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Abstract 

This paper reports on a case study from the Solomon Islands where national testing indicates 

poor performance in English literacy, particularly in the ability to write continuous text. 

Analysis of a sample of scripts was undertaken based on knowledge from Systemic 

Functional Linguistics (SFL) to reveal the weaknesses in students’ ability to elaborate on 

events within writing. Teaching and learning materials were subsequently developed using 

the results of the analysis, drawing on pedagogy associated with SFL. This study illustrates 

how a principled framework might be used to support the development of both students’ and 

teachers’ knowledge of language. 
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1. Introduction: using literacy testing for reform 

Performance in literacy has seen a proliferation of global, regional and national testing 

regimes in last 30 years, seeking to inform governments and others about progress in largely 

macro skills, such as reading and writing. Often the purposes of these tests are couched in 

terms of monitoring and providing quantitative information. The widely used Programme 

for International Student Assessment [PISA], for example, undertaken by 15 years olds in 76 

countries in reading, mathematics and science, purports to help “participating governments 

to regularly monitor educational outcomes against a common framework” (ACER, 2021b). In 

Australia, the National Assessment Program, through its main instrument, the National 

Assessment Program, Literacy & Numeracy [NAPLAN] for students in Years 3, 5, 7 and 9 

echoes this monitoring role by providing “the measure through which governments, 

education authorities and schools can determine whether or not young Australians are 

meeting important educational outcomes” (ACARA, 2016). In the setting for this paper, the 

Solomon Islands, the localised Solomon Islands Standardised Test of Achievement [SISTA] 

for students in Year 4 and 6 is couched as providing data for policy makers about 

achievement levels:  

An imperative of the SISTA program is that it provides the Minister and his policy 

makers with valid summaries regarding the health of the system and reliable 

measures of how well students are achieving the intended curriculum of the Ministry  

(ACER, 2016, p. 7) 

Such testing focusses on the capturing and presenting of data with which to make 

judgements and comparisons, often in the form of “league tables” and sites such My School 

in Australia and other Anglophone countries, spaces where schools and school authorities 

can be assessed and compared based on the results in national testing.  

Other tests, however, foreground the pedagogical use of results over merely providing data. 

As examples, the Progress in International Reading Literacy Study  [PIRLS] for Year 4 students 

worldwide claims to be “designed to inform educational policy and practice by providing an 

international perspective of teaching and learning in reading literacy” (ACER, 2021a) and the 

regional Pacific Islands Literacy and Numeracy Assessment [PILNA], used in 15 Pacific 

nations since 2012 to test literacy at Years 4 and 6, aims to improve student outcomes:  

The overall purpose of PILNA is to support the improvement of education outcomes 

of students in the Pacific Island countries…. [the data] provides a key source of 

information on student learning outcomes and contexts that could support potential 

intervention strategies (EQAP, 2019, p. 2, 82). 

The challenge, however, for educational authorities and governments is knowing how to use 

data to identify intervention strategies and improve educational outcomes.  

High stakes and widespread testing have been critiqued for many reasons, including the 

negative effect on particular groups of students (Macqueen et al, 2019) and the pressure 

placed on teachers to improve results, but without the skills to necessarily understand the 
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test and what the results mean (Dreher, 2012). Darling-Hammond (2004) notes that testing 

only points to the issues, but that improving achievement – and raising standards – requires 

a look at how the whole system is operating, including the teaching and the setting:  

Ultimately, raising standards for students so that they learn what they need to know 

requires raising standards for the system, so that it provides the kinds of teaching 

and school settings students need in order to learn.  (p. 1082) 

This paper is concerned with the second reason for testing, how analysis of test results 

might inform intervention strategies, particularly in reform and re-organisation of classroom 

language and literacy materials. It outlines how close analysis applying a Systemic Functional 

Linguistics [SFL] approach to a sample of student texts from the 2015 SISTA testing 

identified specific gaps in linguistic and text knowledge of upper primary students as  the 

basis for redesigning English teaching texts, starting in 2017 and currently in production. 

Presented here is the analysis undertaken on test scripts from Years 4 and 6 and examples 

of how activities are designed to provide teachers with explicit and visible language 

teaching. In doing so, the materials seek to raise their teachers’ knowledge of language, thus 

assisting them to teach language more clearly and raise standards across the system.  

This case study of analysis and action provides an example of how educational agencies in 

similar settings might use test data – what is actually produced by students – to take a 

principled approach to designing intervention strategies. 

2. Language in Solomon Islands and learning English  

Solomon Islands, a Pacific country of 640 000 people (SISNO, 2015) living across an 

archipelago of nearly 700 islands is a multilingual setting, with 73 first languages and further 

dialects (Simons & Fennig, 2017). While the creole Pijin is the widely used lingua franca, 

English is the official language and nominated language of education (Solomon Islands 

Government, 2016), due to British colonisation prior to independence in 1978. While 

neighbouring countries, such as Papua New Guinea and Vanuatu, employ a lingua franca for 

public uses including education, Solomon Islands Pijin has few official uses and the local 

Ministry of Education and Human Resource Development [MEHRD] maintains a strong 

English-only policy in publications and oral messaging. However, as found in other settings 

(e.g. Cincotta-Segi, 2011; Probyn 2006; Quinn, 2013), teachers in Solomon Islands 

classrooms move between English and a variety of languages to make meaning. 

To support learning English in schools, between 1995 and 2005 MEHRD had developed an 

English language teaching program, Nguzu Nguzu English for Standards (Years) 1 – 6. This 

program currently constitutes the only language resource for many classrooms across the 

country, and many classrooms may only have one copy for the teacher. The Years 4 – 6 

program consists of student textbooks organised around themed units about Solomon 

Islands and the world, some anthologies and teacher guides. The program espouses a 

“Whole Language” approach to English teaching, articulated in teachers’ guides, with an 

emphasis on immersion and “natural ways” or learning a language, echoing naturalistic 
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theories usually reserved for learning a first language (Goodman, 1977; Graves, 1983), 

popular in Australia in the 1980s. The following advice is given to teachers: 

• Children should be exposed to spoken and written English as much as possible (this is 

sometimes called “immersion”) 

• Children should learn English in a natural way from their environment, society and 

culture 

• Children should learn English in a meaningful context, such as through a story or 

activity rather through repetition and meaningless drills 

(MEHRD, 1995, p. 3) 

What is problematic here is that English is neither “natural” or in the community to be 

“exposed to spoken and written English”, thus there are few opportunities in which to be 

immersed. The stated reason for learning English – “Confidence in English contributes 

significantly to the achievement of social, cultural, economic and political potential” 

(MEHRD, 2005a, 4) – contrasts with the setting in which most aspects of social and cultural 

life, and even economic and political life, are rendered solely in Pijin and other first 

languages, providing little opportunity or impetus to use English outside the classroom. 

