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Abstract

Digital learner portfolios are of growing importanin higher education as the sector
seeks new teaching-learning-assessment methodk miimote students’ autonomy as
managers of their own virtual learning environmditte purpose of this study was to
analyze descriptively the undergraduate studemi€gptions, attitudes and behaviour
when using an eportfolio to support their learramgl assessment in practice based
courses at two traditional Spanish universities participants were 88 students, who
were studying through a blended-learning mode. Bat@ collected through
guestionnaires: a computer experience survey, anathich examined the
psychological, pedagogical and technological dinmrssof eportfolios use. Further, an
individual overall reflection was obtained from batudent to help gain an
understanding of their experiences of using thetépim. A mixed-method analysis
was applied in order to study the impact of thehtelogical innovation on students
and their satisfaction. The results showed thasthdents had positive opinions and
self-efficiency through the eportfolio as a toohtanage their learning and assessment
during a semester, especially from the second mainilse. However, the expected
impact on their learning was not so significantvéhtheless, the students emphasised
that the eportfolio was valuable as a personalldeweental learning tool.

Key words ePortfolio, Higher education, Teaching/Learnitrgtegies, Evaluation

methodologies, Web-based learning.



1. Introduction and literature review

Universities are implementing new strategies sugpldoy technology for teaching,
learning and making student assessment more leaenéned, in order to focus the
educative process on a future lifelong and lifeenigiarner (Laurillard, 1993; Schank,
1997; Kimball, 1998; Collis & Moonen, 2001; CuthélD02; Bates, 2003; Preston,
2005). This socio-educational change towards ststparspective has led to the
implementation of strategies that promote studgrgssonal development, and help
them to plan for continuing education, based or\aiuation of their competences.
Such skills include: learner autonomy, self-religpithe ability to use a range of
strategies to construct their competencies, anthgdke flexibility to adapt these

strategies to new training contexts.

1.1.Digital learner portfolios

In this educative context centred on studentshliegrachievements, eportfolios
appeared in the nineties as a pedagogical straggd on monitoring students’
competencies in order to accredit learning (Niglad993; Kankaanranta, Barrett &
Hartnell-Young, 2001).

In education, eportfolios are recognised as beitgglanological tool that allows the
student to manage their learning experience. Sanatiusly, it helps teachers to
observe students’ work and their processes of ileguauring a period of time. The

main pedagogic potentiality of these systems is thée in assessment as students are
able to manage their progress through learningtesile being supported by their
teachers through these sorts of technological devitherefore, teacher teams can use
this technology to develop a facilitator role, aadsupport students’ activities and help
them to work through specific assessment schetiuteese terms, eportfolios are
categorized as a course portfolio, supported bgl@ctronic environment where the
students are documenting and reflecting throughvidngs in which they achieve their

outcomes, guided by teachers and the assessnteniacri

The concept of educative eportfolio or digital palid is used along with other similar

terms such as: efolio (Cambridge, in press), wébfm web portfolio (Chen, Liu, Ou,



& Lin, 2001; Kimball, 2003), virtual portfolio (Sensen & Takle, 1999), etc. It refers to
a private virtual space (usually in a web-basedrenment) which contains a collection
of digital products (artefacts and reflectionsfleanonstrate competencies in a field of
knowledge to a teacher, a colleague, a professmracommunity. In the case of
academic digital portfolios, Barrett (2003) desestihe learner eportfolio when the
student is the owner of this virtual learning eamiment based on his/her own work.
This author (2004) considers that there is a cenalue difference between the
eporfolio and the assessment management systemshasfirst case the locus of
control is the student and in the second it igris&tution. However, in a formal
educational context which has a great number afestis per course and learning is
supported by a blended strategy, digital learnetf@as are usually a mid-term
between traditional portfolios and sophisticatetinenassessment management
systems. Specifically, its objectives are:

1) to give the student@ersonal web-based spato store, classify and/or select his

or her learning products (by logging with a usemeand password),

2) to offer the studerib be supported through the Interrst a teacher team of

facilitate that learning achievements based ondided assessment criteria,

3) to enable the studetat self-managdis or her academic assignments (in

compulsory or optional modalities, individual obgp mode, etc.) and

communications (by email, forums or chats, etcQriler to be more autonomous in

their learning management.

