 6gretmen adaylarinin e-portfolyo

kullanimina iligkin tutumlarinda olumlu yénde gelisme oldugu, geleneksel yontemle ders



vii
alan kontrol grubundaki 6gretmen adaylarinin e-portfolyo kullanimina iligkin tutumlarinin
ise ayni1 diizeyde kaldig1 ifade edilebilir.

Deney ve kontrol grubundaki 6gretmen adaylarinin Ogretmenlik Uygulamasi
dersine iligkin basar1 notlar1 arasindaki farkin manidarligy, iliskisiz 6rneklemler i¢in t-testi
yardimiyla incelenmistir. Deney grubundaki Ogretmen adaylarmin  Ogretmenlik
Uygulamasi dersindeki basar1 ortalamasi (94.68), kontrol grubundaki 6gretmen adaylarinin
basar1 ortalamasindan (87.50) daha yiiksektir (t4,=3.151, p<0.05). Bu durumda e-portfolyo
uygulamasinin 6gretmen adaylarinin e-portfolyo kullanimina iligkin tutumlarinda ve basari

puanlarinda olumlu bir etkisi oldugu sonucuna varabiliriz.

Anahtar Kelimeler: e-portfolyo, ingiliz Dili Ogretiminde e-portfolyo, Yansitict Ogretme,

Tutum Olcegi.
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INTRODUCTION
Background of the Study

English language teaching has become prominent all over the world since
English is wide spreading as a lingua franca in the exchange of relations for economy,
politics, science, tourism, health, culture and education. Therefore, meeting the needs of
language learning, raising professional competencies of language teachers and following
the innovations in technology for learning and teaching have been fundamental concerns of
the language teacher education programs as they are established to provide education and
training for qualifications. To train teachers and provide them with the skills to acquire
teaching qualifications are the desired outcomes of the educational planning and it can be
realized by the curriculum developments, action research, reflective thinking,
implementation of technological innovations, and active involvement of making meaning
processes.

Karagbzoglu, Arici, Biilbiill and Coker (1995) state that teacher education
programs should aim to train future teachers by providing implementations of new
technological trends, opportunities to participate in educational conferences or in-service
training programs and incentives for lifelong learning. Wallace (2000) suggests that in the
21st century, through advance technology, the world has grown into a global village and
there is a boom of communication. Therefore, the need for learning to communicate has
emerged and it has to be fulfilled. In the field of education, teachers have to have
professional skills to cope with the needs of learners. In line with the developments in
technology, the reforms in teacher education programs are required. Robert (1998) also
puts forward that teacher education has been affected by the interdisciplinary

developments in the world. To him, the reforms in teacher education depend on how



teacher educational programs relate learning theories to teacher education and which
learning theory they adopt. Formerly, language teaching was under the impact of
behaviorist principles where a person was seen as input-output system and his or her
behaviors were externally determined. As an implication for teacher education, teachers
had to learn necessary behaviors to teach; therefore, teacher education programs afforded
student-teachers with at least a training model: either micro-teaching and/or competency-
based teacher education (CBTE).

Unlike the principles of behaviorist theory, humanistic principles focusing on
the needs, beliefs, and values for the wholeness of the person have gained importance and
in teacher education, the reflection of humanistic principles focus on teacher’s autonomy to
organize his or her teaching. The need for personal development highlights self-
actualization and personal constructions of the learning experiences. The construction of
knowledge as a mental process is mentioned in the field of cognitive psychology. How the
human mind thinks and learns is highlighted. Therefore, the person is seen as an active and
autonomous agent in the learning process, making use of various mental strategies to sort
out the system of learning.

Following the basics of humanistic theory and the cognitive psychology, the
constructivist approach highlights the combination of the existing knowledge with the new
coming. The resources of fitting knowledge into another are experiences and active
involvement in the activities. The constructivist approach has brought some considerations
to teacher education programs. As a principle, student-teachers should understand and
make meanings out of the subjects they have been taking so that learning can occur. In
other words, through teacher education programs based on the constructivist view, student-

teachers construct the field-related knowledge based on the experiences and active



involvement in teaching. With the experiences and active participation, student-teachers
analyze what has been learnt and how they can reflect upon their learning by developing a
sense of pedagogy for making others learn actively.

Bodner (1986, 1990) also considers the combinations of pre-existing
knowledge with the knowledge student-teachers acquire in the educational context and
states that learning occurs through planning of combination of knowledge and transfer of it
to a new learning situation. He suggests that educational planning should take the
combination and transfer of knowledge to other context into consideration and when it is
planned and integrated into the curriculum development, students’ beliefs, attitudes,
personal and professional development are valued.

Like Bodner, Griffith (as cited in Roberts, 1998) also stresses the importance
of prior knowledge in being able to learn new concepts and the relationships between the
concepts by the conceptual schemata. Griffith accounts for the constructivist model by
means of micro-teaching and proposes that each student has a complex conceptual
schemata relating to teaching and all student-teachers have individual schemata which
shows a high degree of stability, but progressive change through new constructions based
on the instructions and experiences. Learning brings in the conceptual development, which
determines behavior changes. This can imply that student-teachers have personal
differences, and they can learn by developing perceptions and ways of thinking.

According to Bell and Gilbert (1994), in teacher education, the development of
perceptions and thoughts can be professional, personal and social. Although these three
types of development seem to be different from each other by labeling, they are related to
each other. For instance, the personal development of teachers cannot be separated from

the social or professional development because it influences the other types of



development and is influenced by them. However, the focus of development may differ for
a teacher at different levels. For pre-service student-teachers and novice teachers,
development can emphasize making meaning by experiences and involvement in new
trends and innovations to keep up with the professional development, which gives priority
to personal development. As for the experienced teachers, the focus could be on the
adaptation of the new development or implementation in the education systems through in-
service training programs. That is, development is mostly regarded as professional. Gok
(2003) states that with the teacher education programs for different levels of teachers,
teachers are asked to reflect their personal attitudes and beliefs. She suggests that if these
reflections are examined and discussed scientifically, the strong and weak points of the
teacher education programs will be determined. This study bears importance in that it
examines personal attitudes towards an innovative implementation in teacher education
program provided by Mersin University, Turkey. It is highly likely that they will be
prepared to challenge language teacher qualifications and competences (e.g., to be able to
use IT in teaching organizations and discover resources and improve teaching skills
continuously). As stated in the studies by Almarza (1996) and Brown and Mc Gannon
(1998), it is a necessity to design and implement a teacher education program for student-
teachers in their personal and professional development. Young (1998) mentions the
importance of attitudes of pre-service student-teachers for two ways:
1. The attitudes of pre-service student teachers might have an impact on the decision
making processes for adopting new and different techniques in teaching.
2. As the opinions based on the attitudes and perceptions influence the emotional
intelligence, the effect and the utility of the new implementations are relatively

profound.



Implementing the innovations in teacher education programs requires a careful
and high quality planning because it affects the attitudes of student-teachers and learning
outcomes. One of the innovative implementation that entails a careful planning is the use
of portfolio in teacher education. Although commonly used in K12 level, the portfolio for
teacher education is not a very common implementation at the higher education institution
level. Darling (2001) points out those learning processes continue in and after the initial
teacher education. Student-teachers learn and reframe their attitudes, beliefs and
knowledge. The use of portfolios will be a discovery of their own professional and
personal world. With the discovery, they will gain awareness of their own development
and create an opportunity to learn by doing. This process will highlight the constructive
approach for personal and professional development. Wade and Yarbrough (1996) find out
that portfolios do not only help student-teachers to acquire technical skills and involve in
the learning process but also they help them to reflect on their practice of teaching or
organization of teaching activities.

Some current studies emphasize the use of e-portfolios rather than paper-based
ones implying the superiority of e-portfolios over the paper-based portfolios. Kimball
(2002) puts forward that e-portfolios help the student-teachers harmonize the artifacts of
their learning both for themselves and for their wide range of audiences. Ittelson (as cited
in Mason, Pegler & Weller, 2004) considers that e-portfolios are privileged over traditional
portfolios in terms of wider range of audience, portability, and adaptability of the items on
display. Like Ittelson, Norton-Meier (2003) claims that as students use more visual
materials, they become more capable of seeing connections between the concepts and

comprehend their progress with the necessity of the program standards.



The present study focuses on the e-portfolio implementation in teacher
education and explores the impact of it on pre-service student-teachers’ attitudes towards
the use of e-portfolios and achievement scores of the course. It highlights the importance
of e-portfolios in helping pre-service student-teachers develop a new sense of professional
development in terms of the experiences in reflection, technological applications and

practice teaching skills.

1.1. Purpose of the study

The aim of this study is to conduct a quasi-experimental research so as to
examine the attitudes and achievement scores of English pre-service student-teachers
according to their participation in e-portfolio implementation during the Practice Teaching
course. In addition, the researcher prepares Attitude Scale Towards The Use of E-portfolio
(ASTUEP) to seek response to the first research question. The study also aims to

contribute to the existing studies on the use of e-portfolio in initial teacher education.

1.2. Research Questions
The study aims to find answers to the questions below:
(1) Do the attitudes of English pre-service student-teachers differ according to their
participation in e-portfolio implementation in the Practice Teaching course?
(2) Do the achievement scores of English pre-service student-teachers differ according to

their participation in e-portfolio implementation in the Practice Teaching course?



1.3. Significance of the study

E-portfolio implementation in initial teacher education has been advocated for
the reasons that pre-service student-teachers can make meaning in learning through
experiences and training while creating their personal e-portfolios. It is agreed that e-
portfolios can lead to the technical and professional development of pre-service student-
teachers in terms of skills, knowledge and attitudes towards teaching through interactive,
audio and visual resources (Duhaney, 2001; Willis & Mehlinger, 1996).

As there are few studies in terms of e-portfolio use in initial teacher education,
this study is significant to present the outcomes of e-portfolio use in initial language
teacher education in Turkey. It is also believed that the study will highlight the
implications of innovative applications in language teacher education.

Additionally, ASTUEP prepared by the researcher adds a different perspective
to the research concerning the attitude scale as a data collection instrument for identifying
the attitudes of the pre-service student-teachers towards the use of e-portfolio in the
Practice Teaching course in ELT. Therefore, the discussion will pioneer further studies in
the field of ELT; hence, it presents the attitudes towards the use of e-portfolios in general
and the achievement scores of the pre-service student-teachers in the field. Finally, yet
importantly, during the integration of technology into content knowledge of practice
teaching, pre-service student-teachers will make meaning out of the experiences in creating
web sites to publish their teaching preparations and self-reflections.

In a nut shell, this study was the first study done on e-portfolio use by pre-
service student-teachers where they uploaded lesson plans, self- evaluation, mentor and

peer feedback in their Practice Teaching course in English Language Teacher Education.



Furthermore, it is thought that ASTUEP will contribute to the studies in ELT as it is not

come across such a scale in Turkey.

1.4. Assumptions
Pre-service student-teachers participating in the study are assumed to have
basic computer literacy (e.g., pre-service student-teachers who are able to use Microsoft

Office and the internet for emails or electronic resources).

1.5. Limitations of the study

1. It consists of pre-service student-teachers who are enrolled at Foreign Language
Education Department of Mersin University in the spring term, 2007.

2. As there are few national and international studies on the use of e-portfolio
specifically for the initial language teacher education, the literature review presents
the implementations of e-portfolios mainly in general initial teacher education.

3. E-portfolio implementation is done through Google Page Creator as it is a free and
user friendly online tool to create and publish web pages.

4. The interactive feedback is not realized as the Google Page Creator does not allow
interactive communication on the website. Therefore, feedbacks given by the
researcher are not immediate. They are provided via emails.

5. Most of the artifacts created on the web pages are in English; however, writings of

self-reflection are submitted in Turkish.



1.6. Operational definitions

Academic achievement score: Academic achievement score (AAS) is assessed over 100
total points in Mersin University (“Mersin Universitesi 2007-2008 Egitim-Ogretim
Rehberi,” 2007). AAS is calculated by taking into consideration 40% of the midterm and
60% of the final exam in each semester. If a student’s score is below 50 in final exam,
his/her achievement score is not calculated.

Assessment: the process of documenting, usually in measurable terms, knowledge, skills,
attitudes and beliefs.

Attitude scale towards the use of electronic portfolio (ASTUEP): the scale prepared by
the researcher aims to identify the attitudes of pre-service student-teachers both in
experimental and control groups towards the use of electronic portfolio. ASTUEP is a
Likert-type scale ranging from “strongly disagree” (1) to “strongly agree” (5).
Cooperating teacher: a classroom teacher who takes part in training teacher trainees.
Electronic portfolio: a collection of students’ coursework or independent studies brought
together on electronic environments.

Mentor: a trusted friend, counselor, or teacher, usually a more experienced person
obtaining good examples and advice for students who need help.

Metacognitive dimensions: awareness of cognition or self-representation, and self-
regulation.

Multimedia environment: environment that is primarily used to create visual design and
other multimedia files for the user interface of one or more application.

Multimedia tools: hardware and software devices that use images, and sounds to facilitate

communication.
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Portfolio: an organized, goal-driven documentation of professional growth, and achieved
competence.

Practice teaching course: the course given at the 8th term of initial teacher education to
raise student-teacher confidence in the teaching as profession, to enable student-teachers to
gain some practical skills needed in their future role as teacher, and to enable them to take
responsibility in the professional context.

Pre-service student-teachers: pre-service student-teachers are the senior students who are
studying at the fourth year of teacher education programs and doing practice teaching at
the schools as trainee students.

Professional development: skills required for maintaining a career path or basic skills
offered through lifelong learning.

School experience II: course aiming to prepare student-teachers for teaching practice by
giving them a structured introduction to teaching, helping them acquire teaching
competencies and developing teaching skills through observation in school under the
supervision of a cooperating teacher.

Student-teacher: a student enrolled in a teacher education program

Supervisor: a person, who supervises, directs or evaluates the work of one or more
students.

Teacher education programs: educational programs that account for four sets of
curricular emphasis: general education, specialized subject, theoretical studies in the field

of education, and both observation of and participation in teaching.



11

CHAPTER 1

I. REVIEW OF RELATED LITERATURE

The purpose of this literature review is to present scholarly context for this
research. The review of literature begins with theories of learning and their implications for
teacher education. Second, reflective thinking and its importance in teacher education are
presented. Third, the concepts related to portfolios and e-portfolios are introduced

respectively. The chapter concludes with the use of e-portfolio in initial teacher education.

I.1. Theories of Learning and Language Teacher Education

The profession of teaching has been changing constantly through reforms and
implications of learning theories stated by educational scholars, philosophers, and
researchers. In the 1950s, behaviorism was a trend and then in mid-1960s, educational
research was affected by humanistic psychology. In the 1990s, quite an opposing
perspective to behaviorism, constructivism, emerged. In this section, the four models of
person based on the theories of learning will be explained and implications for teacher
education will be mentioned.

The four models of person related to theories of learning stated in Roth’s study
(as cited in Roberts, 1998). These are:

1. Person as input-output system: All behaviors are outcomes of the interaction
between input sensed and output observed. Human behaviors can be observable and
predictable.

2. Person with self-agency: The person is a free agent and he/she takes actions under

self-determinism.
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3. Person as constructivist: The person has a representation of events. Learning takes
place when the representations are constantly being reframed.

4. Person as social being: Learning occurs through social interactions with others. We
live in societies in which social rules can shape our behaviors.

These models present how a person is viewed from a certain perspective. The

models are reflected to teacher education and teacher as person of certain theories is

discussed in the following subsections.

I.1.1. Person as input-output system: Behaviorism

This model is based on behaviorist psychology which views behaviors as
observable and predictable. Behaviorism arose from the ideas that sought to explain the
term conditioning at the turn of the nineteenth century. The Russian scientist, Pavlov,
examined the response of animals and stated that a response is given to one stimulus (e.g.,
food) which is followed by a second stimulus (e.g., bell). This stimulus-response chain
leads to classical conditioning which explains human learning. All human learning occurs
when there are external stimuli that reinforce person’s behavior. Behaviors become
outcomes that are either rewarded or punished. Behaviors, therefore, are seen as formed
and maintained according to their outcomes. When a complex behavior is to be learnt,
conditioning is provided and the person is brought “closer” to the target behavior (Roberts,
1998, p. 13). Behaviorist model suggests that the desired behavior is to be divided into sub-
behaviors. Breaking up a behavior can provide an understanding and observation of
behaviors in small and sequential chunks. Through a series of chunks, a behavior becomes

a series of stimulus-response chunks and it is explicitly observable.
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I.1.1.1. Implications for Teacher Education

In language teacher education, behaviorist principles define observable
behaviors for teachers in the form of explicit (visual and written) models. It tries to shape
student-teachers to accommodate a model. Two aspects of teacher education are related to
behaviorist approach: micro-teaching and competency-based teacher education (CBTE).
The micro-teaching stems from school-based practice in the United States in the 1960s. In
micro-teaching, the curriculum content of teacher education is seen as a list of behavioral
skills that a student-teacher must learn. Therefore, desired and accepted behaviors of the
teacher are presented and it is shaped by means of imitation of a model teacher,
observation and reinforcement after presentation. Reinforcement helps student-teachers
reach the acceptable standards of teaching (Wallace, 1991). The desired behavior is
practiced in micro-culture which includes a small number of learners with limited numbers
of activities, time span, teaching objectives and a focused skill. Student-teachers are
expected to learn skills by practicing teaching behaviors and stimulating how they can
teach in small environment of a classroom.

CBTE became a trend when competencies were in issue in micro-teaching in
the 1970s. In CBTE, objectives and competencies for teacher behaviors are identified and
specified before they are introduced to the student-teachers. The model focuses on
individual development as learning is self-paced and evaluation of each of the
competencies is specified. Student-teachers demonstrate the attainment of the specified
competencies and they are assessed on the basis of actual performance on it. Although
there is emphasis on self-paced learning, what matters is the acquisition of the teacher
competencies. Teacher educators assist student-teachers for the development of certain

competencies and teaching skills.
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Although micro-teaching is a practice of behavioral skills and CBTE provides
observable and testable standards for teacher training meeting the demands of educational
institutions, the model-based teacher education is criticized as there is no best way to teach
something. Since teaching is a complex process and context-dependent, imitation of
behaviors does not have space for self-reflection or critical thinking. Awareness of what a
student-teacher is doing while imitating is ignored. The model-based teacher education is
also found “inflexible” (Roberts, 1998, p. 17) for it requires student-teachers to imitate a
role model teacher in pre-set micro settings and they may miss out managerial skills of
new and immediate demands in the class.

In general, the reflections of behaviorist theory in initial teacher education are
criticized as teaching is multidimensional and it is impossible to present a single set of
“good teaching”. The behaviorist perspective of teacher education underestimates
individual differences in student-teachers’ beliefs, values and experiences about teaching.
It also lacks planning and self-evaluation skills for teaching activities. In the 1950s, these
criticisms gave way to humanistic psychology that emerged as a reaction against
observation of external conditions for people’s behaviors. It stood for a model of person as
a self and whole. Scholars favored the idea of orientations to the whole of psychology with

an interest in being, becoming, and growing (Roberts, 1998).

I.1.2. Person as self-agency: Humanism

Person as self-agency is supported by humanistic theory, which is mentioned in
Bugental (1964), Kelly (1955), Maslow (1968), and Rogers (1961). What they have
proposed is a model of person with self-agency rather than a model of person as input-

output system. To humanistic theory, a person has feelings, values, beliefs and individual
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choices, which can determine the course of personal growth. Each person is regarded as a
whole, innately good, and unique. He or she is a self-actualizing person, seeks meaning
and values, and knows what he or she needs for self-directed development. Humanistic
theory acknowledges personal autonomy and needs survival and growth. However, the
needs are hierarchically structured. Human beings need to meet the most basic of
physiological needs such as food or sleep before higher needs such as self-esteem and self-

actualization can be fulfilled.

I.1.2.1. Implication for Teacher Education

In language teacher education programs, based on humanistic theory, teachers
are valued as self-agents. They are essentially good and unique. They have self-agency for
their own personal development. They have autonomy to fulfill their personal needs and
expectations. The need for personal development highlights a positive relationship between
student-teachers and supervisors. Through such interaction, student-teachers have a
counseling model of learning. They consult supervisors when they need help for their self-
development (Roberts, 1998). Moreover, while teaching, they recognize personal feelings,
relationships and the use of language as a whole. Therefore, student-teachers become
receptive to the notions of warmth, respect and openness toward students.

Implications of humanistic theory are objected by scholars and social
philosophers who think that self-agency might create selfishness. The notion of self-agency
might ignore the social perspective of learning, which is regarded as one of the crucial
components of learning. In the context of initial teacher education, student-teachers could
seek their own standards in teaching with a personal sense of satisfaction and ignore the
autonomy of students in the classroom context. Another criticism is done in relation to

learning. Inner sources such as beliefs and values and self-directed learning may not be
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substantial. Student-teachers may need formal or informal feedback from other people
(peers and supervisors) when they learn for their professional development particularly
during the period of practice teaching.

Although humanistic theory is criticized for above-mentioned reasons, it
pinpoints that people (student-teachers or teachers) need to feel valued and to be
understood as a self who has emotions, feelings, and autonomy. Most importantly, it has
stimulated a constructive view of teacher education. Student-teachers are regarded to have
individual potential and pace to learn. They also have a tendency to derive meaning from
what a supervisor plans for their learning. As a result, the supervisor’s role in this process
is to support self-directed student-teachers through review and feedback. This view of
mentor collaborating with his or her student-teachers to assist them in their own way of
learning is consistent to humanistic value and related to the constructivist theory which has

been regarded as a revolutionary approach towards education since the 1960s.

