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Abstract 

 

Electronic portfolios are a new trend in learning, teaching, and assessment. The 

present study offers a literature review of portfolios (both traditional and electronic), 

conclusions related to the comparison of traditional and electronic portfolios, and a 

framework for implementing electronic portfolios in teacher education programs.  

 

Introduction and Background 
 

Educational Assessment is an integral part of the quest for improved 

education (Pellegrino, Chudowsky, & Glaser, 2001) playing an important role 

throughout learners’ journeys towards achievement (Rolfe & Wilson, 2007) 

showing what they know and do not know (Ali, 2005b). Until recently the 

assessment scene in EFL classes has been dominated by summative evaluation of 

learner achievement, focusing on mastery of discrete language points and 

linguistic accuracy wit 
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test items typically consisting of matching or gap-filling (Shaaban, 2001). 

However, standardized tests have been criticized for representing activities 

students typically perform in classrooms (Pierce & O’Malley, 1992), undermining 

regular classroom instruction (Coombe & Barlow, 2004), not meeting the 

cognitive demands of the world today (Sternberg, 2008), narrowing curricula to 
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skills readily tested by multiple-choice items as well as reducing pedagogy to the 

teaching and memorizing of miscellaneous dead facts (Mabry, cited in Vanides, 

2002). This view is confirmed by Valencia (cited in Farris, 1993, p. 233) who 

states that ―no single test, single observation, or single piece of student work 

could possibly capture the authentic, continuous, multidimensional interactive 

requirement of sound assessment.‖ Therefore, the field of assessment has 

witnessed a major shift from strictly summative testing tools and procedures to a 

more humanistic approach using assessment techniques that stress formative 

assessment (O’Neil, cited in Shaaban, 2001). 

Labels such as performance, authentic, informal, alternative, and situated, 

have been used to describe formative assessment (Huerta-Macias, 1995).  Despite 

the different labels, what is common among these types of assessment is that they 

do not adhere to the traditional testing criteria of objectivity, machine scorability, 

standardization, or cost-effectiveness (ibid). On the contrary, they require 

students to generate rather than choose a response (Herman, Aschbacher & 

Winters, cited in Barrett, 2006a) involving them realistically in the evaluation of 

their own achievements (Grace, 1992).  

The growing interest among mainstream educators in alternative 

assessment (Pierce & O’Malley, 1992) is due to many reasons. It helps to rectify 

the problem of mismatches between tests and classroom activities (Chapelle & 

Douglas, cited in Puhl, 1997), does not require a separate block of time to be 

administered because it can be easily incorporated into the daily activities of the 

school or classroom (Hamayan, cited in Coombe & Barlow, 2004), reduces the 

confusion and frustration that test takers often face (Puhl, 1997), and involves a 

positive interaction between the assessor and the assessee (Burke, cited in 

Barrett, 2003a). Therefore, assessment is no longer something done to the 

learners but rather something that they actively contribute to (Lafi, 2002). 

Moreover, alternative forms of assessment are important means of gathering 

evidence regarding how learners approach, process, and complete real life tasks 

(Gaith, 2002) by utilizing various procedures and formats that provide multiple 

sources of evidence (ibid.) which helps in gaining a dynamic picture of students’ 

academic and linguistic development (Tannenbaum, cited in Coombe & Barlow, 

2004).   

Alternative assessment uses a wide variety of formats such as oral 

interviews, individual or group projects, dialogue journals, story retelling, oral 

reading, group discussions, role playing, teacher-student conferences, 

retrospective and introspective verbal reports (El-Koumy, 2003). One of the most 

popular forms of alternative assessment now is the construction of portfolios 

(Barrett, 2000a; Brown, 2001). While exams show the end result, portfolios depict 

the journey; i.e., they show how the student learned the relevant concept and how 

the learning took place (Kudlas, Davison, & Mannelin, 2003). This is important 

because there is a difference between knowing enough about a concept to choose 

http://exchanges.state.gov/forum/vols/vol39/no4/bio
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the correct answer on a multiple choice test and having truly mastered the 

concept (ibid.) Moreover, portfolios show what students do know rather than 

what they do not know (Norton-Meier, 2003). Therefore, in 1993 the United 

States Office of Educational Research and Improvement (OERI) put the idea that 

performance assessments should be used to augment or replace norm-referenced 

tests at all educational levels and included the use of portfolios as an effective 

means of quality performance assessment. 

At the beginning of using portfolios in education, they were assembled from 

collections of work stored in boxes or three-ring binders (Gibson & Barrett, 

2003; Johnson & Lamb, 2007). However, with advances in technology, a new type 

of portfolios appeared—the electronic portfolio which suggests that perhaps the 

new medium of the electronic portfolio, in part, can be looked at through lenses 

from the past (Gibson & Barrett, 2003). That is why any understanding of what 

electronic portfolios are should build on the effective use of traditional portfolios 

(McNair & Marshall, 2006). Thus, the structure of the literature review in this 

paper goes in two main sections. Section One tackles traditional portfolios while 

Section Two deals with electronic portfolios. The then concludes with a 

framework for implementing electronic portfolios in an essay course in EFL 

teacher education.  

 

Literature review 
Section One: Traditional Portfolios 

 

Linguistically, a portfolio means a hinged cover or flexible case for 

carrying loose papers, pictures, or pamphlets (Portfolio, 2007). The word 

portfolio comes from Latin (portāre, to carry + folium, leaf) (The American 

Heritage Dictionary of the English Language, 2006). 

Pedagogically, there are many definitions of portfolios. Most of them are 

similar and agree on the view that a portfolio is a collection of the person’s work 

that shows his/her progress over time. However, they vary among themselves 

according to the aspects of the portfolio on which each of them focuses. Some 

definitions focus on the content of the portfolio (Adams & Hamm, 1994; Barrett, 

2003a; Blake et al., cited in Takona, 2003; Coombe and Barlow, 2004; Kemp & 

Toperoff, 1998; Lafi, 2002; O’Malley & Valdez Pierce, cited in Gomez, 2000; 

Paulson, Paulson & Meyer, 1991; Powell & Jankovich, cited in Campbell, 2002; 

Puhl, 1997; Sweet, 1993; Tenbrink, 2003; Wade, Abrami & Sclater, 2005), other 

definitions focus on the process of gathering such content (Barrett, 2006b; Butler, 

2006; Hancock, 1994; Lin, Liu & Yuan, 2004; Ogan-Bekiroglua & Gunayb, 2008; 

Scott, 2005; Tombari, cited in Kudlas et al., 2003) while some other definitions 

focus on the purpose for building the portfolio (Pierce & O’Malley, 1992; Rocha, 

2005). 



757 

 

Portfolios depend on three general and overlapping theoretical bases: 

constructivism—giving students the ability to construct meaning using the 

learning style that suits them best (Roeder, 2007), learner-centered instruction—

providing opportunities for students to become active learners as they set goals 

for learning, engage in self-reflections, review goals, and assume responsibility 

for their own learning (Barrett, cited in Sweat-Guy & Buzzetto-More, 2007), and 

the sociocognitive theory—helping the learner get feedback from his/her 

classmates as well as give feedback to them (Brown, 2001). 

