
The Electronic Portfolio  

Electronic portfolios (e-portfolios) support a constructivist learning environment for students 

where active engagement in the learning process involves discovery, discussion, questioning, 

reflecting, challenging and reasoning. A social constructivist learning environment provides a 

structure of self-directed and problem based learning and reflective practice (Buzzetto-More, 

2010; Buzzetto-More, 2006; Vygotsky, 1978).  

 

Reflection in and on practice is facilitated by an electronic portfolio, by providing within it a 

broad range of means for expressing learning that is linked to standards and learning outcomes. 

(Martell & Calderon, 2005; Popper, 2005; Barett, 2004; AAHE, 2001; ePort, 2003). Reliability 

in assessing the achievement of standards and learning outcomes is also considered to be 

supported by their use (Stefani et al. 2007; Green, Wyllie, Jackson, 2013). 

 

 

Advantages of Electronic Portfolios 

Electronic portfolios (e-portfolios) allow for a greater breath and variety of artifacts, higher 

expression of creativity and individuality of the learning experience and a foundation to ground 

the building blocks to professionalism. Wide accessibility, multidimensional and ease of 

malleable adaptations and storage of meta-documentation serve to promote student 

assimilation of academic and professional practice (Buzzetto-More, 2006). A portfolio 

provides students with a space for reflection on learning and clarity while transitioning from 

student to professional practice (Chun, 2002). 

Criteria for a satisfactory e-portfolio includes a variety of examples of student work so both 

teachers and students have an opportunity to assess their learning mastery (Popper, 2005). The 

creation of an e-portfolio throughout a degree, following the student trajectory; is an excellent 

form of a value added assessment and therefore a strong indicator of student and academic 

learning and development throughout the curriculum (Popper, 2005, Martell, 2005). 

The ePortConsortium in 2003 noted that student e-portfolios should encourage metacognition, 

help students with organisation skills, recognition of skills, abilities and shortcomings, 

showcase talent and professional creativity, assess academic progress and learning, 

demonstrate the spiral of competencies built over the program, facilitate making career 



decisions, highlight specific skillsets and speciality interests, demonstrate regulatory 

requirements are met and provide a platform to promote themselves professionally.   

Assessment 

When creating a student portfolio assessment, Cooper (1999) identified six key considerations 

at university level: “identification of skill areas, design of measurable outcomes, identification 

of learning strategies, identification of performance indicators, collection of evidence, and 

assessment” (Sweat Guy & Buzzetto More, 2007).  

 

Rubrics 

 

“Rubrics articulate the standards by which learning outcomes will be evaluated and are a 

prevalent method for evaluating portfolios” (Buzzetto-More & Alade, 2006). Research on 

rubric development has suggested that they “improve consistency in scoring, better 

communicate expectations and performance to students, measure student progress over time, 

facilitate the evaluation of complex and subjective skills, and promote learning” (Jonsson & 

Svingby, 2007, Mossa, 2014). A study of over 1000 peer-group evaluations over three years, 

found rubrics a valid and reliable resource of assessment where student evaluations were 

similar to faculty evaluations when assessed using an oral presentation rubric (Hafner & 

Hafner, 2003, Mossa, 2014).  

 

While implementing rubrics for an information systems university course, Petkov and Petkova 

(2006) found assessment was more uniform and expectations and performance was better 

communicated to students. A rubric was a useful means of measuring student progress over 

time and beneficial for future assessments in the program that combine projects and portfolios 

(Sweat Guy & Buzzetto More, 2007, Petkov and Petkova, 2006).  

 

The outline of a rubric can vary. Below are some examples of rubrics which have been 

implemented in universities to assess electronic portfolios.  

 

1. The University of Maryland Eastern Shore (UMES) introduced an electronic portfolio 

project in the Department of Business Management and Accounting. A rubric was 

created to assess goals of the department. A four point scale was developed comprising: 



Target (10 points), Acceptable (7.5 points), Developmental (5 points) and 

Unacceptable/missing (0 points). “The performance indicators were embedded within 

the evaluation criteria, and a requisite score of 60 points was set as a minimally 

acceptable score where students earning below the 60 point cut off are required to 

rework and resubmit their portfolios” (Buzzetto More, 2010, p.68). The department 

surveyed the students that participated in the e-portfolio portfolio project where results 

showed that most students enjoyed the e-portfolio project and recognised the intention 

for reflection and learning process which had multiple benefits (Buzzetto-More, 2010).  