Thus, the responsibility tends to lie with the school and textbooks to provide opportunities 

for learning and using this official language.  

The strength of the current teaching materials is that “meaningful contexts” are established 

for learning English through the inclusion of local issues and history. In Year 5, for example, 

the unit “Modern Heroes” (MEHRD, 2005b) recounts the life and achievements of an early 

prime minister, Solomon Mamaloni, and other notables from independence and beyond. 

However, this meaningful context is not then supported with explicit teaching of English or 

activities that might build toward representing reflection on the “heroes” through writing. 

For example, once students have read the recount of the life of Solomon Mamaloni, there is 

a comprehension activity that touches on the ideas of “hero”, the following activity is 

concerned with the use of much or more in sentences, having no reference to Solomon 

Mamaloni or heroes. Further, there is no explanation about when to use much or more 

correctly, leading students to engage in a linguistic guessing game, rather than building 

knowledge about countables/noncountables in English. Next, a spelling activity presents the 

following words for learning and inserting into given sentences: arm, take, began, another, 

nervous, animal, important, popular, famous, basket. Again, these words do not appear in 

the stimulus text nor build knowledge about modern heroes. The final activity is to 

construct a recount of a “local hero”, offering prompts for content (Make a list of reasons 

why you think the person you have chosen is a hero, p. 5), but without showing how to use 

the model text of the ex-prime minister to write about someone in the community. Thus, 

language learning does not capitalise on the meaningful context built by the initial text or 

show the ways to build new extended, continuous texts.  
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Units of work throughout the textbooks for Years 4 – 6 present a similar pattern to this 

example outlined, with rich texts followed by a variety of isolated activities to use English 

episodically. Even within the isolated activities, little explanation is provided about how to 

understand and use new language forms. Little opportunity is taken to capitalise on model 

texts to build extended, culminating texts.  

However, it is the ability to produce extended, continuous text that is assessed in the writing 

component of national SISTA testing at Years 4 and 6, where students are required to 

address the given prompt (identical prompt for both levels: to write a recount). Test results 

have proven to be poor. In 2015, despite the majority of students in both Year 4 and 6 being 

at or above the standard (71.4% and 58.7%, respectively) in reading, for writing, only 15.2% 

of Year 4 students reached the standard, and only 31% in Year 6 (ACER, 2016), shown in 

Table 1.  These results were similar to those found in 2013 testing (ACER, 2013).  

 

2015 
ABOVE 

expected 

level 

AT 

expected 

level 

EMERGING 

AT 

expected level 

CRITICALLY 

BELOW 

expected level 

Year 4 

SISTA 1 Reading  43.4% 28% 18.6% 11% 

SISTA 1 Writing  7.6% 7.6% 14.8% 70% 

Year 6 

SISTA 2 Reading 35% 23.7% 14.6% 4% 

SISTA 2 Writing 14.6% 16.4% 21.6% 31% 

Table 1: Results summary of Year 4 & 6 SISTA, 2015, Literacy testing (ACER, 2016, p. 12) 

 

The establishment of a Literacy Program Management Unit [LPMU] in 2014 sought to 

understand and address the issues in language and literacy performance, and between 2014 

and 2016 the language teaching program for Years 1 – 3 had been comprehensively 

reformed to build foundational literacy skills.  Taking an SFL approach, the reform included 

identifying a viable model for learning English in a multilingual setting, a program of training 

for classroom teachers and literacy support officers, and the redevelopment of language 

teaching resources. The rationale for the focus on SFL as an underlying principle for literacy 

reform is detailed below.  

3. Choosing a theoretical model 

In seeking to help teachers and students understand how to use English as a language not 

used in the community, the best choice of a model is one that provides both a way of 

analysing and understanding how language works as well as a way to talk about and teach 

language, clearly and explicitly. Based on the work of Michael Halliday (for example, 1968, 

1975, 1996) and developed further by colleagues such as Christie (for example, 2002, 2013), 
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Martin (for example, 2009) and Matthiessen (for example, 1995; Matthiessen & Halliday, 

2009), SFL is a meaning-based model of language that articulates various strata of a text: 

genre (social purpose), discourse, lexicogrammar and graphology/phonology. It has been 

widely adaption for classroom use, in Australia and other settings (e.g. Christie, 2002; 

Derewianka, & Jones, 2016; Macken-Horarik, Love & Unsworth, 2011; Martin & Rose, 2005; 

Schleppegral, 2016) as a way of understanding the texts that students are expected to 

produce.  

As noted by Christie (2013), the analysis of classroom texts in the 1980s led to both an 

understanding of the sort of texts that children encountered in school and documenting of 

generic structures, discourse patterns and sentence-level structures of prototypical texts, 

such as recounts, narratives, explanations, procedures, reports and procedures. SFL then 

provides a way of understanding the specific discourse and lexicogrammatical choices that 

realise social goals, for example, how to tell a story, how to instruct a process, how to 

recount an experience. Halliday identified three metafunctions for language: experiential, 

textual and interpersonal.  Experiential meanings are those that shape the content,  

the set of options whereby the speaker encodes his experience of the process of the 

external world, and of the internal world of his [sic] own consciousness, together 

with the participants in these processes and their attendant circumstances (Halliday, 

1973, p. 134) 

The textual metafunction is concerned with how meanings are ordered within the text, for 

example, what is in the initial position in the clause – the Theme position – that indicates 

what the writer “assigns prominence in the clause” (Halliday, 1968, p. 212). Halliday (1968) 

notes that these two metafunctions are closely linked, that they “cannot be entirely isolated 

from one another in a description of the syntax of the clause” (p. 170) indicating how 

writers use particular grammatical items to organise the content of the text.  

Since Halliday viewed the clause as “organized as an interactive event” (Halliday & 

Matthiessen 2013, p. 134), the final metafunction, the interpersonal, is concerned with how 

meaning in construed between the writer and the reader, how information is offered and 

received within speech acts and the how evaluative meanings are built through language 

choices. Halliday contended that “Meaning is intersubjective activity, not subjective” 

(Halliday 1992, p. 354; emphasis in the original), thus meaning is made between those 

interacting with the text.  Further understanding of interpersonal meanings at discourse 

level has been enriched by the work of Martin and White (2005) in building an Appraisal 

framework to account for affect, judgement and appreciation in texts. 