Portfolios are not new (Siemens, 2004). They have been used for years by 

artists (Adams & Hamm, 1994; Bastidas, 1996; Greenberg, 2004; Kudlas et al., 

2003; Shaaban, 2001) and more recently, as part of the employment process, has 

spread to other fields such as radio and television broadcasting, journalism, 

graphic art, photography, and architecture (Soares & Goldgehn, cited in 

Campbell, 2002).  

Tracing the beginning of using the portfolio concept in the educational 

field, Kalz (2005) assures that the French teacher, Celestine Freinet, introduced it 

in the late twenties of the last century in his classes. However, the real use of 

portfolio assessment in education emerged in the late 1980s (Barrett, 2005b) and 

has become an increasingly popular assessment method throughout the 1990s 

(Ewell, cited in Knight, Hakel & Gromko, 2006). Portfolios came as a logical 

follow-up to writing folders which included daily pieces of writing (Bastidas, 

1996). Soon after, the portfolio has been adapted for use as an alternative form of 

assessment to traditional methods (Herman & Winters, 1994; Knight, cited in 

Campbell, 2002). Three main characteristics of traditional portfolios can be 

identified: 

1. The portfolio is not just a collection of student work (Kemp & Toperoff, 1998) 

but rather a reflective tool which demonstrates growth over time (Barrett, 

2000a). Portfolio development is not a scavenger hunt that results in the 

creation of a scrapbook but rather, it is a responsive and purposeful activity 

(Takona, 2003). 

2. The portfolio emphasizes both learning processes and products (Adams & 

Hamm, cited in Roeder, 2007). It pays attention not only to the results but also 

to the process involved (Chang, 2002). It can combine process and product 

teaching approaches (Kathpalia & Heah, 2008). Therefore, the product alone 

is not all that makes the portfolio a powerful educational tool; the very process 

of creating the portfolio is an important learning experience (Chen et al., 

2005). 

3. The portfolio is owned by the student. A portfolio that is truly a story of 

learning is owned by the learner, structured by the learner, and told in the 

learner’s own voice (Barrett, 2005b). 
Literature provides so many purposes for portfolios that Barrett (2003b) 

confirms it is necessary that the term portfolio have a modifier or adjective that 

http://exchanges.state.gov/forum/vols/vol34/no4/p24.htm#author_210
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describes its purpose. These purposes include: assessing learning (Barrett, 2003b; 

Popper, 2005), showing and documenting progress (Airasian, cited in McLoughlin & 

Lewis, 2005; Barrett, 2000c; ePortConsortium, 2003; Sweet, 1993), offering feedback 

(Clayton, 1998; Farris, 1993; Knight et al., 2006), improving curricula (Knight et al.,  

2006; Popper, 2005; Sweet, 1993), and reflecting on learning (Barrett, 2005b; Murphy 

& Smith, cited in Grace, 1992; Zubizarreta, 2009).  

Portfolios have advantages related to students, teachers as well as other 

stakeholders. As for students, portfolios have a positive impact on students’ cognitive, 

affective and social aspects. Concerning the cognitive aspect of students, portfolios 

help students develop awareness of their own learning (Kemp & Toperoff, 1998) by 

increasing their understanding of what, why, and how they learned (Brown, cited in 

Barrett, 2004), provide students with the opportunity of understanding their own 

thoughts about certain issues (Partridge, 1993), and help connect those thoughts to 

real-world understandings (Adams & Hamm, 1994) which helps them to become 

independent thinkers (Hancock, 1994). Concerning the affective side of the students, 

portfolios promote a feeling of security because a healthier, non-threatening learning 

environment is created (Lafi, 2002). The portfolio gives students a sense of 

accomplishment (Schauweker, 1995), self confidence (Chang, 2002), responsibility, 

involvement (Lafi, 2002), ownership, pride, high self-esteem (Frazier & Paulson, cited 

in Campbell, 2002) as well as motivation for learning (Kemp & Toperoff, 1998). As 

for the social side of the students, Kemp and Toperoff (1998) assure that portfolios 

develop students’ social skills as they enable students to show quality work, which is 

done with the help of others. Smolen, Newman, Wathen, and Lee (1995) explain that, 

in portfolios, students can work collaboratively with teachers and classmates to 

establish standards of excellence that provide the framework for learning.  

The portfolio also has some benefits for teachers. It allows opportunities to 

observe students in a broader context (Paulson et al., 1991) which provides the 

teacher with authentic picture of learning (Gomez, 2000) which helps teachers 

diagnose a student’s strengths and weaknesses (Roeder, 2007) on the basis of a 

collection of student work rather than by using test scores (Lever-Duffy et al., 

2003). Moreover, the portfolio is a tool for assessing a variety of skills (Kemp & 

Toperoff, 1998) which provides the teacher with a detailed picture of a student’s 

performance in a variety of different tasks (Shaaban, 2001). Therefore, portfolios 

as assessment tools have largely evaded validity scrutiny because they are seen as 

more representative of students’ work (Kelly-Riley, 2006). An additional 

advantage of the portfolio for teachers is that it provides opportunity for student-

teacher dialogue (Kemp & Toperoff, 1998) which allows the teacher to plan 

instruction that is responsive to students’ needs (Lafi, 2002). Moreover, the 

portfolio facilitates good instruction (Wolfe, 1996) as it links teaching to learning 

(Belk & Calais, 1993), teaching to assessment (Adams & Hamm, 1994) as well as 

assessment to teaching and learning (Hirvela & Pierson, 2000). Moreover, 

portfolios are valuable assets for planning both within the classroom and on a 

http://www.eric.ed.gov/ERICWebPortal/Home.portal?_nfpb=true&_pageLabel=ERICSearchResult&_urlType=action&newSearch=true&ERICExtSearch_SearchType_0=au&ERICExtSearch_SearchValue_0=%22Knight+William+E.%22
http://exchanges.state.gov/forum/vols/vol39/no4/bio
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school-wide basis (Farr, 1991) as well as making decisions regarding student 

progress and program evaluation (Belk & Calais, 1993). A final advantage of 

portfolios for teachers is that they reduce the teacher’s daily burden of grading 

papers (Koca & Lee, 1998) as well as free the teacher from the constraints of 

standardized tests (Grace, 1992). 

Portfolio advantages are not confined to students and teachers; they are 

extended to other external stakeholders such as parents. For parents, a student’s 

portfolio is one way to connect them to schools (Calfee, 1994). Through portfolios 

parents can be provided with a richer picture of what students know and are able 

to do (Barrett, 2006b), with a credible evidence of student achievement (Herman 

& Winters, 1994), and with opportunities to trace a student’s progress over time 

(Lafi, 2002). 

The literature on the types of portfolios shows many different ways that 

portfolios have been conceptualized. Portfolios can be classified according to the 

owner of the portfolio—learning portfolios (Batson, 2007; Bach, 2007; Chen et 

al., 2005) and teaching portfolios (Murdoch, 1998; Petty, 2006), according to the 

purpose of the portfolio—working portfolios, showcase portfolios, and 

assessment portfolios (Danielson & Abrutyn, 1997), and according to the content 

of the portfolio—best-work portfolios and growth and learning-progress 

portfolios (Tenbrink, 2003). 

