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Introduction

One of the five canons of rhetoric, delivery is often overlooked or subordinated due to its affiliation with oral communication. In written compositions, delivery often is conflated with arrangement and style.  Communications technology, however, has brought a renewed awareness of the importance of delivery that may be significant for the pedagogy and assessment of electronic portfolios.  In composing a portfolio electronically, students must not only make decisions about content; they must decide about choice of media or application to use to deliver the portfolio and make design decisions related to the medium or application selected. 


Portfolios have become an important tool in pedagogy and assessment since their introduction to the field of writing in the 1960’s.  Pedagogically, portfolios support process writing since they can incorporate a collection of writing portfolios that represents work from multiple stages over time from prewriting through drafting through final compositions.  As an assessment tool, portfolios are a direct measure of writing which can potentially consider both process and product; they are a more authentic means of assessment than indirect measures such as multiple-choice or timed essay testing.  With the proliferation of communications technology, electronic portfolios have become widespread in both classroom and large scale assessment.  Electronic portfolios fulfill the same purpose as their print counterparts while at the same time introduce new possibilities for collecting, organizing, and presenting work.  At the same time, delivery of portfolios in an electronic medium may raise concerns that print portfolios do not. 
Concerns about validity and reliability are raised when electronic portfolios are used for writing assessment.  If readers are impacted by the delivery of a portfolio, issues of construct validity may arise as readers evaluate portfolios based on criteria not articulated in a scoring guide (or to the student). Consequential validity also comes into play since program assessment has high stakes for both students and the program. Further, issues of reliability may arise due to electronic portfolio’s fluid and flexible nature. A great deal of literature exists on theoretical implications of portfolio pedagogy and assessment as well as anecdotal case studies reporting on experiences using electronic portfolios. However, little empirical research has been done on how the use of media and design impacts the rating of portfolios or on the consequences of that impact on teaching, learning, and assessment. 

I will examine in this paper portfolio pedagogy and assessment, the role of delivery in electronic portfolios, and potential questions and issues raised by the impact of communications technology. Though portfolios are a popular tool for classroom pedagogy and evaluation, this paper focuses on their use in programmatic assessment.  Understanding the role and place of delivery may help us as faculty and our students to better locate the role of media and technology in the outcomes of writing pedagogy and, by extension, assessment.
What is delivery?
Classical views of delivery
In oral communication, delivery is associated with gestures, enunciation, and body movement. Advice from ancient rhetoricians primarily focused on two aspects of delivery: use of voice and gesture to achieve the purpose of discourse.  The power of the voice to raise emotions was considered a key feature of delivery in classical rhetoric; pitch and tone of voice could be used to convey the importance of information.  Gestures and body movement could similarly be used to emphasize certain aspects of a speech but was also related to audience and purpose: the animation used in a courtroom or legislature during debate might not be appropriate in other occasions such as delivery of a eulogy.    

Delivery took on different levels of importance in classical rhetoric. While Demosthenes proclaimed delivery as the most important aspect of an argument, Aristotle considered delivery related to acting. It was secondary, “not regarded as an elevated subject of inquiry…” (Bizzell & Herzberg, 2001, p. 237) since acting was a natural ability and untechnical. To Aristotle, delivery was “a matter of how the voice should be used in expressing each emotion” (qtd in Crowley & Hawhee, 2004, p. 333).  The connection to expressing emotion relates delivery to pathos by appealing to an audience’s emotions to persuade them.  Since logic and reason were superior forms of persuasion to Aristotle, it is not difficult to understand why delivery took a back seat to logos.  Aristotle recognized that delivery was necessary (along with style), yet substance or content was more important in the act of persuasion.  
Delivery gained more prominence in Roman rhetoric. Quintilian, for example, proclaimed the importance of delivery:  “I would not hesitate to assert that a mediocre speech supported by all the power of delivery will be more impressive than the best speech unaccompanied by such power” (qtd in Crowley & Hawhee, 2004, p 331).  Similar to Aristotle, Cicero and Quintilian also saw delivery as related to emotion as they focused on gesture, facial expression, sound and tone of voice as being its core components.  Cicero, for example, proclaimed that  “Thus, while in our cases we have these two objectives, first what to say, and secondly how to say it…it is the latter that the orator’s godlike power and excellence are discerned, that is, his delivery of what he has to say in a style elegant, copious, and diversified” (qtd in Bizzell & Herzberg, 2001, p. 324).
Delivery and Writing

