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This study aims to find out the effects of using writing e-portfolio
applications on improving the writing ability of 56 pre-intermediate
EFL (English as a Foreign Language) students (n = 28
experimental; n = 28 control), and also about their attitudes to using
these applications in online intensive English courses. The research
used a quasi-experimental design and the students were divided into
two groups, a control group and an experimental group. The control
group was taught by traditional instructions without any e-portfolio,
while the experimental group joined a 16-week e-portfolio
programme by using Google Sites as the main platform. The data
for the study was collected from a pre-test and a post-test,
questionnaires, and semi-structured interviews. The results showed
that the experimental group demonstrated significant within-group
gains and substantially outperformed the control group on the
post-test. The control group showed a more modest improvement.
Moreover, although they still faced many problems, especially
about time management and technical issues, most students reported
increased engagement and stronger motivation to write. Therefore,
this study suggests that e-portfolios can serve as an effective
pedagogical instrument that supports reflective and autonomous
writing development in the digital learning environment.

Introduction

As English teaching continues to move further into digital learning spaces, teachers are giving
more attention to approaches that support writing as a gradual process rather than a one-time
product. One such approach is the e-portfolio, in which students keep their drafts, receive
feedback, revise their work, and reflect on what they have done over time. This form of writing
practice is often valued because it may encourage greater learner involvement, stronger revision
habits, and a more sustained view of writing development. For most foreign language learners,
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writing is often seen as one of the most difficult skills to master because they need to use their
language knowledge alongside strategic thinking and metacognitive awareness all at once
(Weigle, 2002). This situation is especially challenging for pre-intermediate students
(approximately CEFR A2-B1) in both cognitive and affective terms, since they have to move
from very controlled language practice to more independent and communicative forms of
written production, for which they are often not fully ready. At this transitional stage, learners
typically lack the genre knowledge and discourse control required for extended written tasks,
making them especially responsive to - and dependent on - structured, iterative feedback
mechanisms (Dharmayanti et al., 2024). Portfolio-based intervention, which foregrounds
recursive drafting and formative feedback, aligns closely with the developmental needs of this
proficiency band.

In Vietnam, interest in writing instruction has grown alongside broader educational changes
that place more value on communication, learner participation, and digital learning. Although
policy initiatives have encouraged innovation in English teaching, writing remains difficult for
many learners in practice. In many classrooms, students still need more support with drafting,
revising, and responding to feedback. For this reason, process-based digital approaches deserve
closer examination (Kusuma et al., 2022; Nguyen, 2018), but implementing them consistently
in resource-constrained classroom settings remains challenging in practice (Syatriana &
Dzilarsy, 2025). Traditional pedagogies, which often focus mainly on final written products and
formal assessments, usually do not pay sufficient attention to deep critical reflection, multiple
rounds of drafting, and the use of rich, meaningful feedback for improvement (Bui, 2022; Yen
& Thao, 2024). Because of that, there is an increasing need to seek additional learner-centered,
process-oriented, and technology-mediated approaches to support writing development more
effectively.

The writing portfolio, and more recently the e-portfolio, have gradually been recognized as
useful tools amid this ongoing change in education. An e-portfolio can be understood as a
collection of students’ work that is carefully chosen and organized in a purposeful way over a
certain period of time (Cambridge et al., 2023). It provides an interactive online space where
students can revisit their own writing, make revisions repeatedly, and communicate with their
teachers about comments and suggestions. Many empirical studies have repeatedly shown that
e-portfolios can help to improve students’ writing ability, increase their motivation, and raise
their metacognitive awareness towards writing (BaniYounes et al., 2024; Ngui et al., 2022;
Rezai et al., 2022). In addition, e-portfolios align well with the main ideas of process writing,
which encourage students to produce several drafts and to think more carefully about their
linguistic and rhetorical choices (Lam, 2024).

Despite the growing literature on e-portfolios in L2 writing, two research gaps remain salient.
First, empirical evidence on how writing e-portfolios functions in the Vietnamese EFL context
remains limited. Second, comparatively few studies focus on pre-intermediate learners in fully
online, intensive writing courses, where learners’ linguistic insecurity and task-management
demands may be heightened. To address these gaps, the present study aims to examine the
effectiveness of writing e-portfolios in improving the writing skills of pre-intermediate EFL
students enrolled in online intensive English writing courses. By using a mixed-methods design,
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the study not only examines measurable changes in students’ writing performance, but also
explores their feelings and opinions about the difficulties and advantages of using e-portfolios.
In this way, the study expects to contribute to the growing body of research on digital writing
pedagogy by bringing more empirical evidence from an EFL context in Southeast Asia, and at
the same time to suggest some implications about how reflective digital tools can be used in
process-oriented writing classes to influence teachers’ actual practices. Finally, by examining
how technology can support the development of writing proficiency among novice English
users, the study underlines the need to see writing instruction as a dynamic process of learning
digital writing skills, and not just as a simple activity of writing in order to learn English
(Dharmayanti et al., 2024; Lam, 2024; Nguyen & Nguyen, 2025).

Accordingly, the study is guided by the following research questions:

1. To what extent does the implementation of a process-oriented writing e-portfolio influence
the overall writing proficiency of pre-intermediate EFL learners?

2. Which specific dimensions of writing - namely task achievement, coherence and cohesion,
lexical resource, and grammatical range and accuracy - exhibit the most and least
pronounced development following the e-portfolio intervention?

3. What are the principal perceived challenges and affordances experienced by pre-
intermediate students when engaging with e-portfolios in a fully online learning context?

Literature review
Theoretical background

To address the study’s objectives in a transparently, this literature review is organized
thematically rather than chronologically. First, this review outlines the theoretical rationale for
treating writing as a developmental, socially mediated, and digitally situated practice, and for
framing e-portfolios as a form of formative assessment that supports iterative drafting, feedback
uptake, and reflection. Second, I synthesize empirical findings in three strands that are directly
aligned with the present study’s focus: (i) effects on writing performance and writing self-
efficacy, (ii) learner regulation and engagement processes that may explain improvement, and
(1i1) contextual and technological affordances and constraints shaping implementation quality.
This thematic organization enables a clearer line-of-sight between prior evidence and the
current study’s research questions, and it also makes visible where findings converge, where
they diverge, and what remains under-tested in comparable EFL contexts.