There is no single formula for what a traditional portfolio should include 

(Adams & Hamm, 1994). However, there are a number of essential components 

that any portfolio should include. Those components are listed below.  

 

1. Cover letter (Adams & Hamm, 1994) with student’s basic information and 

learning goals (Chang, 2002)   

2. Table of contents (Petty, 2006; Takona, 2003) or index (Adams & Hamm, 1994) 

with numbered pages (Kemp & Toperoff, 1998) 

3. Artifacts: These can be student’s best pieces as well as works in progress 

(Sweet, 1993) and can include collaborative projects, lists of books read, 

reports written, documentation of performances, (Grady, cited in McLoughlin 

& Lewis, 2005) anecdotal records, tests and quizzes (Tannenbaum, 1996), 

checklists or inventories, rating scales, questions and requests (Grace, 1992), 

and any material the learner judges to be relevant to and illustrative of his/her 

progress (Lafi, 2002). 

4. Feedback: teachers’ feedback and peer feedback (Chang, 2002) through 

conference or interview notes or checklists by teacher or peers (Tannenbaum, 

1996) 

5. Reflections: on individual artifacts as well as on the whole portfolio (Kemp & 

Toperoff, 1998; Indiana University East, 2007) 
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Five major stages are usually covered in literature related to portfolios. 

These stages are: collection, selection, reflection, organization, and presentation. 

These stages are described below: 

 

1. Collection 

 

In this stage, students learn to save artifacts that represent the successes in 

their day-to-day learning (Barrett, 2000c). According to Huerta-Macias (1995), 

the contents of the portfolio are collected from three different sources—the 

student, the teacher, and a third party (perhaps another teacher, a family 

member, or a peer). For Pierce and O’Malley (1992), the teacher or portfolio 

assessment team determines the contents of each portfolio by identifying learning 

goals and specifying minimal levels of student performance that show whether 

students have attained these goals. 

 

2. Selection 

 

In this stage, students review and evaluate the artifacts they have saved, 

and identify those that demonstrate achievement of specific standards (Barrett, 

2000c). Whereas McLoughlin and Lewis (2005) believe that portfolios can contain 

almost anything that documents the student’s progress, Tenbrink (2003) thinks 

that to include every thing the student produces makes the portfolio difficult to 

interpret whereas a carefully selected sample of work makes the portfolio 

manageable and easier to evaluate.  

 

3. Reflection 

 

In this stage, students become reflective practitioners, evaluating their own 

growth as well as the gaps in their development (Barrett, 2000c). There are two 

types of reflections required within the portfolio: overall reflection and artifact 

reflection (Indiana University East, 2007). Kemp and Toperoff (1998) explain 

these two types by indicating that overall reflection is for the whole portfolio 

while artifact reflection is reflection on each item—a brief rationale for choosing 

that item. This can relate to students’ performance and to their feelings 

regarding their progress and/or themselves as learners.  

 

4. Organization 

 

This step is related to the organization of the portfolio content. While some 

educators believe that the material in a portfolio should be organized by 

chronological order (Grace, 1992) some others suggest organizing the material 

according to curriculum area or category of development (cognitive, gross motor, 
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fine motor, and so forth) (Meisels & Steele, cited in Grace, 1992). Birgin and Baki 

(2007) believe that three aspects should be considered during the organization of 

the portfolio contents. These aspects are: determining the purpose of the 

portfolio, determining the evidence included in the portfolio, and determining 

assessment criteria. 

 

5. Presentation 

 

This is the last stage of portfolio development where the portfolio contents 

are made ready to be presented for viewers. For Takona (2003), a well-designed 

portfolio is aesthetically appealing and easy to navigate. He adds that a two-inch, 

three-ring binder with a clear cover and inside pockets works well. He advises 

users to consider using color-coded section dividers, a table of contents, and 

consecutive numbering of all documents in the portfolio (even though some may 

have an internal numbering system). Lafi (2002) points out that a portfolio 

should be kept in a common, readily accessible area to which the student can 

have easy access.  

Assessment in portfolios takes two forms: formative, throughout the 

portfolio implementation process, and summative, for the whole portfolio. 

Formative assessment implies self- (Paris & Turner, 1994; Todd, 2002), peer 

(Clayton, 1998; Fleak, Romine & Gilchrist, 2003), and teacher assessment 

(Clayton, 1998; Wiener & Cohen, 1997). In addition to the formative assessment 

that takes place during the portfolio implementation process, the whole portfolio 

should be evaluated after it is completed. Some researchers offer criteria for that 

evaluation. For example, Hauser (1993) believes that criteria for portfolio 

evaluation include: 1) positive appearance; 2) organization of contents; 3) 

mediations; 4) significant meaning; 5) position papers; and 6) originality. Also, 

Adams and Hamm (1994) think that criteria for evaluating student portfolios fall 

into four primary categories: 1) evidence of critical and creative thinking; 2) 

quality of activities and investigations; 3) variety of approaches and 

investigations; and 4) evidence of understanding and skill in situations that 

parallel prior classroom experience. 

Portfolios require the participation of both the teacher and the student. As for 

the teachers’ roles in the portfolio process, teachers can review the portfolio and 

provide formative feedback to students on where they could improve (Barrett, 2006a), 

introduce the idea of portfolios to the class, specify portfolio content, give clear and 

detailed guidelines for portfolio presentation, notify other interested parties, support 

and encourage students during the preparation period, and assess the portfolios (Kemp 

& Toperoff, 1998). As for the students’ roles in the portfolio process, portfolios 

achieve a goal that many other assessment methods can not; they change students’ role 

in assessment from passive subjects to active participants as they are called upon to 

select samples of their classroom work products for the portfolio and to reflect upon 
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why these artifacts were selected and how they demonstrate learning (Knight et al., 

2006). Furthermore, Lafi (2002) believes that for portfolios to be used successfully, 

students should be involved in all or as much decision making about portfolios as 

possible.  

Some researchers investigated teachers’ and/or students’ views on traditional 

portfolios. Investigating teachers’ views on traditional portfolios after using them, 

Webre (2001) found that portfolios promoted teachers’ self-reflection and self-

evaluation, Goff, Colton, and Langer (2000) found that teachers changed their way of 

thinking about their students’ work and gained confidence in solving student learning 

challenges, and Rogers (1997) found that portfolios were useful for teachers in 

showing growth, collecting information for district progress reports, accurately 

reflecting students’ achievement, and helping in communicating with parents about 

their children’s performance. Moreover, Athanases (1994) found that teachers reported 

using more varied strategies for assessing student progress and improvement in 

planning and adapting literature-based language arts instruction. Those teachers also 

reported enhanced reflection about teaching, self-confidence, and sense of collegiality. 

Investigating students’ views on traditional portfolios after using them, Frazier and 

Paulson (cited in Roeder, 2007) found that students became active stakeholders in 

their learning process and were genuinely excited about writing and improving their 

writing skills, Anselmo (1998) found that students felt that their motivation increased, 

and Wagner (1992) found that students generally liked maintaining working portfolios 

and constructing showcase portfolios. Investigating both teachers’ and students’ views 

on traditional portfolios, Jones (1994) found a high amount of satisfaction and 

confidence in portfolio assessment among students and teachers who used portfolios. 