To illustrate how SFL metafunctions are used to understand the features of a text, the 

following explanation refers to Figure 1 which gives an example of a personal recount, the 

text that is the focus for the SISTA tests in 2015.   
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Yesterday all Year 5 went on an excursion to the rainforest at Minnamurra for our project on 

ecosystems.  

When we arrived, we could smell the damp air and we could hear the sound of the lyrebirds.  

First, we watched a video about the different plants and animals in the rainforest and how they live 

together. Then our guide took us to the rainforest and showed us the trees that formed the canopy. 

There were huge fig trees with massive buttress roots. Some were hundreds of years old and were as 

wide as the room of a house. 

[2 paragraphs omitted here] 

We really enjoyed our visit to the rainforest and we learnt a lot about how an ecosystem works.  

   

Figure 1: Personal recount, shortened that given by Derewianka and Jones (2016, p. 127). 

A personal recount is widely used in oral forms for everyday encounters to “share 

experiences and attitudes of all kinds” (Martin & Rose, 2008, p. 51) and written more 

formally in school settings. Typically, the generic structure is an orienting statement and 

then a record of events, organised chronologically. The personal nature of the text is 

heightened with a comment, providing some appraisal of the whole activity – We really 

enjoyed our visit – or interspersed throughout the text in response to events.  

Although two paragraphs have been removed, each paragraph is organised around the 

details of each event, moving through the phases of the day. Experientially, the sentences 

contain process (or verb) choices that are predominantly concerned with activity – arrived, 

watched, took – and existence (the way things are) – were – all in the past tense. As well as 

the use of personal pronouns – I, we – extended noun groups provide detail of the entities 

encountered – the sound of the lyrebirds, the trees that formed the canopy, a video about 

the different plants and animals in the rainforest – and attributes – as wide as the room of a 

house. Further detail is provided through the use of circumstances, those words or phrases 

that “illuminate the process [verb] in some way” (Butt et al., 2000, p. 64), by explaining 

location (to the rainforest, at Minnamurra), time (Yesterday, First) and reason (for our 

project on ecosystems). Other common circumstances might include manner (e.g. quickly, 

badly) or accompaniment (e.g. with the rest of the class, along with my teacher).  

The chronology of a personal recount is maintained by the textual choices, typically 

foregrounding circumstances and clauses indicating time in Theme position, seen here in 

Yesterday, When we arrived, First. Textual coherence is built through the reference chains, 

such as the recurring use of we to represent Year 5 and use of components of the ecosystem 

– trees, lyrebirds, canopy, plants and animals – to link the experiences and aim of the day.  

Interpersonally, the author unfolds the recount as a collection of declarative statements, 

offered to the reader without invitation to engage further. The author provides some 

comment on the day (we really enjoyed our visit), but the use of more technical description 
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of what they learnt suggests that the author views the experience as a school activity that 

builds factual information rather than a particularly emotional experience. 

This analysis illustrates the opportunities and resources SFL provides for “noticing” 

particular facets of the language and how language realises particular meanings, a way to 

“see (and in some cases ‘re-see’) language as fundamentally a tool for thinking with, a 

meaning-making resource (as opposed to, for example, a set of rules)” (Coffin, 2010, p. 2). In 

the classroom, SFL proponents have explored the ways in which teachers might use this 

understanding of how texts work to explicitly articulate knowledge about language, using a 

“visible pedagogy” (Macken-Horarik, 1998) to recycle language into the creation of new 

texts. Various classrooms studies have found that building students’ explicit language 

knowledge has improved students’ literacy achievement (e.g.  Quinn, 2004; Gebhard et al., 

2014; Macken-Horarik & Morgan, 2011). Particularly useful for teaching is working with 

whole texts to make the connection between reading (seeing language in use) and writing 

(using language in new ways).  

While developed initially in English-dominant contexts, SFL-based strategies have seen 

further adaptations into teaching English as an additional language [EAL] in a number of 

contexts (see NALDIC Quarterly Special Issue, 2010; Firkins, Forey & Sengupta, 2007; Lin, 

2016). While cognitive approaches to second language acquisition have worked with ideas 

of comprehensible input (Krashen, 1985) and output (Swain, 1985), Jones & Lock (2010) 

point out that language production is not enough, but rather noticing how language 

functions within its social – functional – context is vital. In the Solomon Islands setting, 

English functions in school and other formal contexts so students need to understand how 

school genres – such as recounts – work and how best to use this language for academic 

success.  

In reviewing and redeveloping the teaching materials for Years 1 – 3 in Solomon Islands, SFL 

principles were used to develop explicit reading and writing teaching strategies, that bring 

attention to text, sentence and word structures and produce extended texts linked to 

reading (this work is detailed in Quinn, 2021). To extend the opportunity for “seeing” 

language into Years 4 – 6, the 2015 SISTA tests provided the opportunity to identify both 

specific strengths and gaps students currently had in writing which led to such poor results. 

The overall aim of the activity was then to build on these strengths and address the gaps 

through explicit and contextualised advice to teachers within new textbooks. 

4. Supporting teachers to teach 

Taking a wider international focus, the importance of teachers’ professional knowledge in 

supporting students has been noted (Guerrero et al., 2012; World Bank, 2018), with global 

reforms aimed at creating “teachers with greater knowledge of the subjects they teach” 

(Glewwe et al., 2011). While deep knowledge about English will invariably help teachers to 

support students to learn this “subject”, the question arises as how much specialised 

knowledge teachers need to teach effectively (Macken-Horarik et al., 2011; Love, 2010). In 
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resource-poor settings, where teacher training is difficult and expensive, and the target 

language is not used, the larger question remains: how will this knowledge be built?  

One answer to this challenge is to produce teaching materials that support students’ 

learning, but also raise teachers’ own knowledge. Harwood (2013) suggests that good 

teacher guides make the link between research and practice:  

Although the area is under-researched, it is clear that innovative guides can develop 

teachers, expanding their content and pedagogical knowledge through exposure to 

the latest research findings and ideas for activities that they never previously 

considered. (p. 27) 

Scripting teaching materials and lesson plans in order to direct teaching practice closely has 

been critiqued as reducing teachers’ creativity (e.g. Commeyras, 2007; Dresser, 2012). 