1.2.Electronic platforms for digital learner courseportfolios

Since 2000, few open source web-based platformes &pgeared for implementing
eportfolios. On the one hand, the first was OSPIpgn Source Portofolio Initiative™) in
2003, based on a model by University of Minessot@A). This platform offered a
personal eportfolio for North-American universitydents with three main options:
enter (information), share (products) and view €otportfolios). Nowadays it is called
OSP and it maintains the open code but with a roongplex web-based eportfolio
system, similar to virtual campus structure. Anothell-known open source portfolio
software is ELGG created by Tosh & Werdmuller (200&hich is based on a social
networking platform that offers blogging, networfgjrcommunity, collecting and

sharing features, but it is more addressed to artfepio used in a collaborative



strategy (Tolsby, 2001). Recently, it has appeM&tHARA, an open source eportfolio
created in mid 2006 for Massey University, Auckldsaiversity of Technology, The
Open Polytechnic, and Victoria University of Wegiton (New Zealand). It has a
modular and extensible architecture, which couléhbegrated into a wider virtual
learning platform as MOODLE (“Modular Object OriedtDevelopmental Learning
Environment”, Dougiamas & Taylor, 2002). On theesthand, open source virtual
campus software has also been used adapted tdodipsrtseveral commercial, home-
grown platforms and hybrids have been designedifgrer education institutions, such
as those obtained and described by ePortfolio Gtasoin its ePortfolio White Paper
(2003) and Handbook of Research on ePortfolio (J&f&aufman, 2006). However,
analysing these referential documents, few empims@stigations have been
undertaken in digital learner portfolios for asgagsiniversity students in an academic
course, and fewer still have been conducted witlyitadinal or more controlled
methodologically designs. One reason is probal#ynthvelty of this educational
phenomenon which facilitates descriptive reseanthsaudy cases.

1.3.Student achievement with a digital learner pofolio

In 2000 scientific empirical research that focusadligital learner portfolios, started to
be published (Cambridge, 2001; Chen et al., 2084 another computer-mediated
educative device, eportfolios have potential inghecess of teaching, learning and
assessment, and once the main technological piafarere implemented, the
researchers focused their attention on the roteefeacher with this innovation, and in
the process of instruction (Barrett, 2005). Litiésearch has explored the student’s
perspective in order to examine how eportfoliogetftheir academic performance and

course-related behaviour.

Chen et al. (2001) analyzes a learning eportfdia ool to assess the learning process,
and their results showed that for the studentgpipdication of ICT in the creation of
eportfolios helped them to control their learnimgaddition, the effectiveness of the
communication channel and the media used in thsults of learning were also valued.
According to Chen, Ou, & Wang (2003), teachers @¢tandle and guide with a digital
learner portfolio a program of online learning,labbrative in type, in which a large

number of students participate (approximately 1€0tpacher). Hope (2005) considers



that an optimal digital portfolio reflects the unskanding and behaviour of the student
and this is the reason for carefully doing the sssent. Del duca & Duke (2006) used
the digital portfolios in medical education as ateyn of assessment based on the
student work which required a reflective dynamiawenthey had to optimize the level
of their abilities and attitudes thereby obtainpasitive results, especially in reflection.
Meeus, Questier, & Derks (2006), from Vrije Univiegd Brussel created an
institutional digital portfolio to complement theaduation of competences directed at
educative innovations. They used an open-codeoptatand the results were positively
evaluated by their students. Spendlove & Hoopedg2drom the School of Education
of the University of Manchester, used the productbdigital portfolios with their
students as a technological activity in the cufdouof initial degree students. This
development tool promoted creativity, reflectiverlyalesign practice with an

educative structure, as well as the developmetdabiological abilities.

In conclusion, the main results of the impact afréfplios on universities address their
vision, assessment, technology, logistics and regt(Cambridge, 2001). However, in
relation to their impact on students, the main afleportfolios is to enhance learning
through reflection. This innovation helps studdntsmanage artefacts and learning
outcomes, to select evidences to achieve standarddp digitally produce a more
enriched learning experience. In the last termggnatfolios helps students to be self-
awareness of the educative goals achieved ovelufation of an academic endeavour
(Zubizarreta, 2004: 4) and support personal devetopt and reflective learning
(Stefani, Manson, & Pegler, 2007).