 

2. A hybrid analytic–holistic rubric was developed by the Geography Department at the 

University of Florida (Metler, 2001, Mossa, 2014). Analytic in that a list of learning 

outcomes as individual components but holistic in that the overall performance was 

evaluated for each outcome. This rubric does not include narrative descriptions of 

excellent or poor for each individual attribute. However, students are provided with 

specific, detailed information for what constitutes quality work in each component. 

“The rubric was developed by dissecting the critical thinking and communication 

student learning outcomes into separate logical components (Table 1). Students are 

encouraged to highlight other skills, including organization, creativity, and reflectivity 

through their cover page and table of contents, portfolio formatting and appearance, 

transitions and the ties to specified learning outcomes of the programme, and through 

a number of artistic and optional projects” (Mossa, 2014).  

 

Some universities adopted a model which involved students submitting part of the 

portfolio for evaluation throughout the semester. Advantages of this model included 

early feedback, better understanding of the quality of material required and a dispersed 

workload for the students (Burrell Montz, East Carolina University). The University of 

Florida allows for the “entire portfolio to be completed a few weeks before the end of 

the term, facilitating instructor feedback on a draft and avoiding the pressures of final 

exams. Submission of a complete product is also more likely to result in a consistent 

appearance (e.g., same font types and sizes, other aspects of formatting), which in turn 

might appear more professional to employers” (Mossa, 2014).  

 



3. The Master's of Science in a nursing program at the American Association of Colleges 

of Nursing's implements a “scoring rubrics specific to the faculty-mapped essential 

descriptors for each assignment. The interval scale used for the scoring rubric is based 

on the revised Bloom's taxonomy (Su & Osisek, 2011) as follows: Not applicable (0): 

Assignment is not geared toward this essential descriptor. Not acceptable (1): Writing 

demonstrates primarily summarizing and compare/contrast levels of thinking. 

Emerging evidence (2): Writing demonstrates application and some beginning levels of 

synthesis thinking. Competent-level evidence (3): Writing demonstrates solid evidence 

of knowledge integration and synthesis of concepts. Exemplary evidence (4): Writing 

demonstrates exemplary levels of knowledge integration and synthesis of concepts” 

(Meek et al., 2015). Table 2.   

 

4. The National Association for the Education of Young Children in the United States 

proposed a rubric to reflect the goals of the preservice teaching programme. The 

“Portfolio Rubrics Committee” developed rubrics to assess student progress at 

“decision points”. Levels of progression were conceptualised as emergent, proficient 

and target (Ledoux & McHenry 2006). Table 3.  

 

5. The Association of American Colleges and Universities (AAC&U) Valid Assessment 

of Learning in Undergraduate Education (VALUE) project tested and redrafted value 

rubrics in over 100 universities. Rubrics were developed for 15 learning outcomes 

which were identified by previous projects ran by the AAC&U. These include: (see 

also Table 4)   

 

Intellectual and Practical Skills 

• Inquiry and analysis 

• Critical thinking 

• Creative thinking 

• Written communication 

• Oral communication 

• Reading 

• Quantitative literacy 

• Information literacy 

• Teamwork 



• Problem solving 

Personal and Social Responsibility 

• Civic engagement 

• Intercultural knowledge and competence 

• Ethical reasoning 

• Lifelong learning 

Integrative and applied learning 

• Integrative and applied learning 

 

While each college differed in their specific language and their emphases among 

criteria; the research highlighted areas of shared criteria for learning across different 

programmes and departments. The VALUE rubrics are “criterion-referenced” and all 

students are assessed on these criteria. They proposed the primary usefulness of the 

rubric was the space it provided for faculty to communicate the expectations of the e-

portfolio to students and others and to engage students in reflecting on their progress 

through practice and learning whether this was for a single module, over an academic 

year or throughout their entire educational journey. The ability of colleges to adopt the 

VALUE rubric and adapt to their specific programmes, outcomes and targets attests to 

the core applicability and foundational stature.  

This meant they were able to use the rubrics, apply them to e-portfolio projects from 

students completing various programs in different types of universities’ and assess 

student performance and progress with strong inter-rater reliability. The VALUE 

rubrics reflect shared expectations for student learning across fifteen essential learning 

outcomes. These learning outcomes were considered as central for student success by 

both third level education faculty and their subsequent employers.  It also means that e-

portfolios and the rubric of assessment can be used by faculty and external examiners 

for assessing student work with high levels of validity and reliability (Rhodes, 2011). 