Since institutions vary in philosophies, needs, and structures, there can be 

no singular prescriptive formula for a portfolio assessment model that will work 

effectively at all institutions (Nelson, 1993). However, some researchers offer 

guidelines for implementing portfolios. These guidelines include: 

1. Portfolio programs must be carefully designed, because predesigning, 

planning, and management are essential to their success (Johns, 1995). 

2. Portfolios should be an integral part of the classroom activities on an ongoing 

basis throughout the year (Tenbrink, 2003). 

3. Students should be engaged in self-reflection and in selecting the pieces to be 

included and should be supported with models of portfolios as well as 

examples of how others develop and reflect upon portfolios (Paulson et al., 

1991).  

4. Educators planning and using portfolios should develop a portfolio assessment 

process specific to their own situation; use a collaborative planning approach 

that involves the teachers and learners who will use the portfolio process; 

define the purposes and audiences for portfolio assessment prior to the 

development of the portfolio materials; implement portfolios gradually; 

recognize the importance of students as partners in the assessment process;  

http://exchanges.state.gov/forum/vols/vol33/no4/p16.htm#author_108#author_108


751 

 

plan additional time for students to construct portfolios; and conduct student-

teacher conferences (Hayes, 1998). 

Educators who use portfolios are increasingly faced by various hurdles, 

which are largely due to the fact that portfolio construction is more than the 

procedure of putting documents and artifacts together (Tisani, 2008). Some 

researchers believe that there are some barriers or problems with using 

portfolios. Some of those barriers are listed below.  

1. Portfolios are time consuming (Adams & Hamm, 1994; McNamara & Bailey, 

2006) requiring a great deal of faculty and student time (Knight et al., 2006) 

because some teachers need training in portfolio use (Fritz, 1999) and some 

students need extra time and guidance with reflection (Coombe & Barlow, 

2004; Santos, 1997). 

2. Teachers using portfolios will have increased work load reviewing and 

responding to portfolios (Lafi, 2002) and may also face the difficult task of 

changing his/her teaching style (Koca & Lee, 1998). 

3. Portfolios are expensive to compile and maintain (Adams & Hamm, 1994; 

Gomez, 2000).  

4. Portfolios have low validity (Koca & Lee, 1998), comparability, and reliability 

Gomez, 2000). Therefore, instructors need to be sure that what is included in 

portfolios portrays a representative picture of student performance (Fritz, 

1999). 

5. Portfolios may cause difficulty ensuring standardized testing conditions 

(Gomez, 2000) and they may get in the way of standardized comparisons like 

national assessment exams (Adams & Hamm, 1994). 

6. With portfolios, evaluation is more subjective than traditional testing (Koretz, 

cited in Koca & Lee, 1998; McLoughlin & Lewis, 2005; McNamara & Bailey, 

2006). 

7. Portfolios may cause student resistance (Horvath, 1997).  

8. Portfolios may raise issues of ambiguity, confidentiality, and honesty (Gannon, 

Draper, Watson, Proctor & Norman, 2001) as they may be susceptible to 

cheating (Lafi, 2002). 

 

Section Two: Electronic Portfolios 

 

Definitions of electronic portfolios can be classified into three categories: 

definitions that focus on the portfolio approach, definitions that focus on the 

electronic component, and definitions that focus on both the portfolio approach 

and the electronic component. The first category includes the definitions of 

Barrett (2005b), Ash (cited in McNair & Marshall, 2006), and Buzzetto-More 

and Alade (2008). The second category of electronic portfolio, in which focus is on 

the electronic component in electronic portfolios, includes a larger number of 

definitions than the previous category. It includes the definitions of Barrett 

mailto:NancFritz@aol.com
mailto:NancFritz@aol.com


751 

 

(2000a), Chang (2001), Ali (2005b), Batson (2002), Gathercoal, Love, Bryde and 

McKean (2002), Cambridge cited in McNair and Marshall (2006), Butler (2006), 

and Abrami and Barrett (2005). The third category of electronic portfolio 

definitions gives attention to both the portfolio approach and the electronic 

component. This category includes the definitions of DiBiase (2002), Weidmer 

(cited in Capraro, 2003), Challis (2005), Light and Sproule (2007), Reardon, 

Lumsden and Meyer (2004), Richards (2005), MacDonald, Liu, Lowell, Tsai and 

Lohr (2004), and Guo and Greer (2006). 

Electronic Portfolios depend on the same theoretical bases of traditional 

portfolios: constructivism, learner-centered instruction and sociocognitive 

theory. In addition to these three theoretical underpinnings, there is another 

theoretical basis for electronic portfolios. This basis is Gardner’s multiple 

intelligences theory. According to Martin and Burnette (2000), an electronic 

portfolio can be an instrument to both establishing baselines and measuring 

growth in all of the intelligence sets that Gardner has identified. Hoerr (2000) 

adds that as electronic portfolios are filled with documents and photos, along 

with audio and videotapes, therefore, they address every intelligence. Holding the 

same notion, Lever-Duffy, McDonald, and Mizell (2003) indicate that the 

electronic portfolio opens up a way of assessing student performance more 

accurately than the traditional nonelectronic format because there is a greater 

opportunity for students possessing learning styles and multiple intelligences 

other than the verbal-visual-linguistic and logical-mathematical to demonstrate 

achievement and growth. They point out that the multimedia capabilities of 

presentation software as an instrument for the creation and display of the 

electronic portfolio allow teachers to design portfolio requirements to 

accommodate all learning styles and multiple intelligences.  

Since the mid-nineties, the term electronic portfolio has been used to 

describe collections of student work at a web site (Batson, 2002). In the latter part 

of the last millennium, portfolio advocates talked of portfolios showcasing student 

work, making them proud of their achievement in addition to helping them 

believe that they owned their own academic work (2007). Significant advances 

already made in e-learning have paved the way to enable widespread adoption of 

electronic portfolios (ePortConsortium, 2003). New electronic communications 

technology and the Web, together with a desire to have learners assume 

responsibility for documenting, reflecting, and assessing their own learning, are 

key motivators behind the growth of the electronic portfolio movement (Ittelson, 

2001). 

Three main characteristics of electronic portfolios can be identified: 

 

1. All artifacts in electronic portfolios are electronic (Lynch & Purnawarman, 

2004) and are usually available on the Internet (Greenberg, 2004).  
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2. Electronic portfolios are multimedia-oriented (Meeus, Questier, & Derks, 

2006). Artifact formats such as video and sound recordings that are difficult to 

include in traditional portfolios are easily included in electronic portfolios 

(Knight et al., 2006). 

3. The electronic portfolio is not a digital scrapbook or a multimedia presentation 

because it is not a haphazard collection of artifacts but rather a reflective tool 

that demonstrates growth over time (Barrett, 2000a). The electronic portfolio 

is not also a personal homepage even though materials may be published on 

the Internet (Greenberg, 2004).  