2.Rationale of the empirical research

This research is focused using a pedagogical najdel academic digital learner
course portfolio for a traditional university, supfed by a web-based environment
adapted as an eportfolio. This technological toal the methodology for implementing
it, aim to promote the undergraduate’s learning agament and assessment with the
support of a teacher team as facilitators. Falletgeelopment, it was necessary to select
a flexible web-based platform to implement thisrate, virtual environment with
options to store, view and share being managetdgtudent, as the main point in the

concept of an eportfolio is the student’s ownersbiyaranteeing the responsibility for



his or her learning achievement. The student musiral web-based environment,
learning products, communications, guidance anesassent, in order to self-regulate
his or her own learning process by being progre$gimore autonomous.

A pedagogical model for assessing digital learmetfplio was selected (Castell6 &
Monereo, 2000) that is based on initial commonrmiation between students and
teachers related to the course: they agree ontolge@nd assessment criteria, the
compulsory and optional assignments and reflectithresrevision process, and the
digital format to store and present their finalguwotions. Our design was based on a
proposal of pedagogical criteria for digital poliths in higher education (Lopez, 2008),
which considers the basis of an eportfolio in thresero-criteria: its context
(multimedia and instructional design), its compdsedproduct —artefacts, reflections
and standards- and process —assessment, feedlobpkeaantation- of learning
components), and its agents (learner, peers, amdititeraction). To implement the
model, two different platforms were used: in thevénsity of Barcelona (UB) Moodle
was selected, and in the Autonomous UniversityaricBlona (UAB) their own home-
grown platform was selected. In both cases the genant systems enabled the
researchers to create an open, flexible and engagiine individual web-based
environment for supporting the pedagogical charesties of a digital learner portfolio:
self-management, communication and documentatipartfrom these main platforms
other pedagogical resources were developed to sufiyl@oinnovation, such as online

tutorials withNote Takel(http://www.gream.org/docenciaUB/portdig/

The eportfolios were used following the same methafdearning and assessment,
based on previously scheduled tasks (artefacth)tvtir reflections, moments for
assessing these learner productions (formativessisgt) and a final student task
(summative assessment), with an overall refleatabated to this innovation. The
implementation was supported through an inducti@mcgss guided by an eportfolio
tutor, who was supporting students’ tasks and assest, forming a teacher team with
the main faculty responsible. The objective oftbgearch was to observe student
opinions and behaviour with an eportfolio duringeanester, to describe the process of
students’ adaptation to this technological innavatnd their final satisfaction. The
final purpose was to illustrate a new practice avel-based and learner-centred

learning strategy, focused on undergraduate uniyestsident assessment.



3. Method

This exploratory research is a pre-experimentalyshased on the introduction of a
digital learner course portfolio as a specific asagent methodology at University. The
multiple techniques to recollect and analyze tha tave a mixed-method approach
with a sequential explanatory strategy (Cresw@03), integrating quantitative and
qualitative dimensions to understand in more dépthphenomenon being studied
(Todd, Nerlich, McKeown, & Clarke, 2004). This irstgation examines undergraduate
students from two educational institutions who wakéted to participate in this
research, when they were studying one instrumentgkct in a blended learning mode
with the support of ICT through an eportfolio: “istigation in Educative Media”

(from Audiovisual Communication grade in UB), “Metiology of Scientific Work”
(from Library Science and Documentation grade in #d “Practicum I” (from
Psychopedagogy grade in UAB). In conclusion, thalfsample was composed by the

students who agreed to participate during the seemes

3.1. Participants

Data was collected from 88 undergraduate studbiitaiere women and 31 men, aged
18-46 yearsNI= 26.31,SD= 5.66) from both Universities, characterized asdpe
public, traditional and renowned for their acadeoumpetence.