Writing occupies a central but complex place in language learning. It is not simply a channel
for communicating ideas - it is also a developmental tool through which learners construct
meaning, negotiate identity, and demonstrate linguistic sophistication, with varying degrees of
success. In applied linguistics, the teaching of writing has slowly moved from a mainly product-
oriented paradigm to a more process-based and genre-based orientation, which is believed to
be more suitable to cognitive, sociocultural and also digital learning perspectives (Hyland,
2019). This change tends to emphasize that writing should not be understood only as a final
result after students master grammar rules, but rather as a repeated and sometimes messy
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process of making meaning that is strongly influenced by the audience, the context, and also
the kinds of technology that both learners and teachers are using at that time.

In the current digital turn in education, the idea of writing competence is usually explained as
a combination of several different components, such as grammatical accuracy, more
sophisticated vocabulary use, clear textual coherence, and also pragmatic appropriateness in
various communicative situations (Dharmayanti et al., 2024). For pre-intermediate learners, this
developmental stage is especially delicate and somehow fragile, because even if they already
have enough language to communicate in many everyday situations, they still often do not have
enough self-confidence, enough strategic insight, or strong control of discourse to produce
longer and more academic texts (Hyland, 2019). For this reason, process-based instruction tries
to put much more emphasis on writing several drafts, taking into account different kinds of
feedback from teachers and peers, and doing reflection on their own writing, and all these
elements are very closely related to the practice of writing e-portfolios (Cambridge et al., 2023;
Guo & Li, 2024). The writing portfolio, as a teaching tool, first emerged from alternative
assessment traditions that aimed to make assessment more human and more focused on
learners’ participation. Later, in digital learning environments, the e-portfolio has changed and
expanded this practice by embedding writing within a multimodal, interactive online system,
which is sometimes difficult for students to get used to. As an electronic collection of carefully
selected work built over time, an e-portfolio moves beyond the submission-for-scoring model
by supporting reflective learning, metacognitive awareness, and continuous dialogic feedback
from teachers and peers (Aghazadeh & Soleimani, 2020; Lam, 2024). In the present study,
writing competence is operationalized as analytic writing performance across key dimensions
of writing quality (e.g., task achievement, coherence and cohesion, lexical resource, and
grammatical range and accuracy).

Previous literature has described e-portfolios at the same time as “assessment for learning” and
also “learning through assessment”, showing that assessment and learning are closely
connected in this approach and not separated like in traditional tests (Walland & Shaw, 2022).
Central to this formative-assessment framing is the concept of feedback literacy - the capacity
to understand, evaluate, and act on feedback as part of ongoing learning (Carless & Boud,
2018). When students engage with e-portfolios, they are not simply receiving corrections; they
are being asked to develop the evaluative judgment needed to respond to teacher and peer
comments in purposeful ways (Nicol & Macfarlane-Dick, 2006). This aligns with the broader
argument that feedback should be designed to develop learners' capacity for self-assessment,
not only to convey information about current performance.

From a theoretical point of view, e-portfolios are usually linked to constructivist and socio-
constructivist frameworks, in which learning is supported and mediated by various digital tools
and through collaboration and interaction with others in the learning community (Vygotsky,
1978). In the area of CALL, e-portfolios are often seen as an integrated teaching model that
combines the advantages and affordances of technology with the main principles of process
writing and formative assessment, although in practice, this integration is sometimes not easy
for teachers to implement. In this way, they are expected to help learners to become more
autonomous, to develop better digital literacy, and to think more reflectively about their own
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learning, which are all considered important competencies for academic and professional
writing in the twenty-first century. Maher and Gerbic (2009) divided e-portfolios into three
main types - process or learning portfolios, showcase portfolios, and assessment portfolios - a
classification that continues to inform current practice (Lam, 2024).

The present study mainly focuses on the first type, because it gives more attention to formative
activities such as setting learning goals, receiving feedback from peers and teachers, and
revising drafts many times, which are all consistent with the basic ideas of learner-centered
pedagogy. In this sense, the process-based e-portfolio can be understood both as a “mirror” of
learning, which shows how students progressively develop over time, and also as a kind of
“map” of learning, which gives them some direction and guidance about how they can further
improve their writing in the future.

Review of previous studies

Recent empirical studies on the use of e-portfolios in L2 writing classrooms generally show
positive results, particularly in improving writing quality, increasing learner autonomy, and
encouraging greater engagement in reflective activities. However, these encouraging findings
are not always straightforward, as they are influenced by various contextual and methodological
factors that require careful consideration. In general, this group of previous research can be seen
as focusing on three closely related areas: (i) writing performance and students’ self-efficacy,
(i1) learner regulation and degree of engagement, and (iii) contextual and technological
affordances as well as restrictions that may support or limit the use of e-portfolios.

In the first area, many empirical studies (eg., Fathi & Rahimi, 2024; Guo & Li, 2024; Pourdana
& Tavassoli, 2022) show a similar pattern that there is strong evidence of better writing
performance when e-portfolio activities are used as an intervention. A typical example is the
study Guo and Li (2024), which gives quantitative results that e-portfolio-based writing
instruction can significantly improve writing competence (including content, organization,
language use, vocabulary, and mechanics) and writing self-efficacy among Chinese EFL
students. At the same time, evidence from technology-mediated portfolio systems indicates that
such gains may coexist with ambivalent emotions about feedback timing, validity, and
workload; for example, Google Drive/Docs-supported e-portfolio assessment has been shown
to strengthen aspects of writing while also generating frustration, anxiety, and confusion around
peer commentary, suggesting that “improvement” should be interpreted alongside affective
engagement and feedback conditions (Bozorgian et al., 2024). These improvements in writing
performance may be mainly related to several elements of the intervention, such as repeated
drafting, the opportunity to see one’s own progress in the portfolio, and reflection after
completing the tasks. Nevertheless, this study was conducted at a well-funded Chinese
postsecondary institution, and the intervention period was short, so it is difficult to generalize
the results to other proficiency levels or less well-resourced learning environments.