Table 4. To look at each VALUE rubric – they are accessible at 

https://www.aacu.org/value-rubrics and an example is included in the appendix 

(Rhodes, 2011). Table 5.  

 

https://www.aacu.org/value-rubrics


6. An educational computing doctorate programme developed a rubric driven online e-

portfolio system. The rubric was developed to standardise quality across the programme 

and provide consistent feedback to the students. The online interface was organised by 

the rubric and sections were divided by type of artifact required. These subdivisions 

included a reflective introduction, curriculum vitae, scholarly writing, professional 

presentations and technology based creative works. Each section outlines the minimum 

and maximum number of artifacts that can be submitted for that section and assessment 

criteria and performance standards for that particular type of artifact. There is a 

feedback process within each section where students can receive feedback from peers 

and committee members throughout the development of the e-portfolio across the entire 

programme. Table 6 outlines the artifacts required for the entire portfolio, required 

quantity for each section and the standards of assessment for each artifact.  This system 

allows a degree of flexibility and autonmity for the student allowing for individual 

interests to be developed while maintaining a consistent standard of quality across all 

students (Dondlinger & Jones 2008). Table 6.  

 

7. Johnson et al., describe the components of a portfolio assessment system developed in 

a collaborative evaluation of a family literacy program in the University of South 

Florida. Both analytic and holistic scoring rubrics were developed. Some team 

members preferred the holistic rubric as it coincided with their philosophy of an 

integrated view of family literacy whereas others highlighted the usefulness of the 

analytic rubric for continued program development (Table 7). This led to the team 

agreeing on using both analytic and holistic rubric in a two stage assessment where a 

proficiency level was decided on for each goal using the analytic rubric first. Then a 

holistic rubric is used to form narratives that describe four levels of family literacy: 

Proficient (presence of most of the family literacy skills), Developing (development of 

some, but not all, of those skills), Emerging (development of a few family literacy 

skills), and Not Yet (no evidence of development of such skills) (Johnson et al., 2003). 

Table 8.  

 

8. An English Language Arts course in the Lebanese American University posits that 

portfolios share four core elements: collection, selection and reflection and connect 

(Hamps-Lyons and Condon 2000, Clack and Eynon, 2009 Bahous, 2008). “Weigle 

(2002) lists the considerations one should keep in mind when using portfolio 



assessment; these considerations include the following: purpose, contents, scoring 

procedures and logistics”. Some principles for consideration when portfolio are used 

for academic purposes might include (Bahous, 2008):   

 

 determining the curricular objectives such as the purpose and the learning 

targets (Weigle 2002)  

  clarifying the decisions to be made based on the portfolio  

  designing and defining clear rubrics (assessment criteria) for each assessment 

task (see Table 9) 

 determining who is going to evaluate the portfolio and training these evaluators 

(Lynch and Shaw 2005). 

 

9. 17 years ago a preservice teacher program tracked their rubric development of 

performance assessment from chart to checklist to detailed rubric. Table 10 outlines the 

portfolio rating sheet which includes all the elements for the students to consolidate. 

The rubric rating scale (Table 11) with points spanning unsatisfactory, basic, proficient 

and distinguished with descriptions of what level should include. This rubric which has 

developed over a number of years is more informative and clear for students to 

recognise what is needed to move further towards the level of distinguished (Morgan, 

1999).  

Conclusion 

Overall rubrics are designed to provide a comprehensive framework to ease the evaluators 

assessment process, provide meaningful feedback to students and generate useful data that can 

compiled or disaggregated and analysed for reporting and decision making going forward for 

future revisions and decision making regarding learning outcomes and assessments (Buzzetto 

More, 2010). All the examples outlined above are context driven and through a learning process 

have become accountable and functional for assessing electronic portfolios for their perspective 

courses/programs.  