However, in settings with low teacher training overall and particularly in non-community 

language – such as Solomon Islands— scripted materials have been found to provide the 

high support needed to guide teachers into new ways of teaching (Schneider & Krajcik, 

2002). The teacher guides produced for Years 1 – 3 are semi-scripted, and teachers had 

reported in informal discussions that the guides help to know what to do with the texts1. 

Thus, the LMPU staff decided, in consultation with regional educational leaders, that similar 

support would be provided in Years 4 – 6, to support teachers to understand better how 

English works.  

A further factor in deciding to focus on making textbooks highly supportive emerged from 

the responses to a 2016 survey of teachers undertaken by the LPMU in preparation for 

reforming the textbooks. Teachers indicated that they generally went first to the textbook 

as lesson preparation, rather than the teachers’ notes. Thus, key information about 

language is located in the textbook for every activity, ensuring both students and teachers 

have access, and that teachers are provided ways of explaining language clearly and how to 

use immediately. The teachers’ guide provided ways to further enhance lessons and 

learning.   

What follows is the analysis phase of the project, undertaken chiefly by the language 

consultant (the author), but in collaboration with the local literacy staff in the LPMU. The 

process provided an opportunity to strengthen language knowledge through the process of 

co-analysing texts. 

5. Method for analysis phase of the SISTA texts 

5.1 Study sample 

SISTA is administered as a sample test, in the same manner as other multi-site tests (e.g. 

PISA). Using sampling validated by ACER (2016, p. 10), the 2015 test was administered to 

                                                           
1 No formal evaluation has taken place of these materials 
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3322 Year 4 students and 3099 Year 6 students, representing about 20% of the enrolment at 

each level2.  

For this present study, sample of texts from the 2015 SISTA test was selected from the Year 

4 (SISTA 1) and Year 6 (SISTA 2) cohort. As there was no systematic archiving of tests, 

convenience sampling (Lavrakas, 2008) was employed initially to select from what was 

available, that is, what the literacy team could locate at the MEHRD Assessment office, in 

boxes labelled “SISTA 2015”. Purposive sampling (Silverman, 2001) was then employed to 

select across available sites, gender and writing success, to provide some representation of 

the whole cohort of students who sit the test, methodologically to make appropriate 

inferences of the general population (Arber, 1993). Texts were considered if they contained 

a discernible recount text. Excluded, for example, was a paper that contained a list of words, 

but no clause structure, and two papers where students had copied the instructions for 

writing a recount, supposedly from a classroom poster. Most of the 13 provinces (though 

not all) were included and a near-equal set of boys’ and girls’ texts were extracted from the 

available sites, as well as a range of marker-allocated scores, out of 30 marks. Table 2 

provides the numbers of texts derived from this sampling. 

 

N 

Gender SISTA Scores Scores across genders 

 Boys Girls 
Top 

score 
Low 

score 

Score 
>15/30 

N 

Score 
<15/30 

N 

Boys  
>15/30 

N 

Girls 
>15/30 

N 

Boys  
<15/30 

N 

Girls 
<15/30 

N 

Whole 
sample  80 39 41   28 52 13 15 26 26 

SISTA 1 40 18 22 21/30 0/30 7 33 3 4 15 18 

SISTA 2 40 21 19 30/30 0/30 21 19 10 11 11 8 

Table 2: Sample characteristics 

Scoring by local markers used eight criteria (Relevance, Text features, Organisation, 

Coherence & structure, Vocabulary, Grammar, Punctuation, Spelling), but it was not clear 

how these terms were defined. Closer analysis showed that there were many discrepancies 

between how these were applied to texts. On the whole, longer, neater, well-spelt scripts 

attracted higher marks, while some very short, messy, badly spelled texts attracted zero, 

despite having a discernible recount structure, for example. The deviance from the markers’ 

scores ranged from -/+8 marks in Year 4 and -12/+ 9 in Year 6, indicating sizeable 

differences. However, applying an SFL lens to the texts produced a similar range of stronger 

and weaker writing, features of which will be discussed below.  

While the reliability of markers – teachers and principals from around the country – is both 

concerning and interesting to consider further, this paper seeks to explore what students 

produced as evidence of their linguistic resources rather than critique the marking 

                                                           
2 Based on most current data (2013) available from MEHRD http://www.mehrd.gov.sb/documents  
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behaviour. Implications for further teacher knowledge-building in order to allot scores more 

reliably is discussed in the final section of the paper. 

5.2 Analysis parameters 

Each script was anonymised, scanned, coded for gender, location and score (allocated and 

re-allocated) and then typed verbatim to provide an accurate rendering of the language. To 

aid analysis of the scripts, some editing accounted for omissions, spelling mistakes and 

slippages into Pijin. For example, in transcribing the clause so am very happy, the assumed I 

was added [I] to understand the implied clause participant; in another place bus was 

changed to bush to account for Pijin pronunciation of the word. Such changes did not 

change the grammatical functions, but rather assisted in providing plausible rendering of 

the meanings.  

The text task for SISTA 2015 was to write “about something interesting that you did during 

your last holidays”, prompting students to a personal recount, as exemplified earlier in this 

paper. The texts produced ranged in length from 15 to 283 words, with most texts between 

75 and 150 words. Rather than analyse all possible resources within the scope of SFL, the 

analysis here is concerned with the macro ability to create a purposeful text and the those 

features that were most salient in terms of the students’ use of English, specifically the 

manner in which they construed their experiences at sentence-level. Thus, the discussion 

will explore:  

 text staging of a personal recount 

 experiential function, realised at the lexicogrammar level through the use of 

participants, process and circumstances 

 textual function, realised at the lexicogrammar level through the use of Theme and 

reference patterns across a text 

The interpersonal metafunction was not a focus for this study at the sentence level of the 

text, but some discussion will be made in regard to the way students use the Comment 

phase to provide elements of appraisal at a discourse semantic level.  

It is noted that within the existing textbooks, recounts had been modelled – for example, 

the life of Solomon Mamaloni that was discussed earlier in this paper – and included some 

personal recounts. However, the focus of the activities for writing was on events rather than 

reflection, thus students had not been taught many of the features that might be expected 

in the text. In this way, the study reveals what students are able to do with minimal support, 

and to suggest what might be supported in the future.  

    

The presentation of the scripts uses a framework similar to that employed by SFL analysts 

(e.g. Eggins, 1994), presenting clauses and constituent labels beneath. Since the sampled 

texts did not vary greatly in the manner that they set up clauses, it was possible to set up 

constituent headings in the analysis tables, not usually a feature of this sort of analysis, but 



 

12 
 

illustrates the consistent structures used by these writers. Theme choices are indicated with 

shading and generic structure is indicated in the righthand column.  