Another important development concerns self-regulation and metacognitive engagement,
which repeatedly appear as a main theme in the studies of Lam (2022) and also Pourdana and
Tavassoli (2022). Both studies found that e-portfolios can shift the focus from teacher-directed
correction alone to more co-regulated and self-regulated learning, in which students begin to
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internalize the feedback process and monitor their own writing development more
independently. Lam (2022), in particular, pointed out the social aspect of co-regulation, where
peer collaboration and guided reflection help to reduce learners’ difficulties in managing their
own learning. However, even though these self-regulatory improvements are clearly reported,
only a few studies try to connect these behavioral changes systematically to concrete linguistic
outcomes, so there is still a gap between process-oriented evidence (how students work) and
product-oriented evidence (what actually changes in the language of their writing).

Third, earlier research has also paid more attention to the contextual affordances and constraints
when teachers and students adopt e-portfolios. Studies from Southeast Asian contexts, such as
those by Syatriana and Dzilarsy (2025) and Kusuma et al. (2022), suggest successful e-portfolio
use depends on effective pedagogical design. It also relies on factors like institutional readiness,
stable internet, and teachers' digital skills. Even though learners in these studies usually have
positive attitudes towards e-portfolios, problems such as weak infrastructural conditions and
too much feedback to handle often make it hard for students to maintain their participation over
time. These challenges appear quite often in the literature, but they are usually discussed only
as practical issues; few researchers explore them more deeply in theoretical terms, for example,
how digital inequality, local assessment culture, or teachers’ beliefs about technology and
assessment influence the effectiveness of e-portfolios.

Taken together, previous studies suggest that e-portfolios can create useful conditions for
writing development, especially through repeated drafting, feedback, and reflection. At the
same time, the reported benefits are not always even or automatic, because outcomes appear to
depend on learner readiness, task design, digital support, and the quality of classroom guidance.

Quantitative studies (eg., Guo & Li, 2024) often report statistically significant gains in writing
scores. But they do not always explain the qualitative mechanisms behind the improvement.
We see higher scores, yet we do not clearly see how the change occurs. In contrast, qualitative
studies (Lam, 2022; Syatriana & Dzilarsy, 2025) describe learners’ experiences and views in
rich detail. However, such findings are hard to generalize beyond particular classrooms. At
present, longitudinal mixed-methods work is still limited. Few studies combine micro-analytic
linguistic evidence (lexical sophistication, syntactic complexity) with learners’ reflections over
time. This fragmentation makes theory-building about e-portfolios difficult overall.

To sum up, the empirical evidence from around 2020-2025 generally presents e-portfolios as
promising pedagogical tools, but it also shows that they are context-dependent. They clearly
contribute to improving writing competence, increasing reflective awareness, and strengthening
learner agency, but their success is strongly influenced by factors such as digital literacy,
teachers’ feedback practices, and the institutional and technological infrastructure. One
important point is that very few studies focus specifically on pre-intermediate learners in fully
online learning environments, where cognitive, linguistic, and technological difficulties often
co-occur and may be more pronounced. To address this lack of research, the present study sits
at this intersection and aims to investigate how writing e-portfolios can support both linguistic
development and reflective growth among developing EFL writers in the context of Vietnam’s
increasingly digital education landscape.
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Methods
Research design

This study employed a mixed-methods design, combining quantitative and qualitative
approaches to obtain a fuller picture of the situation and achieve methodological triangulation.
In this way, the study sought to capture the different kinds of effects that using e-portfolios
might have on students’ writing development, not only in terms of numbers but also in their
personal feelings and experiences. The quantitative portion mainly focused on the measurable
improvements in learners’ writing proficiency by looking at and comparing their performance
in the tests before and after the intervention, while the qualitative data explored more deeply
the learners’ experiences, difficulties, and their perceptions about writing with e-portfolios by
using semi-structured interviews. This kind of design follows common practice in applied
linguistics research, especially in TESOL and CALL, where researchers integrate numerical
data with more narrative information from students in order to reach a more complete
understanding of new pedagogical innovations (Cohen et al., 2018).

The study employed a quasi-experimental design with two parallel groups of students: an
experimental group, which received the e-portfolio intervention, and a control group, which
received conventional writing instruction. The 56 participants were drawn from two intact class
sections of an online intensive English writing course. Group assignment was not random;
students were enrolled in their respective sections prior to the study, making this an intact-class
quasi-experimental design. Both sections were taught by the same instructor throughout the 16-
week period, which reduces the risk of instructor-related confounding. During the same 16-
week period, control-group students completed eight writing tasks using teacher-assigned
prompts. The experimental group completed the same number and type of writing tasks, but
each task involved multiple drafting cycles, peer feedback, and reflection within the e-portfolio.
Their work was submitted as final drafts and received written teacher commentary on those
final versions only. They did not engage in multiple drafting cycles, peer review, or portfolio-
based reflection. Both groups completed writing tasks based on the same set of [IELTS Writing
Task 1 prompts. Both groups completed pre- and post-tests designed according to the IELTS
Writing Task 1 rubric, focusing on four analytic dimensions: Task Achievement, Coherence and
Cohesion, Lexical Resource, and Grammatical Range and Accuracy. By using this structure,
the study was able to compare results between the two groups and more clearly see how the e-
portfolio intervention affected each aspect of writing performance, rather than just a single
overall score.

For the quantitative data, the study used SPSS software to do the statistical analysis, including
paired-sample t-tests and independent-sample t-tests, so that it was possible to compare the
changes within each group as well as the differences between the two groups. For the qualitative
data, which were collected from students' interviews, a thematic analysis was carried out in
order to find common themes and repeated patterns. These themes were related to learners’
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experiences when using e-portfolios, their own feelings about how much they had progressed,
and the kinds of problems or obstacles they met during the e-portfolio writing process.

Instruments

To capture both learning outcomes and learner experience, the study drew on more than one
source of evidence.

1.

Pre-test and post-test assessments: Both groups of students had to do standardized writing
tests, which were made to be similar to IELTS Writing Task 1 at the pre-intermediate level.
Each writing script was read and scored separately by trained raters, and they used an
adapted IELTS Writing Rubric (see Appendix B) when they did the marking. Before doing
the real scoring, the raters joined several calibration meetings, so that they could try to agree
with each other about how to give the scores and to make the inter-rater reliability more
acceptable and not too different between raters. The pre-test prompt required students to
describe a bar chart, while the post-test prompt required a description of a line graph. Both
prompts were piloted with a small group of students at the same proficiency level (n = 8)
who were not part of the main study, and no significant difficulties with comprehension or
timing were reported. Nevertheless, this study did not empirically establish parallel-form
equivalence; bar charts and line graphs may impose slightly different cognitive demands,
and this should be considered when interpreting pre-post gains.

