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Abstract—One of the potentials of regular use of computers and 

the Internet in the classroom is the development of ePortfolios. 

The use of this instrument is now considered relevant as a 

method of teaching, learning and assessment. The 

implementation of ePortfolios, performed by students in an 

educational context, can contribute to improving the quality of 

their learning and favors self-regulation, since it is based on 

reflection on their work. It is therefore important to build and / 

or adapt tools that allow us to accurately measure these 

dimensions, since the use of the Internet in formal learning is 

increasingly common. In this paper we present the results of a 

study on the implementation, analysis and discussion of how 

students engage in learning and foresee ePortfolios as a learning 

resource. We refer to the grounds and procedures adopted in the 

adaptation of the questionnaire – Electronic Portfolio Student 

Perspective Instrument (EPSPI) designed by Ritzhaupt, Singh, 

Seyferth and Dedrick in 2008, translated from the original 

version in English to the Portuguese and we also refer to the 

psychometric properties of sensitivity, reliability and validity.  

Keywords-ePortfolio; instrument development; student 

perspectives; factor analysis. 

I.  INTRODUCTION  

Among the various learning environments rich in 
technology, the Web is highlighted as a strategy for triggering 
motivation to learn, due to increasing enthusiasm on the part of 
young people for its use. As the Internet has become an 
increasingly important part of the classroom setting, it is 
imperative that teachers and students take advantage of this 
resource to build knowledge and develop skills in the research, 
selection and processing of information. The emergence of new 
educational trends and adaptation of existing ones should 
consider a personalized and collaborative learning network. 
The teacher should take on the role of facilitator, encouraging 
students to construct knowledge [1]. In this context, the use of 
ePortfolios as a teaching methodology promotes the active 
work of the students and can encourage the development of 
reflective thinking, self-regulated learning and be used as a 
means to integrate ICT in teaching. According to Meeus, 
Questier and Derks [2] there are two reasons for the popularity 
of ePortfolios in education: (1) the expansion of constructivist 
and socio-constructivist perspectives of learning, where 
students learn when they are given the appropriate tools and are 

guided to discover the information they need, (2) the ease 
access to ICT. 

In addition to learning, the question of evaluation also 
arises. From a constructivist perspective, in order to appreciate 
the ability of students involved in problem solving, and to 
respect their different rates of learning, we must accept 
differentiated, more authentic, participatory and reflexive 
forms of assessment. We must find ways to evaluate learning 
that provide more information to teachers and which develop 
the personal responsibility of students through reflection and 
criticism of their work [3]. 

The ePortfolios have the potential as teaching tools for 
learning, reflection and evaluation from a perspective of 
Teaching by Research [4], enabling students to develop the 
ability to learn and carry out research independently, leading 
them to the pursuit of their individual development, especially 
in adolescence, where formal operational thinking begins to 
emerge [5]. 

II. THE EPORTFOLIO IN THE TEACHING AND LEARNING 

PROCESS 

In recent years interest in the introduction of ePortfolios in 
education has increased due to the fact that they can promote 
differentiated learning methodologies and differentiated 
assessment strategies [6]. There are, however, difficulties in 
their implementation, particularly in terms of the technical and 
didactic skills required for teachers [7]. 

Technological developments have brought about a shift 
from the concept of a paper portfolio - body of evidence that 
shows the route of its author, which includes a reflection on the 
continuing process of construction - to the ePortfolio. There are 
international and national studies on the implementation of 
portfolios in the process of teaching that emphasize their 
strengths and contributions to improving the quality of 
students' learning process [6], [8], [9]. Barrett notes that the 
implementation of the ePortfolio with secondary school 
students has not been as striking as in higher education and 
vocational training. She believes that this is due to a failure of 
understanding of the benefits that the use of an ePortfolio can 
bring to learning and assessment [10]. 



 

The definition of the portfolio and, consequently, the 
ePortfolio, may take on different dimensions. These may be 
related to its purpose, which may be a presentation of artifacts, 
of the learning process or assessment strategies, and also the 
standards of its organization. The most important aspects of 
developing a learning portfolio is to witness the reflection of 
students and their participation in order to carry out different 
activities, as well as evidence of their intellectual and 
attitudinal development [11].The ePortfolio shows what the 
student has learned, how he/she did so, what skills were 
developed and the difficulties he/she encountered with the 
evidence associated with each reflection [12], [13]. 