In discussing the analysis of student scripts, four have been used to exemplify characteristics 

of lower and higher achieving scripts from each test and are representative of scripts in the 

sample. Using pseudonyms, the weaker texts are labelled Samuel (Year 4) and Julie (Year 6) 

while Sera (Year 4) and John (Year 6, in the Appendix) illustrate texts with more complex 

language.  

 

6. Analysis findings  

6.1 Features of weaker writing 

The scripts deemed “weaker” in this study are those with incomplete Recount staging 

(usually no Comment and/or undeveloped Record of Events) and few elaborated linguistic 

items, particularly using few circumstances throughout. Such scripts also tend to contain a 

high amount of repetition. Texts from Samuel and Julie illustrate typical papers from this 

part of the sample, seen in Tables 3 and 4. 

 

Last one week holiday I went with my brother to the Island. we fishing sea. swim in the sea. we dance in beach. I really 
enjoy that day on Island. 

 

Clause analysis Text 

Structure Conj Time markers Participants Processes   

1 
 

Last one week 
holiday 

I went with my brother to the Island. 
Orientation 

 Circ: Time  Action Circ: Acc Circ: Place 

2 
  we fishing [in the]sea  

Record of 

events 

   Action Circ: Place  

3 
  [we] swim in the sea  

   Action Circ: Place  

4 
  we dance  in beach  

   Action Circ: Place  

5 
  I really enjoy that day on [the] Island 

Comment 
   Feeling Participant Circ: Place 

Table 3: Samuel’s text (SISTA 1) 

 

one day I went to the island with my Mother I colled some coconut in the island I stat fish I caugt a big fish. I came 
back in evening I cook the fish my family eat the fish 

 

Clause analysis Text 
Structure Conj Time markers Participants Processes   

1 
 one day I went to the island 

with my 
Mother Orientation 

 Circ: Time  Action Circ: Place Circ: Acc 

2 
  I collected some coconut in the island Record of 

events    Action Participant  Circ: Place 
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3 
  I started fishing  
   Action  

4 
  I caught a big fish  
   Action Participant   

5 
  I came back in evening  

   Action Circ: Time  

6 
  I cook the fish  

   Action Participant   

7 
  my family eat the fish  

   Action Participant   

Table 4: Julie’s text (SISTA 2) 

Both texts constitute recounts since both outline a larger activity – in both cases, going to an 

island – and are oriented through a time, a place, and accompanying family members. In 

fact, most recounts in this group similarly establish an overall activity with such elements, 

with all texts starting with a time circumstance, like these, Last one week holiday and one 

day. Typical examples include One day at my holiday, Yesterday, Last holidays and During 

my school holiday. A few students in this group use Once upon a time, presumably as the 

instructions directed “Write a story (recount)…” leading some students to use a 

circumstance more congruent with a traditional  fairy tale. 

Having established the context with an orientation, most texts here, such as Julie’s, follow 

with events linked to the main activity, finishing by simply arriving home and eating fish, or 

with the discourse signal The end [of] my story. About a third of the recounts in this weaker 

group, like Samuel, add a comment on the experience in the final sentence, I really enjoy[ed] 

that day on the island, or occasionally within the text. Examples of this summative comment 

are we enjoy[ed] our fishing trip and went back home and I was enjoying my school holiday 

with my friend. Thus, the purpose of a recount is visible across the weaker texts in providing 

a record of events, some with comment and evaluation that realise more strongly a personal 

recount. 

In terms of events, the verb groups choices construe everyday material processes, or 

actions, in the life of a village child – went, fish, dance, cook, eat – with few internal 

processes that would indicate thoughts and feelings, the exception here being when Samuel 

uses enjoy. In such weaker texts, the processes are largely around the action of going to an 

island and catching/eating fish, with some playing football and swimming, all congruent with 

holiday activities and without complexity.   

The participants within weaker texts are marked by high repetition of simple noun groups.  

The participant choice in Samuel’s text is predominantly we and I, with the addition of the 

fish in Julie’s. There are few modifiers (e.g. adjectives) to provide richer description, and 

Julie’s use of the big fish is the largest noun group shown here. Across other weaker texts, I 

and we are similarly prevalent and repeated, with short noun groups, often modified with 

my: my mother, my friend, my brother, my team. Other short noun groups denote the 

island, the fish, some kumara, the canoe, the holiday, some presents, some fish. Across this 

group of texts, the longest noun group is the people in my community, but generally there is 
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little embedding of information into the descriptions of people, places and things involved in 

the events.  

Circumstantial information is also highly repetitious with few types being used. Most 

students use a circumstance of time to orient their text, such as Samuel’s use of Last one 

week holiday and Julie’s one day, and while Julie uses in the evening further into her text, 

there are few other references to time are used within recounts to organise the unfolding 

events. As shown in the earlier reference text, time or order would be expected throughout 

a recount.  

It might also be expected that a recount would be further organised through the use of 

temporal and ordering conjunctions, such as then or next. However, such conjunctions are 

not evident in these texts or other texts in this group. 

What Samuel and Julie are more concerned about is the placement of activities – to/in/on 

the island, in the sea, in [the] beach – and who they went with – with my brother, with my 

mother. Again, these choices are typical across all sample texts with place (in the house, in 

the sea, to my home, at the store, in the village) being the most common circumstance 

choice, with instances of accompaniment (with them, with my friend, with me). Most 

noticeable across these texts is that while the orienting clause has some complexity in 

useing multiple circumstances (Samuel uses time, accompaniment and place), writers then 

tend to use recurring and unelaborated clause patterns across the text. For example, 

Samuel uses a pattern of participant-process-circumstance and Julie uses participant-

process-participant. Thus, the texts are highly repetitious in terms of the order of elements 

within the clause and the nature of those elements.  

Finally, in highlighting the words or phrases in Theme position, the students’ choices of 

clause focal points are revealed. In the case of Samuel and Julie, beyond the orienting clause 

they thematise themselves and companions, congruent with the personal nature of the text. 

Students with more focus on the recount aspect included circumstances of time in Theme 

position, such as On Monday, after[that], every morning, on my last day, but generally, 

clauses in this group begin with the thematised participant, themselves and their 

companions.  