E-portfolios on Google Sites: The students in the experimental group were asked to create
digital e- using Google Sites, where they uploaded multiple versions of their drafts along
with peer feedback, teacher comments, and their own short reflective notes. These e-
portfolio products were not only used as teaching and learning tools during the course, but
they also became important data sources for the study, because they showed across
successive drafts how the learners’ writing was changing and developing over the period of
time.

Questionnaires and semi-structured interviews: After the e-portfolio intervention, the 28
students in the experimental group completed a 20-item Likert-scale questionnaire (5-point
scale: 1 = strongly disagree to 5 = strongly agree) organized into four thematic clusters: (a)
attitudes toward e-portfolio learning, (b) perceived technical and cognitive challenges, (c)
motivation and engagement, and (d) self-regulated writing behaviors. Content validity was
established through review by two independent researchers with expertise in CALL and
writing assessment. Internal consistency was acceptable (Cronbach's a = .82). After
completing the questionnaire, a smaller purposively selected group of students participated
follow-up semi-structured interviews. These interviews were planned to gather more
detailed information about the challenges they faced, their personal perceptions, and their
attitudes towards writing with e-portfolios. The open-ended questions in the interviews
sought to encourage students to speak more freely and more deeply, and to reflect on the
technological, cognitive, and affective aspects of their learning experience, even if they
sometimes found it difficult to express everything clearly. Twelve students from the
experimental group were selected for semi-structured interviews via purposive sampling
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based on their level of e-portfolio engagement (four high-engagement, four mid-
engagement, and four low-engagement students, identified by portfolio submission
frequency and draft revision counts). Interviews were conducted in Vietnamese to allow
free and unrestricted expression, lasted approximately 20—-30 minutes each, and were audio-
recorded with participants' consent. Interview transcripts were translated into English by
the researcher and back-checked for accuracy by a bilingual colleague with applied
linguistics training.

Because groups were intact, baseline comparability was examined using pre-test scores, and
any initial differences were considered when interpreting post-test outcomes. An independent-
samples #-test on pre-test scores confirmed no significant difference between the two
groups, #54) = 0.18, p = 0.86, 95% CI [-0.36, 0.42], Cohen's d = 0.05, indicating baseline
equivalence. Thus, post-intervention differences are plausibly associated with the treatment
rather than pre-existing disparities.

Data analysis procedures

Quantitative data from the pre-test and post-test scores were analyzed by using both descriptive
statistics (mean, standard deviation) and inferential statistics (paired t-tests and independent t-
tests). These statistical tests were used to assess improvement within each group and differences
between the two groups in performance, particularly across the four sub-components of writing.
The level of statistical significance was set at p < 0.05, which is consistent with standard
research practices in TESOL studies.

To quantify scoring consistency, inter-rater reliability was calculated for the analytic writing
scores. Two trained raters independently scored 22 scripts (20% of 112 scripts; 56 students x 2
time points) sampled from both groups and time points. An intraclass correlation coefficient
(ICC, two-way random effects, absolute agreement) was computed for (a) the overall score and
(b) each analytic dimension (task achievement, coherence and cohesion, lexical resource, and
grammatical range and accuracy). The ICC values indicated good-to-excellent reliability:
overall score, ICC = 0.91 (95% CI [0.85-0.95]); task achievement, ICC = 0.86 (95% CI [0.78—
0.92]); coherence and cohesion, ICC = 0.88 (95% CI [0.80-0.93]); lexical resource, ICC = 0.89
(95% CI [0.81-0.94]); grammatical range and accuracy, ICC = 0.84 (95% CI [0.75-0.90]).

Qualitative data from the interviews were transcribed verbatim in Vietnamese and subsequently
translated into English. Questionnaire data (Appendix C) were analyzed descriptively only
(means, SDs) and were not subjected to thematic coding, as all items were closed-ended.
Reflective notes from e-portfolios were used as illustrative quotes but not formally coded.
Thematic analysis followed the six-phase reflexive approach outlined by Braun and Clarke
(2022): familiarization with data, generating initial codes, searching for themes, reviewing
themes, defining and naming themes, and producing the report. Two researchers coded 30% of
the translated transcripts and then met to discuss, compare, and refine the coding until consensus
was reached. As both researchers were familiar with the course context, a brief note of
reflexivity is warranted: the primary researcher was also the course instructor. Reflective
memos were maintained throughout the analysis to manage positional bias. Afterward, these
themes were compared and triangulated with the quantitative results to make the interpretation
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more reliable and valid. This way of combining the two kinds of data reflects the study's
pragmatic mixed-methods position, which seeks to attend to both measurable outcomes and
learners’ real-life experiences and feelings.

In accordance with JARS-Mixed reporting standards (Levitt et al., 2018), the rationale for
combining quantitative and qualitative strands is that neither method alone could capture both
the scale of writing improvement and the experiential mechanisms behind it. Priority was given
to the quantitative strand (QUAN + qual), with the qualitative strand providing explanatory
elaboration. Data were collected sequentially (quantitative pre/post data first; qualitative
interview and questionnaire data after the intervention) and integrated at the interpretation
stage.

Ethical considerations

Ethical approval for this study was first obtained from the research host institution before any
data collection started. All participants were informed about the purposes of the research and
they provided their informed consent. They were also advised that their information would be
kept confidential and that they could withdraw from the study at any time. All digital artifacts
and interview data were anonymized, and any names or other identifiable information were
removed before the analysis began. The study adhered to widely recognized ethical principles
in applied linguistics and TESOL research, including institutional ethics approval, informed
consent, confidentiality/anonymity safeguards, and integrity in data handling and reporting
(Yaw et al., 2023).

Findings and discussion

To enhance clarity, this section reports the results first (descriptive statistics, inferential tests,
and illustrative quotations) organized by the three research questions. Interpretation, links to
prior literature, and implications are consolidated in the subsection “Summary of findings and
interpretive synthesis” and in the Implications section.