 

While e-portfolio assessment is required to be ethical, fair, feasible and accurate; ethical 

standards for “e-portfolio assessment have not been consistently identified or operationalised” 

(Green et al., 2007). An ethical framework for assessment is central to learning for the students 

and teachers. Ethical assessment generally would reflect mastery of content, fairly administered 



and treated consistently and with confidentially. The rubric should be student centred and 

provide clear reference to the level of attainment required. “For example, is the student able to 

demonstrate through the use of artefacts that their ideas or knowledge is ‘emerging’, 

‘developing’ or able to be ‘integrated’ into their practice? Levelling of rubrics and their 

appropriateness for e-portfolios have been widely used for some time and there is beginning to 

be some research available that supports their use as a reliable indicator of student learning 

outcomes (Diller and Phelps, 2008; Abrami and Barrett, 2005, Green et al., 2014)”. Ethical 

considerations for those with a disability might include extra IT and online support for 

accessing the interface of an e-portfolio system and for spell checks and the ability to pick their 

own artifacts etc. (Green, 2014). “E-portfolios can have customisable and adaptable 

applications that are tailored to help the learning process in students with sensory, cognitive, 

or mobility impairments. An example of which is the spelling and grammar check for students 

with dyslexia. Indeed, Olt (2002) has emphasised that effective assessments are those that are 

oriented towards higher order skills, and require application, synthesis and evaluation of 

student experience, rather than factual recall” (Green, 2014).  

 

“Benner’s (1984) novice to expert framework is ideally suited to portfolio and e-portfolio 

development for nurses in that proficiency at each of Benner’s levels (novice, advanced 

beginner, competent, proficient and expert) can be established by evaluating learner outcomes 

at each stage of his or her career. Over time, with movement from reliance on abstract 

principles, as a beginner; through to the use of past concrete experience as an expert learning 

outcome would change, reflecting a learner’s place on the learning trajectory. The transition to 

expert is evident when there is recognition of the situation as a complete whole rather than bits 

joined together, and professional movement from observer to engaged participant” (Benner, 

1984 & Green, 2014).  

 

While Green et al. 2014 outline some of the challenges in the nursing literature regarding e-

portfolio assessment, there seems to be agreement that e-portfolios assessed over time, or 

formative assessment is advantageous (Butler, 2006 & Walvoord and Anderson, 1998). 

Bhattacharya and Hartnett (2007) developed a matrix for e-portfolio assessment focusing on 

“metacognition, progression, conceptualisation, implementation, cooperation, collaboration, 

critical thinking, decision making, evaluation, modification, creativity and innovation” (Green, 

2014). 



For the e-portfolio to be advantageous a balance needs to be stuck between development driven 

and assessment driven and how the students perceive the functionality of the project. While the 

e-portfolio is assessed as a part of the program, the student level of identification with the 

developmental nature of the process and in turn the provision of a true and balanced account 

of their learning, practice, reflection in action and reflection on action (Green, 2014).   
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Appendix  

Table 1. Rubric for evaluating student learning outcomes (Mossa, 2014, ref: 3).  

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 



Table 2. Scoring Rubric for Each Essential Descriptor (ref. 4).  

 

 

 

The scoring rubrics are specific to the faculty-mapped essential descriptors for each 

assignment (see Figure 2). 

The interval scale used for the scoring rubric is based on the revised Bloom's taxonomy (Su& 

Osisek, 2011) as follows: 

 

• Not applicable (0): Assignment is not geared toward this essential descriptor. 

• Not acceptable (1): Writing demonstrates primarily summarizing and 

compare/contrast levels of thinking. 

• Emerging evidence (2): Writing demonstrates application and some beginning levels 

of synthesis thinking.   

• Competent-level evidence (3): Writing demonstrates solid evidence of knowledge 

integration and synthesis of concepts. 

• Exemplary evidence (4): Writing demonstrates exemplary levels of knowledge 

integration and synthesis of concepts. 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 



Table 3. Electronic Portfolio Rubrics (ref. 5).   

  

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 



 

Table 4. 15 Learning Outcomes for VALUE Rubrics (ref: 8).  

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 



 

Table 5. Rubric example for Skills for Lifelong Learning from VALUE Rubric (ref. 8).  

 

 

 

 

 



Table 6. Summary of portfolio rubric requirements and standards (ref.12).  

 

 



 

Table 7. Example of rating scale used in analytic rubric (ref: 9).  

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 



Table 8. Examples of the narrative used to describe proficiency levels in the holistic rubric 

(ref: 9).  

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 



 

Table 9. Rubrics for assessment (ref: 14).  

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 



 

Table 10. Portfolio Rating Sheet (ref: 10).  

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 



Table 11. Portfolio Rubric Performance Assessment Instrument (ref: 10).  

 

 

 

 



 

 

 

 

 

 



 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 