The flexibility of the electronic portfolio makes it useful for students, 

teachers, administrators, and human resource personnel (Bhattacharya & 

Mimirinis, 2007) with the potential to meet such diverse purposes (Gibson & 

Barrett, 2003) as assessment and evaluation (Barrett, 2004; Miller & Morgaine, 

2009; Weinmann, 2001); showcasing (Attwell, 2005; Dorn, Madeja, & Sabol, 

2003; Fiedler & Pick, 2004; Niguidula, 2002; Yancey, 2009); enhancing 

interaction, communication, and collaboration with others in the community 

(Bhattacharya & Mimirinis, 2007; Dorn et al., 2003; Tolsby, 2001); reflecting on 

learning (Attwell, 2005; Barrett, 2005a); supporting ongoing learning and 

professional development (Barrett, 2004; Fiedler & Pick, 2004; Ramey & Hay, 

2003); supporting college admissions (Dorn et al., 2003) and employment 

(Barrett, 2004); and making archives for future generations of learners to build 

on (Bull et al., cited in cited in Gathercoal, Love, Bryde, & McKean, 2002). 

Academic leaders are excited by electronic portfolios (Jafari, 2004). They 

view this growing phenomenon as a powerful tool for learning and assessment 

(Skiba, 2005). Therefore, it is gaining recognition as a valuable tool for learners, 

instructors, and academic organizations (Siemens, 2004) holding the promise of 

being an important component of future educational models (Guo & Greer, 2006) 

or at least a starting point for the type of learning communities that educational 

organizations will need to offer future students (Greenberg, 2004). That is why 

Batson (2002) and Meyer and Latham (2008) agree that electronic portfolios have 

the potential to change the face of higher education. Love, McKean and 

Gathercoal (2004) go even further to consider electronic portfolios to have ―the 

most significant effect on education since the introduction of formal schooling‖ 

(p. 24). Ring and Foti (2003) maintain that the development of an electronic 

portfolio promotes the engagement of students in authentic tasks in authentic 

contexts. Moreover, Guo and Greer (2006) point out that electronic portfolios can 

offer many advantages in demonstration of skills, learner reflection, 

collaboration, and assessment. 

Many researchers (e.g., Demirli & Gürol, 2007; Hung, 2006; Knight et al., 

2006) agree that electronic portfolios offer all of the advantages of traditional 

portfolios and have more advantages related to the added element of using 

technology. Among those advantages are: the elimination of physical storage 

http://connect.educause.edu/eprofile/170685
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problems (Buzzetto-More, 2006; Gathercoal, Bryde, Mahler, Love & McKean, 

2002; Meyer & Latham, 2008), accessibility to a variety of reviewers 

(ePortConsortium, 2003; Taggart & Wilson, 2005), duplicability (Heath, 2005), 

use of multimedia (Barrett, 2006b; Knight et al., 2006; Love & Cooper, 2004; 

Milman & Kilbane, 2005), enhancement of  students’ and teachers’ technological 

skills (Barrett, 2003a; Ledoux & McHenry, 2006; Wall, Higgins, Miller & 

Packard, 2006), support of lifelong learning (Fournier, Lane, & Corbett, 2007; 

Rathburn, 2007), low cost (Lynch & Purnawarman, 2004), ease (Landone, 

Vrasidas, Christodoulou, & Retalis, 2004; Wielenga, 2000), and organization 

(Ahn, 2004; Canada, 2002; Wade et al., 2005; Young, 2002). 

 

Some educators attempt to classify electronic portfolios according to some 

aspects such as purpose, digital format, developer, and time of organization. 

According to purpose, Batson (2007) classifies electronic portfolios into learning 

portfolios, advising portfolios, student showcase portfolios, and assessment 

management systems while Tosh and Werdmuller (2004) classify them into: a) 

the electronic portfolio used for final assessment or job seeking where the 

emphasis is on the product and b) the electronic portfolio used for reflection, 

deep learning, knowledge growth, and social interaction where the emphasis lies 

on the process. Also attempting to classify electronic portfolios according to 

purpose, Ramey and Hay (2003, p. 31) indicate that prototypes of electronic 

portfolios described in the literature include working portfolios and presentation 

or collection portfolios.  

According to digital format electronic portfolios can be classified into 

electronic portfolios—contain both computer-readable and analog formats, 

digital portfolios—which are computer readable, and webfolios—which are 

accessible over the web (Learning e-portfolio, 2008).  Electronic portfolios can 

also be classified according to who developed them into those developed by 

students, faculty members, and institutions (Ittelson, 2001). Greenberg (2004) 

offers another classification of electronic portfolios as he classifies them in terms 

of when the work is organized relative to when the work is created as follows: 

1. The showcase electronic portfolio: organization occurs after the work has 

been created.  

2. The structured electronic portfolio: a predefined organization exists for work 

that is yet to be created.  

3. The learning electronic portfolio: organization of the work evolves as the 

work is created. 

What distinguishes the electronic portfolio from a paper portfolio is the 

container—electronic media rather than paper (Keefe, Kobrinski, Keen, Mattia, 

& Moersch, 2002). Electronic portfolios are an effective way to present 

information not only through text, but also through audio and video formats 

(Abrami & Barrett, 2005; Canada, 2002; Heath, 2005; Johnson & Lamb, 2007; 

http://connect.educause.edu/eprofile/170685
http://connect.educause.edu/eprofile/73569


767 

 

Love & Cooper, 2004; Wade et al., 2005). Moreover, Barrett (1997) mentions 

mixed media products such as integrated text, graphics, sound, and video. In this 

concern, Ring, Weaver, and Jones (2008) point out that we must move beyond 

text-centric electronic portfolios to multimedia rich portfolios. For example, a 

video clip can be used as an introduction to an electronic portfolio or to a new 

page in the portfolio (Walker, 2004) giving students an opportunity to introduce 

themselves and their ideas in a more personalized way (Ring et al., 2008). 

Electronic portfolio artifacts can be arranged in many ways. Ali (2005a) 

suggests that a simple student electronic portfolio should include: a title card—

with student’s and teacher’s names and the academic year, table of contents, 

samples of work, a short resume, student’s reflective notes, letter to viewers, and 

viewer comments box. Ritter (2009) points out that the easiest way to create 

the electronic portfolio is to use an electronic format from the start. That is, the 

portfolio developer can place the documents on the web page or disc as they are 

originated rather than trying to collect nonelectronic information and transfer it 

to the electronic version later. However, Heath (2005) assures that there is a need 

for balance between portfolio content and portfolio technology. For him, content 

is always more important than the technology used to create it. He also assures 

that technology, as marvelous or aggravating as it can be, is merely a tool—a 

means to an end.  

Many institutions have indicated that it is essential to implement an 

electronic portfolio system in steps instead of all at once (Meyer & Latham, 

2008). Despite various views on the process of developing electronic portfolios, 

five main stages are agreed upon by educational researchers as the main stages of 

developing electronic portfolios. As with traditional portfolios, these stages are 

collection, selection, reflection, organization and presentation. As the five stages 

were previously covered in the discussion of traditional portfolios, the researcher 

will confine her discussion of those stages to how technology used in developing 

electronic portfolios affects or enhances each of the five stages. 