Patterns of overall writing development during the intervention (RQ1)

The first research question focused on the overall impact of writing e-portfolios on students’
writing competence. Table 1 shows the mean scores and standard deviations of the pre- and
post-tests for both groups, together with the results of the paired-sample #-tests.

Table 1

Comparison of pre- and post-test mean scores between control and experimental groups

Group N  Pre-testM Post-test M Mean Gain ¢ p
(SD) (SD)
. 7.92
Experimental 28  5.40 (0.64) 6.69 (0.57) +1.29 27) <.001
2.98
Control 28  5.43(0.61) 5.87 (0.59) +0.44 27) <.05
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Note. Overall writing scores were assessed holistically by raters using the adapted IELTS rubric,
not computed as the arithmetic mean of component scores.

An independent-samples #-test on post-test scores confirmed a significant between-group
difference, #(54) = 5.32, p < .001, 95% CI [0.51, 1.13], Cohen's d (post-test) = 1.41, with the
experimental group substantially outperforming the control group. A separate independent-
samples #-test on gain scores (post-test minus pre-test) yielded consistent results, #(54) =
5.45, p < .001, Cohen's d (gain-score) = 1.45. As can be seen from Table 1, both groups
improved after the teaching period; however, the experimental group showed a much higher
gain in overall writing performance (¢ = 7.92, p <.001) compared with the control group (¢ =
2.98, p < .05). An effect size of this magnitude warrants critical reflection. Four possible
explanations should be considered. First, the pedagogical intervention - 16 weeks of iterative
drafting, feedback, and reflection - may genuinely produce substantial gains for learners at this
proficiency level who have had limited prior exposure to process-based writing instruction.
Second, there is a degree of instrument sensitivity: the IELTS Writing Task 1 rubric used to
design and evaluate portfolio tasks closely mirrored the rubric used for assessment, which may
have inflated score gains compared to studies using independent outcome measures. Third,
novelty or Hawthorne effects cannot be ruled out given that e-portfolios were entirely new to
participants. Fourth, since both groups were taught by the same instructor, any instructor
enthusiasm about the experimental condition could have differentially influenced motivation.
Future studies with blind scoring, independent measures, and active control conditions will be
needed to replicate and validate this effect size.

This suggests a strong pedagogical impact. The improvement is consistent with an effect of the
e-portfolio intervention. The results imply that regular and systematic engagement with
drafting, feedback, and reflection through e-portfolios can improve writing quality in a clear
and measurable way. In other words, when students write drafts, receive feedback, and reflect
repeatedly in the e-portfolio space, their writing becomes better over time. To complement the
mean-gain and t-test results in Table 1, effect sizes were calculated. A between-groups effect
size based on gain scores (experimental vs. control) yielded Cohen's d = 1.45 (95% CI [0.87,
2.03]), confirming that the experimental group's gains substantially exceeded those of the
control group.

These effect-size estimates suggest that the experimental group changed strongly across the
intervention period. The between-groups (d = 1.45) estimates were large by conventional
benchmarks (Cohen, 1988), so the improvement should not be understood as only a minor
statistical difference. In practical classroom terms, the portfolio-based writing work appears to
have contributed to noticeable progress in students' writing performance.

The qualitative data also supported and explained these quantitative results. Students in the
experimental group reported that their confidence and motivation in writing increased, and they
often linked their progress to the repeated nature of the portfolio work:

“I could see my improvement each week when comparing my drafts. The feedback helped
me understand grammar and vocabulary better.” (Student E14)

“Using Google Sites made it easier to collect my writing and teacher’s comments. I felt
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more responsible for improving.” (Student EQ7)

These reflections suggest that ownership and the clear visibility of progress — which are key
features of portfolio pedagogy — encouraged learners to take a more active and agentive role in
their own writing development (BaniYounes et al., 2024; Lam, 2022, 2024).

Uneven progress across different aspects of writing (RQ2)

The second research question looked at which components of writing - grammar, vocabulary,
task achievement, and coherence & cohesion - improved the most and which ones improved
less after the e-portfolio implementation. As summarized in Table 2, the largest mean gain was

observed in vocabulary, followed closely by grammar, whereas the smallest gain was in task
achievement, with coherence and cohesion showing a moderate improvement.

Table 2

Mean score gains by writing component (experimental group, n = 28)

Writing Pre-test Post-test Mean ¢ (df= p Cohen's d Rank of

component M (SD) M (SD) gain 27) (corrected) improvement

Vocabulary 5.25 6.83 +1.58 9.02  <.001 1.71 1
(0.66)  (0.58)

Grammar 5.15 6.55 +1.40 8.21 <.001 1.56 2
(0.60)  (0.64)

Coherence &  5.42 6.52 +1.10 7.15  <.001 1.36 3

Cohesion (0.63)  (0.56)

Task 5.70 6.54 +0.84 5.83 <.001 1.11 4

Achievement  (0.59)  (0.51)

Note. Bonferroni correction applied (o = .0125). All four components yielded significant pre-
to-post gains.

The results show that vocabulary and grammar had the most significant gains, while task
achievement and cohesion improved as well, albeit to a smaller but still meaningful extent. The
large vocabulary gain supports the view that continuous cycles of drafting and feedback help
deepen and broaden learners’ vocabulary through exposure to words in real contexts and
targeted comments on their language use (Lam, 2022; Pourdana & Tavassoli, 2022). Students'
reflective notes and interview answers also showed that peer interaction and teacher feedback
played an important role in improving vocabulary and grammar:

“I learned new words from my friends’ writing and tried to use them in my next draft.”
(Student E19)

“Teachers comments about sentence structures made me more careful in grammar next
time.” (Student E04)

However, some participants also said that they still had difficulties in keeping a clear logical
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order and interpreting data correctly in task achievement, especially when they needed to
describe charts or graphs as in IELTS Task 1. This pattern suggests that genre familiarity and
more advanced discourse skills develop more slowly. They may require more time, more
practice, or more explicit teaching about genre-specific features (Dharmayanti et al., 2024;
Hyland, 2019).

Perceived challenges and affordances of e-portfolio work (RQ3)

The third research question (RQ3) examined the difficulties pre-intermediate students faced in
building their e-portfolios. A thematic analysis of interview transcripts identified two broad
groups of challenges. The first group was internal, learner-related factors. The second group
was external constraints linked to context or technology.