In writing, however, the reader cannot hear the sound of the writer’s voice and cannot see gestures or expressions. As a result, delivery has often been the overlooked canon or has been conflated with style and arrangement.  Indeed it is difficult to separate delivery from style; the two are closely associated even in classical rhetoric as both concern how something is said rather than what is said.  Aristotle’s minimal treatment of delivery, for example, is integrated with his discussion of style.  While on first glance it appears that delivery is irrelevant in the print world, on closer examination it becomes present in tone, design, and formatting. Voice can be conveyed through the style or tone of writing, gestures or expression through the use of design and formatting.  Crowley and Hawhee (2004), for example, describe how punctuation and grammar can be used to convey mood and tone.  Genre conventions, while most easily recognized as arrangement, can also be seen as delivery—the selection of genre appropriate for a given rhetorical situation determines arrangement and style of presentation.  
Document design can be used to convey delivery in a way that mirrors orality.  Karen Schriver describes how typography and space work to set the mood, look, and feel of a document
 as well as to develop structural and navigational clues to help readers interpret text.  According to Schriver (1997), there are four common purposes for reading a text: to enjoy something, to assess something, to do something, or to learn to do something.  Readers engage with the text in very different ways based on their purpose and goals.  Document design can be used to meet the rhetorical purpose and also present the text in ways that evoke mood, tone, or voice through use of typography. Using Comic Sans Serif type sets an informal or “fun” mood as opposed to the more formal and serious Arial, for example. Incorporation of visuals (diagrams and charts, photographs and images) provides visual clues to aid meaning and context beyond text. Tone (use of language) can convey sarcasm, humor, seriousness or other moods which evoke emotional appeal or convey the ethos of the author in a way similar to the use of voice or enunciation in oral communication.  While Schriver’s research and work is related to print-based document design, many of the same underlying principles of understanding the reader’s purpose for engaging with the composition and using design to deliver content hold true in electronic media.  
Delivery and Technology

Communications technology has brought about a renewal of interest in the canon of delivery.  With its ability to combine textual, audio, and visual elements modern communications technology brings about opportunities that do not exist in print or oral communication alone.  The hypertextual nature of the World Wide Web (WWW) has also changed perceptions of what constitutes literacy, composing, and reading resulting in renewed interest in and significance of the canon of delivery in the context of multimedia. Delivery in multimedia becomes design and presentation while retaining the classical definition of delivery as associated with voice, gesture, and body movement because of its ability to combine audio and video with text.
Much of the current re-awakening of interest in delivery as it relates to communications technology derives from interest in media and how it influences the presentation and reception of information as well as the breaking down of barriers between author and reader.  In Understanding Media, Marshall McLuhan (1996) described the characteristics of electronic media as non-linear, repetitive, non-sequential, incomplete; in electronic media content follows form.  Written in the 1960’s prior to the invention of the WWW, McLuhan aptly described what is today referred to as new media.  Yet the concept that the medium determines form which determines content is not new or restricted to electronic media.  In the Alexandria Library the length of a book was determined by the size of the pigeon holes where they were kept so that content and presentation was determined by the medium (scrolls) on which is was delivered.  Because the medium had to fit into the hole, the scroll could only hold about 1,000 lines (O'Donnell, 1998, p. 50). In Avatars of the Word, O’Donnell (1998) further describes how technology influences presentation of information and the struggle to both learn how to use new technologies and understand how they impact delivery of information. New technologies enhance the importance of presentation that may not have been prominent in the use of existing technologies.  Typewriters and computers, for example, enhanced the importance of design elements such as layout and typography because they opened the possibility of selection and mixing of different varieties of type and layout of documents in ways that could only be done previously with a great deal of time and money (O'Donnell, 1998, p. 46).
Walter Ong has described the transitions of human communication from primary orality to print to secondary orality. The existence of writing is a conditioning factor of secondary orality but because its end product is oral, Ong believed it shared and enchanced features of primary oral culture.  Orality is distinguished from print in a number of ways.  He saw orality as group-oriented as opposed to writing/reading as individualistic; in orality messages can be delivered orally to a greater number of people simultaneously than with print.  Further, Ong believed that orality is grounded in communal thought and wisdom whereas print is analytic (St. Louis University, 2006). Bolter, too, sees technology as encompassing features of orality: “Electronic text is, like oral text, dynamic” (qtd in Lanham, 1993, p. 213).