1.1.3. Person as constructivist: constructivism

In opposition to the behaviorist approach, the cognitive school of psychology
has given attention to human thoughts in addition to personal beliefs and values humanistic
theory proposes. The ways how people think and learn have been investigated. At one
aspect, information processing approach, which attempts to make analogy of the brain as a
computer and give explanations to people’s taking in information and processing it
mentally has appeared. This approach has been found in the studies on the models of
memory, reading processes, and intelligent systems. Factors such as attention, perception,
and memory have been the focus in presenting how information is processed in the mind of
the person while learning takes place. At the other aspect, constructivism has dealt with

how people make own meaning of the world. Constructivism has grown out of the writings
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of philosophers and psychologists such as Rousseau, Dewey, Piaget, Bruner, Kelly and
Vygotsky (Williams & Burden, 1997). The constructivist theory is defined as “a paradigm
that views the learner as actively involved in the construction of his and her own
representations of knowledge” (Read & Cofolla, 1999, p. 98). Abdal-Haqq (1998)
proposes another definition saying, “Constructivism is a learning or meaning-making
theory that offers an explanation of the nature of knowledge and human learning. It
maintains that individuals create or construct their own understanding and meaning” (p.1).
The term constructivism has been used as an umbrella term for two theoretical strands:
cognitive constructivism and social constructivism. Cognitive constructivism is based on
Piaget’s psychological view. He states that people are in a constant evolution and describes
learning as a continual process of reconstructing and reframing our knowledge while
experiencing. When new information is encountered, and when it is consistent with the
pre-existing schemata, it becomes assimilated as meaning is adopted. When it is
inconsistent, then it is accommodated. That is, a change in response to the external
situations occurs and results in the adoption of a new view. Thus, a person actively
constructs meaning by fitting the new information into personal framework.

In constructive learning environment, learners’ needs and interests are taken
into account. Thus, a learner is regarded as the center of learning organization and his or
her cognitive development as the learning outcome. Based on this perspective, the common
major principles are listed below (von Glasersfeld, 1990; Feng, 1996; Smerdon, Burkam &
Lee, 1999).

1) Knowledge has personal meaning.

2)  Meaning is drawn out of experiences, which brings in learning.
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3) Students are active learners who are responsible for their own learning and
managing it.

4) Learning is the active formation of knowledge structures (schemata) from
personal experience and social interaction with the environment.

5) Learning experiences can be transferred to other problem solutions.

These five constructivist principles stem from cognitive psychology during the
time when there was a boom of criticism to the behaviorist theory of learning. The pioneers
such as Piaget thought that learners are not machine-like persons who take in what is
taught explicitly. Instead, they are living organisms with individual cognitive potential that
build their own meaning. To help learners construct their own thinking between internal
states and external reality, active inclusion of learners into meaning-making processes has
been underlined. Active inclusion means that students engage in self-guided, experiential
learning; reflect on their individual learning process, and have personal autonomy
(Merriam & Caffarella, 1999). Brooks and Brook (1993) state that in constructivist
environment, students are autonomous and can generate, demonstrate, and exhibit instead
of repeating the knowledge. Vygotsky, the pioneer of social constructivism, added the
notion of social interaction to constructivism. According to him, learning occurs in the
socio-cultural settings. Some studies also point out that the social environment should be
considered in relation with the constructivist learning context (Andrew & Isaacs, 1995;
Clements & Battista, 1990).

The constructivist principles in terms of basic themes are also mentioned in
Mahony’s (2003) study. According to him, there are five basic themes that create the bases
for the constructivist approach. These themes are active participation, human mind, self,

social relationship and lifelong development. Mahony stated that human experience should
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involve active participation. Firstly, conceptualization of the learner as a passive being
through the transfer of knowledge by the others is rejected. Secondly, human activity has
an aim to process which is referred to meaning-making processes. Learners are individuals
with a will and purpose. The mind processes what has been experienced and drawn
meaning out of the experiences. Students’ prior knowledge and experiences create a new
learning context. Thirdly, the activities to be done or have been done are self-regulating.
The fourth is that individuals cannot be understood apart from their social environment.
Individuals construct knowledge in interaction with the environment (Abdal-Haqq, 1998).
Finally, all the organizations including human mind, self-conceptualization, social
relationship, active participation create a balance. This balance may continue lifelong
meaning that as long as human beings live. These five themes lead to the constructivist
view of learning. Constructivism is not only regarded as a theory of learning, yet it is
considered to be an approach to teaching. It suggests means to create a constructivist
learning environment. These means can be called as strategies such as role-playing,
problem-solving, case studies, simulations, concept maps, brainstorming, project making,
journal or log writing, dramatization, peer coaching, discussions and so forth (Richard &
Rodgers, 1986; Wilson, 1997; Smerdon et al., 1999). For the constructivist learning
environment, a higher degree of conceptual understanding is highlighted. It needs to be
designed in a way that supports the student’s cognitive ability. Seven pedagogical goals are
set to create the constructivist learning environment (Honebein, 1996). These are:

1. To provide experience with the knowledge of construction process: Students
should be provided with the ownership of their learning. They manage how to learn things

and the role of the teacher is to facilitate the processes for learning.
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2. To provide experience and appreciation for multiple perspectives: Students
should be provided with multidimensional solutions or perspectives to a problem or a case.
They should be provided with many options to find appropriate solutions among them.

3. Embed learning in realistic and relevant contexts: The learning environment
should provide the authentic and contextualized materials for the learners to interpret the
real world problems. The educator must realize the reality outside the class and guide
students to manage it.

4. To encourage ownership and voice in the learning process: The learner is the
centre of learning organizations and activities. He or she can take a responsibility in his or
her learning and have a prominent role in deciding on the goals, tasks, materials, and so
forth.

5. Embed learning in social experience: The processes of learning and recognition
are enhanced with the social interaction. Communication among peers can increase the
quality of understanding. Owning that various source of interaction can bring in deep
meaning and interaction is meant to be not only among peers but also between students and
teachers.

6. To encourage the use of multiple modes of representation: Learning can be
enriched with different modes of presentations such as audio-visual materials, and
computer-based multimedia resources. Ainsworth and Van Labeke (2002) think that
learning with multiple representations has been referred as “a potentially powerful way of
facilitating understanding” (p. 1).

7. To encourage self-awareness of the knowledge construction process: Learners
should be aware of the responsibility for their own learning in terms of what is learned and

how it is learned. It depends on the student’s ability to give an explanation why they have
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drawn meaning out of experiences. They construct their knowledge based on self-
realization.

Based on the pedagogical goals, the constructivist approach has brought a new
perspective to learning and its assessment. Learning can merely occur with experiences
and active participation in the learning process. Outcome of learning is assessed
throughout the continuous and interactive process that measures the gains of the learner,
and the quality of the learning experience as an output. The assessment does not take place
at the end part of the process and is not done by one person (an instructor). Rather, it is a
continuous process from the beginning of learning phases and involves a mutual
interaction between both the teachers and the learners. The aim of the assessment is to see
what changes have occurred in the learner’s knowledge or how the learner constructs
knowledge rather than how much knowledge can be retrieved. Ignoring the summative
tests as decision tools for ‘fail or pass’ status from a course, learning can be evaluated
through self-evaluation, peer evaluation, performance-based evaluation and reflective
activities (Anderson & Bachor, 1998). With the help of such evaluation, the characteristics

of evaluation can be seen as process-oriented, multidimensional, reflective and negotiated.

1.13.1. Implications for teacher education

In recent years, the constructivist principles have provided a framework for
teacher education programs to facilitate student-teachers’ thinking and display how they
learn what is being taught. The core focus of the constructivist teacher education programs
is to help student-teachers to understand and make meanings related to the subjects in the
curriculum. That is, through teacher education programs based on constructivism, student-

teachers construct the field-related knowledge based on experiences and active
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involvement in the teaching. The constructivist teacher education programs also provide
the student-teachers with higher-order thinking skills. They help them to analyze what has
been learnt and how they can reflect upon their learning. As student-teachers are involved
in classroom observation and practice teaching, the experiences they have help them
develop a sense of pedagogy for making others learn actively. As they are no longer
student-teachers, but prospective teachers, they construct their own understanding of
teaching; they become responsible for their own learning as student-teachers.

Roberts (1998) states that the constructivist view in student-teacher learning
underpins reshaping and reinforcing the perceptions and beliefs about the teaching
environment through assimilation of the input (p. 26). The stage as a field experience aims
to help the student-teachers combine theory (e.g., methods) with practice at the same time
when they revisit their perceptions, beliefs and their views of themselves as trainees.
Bonstetter (1998) mentions that student-teachers have chances to reveal their concepts of
teaching during practice teaching. According to Bonstetter, student-teachers experience
active participation in teaching, peer partnership and evaluation, visits by other peers or
teacher trainers, regular reflective journaling, work in groups and as individuals, which can
be seen as practice of the constructivist approach in teacher education.

Kaufman (1996) states that the constructivist teacher education offers student-
teachers autonomy for their learning, opportunities for peer collaboration, time for self-
observation and evaluation and outlets for reflections. She argues that if a student-teacher
has not experienced any practices of the constructivist approach in their teacher education
program, it is unrealistic to expect him/her to create the constructivist context at schools.

Beside the practice teaching period, she suggests that student-teachers should be included
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in the context where interdisciplinary learning, collaborative work, field observations, self-
reflection and evaluation exist.

Like other theories of learning, constructivist approach is criticized as it has a
wide ranging terms to describe teacher thinking. These are teacher constructs, images,
teachers’ perspectives, scripts, schema, and subjective theories and so on. These concepts
might be difficult to “pin down” how they relate to each other (Roberts, 1998, p. 27). The
other criticism is on the incomplete view of person as a meaning constructor. A view of
student-teacher as a meaning constructor can isolate him or her from social context and
directs the attention to the inner process of making meaning. However, this is not the case
as constructivism gives space for social interaction when there is an active involvement in
learning.

In conclusion, suggesting a model of person who can make meaning out of
experiences and active involvement, the constructivist theory indicates conceptual
development of student-teachers from meaningful input, personal experience and change in

thinking.

I.1.4. Person as social being: Social constructivism

Social constructivism presents that learning is not a private and personal
experience but it involves a social role for each person in the social communities. It views
that social roles and norms affect personal development. Human beings are born into a
social world and learning occurs as soon as they interact with each other since they make
sense of the world through these interactions. Thus, it is seen that social constructivism
addresses learning environments where a person makes meaning out of social interactions.

The scholars such as Vygotsky and Feuerstein have supported the social constructivist
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perspective (Williams and Burden, 1997). They emphasize that learning takes place in
social context and social interaction provides mediation for learning process. According to
Vygotsky (1962), language is a means of interaction which refers to the role and parts of
other people in the learners’ lives whose learning experiences are mediated by them. The
role of people in interaction is to help the learners to learn through negotiations and social
interactions. A child learns from a mediator and the mediator helps the child to cope with
the skills and knowledge that is slightly beyond of where the learner is standing. Feuerstein
(1990) also considers the role of mediator in learning. What Feuerstein suggests in terms of
social constructivism is more practical than Vygotsky’s suggestions. He has concerns
about classroom teaching and learning through structural cognitive modifiability, which
refers to the assumption that people’s cognitive structures are modifiable through their
lives and the interaction with others. With the modifiability effect, anyone can become a
“fully effective learner” (Williams and Burden, 1997, p. 42). Both psychologists
emphasize the social context in which learning occurs and state that mediated learning
experiences help learners to learn both independently and cooperatively in social

environment learning.

1.1.4.1. Implications for teacher education

Social constructivism in teacher education emphasizes the social dimension of
teacher development. At the stage of practice teaching, social constructivism recognizes
that pre-service student-teachers develop a sense of profession shaped by the interactions
(e.g., collaborative dialogues, and talks) in social context. This brings in pre-service
student-teachers’ awareness that there is an occupational culture at schools and wider

context outside it. That is, their awareness of the society is an outcome of the social and
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individual experiences when they do their practice teaching as pre-service student-teachers.
They work either as trainees or class teachers at schools and they become aware of both
classroom culture and large context outside the class. The larger context is created by the
community teachers live in and the government’s policies. Zeichner (1987) states that in
the classroom, teachers learn through interaction with students who contribute to the
teacher’s construction of the values and beliefs related to teaching. At institutions, social
norms and implicit rules of teacher behavior have an impact on teacher’s development.
Outside the school, social and political conditions affect the way teacher constructs his or
her knowledge. The social perspective of teaching also recognizes the structural features of
teacher occupation (Lortie, 1975), norms set by school cultures (Richards and Lockhart,
1994) and classroom interactions (Kramsch and Sullivan, 1996), dialogues and mediation
of teacher development through collegiality (Roberts, 1998).

Implications of theories of learning in teacher education present a continuum
from the behaviorist theory to social constructivism. The role of teachers has been
redefined with the principles of these theories. In Freeman (1996), it is mentioned that the
shift between theories of learning and its implications for teacher education are outcomes
of a need to understand and define teaching, the role of teachers, language as a subject
matter, the diverse capacity, and needs of learners and teaching environment and
communities. The need goes parallel with professional development of teachers. Among
the theories, a challenging framework for professional development in teacher education
has been established by the constructivist perspective. The following section will provide
reflective thinking in relation to constructivist view for the professional development of

teachers and the teacher education programs.
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I.2. Reflective Teaching and Teacher Education

The fundamental shift from an input-output model to the constructivist model
of language teachers has reframed the role of teachers. Formerly, teachers were taught
about how to teach a subject with a teaching model and requested to display the accepted
behaviors, skills and competencies in micro-teachings. The student-teachers in teacher
education programs were regarded as “empty vessels to be filled with knowledge and
theories” of learning and teaching (McManus, 2001, p. 424). With the implications of the
constructivist theory, the idea of student-teachers being empty vessels has been replaced by
the model of student-teachers who have beliefs, experiences and values which play a
crucial role in constructing a concept of being a language teacher. Language teaching is not
seen as a practice of specific skills any more. It is regarded as a complex action of thinking
and acting together with the practice and theory. This shift in the teachers’ roles and the
way of language teaching has been marked by the concept of reflective thinking.

Reflective thinking is mainly addressed in the field of teaching and referred to
as an act of “reviewing and critically thinking about practice with the purpose of increasing
learning opportunities for students and teachers” (Pritchard & McDiarmid, 2005, p. 433).
Several studies relate it specifically to the teacher education programs (Griffiths, 2000;
Korthagen, 2001; Liston & Zeicher, 1990). Recently, it has been regarded as a necessity
for the educational programs to adopt a reflective pedagogy so that student-teachers can
have practice of critical understanding and reflective thinking of their practice and
conceptions of knowledge taught at schools. Reflection is seen as turning tacit knowledge
into explicit and subjective conceptions into objective ones (Korthagen, 2001). The views
of Dewey on progressive education and reflective thoughts have influenced the researchers

in the field. Dewey (1933) defines reflection as “active, persistent, and careful
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consideration of any belief or supposed form of knowledge in the light of the grounds that
support it and the further conclusions to which it tends” (p. 9). According to Dewey,
reflective thinking has two moves starting from “ a state of doubt, hesitation, perplexity,
mental difficulty in which thinking originates” and then progresses towards the state of
“searching, hunting, inquiring to find materials that will resolve the doubt, settle and
dispose the perplexity” (p. 12). In between these two states, Dewey mentions that there are
five phases. The first is called suggestions phase, which is thinking of the possibilities to
get out of complex situations we are in. Intellectualization is the second phase where the
dialogues take place in resolving the problems. This phase also makes use of suggestions
to resolve the problem. The third phase is the hypothesis, which guides us to information to
test the suggestions. Reasoning comes in the fourth phase. It reviews the implications of
suggestions, assuring the best solution to the problem. The final phase is the testing of the
hypothesis to confirm or reject them. These five phases are not linear. Each phase
confronts with new knowledge that contributes to problem resolution. These phases
intermingles experiences, emotions and thinking. They help personal growth since it does
not limit a person to one way of defining what the problem is and how it can be resolved. It
provides alternative perspectives on problems. The awareness of problem solution can lead
to professional development (Roberts, 1998).

Another scholar, Donald Schon also writes on reflection and gives an
expansion on the concept of reflection. According to him, teachers develop their sense of
teaching through continuous reflections on their practice teaching and their interaction with
the class. By questioning, discovering, reflecting, teachers reframe the understanding of
theirselves as teachers. A teacher can “surface and criticize the tacit understandings that

have grown up around the repetitive experiences of a specialized practice, and can make a
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new sense of the situations of uncertainty or uniqueness which may allow himself to
experience” (Schon, 1987, p. 61).

Schon (1987) defines reflection as “professional artistry to describe the kinds
of competence practitioners display in unique, uncertain and conflicted situations of
practice” (p. 22). He states that rather than application of knowledge or theory in a passive
process, a person makes use of understanding and actions to develop a sense of situations
unexpectedly occurred. He identifies two types of reflection: reflection on action and
reflection in action. Reflection on action happens when looking back upon an action some
time after or before it has taken place. Teachers use this type of reflection before teaching
when they plan their teaching along with the anticipated problems and solutions to them.
After teaching, they evaluate on the lesson they have just taught, think over what could
have been done better and make implications for future practice. Reflection in action
means thinking over an action while handling with it. Simultaneous way of thinking and
reflecting is conscious and it brings in on the spot experiment meaning that while there is
an action in progress, we tend to explain the new actions, form phenomena, test the
understanding, modify it and have affirmation of the actions (Roberts, 1998). Teachers
pass through this period when they teach. They think about their practice, monitor the class
and students, and adapt the lesson plan according to the situations that occur in the context
while teaching. Griffiths (2000) argues that this time-framed reflection is “over-simplified”
(p. 545). She argues that reflection needs training and pre-service student-teachers could
reflect depending on their training of reflective practice.

Roberts (1998) also has criticism to the time framed reflection Schon (1987)
suggests. He emphasizes the limitations of two types of reflection. To him, the terms are

narrow as they show one part of the expertise in profession. They are also implicit as there
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is no clear way of explaining how reflection can occur. Instead of considering it type by
type, reflection should be taken as a wholly essential term which helps teachers to raise
awareness of what he or she is doing and understand the complex nature of teaching.
Several studies highlight the necessity of reflection for teachers. Munby and
Russell (1990) point out those teachers have a chance to reframe their understanding of
teaching through reflective practice. Loughran (1995) mentions that reflective thinking
helps student-teachers to revisit their past experiences and reconstrue them by making
them explicit. He furthers Griffiths’ (2000) point of the training need for reflection. For
Loughran, reflection does not occur by only “training the student-teachers” yet rather by
“probing, inquiring, and challenging” when they are experiencing how to teach (Loughran,
1996). The model Loughran suggests has three different time layers. Anticipatory
reflection occurs when teacher plans the lesson, during the teaching process
contemporaneous reflection takes its place and retrospective reflection comes after the
lesson has been taught. Through these three layers, teachers are expected to be reflective in
their preparation to teach and teaching processes. Zeichner and Liston (1996) state that
reflection helps teachers “internalize the disposition and skills to study their teaching and
become better at teaching over time, a commitment to take responsibility for their
professional development” (p. 6). They differentiate between teachers as reflective
practitioners and teachers as technicians. The former means that teaching involves critical
examination of experiences, beliefs, values, objective reasoning for teachers and a
commitment to take responsibilities for development and better learning situations. The
latter means that teachers who do not have any critical thinking simply make decisions

based on agreed norms and assumptions without revisiting or reframing the actions.
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As shown above, the terms related to reflection are very diverse and there are
different perspectives about reflectivity. However, it is generally agreed that awareness of
learning to teach and improvement by reframing it have led the attention to how teachers
construe a sense of professionalism rather than what an effective teacher act like. Hence,
creating ways of reflection can be influential in student-teachers’ professional
development. Recently, the notion of reflection in teacher education programs has become
the centre of attention since reflective practice is suggested in order to reveal student-
teachers’ capacities for observation, interpretation, as well as decision making strategies
and practice of professional learning (Grossman & Williston, 2001; Loughran, 2002;
Zeichner & Liston, 1987). Through reflective thinking, teachers involve actively in their
own personal and professional growth and they have a conscious understanding of their
teaching. A body of research on reflection underlines the transformed role of teachers from
being merely a teacher to a researcher and an inquirer for her or his own teaching practice
(Freeman, 1998; Zeichner, 1994). Several studies suggest keeping journals (Stemme &
Burris, 2005) to record criticism, doubts, frustrations as well as accomplishments and
successes in teaching and being involved in action research (Liston & Zeichner, 1990).

Moon (1999) suggests that having a “critical friend” can be regarded as a
strategy that facilitates and promotes reflection. He states, “Another person can provide
free attention that facilitates reflection; ask challenging questions, notice, and challenge
blocks and emotional barriers in reflection” (p. 172). It has been mentioned in King and
Kitchener’s (1994) study that students are generally involved in quasi-reflective process
and their reflection terminates at the lower level. This indicates that without an external
support, the reflection remains at lower level and student-teachers may find it difficult to

be involved in reflective strategies wholly. It is believed that if the critical friend takes part
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in constructivist feedback, both sides will have different perspectives, which can place
reflection on the higher level.

As a reflective strategy, keeping portfolios has been recommended as a means
of both reflective and constructive teaching practice (Wade & Yarbrough, 1996). Through
portfolios student-teachers’ meaning making, self-paced growth and reflection in and on
action can be fostered. Bartell, Kaye and Morin (1998) believe that idea of reflection,
personal and professional growth can be practiced by the use of portfolio. Bartell et al.
state that:

We use portfolios because they give emphasis to student reflection and self-directed
growth. We use portfolios because they help students build habits of mind necessary for
good teaching. Portfolios encourage collaborative dialogue and enrich discussion of
teaching. They allow us to document growth over time and allow students to integrate the

diversity of teacher preparation experiences. (p. 130)

In the following section, the concept of portfolio is mentioned in details and the use of

portfolio in teacher education will be reviewed in terms of reflectivity.