Before examining the qualitative themes, descriptive statistics from the post-intervention
questionnaire (administered to the experimental group, n = 28) provide a quantitative overview
of students' perceptions. As shown in Table 3, students reported generally positive attitudes
toward e-portfolio learning (Cluster 1, M =4.21, SD = 0.48) and moderate levels of motivation
and engagement (Cluster 3, M = 3.98, SD = 0.52). Technical and cognitive challenges (Cluster
2) were perceived as somewhat manageable (M = 3.67 on a 5-point scale where higher scores
indicate fewer perceived challenges, suggesting moderate challenges overall), while self-
regulated writing behaviors (Cluster 4) showed the widest variation (M = 3.52, SD = 0.61),
suggesting individual differences in students' ability to manage portfolio-based learning
independently. These quantitative patterns align with and contextualize the qualitative findings
reported below.

Table 3

Descriptive statistics for questionnaire clusters (experimental group, n = 28)

Cluster Description M SD Cronbach's a (if item-
level)
1 Attitudes toward e-portfolio 4.21 0.48 0.79
learning
2 Perceived technical and 3.67 0.54 0.76
cognitive challenges
3 Motivation and engagement 3.98 0.52 0.81
4 Self-regulated writing behaviors 3.52 0.61 0.74

Note. Scale: 1 = strongly disagree, 5 = strongly agree. Cluster 2 items were reverse-coded so
higher scores = fewer perceived challenges (i.e., more favorable perception).

Internal challenges included limited self-regulation skills. Students also struggled with time
management. In addition, there were affective barriers, such as a decline in motivation and
stress from competing workloads. Time pressure remained a serious problem even after several
months of practice. Many students still could not complete the task within the expected limit,
so their responses were often shortened and selective. In many cases, they described only the
most visible information and produced texts well below the usual length expectation for IELTS
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Writing Task 1. Several learners found it demanding to sustain motivation over 16 weeks or to
balance portfolio preparation with other coursework:

“Sometimes I forgot deadlines because I had too many other subjects. It was stressful to
keep revising my drafts.” (Student E22)

External challenges were related to technical problems (such as unstable internet connection
and limited digital literacy) and the feeling of having too much feedback:

“At first, I didn 't know how to use Google Sites properly. Uploading files and editing pages
was confusing.” (Student E11)

“There were many comments from teachers and friends, and I felt lost about which one to
follow.” (Student E28)

These constraints are similar to those reported in other Southeast Asian studies (Aghazadeh &
Soleimani, 2020; Syatriana & Dzilarsy, 2025), and they highlight the infrastructural and
pedagogical challenges of using CALL-based innovations. Nevertheless, most students still
considered the e-portfolio to be valuable and motivating, and they mentioned higher self-
awareness and visible progress as the main benefits.

“Although it was hard at first, I enjoyed seeing my writing collection grow. It felt like an
achievement.”” (Student E02)

In total, 12 students were interviewed. Thematic analysis of the interview transcripts yielded 34
initial codes, which were subsequently organized into 9 sub-themes and consolidated into 3
main themes: (1) perceived writing development and confidence, (2) self-regulatory and time-
management challenges, and (3) technical and feedback overload barriers. The distribution of
participant contributions to each theme is summarized in Table 4.

Table 4

Distribution of participant contributions to each theme

No. Theme Sub-themes No. of
participants

1. Perceived writing Vocabulary/grammar gains; growing 10
development confidence; draft comparison

2. Self-regulatory Time management difficulty; motivation 9
challenges decline; competing workload

3. Technical and Platform unfamiliarity; internet issues; 8
feedback barriers feedback quantity overload

Note. No. of participants contributing to theme (multiple themes per participant possible)
Summary of findings and interpretive synthesis

The combined evidence from different data sources indicates that integrating e-portfolios into
online writing instruction brought clear and meaningful benefits for pre-intermediate EFL
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learners. In terms of quantitative results, learners showed significant improvement in overall
writing quality and in the separate components, especially vocabulary and grammar.

On the qualitative side, students reported higher motivation, better metacognitive awareness,
and a stronger feeling of being the real authors of their texts. Although challenges were present,
they were mainly temporary and could be reduced through better support for digital literacy and
more careful planning of students’ workload. Beyond confirming the general effectiveness of
e-portfolios reported in prior CALL literature, the present study makes a specific contextual
contribution: it is one of the few studies to report analytic component-level e-portfolio effects
for pre-intermediate learners in a fully online EFL course in Vietnam - a setting that is both
geographically and pedagogically underrepresented in the e-portfolio literature. The
component-level data reveal that writing gains are uneven across rubric dimensions, which has
direct implications for how teachers design portfolio feedback cycles. For pre-intermediate
learners, whose language and thinking skills are still developing, such environments can act as
a bridge between controlled language practice and more independent academic writing.

Overall, these component-level findings confirm that e-portfolios can be effective for micro-
level linguistic improvement. This includes vocabulary and grammar. At the same time, they
also show that other areas, such as rhetorical organization, still need more focused pedagogical
scaffolding.

In line with prior work, the gains in language-related dimensions (e.g., lexical and grammatical
performance) fit the view that repeated drafting and feedback can increase noticing. It can also
support targeted micro-level revision (Guo & Li, 2024; Pourdana & Tavassoli, 2022). When
component-level patterns are compared with Guo and Li (2024) - the most methodologically
comparable study in the literature - a point of convergence and a point of divergence emerge.
Both studies report significant overall writing gains attributable to e-portfolio intervention.
However, Guo and Li (2024) found that content - the closest equivalent to task achievement in
their rubric - showed one of the strongest gains in their Chinese EFL sample, whereas the
present study found task achievement to be the weakest component. This divergence is likely
attributable to task-type differences: Guo and Li's participants completed more open-ended
writing tasks, while the present study used IELTS Writing Task 1 data description, a genre that
places premium demands on data interpretation and rhetorical precision that may be less
responsive to general drafting-and-feedback cycles.