For many new media scholars, print as a medium or technology is interpreted as individualistic, authoritarian, logos-centered, linear, positivist, and as fixing ideas and language in place. The characteristics of print are the result of the nature of the technology to produce and distribute it. Yet print is fluid within the limitations of the technology: works change over time as publishers print new editions (O'Donnell, 1998, p. 44).  For example, the British Library has scanned and made available editions of Shakespeare’s plays published over time, proving a glimpse at how they changed through publication of succeeding editions (http://www.bl.uk/treasures/shakespeare/homepage.html).  While this example is of written versions of work that were or are intended to be oral in nature, it does highlight how print can be flexible and change over time.  Google’s partnership with libraries to scan books to make them available and searchable via the WWW may reveal further characteristics or provide greater understanding of print as a delivery technology. A rigid conception of authorship in print does not always hold true as publishers, editors, and others have their impact on printed works.  Print materials may also be used non-linearly; indeed historically that has been the case. The codex could be taken apart and re-arranged; a practice that allowed for multiple authors and titles to be combined and re-combined in one work (O'Donnell, 1998, p. 54).  Many printed works are intended to be read linearly from start to finish; however, a great many are not.  Dictionaries, almanacs, scholarly books, encyclopedias are just a few printed materials which are read or consulted non-linearly and whose design and delivery are presented to aid navigation and use in a non-linear fashion. Tables of contents, indexes, page headers are all design elements used in the presentation and delivery of print to allow access to information within them in a non-linear way.  

Comparing new technologies (or means of communication) to existing technologies can be useful to understanding their impact.  Metaphors can also help us articulate and understand the impact of technology and media as well as provide a framework for incorporating them into our teaching, learning, and assessment.  Bonnie Nardi describes three metaphors for understanding technology and its place in and impact on society.  If we view technology as a tool, we see it as a device used to accomplish a task so that we must understand technology in order to identify the proper tool for the task and then learn how to use it well.  If we view technology as text, we see it as a form of communication that carries meaning and “we are encouraged to read the technology to understand its messages and imperatives” (Nardi & O'Day, 1999, p. 32). The third metaphor, technology as system, attempts to understand technology within broader social, historical, and political perspectives.   The metaphor we use to aid our understanding of technology can impact our views of its role in composing and communicating and how we incorporate it in our teaching. 