1.3. Portfolios

Portfolio as a picking-up artifact process is not a new concept. It is a well-
known practice in areas such as fine arts, and architecture that has been used for a long
time. The portfolio keepers have benefited from portfolios so that they can keep up with
the development, processes, investments and performance. The practice of using portfolios
has extended to the field of education and portfolios have been accepted as alternative tools
for learning and assessing a variety of skills and final achievement (Acosta & Liu, 2006;
Ehrmann, 2006; Wade & Yarbrough, 1996). Since the last decade, the use of portfolios in

teaching and learning context has gained a momentum; therefore, various definitions have
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been made. Paulson, Paulson and Meyer (1991) define portfolio as “a purposeful sum of
learner works reflecting their efforts, improvement and success” (p. 60). Another definition
is made by Windsor and Ellefson (1995). They refer to portfolio as “a thoughtful,
organized and continuous collection of a variety of authentic products that document a
professional or student’s progress, goals, efforts, attitudes, pedagogical practices,
achievements, talents, interests and development over time” (p. 69). Walther-Thomas and
Brownell (2001) refer to portfolio as “the systematic and selective collection of student
work that shows mastery or growth over a period of time” (p. 225). As seen from the
definitions, in general, we can define portfolio as a process for collecting artifacts on the
basis of an educational aim over time.

Besides these diverse definitions, researchers have also mentioned on the
functions of the portfolios. Danielson and Abrutyn (1997) add two basic functions to the
definitions of the portfolios: Portfolios are expected to reflect the development of cognitive
gains and they serve to document student learning. Several functions of the portfolios have

been suggested by various studies.

These are:
1. Portfolios show evidence of self-reflection (Paulson et al., 1991).
2. Portfolios display learning and help assessment (student-oriented mode),

also they help to demonstrate professional development (profession-
oriented mode) (Wolf & Dietz, 1998).

3. Portfolios motivate students by offering platform for combination of theory
with practice (Georgi & Crowe, 1998).

4. Portfolios offer a chance to look at development over a period of time

(Cohen, 2005).
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Portfolios present multiple examples of student work for their learning
(Cohen, 2005).
Portfolios give students the sense of ownership for their own learning

(Hewett, 2004).

These functions have led the classification of portfolios and in the following subsection,

the basic types are stated.

L.3.1. Types of portfolios

Educational programs using portfolios as performance assessment tools vary in

content, aim and the types of the portfolios they require. One of the detailed classifications

has been done by Danielson and Abrutyn (1997). According to them, there are nine

portfolio types as follows;

1.

2.

working portfolios that contain work in progress,

display, showcase or best work portfolios which demonstrate the highest level
of achievement,

assessment portfolios that present student learning on specific curriculum
design,

community service portfolios that help assess the aims of community service
curriculum,

interdisciplinary portfolios that show proficiency in various subjects,

subject area portfolios that encourage students’ learning through social projects,
admission portfolios that present students’ accomplished works for the
admission to the college/university,

employment portfolios that include documents convincing the employees about

the skills of the author,
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9. skill area portfolios that show acquired skills in specific areas.

Wolf and Dietz (1998), Zeichner and Wray (2001) and Hewett (2004)
minimize the numbers of these types and classify the portfolios into three general types:
process, product, and showcase. Process portfolios refer to the learning process for the
mastery of skills and standards. Product portfolios involve a set of different products that
students produce, and showcase portfolios display students’ best works and reflection of
how those best pieces are selected.

In addition to these general types of portfolios, there is one common type of
portfolio which is categorized as reflective portfolios and is widely used in pre-service
training of student-teachers or practice training of doctors. The purpose of such a type is to
monitor owner’s development and reflection of how he/she evaluates and analyses himself
or herself. Zeichner and Wray (2001) mention this type in relation with the pre-service
student-teachers and according to them portfolios fall into three categories: a learning
portfolio, a credential portfolio and a professional portfolio. The first helps pre-service
student-teachers to question their teaching over time. The second is used to assess pre-
service student-teachers’ readiness to acquire the qualified teacher status. The third one is
mostly organized for employment reasons as it displays a sample of assignments,
documents, lesson plans representing pre-service student-teachers’ best works. Another
classification is suggested by Smith and Tillema (2003). Their description is more detailed
in content. They identify four types of portfolios: a dossier portfolio, a training portfolio, a
reflective portfolio and a personal development portfolio. A dossier portfolio is a
compulsory one which displays works for promotional purposes for the career entry of

teachers. A training portfolio is also mandated and displays the student-teachers’ work
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from a course in the program. A reflective portfolio is a personal completion of best
practice for further professional studies. A personal development portfolio is a progressive
work showing self-evaluation and professional growth throughout a term process.

The present study is based on the definition of a concept as a mixture of
assessment, and reflective portfolios as the aim of the study is to monitor pre-service
student-teachers’ reflection on their teaching experiences and assess their performance
through their e-portfolios. Thereby, we seek to find out if the pre-service student-teachers’
attitudes towards e-portfolios have changed by the use of e-portfolios in their Practice
Teaching course and if the use of e-portfolios has increased the academic achievement
scores of the pre-service student-teachers taking the Practice Teaching course. In
compliance with the nature of the present study, it is believed that the mixture of two
portfolio types stored in digitized context can also support learning and development of
pre-service student-teachers affording them with motivation to develop a professional

vision of teaching and reflecting their own voices.

1.3.2. Process of portfolios

Portfolio process is mainly twofold: process or product oriented. Process
oriented portfolios display the growth of a learner. They document processes of learning,
sharing, creating (from early drafts to the last piece), reflecting on the processes and
revising. They also display the students’ works from the beginning, in the middle and at
the end of a learning period. For example, if we think of a piece of writing, the process
oriented portfolio may involve a first draft, a reedited draft reflecting teacher or peer
correction or a feedback and a final draft. In such a portfolio process, the comparison of the

work is possible and the growth of the student is monitored over the drafts. Product
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oriented process, on the other hand, displays one or two best works. The aim of such a

portfolio process is to document and reflect on the accomplishment or quality rather than

processes which enable the learner to produce the portfolios. This type requires students to

collect all the works or artifacts until the end of the portfolio implementation and then to

choose the best artifact that represent the learning skills or desired outcomes with the

highest quality. Both kinds of portfolio creation can be used according to the aims of the

program and the needs of the learners.

The portfolio process has five stages according to Danielson and Abrutyn

(1997). They list the processes as collection, selection, reflection, projection (direction)

and presentation.

1.

Collection: This is the starting step as the several pieces of students’ works and
desired artifacts are collected. This stage has a pre-stage where teacher plans and
organizes the content and criteria of the portfolios. The time span necessary for
picking the artifacts is also mentioned. Therefore, the learner starts developing
portfolios after the content, criteria and the time span has been settled.

Selection: This stage involves reviewing and evaluating the work or artifacts kept
and identifying those which display the achievement of goals or desired outcomes.
At this stage, learners are autonomous to make their own selection; however,
sometimes they can receive comments on it from the teacher, peer or parents.
Teachers may specify the criteria for the selection. Selection process also includes
instructions and assessment. Pre-defined criteria are taken into consideration for the
selection of the best work and the assessment is done according to the quality of the

selected works/artifacts.
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3. Reflection: This stage helps students construct self-awareness in his/her learning.
Students reflect on the importance of the artifacts they have chosen emphasizing
the goals of the program. According to Darling (2001) students go through four
sub-stages during the reflection process: first response to the portfolio task,
structural and stylistic approach to make meaning out of what has been done,
making a connection between the themes for discourse and decision on presentation
of the portfolio as final self-product. In this stage, teachers’ or mentors’ activities
for cooperative learning context enrich the reflection process as students show
improvement through feedback from other peers. It is also crucial for teachers or
mentors to create an environment where students voice out as self-agents.

4. Projection (Direction): Students at this stage compare his or her reflection with the
aims of the program, his or her performance indicators (e.g., rubric scale) and
future learning goals discussing with mentors, teachers or peers on meaning
constructions, concepts and practice.

5. Presentation: This is the last stage of the portfolio creation. It includes a
presentation to different possible audiences such as class, outside educational
communities or organizations or employers. Learners thus share the portfolio they
have created with others and receive feedback.

The processes above mentioned are also defined in some studies (Giirol &
Demirli, 2007; Kan, 2007). However, Barrett (2000) mentions different types of process
development for e-portfolios. She focuses on the multimedia development process
identified by Ivers and Barron (1998) and combines them with her own definition. She

concludes five stages of e-portfolio development process



38

Table 1: Electronic Portfolio Development Stages (Barrett, 2000)

Portfolio development

E-portfolio Development

Multimedia development

Purpose & Audience

Defining  the  Portfolio

Context and Goals

Decide & Assess

Collect, Interject

The Working Portfolio

Design and Plan

Select, Reflect, Direct

The Reflective Portfolio

Develop

Inspect, Perfect, Connect

The Connected Portfolio

Implement, Evaluate

Respect

The Presentation Portfolio

Present and Publish

In the first stage, which is the definition of context and goals, the fundamental
tasks are to identify the context stating the standards, desired outcomes of the program and
assessment indicators of the learnt skills. The software of the other electronic resources for
e-portfolio development is introduced as well. In working portfolio stage, the software is
used to create electronic portfolios which fit the vision, aim and style of the e-portfolio
users. The applications such as Microsoft Word, Microsoft PowerPoint, Acrobat Reader
and open or ventured www domain are the common software packs. Through the use of the
selected software, artifacts are stored on a hard disk, a server and a video tape. In this way,
word processors, database, PowerPoint, jpeg or video clip are demonstrated. After
gathering the multimedia artifacts and transfer the work into the digital format, the learners
pass to the reflective portfolio. At the reflective portfolio stage, reflection is done at
specific points during the portfolio development and saved for either private or public
display. This is called as formative reflection which involves the process from the
beginning, and ongoing reflection onto what has been created. The stage four, the
connected portfolio, is characterized for its capacity to create a hyperlink between
documents such as work samples, rubrics, checklists, projects, and reflections. The
hyperlink connects the artifacts and presents a relevancy and consistency of the documents

on display. Hartnell-Young and Maureen (1999) state that
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Hypertext allows for deeper understanding and explanation through links that go from
summary statements to complete documents, related items, and reflections. In addition
to displaying artifacts efficiently, links can allow the connection of materials in a

personal archive to become broader and more thoughtful. (p. 23-24)

The last stage is called the presentation portfolio at which the e-portfolio is
presented through a medium such as video tape, computer hard disk, and server. The
created portfolio is presented to the audiences or virtual viewers. At this stage, the
summative evaluation is done and the e-portfolio is evaluated in comparison with the goal

of the program, the type of the portfolio and the criteria set for the assessment.

1.3.3 Content of portfolios

The content of the portfolios can vary as it is decided upon the purposes of the
portfolio use and the types of the portfolios to be created. If it is used in the field of
business, portfolios can include CVs, certificates, projects, tasks undertaken and done, etc.
As for the common types used in education, portfolios can include artifacts of students that
show progress or achievement. The content of portfolios is mentioned by Paulson et al.
(1991) and it is stated that “a portfolio is a purposeful collection of student work that
exhibits the student's efforts, progress, and achievements in one or more areas of the
curriculum. The collection must include the following: student participation in selecting
content, criteria for selection, criteria for judging merits, and evidence of a student's self-
reflection” (p. 62). Hamm and Adam (1992) contribute to the content decision of the
portfolios by suggesting that portfolios can include any of at least two entities: something
difficult, evidence of learning, evidence of reaching a solution and a piece of work of
which they are proud of. Linn and Baker (1992) add that portfolios should display

students’ progress and the accomplishments. Simon and Forgette-Giroux (2000) mention
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the content selection along with the holistic approach stating that portfolios present
evidences of cognitive, affective and behavioral dimensions of records being developed
plus developmental and metacognitive dimensions. Self-reflection is also mentioned in
relation with the metacognitive evidence. In their study, portfolios are regarded as
assessment tools to check whether the content selection procedures bring out the desired
outcomes such as effectiveness of framework and its integration with the curriculum. They
put forward that the effective use of portfolio into teaching is related to the flexibility of
the dimensions in content. In his analysis of portfolio use in writing abilities, Reckcase
(1995) suggests including a collection of reflective essay, a research paper, a descriptive
piece, an explanatory, exploratory or persuasive essay, a research paper and an interpretive
or evaluative response to a written work, and appendixes with all previous drafts. Hanson
and Gilkerson (1999) suggest collecting samples that are representative of skills such as
checklists and conceptual maps for teachers who monitor the use of portfolio and cutting,
drawing, printing samples, self-portraits, videos, audiotapes, photographs, projects,
interviews, and parental input for the students, particularly young ones. Baume and Yorke
(2002) state that a portfolio includes evidence of practice; therefore, it contains a reflective
commentary or a claim that shows how the participants have combined theory with

practice.

1.3.4. Assessment of portfolios

Educational accountability is a necessity for all kinds of implementation so as
to assess to what extent the desired knowledge is learnt. Standardized tests are widely
regarded as indicators of achievement. Traditionally, the content is taught, activities follow

the content and a test to examine to what extent learners have learnt is administered. The
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test is scored and handed back to students and the grade is the assessment criteria for
students’ performance. However, if any performance is involved, the development of
alternative assessment tools is needed. This justifies the importance of phases in portfolio
processes for assessment. Hanson and Gilkerson (1999) mention the characteristics of
portfolio assessment. These are as follows:

1. Assessment must be continuous,

2. Assessment must be performance based and highlight purposeful learning,

3. Assessment must have a connection with instructional objectives,

4. Assessment must include other voices such as students and their families.

In portfolio-implemented teaching context, assessment provides two main
authorities for assessment. The first is the student himself or herself. Students can create
portfolio-based on the content selection and evaluate themselves after having selected their
best samples; they evaluate it with pre-defined criteria and do careful revisiting with the
teacher. The assessment authority is the teacher. Teachers can use developed rubric scales
to assess the performance of their students. They have a set of criteria and standards in
compliance with the aims of the program or the course. Developing rubrics, setting criteria

or standards and grading them may require pre-planned guidelines.

1. Assign grades only to items in assessment portfolios,

2. Evaluate items in an assessment portfolio against clear criteria using, if possible,
a scoring guide or rubric which the students themselves have helped to create,

3. Establish clear guidelines for evaluating assessment portfolios as a whole for

completeness and organization. (Hanson and Gilkerson, 1999, p. 50)

Gillespie, Ford and Gillespie (1996) mention recommendations for portfolio

assessment. According to their study, portfolio assessment is “meaningful” and “multi-
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dimensional” process of collecting artifacts that display accomplishment as well as gains

and progress (p. 487). Gillespie et al. list the benefits of portfolios as follows:

1. Portfolios allow students to reflect on the development/progression of their
strength and weaknesses as readers and writers,

2. Portfolios facilitate students’ understanding of relations among reading, writing
and thinking,

3. Portfolios assist in creating collaborative work through peer collaboration and
critiques,

4. Portfolios provide an opportunity for students to assume responsibility for their
own learning and become independent,

5. Portfolios contribute to the development of self-esteem, self-awareness and
more positive toward reading and writing. (p. 482)

Gillespie et al. (1996) also mention the weakness of the portfolio assessment

which is the issue of reliability and validity. To avoid such weakness, there are some

suggestions made in regards the evaluation of artifacts by the students:

student-selected, teacher-selected and collaboratively selected content,

student-generated criteria,

1
2
3. collaboratively generated criteria,
4. student’s self evaluation,

5

student-generated reactions to teacher/or peers. (p. 487)

Student-selected, teacher-selected or collaboratively selected content
evaluation of the artifacts in the portfolios is crucial as such a process needs collaboration
between students and the teacher and it must show some evidence of the cognitive,
affective, behavioral, metacognitive and developmental dimension of the gain or the
competencies (Simon & Forgette-Giroux, 2000). As for the criteria, it is agreed that for
portfolio assessment, students are to be informed about how to be evaluated and how to
evaluate their own or peer development (Gillespie et al., 1996). This evaluation part
reflects learners’ voices about their learning in the portfolio processes. Involving the

students into the portfolio development and providing them with clear instructions, criteria
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and the participation into content can also serve the justification of validity in portfolio
assessment.

Van Horn and Brown (1993) also recommend that setting the goals, procedures
and the criteria with the students would be used as a strategy for portfolio assessment. For
process-focus assessment, the use of rubrics or checklists is mentioned in other studies
(Ford, 1993; Stahle & Mitchell, 1993). These studies imply that if carefully designed,
rubrics can show evidence for the reflection, development, and overall quality of the works
done.

Although there are studies for clarifying and defining the assessment methods,
the validity and reliability of portfolios still remain controversial. Farr (1990) highlights
that reliability cannot be calculated as artifacts are created under certain conditions at
certain dates. Therefore, having a score that is justifiable and accurate based on rubric
ratings and providing evidences for representative outputs of acquisition of particular
knowledge can be substantial. Brandt (1992) suggests that reliability of portfolio
assessment can be achieved only if we are sure that desired outcomes have been attained.
As long as we are sure that portfolio is a representative product we have aimed to create, a

feeling of confidence occurs in the attained outcomes and reliability of portfolios.

I.4. Electronic portfolios

While the paper-based portfolios were popular in educational use till the mid
1990s, with the rapid inclusion of technology into our lives, electronic portfolio (also
called digital portfolio) appeared as an innovative version of keeping the progressive work
of learners. The use of portfolio has accelerated in recent years when the World Wide Web
(www) has been preferred over the paper-based knowledge sources. Increasingly,

nowadays, educators, professionals, students and employers are using electronic means to
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create, share or evaluate portfolios. The collection of the works are brought together and
displayed on electronic environment (on the web). Barrett (2001, q 10) points out that, “an
electronic portfolio uses electronic technologies, allowing the portfolio developer to collect
and organize portfolio artifacts in many media types such as audio, video, graphics, and
text”. She clarifies the definition saying that an electronic portfolio is not a random
accumulation of artifacts yet it is a reflective medium for representing student’s growth.
Another definition is done by Lorenzo and Ittelson (2005). They define e-portfolio as “a
digitized collection of artifacts including demonstrations, resources, and accomplishment
that represent an individual, group, or institutions. This collection can be comprised of
text-based, graphic, or multimedia elements archived on a web site or on other electronic
media such as a CD-ROM or DVD” (p. 2).

E-portfolios share basic similarities with paper-based ones. One common
feature is that both can be used as alternative forms of evaluation (Fogarty, 1998). The
other common feature is that they both establish the learner ownership during the learning
process. However, this statement is still under debate. For example, Piper (2000) has
observed the portfolio processes and concludes that e-portfolios increase ownership of
learning. Yet as a controversy study, Woodward (2000) presents a rationale for the sense of
ownership by all authors of any types of portfolios. Davies and Willis (2001) state that
digital portfolio is a part of tradition of paper-based portfolio and not a distinctive entity
itself. Much of the literature they present in their study underlines the benefits of portfolios
to develop self-esteem and professional belief whether it is paper-based or electronic. It is
agreed that e-portfolio only differs from paper-based, traditional portfolio in terms of the
medium used. Technology instead of paper is applied to display the processes, artifacts,

and pieces rated as the best. That is, apart from the source by which the portfolio is
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presented, the content of the portfolio essentially involves the same information. However,
as Barrett (2000) puts forward, electronic portfolio helps to display the artifacts in a wide
range of formats (audio, video, graphics, and text). Therefore, it is claimed that digital
portfolios include “accessibility, portability, creativity, technology, as well as self-
confidence, and community building” (Kilbane & Milman, 2003, p. 8-9). Though both
types have provided alternative learning opportunities, in our decade where technology has
overtaken the place of paper and pen, e-portfolios can be easier to handle, produce, store,
upgrade, and demonstrate more quality in works in terms of audiovisual tools.

An early study by Kimeldorf (1997) supports the superiority of e-portfolios. As
to him, compared with paper-based portfolios, e-portfolios equip learners with the sense of
achievement thanks to the various multimedia sources attached. This capacity of e-
portfolios has provided learners with more options to display graphics, audio and video
what they have specified as concrete artifacts in relation with the content. Moreover, they
create audiences with their own preferences (e.g., color, lay out, video or audio clips) for
presenting the content.

Kimball (2002) suggests that with e-portfolios, authors harmonize the artifacts
of their learning both for themselves and for their wide range of audiences. Students can
create a voice through their e-portfolios and publish them for the people who could see
their works. They have a choice either to welcome the comments and feedbacks or simply
to ignore them. Learning and creating a personal space is the responsibility of authors.
However, it is open to be evaluated by the people who can access the website. In this
respect, it is a preferred educational tool to publish large group of audiences’ voice through

multimedia tools or online space.
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Ittelson (as cited in Mason et al., 2004) has also suggested that e-portfolios are
privileged over traditional portfolios in terms of wider range of audience, the portability,
and adaptability of the items on display. Like Ittelson, Norton-Meier (2003) claims that as
students use visual materials, they become more capable of seeing connections between the
concepts and comprehend their progress with the necessity of the program standards.

Constantino and De Lorenzo (2002) acknowledge the benefits of e-portfolio stating that

The e-portfolio, just like the paper-based portfolio, is a carefully selected collection of
exemplary documents that highlight a teacher’s best work and accomplishment.
However, unlike the paper-based portfolio, the e-portfolios are a multimedia approach
that allows the teacher to present teaching, learning and reflective artifacts in a variety

of formats (audio, video, graphics and text). (p. 48)

In relation to e-portfolio creating process, Mason et al. (2004) mention the
advantages of e-portfolios pointing out each process of keeping a portfolio (collection,
selection, reflection, projection, presentation). For collection and selection of items, it is
relatively easy to organize and rework the content. As an assessment tool, e-portfolio has
various options to integrate all the works in chronological order. For reflection, e-portfolios
provide audiovisual context to make sense out of experiences. The process of projection is
held by the interactive process, as the comments can be made immediate and reactive. E-
portfolio creators have the chances to get feedback from various sources. The last process
is presentation through e-portfolios. They can offer several of multimedia sources such as
audios, graphics, video files, digital artifacts, and so forth. Woodward and Nanlohy
(2004a) also state the benefits of e-portfolios over paper-based ones in terms of capacity
for storage, use of multimedia assets and flexibility to adapt. They mention that although

processes in the paper and e-portfolios are similar, the source for keeping them is different.
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Apart from the superiority of e-portfolios over paper-based ones, there is an
argument on the nature of e-portfolio. In parallel with the electronic environment for
learning, learning through technology or about technology is under debate. Hartnell-
Young and Morris (1999) consider that technology should help rather than manage
electronic portfolio development. E-portfolio is meant to provide learners with technical
know-how and enhance their understanding of technology. However, the main emphasis is
to be on learning. Thus, e-portfolio does not have a plus over pen-paper ones if they do not
provide students with learning opportunities. To assess if any learning occurs or not,
Woodward and Nanlohy (2004a) have carried out a project related with the course called
Classroom Computing. They find that digital portfolios were “worthwhile” experiences
and learning was ““at both a personal and a technological level” (p. 237).