3.2. Materials

First of all, anad hoccomputer experience survey was created to obtéanmation

about the students’ level of use of the technokdide questionnaire was made up of
ten closed-ended items: one half for questions aigks/no format of response and, the
other half with five multiple-choice questions. Tsurvey collected three kinds of
information: (a) the socio-demographical data efstudents, (b) their general use of
ICT (e.g., having a computer with Internet at homejn place to connect to Internet;
frequency and purpose of connection), (c) theirafd€T applied to learning and
assessment (e.g., use of CD-Rom for learning, Liseesnet for learning, grade of their

satisfaction, use of Internet for being assesd$edoth institutions students were



familiar with other web-based environments for teag (“Dossiers electronics” a
home-grown platform in UB and “Campus virtual” whlome-grown platform
Autonoma Interactivén UAB), and they were not students in their fasademic year.
The data were analysed statistically with the campsoftware SPSS (v.12). Statistical
relationships were explored among the variablesnaaid participants’ characteristics:
cohorts from each university, gender and age grddpwever, independently of
computer literacy skills, the research was alseresting in finding out if the students
were prepared to use the technology as an autoreotoolto manage their own learner

productions and, above all, their assessment pgoces

Secondly, students respondeditbhocquestionnaires delivered on a monthly basis that
followed their opinion regarding the nature of thgjlearner portfolio and their
progressive adaptation. Each questionnaire had fhads with approximately eight
closed-ended items and two open-ended questionistefatical socio-demographical
data, (b) specific psychological issues and (ctifjpgpedagogical issues. Psychological
issues were examined through the students’ expres$ifeelings in the eportfolio,
which were gathered through the entire course galath the main opinion about the
innovation, and the autonomous premises. Pedadogstees were analyzed deeply,
and were related to different characteristics of ifnovation (e.g., criteria of
assessment, expectations, previous experienceuaitfolios, influence in their

learning, perception of eportfolio support durihg semester, main elements of the
eportfolio and grade of satisfaction). The data a@alyzed descriptively and statistical
relationships were also explored among relevanabbas related to eportfolio and main
participants’ characteristics. Finally, an explorgtfactor analysis was applied to
variables related to the first test, the compux@eeience survey, and the last eportfolio
ad hocquestionnaire, in order to understand in deptrsthecture and interrelation of
these variables, and determine if the informatioule be condensed into a set of

factors related to general use of ICT and in refato specific use of eportfolios.

Thirdly, before finishing the semester, an overgfllection from every student

regarding their experience using eportfolios irarse for learning and assessment was
obtained though the same platform. This servedsgminesis of student production
contained in the eportfolio. The objective of tlast textual document was to generate

an open student’ opinion that explored expectatajriee system, and the students’



perceptions related to the eportfolio, includingaatages and disadvantages. The data
were analysed qualitatively with ATLAS-ti (v.5) (®jeon & Henwood, 1996), in order
to identify the main code categories related tst fiedagogical experience with a course

digital learner portfolio in a traditional Univetgi

3.3. Procedures

Students from both institutions completed the qaestires during the Spring 2005
semester. The computer experience survey was asteri@i only once at the beginning
of the semester by one of the researchers, whemaireteacher informed students
about this innovation and this investigation, agkior their permission to be
participants. Then, during the semester, every m(¥¢bruary, March, April and May)
thead hocquestionnaires were administered, addressingpbefelios impact on
students. In the last week of May, the end of #rmaester, the overall individual
reflection was obtained by researchers from thaalilgarner portfolios platforms.

4. Results

4.1. Computer experience survey

A basic student profile of students’ use of ICT wéasained, in order to implement the
eportfolio. The univariate results of this questiaime showed that students were
prepared for using an eportfolio as a platformsigpporting their learning process (see
table 1). The majority had computers with an Iné¢igonnection at home, using it daily
to communicate and working. However, only a thifdhem had experienced learning
and assessment through Internet, and their defissisfaction was intermediate (item
measured from 1, being low satisfaction, to 3, diigh satisfaction, with the result:
M= 2.04;SD=0.7).