 

1. Collection 

 

Adding technology to the portfolio approach enables the portfolio 

developer to incorporate more kinds of artifact into electronic portfolios (Butler, 

2006). Electronic portfolios can integrate text and multimedia elements such as 

pictures, graphics, and audio and video recordings (Abrami & Barrett, 2005; 

Canada, 2002; Heath, 2005; Love & Cooper, 2004; Wade et al., 2005). They also 

take advantage of work that is already in an electronic format (Heath, 2002, 

2005).  

 

2. Selection 

 

http://connect.educause.edu/eprofile/170685
http://connect.educause.edu/eprofile/73569
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MacDonald et al. (2004) point out that although producing an electronic 

portfolio makes it possible to include more documents without increasing the 

physical size, the creators should remind themselves of the argument for quality 

versus quantity when selecting artifacts for portfolios. In this concern, Kilbane 

and Milman (2003) recommend that some guidelines be considered when 

selecting artifacts and items for inclusion in the electronic portfolio.  

 

3. Reflection 

 

As mentioned by Barrett (1998), an electronic portfolio without reflections 

is just a multimedia presentation, a fancy electronic resume, or a digital 

scrapbook. The process of reflection is what makes electronic portfolios a tool for 

life-long learning and professional development rather than a mere collection of 

electronic work (Foote & Vermette, cited in Wade, Abrami, White, Nicolaidou, & 

Morris, 2006). Kimball (2002, p.22) thinks that in an electronic portfolio, 

reflective statements usually appears before the reader sees the artifacts. He gives 

the example that reflective statements can appear on the homepage where the 

author introduces the portfolio as a whole and looks back on the entire period in 

which the artifacts were created. He adds that reflective statements can also 

appear on separate reflection pages where the author introduces the individual 

artifacts.  

 

4. Organization 

 

Capraro (2003) and Barrett (2005b) agree that electronic portfolios use 

hypertext links to organize the material and connect evidence to appropriate 

outcomes, goals or standards. Similarly, Gibson and Barrett (2003) indicate that 

an electronic portfolio should take advantage of the linking capabilities of digital 

technology to make easy connections between various work products. Tuttle 

(1997) explains that using hyperlinks to connect various parts of electronic 

portfolios help in saving documents and materials from getting lost or misplaced. 

In the same context, Ring et al. (2008) assure that through the use of hypertext, 

students are able to connect ideas, projects, and outside links. 

According to Gathercoal, Love, Bryde and McKean (2002), electronic 

portfolios can be organized to be accessible in a searchable form. Ramey and Hay 

(2003) add that the inclusion of a menu of items assists the reader in navigating 

through the portfolio while relevant links connect the sections and facilitate 

smooth mobility throughout the collection of artifacts. Moreover, he adds, new 

student work can replace older work with minimal effort; therefore, there is no 

need to search through a thick manila folder. 
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5. Presentation 

 

Researchers do not have a unanimous opinion regarding the presentation 

of electronic portfolios. Ramey and Hay (2003) point out that it includes a 

homepage which should reflect the individuality of the student and which 

anchors the student and the portfolio. On the other hand, Galloway (cited in Ali, 

2005a) is not in favor of restricting electronic portfolios to online WebPages. He 

feels that well formatted and linked Microsoft Office (Word, Excel, PowerPoint) 

documents would be just as effective as web pages while also maintaining the 

originality of the portfolio. Holding an eclectic approach, Reiss (2006) suggests 

that students be encouraged but not required to publish their electronic 

portfolios on the World Wide Web. For Meeus et al. (2006), putting together an 

electronic portfolio and publishing it on CD-ROM or on the Internet is a 

challenging option and makes portfolios easier to read, attractive and compact. 

Demirli and Gürol (2007) maintain that the presentation of electronic portfolios 

can be adjusted as new technological options become available.  

Like traditional portfolios, assessment in electronic portfolios includes self-, 

peer and teacher assessment (Greenberg, 2004) throughout the electronic 

portfolio implementation process as well as assessment of the whole portfolio 

after it is finished (Meyer & Latham, 2008). However, assessment in electronic 

portfolios includes a new dimension which does not exist in traditional portfolios; 

i.e., feedback from outside reviewers. In this respect, Greenberg (2004) points out 

that communication and interaction in electronic portfolios are not restricted to 

the immediate class or instructors and can include mentors, advisors, friends, 

and outside reviewers. Online collaboration tools used in electronic portfolios 

help assessment in many ways as listed below: 

1. They help students to produce high-quality work, to learn the importance of 

paying attention to details, and to learn how to direct their work to a 

particular audience (McManus, 2000). 

2. They allow each student to be judged based on a more complete body of 

evidence (ePortConsortium, 2003). 

3. They enable students to have access to the system when they are off-campus 

(Vanides, 2002) and enable peers (Grier et al., 2006) and teachers (Ali, 2005a) 

as well as anyone in the world who has access to the Internet to view students’ 

electronic portfolios (Gathercoal, Bryde, Mahler, Love, & McKean, 2002) 

because any student can send an email message with a URL embedded and 

anyone in the world can have access to that students’ electronic portfolio 

(Gathercoal, Bryde, Mahler, Love & McKean, 2002). 

4. They create new opportunities for in-depth, real-time feedback and discussion 

(Vanides, 2002) enhancing peer and teacher feedback—two major 

components of portfolio assessment (Hung, 2006).  

http://connect.educause.edu/eprofile/170685
http://connect.educause.edu/eprofile/73569
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5. They create more interaction between students and teachers (Gathercoal, 

Bryde, Mahler, Love, & McKean, 2002; Meyer & Latham, 2008) as well as 

among students themselves (Grier et al., 2006); therefore, the social context of 

learning is exemplified (Dysthe & Engelsen, cited in Grier et al., 2006).  

The successful implementation of electronic portfolios requires teacher and 

student support (Ramey & Hay, 2003). Some roles can be assigned for teachers 

and some others for students in this process of implementation. As for teachers’ 

roles in electronic portfolios, Pedroni (1996) points out that teachers provide rich 

learning environments, experiences, and activities as well as create opportunities 

for students to work collaboratively, solve problems, do authentic tasks, and 

share knowledge and responsibility. Similarly, Ramey and Hay (2003) define the 

roles of teachers as teaching the concepts, requiring the finished product, 

modeling the use of electronic portfolios, introducing the electronic template for 

the portfolio, clearly defining the criteria and expectations of the portfolio, and 

providing illustrations suggesting how current course activities could be 

realigned to become portfolio activities. For Ali (2005a), those roles include: 

defining the aim of the portfolio, taking students’ consent as well as parents’ 

permission for portfolio development, defining portfolio audience, allowing 

students to select work that best shows their achievement, involving students in 

peer correction or review, incorporating feedback mechanism into student 

portfolios, encouraging reflective practice, and evaluating the presented portfolio. 