The report by Kelly and Grenfell (2004) proposes an outline for a European
Profile for Language Teacher Education, which is an initiation to develop a shared
understanding of necessary skills, knowledge, and professional competencies that a teacher
must have. In the report, it is stated that trainee teachers “recognize the value of ICT for
organizing their own workload and schedules, retrieving and developing resources and
archiving documentation” (p. 21). This present study reveals the necessity to use e-
portfolios for pre-service student-teacher education as it fits to utilizing technology while
being involved in lesson plans, self-reflection and peer review at the stage of practice
teaching. It says that as a strategy, student-teachers are taught to use task-based learning
approaches by using “online agendas and email, search engines, educational websites,
interactive website forums, resources and databases” (p. 22).

In this present study, the use of e-portfolio is chosen to provide pre-service

student-teachers with necessary technical know-how for displaying their practice teaching
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preparation through online personal pages, to help them accommodate technological
applications in their practice teaching planning and enhance their understanding of

technology through the creation of personal e-portfolios.

1.4.1. Pros and cons of e-portfolios

E-portfolios provide diverse options and possibilities for displaying
performance. They can be created on different electronic learning management platforms.
The students can have personalized menus on display as they are accessible from anywhere
having internet connection. Some studies underline the personal and professional benefits
while facilitating the creation of teaching materials, lesson plans, and organization of the
information for the menus (Kilbane and Milman, 2003; Wright, Stallworth & Ray, 2002).
Giirol and Demirli (2006) state that e-portfolio can foster strategies of motivation in the
course of teaching in terms of attention, trust and self-satisfaction. Sanalan and Altun
(2002) find out that by the use of e-portfolios, the interaction between parties in learning
context becomes fast and immediate. This interaction can continue through the career path
of the students as long as they keep on documenting.

When it comes to disadvantages of e-portfolio, there are some concerns about
available access to the Internet, or personal account, errors in opening files on display
(Zubizaretta, 2004). McKinney (1998) also notes the challenges of e-portfolio such as lack
of time to do experiments in multimedia context, lack of technical support on e-portfolio
creation and limited resources (e.g., software or funding). Yet, he states that if the
limitations are counted and solutions are found, e-portfolios allow learners to display their

growth in non-linear ways.
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In order for successful e-portfolio implementation, the limitations and
challenges should be taken into account and feasible solutions are to be addressed. In each
implementation, there can be barriers encountered; however, what matters is to envisage

drawbacks and work on them to find solutions.

1.4.2. E-portfolios in teacher education

The traditional teacher education is based on training mostly with theoretical
knowledge and assessing the knowledge through formative and summative testing. It views
student-teachers as input-output systems that are to be shaped to teach. However, this can
be considered as inadequate to reveal out an accurate extent of teachers’ competencies,
personal beliefs and values about teaching. Innovative developments highlighting teacher
potential, qualifications and skills as well as beliefs and values are necessary for teacher
education programs (Cochran-Smith & Fries, 2001). The developments address to
constructivist teacher education which aim to make changes in thinking and meaningful
constructions of knowledge in relation to other knowledge. For the constructivist teacher
education programs, a possible initiative could be integrating technology in teacher
education improving student-teachers’ productivity (e.g., preparing presentations and
lesson plans) for active involvement, assessing information in a self-directed way (e.g.,
web sites, peer, blogs) for self-discovery of knowledge and producing information or
experiences (e.g., web creators) and communication (e.g., emails and chats with peers and
teachers) for social interaction and reflection. A study by Willis and Mehlinger (1996) has
suggested that student-teachers can have opportunities for learning through technology in
their teacher education. This can be done in a constructivist way those student-teachers are
required to use technology in their teacher education courses actively, which facilitates

learning by doing.
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As the technology is advancing rapidly, e-portfolios in teacher education are
being implemented for the practice of technology use in teacher education programs. They
are justified by some studies (Duhaney, 2001; Willis & Mehlinger, 1996). The studies
imply that the use of portfolios in teacher education is a priority in nationwide educational
planning, therefore, student-teachers can undergo substantial experiences and training by
creating their personal e-portfolios especially during their practice teaching. E-portfolios
can be used as a means of performance assessment and as a requirement for meaning-
making within multimedia environment. Multimedia environment for e-portfolios can
further the technical and professional development of student-teachers in terms of skills,
knowledge and attitudes towards teaching through interactive, visual and audio resources.
They learn technical skills to manage multimedia environments while learning about the
content areas. Besides, their performance in personal and professional development over
time is sought and assessed.

Among the studies advocating the use of e-portfolios in teacher education,
Woodward and Nanlohy (2004b) underline the use of e-portfolio for innovative learning
opportunities by giving choices and varieties in terms of organizing, reporting and
presenting of the learnt items. Their extensive study reveals the benefits of e-portfolios and
the results of e-portfolio implementation in Pre-Service Teacher Education at University of
Western Sydney. They conclude that the use of e-portfolio is proven to be successful in
presenting the learners’ knowledge by instructing and giving technical understanding.
Wetzel and Strudler (2006) also reveal that building an e-portfolio improves technical
skills. The study indicates that student-teachers can manage to upload documents, scan,

change file formats, deal with cropping the pictures, create templates and modify their own
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web pages. Therefore, by creating personal e-portfolios, they could gain and develop
(technical) skills which they might need to use as a teacher in their future classrooms.

Hewett (2004) points out the implementation of e-portfolios in learning
environments saying “E-portfolios give students ownership and responsibility for their own
learning” (p. 27). Giilbahar and Tinmaz (2006) state that when pre-service student-teachers
have experiences in a project-based learning environment through the use of e-portfolios,
they state that they involve in “enriched learning experience both individually and
technologically” (p. 320), and know that they have been given responsibilities of their
learning. Based on this finding, it can be agreed that e-portfolio implementation gives
student-teachers the ownership and responsibility of their learning processes and
performances displayed on the web-based platforms.

E-portfolio implementation in teacher education focus on three points:
professional development, reflective expression, and alternative assessment tool for
assessing pre-service students’ performance in teaching courses (Loughran & Corrigan,
1995; Wray, 2007). A well-known study on professional development carried out by
Woodward and Nanlohy (2004b) state that portfolios help pre-service student-teachers
express their way of learning better during the development of professional knowledge.
Studler and Wetzel (2005) also mention the professional development stating that the use
of portfolios brings in responsibility for student-teachers’ preparing and selecting artifacts
in compliance with the criteria and interpretation of their own learning. Therefore, e-
portfolios in teacher education facilitate professional learning about teaching preparation in
a way that student-teachers select, share, prepare and reflect on artifacts such as classroom
management strategies, unit or lesson plans, and video clips of their practice teaching.

Ersoy (2006) finds out the opinion of pre-service student-teachers on portfolios. She points
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out that the use of portfolios in teacher education is important for the student-teachers in
terms of their personal and professional development. The studies by Crutchfield (2004)
and Simpson (2004) also have focused on the importance of portfolio implementation in
teacher education in terms of professional development and success. Synder, Lippincott
and Bower (1998) examine the use of portfolios as a tool both for monitoring personal and
professional growth and for meeting the licensure standards. They find out that this dual
function of portfolios support each other rather than jeopardize the processes in portfolio
creation.

In relation to using e-portfolios for professional development, Barlett and
Sherry (2004) work on the pre-service student-teachers’ perceptions about e-portfolios.
Their study includes a small number of pre-service student-teachers with limited
technology background and they report that the use of e-portfolio has given an opportunity
to pre-service student-teachers to learn directly more about teaching as a professional
career. They also state that “Pre-service student-teachers perceived that they learned a
great deal from creating electronic portfolios and that much of what they learned is directly
applicable to their teaching careers” (p. 239). Hauge (2006) indicates that portfolios have
accelerated professional learning for pre-service student-teachers; therefore, they are to be
regarded as a generative medium for combining theory with practice in teacher education.
He states that “Portfolios have been productive in transforming theory into practice,
supporting reflection processes about subject matter, content and knowledge application,
besides stimulating collaborations and dialogues between partners in the programme” (p.
32).

As for the reflection, a study by Wetzel and Strudler (2006) mentions that e-

portfolios support reflective thinking and student learning. These reflections could be listed
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under three main categories: 1) personal response 2) reflection on the standards and theory
3) combination of personal response with standards and theory. The students learn through
their reflection and use of the e-portfolio as they report on their own performances and the
teaching context.

The inclusion of portfolios into teacher education for reflection of student-
teachers’ attitudes and opinions on their teaching have become a crucial issue. Collins
(1991) and Gellman (1993) show how portfolios help both the novice and experienced
teachers develop pedagogical skills and analysis of strategies for reflection. The common
point in these studies is that portfolio as a means of performance assessment has a positive
effect on pre-service student-teachers’ practice teaching in terms of self-reflection.

According to Pecheone, Pigg, Chung, and Souviney (2005), the studies related
to the impact of portfolios on pre-service student-teacher education focus on reflection.
Yet, this reflection could be critical when the context and feedback given are concerned.
He suggests that in teacher education programs, the type of context and the amount of
feedback given to e-portfolios should be emphasized. Venezky and Oner (as cited in
Hewett, 2004) also state that student-teachers given a chance to create e-portfolios become
more active learners and more aware of their roles in learning and reflect their own
construction of knowledge. This reflective function of e-portfolio use in teacher education
fosters active learning and the learner-centered context.

Following important studies such as Whitford, Ruscoe and Fickel (2000) and
Campbell, Melenzyer and Nettles (2001) stress the benefits of inclusion of portfolios as
performance assessment tools in teacher education. They put forward that e-portfolios
provide holistic and authentic assessment to reveal the complexities of teaching that can be

viewed by the third parties. Cohen (2005) focus on the pre-service student-teachers’
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concerns of performance assessment by the use of e-portfolios in their teacher education
programs. According to the study, through formative (e.g., assignment at different intervals
for progressive assessment) and summative evaluation (e.g., checklist, charts or rubrics for
overall performance assessment), student-teachers believe that they learn to make sense of
overall implementation of the program and their accomplishments by using e-portfolios.
Lynch and Purnawarman (2004) maintain that e-portfolios are reliable indicators of the
competencies in teacher education; therefore, they suggest using both formative and
summative rubrics with a guideline to rate each task or artifact while assessing pre-service
student-teachers’ performances. Korkmaz and Kaptan (2003) mention the necessity of e-
portfolios in initial teacher education for the quality of educational outcomes. To them, e-
portfolio assessment can be applied to pre-service student-teachers so as to determine the
quality of practice and development of teaching and learning process. Giilbahar and Kose
(2006) study on how pre-service teachers perceive e-portfolios as an evaluation method
and how they see the outcomes. They have found out that e-portfolio as an evaluation tool
is “favored” and found ‘“suitable” in project-based teaching context (p. 87). The study
assures that pre-service student-teachers benefit from the e-portfolio implementation as the
process affords them with time to revisit the artifacts, reflect on them and monitor the
process from their points of view. This confirms that e-portfolio assessment aims to reach
high level of practice quality in terms of student teachers’ revisits of the artifacts,
accomplishment based on performance over time and awareness of the evaluation process.
The study by Giilbahar and Tinmaz (2006) also affirms that e-portfolio method for the
assessment of a project-based course is favored by the student-teachers as they have time

to revisit the artifacts before final submission, which provides self-improvement.
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In addition to studies on professional development, reflectivity, and alternative
assessment tool by using e-portfolios, there are some other studies which put forward the
necessity of technical skill integration into teaching as the standards for the teacher profile
have kept up with the technological development. Akpimar (2004) mentions that
individuals are expected to get training in compliance with the necessity of technology.
The same expectation is on the teachers as they are expected not only to teach how to make
use of technology but also integrate the use of technology in their teaching preparation and
activities. Akpinar mentions the standards for teachers as mentioned in the International

Society for Technology in Education (ISTE) Report published in 2001. These are:

1. Teachers should use technological assets for their lifelong learning and
professional development,

2. Teachers should evaluate the technological application and bring it to the class
atmosphere,

3. To increase the efficiency and quality in education, teachers should use
technology,

4. Teachers should use technology to make learning efficient and provide
communication between colleagues.

With these international standards, Akpinar states that the efforts in reforming
teacher education nationwide create a new context for student-teachers, which urges them
to use technology in their teaching. These standards comply with the European Profile for
Language Teachers mentioned in section L. 4. In the profile, it is proposed that pre-service
student-teachers use technology for personal planning, organization and resource
discovery.

To conclude, the use of e-portfolios is a powerful way to help student teachers
gain an understanding and articulation of teaching as theory and practice by using

technology. It enables student-teachers to construct their meaning for theoretical and

practical issues in multimedia environments. Student-teachers are involved in learning by
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doing, constructing and interacting with others such as peers, supervisors, instructors by
using e-portfolios. Their performances are assessed in terms of progression in thinking and
making meaning. From the studies above, it is seen that e-portfolios are mainly used in
teacher education programs for promoting professional development, reflection, and
authentic alternative assessment. Moreover by implementing e-portfolios in teacher
education, a student-teacher is equipped with the technical skills and subject-related
knowledge which is a requirement for the teacher profile: a teacher who can use
technology for lifelong learning, personal planning of teaching and professional

development.
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CHAPTER II
II. METHODOLOGY

This chapter includes the type of research, the experimental and control groups,
data collection instruments, implementation of e-portfolio in pre-service student-teacher

training program and the analysis of the data.

I1.1. Type of Research

The present study is a quasi-experimental study which aims to identify the
attitudes of pre-service student teachers towards the use of e-portfolio.

In this research, two different measurements (Pretest and Posttest) have been
used for participants in both the experimental and control groups. Therefore, it could be
stated that the measurements in the experimental group are obtained from related samples.
At the same time, measurements in the control group are related with each other. On the
other hand, the measurements obtained from Pretest-Posttest Control Group Design
(PPCGD) shows that in the case of comparing the measurement related to the individuals
in the experimental and control groups, samples are unrelated (Biiyiikoztiirk, 2001). Thus,

the research design can be defined as nonequivalent PPCGD (Bulduk, 2003).

I1.2. Participants

The research involves forty-four pre-service student-teachers from Foreign
Language Education Department, who are doing their compulsory pre-service in the
assigned state schools.

In the beginning, there are twenty-three participants (seventeen females and six

males) in the experimental group and there are twenty-three participants (twenty females
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and three males) in the control group. Both groups are already assigned to observe and
teach in the state schools in Mersin at the very beginning of the first semester. After the
outlier analysis explained in part II.4., the number of participants in both the experimental
and control group has dropped to twenty-second.

Participants are not informed as they belong to either experimental or control
group and they are all volunteers. This information could affect the direction of the

research.

I1.3. Data Collection Instruments

As it is aimed to identify the attitudes of the pre-service student-teachers
towards the use of electronic portfolio in the Practice Teaching course, the research data is
obtained with Attitude Scale Towards Use of Electronic Portfolio (ASTUEP) prepared by
the researcher (see Appendix II). The grades related to the Practice Teaching course
obtained from the Student Office are also used as research data. Grades related to the
Practice Teaching course are composed of scores which are calculated considering 40% of
the midterm and 60% of the final exam and scores changing between 0-100.

ASTUEP is a Likert-type scale ranging from “strongly disagree” (1) to
“strongly agree” (5) and it is aimed to identify the attitudes of pre-service student-teachers
towards the use of e-portfolio in the Practice Teaching course. The scale has 41 items and
these items take place under eight dimensions. Cronbach alpha for the whole scale is found
to be 0.954. Factor analysis findings prove that the construct validity of the scale has been
established. The participants in both the experimental and control groups are requested to
respond to each item considering the degree of appropriateness according to their existing
knowledge or experiences. ASTUEP is implemented as both pretest and posttest.

Therefore, the research data is obtained with ASTUEP.
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The process for preparation of ASTUEP is defined as follows:

A literature survey has been done to constitute expressions for ASTUEP which can reveal
the cognitive, affective and psychomotor aspects of the attitudes towards the use of e-
portfolio (Bartlett and Sherry, 2004; Orland-Barak, 2005; Ersoy, 2006; Mondock, 1997).
Additionally, in order to write the attitude expressions related to the use of e-portfolio
open-ended questions are applied to junior students (see Appendix III). Through the
responses given to the questions and the information obtained from the literature survey,
attitude expression construction has been done.

Nearly 120 attitude expressions are constructed by the help of an expert on
measurement and evaluation which are considered to measure the cognitive, affective and
psychomotor aspects of the attitudes towards the use of e-portfolio. Some expressions have
been omitted for they are thought not to be suitable in terms of attitude expression
construction principles or measurement of the related attitude. After this examination, the
constitution of the trial form of the scale with 70 attitude expressions is found convenient.

As the research is limited to Faculty of Education at Mersin University, 201
pre-service student-teachers who were at the departments of Psychological Counseling and
Guidance, Science Teaching, Elementary School Teaching, Maths Teaching, Turkish
Teaching and Preschool Teaching were informed about e-portfolio processes and
applications in education and the trial form of the scale was applied to them. Like the pre-
service student-teachers at Foreign Language Education Department, these pre-service
student-teachers were doing their compulsory pre-service in the assigned state schools.

Through the data obtained from the application of the trial form of the scale
(ASTUEP-TF) to 201 pre-service student-teachers, item analysis, reliability and validity

studies have been done.
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In the first step, responses given to the attitude expressions of the ASTUEP-TF
have been scored. As the rating scale ranges from “strongly disagree (5)” to “strongly
agree (1)”, each response given to an item has been provided with a score. For all the

negative items, scoring has been done from “strongly disagree (1)” to “strongly agree (5)”.

In the next step, the outlier analysis has been done and the distribution of
normality has been checked. Four participants’ scores have the same outliers and this
causes deviation (in the distribution) of normality. The data belonging to these participants
are taken out and the Kolmogorov Smirnov normality test has been applied. As a result of
the analysis, score distribution obtained from 197 students’ responses has been found

normal (z197=0.059, p>0.05). The distribution of scores is given in Table 2.