Furthermore, statistical relationships were exmlamong the variables of this
guestionnaire and main participants’ charactegsticit a significant statistical
difference was only found in relation to universitghort group. It was in the item
concerning having experience in learning by Inte(p2 = 6,091, df = 1; p < 0,05),
where students from UB (31,2%) had learnt morehi/technology than UAB students

(2,6%). However, this variable was not as relewasndthers as: having computer at



home, access and knowledge using internet, ets.fabi let us treat the group of

participants as a unit in their computing expereénc

4.2. Ad hoc questionnaires about eportfolios

The monthlyad hocquestionnaires addressed to eportfolio ownersnméd the
following descriptive results:

4.2.1. Psychological issues in learning with e mdidf

As regards psychological issues with the eportf(dee table 2), personal feelings from
the beginning were divided in two opposite postigoositive feelings were shown by
half of the students who stated that they were caéif-confident and understood
clearly the innovation, while the other half showegjative feelings such as insecurity,
confusion and boredom. However, these dividedrigsldisappeared during the second
month, where most of them (79.2%) had positiverigsl At that point, they started to
become familiar with the platform and, above aithwihe assessment methodology.
The initial opinions about the main advantage oépartfolio were (according to
student preference): the innovative VLE based eir thork (53.25%), the formative
assessment methodology through a digital learngtseqportfolio (24.2%), and the
autonomy achieved by the learner with the epodf(i2.55%); and the initial opinions
related to the main disadvantage of eportfoliosewalso according to student
preference): dedication, understood as amountra working on the eportfolio
(42.27%), novelty in the sense of uncertainty (3%2 and problems of accessibility to
internet (24.49%). In the last term, the majorityhe students did not plan their
learning (77.6%), but half of our sample recognitteat the eportfolio was helping
them to self-manage their learning process, pramgdtieir self-responsibility in their

assessment achievements.

4.2.2. Pedagogical issues in learning with epadfol

For pedagogical issues with the eportfolio (se&et8h it was observed that from the
beginning of the semester, students valued knoWiaegassessment criteria (78.7%),
and they had positive expectations of being assldsg the eportfolio, improving their
learning (62.5%), including those not having a pras experience with this assessment

tool (81.3%). Progressively they acquired more ictemfce in achieving their learning



goals guided by the teacher team, thanks to theahytator) and technological (VLE)
resources mediated through the eportfolio (fronb®@2to 87.5%), valuing especially
the feedback assessment received in their assigardene during the course (70.2%).
To conclude, students classified the influencepairgolios on their learning and
assessment as a more transparent system that tiegmedo follow clearly their
progress (40%), considering it as an instrumenkdfaming and assessment —with both
pedagogical objectives at the same level- (66%ichwvill let them show their learning
achievements (84.4%). This new educative systeporeked to their needs (86.7%),
being adequate for their course, student profitksgpecialization grade (84.8%). They
used all the elements included in their eportfoladsove all the course material, but
they also missed other activities such as a “goadtiges” (70.2%) among other

learning facilities (self-assessment tests, etc.).

4.2.3. Technological issues in learning with embidf

Regarding technological issues in learning withepertfolio (see table 4), from the
beginning the students placed more value on hdweingach student their own
technological tool and a personalized assessmethioah@ogy (72.3%), than the
demoralization experienced using technology angéreeption of working with a
complex system (27.7%). They were surprised byl#sgn, structure and organization
of the eportfolio, and they started to work omnryirig to have a global perception of the
VLE following tutor indications and consulting tbaline tutorial made for the

eportfolio. In the long term, students valued #ehnhological use of eportfolio (87.1%).

4.2.4. General issues in learning with eportfolio

The univariate analysis finished with three measatehe end of the semester
concerning satisfaction, improvement of learnind aportfolio recommendations.
Students were quite satisfied for having develdped work during the course through
the eportfolio (measured in a likert scale frono 7t 1 being least satisfaction and 7
maximum satisfaction, they hadviee 5.21; SD= 1.04}, and they also valued it as a
factor that had improved their learning (measugalrain a likert scale from 1to 7, 1
being least improvement and 7 maximum improventaey had aM=5; SD=1.319.
Moreover, most of them (89.4%) recommend for fulgars, in these instrumental
courses, using an eportfolio as a tool for suplearning and assessment, although a

small percentage of them (10.6%) still do not agvek this affirmation. The bivariate



analysis, comparing eportfolio items with genreiatale, did not provide any significant

statistical difference.