Therefore, rather than placing print in opposition to new media as comparisons often do, it may be more useful to understand how new technologies build on and extend the capabilities of older technologies and change how information is communicated by understanding the media whether by metaphor or other means of analysis.  Just as print (via the printing press) changed the nature of delivery of information, so too modern communications technologies impact the nature of delivery in several ways.  The impact of the Internet and WWW are well known.  The hypertextual nature of the WWW allows for linking of information to create relationships between disparate data to create multiple pathways and connections in ways that print cannot.  The speed, immediacy, and interactivity of the Internet allows for collaborative composing between author and reader in ways that may be possible in print but are more difficult and less timely.  The WWW reduces the distance between author and reader and allows for disintermediation and disintegration of authority.  These factors impact how information is presented and received so that delivery in electronic media takes on added importance. Kathleen Welch (1999) re-interprets delivery as a medium and as an essential function of “electric rhetoric,” that is, rhetoric in electronic media which proliferate modern society. As a result, literacy has expanded beyond reading and writing to encompass oral, aural, and visual means of disseminating and receiving information.  Understanding how media (and genres within them) impact form through design and presentation re-invigorates the canon of delivery. For Welch, this tie to classical rhetoric leads to a reconception of humanities pedagogy in order to re-invigorate it within the curriculum of higher education.  Lanham more broadly states “The electronic word, as we have seen, asks this question—What business are we really in?—in equally forceful technological terms” (Lanham, 1993, p. 23). Lanham’s question is related to literary study and the liberal arts in general; however, the question of what business we are really in is relevant to writing programs developing outcomes and assessment strategies that reflect what we value as writing, the way that it is taught and assessed, and that articulate the role of media.
Delivery of oral works is about presentation represented by voice, gestures, body language, and intonation. Delivery in print is about presentation represented by page design and genre conventions. Delivery in electronic media is about presentation represented by integration of oral, aural, visual, and text, interface and screen design.  Renewed interest in the canon of delivery and understanding of it as the design and presentation integrated with content raises several important issues as we prepare students to compose portfolios and ourselves to evaluate them.
Portfolios: Pedagogy and Assessment
Portfolio Pedagogy

Simply put, portfolios are collections of artifacts.  However, a reflective statement or letter which ties the contents together in a way that demonstrates metacognition and learning distinguishes portfolios from random collections.  As Barbara Cambridge has pointed out, without reflection portfolios would be merely scrapbooks or an accumulation of data.  The reflective letter/statement is what turns the accumulation of data into information and evidence for learning by giving it meaning (Cambridge, 2001). Portfolios are effective tools in a constructivist approach to education.  In constructivist theory, education is a dynamic and reflective process in which learning takes place as the learner connects thought, reflection, experience, and action over time to construct new knowledge. In portfolio pedagogy, reflection is seen as an essential component of learning by enabling students to understand and be aware of the processes that they engage in when they learn.  Reflection also allows the student to integrate distinct works into a cohesive whole and construct links between and among artifacts and learning experiences to aid moving beyond propositional knowledge, or “knowing what,” to procedural knowledge, or “knowing how” (Nicholson, 2004, p. 2-3).  They also place responsibility on the student for his/her own learning and require self-assessment. Self-assessment is a particularly key component to portfolio assessment in that students demonstrate not only their own learning processes but also demonstrate how performance meets programmatic outcomes.
In portfolio pedagogy, reflection also is a key component of the rhetorical purpose of portfolios themselves. The reflective statement, along with the presentation of the portfolio allows the author to create a rhetorically-based persuasive collection.  Citing Kathleen Blake Yancey, Kimball refers to this as reflection in action; that is, reflection as a reiterative process of looking back to previous performance and looking forward to goals (Kimball, 2005, p. 436). By doing so, students self-assess their own processes of learning by placing their work in context; in the context of outcomes assessment, that self-assessment takes place within the broader goal of demonstrating performance.
Portfolio pedagogy can also be seen as connected to classical rhetoric through the appeals of ethos and pathos.  While the construction of a persuasive statement with content as evidence is grounded in logos, the delivery of the portfolio is also dependent on the author’s ability to present an appeal based on his or her character.  According to Reynolds and Rice (2006b), portfolios involve self-presentation connected to choices in which students must make decisions about how to present themselves; how to refer to their writing habits, processes, and preferences; and how much of themselves to reveal (p. 22). The incorporation of audio and video opens up the potential of using pathos to appeal to readers’ emotions.
Understanding of technology or media and the role they play may help us to facilitate an articulation of the role of media in teaching and learning of writing as well as its assessment.  For example, technology outcomes for composition programs are an ongoing discussion and subject of debate as evidenced by discussions for their inclusion in the Writing Program Administrators’ Outcomes Statement for First Year Composition (http://wpacouncil.org/positions/outcomes.html?PHPSESSID=8297f208932b40f1cfd817fedd4c8a66).  Can understanding the role of delivery to assess electronic portfolios give us a clearer picture of how technology should be addressed as outcomes and in teaching and learning?