Table 2: Distribution of the Scores

Mean 245.38
Median 250.00
Mode 245.00
Variance 131591
Std. Deviation 36.27

Minimum 152.00
Maximum 334.00
Range 182.00
Skewness -0.268
Kurtosis -0.048

According to Table 2, the scale score of 197 participants responding to the
scale varies between 152.00 and 334.00 scores. The mean score of the participants
obtained from the scale is 245.38, the mode is 245.00 and the median is 250.00 and these
have close values. Having high values, each three statistics may be interpreted as the
attitudes of the pre-service student-teachers towards the use of electronic portfolio to be

generally in a positive direction.
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After the distribution of the score is determined as normal, the item and test
statistics of the scale are examined. In the research, independent samples of the t-test
procedure are used for the item analysis of the trial form of the scale (Tezbasaran, 1997).
Therefore, the scores obtained from ASTUEP-TF are ranked from the highest to the
lowest. 27% of respondents in this distribution at the highest level is defined as the highest
group, and 27% of them at the lowest level is defined as the lowest group. As for the next
step, it is examined whether each item responded by the lowest and the highest respondents
can be discriminated in terms of their attitude towards the use of e-portfolio. Therefore, t-
test is administered for each item responded by the lowest and highest respondents to
indicate the significance of the difference in item score mean for unrelated samplings. The

following formula has been used (Tezbasaran, 1997):

r—X X/f (1

X i : Item Mean Score for the hlghest group

X . : Ttem Mean Score for the lowest group
S Mz : Variation of item scores for the highest group

S j : Variation of item scores for the lowest group

ny: Number of respondents at the highest group
n,: Number of respondents at the lowest group

The t-test results are given in Table 3. According to Table 3, t-test results
related to three items (13, 54, and 61) are not significant. Related items are extracted from
the scale and the item-total correlations of the remaining 67 items are calculated. One item
(56th item) having a negative correlation is observed in the item-total correlation analysis

and it is extracted from the scale and factor analysis is done for the remaining 66 items.
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Item | Group | x SD t P Item |Group| y |SD t p
number number

1 High |4.40| 0.57 8.002 | 0.000 17 High | 4.38 |0.53| 8.716(0.000
Low |3.02] 1.12 Low | 3.06 |0.97

2 High |4.09| 0.84 8.454| 0.000 18 High | 4.00 |0.83| 5.869 |0.000
Low |3.40]| 1.20 Low | 3.00 [0.92

3 High |4.62| 0.60 6.750| 0.000 19 High | 4.30 [0.57| 9.082|0.000
Low |343]| 1.14 Low | 2.72 |1.13

4 High |4.02| 0.77 6.226| 0.000 20 High | 4.42 {0.53] 9.512|0.000
Low |[2.83| 1.16 Low | 291 [1.02

5 High |4.30| 0.61 5.9101 0.000 21 High | 3.87 [0.81|11.107 |0.000
Low |3.34] 1.02 Low | 2.08 |0.85

6 High |4.08 | 0.73 | 11.085]| 0.000 22 High | 4.23 {0.70| 8.0700.000
Low |234] 0.88 Low | 291 |0.97

7 High |4.11| 0.61 8.803 | 0.000 23 High | 4.34 |0.55] 7.844]0.000
Low |2.79] 0091 Low | 3.08 | 1.03

8 High |4.21| 0.66 7.082| 0.000 24 High | 3.89 [0.95] 8.996 |0.000
Low |[3.08| 0.96 Low | 2.21 [0.97

9 High |4.34| 0.71 9.730| 0.000 25 High | 4.13 10.92] 6.990 |0.000
Low |2.85]| 0.86 Low | 2.87 |0.94

10 High |4.19| 0.68 7.944 | 0.000 26 High | 4.23 |0.61|12.891|0.000
Low |2.87]| 1.00 Low | 2.25 |0.94

11 High |4.30| 0.57 | 10.649| 0.000 27 High | 4.36 [0.48| 9.546|0.000
Low |2.83]| 0.83 Low | 2.89 |1.01

12 High |4.17| 0.73 | 11.506]| 0.000 28 High | 4.26 |0.56| 7.737{0.000
Low [2.30| 0.93 Low | 3.06 |0.99

13 High |2.66| 1.11 0.252 0.801 29 High | 4.36 |0.56|10.312{0.000
Low |2.60]| 1.20 Low | 2.98 |0.80

14 High |4.13| 0.62 7.171 0.000 30 High | 4.19 [0.71] 9.566 |0.000
Low [291| 1.08 Low | 2.75 [0.83

15 High |4.28 | 0.77 7.924 | 0.000 31 High | 4.40 |0.77| 7.627{0.000
Low |2.74] 1.20 Low | 3.11 [0.95

16 High |4.30| 0.61 9.591| 0.000 32 High | 4.01 |0.54]10.314|0.000
Low |2.74] 1.02 Low | 2.55 |0.89

*p<0.01. **p<0.05; n= 54 for all the comparisons and standard deviation (sd)=106
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Item |Group| y SD t p Item | Group | x SD t p

Number Number

33 High | 4.19 | 0.62 | 10.232| 0.000 49 High | 4.28 | 0.60 9.669 | 0.000
Low |2.62| 092 Low | 2.83 | 091

34 High | 426 | 0.71 6.014 | 0.000 50 High | 4.11 | 0.61 9.812| 0.000
Low |3.36 | 0.83 Low | 2.68 | 0.87

35 High | 445 | 0.54 8.026 | 0.000 51 High | 3.96 | 0.65 6.590| 0.000
Low |3.34| 0.85 Low | 2.87 | 1.02

36 High | 4.01 | 0.75 8.231| 0.000 52 High | 4.25 | 0.65 8.066| 0.000
Low | 2.64 | 0.96 Low | 2.96 | 0.96

37 High | 3.15 | 1.08 4.520| 0.000 53 High | 3.68 | 0.94 5.787| 0.000
Low | 2.19 | 1.11 Low | 2.66 | 0.88

38 High | 3.75 | 1.07 6.574| 0.000 54 High | 2.71 | 1.12 | -1.448]| 0.151
Low | 234 | 1.14 Low | 3.02 | 1.03

39 High | 4.60 | 0.57 8.110| 0.000 55 High | 4.28 | 0.53 9.324| 0.000
Low | 294 | 1.38 Low | 2.98 |0.87

40 High | 436 | 0.56 | 11.022]| 0.000 56 High | 2.74 | 098 | -4.121| 0.000
Low | 2.81 | 0.86 Low | 3.45 |0.80

41 High | 449 | 0.72 4.854 0.000 57 High | 4.36 | 0.56 6.820 | 0.000
Low |3.72 | 091 Low | 3.40 | 0.86

42 High | 4.32 | 0.58 9.366 | 0.000 58 High | 425 |0.59 | 10.576| 0.000
Low [292| 092 Low | 2.70 | 0.89

43 High | 425 | 0.76 7.262| 0.000 59 High | 4.09 | 0.66 9.302| 0.000
Low | 3.08 | 0.90 Low | 2.62 | 0.95

44 High | 3.96 | 0.73 7.541| 0.000 60 High | 4.30 | 0.67 | 10.160| 0.000
Low | 2.55| 1.15 Low | 2.74 | 0.90

45 High | 4.23 | 047 9.941| 0.000 61 High | 2.28 | 1.03 | -2.365| 0.020
Low |2.62 | 1.08 Low | 2.74 | 0.94

46 High | 3.75 | 1.02 7.414| 0.000 62 High | 4.00 | 0.62 9.688| 0.000
Low | 223 | 1.10 Low | 2.64 | 0.81

47 High | 3.85| 0.89 6.411| 0.000 63 High | 4.26 | 0.52 | 10.742| 0.000
Low | 2.74 | 0.90 Low | 2.81 |0.83

48 High | 4.08 | 0.78 6.849 | 0.000 64 High | 441 |0.50 | 10.065| 0.000
Low |2.89 | 0.99 Low | 2.83 | 1.03

*p<0.01. “p<0.05; n= 54 for all the comparisons and standard deviation (sd)=106
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Table 3: (continues): t-test Results of ASTUEP-TF Items for Unrelated Samples

Item |Group| y SD t p Item | Group | y SD t P

number Number

65 High | 4.60 | 0.49 6.679 | 0.000 68 High | 4.02 | 0.66 | 8.143| 0.000
Low | 3.81 | 0.71 Low | 2.87 |0.78

66 High | 4.36 | 0.65 6.654| 0.000 69 High | 4.19 | 0.68 | 6.181| 0.000
Low | 343 | 0.77 Low | 3.11 | 1.07

67 High | 4.09 | 0.71 8.157| 0.000 70 High | 4.11 | 0.75| 9.123| 0.000
Low | 2.75 | 0.96 Low | 2.38 | 1.16

*p<0.01. “p<0.05; n= 54 for all the comparisons and standard deviation (sd)=106

After factor analysis has been done for 66 items, 25 items (item number 4, 5,
7,10, 22, 23, 25, 29, 30, 31, 33, 34, 35, 36, 39, 42, 43, 47, 48, 52, 53, 58, 60, 62, 66) have
been excluded from the analysis due to the fact that they have low communalities and they
give relatively close high value for more than one factor. After that, using varimax rotation
technique for 41 items, explatory factor analysis has been done.

The Bartlett Test of Sphericity and the KMO test are also performed to check
whether the correlation matrix can be presumed to be the identity. The KMO and the
Bartlett test result is given in Table 4 to indicate the appropriateness of data to the factor

analysis. As seen in Table 4, the structure of the data is appropriate for doing factor

analysis.

Table 4: ASTUEP KMO and Bartlett Test Result (41 items)
Kaiser-Meyer-Olkin Measure of Sampling Adequacy 0.923
Sphericity Test by Bartlett Approximate chi-square 4723.598

Standard deviation 820
P 0.000

According to the results of varimax rotation applied to ASTUEP-TF, the items
whose factor load higher than 0.30 have been selected. It is observed that items come

together under 8 factors. Those items, factor names, reliability of each factor, standard
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deviation, item total correlation, common variance, original factor loadings before rotation,
and post rotation factor loadings are given in Table 5. When Table 5 is examined, all items
are found to have communalities higher than 0.48. Furthermore, first factor values of all
items in scale are more than 0.392 and variances of the first factors before rotation are
more than 36.74% which show that the scale has a general factor. This finding is supported
by the scree plot of eigenvalues (Figure 1). In the scree plot, it appears as if one dominant

factor is present.

Scree Plot

20

Eigenvalue

Component Number

Figure 1. Scree Plot of Eigenvalues for ASTUEP-TF

The total variance explained by the first factor is 11.52% and all factors explain
64.66% of the total variance. It is found that the first factor has 9 items, the second has 8
items, the third has 6 items, the fourth has 5 items, the fifth has 4 items; the sixth, seventh
and the eighth have 3 items. Item-total correlations change between 0.415 and 0.737 and
these values indicate that correlations are sufficiently high. Reliability analyses have been

carried out through Cronbach alpha. Cronbach alpha for the whole scale is found to be
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7540.954. Cronbach alpha values for the subscales are 0.903, 0.873, 0.856, 0.803, 0.751, 0.
754 and 0.690 respectively. These findings indicated that the reliability of the scale is high.
Considering the results of the t-test, correlation, and factor analyses, it has been

found appropriate to constitute ASTUEP with 41 items.
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Table 5: ASTUEP Factor Analysis Results (41 Items)

X Std. Item total | Common | Factor 1- Post
Factors and Items dev. correlation | variance load value | rotation
factor
load
1. factor: (Cronbach 0=0.903)
Item 28: 1 believe that electronic portfolio study improves the feeling of curiosity of the students. 3.69 0.89 0.628 0.729 0.647 0.729
Item 63: Electronic portfolio study increases the motivation of the students towards courses. 3.62 0.86 0.728 0.686 0.745 0.641
Item 27: 1 think electronic portfolio study will make the courses more lively. 3.69 0.92 0.691 0.648 0.705 0.630
Item 64: 1 think electronic portfolio study will be entertaining. 3.72 0.93 0.712 0.733 0.724 0.628
Item 51: Electronic portfolio study improves the critical thinking abilities of the students. 3.43 0.90 0.523 0.545 0.527 0.594
Item 68: Electronic portfolio study improves the problem solving skills of an individual. 3.48 0.84 0.611 0.647 0.628 0.570
Item 59: Electronic portfolio study is a permanent method in acquiring the related target behaviors. 3.47 0.92 0.670 0.593 0.687 0.493
Item 40: Electronic portfolio study keeps the interest towards the course continuous. 3.61 0.92 0.737 0.686 0.750 0.487
Item 11: Electronic portfolio study increases my interest towards the course. 3.62 0.87 0.707 0.649 0.714 0.458
2. factor: (Cronbach 0=0.873)
Item 15: Electronic portfolio study is an opportunity for the teacher to identify the students in many | 3.72 1.12 0.605 0.713 0.601 0.783
aspects.
Item 2: 1believe that electronic portfolio study will make the teacher-student communication more 3.39 1.19 0.586 0.683 0.580 0.663
effective.
Item 14: 1 think electronic portfolio study is important for the teacher to observe and evaluate the | 3.71 0.94 0.498 0.547 0.499 0.660
improvements of the students objectively.
Item12: Electronic portfolio study improves the students’ skill of expressing their feelings and 341 1.12 0.692 0.687 0.699 0.628
thoughts.
Item 17: Electronic portfolio study improves the feeling of responsibility of an individual. 3.84 0.89 0.615 0.620 0.625 0.603
Item 16: Electronic portfolio study improves the creative thinking abilities. 3.68 1.00 0.641 0.602 0.652 0.557
Item 1: Electronic portfolio study maintains the permanence of the learning. 3.77 0.97 0.583 0.479 0.589 0.508
Item 6: Electronic portfolio study is an indispensable period in the education of pre-service teachers. 3.12 1.01 0.642 0.536 0.642 0.450
3. factor: (Cronbach 0=0.856)
Item 70: I'd like to prepare electronic portfolio in practical teaching course. 3.25 1.19 0.566 0.663 0.548 0.740
Item 38: 1'd like to prepare electronic portfolio in school experience course. 3.12 1.21 0.418 0.625 0.392 0.739
Item 44: 1 wouldn’t like to prepare electronic portfolio if I am not bound to do. 3.24 1.08 0.585 0.675 0.572 0.645
Item 26: In my opinion professional development of the pre-service teachers should be monitored 3.14 1.16 0.643 0.661 0.632 0.634
through electronic portfolios in all education faculties.
Item 21: 1’d like to prepare electronic portfolio in all courses. 291 1.09 0.651 0.650 0.633 0.625
Item 45: Preparing electronic portfolio in all courses bothers me. 3.41 1.00 0.677 0.678 0.665 0.619
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Table 5 (continues): ASTUEP Factor Analysis Results (41 Items)

X Std. Item total | Common | Factor 1- Post
Factors and Items dev. correlation | variance load value | rotation
factor
load
4. factor: (Cronbach o=0.803)

Item 8: 1 think electronic portfolio study will slow down the pace of the courses. 3.67 0.93 0.527 0.621 0.519 0.732
Item 20: 1 think preparing electronic portfolio is not a practical method in monitoring the learning of | 3.67 0.96 0.624 0.705 0.625 0.666
the students.
Item 18: 1 think electronic portfolio study will prevent the courses from completing on time. 342 0.91 0.415 0.554 0.403 0.646
Item 19: The idea of preparing electronic portfolio does not appeal to me. 3.54 0.98 0.668 0.641 0.665 0.633
Item 9: 1 don’t believe electronic portfolio study will increase the success in courses. 3.68 1.09 0.599 0.517 0.600 0.520
5. factor: (Cronbach 0=0.803)
Item 50: 1 don’t think that I will evaluate the learning of my students through electronic portfolios in | 3.37 0.92 0.650 0.724 0.646 0.616
my teaching career.
Item 49: 1 don’t believe that using electronic portfolios in the education of pre-service students is not | 3.69 0.92 0.660 0.644 0.664 0.608
important in their professional improvement.
Item 67: 1 don’t think it is necessary for my students to prepare electronic portfolios in their teaching | 3.48 0.93 0.557 0.546 0.552 0.544
profession.
Item 32: 1 encourage my friends in preparing electronic portfolios. 338 | 0.90 0.636 0.619 0.633 0.507
6. factor: (Cronbach 0=0.751)
Item 65: Electronic portfolio study improves the interaction of the individual with the technology. 4.36 0.67 0.483 0.711 0.497 0.677
Item 55: Electronic portfolio study creates an opportunity for teachers and students to study | 3.70 0.80 0.702 0.738 0.715 0.620
systematically.
Item 57: Electronic portfolio study improves the research ability of an individual. 3.88 0.79 0.515 0.615 0.538 0.587
7. factor: (Cronbach a=0.754)
Item 46: 1 think electronic portfolio study will minimize the social relationship among students. 2.90 1.19 0.572 0.742 0.549 0.734
Item 37: Electronic portfolio study pushes the students towards individualism. 2.54 1.09 0416 0.736 0.392 0.717
Item 24: 1 believe electronic portfolio study will minimize the interaction among students. 3.03 1.20 0.588 0.707 0.573 0.692
8. factor: (Cronbach 0=0.690)
Item 69: I'd like to share my electronic portfolio with my friends. 3.80 0.91 0.539 0.688 0.547 0.643
Item 41: 1 find electronic portfolio study important in terms of storing the studies. 4.19 | 0.77 0.451 0.584 0.463 0.617
Item 3: 1 think electronic portfolio study will be effective in terms of student’s monitoring and | 4.15 0.89 0.534 0.684 0.535 0.603

evaluating his/her self development in period.
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Another study for the construct validity of ASTUEP-TF aims to examine the
internal consistency by taking participants who are at the extreme in terms of instrument
scores and test total score measures into the comparison group. This examination is done in
order to see if the scores obtained from ASTUEP-TF can discriminate participants with
high level attitude towards using e-portfolios from participants with low level attitudes.
27% of the group (53 pre-service student-teachers) whose participants have got the highest
score from ASTUEP-TF with 70-items and 27% of the group (53 pre-service student-
teachers) whose participants have got the lowest score are identified and t-test for unrelated
samples is used to examine if there is any significant difference in these two groups’ mean
scores.

According to the test result, a significant difference has been observed in the
mean score of the respondents in the high level (Xx=171.45) and mean score of the
respondents in the low level (X=24.943) [tjs=; p<0.05). This finding shows that
ASTUEP-TF can be accepted as a valid instrument to measure the participants’ attitudes

towards the use of e-portfolio.

I1.4. Equality of the Experimental and Control Groups

Before the formation of the groups, a meeting with the supervisors at the
Foreign Language Education Department of Mersin University was held. In the meeting,
information about the participants, the schools the participants were going to teach at, the
curriculum and the assessment technique for the Practice Teaching course was given. The
researcher took advantage of this information while preparing the weekly tasks.

The pre-service student-teachers in the experimental group were expected to
implement the tasks of the Practice Teaching course by using e-portfolio while the pre-

service student-teachers in the control group were expected to implement the tasks of the
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Practice Teaching course in weekly paper-based portfolio without using e-portfolio. As the
subject of the research is about e-portfolio, participants in the experimental group were
expected to have basic computer literacy such as using Microsoft Office tools and internet
application. Therefore, the Basic Computer Literacy Questionnaire (see Appendix I)
including six questions about their existing literacy was applied to all pre-service student-
teachers who registered university in 2006-2007 education term. After the questionnaire
was applied, the answers were examined in the light of it and the groups were formed as
experimental and control. This formation based on the extent of pre-service student-
teachers’ literacy skills. That is, pre-service student-teachers who like using computers and
who know how to use it (e.g., sending mails, searching through the net and doing
assignment on the computer) were placed in the experimental group, pre-service student-
teachers who do not know how to use it and do not like using it were placed in the control
group. In this way, twenty-three pre-service student-teachers were placed in the
experimental and control group respectively.

In order to specify whether the experimental or control groups are alike, three
different studies were done. The first of them was examining if there is any significant
difference in the mean score for attitude obtained from Attitude Scale Towards Use of

Electronic Portfolio (ASTUEP) given to groups as pretest.

Therefore, primarily outlier analysis related to the scale scores of the pre-
service student-teachers in the experimental and control groups was done. When the
potential outliner was identified, that value was excluded from the group, and outliner test
was given again. This procedure was repeated until no additional outliners were detected.
In relation with the outlier analysis results, it was decided to exclude one pre-service

student-teacher both from the experimental and from the control groups. The distribution
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of the scale scores related to twenty-two pre-service student-teachers in the experimental
and control groups were analyzed through Shapiro Wilks normality test. At the end of the
analysis, Shapiro Wilks test result of the participants in the experimental group was found
to be 0.990; while Shapiro Wilks test result of the participants in the control group was
found to be 0.962. The distribution of the scores for both groups was determined as normal

(0=0.05).

The mean score obtained from ASTUEP scores of the twenty-two participants
in each group is 134.91 for the experimental group and 134.64 for the control group. The
difference in mean scores was examined by using t-test for unrelated samples and no
significant difference in attitude mean score of both groups was observed (ts=-0.117;
p>0.05). This finding indicates that at the beginning of the research both groups are equal
in terms of their attitude towards the use of e-portfolios.

The second study to check the equality of the experimental and control group
aims to establish whether there is a significant difference between pre-service student-
teachers’ academic achievement score averages until the spring semester 2007, or not.
Mean obtained from the academic mean score of the pre-service student-teachers is 3.20 in
the experimental group and 3.33 in the control group. There is no significant difference
between groups’ academic achievement score averages (t4=1.653; p> 0.05). The finding
indicates that participants of both groups are equal in terms of their academic achievement

score averages at the beginning of the research.

The last and the third method ensuring the group equality was done by
examining if there is any significant difference between the achievement scores of the
participants in the School Experience II course which all of them took in the previous

semester as a requisite for the Practice Teaching. As it is mentioned before, the Practice
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Teaching is the stage where the teacher candidates have the chance to raise student-teacher
confidence in the teaching as profession, enable them to gain some practical skills needed
in their future role as a teacher, and enable them to take responsibility in the professional
context. The mean score of the pre-service student-teachers’ achievement score (grade) is
92.82 for the experimental group and 91.50 for the control group. The difference between
these mean scores was analyzed by t-test for unrelated samples and no significant
difference was found (t4,=0.695; p>0.05). This finding can suggest that both groups are

alike in terms of achievement score (grade) in the School Experience II course.

I1.5. Implementation

After grouping as experimental and control, the attitude scale was applied and
it was used as a pretest. After the pretest was carried out, both groups were called to the
meeting and the researcher explained what she expected from them in the second semester
of the school year as pre-service student-teachers who were going to practice teaching in
state schools in Mersin. The content of the Practice Teaching course was explained, also
the requirement of the Practice Teaching course and essential criteria for assessment were
mentioned. A list of activities which the participants were expected to carry out for each
week at those schools was given to all of them and each activity (task) was explained in
detail. The participants were also told that they were going to submit the activities they
were going to do in the format of “task”. The task consists of a lesson plan with attached
teaching materials and self-evaluation.

After the explanation to the participants, the experimental group participants
were called to another meeting and they were told that they were going to use e-portfolios
so as to exhibit their reports online. The participants told that they were supposed to

develop their own e-portfolios using Google Page Creator (GPC) in the first place. The
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basic information was given to the pre-service student-teachers and it was also said that
there was going to be a workshop where an educational technology expert from Mersin
University was going to do hands-on presentation about how to use GPC to make a
personal e-portfolio and to facilitate them to create their own page for online task display
through e-portfolio. The implementation studies in the workshop are explained below
together with some photos.

GPC is used as a database for creating e-portfolios. It is a free online tool used
for creating and publishing web pages. This database was introduced to the participants in
the experimental group during the workshop. At the beginning, participants were required

to take a gmail account in order to have access into GPC.

Firstly, GPC is visited online; the sign of “I'm ready to create my page”
appears. While creating the pages, many choices are given to choose. There are many
choices in different looks. Any form may be elected through “choose look.” Secondly, the
layout is elected. Everything can be written in these layouts. GPC presents several buttons
like in Microsoft Word such as font, size etc. In addition to this, there are key buttons like
preview, publish, link and back to site manager. Back to site manager provides the user

with the chance to go back to previous process.

While the page is created, GPC user has a chance either to preview or publish
what he/she has done. If needed, the items can be uploaded. Following the steps, the
researcher created her own e-portfolio (see Appendix IV). Meanwhile, the participants in
the experimental group created their e-portfolios (see Appendix V). They wrote a short
introduction of themselves, added their CVs, links, favorite quotations, pictures and

photos.
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During the workshop, all participants of the experimental group were placed in
the computer lab of Mersin University. The expert instructed them about what to do first

by explaining and then showing it with the aid of an OHP.

Figure 2. GPC Workshop with the experimental group

The participants all created e-portfolios under anonymous nicknames to be
confidential. The nicknames and the real names of the participants were listed so that the
nicknames would be known by the researcher and they would be kept as confidential in
case this could create a problem for the cooperation between the faculty and the state

schools.