Finally, the exploratory factor analyses undertaicehelp to find key learning factors
related with digital learner course portfolios ugsele table 5). Bartlett’s test showed
good sphericityy2 = 165,782, df = 78; p < 0,00) for the main 13atales selected
from the computer experience survey and the lasttigfio questionnaire. To extract
the principal components we considered eigenvajuegter than 1 and the oblique (not
orthogonal) rotation, because it allows the existenf correlated components, which
was possible in this case in relation with ICT aRbrtfolio. The rotation converged in
12 iterations for Oblimin (SPSS option for the gbke method of rotation), the factor
analyses total variance shown that after rotaii factors were explaining 69,788%
variance, and the scree plot showed that the theese components were contributing
considerably to the solution (51,428%). Minimumtéadoading of 0.4 for each

variable was used on the rotated component matrix.

4.3. Students’ overall reflection on eportfolios

Finally, the qualitative analysis of overall refiens by the students showed that they
were evaluating the eportfolio from two dimensioas.a methodology and as a
platform. The main codes from “Methodology” (followg a frequency order) were: the
follow-up, the initial contradictory feeling, leany by tasks, assessment, autonomy,
dedication and constancy. The main codes from féthat' (following a frequency
order) were: the facility to do and send the tattkes technological resources for
reflection as self-assessment, the role of the aga facilitator through the eportfolio
and the interaction between teachers and studBmseportfolio code families were (in
salient order): learning, advantages, innovatipnshlems, assessment, system,

sessions, interaction, expectations, reflectionkssaggestions.

5. Discussion

This exploratory research has reached three dimessf eportfolio fields of working:
the technological, the psychological and the pedmag particularly concerning the
students’ perspective. Firstly, the old well-knoeaucative portfolio system has been



adapted (Arter & Spandel, 1992; Lyons, 1998; Mali999; Klenowski, 2004) to its

ICT implementation through a computer-mediated #plw, in which a highly

organized VLE centred on student activity has adldwhem to be the owner of this
private space and be responsible for its managentetondly, the process of
adaptation to this new form of learning and assessrhas been studied from the
university student’s perspective, addressing tfeatings and opinions about its use
during a semester. Thirdly, the pedagogical elemeziaited to the students’ adaptation

to this new system of being assessed during a $sentes/e been analysed in detail.

5.1. Computer literacy competencies

At present, university students who have technoleglyin their reach, use web-based
environments for learning in their respective unsitees, but these are usually more
teaching-centred. Moreover, they have competenaiase ICT for their learning, but
their satisfaction is still variable. Few experieadhave been observed in assessment
practices and with a personalized system, prodadgtpuse of the large number of

students per course in a traditional University.

5.2. Psychological, pedagogical and technologispéets of eportfolio

The use of a digital learner course portfolio hadg & positive influence on university
students' opinions, attitudes and self-efficacynftbe second month of using it until the
end. Their perception started to be more optimastid useful when they could
understand how the platform, the methodology aed #ctivity was working,

following instructions from different supports (g.g tutor or an online tutorial) and
changing progressively some of their learning psses (e.g. working more with digital
documents than paper, receiving the tutor’s feeklladen they sent a scheduled task
etc.). However, the expected impact on their legymvas not so strong; most of them
valued its use positively, but only half of thensagnized that eportfolio was a more
transparent system, which helped them to follovir fiegress and receive support in
their learning in order to control it (Chen et @001; Zubizarreta, 2004; Stefani et al.,

2007), bringing them something new as a persorthhzsessment system.

In the beginning, the feelings towards the innaratvere ambiguous, like other
innovative experiences using networking technogieeducation. The main

advantage of eportfolio from the student’s poinviefiv was to have a private VLE



organized by efolders, characterized by being figtructured and transparent,
showing clearly their course activities. But at sane time, the main disadvantage
congruently was the dedication required, percefuaa the beginning and the
complexity of the system that was demanding tanleidre use of a new platform,
method of assessment and a more digitalized workingas surprising that, faced with
this autonomous proposal and knowing that studsadsenough background for
learning and being assessed through a computerateddiroposal, they did not

elaborate a personal plan of learning to suppeit #ducative process.