However, Barrett (2006a) confines teachers’ roles in electronic portfolios to 

reviewing students’ work and providing feedback in narrative form based on a 

rubric, if available. As for students’ roles in electronic portfolios, Pedroni (1996) 

believes that one important student role is that of an explorer; i.e., students 

discover concepts and connections as well as apply skills by interacting with the 

physical world. Ramey and Hay (2003) define the roles of students in electronic 

portfolios by indicating that students select artifacts for inclusion that support 

achievement of the key indicators. They add that what is most important is 

students’ reflection on why an artifact is chosen for inclusion in the portfolio, 

what was gained from a particular experience, and how the experience will 

impact future behavior and learning. Similarly, Barrett (2006a) mentions that 

students create, store artifacts and reflections, and organize their work, 

preferably with hyperlinks.  

As for teachers’ views on electronic portfolios, Pott (1993) concluded that 

the computer based portfolio was viewed by teachers as an effective method, 

helping them with the evaluation process. Moreover, Kavaliauskienė and 

Suchanova (2009) found that the use of online portfolios for various assignments 

helps teachers foster students’ learning. As for students’ views on electronic 

portfolios, Chang (2001) found that most students consider electronic portfolios 

to be helpful with respect to improving learning and accomplishing quality. In 

the same vein, Chen (2002) reported on a survey of students’ opinions on an 
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electronic portfolio which revealed that students were comfortable with using the 

electronic portfolio. Moreover, MacDonald et al.’s (2004) case study suggested 

that seeing other people’s work was noted as a continuous process for revision, 

reselection of artifacts, and interface design. Attempting also to investigate 

students’ reactions to the use of electronic portfolios, Chang, Wu, and Ku (2005) 

found that students had an overwhelmingly positive reaction. Gülbahar and 

Tinmaz (2006) also found that electronic portfolios were favored by students who 

indicated that they enjoyed getting weekly feedback about the assignments and 

having the opportunity to redesign the assignments before final submission. 

Moreover, students stated that they gained more knowledge about the software 

development process and learned more from their class as they started to create 

their electronic portfolios.  

Kocoglu (2008) interviewed EFL student teachers for their perceptions of 

electronic portfolios as a learning tool and could identify several themes, 

indicating that the electronic portfolio is a tool that helps student teachers keep 

current with innovations in the digital world, a fancy tool that serves them in the 

job search, a collection of materials showing their best work, and an opportunity 

to work collaboratively which in turn supports their ongoing professional 

development. Similarly, Lopez-Fernandez and Rodriguez-Illera (2009) analyzed 

undergraduate students’ perceptions, attitudes and, behaviors when using an 

electronic portfolio to support their learning and assessment in practice based 

courses at two traditional Spanish universities. They found that students had 

positive opinions and self-efficiency through the electronic portfolio. Although 

the expected impact on their learning was not so significant, students emphasized 

that the electronic portfolio was valuable as a personal developmental learning 

tool. In the same vein, Kavaliauskienė and Suchanova (2009) investigated 

learners’ perceptions of employing electronic language portfolios for conducting 

various assignments in English for Specific Purposes and found that students 

were positive about the application of electronic portfolios in ESP classes.  

Institutions intending to adopt electronic portfolios should consider some 

issues. For example, such institutions should take into consideration the budget 

available for additional hardware and software as well as for staff training 

(Barrett, 1997). They should also determine which tool to use, which assignments 

will become part of the student electronic portfolios, and who will make these 

decisions (Meyer & Latham, 2008). Moreover, such institutions should develop 

an electronic template for individuals new to the electronic portfolio development 

process (Ramey and Hay, 2003). Institutions that are going to use electronic 

portfolios are also highly recommended to be clear about the purpose for using 

the electronic portfolio, to provide appropriate faculty support, and to hold 

individual meetings with those groups that resist using electronic portfolios 

(Wetzel & Strudler, 2005). Additionally, Chappell and Schermerhorn (1999) and 
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Siemens (2004) suggest that educational institutions must make electronic 

portfolios mandatory in order to overcome resistance from students and faculty.  

Teachers can also be offered some guidelines on how to use electronic 

portfolios. They should understand and promote the value of electronic portfolios 

(Siemens, 2004); be realistic with their own expectations from electronic 

portfolios (Bergman, cited in Ali, 2005a); decide whether to take a teacher-

centered or student-centered approach (Barrett, 1997); and incorporate 

assessment from other stakeholders (parents, department heads, etc.) in all the 

phases and components of the electronic portfolio development (Bergman, cited 

in Ali, 2005a). 

More guidelines for electronic portfolio implementation include: infusing 

electronic portfolios across the whole learning process as well as allotting 

adequate time for the process of electronic portfolio development. Concerning the 

first issue, Challis (2005) believes that electronic portfolios should be integrated 

across the learning process; therefore, courses may need to be restructured to 

accommodate electronic portfolios. Siemens (2004) adds that implementing an 

institutional approach for electronic portfolios can be a difficult task. To be 

effective, he continues, the concept needs to be embedded into the process of 

instruction and assessment. As for the second issue, Ramey and Hay (2003) 

believe that adequate time should be allotted for the process of electronic 

portfolio development because the construction process cannot and should not be 

rushed as it is a lengthy, ongoing process best approached as a long-term project. 

They add that students and faculty should be introduced to the concepts and 

desired outcomes early in their academic career which will promote and facilitate 

student development of organizational skills and reflective patterns.  

A number of issues and challenges arise with the use of electronic portfolios 

in education (Butler, 2006). The first challenge is that they require much time 

(Heath, 2005) and effort (Papadimitriou, 2009). Westhoff (2003) points out that 

the problem lies in training students in how to identify the bodies of evidence that 

best demonstrate their knowledge and how to effectively incorporate it into their 

portfolios.  

Another challenge for electronic portfolios is related to the technologies 

and technological skills required for them. In this concern, Ali (2005a) believes 

that the wide range of media through which electronic portfolios can be 

developed may add to their sophistication and consequently the effort involved in 

their development and maintenance. Gathercoal, Love, Bryde, and McKean 

(2002) point out that students are the problem because they do not have the 

necessary technical skills to make the electronic portfolio work well. Within this 

context, Woodward and Nanlohy (cited in Grier et al., 2006) found that students 

who developed and utilized an electronic portfolio rather than a traditional paper 

portfolio encountered problems learning the new software as well as navigating 

copyright restrictions on music and photographs. Also, tapping the issue of 
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technological problems, Purves (1996) indicates such problems as hardware and 

software incompatibility while Fiedler and Pick (2004) mention the issue of 

usability and accessibility by special needs populations. Moreover, Demirli and 

Gürol (2007) believe that problems may emerge when storing documents 

electronically and yet making them accessible as part of a portfolio. They explain 

this notion by pointing out that while diskettes may be used to prepare some 

portfolios, others with big files such as video recordings necessitate other 

solutions. Moreover, Batson (2002) has identified four areas of concern. These 

areas are: storage, security, certification, and industry stability. 

A final challenge for the adoption of electronic portfolios is a pedagogical 

one. Batson wonders how the curriculum can be altered to integrate electronic 

portfolios. In the same context, Song and August (cited in Demirli & Gürol, 2007) 

believe that before implementing electronic portfolios, some readjustments are 

needed in classroom instruction and organizing learning activities. Purves (1996) 

taps such problems as classroom logistics like requiring students to be in the lab 

to work on their electronic portfolios. Rathburn (2007) also indicates that 

teachers might have to change course assignments so that they are appropriate 

for selection as artifacts. Demirli and Gürol (2007) add that assessing student 

electronic portfolios may cause difficulties in developing specific and feasible 

marking criteria. According to Ledoux and McHenry (2006), another illustration 

of a pedagogical problem that occurs with electronic portfolios is the resistance of 

teachers to use electronic media. 