Figure 3. GPC Workshop with the experimental group
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At the end of the workshop, the participants were asked to publish their reports
online for the following week task submission. After the first week, the meeting was
arranged again with the experimental group of participants and they were asked if they had
had any problems to prepare their tasks and publish them online. Each of the e-portfolio
was checked if it was seen online and if the documents could be opened up. These kind of
technical checkups were done regularly after the deadline of the each task submission via
emailing. The researcher checked if there was any technical problem that the participants
were having and confirmed them via emails or if any complicated problem arose, the
researcher and pre-service student-teachers got together in the office hours of to work on
the technical problem.

The following week after the workshop, the weekly tasks were sent to the
experimental group through email and they were given to the control group as handouts
(see Appendix VI). At the beginning of the research, the weekly tasks were composed of
eight weeks. However, at the end of the research, the pre-service student-teachers
voluntarily wanted to add an additional task. Thus, the weekly tasks consisted of nine
weeks. In the first two weeks, participants were required to observe the classroom teacher
and fill in the classroom teacher observation checklist and write about his/her preparation
before the class, his/her performance during the class and his/her action after the class (see
Appendix VII). In the third, fourth, fifth and the sixth weeks participants were required to
fulfill skill based mini-lessons. In the seventh week, they taught grammar-focus mini
lessons. In the eighth week, participants made arts & crafts activities with the students in
the classroom and in the ninth week, pre-service student-teachers chose what to teach.

At the end of each weekly task, participants were expected to write about their

preparation before the class, their performance during the class (the strengths and
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weaknesses) and their action after the class. The participants had to follow classroom
teacher’s topics; therefore, each task was done not in the assigned order by the researcher.
The researcher, classroom teacher and pre-service student-teacher decided which task
should be done each week. As the semester is composed of 13 weeks, the participants of
both experimental and control groups were observed in the assigned state schools because
of the official reasons for the rest of the weeks.

The researcher prepared a rating scale called Supervisor Observation Points
(see Appendix VIII) to score each task. Every task was scored by the researcher using the
rating scale. Nevertheless, classroom teacher observation checklist was not included while
calculating the academic achievement score. Because it was composed of criteria to assess
pre-service student-teachers’classroom teachers. Through this checklist, pre-service
student-teachers could learn which criteria were significant in being a classroom teacher
and therefore they were informed that they could take into consideration the criteria in the
checklist while teaching. The mean score of three tasks was accepted as midterm and the
mean score of four tasks was accepted as final exam. Academic achievement score (AAS)
is obtained by taking into consideration 40% of the midterm and 60% of the final exam.
(Scoring had been done according to Mersin University official scoring system. Academic
achievement score is assessed over 100 total points in Mersin University.)

While e-portfolio study was going on with the experimental group, the control
group was called to the office hour meetings at the same frequency with the experimental
group (after the deadline of each task) as to check if they submitted their tasks or not and if
there was any problem about teaching, preparing written tasks, etc. The participants in the
experimental group wrote a short introduction of themselves, added their CVs, links,

favorite quotations, pictures and photos. They submitted their tasks online and the control
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group submitted their tasks to the researcher in their office hours vis-a-vis (see Appendix
IX). Apart from the medium of the task submission, the practice teaching was carried out
at the same level in terms of requirements, implementation and assessment criteria. In the
experimental group, feedback was given to the participants online and they displayed it
with the related tasks done. In addition to the researcher’s feedback, pre-service student-
teachers in the experimental group could have the chance to observe their peers through e-
portfolios and give feedback or opinion about the following task. Thus, they uploaded their
peer feedback. On the other hand, in the control group, the feedback was given by the
researcher both orally in the office hours meeting or written on their tasks submitted. After
all tasks were submitted, all participants were called again and asked to take the posttest.
E-portfolios can make it easier for the experimental group participants to share,
update or store their teaching materials. It may be said that preparing e-portfolios could
improve professional development in terms of facilitating technological competence and

improving attitudes positively toward the use of e-portfolio.

I1.6. Data Analysis

ASTUEP was applied to both experimental and control groups at the beginning
of the research as pretest. Then participants who were in the experimental group were
given the Practice Teaching course through the use of e-portfolio by the researcher. At the
end of the semester when all participants fulfilled the requirement of the Practice Teaching
course, both groups were again given ASTUEP as posttest. As the measures of both groups
were repeated, two-way ANOVA with repeated measures was used to examine whether
there was any difference between the attitudes of the experimental and control groups

towards the use of e-portfolio in pre and post tests. (Bilyiikoztiirk, 2002; Kalayci, 2005).
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Necessary assumptions were tested if they were sufficient to carry two-way
ANOVA as an initial step of data analysis. The first of the assumptions is that “dependent
variable has at least a characteristic of interval scale” (Biiyiikoztiirk, 2002). The dependent
variable of this study is the attitudes of the pre-service student-teachers towards the use of
e-portfolios. Therefore, this assumption had been verified since the attitude scores obtained
from the data collection instrument (ASTUEP) indicated the characteristic of interval scale.

The second assumption of the analysis is that “the scores belonging to the
dependent variable presents normal distribution in each group” (Biiyiikoztiirk, 2002). In
the research, the normality of the distribution of the scores for each group was examined
by Shapiro-Wilk test and the result is given in Table 6. When Table 6 is examined, the

attitude score distribution for both groups is seen to be normal.

Table 6. Shapiro-Wilk Normality Test Result

Group Test W sd p
. Pre-test 0.990 2 0.997
Experimental Group Post-test 0.961 2 0518
Pre-test 0.962 22 0.530
Control Group Post-test 0.986 2 0.984

The third assumption of two-way ANOV A with repeated measures is that “the
variance of the concurrent test scores of the groups is equal” (Biiyiikoztiirk, 2002). To
check this assumption, Levene test was used to control the variance homogeneity of groups
to be compared. When pretest (F;4,=0.273, p=0.604) and posttest scores (F;4>=1.923,
p=0.6173) were taken into account, the variance was accepted as equal and the third
assumption, thereby, proved to be true.

The fourth and the last assumption is that “groups’ covariances are equal to

measures for dual group” (Biiylikoztiirk, 2002). Box’s M statistics was used to check the
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coefficient of covariance equation and M statistics was found to be 3.527 and probability
value for this statistics is p=0.341. The value proves that covariance homogeneity is
validated. The significance of the difference related to the achievement scores of the pre-
service student-teachers in the experimental and control groups related to the Practice

Teaching course have been analyzed through unrelated samplings for t-test.

After the four assumptions were met, two-way ANOVA with repeated
measures were used to show the relationship between dependent and independent

variables.
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CHAPTER III
IT1. FINDINGS AND DISCUSSIONS

This section presents the findings and interpretations related to the research
questions. The main purpose of this study was to identify the attitudes of the pre-service
student-teachers in the experimental group towards the use of e-portfolio; hence, ASTUEP
was applied to all the participants both in the experimental and control group as pretest and
posttest. Another main purpose was to see whether e-portfolio implementation increases
the achievement scores of the pre-service student-teachers. Therefore, two groups were
formed as experimental and control. The pre-service student-teachers in the experimental
group created their own e-portfolios while the pre-service student-teachers in the control
group prepared paper-based portfolios. Statistical analyses were done to find an answer to
two research questions throughout the study. The findings show us that although
participants in the control group participated actively, constructed knowledge, and made
reflections about their teaching like the participants in the experimental group, the
participants in the experimental group had the chance of teaching and learning through
technology which enhance their professional development, getting feedback, updating and
uploading the documents to their e-portfolios, modifying their e-portfolios like adding
CVs, photos and pictures, being more self-confident as they could increase their
technological competence and enjoying the process while dealing with an innovative

method for their future career.

II1.1. Findings and Discussion Related to the First Research Question
“Do the attitudes of English pre-service student-teachers differ according to

their participation in e-portfolio implementation in the Practice Teaching course?”
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In order to analyze the differences between the attitudes of English pre-service
student-teachers in each group towards the use of e-portfolio, two-way analysis of variance
was done. The statistics received from ASTUEP, applied to the pre-service student-

teachers as pretest and posttest, are given in Table 7.

Table 7: Attitude Scale Towards The Use of Electronic Portfolio Pretest-Posttest Statistics

Group Test Mean Std. Deviation N
pretest 134.91 7.98 22

Experimental posttest 177.45 12.58 22
total 156.18 23.90 44

pretest 134.64 7.42 22

Control posttest 134.36 18.38 22
total 134.50 13.86 44

pretest 134.77 7.61 44

Total posttest 155.91 26.78 44
total 145.34 22.27 88

According to Table 7, ASTUEP posttest mean score of the pre-service student-
teachers in the experimental group (177.45) seems greater than pretest mean score
(134.91); ASTUEP posttest mean score of the pre-service student-teachers in control group
(134.36) seems lower than pretest mean score (134.64). Without making distinction as
pretest and posttest; it is observed that ASTUEP mean score of the pre-service student-
teachers in the experimental group (156.18) is quite greater than mean score of the pre-
service student-teachers in the control group. (134.50).

To determine whether these observed distinctions are significant statistically,

two-way analysis of variance is done and analysis results are given in Table 8.
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Table 8: Two Way Analysis of Variance For Repeated Measurements

Source of Variability KT Sd KO | F | p
Between groups 19244.772 43
Group (E/C) 10342.227 1 10342.227 48.847 0.000°
Error 8892.545 42 211.727
Within groups 23931.000 44
Test (P/P) 0828.409 1 9828.409 102.713 0.000"
Group*Test 10083.682 1 10083.682 105.380 0.000°
Error 4018.909 42 95.688
Total 43175.772 87
"p<0.01

According to Table 8, there is a significant difference between the attitude
mean scores of the experimental group (156.18) and the control group (134.50). The
attitudes of the pre-service student-teachers towards the use of e-portfolios both in the
experimental and control groups indicate a significant difference without making before or
after course distinction (F;.4p=48.847, p<0.01). It can be said that the attitudes of the pre-
service student-teachers in the experimental group towards the use of e-portfolios are
higher than the attitudes of the pre-service student teachers in the control group.

Table 8 indicates that there is a significant difference between the mean scores
of the attitude scale (pretest) (134.77) of the pre-service student-teachers which is applied
before the Practice Teaching course and mean scores of the attitude scale (posttest)
(155.91) which is applied after the Practice Teaching course (F;4»=102.713, p<0.01).
Regardless of the type of the group, we can say that the attitudes of pre-service student-
teachers towards the use of e-portfolio changed in relation to the experimental process.

The factors which show the measurement in different groups
(experimental/control) and at different times (pretest/posttest) indicate that the interaction
related to the attitudes of the pre-service student-teachers towards the use of electronic
portfolios is significant (F;4,=105.380, p<0.01). According to this finding, the observed

change in the attitudes of the pre-service student-teachers who took the course by the help
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of e-portfolio applications towards the use of e-portfolios prior to the experimental process
is different from the observed change in the attitudes of the pre-service student-teachers
who took the course in accordance with the traditional methods. In other words, the
attitudes of the pre-service student-teachers in the experimental and control groups show
difference according to the experimental process; that is, whether the course is performed
by the application of a new teaching method or not.

Tukey test has been done to determine which dual group differences cause the
interaction. At the end of the test it has been found out that the observed difference
between the pretest and the posttest mean score of the experimental group and the posttest
mean score of the experimental group and the pretest and posttest mean score of the
control group is significant.

According to the findings, it can be said that there is a positive improvement in
the attitudes of the pre-service student-teachers who took the course with the new method
while the attitudes of the pre-service student-teachers who took the course with the
traditional method stayed at the same level.

The research design providing an opportunity of comparing the experimental
and control groups through the pretest may give us a chance to say that the observed
difference in the measurements of the posttest of both groups stems from the experimental
process if the groups were alike in the beginning of the research. In this research, it has
been determined that the attitude scores of both the experimental and control groups
towards the use of e-portfolios were the same at the beginning in other words these
findings point out that the pre-service student-teachers in the experimental and control
groups may be accepted as equal at the beginning. Based on these findings, the observed

difference between the final test measurements of both groups stems from the use of e-
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portfolio in the experimental group; in other words, it can be considered that to continue
the Practice Teaching course by the help of e-portfolio has a positive effect on the attitudes
and academic successes of the pre-service student-teachers.

To take a course supported by e-portfolios makes a difference in the attitudes
of the pre-service student-teachers towards the use of e-portfolios. In this situation, it can
be stated that to continue the course with the new method is an important factor in
improving the attitudes of the pre-service student-teachers towards the use of e-portfolios.
This interpretation of the finding is similar to the study by Nahony (2004). As he finds out,
the use of e-portfolio creates innovative learning opportunities, which leads to a positive
attitude not only to learning in general but to also learning the subject matter in an
innovative way.

The findings from the first research question also go parallel with the study by
Barlett and Sherry (2004). They have found out that the use of e-portfolio with pre-service
student-teachers has brought in a positive attitude towards using e-portfolios, for the pre-
service student-teachers learn directly about their teaching career and in this research it has
been highlighted that pre-service student-teachers have learnt about the Practice Teaching
course (content-knowledge) plus technical skills. Additionally, as Fraizer and Paulson
(1992) point out, the sense of confidence might also have an influence on their affective
domain and they might like the idea of e-portfolio use in their course as they feel safe and

confident in using it.
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IT1.2. Findings and Discussion Related to the Second Research Question

“Do the achievement scores of English pre-service student-teachers differ
according to their participation in e-portfolio implementation in the Practice Teaching
course?”

The significance of the difference related to the achievement scores of the pre-
service student-teachers in the experimental and control groups related to the Practice
Teaching course have been analyzed through unrelated samplings for t-test. The results of

the t-test are given in Table 9.

Table 9: Descriptive Statistics Related to the Success Scores of the Practice Teaching Course

Standard t Sd p
Group N Mean Deviation
Experimental 22 94.68 3.18 *
Control 22 87.50 10.21 3.151 42 0.003

"p<0.05

According to Table 9, the mean score of the pre-service student-teachers’
success in the experimental group for the Practice Teaching course (94.68) is greater than
the mean score of the pre-service student-teachers’ success in the control group (87.50)
(t42=3.151, p<0.05).

The mean score in Table 9 indicates that pre-service student-teachers in the
experimental group are more successful than the pre-service student-teachers in the control
group. This result implies that achievement score of the pre-service student-teachers at the
end of the process is higher because through e-portfolio implementation, they reflect on
teaching, become more conscious of the theories and the assumptions and they develop a
sense of self-assessment (Zeichner & Wray, 2001). The result confirms that when e-

portfolios are used to motivate pre-service student-teachers to learn and involve them in
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the processes of learning, satisfaction of the performance, skills and competencies as
outcomes is higher. The success based on e-portfolio assessment could be an indicator of
the practice quality as mentioned by Giilbahar and Kose (2006), which serves to decision-
making processes for the certification competencies (Wilkerson and Lang, 2003).

The first research question aimed to identify the attitudes of the pre-service
student-teachers towards the use of e-portfolio; therefore, ASTUEP was used as a data
collection instrument in order to seek a response. The second research question aimed to
find whether e-portfolio implementation in the Practice Teaching course makes any
difference in the academic achievement scores of the pre-service student-teachers. While
creating e-portfolios, the pre-service student-teachers in the experimental group improved
their technological skills like learning how to convert a Word document into Adobe Reader
(Pdf) format, uploading a document, making hyperlinks and so forth. Apart from uploading
lesson plans, self-evaluation, mentor and peer feedback, the pre-service student-teachers in
the experimental group designed their own e-portfolio in accordance with their
preferences. When the participants in the experimental group got feedback from the
researcher, they had the chance to update and upload the material again. They could show
their e-portfolios to their classroom teachers, parents and friends. These experiences can
motivate the pre-service student-teachers in the experimental group which result in positive

attitudes towards the use of e-portfolio and higher academic achievement scores.
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CONCLUSION

The e-portfolio implementation has become popular in teacher education
programs in recent years (Barrett, 2003; Montgomery, 2003). Various researchers have
found that e-portfolios allow pre-service student-teachers to promote and document
reflective practice and to integrate knowledge, skills, and dispositions related to
educational and information technology (Adcock, 2003; Bartlett, 2002; Britten et al., 2003;
Ring & Foti, 2003). The studies in the literature have highlighted the benefits of the e-
portfolio implementation in teacher education. It is intended to observe the implications of
the e-portfolio studies from the eyes of the pre-service student-teachers, reviewing their
attitudes about it. Therefore, the main concern of the present study is to examine the
attitudes of pre-service student-teachers of English Language Education towards e-
portfolio implementation in the Practice Teaching course through ASTUEP prepared by
the researcher and the achievement score of the students at the end of the e-portfolio
implementation. It has been proposed that if pre-service student-teachers are involved in e-
portfolio implementation and if they create their own e-portfolios and follow the course
through their e-portfolios, they will develop positive attitudes towards the use of e-
portfolio and they will be successful in the overall evaluation of the performance in the
course.

The findings related to the first question show the attitudes that pre-service student-
teachers have before and after the e-portfolio implementation. Before the implementation,
it has been found that ASTUEP pretest mean score for the experimental (134.91) and the
control group (134.64) is similar to each other. However, after the implementation the
mean score for the experimental group rose up (177.45) whereas the pretest mean score for

the control group remained similar to the pretest mean score, and the figure was even lower
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(134. 36). The two-way analysis of variance was done to observe if the distinctions were
statistically significant and the analysis showed that the attitudes of the pre-service student-
teachers towards the use of e-portfolios in both experimental and control groups indicate a
significant difference. That is to say, with the use of e-portfolio in the Practice Teaching
course, the pre-service student-teachers in the experimental group have developed positive
attitudes towards the e-portfolio implementation. The positive attitude could attribute to the
experiences pre-service student-teachers had had while creating and publishing their e-
portfolios. They designed their own e-portfolios as they preferred and they enhanced their
professional development through technology. For instance, they converted Word files into
Adobe Reader (Pdf) format, uploaded lesson plans, made hyperlinks, published mentor and
peer feedback which may point that they could develop their technical skills while
enjoying creating e-portfolios.

The investigation about the second question has proved that after the
implementation, the achievement scores of the experimental group (the mean score is
94.68) has been greater than that of the control group (the mean score is 87.50) (t42=3.151,
p<0.05). This finding indicates that pre-service student-teachers in the experimental group
are more successful than the pre-service student-teachers in the control group in the overall
assessment of the performance in the course. That the pre-service student-teachers have
higher academic achievement scores could mean they were motivated as they have tried
out a new method. Both affective factor (likeliness) and cognitive factor (new method of
learning) could affect their academic achievement score.

On the whole, the present study suggested that the use of e-portfolios as an
innovative implementation gives pre-service student-teachers the opportunity to develop

their technological skills and combine it with their teaching experiences in the professional
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development path. The data of the present study also support that creating e-portfolio
improves the attitudes of the pre-service student teachers positively towards the use of e-
portfolio which lead to higher academic achievement scores. Since it has been dealt with
the attitudes towards the e-portfolio implementation and the achievement score at the end
of the implementation, it is proven that the use of e-portfolios in the Practice Teaching
course helps the pre-service student-teachers to adopt positive attitudes towards the e-
portfolio implementation. The implementation can also affect pre-service student-teachers’
affective manners and as a consequence they become successful. Based on the present
study, it is recommended that English Language Teacher Education pre-service student-
teachers can benefit from using e-portfolios and they can adopt positive attitudes and reach
a high level of achievement score at the end of the process.

Further research could be conducted with the interactive software for e-
portfolio creation as this study is based upon free, yet non-interactive system. The
interactive environment allows immediate and multiple communication among the parties
(pre-service student-teachers, peers and supervisors) in the system. Second future research
could be designed for more parties such as faculty members, cooperating teachers, peers,
pre-service students and supervisors in an interactive system. This could create a wide
context for learning and displaying skills for teaching. Another further research may be to
seek whether pre-service student-teachers use their e-portfolios in their job applications.
The other concern for further research is to implement e-portfolio in sequential courses
such as School Experience I, School Experience II and Practice Teaching in teacher

education program to observe professional development through e-portfolio progressively.
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A questionnaire about computer literacy

The Attitude Scale Towards the Use of E-portfolio
Open-ended questions

Researcher e-portfolio

Pre-service student-teacher e-portfolio

Tasks

Classroom teacher observation checklist
Supervisor Observation Points
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Appendix I: A questionnaire about computer literacy

A QUESTIONNAIRE ABOUT COMPUTER LITERACY

1. Do you have your own computer?

a) Yes b)No

2. Have you ever taken any computer courses?

a) Yes b)No

3. Do you know how to use MS Word program?

a) Yes b) Partly ¢) No

4. Can you use applications (literature review etc.) on the internet?

a) Yes b) Partly ¢) No

5. Do you send or receive e-mail?

a) Yes b) Partly ¢) No

6. Is computer a part of your life?

a) Yes b) Partly ¢) No



Appendix II: The Attitude Scale Towards the Use of E-portfolio

ACIKLAMA

Bu olgme araci, 6gretmen adaylarmin elektronik portfolyo calismalarina
iliskin duygu ve diisiincelerini ortaya koymak amaciyla gelistirilmistir. Sizden istenen,
her ifadeyi okuduktan sonra, ifadenin size uygunluk derecesini, Kesinlikle Katilmiyorum,
Katilmiyorum, Kararsizim, Katiliyorum ve Tamamen Katiliyorum segeneklerinden

uygun olanin altina, (X) isareti ile belirtmenizdir.

Sorular1 igtenlikle ve eksiksiz cevaplamaniz aragtirmanin siirdiiriilebilmesi ve
arastirmadan elde edilecek sonuglarin dogru bir bi¢imde yorumlanabilmesi ag¢isindan

onemlidir. Arastirmamiza katkinizdan dolayr simdiden tesekkiir ederim

Okt. Betiil ARAP

ELEKTRONIK PORTFOLYO CALISMALARINA iLiSKiN TUTUM OLCEGi

KESINLIKLE
KATILMIYORUM
KATILMIYORUM

KARARSIZIM

KATILIYORUM
TAMAMEN
KATILIYORUM

1. Elektronik portfolyo c¢alismas1 Ogrenmelerin

[kaliciliginm saglar.

