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Abstract

Assessment of writing has seen many fads and fashions in its history.
Earlier, objective tests of writing were used, which were then supplanted by
the holistic type of scoring. The last wave of assessment history saw the
introduction of portfolios, which were attempts to put an end to the chronic
ailments observed with those traditional types of assessment. Advantages
were then proposed for the use of this new trend in assessment. Soon after,
with the advent of technology in the classroom, assessment went a step
further to incorporate the use of computers in order to assess the students’
knowledge and proficiency in language. Electronic portfolios (e-portfolios)
of writing came into vogue, which questioned the paper-based assessment of
writing. The present study is an attempt to consider the possible
effectiveness of any of the three methods of teaching and assessing writing
through conventional classes, portfolios and e-portfolios. To this aim, the
researcher compared three groups of students, each of which were assessed
using one of these three methods (conventional, portfolio, and e-portfolio).
In a pre-test-post-test design the students’ scores were compared prior to the
implementation of the treatment and after that, using two One-Way ANOVA
procedures. The results of the analyses revealed no difference among the

vV



three groups either before the treatment or after that, that is to say, none of
the three methods had any significant

effects on the students’ writing proficiency. The results of this study have
implications for interested teachers, who may not have access to the

computers or the Internet.
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