 

6.2 Features of stronger texts 

While the length of a script is not a guarantee of linguistic competency, it is noticeable that 

scripts longer than 15 clauses tend to include more complexity in the language and more 

variety of expression. One overriding feature of the stronger and more complex texts is that 

they tended to report on experiences of travelling beyond their home, to the capital, 

Honiara, or larger towns such as Auki. Such experiences provided the student writer not 

only more to diverse activities to write about, but the considerable impact made by the 

novelty of their experiences provided them with distinctive detail and reactions. Thus, the 

opportunity to holiday in “exotic” locations presented an advantage in this task, particularly 
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over students without the means to travel the distances needed to have such an experience. 

As an example of the impact of such opportunity, one of the stronger texts came from a boy 

in Renbel, a remote and tiny island group over an hour’s flight from Honiara . This text 

enthusiastically described a trip to the capital to see his family, with the delightful 

observation “I played with someone I didn’t know. His detailing of the various new 

experiences indicated the stark difference from life on his island and provided more 

experiential and interpersonal opportunities to write about. While it is possible to write with 

depth and detail about the experience of visiting an island and fishing, it was noted that the 

weaker texts are mainly concerned with these more everyday experiences for village 

children, less of what would constitute a holiday, and perhaps providing less “interesting” 

material to recount. Thus, the task itself set up some inequities in simply having “a holiday” 

to write about.  

To illustrate linguistically stronger texts, the initial 11 clauses (of 28) from Sera in Year 4 are 

analysed in Table 5. In consideration of space, a second text at this level by John in Year 6 is 

provided in the appendix and will be discussed with Sera’s.  

 

In my holidays I went to Honiara with my sister and we aurred to the wolf. my casin sister talk me to the car and she 
give me my fare and I give to the drava. I like to ging to Kolale area them after three week my mother and my brother 
came to Honiara too. so am very happy because my mother was come after four week my mothe told me to shopping 
some drese and sikes for me them my mother said tomoro I went home then I cry for her and my mothe said okey you 
and me will go home tomoro. on morning I works up we prepare your thing ready we weit for car. sandely the car has 
come and went insaid and said goodbuy anuty okey buy so she anrrel to the wolf and we went to the ship before the 
[ship] went out my brother said goodbuy. this is the end of the story. 

 

Clause analysis 1 - 11 Text 
Structure Conj Time markers Participants Processes   

1 
 In my holidays I      went to Honiara 

with my 
sister Orientation 

 Circ: Time  Action Circ: Place Circ: Acc 

2 
and  we arrived to the wharf 

Record of 

Events 

   Action Circ: Place  

3 
  

my cousin 

sister 
took  me to the car 

   Action Participant Circ: Place 

4 
and  she give me my fare 
   Action Participant   

5 
and  I give to the driver 

   Action Circ: Place  

6 
  I liked going to Kolale area  

Comment 
    Circ: Place  

7 
Then  

after three 
weeks 

my mother 
and my 
brother 

came to Honiara  Record of 

Events 

 Circ: Time  Action Circ: Place  

8 
so  [I] am very happy  

Comment 
   Relating Attribute  

9 
because  my mother was come   
   Action   
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10 
 

after four 
weeks 

my mother told  me  

Record of 

Events 

 Circ: Time  Saying Participant   

11 
   

to [go] 
shopping 

[for] some dresses 
and skirts 

for me 

   Action Circ: Reason 
Circ: 
Reason 

Table 5: “Sera” (part analysis, clauses 1 - 11) (SISTA 1) 

 

In terms of recount structure, Sera’s text is strengthened through Comment stages worked 

throughout the text, providing reflection on the various events: she liked going to Kolale; 

she was very happy because my mother was come [came], and then sad when her mother 

left, I cry for her. In this regard, John’s text is more similar to the weaker texts, using only 

two comments: I’m so interesting[interested] to watch the game; and, we enjoy eating pig 

and fish. On the whole, the texts in this stronger group use forms of appraisal throughout 

the text, realised through clauses such as I am so/very happy, I am very happy about our 

hunting trip to Papatura Island, I was very pleased with all the things we buy, I hope to have 

another Christmas holiday like this.  

Since Sera had a rich experience to draw upon, there are a variety of process types, using 

material processes for actions (e.g. arrived, took, give, go shopping), and internal process to 

show pleasure (I liked going), a relating process to provide an attribute (I am very happy) 

and processes for indicating talk (e.g.  told, said).  In fact, longer texts contained stretches of 

dialogue (e.g. So we say to him if you want to climb you just climb it and he says it’s okay; 

My uncle told me about a celebration and he asked me did you want to go with me and I 

said yes) however, such runs of talk are not complex or linguistically detailed. Yet, dialogue 

does present the means of including particular interactions in the recount that weaker texts 

are not able to do, most notably the thoughts and actions of participants beyond the 

narrator.  

John’s text also contains some process types beyond material, particularly to verbal 

processes to include talk: welcome, told, call. Other stronger texts contain predominantly 

material processes, congruent with a recount, but also a variety of processes throughout, 

such as verbal (mainly, said), mental (I thought to myself, we enjoy my school holidays, I 

love you) and relational (our pot was full of fish, my team was the best, there are a lot of 

things, we have many stories).  

Stronger texts tended to include various participants as actors, rather than solely I as seen in 

weaker texts. While a personal recount is concerned with the actions of the writer, Sera is 

also able to recount the actions of other people and things my cousin sister, my mother and 

my brother and later, the car, she, the ship. She also includes a range of people, places and 

things within the text, though the noun groups are still very short, as seen in the earlier 

texts. Similarly, John shifts between participants, but without much description beyond my 
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sister, his [her] husband, the fish, again, a feature of most texts where most noun groups are 

prefaced with my, some or the: my grandfather, my sister, my teacher, some firewood, some 

sweets, the celebration, the coconut, the wharf.  A few writers create longer participants, 

such as the student enamoured of a larger sells-everything store on her trip to Honiara, a 

beautiful shop called “Ausmart” where she bought all the things that we want. Such 

extended noun groups are rare in the sampled texts.  

Most noticeable in these stronger texts is the control over circumstances, particularly being 

able to use time circumstances in Theme position to orient the events across the text. Like 

texts at all levels, Sera begins with a circumstance of time, In my holidays. However, she 

goes on to organise her events around time: after three weeks, after four weeks, on [the] 

morning and, later in a clause, tomorrow.  John uses a similar pattern: last week, at my 

arriving, at the evening, the next day. Other students use one day, on Tuesday morning, the 

next day, after the holiday to unfold events.  