They valued strongly knowing the assessment aaitand they had, in general, positive
expectations of eportfolio, even without having gngvious experience with it. They
also started to value the self-management of thaining during the second month of
use, but it seems to be due to the methodologgashing by tasks and not to the
eportfolio concept that teachers tried to trangrorn the very first class. Besides,
students were valuing progressively having resaut@esupport their personal learning,
understanding that the educative potential of éplars supports their own

development of learning products (Stefani et a0

At the end of semester, students were perceiviogfgfio as a learning and assessment
tool, which was giving a response to their nead#hé sense that it was facilitating

work and communication adapted to their acadenufilprand level. To conclude, the
eportfolio was enhancing their learning from a pasedized perspective based on their
own achievements. The main factors extracted fiwair perceptions, opinions and
behaviour were: to experience learning and assegsmith ICT, to obtain high
satisfaction with an eportfolio system as an extemnef their common use of

technologies, and to value positively the suppeceived through it.

These results, along with the little literatureatetl to academic eportfolios, are showing
a clear effect on students’ attitudes and beligfgch is affecting their self-efficiency
during a semester. An impact on their motivatiaiotigh this process to carry out their
learning and assessment, and their opinion abautfefios as an innovation in
University could also be observed. These findingscangruent with other computer-
mediated proposals, although again this positifecebn students’ opinion is not

directly converted into academic achievement. Taeradvantage achieved in this



research has been to introduce an eportfolio tiodotly promote the students’ self-
management of their learning and assessment; @1 atbrds, to strengthen autonomous
learning (Wenden, 1995; Scharle & Szabd, 2000L€.,i#004), a competency for future,

lifelong and life-wide learners.

Our research has been focused on demonstratinththdesign, implementation and
use of eportfolio is a reality that benefits tharieng process of university students, and
contrary to what could be perceived, the systenoisso complex to develop and its
impact is immediate and positive in an instrumestdidject with a blended learning
strategy organised by tasks. It goes along withlimeeof research which studies the
current impact of eportfolios, in organizationsisas the British Educational
Communications and Technology Agency (BECTA), tluiedpean Institute of
ELearning (EIfEL), etc.

5.3. Limitations and lines of future research

As one of the pioneer empirical research studiesechout with digital learner course
portfolio, our approximation to this educative pberenon has been exploratory, with a
pre-experimental design, based on a natural grdupused the eportfolio and were
longitudinally studied during a semester to obtanteep understanding about how
students learn and are assessed from their peksp€ele results are based above all
on descriptive univariate analysis, as the bivaratalysis only showed one significant
statistical difference. It is also worth highligigi that there were no differences between
men and women related to the variables studiethdrast term, qualitative analysis

completed the results together with the exploratacyor analysis carried out.

There is very little literature on this type of effolio and few studies addressed at
finding out the impact on students from their petjve, reinforcing the importance of
this research, but at the same time more studieas$ beudone in this line to observe if
these results are related to this model of di¢g@iner course portfolio or to the
novelty. We think, however, that the data are aamfig that our results are due to
eportfolio impact, as our present university studeme becoming familiar with other
VLEs for learning, as in most other countries.



For future research, this study could be replicated could be interesting to work with
equivalent groups, and achieve a more controlledystsuch as a quasi-experimental or
experimental design in order to increment intexadildity. If it is possible to apply it in
different sequential semesters, a longitudinalystialild be done with fewer variables
more centred on the main dimensions of impact oftégios on students’ learning and
assessment, thanks to exploratory studies likelhisare providing us with information
about the initial impact of this technological imation.

Finally, as academics, we think that it could keriesting to continue with a mixed-
method approach that complements the student'p@ersge with the teacher’s
perspective, in order to detect and clarify theliogpion of this innovation from both

sides of the phenomenon framed in the Universitjted.

6. Conclusions

The use of digital learner course portfolios in thaversity is becoming more and
more a reality, year on year in our institutionsjtas providing us with an answer to a
new educative paradigm, more learner-centred atuséml on promoting students’ self-
management and self-responsibility in the learpiragess, as life long learners. This
study has helped us to know, from the studentspestive, how they adapt their
learning process and assessment with an eportéoithow it affects enhancing their
positive attitudes and self-efficacy in relatiortheir learning. Therefore, student’s
academic achievement and autonomy could be irepadnced through the use of a

digital learner portfolio in undergraduate and grate university courses.
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