Portfolio Assessment
Kathleen Blake Yancey (2000) metaphorically historicizes writing assessment in three waves:  multiple-choice testing, essay testing, and portfolios. As the third and most recent wave of writing assessment, portfolios are more closely aligned with composition theory and practice due to the inclusion of multiple artifacts which allows for evaluation of writing processes as well as products. In the case of programmatic outcomes assessment, portfolios are a tool that connects evaluation with the values expressed in outcomes so that multiple genres written over multiple semesters are assessed. Portfolios allow for effective assessment of rhetorical knowledge such as audience, purpose, situation; development of critical thinking abilities; writing processes; and use of conventions for multiple genres.

Portfolios, then, are an appropriate assessment tool to ensure construct validity. Assessment is valid when it measures and evaluates what it claims to measure and evaluate. Huot has argued that we must also understand and ensure consequential validity (Huot, 2002a).  Because writing assessment is high stakes, we must understand the consequences for students to ensure we are constructing assessment measures that are fair and that measure what we value and what we wish to achieve when teaching writing.  Introducing electronic media may complicate issues of validity.  If readers are influenced by the delivery of a portfolio, concerns about construct and consequential validity may arise.  It is not yet clear if rubrics and scoring guides for print portfolios can be used to evaluate electronic portfolios.  New scoring guides or criteria may be needed to take into account the delivery method of digital technologies in order to maintain valid assessments.  

Little research has been done on the impact of using electronic media for portfolio assessment.  Case studies and reports on the use of portfolios for classroom evaluation may lend credence to concerns, however.  For example, Blair and Takayoshi report on the use of electronic portfolios in a computer-aided publishing class.  They relate how their assumptions about evaluating the portfolios were challenged so that they developed new criteria to assess the work (Blair & Takayoshi, 1997).  Rice points out the need for the same technologies to be used in teaching, student construction, and assessment. Calling this “common tool” pedagogy, Rice (2002) emphasizes the implications for learning; however, implications for valid assessment are of equal concern when there is a disconnect between the technologies used in teaching and learning and assessment.  When the delivery mechanisms are different, validity of assessment may come into question.
Other problems are associated with traditional portfolio scoring.  It potentially re-evaluates work that has already been graded in the context of the course for which it was composed.  Further, traditional portfolio scoring is costly in both time and resources.  Huot argues portfolios can exist outside of current traditional assessment practices by moving beyond the assignment of grades on individual pieces of writing (Huot, 2002b, p. 173). While Huot was referring to classroom assessment, this is equally true of program assessment in which work from multiple semesters is being evaluated.

If as new media theorists believe, hypertext changes the nature of what it is to write and read; then it is necessary to articulate those changes and the expectations that we have for students in our writing classes.  Outcomes may be one way to accomplish this so that we may define and articulate composing in a way that is situated—based on articulation of programmatic values and philosophy of teaching and learning in outcomes that are locally constructed.  Outcomes then may be used as criteria for assessment; portfolios are the tool that allows students to demonstrate performance based on those outcomes/criteria. Evaluating portfolios based on outcomes criteria then ensures construct validity.  

Reliability is also a concern of writing assessment. Research has shown problems with portfolio scoring reliability.  Condon and Hamp-Lyons (1994) found that readers do not attend equally to texts when evaluating a portfolio; judgments are arrived at early on in portfolio readings and that readers then read the remaining documents to either confirm or contradict initial judgment. They overcame this by re-constructing group readings and involvement of instructors in the construction of portfolios in order to change reading behavior; in essence forcing readers to pay more attention to all texts.  Other research (Hamp-Lyons & Condon, 1993) showed that readers found short cuts to evaluate portfolios in order to reduce the time and cognitive load required to assess them.  