The comparatively smaller gain in task achievement may reflect the slower developmental
trajectory of genre-specific schemata. For IELTS Writing Task 1, students must not only
produce accurate language but also correctly identify salient trends in data and select
appropriate rhetorical moves - skills that require extended genre exposure beyond what a single
16-week cycle can provide. Dharmayanti et al. (2024) report a comparable asymmetric pattern
in their study of EFL writing dimensions, with form-level features improving more rapidly than
discourse-level ones. Hyland (2019) similarly notes that genre control develops through
sustained, explicit genre instruction rather than process-based drafting alone.
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Conclusion

This study investigated the effects of using writing e-portfolios on the writing competence of
Vietnamese pre-intermediate EFL learners enrolled in online intensive English courses. By
using a mixed-methods design with both quantitative and qualitative data, the study aimed to
demonstrate how e-portfolios can help to improve students’ writing competence and also make
them feel more positive and more aware when writing. In this way, the e-portfolio functioned
not only as a writing tool but also as a means of supporting learners' reflective beliefs about
their own development as writers.

Many students reported that they became more motivated, could better control their own
learning, and were more aware of how their writing changed over time, which aligns with the
reflective and learner-centered ideas of process-oriented writing pedagogy. However, they also
mentioned several difficulties, such as technical problems, feeling stressed due to a heavy
workload, and uncertainty about how to respond to the many different levels and types of
feedback from teachers, peers, and the system.

In general, the findings from this study suggest that writing e-portfolios can be a viable and
sustainable approach to developing pre-intermediate students’ writing competence in online and
digital learning environments. E-portfolios can support both cognitive and affective
development because they change writing from a one-time test or assignment into a repeated
process, in which students write, reflect on their own writing, receive feedback, and gradually
develop as writers through iterative drafting and revision cycles.

Implications

The results of this study show several important implications for EFL teachers, especially for
those who are working in situations which are now in the process of digital transformation, or
they are changing to online and blended learning. First, e-portfolios should not be used only as
a single activity, but they need to be put inside a bigger process-oriented method of teaching
writing. Teachers should carefully guide students through many different stages of drafting, and
they should ask students to do self-assessment and peer-assessment as main parts of the course
instead of just small extra tasks at the end. This repeated and sometimes time-consuming
process of drafting, receiving feedback, and revising can not only give better results in students’
writing performance but also help them slowly build reflective learning habits, which are
necessary for long-term academic literacy improvement (Hyland, 2019).

Second, because many students in this research shared that they had problems with how to
move around in the platform and how to manage a lot of different feedback, it becomes
important that teachers provide clear and simple training on digital literacy and on how to
understand and use feedback. Orientation workshops about how to use tools such as Google
Sites or Moodle e-portfolio functions can help to reduce students’ psychological pressure and
worry when they first start to use e-portfolios. At the same time, feedback literacy — that is,
helping students understand, judge, and act on feedback — should be introduced more
systematically into writing classes, not just mentioned briefly (Weigle, 2002).

E-portfolio tasks can be motivationally demanding for pre-intermediate learners. This is
especially true when they lack self-regulatory strategies. Teachers can support persistence by
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using progress-tracking tools. They can also use milestone checklists and short reflection
journals. These tools can visually show improvement over time. Regular feedback conferences
can also help. They may be synchronous or asynchronous, depending on the class context. In
this way, engagement can be sustained, and learner accountability strengthened.

At the institutional level, e-portfolio integration also needs support. It requires reliable digital
infrastructure and teacher professional development. Schools and language centers may wish
to ensure stable internet connectivity and consider providing sufficient server capacity to host
portfolios. Where feasible, e-portfolios could be recognized as formal components of
assessment rather than supplementary activities. Teacher training workshops in CALL
pedagogy and digital formative assessment are worth considering as part of institutional
support structures, though the form they take will depend on available resources and the
institutional context. This can help maintain consistent implementation quality across classes
and instructors.

From a teaching perspective, these findings suggest a key point. Digital tools may support
learner autonomy and engagement. However, their success still depends on continuous
scaffolding from teachers. This scaffolding is both technical and emotional. It is suggested that
regular orientation sessions, workshops on how to use feedback, and simple digital guidelines
should be provided in order to reduce these barriers.

Besides these practical implications, this research also has some theoretical contributions to the
discussions in the areas of computer-assisted language learning (CALL) and second language
writing, because it again shows that learner agency and reflection still stay at the center when
technology is used in language classrooms. The study explains in a more concrete way how e-
portfolios can make socio-constructivist theory and process-writing ideas become real activities
by asking students to create different multimodal products, to receive feedback many times, and
to join in more dialogic interaction with teachers and also with classmates. Furthermore, when
e-portfolios are used inside online courses, the usual understanding of process writing is pushed
outside the traditional classroom and moved into a more digital and distributed practice, where
meaning-making, revision, and evaluation do not happen only on paper but they occur together
in various virtual spaces and online tools. This kind of change makes it more clear that digital
literacies and L2 writing pedagogy are now coming closer and are sometimes almost mixed
together in modern language education, and so it is difficult to separate them completely in
current teaching and learning contexts (Dharmayanti et al., 2024; Nguyen et al., 2025).

It should be noted that several of the recommendations above - particularly those concerning
institutional infrastructure and formal assessment recognition - extend beyond what the current
single-site study can directly demonstrate. They are offered as practice-oriented extrapolations
that warrant investigation in future empirical work.

Limitations and recommendations for future research

While this study provides encouraging results, several limitations still need to be clearly pointed
out. First, the sample size (n = 56) and the relatively moderate duration of the intervention (16
weeks) may still limit the generalizability of the findings to many other groups of learners or
other teaching situations. Therefore, future studies could try to implement the e-portfolio
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intervention for a longer period of time, or apply it with students at several different proficiency
levels, in order to see the long-term and more stable effects more clearly. Second, this study
only focused on IELTS Task 1 writing, which mainly tests descriptive and analytical types of
writing. Future research could also investigate how e-portfolios can be used in argumentative
or creative writing tasks, so that researchers can check whether the positive effects can really
be transferred from one writing genre to another.