Still looking at circumstances, the stronger texts use not only a greater number overall, but a 

greater variety of types. While place still predominates in these texts – down to the beach, 

to the village, near my village – and accompaniment is still common – with my mother, with 

my brother, with my father – like Sera, writers in this groups employ other types, such as 

reason (for fishing) and manner (suddenly, quickly).  

However, it is this latter group of being able to say how things happened through 

circumstances of manner that are conspicuously absent across all texts. It would be 

expected that student writers provide detail as to how they went (for example, quickly, 

straight way or slowly), how they played football (for example, well or badly), how they 

danced (for example, excitedly, traditionally or happily). Yet this resource is under-used 

across the entire sample. 

Overall, there is a paucity of circumstances across texts – strong and weak – with many 

clauses containing no detail to the activities. To illustrate this, across the sample there is an 

average of 15 clauses per text (25 clauses in stronger texts, 10 in weaker texts, for contrast), 

but only 10 clauses per text might contain a circumstance, even fewer considering the 

propensity for multiple circumstances in the orienting clause. Of circumstances used, over 

56% denote place, 28% for time, leaving around 7% each for accompaniment and reason, 

and less than 2% for manner. In other words, saying how something happened rarely occurs 

at any level. This appears a gap in language resources and remediating it could improve how 

students think about and write about experiences. 

To conclude the discussion of the stronger texts, a final aspect is what writers foregrounded 

in their clauses, that is, put in Theme position. Sera’s text uses a variety of ways to focus the 

clause, including time, logical conjunctions, such as because, so, and various participants. 

John also moves the focus of the clause between time and participants. This movement of 

Themes choices breaks some of the repetitiveness seen in the weaker texts, though writers 
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are still re-using phrases and words that are familiar, allowing them to bring focus to various 

aspects of the activity that they are recounting. 

Finally, while differences between stronger and weaker texts are evident, they are not vast, 

indicating that there are a number of linguistic gaps that can be addressed in re-designing 

language materials. These are outlined in the next section. 

7. Taking action 

As noted from the outset, this analysis was firmly oriented around action, to provide data 

that could be used to review and improve the English textbooks at Years 4, 5 and 6. This 

analysis pointed to several weakness in writing at these levels:  

 Text structuring to include all possible phases 

 Over-reliance on material processes  

 Little detail included within noun groups  

 Over-reliance on place and time as circumstantial detail 

 Repetitive starting points for clauses/Theme choices 

With these findings in mind, a text-based teaching and learning structure (Feez, 1998; 

Rothery, 1994) was used to re-draft textbooks. Model texts provide examples of language-

in-use, and subsequent activities help to first understand text and language, and then build 

new texts. Lessons build language cumulatively across and between units, enabling students 

to continually recycle language towards constructing an extended text as the unit’s final 

activity. A core consideration for these textbooks is that they provide explicit notes and 

explanations for teachers and students themselves, to understand how language works and 

how to use it.  

Rather than outline examples from all facets of language, a selection of activities taken from 

the Year 4 textbook will be presented here to illustrate how the findings from the SISTA 

analysis directly influenced the choice of language activities in the new texts. Year 4 books 

were drafted in late 2017/2018 with Years 5 and 6 currently in development by an 

international consultancy team in coordination with the Ministry literacy staff. The activities 

shown here address the identified weakness in using circumstances, specifically, to extend 

the possible choices of time and place, and to explicitly show how to use manner in detailing 

events.  While it does not use recounts as shown in the analysis, the choice here has been 

taken to illustrate the way language is supported, particularly in the early part of the 

program. 

The fifth unit of the textbook, Animal Stories, is a 10-day program3 of lessons to strengthen 

narrative writing. This text type is enhanced by using a variety of circumstances, similar to 

                                                           
3 As there are many national and community interruptions to the school week, it was thought better to  base 
the lessons about days and encourage teachers to pick up with the next day in the program rather than trying 
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the recount, and so is an appropriate place to introduce students to how to use this 

language resource. Prior to this unit, students looked at information reports and linguistic 

elements such as names and places for entities in a text (participants), structuring and 

extending noun groups, a range of prepositions, and how to structure descriptions. 

To start the unit, a model narrative is presented, one with a range of circumstances of time 

in Theme position. An explicit explanation about how these are used to order events and 

examples from the text are given, as shown in Figure 2. The accompanying teachers’ notes 

suggest that the students locate other examples in the text, which include the next morning, 

then, now. Thus, students focus on this language in use.  

 

Figure 2: Introducing circumstances of time, from Year 4 textbook, draft  

 

The repertoire of time circumstances is expanded with new examples, and an activity that 

provides an opportunity to choose and use these phrases, seen in Figure 3. Teachers’ notes 

encourage accepting various ways to fill in the paragraph rather than insisting on one 

“correct” paragraph that all students copy. Teachers are also encouraged to check that 

choices maintain meaning, that the paragraph does not start with after that, for example. 

 

                                                                                                                                                                                      
to cram extra “days” into the weekly program as teachers had felt pressured to do. The material was created 
for fewer days than on the school calendar.  
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Figure 3: Expanding circumstances of time, from Year 4 textbook, draft  

 

Some lessons later and with a new narrative, circumstances of place are linked to what 

students had learnt about previously (in Unit 3) about prepositions in order to show how 

they are used within a phrase, again, using the stimulus text as a model of language-in-use 

(see Figure 4). The question What groups of words tell me where? provides a prompt for 

students to identify circumstances in their reading and writing. 

 

 

Figure 4: Working with circumstances of place, from Year 4 textbook, draft  

 

Of course, both circumstances of place and time are already present within students’ test 

texts, thus, this established knowledge provides the starting point for making explicit what 

students may be doing tacitly. In moving to circumstances of manner – generally absent in 

writing where they would be appropriate to include – a similar strategy of observing 

language within a text and exploring how it is worked back into writing is used. For example, 

students are told explicitly that narratives are strengthened by using when, where and how, 

seen in Figure 5.   

 

Figure 5: Introducing circumstances of manner, from Year 4 textbook, draft 
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Parts of the model text are then explored using prompts similar to those used by Rose 

(2016) in his strategy of Detailed Reading, and which have already been included in the 

textbooks at Years 2 and 3 level. The questions starting How…? bring attention to the words 

that give the circumstance of manner, seen in Figure 6. 