However, individuality of the student is at heart one of the advantages of using portfolios. Each student’s progression through a degree program is potentially different based on their interests and career paths; their use of media and design may reflect that individuality as much as choice of content. Without flexibility and by overly standardizing elements of portfolio use, structured portfolios that use templates or strict requirements for content and design may stereotype students and eliminate the goals of portfolio pedagogy and assessment.  Without flexibility, the rhetorical nature of the portfolio is eliminated as choices are removed from students’ responsibility for demonstrating their own learning within the context and for the audience (Kimball, 2005, p. 453).  If we overly structure the compilation and presentation of a portfolio, we potentially undermine construct validity. 

Yet, varying types and number of documents in portfolios and flexibility in choice of media and design may jeopardize reliability. Students’ responsibility for the number and type of compositions included in their portfolios and its design meet rhetorical goals yet potentially compounds reliability issues because readers could be faced with evaluating portfolios with very different content and presentation.  One way to combat this problem may be to require each student to demonstrate learning as related to outcomes by composing a persuasive statement and using portfolio content and design as evidence. Variation in content/products should be minimal in achieving reliability because it is the persuasive statement that is scored (see Phase 2 scoring below (White, 2005)).  Therefore, individual compositions included as evidence can and will vary as will the media and presentation of them from student to student yet reliability concerns decrease.  As Kimball (2005) states, the object of assessment is not the individual contents of the portfolio but the connections, arrangement, arguments, and narrative that the student uses to connect those individual components to make them into a single composition (p. 437).

To achieve that, however, requires an assessment method that allows for scoring the portfolio without re-evaluating each individual piece. Phase 2 scoring has been proposed by Edward M. White (2005) as a procedure that is tied to portfolio theory and represents efficient practice.  Under Phase 2 procedures, students compose a reflective or persuasive statement as an argument to demonstrate growth and performance as it relates to program goals and outcomes and use the contents of the portfolio as evidence on which the argument is built.  As a result, rather than a random collection of work the student’s portfolio represents a rhetorical statement demonstrating learning and application in which the student has taken ownership and performed self-assessment.  For the evaluator, Stage 2 scoring eliminates the need to re-evaluate the individual compositions in the portfolio.  Instead, evaluation is focused on the persuasive statement as a rhetorical argument accompanied by evidence.   Cost and resources are reduced because evaluators are assessing one rather than multiple compositions, limiting the amount of time needed to read portfolios. Although White’s proposal and description of Phase 2 scoring focuses on content, the procedure can easily encompass media and design choices since these also demonstrate rhetorical decision-making for presenting evidence in an argument.
In addition, Phase 2 scoring may have added relevance in that it fits with a philosophy of information and technology as components of composing and delivering communication; that is as a complex literacy act in which medium and application are as essential to the rhetorical argument as is content:

· Students must evaluate their work in order to select the most appropriate compositions to include in the portfolio as evidence of learning.  This selection process is a literacy act: students must be able to read and assess their own writing/composing in order to make the best selection decisions.  This is an act of invention
· Students must compile selections to best present them as evidence in support of their persuasive statement. This is an act of organization or arrangement.  

· By composing a persuasive statement in which they are constructing an argument with evidence, students access and use information for a specific purpose and audience.  Although this act of inquiry involves their own work; it represents the construction of an argument through accessing, reading, evaluating, using, and presenting information within a specific context. This is an act of invention.
· Students must make a rhetorical decision of medium and/or application(s) to use for their portfolio.  

· Students use media/application(s) to demonstrate how well they are able to use technology and how well they understand the place of technology/media for creating linkages between disparate pieces of information.  This is an act of arrangement and delivery.
· Students select and use media/applications(s) to compose their portfolio to demonstrate ability to apply standards and conventions of use appropriate for the selected technology.  This is an act of delivery.
· Students use media/application(s) to create a persuasive statement linked to evidence to facilitate Phase 2 scoring.  The use of technology should facilitate the reader’s ability to read the memo and navigate the evidence. This is an act of invention, arrangement, style, and delivery.
· Delivery of the portfolio demonstrates an understanding of the relationship between form and content and how design and presentation facilitates the persuasive message. This is an act of invention, arrangement, style, and delivery.
Portfolios, Delivery, and Assessment