Moreover, the present study mainly depended on quantitative data from pre-/post-tests and on
students' self-reported qualitative data (interviews), which sometimes may not fully show what
really happens during the learning process. For this reason, future studies could try to use
learning analytics, for example log data from the e-portfolio platform or revision trace analysis,
in order to collect more detailed and fine-grained evidence about how learners actually engage
with the e-portfolio and how their writing changes incrementally over time. Comparative
studies which compare different digital platforms (for example, Google Sites versus Mahara
versus an institutional LMS) could also help to show more clearly how the design of each
interface can influence students’ interaction and reflection. Finally, it is also recommended that
future research should think about putting artificial intelligence (AI) feedback tools — such as
automated writing evaluation (AWE) systems — together with e-portfolio environments. The
combination or “meeting” between Al and portfolio-based pedagogy seems to be a very
promising new direction, because it can give students more adaptive and personalized feedback
while at the same time still keeping teachers’ control and the reflective depth of the learning
process
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Appendix A. Sample pre-test writing prompt

IELTS Writing Task 1 (Academic Module) - Pre-test
Time allowed: 20 minutes

The bar chart below shows the percentage of Vietnamese adults who used the Internet for
different daily activities in 2015 and 2020.

Summarize the information by selecting and reporting the main features, and make comparisons
where relevant.

Write at least 150 words.
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Appendix B. Analytic scoring rubric (adapted IELTS Writing Task 1 rubric)

Each dimension scored on a 1-9 band scale (allowing half-bands, e.g., 5.5, 6.0, 6.5).

Component means reported in Table 2 reflect averages across 28 students.

Band Task Coherence & Lexical Grammatical
Achievement Cohesion Resource Range &
Accuracy
9 Fully satisfies Uses cohesion Wide range of Wide range of
all skillfully; vocabulary structures with full
requirements; paragraphing is used naturally; flexibility and
clearly presents logical and precise and accuracy; only
fully developed seamless sophisticated minor slips
response
7 Covers all Logically Adequate Uses a variety of
requirements; organizes range; uses less complex structures;
presents clear information; common frequent error-free
overview; uses a range of vocabulary sentences
highlights key cohesive with some
features devices awareness of
appropriately style
5 Generally Presents Limited range; Uses only a limited
addresses task; information noticeable range of structures;
may lack clear with some errors in word frequent
overview or organization but choice or grammatical errors
incomplete may lack collocation may cause some
coverage progression; difficulty
limited cohesive
devices
3 Fails to address Lacks logical Very limited Only very simple
task; no clear organization; vocabulary; structures
overview; limited use of errors severely attempted; frequent
mainly cohesive distort meaning errors impede
irrelevant devices communication
content

(Full 1-9 descriptions were used by raters, only anchor bands 3, 5, 7, 9 shown above for

brevity.)
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Appendix C. Student Questionnaire: E-Portfolio-Based Writing Instruction

Instructions: This questionnaire asks about your experience using an e-portfolio in your
English writing course. There are no right or wrong answers. Please respond honestly by

circling or ticking the number that best reflects your opinion.

Response scale:

1 = Strongly disagree 2 = Disagree 3 =Neutral 4 =Agree 5 = Strongly agree
Cluster 1: Attitudes toward E-Portfolio Learning
No. Statement 1 2 3 4 5
Strongly | Disagree | Neutral | Agree | Strongly
disagree agree
1| Using an e-portfolio made me o o o © ©
enjoy writing in English more.
2 | I'would like to use an e- o © © ° °
portfolio in future English
courses.
3 | E-portfolios helped me see the O o O ° °
value of revising my writing.
4 | I felt proud when I looked back O o o ° °
at my completed e-portfolio.
5 | Overall, the e-portfolio was a © © © © ©
useful learning tool for me.
Cluster 2: Perceived Technical and Cognitive Challenges
6 | I found it difficult to learn how O O O ° °
to use Google Sites for my
portfolio.
7 | Technical problems (slow © © © © ©
internet, uploading issues)
interrupted my work.
8 | Organizing my drafts and o o o ° °
feedback in the e-portfolio was
confusing at first.
9 | It took me too much time to © o o o o
maintain my e-portfolio each
week.
10 | I often felt overwhelmed by the © © © ° °
number of comments from my
teacher and peers.
Cluster 3: Motivation and Engagement
11 o o o o o

The e-portfolio motivated me to
write more carefully than
before.
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12

Seeing my progress over time
encouraged me to keep
improving.

13

I was more interested in writing
tasks because of the e-portfolio.

14

I often looked at my earlier
drafts and reflected on my
changes.

15

I felt more responsible for my
own writing development.

Clus

ter 4: Self-Regulated Writing Behaviors

16

I set my own goals for each new
writing draft.

O

17

I regularly reviewed teacher
feedback before starting a new
draft.

18

I used peer comments to revise
my writing.

19

I planned how to improve
specific weaknesses shown in
my portfolio.

20

I could tell when my writing had
improved without waiting for a

grade.

70



E-ISSN: 2187-9036 CALL-EJ Vol. 27; No. 2; 2026

Appendix D. Semi-structured interview protocol
Interview duration: 20-30 minutes
Participants: 12 students from experimental group (4 high-, 4 mid-, 4 low-engagement)
Opening (warm-up)
Can you tell me briefly about your experience with the writing e-portfolio this semester?
Theme 1: Writing development and confidence
1. Do you feel your English writing improved during the course? If yes, in what ways?
Probes: vocabulary, grammar, organizing ideas, describing charts?
2. What part of your writing improved the most? The least? Why do you think so?
3. How did seeing your old drafts next to new drafts affect you?
Theme 2: The e-portfolio process (drafting, feedback, reflection)
4. How did you use teacher and peer feedback in your revisions?
Probes: Did you read all comments? Which ones did you follow? Why?
5. What was the most helpful thing about building an e-portfolio?
6. What was the most difficult or frustrating thing?
Theme 3: Self-regulation and motivation
7. Did the e-portfolio change how you plan or check your writing? Can you give an example?
8. What kept you motivated to continue revising over 16 weeks?
9. Were there times you wanted to give up? What helped you continue?
Theme 4: Technical and contextual challenges
10. How easy or difficult was it to use Google Sites? What problems did you face?
11. Did your internet connection or computer ever cause problems? How did you handle that?
12. How did the e-portfolio workload compare with other course assignments?

Closing

1. If you could change one thing about the e-portfolio project, what would it be?
2. Would you recommend using e-portfolios for future writing classes? Why or why not?
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