2. Elektronik portfolyo ¢aligmasinin dgrenci-dgretmen

iletisimini daha etkili kilacagina inantyorum.




KESINLIKLE
KATILMIYORUM

KATILMIYORUM

KARARSIZIM

KATILIYORUM

TAMAMEN
KATILIYORUM

3. Elektronik portfolyo calismasinin, siire¢ igerisinde
Ogrencinin  kendi  gelisimini  izleyebilmesi  ve
degerlendirebilmesi  acisindan,  etkili  olacagim

diisiiniiyorum.

4. Ogrenmelerimin, hazirladigim elektronik portfolyolar

araciligiyla degerlendirilmesini istemem.

5. Elektronik portfolyo hazirlama diisiincesi, derste

basarisiz olacagima iliskin kaygi diizeyimi arttiriyor.

6. Elektronik portfolyo ¢alismasi 6gretmen adaylarinin

egitiminde vazgecilmez bir siirectir.

7. Elektronik  portfolyo calismasinin  mesleki
hedeflerimi belirlememe yardimct olacagim

diisiiniiyorum.

8. Elektronik portfolyo ¢alismasinin derslerin isleyisini

yavaslatacagim diistiniiyorum.

9. Elektronik portfolyo ¢aligmasinin derslerdeki basariy1

arttiracagina inanmiyorum.

10. Elektronik portfolyo hazirlamak keyifli bir siirectir.

11. Elektronik portfolyo ¢alismasi, derse olan ilgimi

arttirir.




KESINLIKLE
KATILMIYORUM

KATILMIYORUM

KARARSIZIM

KATILIYORUM

TAMAMEN
KATILIYORUM

12. Elektronik portfolyo c¢alismasi, 6grencilerin
duygularin1 ve diisiincelerini ifade etme becerilerini

gelistirir.

13. Elektronik portfolyo calismasi, 6grencinin ¢cok daha

fazla emek harcamasina neden olur.

14. Elektronik portfolyo c¢alismasinin, 6gretmenin
Ogrencilerin  gelisimlerini  yansiz  bir  bigimde
gozleyebilmesi ve degerlendirebilmesi agisindan,

Onemli oldugunu diisiiniiyorum.

15. Elektronik portfolyo calismasi, Ggretmenin
Ogrencilerini pek ¢ok yonden taniyabilmesi igin bir

firsattir.

16. Elektronik portfolyo calismasi yaratici diisiinme

becerilerini gelistirir.

17. Elektronik portfolyo caligmasi bireyin sorumluluk

duygusunu gelistirir.

18. Elektronik portfolyo c¢aligmasinin  derslerin

zamaninda bitirilmesini engelleyecegini diisiiniiyorum.

19. Elektronik portfolyo hazirlama fikri bana hi¢ cazip

gelmiyor.

20. Elektronik portfolyo hazirlamanin 6grencilerin
Ogrenmelerinin  izlenmesinde pratik bir yontem

olmadigim diistiniiyorum.




KESINLIKLE
KATILMIYORUM

KATILMIYORUM

KARARSIZIM

KATILIYORUM

TAMAMEN
KATILIYORUM

21. Tim derslerde elektronik portfolyo hazirlamak]

isterim.

22.  Elektronik  portfolyo calismasi, &gretmen
adaylarinin mesleki gelisimlerinin farkinda olmalarim

saglar.

23. Elektronik portfolyo ¢aligmas1 6gretmen adaylarinin
Ogrenmelerindeki eksiklikleri-yanhisliklari

gorebilmelerine olanak saglar.

24. Elektronik portfolyo calismasinin  &grenciler]

arasindaki etkilesimi azaltacagina inantyorum.

25. Elektronik portfolyo c¢alismasiin, kisinin ilgili
alanlarda  planlama, organize etme becerilerini

gelistirecegine inanmiyorum.

26. Bence egitim fakiiltelerindeki tiim derslerde
Ogretmen adaylarinin  mesleki gelisimi elektronik

portfolyolar araciligiyla izlenmeli.

27. Elektronik portfolyo c¢alismasinin dersleri daha

renkli hale getirecegini diisiiniiyorum.

28. Elektronik portfolyo c¢alismasinin 6grencilerin

merak duygusunu gelistirdigine inaniyorum.

29. Elektronik portfolyo caligmasi, Ogrenmelerimde

giiclii ve zayif yanlarim1 gérmeme olanak saglar.




KESINLIKLE
KATILMIYORUM

KATILMIYORUM

KARARSIZIM

KATILIYORUM

TAMAMEN
KATILIYORUM

30. Smuf i¢i etkinliklerde elektronik portfolyo

[kullanmanin gerekli oldugunu diisiiniiyorum.

31. Elektronik portfolyo c¢alismasinin 6nemli olduguna

inanmiyorum.

32. Arkadaslarimi elektronik portfolyo hazirlamalar

konusunda tesvik ederim.

33. Ogretmenlik meslegimde meslektaglarimin dal
0grencilerinin 6grenmelerinde elektronik portfolyodan
yararlanmalar1  i¢in ¢aba harcamam  gerektigini

diisiiniiyorum.

34. Elektronik portfolyo caligmasinin, Ogrencinin
yaptig1 calismalarla ilgili daha hizli geribildirim

almasina olanak saglayacagini diisiiniiyorum.

35. Elektronik portfolyo calismasim zaman kaybi olarak]

gOrityorum.

36. Bence derslerde elektronik portfolyo caligmasi

yapmamak onemli bir kayip degil.

37. Elektronik portfolyo c¢alismasi  &grencileri

bireysellige iter.

38. Okul Deneyimi dersinde elektronik portfolyo

hazirlamak isterim.




KESINLIKLE
KATILMIYORUM

KATILMIYORUM

KARARSIZIM

KATILIYORUM

TAMAMEN
KATILIYORUM

39. Bence her Ogretmen adayi, en azindan bir kez,

elektronik portfolyo calismasi yapmali.

40. Elektronik portfolyo caligmasi derse olan ilgiyi

siirekli tutar.

41. Elektronik  portfolyo  c¢aligmasini,  yapilan
calismalarin  elektronik  ortamda  saklanabilmesi

acisindan 6nemli buluyorum.

42.  Elektronik portfolyo calismast  dgrencinin

sorumluluklarinin bilincinde olmalarini saglar.

43. Elektronik portfolyonun etkili bir 6grenme-6gretme

siireci olduguna inanmiyorum.

44. Zorunlu olmasam elektronik portfolyo hazirlamak

istemem.

45. Elektronik portfolyo caligmast yapmak bana sikinti

Verir.

46. Elektronik portfolyo calismasinin  6grenciler]

arasindaki sosyal iliskileri azaltacagini diisiiniiyorum.

47. Elektronik portfolyo ¢alismasi 6grenmelerin giinliik

hayatta karsiliklarin1 bulmama olanak saglar.




KESINLIKLE
KATILMIYORUM

KATILMIYORUM

KARARSIZIM

KATILIYORUM

TAMAMEN
KATILIYORUM

48. Elektronik portfolyo c¢aligmasinin, O6grencilerin
0grenmelerini, yaptiklar calismalara gore
degerlendirmek adina giivenilir bir yontem olmadigim

diisiiniiyorum.

49. Ogretmen adaylarinin  egitiminde elektronik
portfolyolardan yararlanmanin grencilerin  mesleki

gelisiminde onemli olduguna inanmiyorum.

50. Ogretmenlik meslegimde Ogrencilerimin
Ogrenmelerini, hazirlayacaklar1 elektronik portfolyolar

araciligiyla degerlendirmeyi diisiinmiiyorum.

51. Elektronik portfolyo ¢alismasi, dgrencinin elestirel

diisiinme becerilerini gelistirir.

52. Elektronik portfolyo ¢alismasi, Ogretmenin,
Ogrencilerinin 6grenme diizeylerini daha iyi anlamasim

saglar.

53. Elektronik portfolyo calismasi, Ogrencilerin
caligmalara  harcayacaklar1  zamandan  tasarruf

etmelerine olanak saglar.

54. Elektronik portfolyo c¢aligmasi, yapilan ¢aligmalarin
|kagit kalemle raporlastirilmasi yerine bilgisayar ¢iktilary

seklinde alinmasindan ibarettir.

55. Elektronik portfolyo c¢alismasi, &gretmenlere ve

Ogrencilere sistemli calisma olanagi saglar.




KESINLIKLE
KATILMIYORUM

KATILMIYORUM

KARARSIZIM

KATILIYORUM

TAMAMEN
KATILIYORUM

56. Elektronik portfolyo calismasi, Ogrencinin
zamaninin ¢ogunu bu uygulama i¢in ayirmasina neden

olur.

57. Elektronik portfolyo caligmasi, bireyin arastirma

yetenegini gelistirir.

58. Elektronik portfolyo calismasini, 6gretmen-6grenci

iletisimini siirekli tutmasi acisindan 6nemli buluyorum.

59. Elektronik portfolyo c¢alismasi, ilgili hedef

davraniglarin kazandirilmasinda kalici bir yontemdir.

60. Ogretmenlik meslegimde, 6grencilerime elektronik

portfolyo ¢aligmas1 yaptirmay1 diisiinmiiyorum.

61. Elektronik portfolyo c¢alismasinin, O6grencilerin
derslerdeki gelisimleri konusunda yamltici bilgi

verecegini diigiiniiyorum.

62. Elektronik portfolyo caligmasi, Ogrenmelerimde

[karsilastigim giicliikleri kolay asmami saglar.

63. Elektronik portfolyo c¢alismasi, Ogrencinin derse

motivasyonunu arttirir.

64. Elektronik portfolyo calismasinin  eglenceli

olacagin diisliniiyorum.




KESINLIKLE
KATILMIYORUM

KATILMIYORUM

KARARSIZIM

KATILIYORUM

TAMAMEN
KATILIYORUM

65. Elektronik portfolyo calismasi, bireyin teknolojiyle

etkilesimini gelistirir.

66. Elektronik portfolyo calismasi, kendi gelisimimi

degerlendirmeme olanak saglar.

67. Ogretmenlik meslegimde, grencilerimin elektronik

portfolyo hazirlamalarini gerekli gormiiyorum.

68. Elektronik portfolyo calismasi, bireyin problem

c6zme becerilerini gelistirir.

69. Hazirladigim elektronik portfolyo calismalarimi

arkadaslarimla paylasmak isterim.

70. Ogretmenlik Uygulamas1 dersinde elektronik

portfolyo hazirlamak isterim.




Appendix III: Open-ended questions

1. Elektronik portfolyonun olumlu ve olumsuz yanlan (ise yararlilig1) hakkindaki

diisiincelerinizi liitfen aciklayimiz.

2. Ogretmenlik uygulamasi ve okul deneyimi derslerinde elektronik portfolyo
kullanilmasinin etkili olup olmayacagi hakkinda ne diistiniiyorsunuz? Liitfen

aciklaymiz.

3. Ogretmenlik mesleginizde elektronik portfolyodan yararlanma konusunda ne

diisiiniiyorsunuz? Liitfen aciklayiniz.

Adi-soyad: _Sioiker (&OLEC
Simfi: oL 28500
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Appendix I'V: Researcher's e-portfolio
(Retrieved June 1, 2008, from http://betularap.googlepages.com)

betularap - E-portfolio samples for pre-service teachers http://betularap.googlepages.com/

E-portfolio samples for pre-service teachers

Mersin Universitv- ELT Department
Practice Teaching Course
“Tell me and I'll forget; show me and I may remember; involve me and I'll

Home understand.” . : I
cv This is the website that pre-service students in ELT Dept. of Mersin University
o will display their artifacts in regard with the course "Practice Teaching". The
trainee students are observing 4-hour-class everyweek in different state high
Tasks schools in Mersin. Each week, they prepare a task to practice and show their
artifacts on their website.

Methodology

Pre-service students' E-portfolios

I'am supervising a group of pre-service students, facilitating their creation of
e-portfolios and mentoring them about their professional development.

contact info

B.Arap

Mersin University

Foreign Language Department
Ciftlikkoy/Mersin/Turkey

email:betularap@gmail.com

Supervisor Betil Arap



Appendix V: Pre-service student-teacher e-portfolio [entry page]
(Retrieved June 3, 2008, from http://janmiraa.googlepages.com)

JANMIRAA"S
E-PORTFOLIO

I'm Janmiraa Avcl. I'm a prospective teacher in
English Language Teaching Department of Mersin
University . Here you can see all my works [
prepared both for my training lesson and for other
lessons related to English Language Teaching. If
Yyou have any comment or need help you can have a
+ ARCHIEVE contact with me from the address below.

+ TASKS

@gmail.com




Pre-service student-teacher e-portfolio [task page]

Here, you can see my lesson plans prepared for the training course.

ARCHIEVE




Pre-service student-teacher e-portfolio [lesson plan page]

LESSON PLAN

A) PREPARATION

Lesson :  English

Teacher : Fatma Oz

Class : 9F

Unit : Jobs for the future
Class Period : 40

Main Skill : Reading

Level :  Lower Intermediate

Approach And Method : Communicative Approach

Techniques : Reading, Speaking, Question and Answer Drills, Multiple
Choice, Fill in the Blanks, Role Play.

Materials and Equipments : Trainer’s handbook, Teacher' s workbook Reach by Araminta
Crace & Jenny Quintana, Reach course book, a dialogue for reading, a picture related to the

dialogue.

Overall Objectives
1) Skill in reading.
Behavioral Objectives of the Lesson
By the end of this lesson, the students will be able to;
1) answer the questions about the dialogue that they read.
2) decide whether the sentences given are true or false according to their reading.
3) fill in the blanks according to the dialogue they have read.
4) act the dialogue they have read out properly.
B)PRESANTATION
1) Warm-up period
The teacher says that = Hello class.” Then asks “ How are you today? Do you feel
well?”
2) Motivation
The teacher tries to motivate the students by talking about their feeling, their day, their
family. She asks “ how was your day, what did you do during the day?” She tries to ask many

questions to all students to make them participate to the lesson



3) Stating the instructional objectives
The teacher tries to introduce the lesson and the teacher asks the students to open the

page where the dialogue they are going to read is. Then she says “today we are going to start a
new unit and read this dialogue —jobs for the future-”
4) Presenting the instructional objectives and practice

Firstly the teacher asks the students to look at the headline and the photo related to that
dialogue. Then asks “ what do you think the dialogue is about? What do you think the ones in
photo are talking about?” She wants the students try to guess the theme of the dialogue
according to the headline and the photo. After she takes their answers she asks a few
questions related to the dialogue. Again she wants the students to guess many things about the

dialogue and the characters in it. Here are the questions before reading the dialogue;

Before you read
A) Look at the photo. Mel is thinking about the future. What are her predictions?
Choose the correct alternatives.

1) Jack will be a famous ........

a) news reporter b) Dj
2) Melwillbe ..........
a) a model b) an actress

3) Holly willbea ..........

a) nurse b) teacher

4) Tomwillbea...........

a) basketball player  b) footballer

Here the teacher doesn’t say anything about whether the students® predictions are true or
not. She only takes their opinions. After they read the dialogue they will see whether their
predictions come true or not. Then the teacher starts reading the dialogue and asks the
students follow her from the book while she is reading. Here is the reading;(you can also see

the real reading passage and the photo in the appendix part.)



Jobs for the future

Jaclk: Look at this!

Holly: What is it?

Jack: It is an article about James
Wilson, the first teenage astronaut!

Holly: A teenage astronaut?

Jack: Yeah. He won a competition.
He is going to go into space next year.
They're training him now.

Holly: Was that the prize?

Jack: Yeah.

Holly: Wow! That sounds great.

Jack: Mm, it does! But that kind of
thing never happens to people like us. We
won’ thecome famous.

Mel: T don't agree. You're great Dj,
and one day you'll be on Radiol.

Jack: I don't think so.

Mel: Yes, you will! Why not? And maybe
I'11 be a model!

Holly: I don't want to be famous. I'd
like to be a nurse or a teacher.

Mel: T think you'll be a fantastic
nurse. Anyway, one day Tom will play for
Manchester United, and then he’ll be a
superstar.

Jack: I don't think so. Tom is a good
player but he isn’t good enough to play for
Manchester United.

Mel: Don’t be such a pessimistic,

Jack!

Then she asks them “ have you understood what is happening in the dialogue?”

According to their answers, she goes on lesson. Then, they check their answers given for the

questions above together. For a while, they talk about their predictions and answers. Then the

teacher asks the students to read the dialogue silently and then to complete the sentences

given with the correct names to check their understanding ol the dialogue. Here are the

sentences;

Comprehension

B) Read the story again and complete the sentences with the correct names.

1) JACK is reading about an astronaut.
2) JAMES WILSON won a competition.

3) MEL is optimistic.

4) HOLLY doesn™t want to be famous.
5) MEL thinks TOM will be very famous one day.



6) JACK doesn't think TOM will play for Manchester United.

After this exercise, the teacher goes on checking their understanding with another
exercise. Here is this exercise:
C) Who says the expressions?
1) Look at this! AC

=

2) That sounds great. HOLLY
3) Idon't agree. MEL

4) Why not? MEL

5) Idon't think so. ACK
6) Don't be such a pessimistic  MEL

After they have finished this exercise the teacher asks * ok! Is everything clear? Did
you understand the dialogue clearly?” according to their answers the teacher goes on lesson.
And then, she wants them to summarize the dialogue to check what they have understood
from the dialogue.

C) PRODUCTION

Then the teacher asks a few general questions related to the topic of the lesson such as
* Which job would you like to do in the future? Would you like to be famous? Why? Why
not?” With these questions the teacher motivates the students to express their ideas fort he
future and discuss their plans with each other. Then, as a last step of the lesson she asks the
students to act the dialogue out so that they could feel the atmosphere of the situation and
reflect this in front of the class in an enjoyable way.
D) CLOSURE

The teacher ends the lesson by saying “ yes class, that's enough for today. In this
lesson we have learnt the plans of a few characters in our book through reading. I hope you all

enjoyed the lesson. See you next lesson.



Clifton Hill

The next day.

Jack
Holly
Jack

Holly
Jack

Holly
Jack
Holly
Jack

Look at this!

What is it?

It's an article about James
Wilson, the first teenage
astronaut!

A teenage astronaut?

Yeah. He won a competition.
He's going to go into space
next year. They're training him
now.

Was that the prize?

Yeah.

Wow! That sounds great.

Mm, it does! But that kind of
thing never happens to people
like us. We won’t become
famous.

Jobs for the future

| don't agree. You're a great DJ,
and one day you'll be on

Radio 1.

| don't think so.

Yes, you willl Why not? And
maybe I'll be a model!

| don’t want to be famous. I'd
like to be a nurse, or a teacher.
I think you’ll be a fantastic
nurse. Anyway, one day Tom
will play for Manchester
United, and then he’ll be a
superstar]

| don't think so. Tom is a good
player, but he isn't good
enough to play for Manchester
United.

Don‘t be such a pessimist, Jack!




Pre-service student-teacher e-portfolio [self evaluation page]

MY EVALUATION about myself..

1. My preparation before the class.

“Reading” agirhikli olan bu derse hazirlanirken aslinda ¢ok fazla tedirgin degildim. Ciinkil,
1. donemde aym siufa ders anlattim ve dolayisiyla simif hakkinda az ¢ok bilgi sahibiydim.
Dersin konusunu staj 6gretmeni belirledi. Daha dogrusu kaldiklar boliimden devam etmemi
istedi. Yeni bir iiniteydi ve reading parcas: olarak bir diyalog vardi. Dersten tnce diyalogu
inceledim. Diyalogda neler olup bittigini kavradiktan sonra, ders Kitabimin bu Konu icin
hazirlanig oldugu ahistirmalart inceledim. Bu ahstirmalar birkag degisiklikle birlikte
uyguladim. Ctinki, ahstirmalar genel olarak 6grencilerin diyalogu okuduklarinda anlayip
anlamadiklarmni test etmeye yarar nitelikte ve seviyelerine oldukga uygundu. Ornegin, kitabin
son bélim icin hazirlamis oldugu birkac soruda degisiklik yaparak onu “warm-up activity”
olarak degistirdim. Alistrmalart éncelikle kendim yapmaya calistum, daha sonrada 6gretmen
kitabmdan dogru olup olmadiklarini kontrol ettim ki ders esnasinda ogrencilere yanlhis bir
seyler soylemeyeyim. Basta da belirttigim gibi, simfi ve smifin ozelliklerini bildigim icin
oldukea rahatim derse girmeden ¢nce ve 6grenciler icin dersi etkili ve kalici bir hale getirmek
icin neler yapmam gerektigini, hangi yontemleri kullanmam gerektigini biliyordum. Ve
herhangi bir olumsuzluk anmnda nasil hareket etmem gerektig&i konusunda da tecriibeli
oldugum icin derse girmeden Once staj Ggretmeniyle detayli bir goriisme yapmadim. Sadece
yapacaklarinu ilettim o kadar.