Validity issues may arise with the use of multimedia; however if outcomes reflect what is to be evaluated, validity issues lessen.  But if outcomes or criteria for the assessment do not include the use of media or presentation of the work, the use of multimedia may become little more than a distraction from the purpose so that students receive lower scores (or higher). Further, if the role of media is not articulated, there is a danger of over-valuing it in evaluation or of tipping the balance to design and delivery rather than to content and rhetorical purpose.  Would a reader, for example, rate a multimedia presentation with audio and video over a PowerPoint presentation?  Given the high stakes nature of assessment, understanding how multimedia use and reader reaction to it could be crucial for developing valid assessment measures and methods. As Reynolds and Rice (2006a) tell students in their guide to portfolio construction, “…impression you make on your audience has measurable stakes” (p. 32).
Electronic portfolios open up possibilities and opportunities for presentation that are not possible with print portfolios.  Portfolios constructed in the digital environment can take advantage of hyperlinking, interactivity, and the ability to mix text, audio, and video to create different perspectives and construct arguments in ways that are very different from print. While much is yet to be understood about how technology changes the nature, construction, and representation of portfolios, Yancey (2001) has traced patterns in digital portfolios: inclusion of learning from outside the classroom, inclusion of dialogue among students, faculty, and others may make electronic portfolios more social in nature; and they are live texts that can continue to evolve over time and inform choices (p. 24).  Yancey (2004) also describes digital portfolios as “different intellectual and affective opportunities” than print portfolios (p. 743).  According to Yancey, electronic portfolios allow for a different relationship between invention and arrangement through delivery. Hyperlinking, for example, can be used to associate specific sections in multiple documents to one another to make or reinforce a point.  In this way, instead of being solely relational, hyperlinking becomes analytical within the context of the argument being made and presented.  As Rice (2002) found, the importance of “rhetorical hyperlinking,” audience awareness, and the difference between writer-based and reader-based writing is critically important in helping students to produce electronic portfolios (p. 193).
However, electronic portfolios raise issues beyond the mere compilation and composing of reflective statements. Despite how entrenched and pervasive technology appears, many issues remain regarding access to technology and the skills needed to use it well.  Students (and faculty and programs) need access to technology in order to compose electronic portfolios and, potentially, instruction in the skills and abilities needed to use technology beyond traditional rhetorical and writing skills.  Logistical and ethical issues also arise with portfolios constructed with electronic media. Storage of paper portfolios can be problematic due to their size and volume.  While electronic portfolios eliminate this problem, they raise other issues related to where and how they will be stored, for how long, and who will have access to them (particularly after the student has graduated).  
To construct effective electronic portfolios to meet the goals of an assessment, self-assess their own work, and present a rhetorically sound portfolio, students must understand what I will call the literacy of delivery.  They must understand the role and use of media and how their choice of media impacts their decisions about design and presentation and their relationship to content to build an effective and rhetorical argument.  While at first glance students may see electronic portfolio construction as understanding of rhetorical purpose and audience and how best to construct an argument to meet the goals of the situation; electronic media introduces a more complex environment in which to do so and, as we have seen, presents students and faculty with literacy acts that are far more complex than existed in either orality or print. 

When composing an electronic portfolio for assessment, students negotiate a complex set of tasks. They must make decisions on multiple fronts: composing a persuasive statement, selecting evidence, and designing the portfolio.  For electronic portfolios all of these tasks must be integrated so that persuasion is explicitly linked to the evidence based on the design.  Purpose takes precedence over design so that the presentation should enhance and coalesce the purpose.  Rice (2002), in fact, declares that “Purpose is perhaps the most important element of digital portfolios” (p. 194). 

Traditionally in writing assessment, content has been evaluated in a way which emphasizes logos—providing evidence that outcomes or scoring criteria have been met.  When using multimedia to demonstrate how outcomes or standards have been met for assessment purposes, do ethos and pathos outweigh logos-centered appeals?  Or can delivery balance the three appeals so that they have equal weight within the broader rhetorical purpose?  An important feature of electronic portfolio delivery is the ability to contextualize information through linking so that multiple pathways may be created.  The most obvious result is that students may address multiple audiences and purposes with the same composition; however, creating linkages may also allow students to demonstrate performance or ability in multiple outcomes.