 

Figure 6: Identifying sentence elements, from Year 4 textbook, draft 

 

Other sentences taken from the stimulus text for students to deconstruct were: He reached 

out with his huge paw and quickly grabbed Rat, and Lion opened his mouth, poked out his 

enormous tongue and slowly leaned in to eat Rat, containing circumstances of manner in 

various positions within the sentence.  

To focus more specifically on using how actions are enacted, students are given a complete 

paragraph that they can elaborate with manner using prompts: How was she walking? How 

was she thinking? How would she study?, shown in Figure 7. Such prompts mimic the 

questions student could then ask themselves as they write, a means of bringing to attention 

this linguistic resource.  

 

Figure 7: Exercise to add manner to writing, from Year 4 textbook, draft 

 

Further attention to circumstances is included in the subsequent unit that looks at reading 

and writing explanations – when, where and how assist to detail phenomena – and again in 

Unit 7, where circumstances of reason are introduced to provide cause and effect in 

explanations. Thus, while language is introduced within a particular genre, it is further 

expanded and possibilities explored within other appropriate genres. More complex 

structures can then be built at Years 5 and 6. 

8. Implications and conclusion 



 

22 
 

This paper sought to illustrates how large-scale testing can provide data to orient decisions 

in literacy reform, through identifying weaknesses that new strategies and materials can 

explicitly address. In this case, linguistically-focused analysis of SISTA scripts provided 

particular information about knowledge and gaps in students’ writing, beyond merely the 

statistics and patterns of performance.  

The framework of SFL offers a meaning-oriented, multi-level framework, moving away from 

the surface features of texts that appeared to take the attention of markers, to understand 

macro and micro features of students’ writing. The same framework then provides the basis 

for language teaching, using the same understanding of the strata of language to move 

within in looking at texts and exploring the choices language provides.  

While the original textbooks contained rich stimulus texts, the pedagogy did not capitalise 

on the language potential, being stuck in episodic instances of language use. Using a 

teaching and learning cycle developed by SFL practitioners based on explicit and visible 

pedagogy – applied to those areas that Solomon Island children appear to have difficulty in 

establishing – greater use can be made of the texts, to bring attention to how language 

choices are made to make meanings. Re-working current texts and expanding with new rich 

texts provides a greater range of resources to build the field for students’ writing. 

Importantly for teachers’ professional development and knowledge-building, the new 

textbooks aim to explicit explanation at each step of text deconstruction, exploration and 

re-construction, helping teachers to see and understand how texts and language works. 

Macken-Horarik et al. (2011) propose the idea of “good enough grammatics”, providing 

enough specific and specialised knowledge that teachers will be able to support students’ 

language development and make a difference to student achievement. Time will tell if the 

level of support designed into the textbooks has helped Solomon Island teachers to learn 

about language and how to teach language effectively. 

Beyond merely providing sound pedagogy and knowledge about language remains the 

larger issue of the socioeconomic differences among writers in various Solomon Island 

settings. Having access to experiences that are valued by markers will continue to be a point 

of inequality if testing privileges those with particular resources and opportunities. Such 

issues will need greater attention to ensure high stakes testing and decision-making is able 

to account for all experiences of students and teachers across the archipelago.  

Finally, in observing marker behaviour in the SISTA 2015 testing, building more knowledge 

about language would benefit not only classroom teachers, but also those who mark school 

tests at a national level. While SISTA is a sampled snapshot of achievement, the end of year 

national testing of Year 6 students is a high stakes activity, deciding which students will 

progress to high school and with what choices of school. Building knowledge about language 

with assist markers to make more reliable decisions and provide fairness of opportunity. 

Of course, several limitations to this planned reform activity exist. The books, planned and 

outlines drafted in 2016, remain incomplete, due to staff turnover, funding and identifying 
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suitable staff and timing for the task within an education with many competing needs. Thus, 

teachers and students continue to use the older, less focused texts. The results from SISTA 

2017 and 2019 have not been made publicly available, but there is no reason to imagine 

much change in results, save for the strengthened focus on English language use in Years 1 – 

3, where training involved school principals who is typically the Year 6 teacher, thus some 

residual learning might be expected. Greater focus on literacy generally has come through 

the new donor-funded Leaders and Education Authorities [LEAP] project which may also 

have been responsible for the slight rise in literacy achievement measured by the regional 

PILNA testing in 2018, seeing 54% of Year 4 students achieve the Pacific literacy standard – 

up from 50% in 2015 – and 70% of Year 6 students reaching the standard, up from 67% 

(MEHRD, 2019). Despite this rise, the results point to a need to build more classroom focus 

on learning about language. 

In conclusion, while test papers are considered a valuable “snapshot” of student 

achievement, with principled analysis they also provide valuable data for identifying what 

students can currently do and the gaps that point to avenues for improvement. Using such 

data can assist governments and donors to direct resources toward strategic and focused 

classroom activity, strengthening the ability of teachers to make the difference in the 

achievement of students, to learn language necessary for success in the school context. 
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Appendix 1: “John” (partial analysis, clauses 1 – 11) 

Last week I made my holiday to my sister’s house in Auki town. at my arriving my sister welcome me and happy to 
saw me. At the evening he cooked the fish and he asked me. Tomorro you will go with me to the tournament happen 
at Alegegeo and I say yes to her. The next day his husbane told us to went on his car. When we arrived at Alegogeo I 
saw my brother played with some boys he school with then. I’m so intresting to wast the game but my sister call my 
name came on we went back now. When we arrived at my sisters house we enjoyed eat pig and fish. on the next day I 
went back to my home at west tawaio. 

 

Clause analysis Text 
Structure Conj 

Time 

markers 
Participants Processes 

   

1 
 Last week I made my holiday 

to my 
sister’s 
house 

in Auki town 
Orientation 

 Circ: Time   Action Participant  Circ: Place Circ: Place 

2 

 
at my 

arriving 
my sister welcome me   

Events  Circ: Time   Action Participant    

3 
and  [they] [were] happy   

    Attribute   

4 
   to saw  me   

 

   Action Participant    

5 
 

At the 

evening 
he cooked the fish   

 Circ: Time   Action Participant    

6 
and  he asked me   
   Saying Participant    

7 
 Tomorrow you will go with me to the tournament 

 Circ: Time   Action Circ: Acc Circ: Place  

8 
  [It] happened at Alegegeo  

   Action Circ: Place   

9 
and  I said yes to her  

   Saying  Circ: Place  

10 
 

The next 
day 

his husband told us   

 Circ: Time   Saying Participant    

11 
   to went on his car  

   Action Circ: Manner  

 

 