2. My performance during the class ( the strengths and weaknesses!)

Derse direkt okuma parcasiyla baslamak yerine dgrencilerden parcamin bashgma gore
konunun ne olabilecegini distinmelerini ve fikirlerini belirtmelerini istedim. Bu “warm-up
activity”, ogrencilerin ne isleyeceklerine dair bir ipucu olusturdu ve dolayisiyla bu da
Ogrencilerin konuyu anlamasinda oldukga yardimer oldu. Okuma parcasinda Ogrencilerden
her kelimenin anlamimm bilmelerini beklemedim, sadece Gnemli olan ya da tahmin etmede
zorluk cekebileceklerinin diistindtigiim kelimelerde onlara yardimer olmaya calistim. Ayrica,
okuma sirasinda ozellikle telaffuzla ilgili yanhishklarda diizeltmeler yapmaya calistim. Ders
esnasinda  olabildigince c¢ok sayida Ogrenciye stz hakki vermeye calisiim. Parmak
kaldirmayanlara s6z hakk: verip, onlardan derse katilmalarnn istemekte oncelikle tereddiit
ettim ama daha sonra onlan derse katmaya karar verdim. Ve dersi sadece parmak
kaldiranlarla degil parmak kaldirmayanlara da istedikleri ve denedikleri takdirde sorulan
sorulara cevap verebileceklerini gosterdim. Ve daha sonra kendileri derse katilmak istediler.
Ve son olarak da okuma parcasim ogrencilerden tahtaya gelerek canlandirmalarim istedim.
Bence bu tgrencilerin konuyu anlamalarinda ve anladiklarimi yansitabilmelerinde oldukca
etkili oldu ve dersi eglenceli bir sekilde sonlandirmamizi sagladi. Bunlarin disinda ders
esnasinda kimi zaman ingilizce olarak yaptigim aciklamalar 6grencilere agir gelmis olacak ki
baz1 zamanlarda sessizce yiiziime baktilar ve ne dedigimi anlamaya ¢ahstilar. Ben de bunu
fark edince gerekli gordiigiim yerlerde Tiirkce agiklamalar yapmaya bagladim.

3. My action after the class

Dersten sonra kendimi degerlendirdigimde kendi performansimi begenmistim. Ciinkii
smifin ¢ogunun konuyu anladigim disiiniiyordum. Staj 6gretmeniyle konustugum zamanda
ayni seyi soyledi. Ogrencilerin derse katilmaya heveslendiklerini ve anlamak igin ¢aba
gosterdiklerini belirtti. Ama vine de anlasilmayan konularda Ingilizce olarak yaptigim
agiklamalarnimda ve Ggrencilerin konuya ydénelik sorular cevaplandirmalarn igin yeterli siire
verme konusunda biraz daha dikkatli olmam gerektigi kamsma vardim. Aynca okuma
parcasim okuduktan sonra Ogrencilere konuyla ilgili kendi distincelerini séylemeleri icin
sorular yoneltmenin konuyu anlamalarinda ve kendilerini de konuya dahil etmelerinde ¢ok
etkili oldugunun farkina vardum.



Pre-service student-teacher e-portfolio [peer evaluation page]

Janmiraacim,
Bu hafta hazirladigin reading dersi gayel normal ve ¢ofu zaman karsitlasuZumz bir ders.
Derse ogrencileri resimler hakkinda konusturarak ve konu bashg konusunda tahminde
bulundurarak baslaman gayet iyi ama derse ilk girdiginde genel sorular sorduktan sonra
kitabimizda su sayfayr acin yerine bir soruyla konuya giris yapman daha iyi ve dikkat ¢ekici
olabilirdi. Belki production béliimiinde sordugun sorulari giris bolimiinde sorabilirdin.
Bunlara ek olarak dersteki aktiviteler cok zevkli.  Konuya hakimiyeti ve anlamayi
gerektiriyor.  Bu belki de benim reading dersindeki eksersizleri cok sevmemden
kaynaklanmyordur. Eminim sen ve 6grencilerin derste sikilmanmuslardir ¢iinkti konu giincel ve
bu yastaki genclerin dikkatini cekecek niteliktedir.
Basarilar
Coolnila



Appendix VI: Tasks

4. What type of activities T does
5. How T checks Ss
understanding

6. Cooperation with the
classroom teacher for the next

lesson

WEEK TASKS PURPOSE COMMENTS
Observation 1. Motivation
1. How T teaches a topic (any 2. Monitoring/Assisting
intro, presentation, practice?) class teacher
2. What type of activities T does (3. Preparing for actual
1" WEEK 3. How T checks Ss teaching
understanding
4. How T gets feedback and
replies
5. How T manages the class
Observation 1. Motivation
1. How T teaches a topic: (any  [2. Monitoring/Assisting
stage of intro, presentation, class teacher
practice, production?) 3. Preparing for actual
2. How T manages the class teaching
3. How T gets feedback and
Hnd wEEK|replies




WEEK TASKS PURPOSE COMMENTS
Skill-based mini lesson based on |1. Developing materials
the students’ book, choice of for listening class
classroom T & pre-service 2. Submitting a lesson
teacher’s experience and plan for listening lesson
knowledge. (aims, presentation,

1. Listening Practice: practicing [practice, production)
3" WEEK teaching listening (prediction,  |3. Preparing activities
listening for specific or general |(pre-listening, while
info, confirmation, etc) listening, post-listening
2. Cooperation with the activities)
classroom teacher for the next  |4. Self-evaluation
lesson
Skill-based mini lesson based on |1. Developing materials
the students’ book, choice of for reading class
classroom T & pre-service 2. Submitting a lesson
teacher’s experience and plan for reading lesson
knowledge (aims, presentation,
1. Reading Practice : (practicing [practice, production)
teaching reading based on any |3. Preparing activities
4" WEEK reading strategy such as (pre-reading, while

skimming, scanning, detailed
reading{key words teaching,
looking for specific information }
etc)

2. Cooperation with the
classroom teacher for the next

lesson

reading, post-reading
activities, vocabulary and
comprehension check)

4. Self-evaluation




WEEK TASKS PURPOSE COMMENTS
Skill-based mini lesson based on |1. Developing materials
the students’ book, choice of for writing class
classroom T& pre-service 2. Submitting a lesson
teacher’s experience and plan for writing lesson
knowledge. (aims, presentation,

1. Writing: practicing teaching |practice, production)

5" WEEK writing based on any types of  |3. Preparing activities for
writing such as sentence writing, |writing class
copying, parallel writing, etc) 4. Self-evaluation
2. Cooperation with the
classroom teacher for the next
lesson
Skill-based mini lesson based on |1. Developing materials
the students’ book, choice of for speaking class
classroom T & pre-service 2. Submitting a lesson
teacher’s experience and plan for speaking lesson
knowledge (aims, presentation,
1. Speaking: practising teaching [practice, production)

6™ WEEK speaking through communicative |3. Preparing activities for

activities such as role plays,
acting, etc)

2. Cooperation with the
classroom teacher for the next

lesson

speaking class (games,
role plays, problem
solving, discussion, etc)

4. Self-evaluation




WEEK TASKS PURPOSE COMMENTS
Grammar-focus mini lesson: 1. Developing materials
based on the students’ book, for grammar class
choice of classroom T& pre- 2. Submitting a lesson plan
service teacher’s experience and [for grammar lesson (aims,
knowledge presentation {deductive or
1. Grammar: practicing teaching [inductive}, practice
grammar: inductive or deductive |{mechanical drills, fill in
grammar teaching the gaps, etc.} production

7 WEEKZ. Cooperation with the {communicative practice,
classroom teacher for the next |pairwork, etc})
lesson 3. Preparing activities
(explanation on rules,
drilling, fill the gap, cloze
or tense conjugation
activity)
4. Self-evaluation
Making art craft 1. Fostering creative skills
1. Learning by doing activity ~ |2. Learning by doing
(e.g. preparing posters, boards (3. Visual Learning
for National Anniversary such as4. Transforming skills
3" WEEK May 19th etc.) 5. Encouraging

cooperative work within
class

6. Self-evaluation




WEEK

TASKS

PURPOSE

COMMENTS

9" WEEK

Student Evaluation

10" WEEK

Student-Teacher Evaluation

11" WEEK

Student-Teacher Evaluation

12" WEEK

Student-Teacher Evaluation

13" WEEK

Student-Teacher Evaluation




Appendix VII: Classroom teacher observation checklist

KNOWLEDGE, AND
AWARENESS

COULD BE
IMPROVED

ACCEPTABLE

EXCELLENT

NOT
OBSERVED

Knowledge about

students’ level

Knowledge about

students’ abilities

Knowledge about

students’ interests

Knowledge about

students’ needs

Knowledge about class

dynamics

Knowledge about

student’s names

Knowledge about

students’ interests

Knowledge about

students’ learning styles

Knowledge about

students’ study habits




PLANNING AND
PREPARATION

COULD BE
IMPROVED

ACCEPTABLE

EXCELLENT

NOT
OBSERVED

General preparation for

the class

Lesson aims and
objectives are relevant

to course aims

Lesson aims and
objectives are
appropriate to students’

needs

Lesson aims and

objectives are clear

Lesson aims and

objectives are realistic

Materials and resources

are well-chosen

Materials and resources

are well-prepared

Materials and resources

are relevant to lesson

Materials and resources
are appropriate to level

and students




PLANNING AND
PREPARATION
(continues)

COULD BE
IMPROVED

ACCEPTABLE

EXCELLENT

NOT
OBSERVED

Choice of teaching
strategies are
appropriate to students’

needs and interests

Choice of teaching
strategies are

motivating

Choice of teaching

strategies are varied

Choice of teaching
activities are
appropriate to students’

needs and interests

Choice of teaching

activities are motivating

Choice of teaching

activities are varied




TEACHER-
STUDENT
INTERACTION

COULD BE
IMPROVED

ACCEPTABLE

EXCELLENT

NOT
OBSERVED

Attitude towards

students

Using students’ names

Knowledge about

students

Empathetic

Ability to motivate

students to learn

Helping students to see

the value of learning

Ability to build
individual
communication with

students

Giving praise and

encouragement




LESSON
PRESENTATION

COULD BE
IMPROVED

ACCEPTABLE

EXCELLENT

NOT
OBSERVED

Nominating students

using humor

Giving students time to

think

Giving students equal
opportunities to

participate

Making use of students’

existing knowledge

Encouraging independent
learning e.g. Encouraging

using dictionaries in class

Encouraging students to

think critically

Giving clear instructions

Questioning techniques
e.g. Varied, challenging,

motivating

Encouraging students to
use English as much as

possible




LESSON
PRESENTATION
(continues)

COULD BE
IMPROVED

ACCEPTABLE

EXCELLENT

NOT
OBSERVED

Encouraging students to

interact with each other

Use of voice is clear

and audible

Using body language

Using of teaching aids

and materials

Using technology in

class

LESSON
MANAGEMENT

COULD BE
IMPROVED

ACCEPTABLE

EXCELLENT

NOT
OBSERVED

Reviewing previous

day’s course content

Giving overview of

day’s course content




LESSON
MANAGEMENT
(continues)

COULD BE
IMPROVED

ACCEPTABLE

EXCELLENT

NOT
OBSERVED

Summarizing the main
points at the end of the

lesson

Flexibility and ability to
adapt lesson to
students’ needs and

interests

Monitoring of students’
work and providing
support where

necessary

Involving different

students in activities

Error correction
techniques are

constructive

Checking of learning
and feedback is
appropriate and

encouraging

Staging of activities




LESSON
MANAGEMENT
(continues)

COULD BE
IMPROVED

ACCEPTABLE

EXCELLENT

NOT
OBSERVED

Timing of the activities
and the lesson

Control and handling of
discipline




YOUR EVALUATION about the Classroom Teacher you are working with.

1. His/Her preparation before the class

2. His/Her performance during the class (mark the strengths and weaknesses!)

3. His/Her action after the class (e.g. any kind of self-evaluation made by the

classroom teacher, any material development for better practice, etc.)

YOUR EVALUATION about the Classroom Teacher you are working with.

(Retrieved June 10, 2008 from http://janmiraa.googlepages.com/evaluation.pdf )

1. His/Her preparation before the class.

Gozlemledigim kadariyla 6gretmen derse gelmeden once cok ayrintili bir hazirhik
yapmiyor. Mutlaka kagit iistiinde bir plan hazirliyordur; fakat bunun sadece zorunluluktan
yapildigi kamisindayim. Bilindigi gibi etkili bir Ogretimi saglamak i¢in sadece plan
hazirlamak yeterli degildir. Ogrencilerin dikkatini ¢ekecek seviyelerine uygun o6zellikle
gorsel olmak iizere ¢esitli materyaller hazirladigr takdirde etkili 6gretim gergeklestirilmis
olur. Fakat, benim gozlemledigim oOgretmen ders kitabindan bagka bir kaynak
kullanmamakta, ekstradan kendince bir hazirlik yapmamaktadir. Ama, bu hazirliksizligina
ragmen alt kisimda da belirttigim gibi 6gretmen sinifta kabul edilebilir dl¢iide etkilidir. Bu

da bence hocanin kendine olan giivenini ve kapasitesini = gdstermektedir.



2. His/Her performance during the class (mark the strengths and weaknesses!)

Oncelikle sunu sdylemeliyim ki 6gretmen simifa oldukga hakimdir. Sinifta ders esnasinda
olup biten hemen hemen her seyden haberdar olmakla beraber herhangi bir olumsuzluk
aninda onunla kolayca bas edebilmektedir. Bu olumsuzluklarla kolayca bas edebilmesinde
tabi ki de 6gretmenin 6grencilerin yetenekleri, ihtiyaclarn, karakterleri gibi 6zelliklerinin de
bilincinde olmasinin etkisi vardir. Bunun yam sira 6gretmen ders esnasinda Ogrencilere
cogunlukla isimleriyle hitap etmekte ve bu da etkili 6gretim icin oldukca onemli bir unsur
olarak goriilmektedir. Ayrica, 6gretmen yonergeleri o kadar agik, net ve anlasilir bir
bicimde vermekte ki Ogrenciler hi¢ zorlanmadan yapmalart  gerekenleri
anlayabilmektedirler. Tiim bu saydiklarim gézlem yaptifim 6gretmenin etkili ozellikleri
arasinda sayilabilir. Bunlara ek olarak dgretmen, beden dilini de oldukga etkili kullanmakta
ki bu sekilde dgrenciler ingilizce olarak anlayamadiklar seyleri, 6gretmenin o hareketlerini
takip ederek kolayca anlayabilmektedirler. Ote yandan, ders esnasinda degisik teknik ve
yontemler kullanmamakta. Onceden de belirttigim gibi materyaller kullanimi oldukga
eksik. Tabi ki bunlarin eksikligi kalic1 ogrenme saglamayi da zorlastirmaktadir. Bu

ozellikler de 6gretmenin zayif yonleri olarak gosterilebilir.

3. His/Her action after the class (e.g. any kind of self-evaluation made by the
classroom teacher, any material development for better practice, etc.)

Gozlemledigim Ogretmenin en begendigim ve ornek almaya calistigim 6zelligi kendine
olan giiveni, simif icerisinde ve ders esnasinda olan rahatligidir. Belki de kendine olan bu
giiveninden dolay1 6gretmen derse gelmeden Once ayrintili bir bigcimde hazirlik yapmiyor.
Ama tabi ki de kendine giiveniyorsa bir Ogretmen derse hazirlik yapmadan gidebilir

diisiincesine de katilmiyorum. Aksine kendine olan giiven ve kendi alanindaki hakimiyetini



ders Oncesinde yaptigi hazirlikla birlestirebilen bir 6gretmenin ¢ok etkili ve kalic1 bir
ogretim gerceklestirebilecegi diisiincesindeyim. Ogretmen, her dersten sonra “Nasildi
dersim giizel miydi?” diye sormakta bu da her ne kadar kendine giivense de dersi daha iyi
bir hale getirebilir miyim diye bir stajyerin bile fikrini almaktan ¢ekinmemekte. Bu 6zelligi
iyi bir 6zellik olarak sayilabilir. Kimi zaman da dersten sonra “aslinda su énemli noktay1
su sekilde anlatsaydim daha etkili olabilirdim galiba” diyerek Ozelestiri yapabilmekte ve
bir sonraki derste bu degisiklikleri uygulayabilmektedir. Ogretmen kendini cok rahat bir
bicimde elestirebilmekte ve baskalarindan gelen elestirileri ki bu bir stajyer de olsa dikkate
almakta ve ona gore yontemini degistirmektedir. Bu ozellikler Ogretmende begendigim
ozelliklerden bazilaridir. Fakat 6te yandan, 68retmenin tek bir 6zelligine elestirim var. O
da materyal kullanimindaki eksikligi ve bunu bir eksiklik gibi goriip de bunu degistirmek
icin bir seyler yapmaya calismamasidir. Aslinda onceden belirtmis oldugum tiim 1iyi
ozelliklere sahip olan bir 6gretmenin nasil oluyor da bu kadar énemli olan bir konuyu
dikkate almamasi aslinda beni ¢ok sasirtiyor. Kendi kendime diisiiniip neden olabilecegini
diisiindiim ama bir tiirlii gecerli bir neden bulamadim. Ciinkii, farkli ve derse ve dgrenciye
uygun farklt materyal kullaniminin ingilizce ogretiminde gercekten de c¢ok etkili
oldugunun tam anlamiyla bilincindeyim. Bu yiizden bana gére, tiim dgretmenler ellerinden
geldigince materyal kullanimina 6zen gostermek durumundalar. Fakat, benim
gozlemledigim Ogretmen sadece okulun sunmus oldugu cd calardan yararlanmaktadir.
Ama biliyoruz ki sadece isitsel materyal tek basina pek de etkili degildir. Tiim materyalleri
olabildigince siklikta kullanmak gerekir ki gercekten etkili ve kalict bir dgretimden soz

edebilelim.



Appendix VIII: Supervisor Observation Points

SUPERVISOR OBSERVATION POINTS

I. PRE-LESSON

1 Preparation: Lesson, teacher, class, level, subject, class period,
approach & method, techniques, materials, overall & behavioral
objectives.

2 Presentation: Warm up, motivation, stating the instructional
objectives.

II.DURING THE LESSON

3. | Lesson aims and objectives are clear and relevant to course aims

4. | Lesson aims and objectives are appropriate to students’ needs

5. | Materials and resources are appropriate to the level of the students

6. | Choice of teaching strategies are appropriate to students’ needs and
interests

7. | Addressing to students using humor

8. | Providing equal opportunities for students to participate

9. | Making use of students’ existing knowledge

10. | Encouraging independent learning e.g. encouraging using
dictionaries in class

11. | Giving clear instructions

12. | Use of technology in class

13. | Reviewing previous day’s course content

14. | Giving overview of day’s course content

15. | Summarizing the main points at the end of the lesson

16. | Monitoring of students’ work and providing support where
necessary

17. | Error correction techniques are constructive

18. | Control and handling of discipline




19.

Using students’ names

20. | Ability to motivate students to learn
II1. | POST-LESSON

21. | Strong points

22. | Weak points

23. | Most effective part of the lesson

24. | Least effective part of the lesson
25. | Implication




Appendix IX: Pre-service student-teacher paper-based portfolio

T. PREPAZATION

Je=ssoan f:a\i.s\\

&;\o\’)ect‘. Ljs’cenh—\g

Class Perlod | 40

APProo.c\r\ and  Method { Communicative Approach, Eclectic AMethod
Tec\nn?ques: ?‘.\\‘.qa n the blanks, Guestion cnal answer
Materials | Work sheet, CD P\odu
Ovesrall ob’Je,c:\ﬁues C;.F Xhe \|esson
A\o?l?LJ o CON\P(eh-eJ'\Ol the \Ts&n?qs passage .
Behavioral O\o’\‘}ect\ves:

’Sd the end of the \esson the stuaents wolll e able to
_l:t} ia the blaaks 1an the \‘xsken‘ma possags.

IT. PRESENTATION

1 wAM_UP PER\OD

The +teacher says Y Mood mormng class. "

2. MOTIVATION
la order £o mobiyakte students the teccher =ome clu.e.s'c}cns s
“Houws ore Py kodlay 2" The students cesponel ko these questions. Afier
4ot the H4eacher asks some crues’(icms cUcn‘n. “ Do o e \?s*tn?:g
to music ? whe is gour _go\louf?*-e s\lfﬁe_r 2
3- 3TATING THE INSTRUCTIONAL OBRIECTIVES
The teachesr sqys w L:celcxd we will listen a 50?7

L4~ PLESENTING THE INSTRUCTIONAL ORJTECT/IVES

The teacher aNe.s worksheet 4o the stuadents. She says
"0k class, look ot your handouts a fow mhukss, then T wi
:P\ad dhe ced Pl%e’j while. you are l}shenbna ty & d’,u\l‘l N
the daf:s.



1T, PRACT\CE

The +teacher ’P\%s the cd P\Cﬁc“- tWwo or three times. Ml:er
she s sure thot ’c\«ed cdo the tosk. ‘Thed start ko 8}\:& thet~
answers. When +they give wrong answers  the teocher ploys +hat
part Qgatn and £y to make studeants ,Srl\’\d- the answen

Aftes tked d‘jr\kh (fmh@ the goPS- The teacher asks s-l'uale:l?{:
" De 9o Mee. the sc;raj‘? What s the weather \lke +oq|cw?

Then she wants them +o s}na the Song: ‘“Jet's Rsten are moce.

Kme." she Says - “hen 8;?3 the so0q ’eoﬁet\n&r-

L. SVAAMARY

The teacher summarciases the lesson. She Sqys “ “les class, we

hove. \earned a song ’cﬁ)&la\.ﬂ T thwk all of o have exichQd
the \esson.



DERELLELUDIRME

%fmc}\e{‘h\ T\@?&?ﬂ‘\ cekmesl aclsindan dinleme dersinde b\~
sarkt seemeye karar uerdim. Seqﬁé?m sark sev‘\GE\ean& 99U
B sarlkl ve brakilon boslaklacrin i \r\o\*-{ll\n] vererek onlarin
'shai kolgglagtirmak Istedim. Qlakd dohe 8nce dinleme dersi gop-
madilart gln  heveslerl Licllmasin Tstedim.

Naren cMer sacky ddnleme .P\z_m‘n} ok seudiler, SquU. bx cob
kea dMletklm, birlllete s%lemede. whstilar. Reogluklaria Qguau
da doldurdalac  Sackinin 8ckgesial 35re_nmek Istedller §orkx<j\
gevicdim  biraz, birkismial da onlacin cevir mesial  saslackm.
Dess plaaim disinda olan by istl, Ama élare_nc}lah @rdb\\der‘n
her C&m\ed‘. ceuvlrme e@‘n‘l\m\ndelen

Saerle e;j?\ence\‘. b ders coak!l 8&;}rm|}k- &Sreno‘(cm‘n clerse.
istekle ‘alkmasin .saslodu