Conclusions 
From reviewing the literature on traditional portfolios and electronic 

portfolios, it can be concluded that they share the same theoretical bases—

learner-centered instruction, sociocognitive theory, and constructivism—as well 

as the same processes or stages of implementation—collection, selection, 

reflection, organization, and presentation. However, they differ as to the medium 

in which the portfolio is stored. In traditional portfolios the medium is mainly 

paper while in electronic portfolios the medium is digital. Moreover, electronic 

portfolios have an additional theoretical basis—Gardner’s multiple intelligences 

theory. Additionally, electronic portfolios have more advantages than traditional 

portfolios (e. g., storage, accessibility, duplicability, use of multimedia, 

enhancement of technological skills, support of lifelong learning, low cost, ease, 

organization, and flexibility). Figure 1 below illustrates the similarities and 

differences between the traditional portfolio and the electronic portfolio. 

Figure 1 The Similarities and Differences between the Traditional Portfolio 

and the Electronic Portfolio. 

 From the literature reviewed and the conclusions reached, the researchers can 

suggest a conceptual framework for implementing electronic portfolios in an 

argumentative essay writing course for 4
th

-year EFL student teachers at Egyptian 
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faculties of education. This implementation process can go through two main stages: 

setting the scene and applying electronic portfolios. 

1. Setting the scene 

 

Fourth-year EFL student teachers at Egyptian faculties of education had acquired 

many computer skills because they studied computer for four years. The most 

important of these skills are those related to using Microsoft Word
®
 as well as the 

mechanics of using e-mail and the rules of netiquette. However, those students need 

training in some additional skills necessary for creating electronic portfolios. These 

are the skills of creating websites. For this purpose, the researcher prepared a manual 

for creating electronic portfolios (See  
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Appendix A). This manual describes, in detail and with pictures, how to build a 

website and how to use this website as an electronic portfolio. It answers the following 

questions which students might need to ask: 

 

 What is an electronic portfolio? 

 Why should an electronic portfolio be created? 

 What should be put in an electronic portfolio? 

 How can an electronic portfolio be constructed? 

 Where can sample student electronic portfolios be found? 

 

Moreover, the manual includes the following guides: 

 

a) A website creation guide which helps students build websites (See Appendix 

B). 

b) A hyperlinking guide which helps students attach their artifacts to their websites 

(See Appendix C). 

c) A review and revision guide which helps students revise and edit their websites 

before publishing them (See Appendix D). 

d) A publishing guide which helps students publish their websites on CD-ROMs 

or on the Internet (See Appendix E) 

 

2. Using electronic portfolios 

 

This process went through five successive phases: collection, selection, reflection, 

organization, and presentation. 

 

a) Collection 

 

 As its name suggests, this is the phase where students collect the digital essays 

from which they would later select specific items to be included in their electronic 

portfolios. Students can attend weekly sessions with the teacher where they can vote 

on a topic from a list of topics (see Appendix I for a list of argumentative topics) and 

held a discussion on that topic. After each session, students should write essays on 

Microsoft Word
®
 and send them to the teacher by e-mail. The teacher should read the 

essays and send feedback to students. Students then edit their essays based on the 

teacher’s feedback. Students keep their essays (raw and revised) to include them in 

their electronic portfolios. 
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b) Selection 

 

After the weekly assignments are completed, students will select the entries 

they will include into their electronic portfolios. Each student will be required to 

include some of the essays he/she wrote during the collection phase (e. g., five 

essays). These essays should include the best essay as well as the worst essay from the 

student’s point of view in addition to more essays of the student’s own selection. For 

each essay, the student should include the first draft as well as revised draft(s). 

Students can also be allowed to include optional entries to reflect the personality and 

individuality of each of them. Examples of these optional entries are links to some 

sources the student will use in writing his/her essays, names of the colleagues who 

will help him/her, or the essays he/she will not include as core entries. 

 

c) Reflection 

 

Two types of reflection can be required within the electronic portfolio, artifact 

reflection and overall reflection. Both types of reflection are described below: 

 

 Artifact reflection 

 

Artifact reflection is related to the essays included in the electronic portfolio. Students 

are required to attach with each essay their reflection on that essay. To help students in 

writing their reflections, the researcher prepared a reflection template. In this template, 

each student is recommended to complete some statements for each essay he/she 

decides to include into his/her electronic portfolio. The statements are phrased in such 

a manner that they compel students to take an ‘I’ approach to their writing, to make 

them aware of their feelings and attitudes towards their writing, to size up their 

strengths and weaknesses as writers, and to think about how they can apply these 

skills to future writing tasks in their course of study. See Appendix F for the reflection 

template.  

 

 Overall reflection 

 

Overall reflection provides perspective on where the student is as a writer. Students 

should be instructed to provide information on the overall quality of their portfolio, 

what they find difficult about the experience, and what they like about the process. 

They should also be asked to detail areas where they feel they improve and areas 

where they feel they need further work. Students should be recommended to follow 

the steps below while preparing their overall reflection: 
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 Giving personal information (name, age, grade, faculty, e-mail). 

 Describing electronic portfolio objectives. 

 Reflecting on the whole electronic portfolio through the following two steps: 

o Describing the electronic portfolio composing and development process. This can 

include: 

 Previous experience constructing Web pages 

 Software programs used to develop the electronic portfolio 

 Selection and organization process for the artifacts  

 Challenges, successes, and/or surprises 

o Describing the review and revision process through:  

 identifying by name and connection to the student the people who reviewed 

his/her electronic portfolio. 

 mentioning their recommendations and the changes he/she made based on their 

comments  

 summarizing his/her own review process and any changes that resulted from 

his/her own review. 

 Describing future learning objectives. 

 

d) Organization 

 

In this phase, each student organizes his/her artifacts into a website (see appendix B 

for the Website Creation Guide) and makes a table of contents with hyperlinks to 

those artifacts. Moreover, he/she prepares a cover letter which includes his/her 

personal information in addition to the overall reflection he/she prepares in the 

previous phase. The cover letter also includes access information for their audience. 

Entries should be arranged in the website’s pages, each with a hyperlink in the table of 

contents (see Appendix C for the Hyperlinking Guide). Each entry should consist of 

one of the selected essays (both the raw draft and the revised version). Each student is 

also allowed to include some optional entries (discussed in the selection phase). 

 

e) Presentation 

 

In this step, each student reviewes his/her electronic portfolio using the Review and 

Revision Guide (see Appendix D). Following this guide will help the student ensure 

that the final electronic portfolio adheres to the guidelines and that all the links work 

properly before publishing the portfolio. After the electronic portfolios are reviewed, 

they are ready to be presented. The Publishing Guide (in Appendix E) is designed to 

help students publish their electronic portfolios on CD-ROMs and/or on the Internet.  
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