In addition, Kimball (2003) has said the use of multimedia may allow the student to incorporate personality (p. 127).  Ethos comes into play in this respect as portfolio authors use the design and presentation (as well as content) to construct character. Reynolds and Rice (2006a) describe students’ choices about language and design which are reflected in the portfolio’s appearance as self-presentation.  Further, Baron (2004) claims that the format of a portfolio sends a message that the author knows him/herself and knows what s/he wants to accomplish.  Myers (2005) agrees with this point of view, claiming that a portfolio’s presentation will expose who the author is and how s/he perceive(s) him/herself: “how you organize and present your concepts speak volumes about yourself” (p. 10). All of these perspectives harken back to classical conceptions of delivery in which ethos is invoked. The design and presentation of electronic portfolios is closely linked to style and shares many of the same characteristics as document design.  Consistency of design and navigation, page layout, the use of contrast, typography, page length, emphasis, and color all set a tone and send a message about the ethos of the author and the credibility of the work.
The ability to incorporate audio and images integrated with text to support the purpose of the portfolio is one of the major advantages of electronic delivery of portfolios over print. This directly ties multimedia use to the classical definition of delivery in that audio may provide portfolio authors with a way to incorporate voice, elocution, and diction to emphasize important information, to establish emotional appeal, and/or to provide the reader with insight into the author’s ethos.  Video may provide a way to incorporate gestures, body movement, as well as other images to also establish emotional appeal.  

How students incorporate media to construct a portfolio and their decisions about design and presentation should be based on rhetorical choices related to the purpose and audience.  One design option for electronic portfolios that is often cited is the use of metaphor.  Aristotle considered metaphor to be of value to provide “clearness, charm, and distinction” (Bizzell & Herzberg, 2001, p. 238). Metaphors can be effective ways of communicating a theme and creating linkages between ideas.  Some believe that the hypertextual nature of the WWW requires metaphor to allow readers to move between and among pieces because there are no pages to be turned to provide navigational aid as there are in print (Fischer, 1996).  However, metaphors can also be difficult to construct and require that the author and reader both must understand the metaphor. As Aristotle warned, they must be appropriate and fitting, otherwise they will not work. Further advice on the use of metaphor comes from the Rhetorica ad Herennium which says that metaphors may be used “for the sake of creating a vivid picture” (In Bizzell & Herzberg, 2001, p. 268).  Baron (2004) also points to the importance of metaphor so that portfolios can be visualized and to facilitate understanding of its organization in a clear, visual, and familiar manner. Myers (2005), on the other hand, points to the importance of a visual theme that ties the portfolio together to give viewers experience.  Visual theme may not necessarily be related to metaphor but may encompass design elements such as color, icons or buttons, sounds, images, or type. Other options for designing electronic portfolios have been tried. In Mullen et al. (2001), W. Webster Newbold describes the “autobiographical” model in which a literacy autobiography serves as the focal point and framework for the portfolio to encourage reflection as well as the academic literacy of argument and support.

Conclusion: What Does Delivery Have to Do With It?
Delivery takes on new and added meaning in the use of electronic portfolios for assessment for both students and faculty.  For students, an understanding of media and the variety of applications that can be used to present a portfolio is necessary.  This understanding, however, must go beyond mere technical skills or familiarity with specific applications.  Instead, students need a critical understanding of media as a set of tools which can be selected from to most appropriately meet the rhetorical situation.  For faculty, an understanding of media and how it impacts writing and their evaluation of it is needed in order to adapt assessment procedures that are valid and reliable.  The introduction of electronic media for constructing portfolios also highlights pedagogical issues and the need for developing programmatic outcomes and curriculum that reflect the nature of writing and the values of the program so that assessment reflects the teaching and learning that takes place within the classroom.  
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