Barrett argues that one of the main purposes of ePortfolios 
is to sustain the assessment of learning and the ability to assess 
how one learns (assessment for learning). That is, the portfolio 
can be used in a summative assessment perspective of learning 
where the aim is to assess by classification. Students submit the 
artifacts (papers, speeches, videos, audios, etc.), requested by 
the teacher to confirm their specific learning. So-called 
summative ePortfolios are presented or delivered at the end of 
a theme, term, or year and subject to assessment, usually 
through rubrics, i.e., pre-established criteria that are associated 
with quantified performance descriptors [10]. 

The ePortfolio can be seen in its formative aspect, since 
students are constantly confronted with decisions regarding its 
construction and this enables them to check the complexity of 
the learning process. The formative ePortfolio is constructed 
throughout the period of the year or in parallel with teaching a 
subject. On building this type of ePortfolio there is a constant 
sharing among the students, the teacher, and the peers. The 
artifacts are reviewed with the teacher and used to provide 
feedback and to improve learning [10], [13], [14]. 

In order to obtain good results with this methodology the 
relationship between teacher and students has to be based on 
the confrontation of ideas and negotiation of solutions, in 
which the student increasingly becomes autonomous in his/her 
ability to judge his/her own work and make informed decisions 
[15]. 

Barrett says that a formative ePortfolio is more motivating 
and interesting to students than a summative ePortfolio because 
the latter can lose its effectiveness by becoming only a 
repository of delivery of work [10]. 

Nowadays,  dissemination of the ePortfolio over the 
internet is very easy, allowing for queries, updates and access, 
so that others can comment, which may also be a factor in 
students’ engagement in their learning. In the construction of 
ePortfolios in schools it is important to choose a support 
technology system, which allows students to have their own 
digital file ("working portfolio"), where, as learning 
experiences unfold, they may store their work, record personal 
reflections ("reflective portfolio") and see the comments 
(feedback) of the teacher and peers, thus, leading them to 
restructure their work and carry out self-reflection [10]. 

 

III. INSTRUMENTS TO EVALUATE THE USE OF 

EPORTFOLIOS 

There are some tools to evaluate the use of ePortfolios for 
teachers and other professionals, both from the arts and field of 
education. Nevertheless, few are geared towards students, 
particularly from primary and secondary education. 

According to Ritzhaupt [16], most studies on the use of 
eportfolios have focused on the perspective of teachers and 
institutions and less on the student’s perspective. Thus, in 
addition to the interest that teachers or institutions may have in 
the implementation of eportfolios, it is important to have a 
clear idea of the perspective of the students. 

There are some survey studies which use instruments made 
by international researchers with samples of teachers and 
university students, with the purpose of validating them [6], 
[16], [17]. We did not find any validated quantitative 
instrument (scale or questionnaire) for Portuguese samples. 
Most of the studies, whether international or national, are 
qualitative in nature [16] [17], [18]. They use mainly single 
interviews and focus group. 

However, we found two questionnaires that seemed 
interesting from the point of view of gathering information 
about students' perspective on the use of eportfolios as a 
learning resource and evaluation: the EPSPI (Electronic 
Portfolio Student Perspective Instrument) by Ritzhaupt, Singh, 
Seyferth, Dedrick [16]; and the questionnaire developed by 
Garrett, both designed for students in higher education [17]. 
We chose the former for reasons listed below. 

This article refers only to the procedures adopted for an 
initial validation of the afore mentioned instrument. In the 
broader research where this instrument is used, the eportfolio 
was developed according to the three-level model of Barrett 
[10]. The design of each eportfolio was established according 
to evaluation criteria, the program content of the subject matter 
and the development of procedural and attitudinal skills. 

IV. METHODOLOGY 

The questionnaire selected for this study was the EPSPI, 
since the dimensions required to assess the work done with 
ePortfolios in our research where present in this questionnaire, 
namely learning and assessment. Although the original 
questionnaire was developed for college students and has three 
domains in its final version (learning, assessment and 
visibility), we requested permission from the author to use and 
adapt the instrument to high school students, which he kindly 
granted us. 

After being granted permission by the author, the original 
questionnaire, written in English, was translated. We were 
careful to keep the original meaning of each item as far as 
possible, as well as instructions for completion and the 
evaluation scale. We proceeded with the necessary adjustments 
so that the final wording of the items was not ambiguous, 
strange or difficult to understand [19]. Due to time constraints, 
an independent back translation was not conducted, although 
we are aware of how important this is to ensure the 
preservation of meaning; we propose to perform this in the near 
future. However, the questionnaire was reviewed by a 
researcher in the field of educational psychology. 



 

Adaptation of the questionnaire was carried out from the 
second original version of 34 items (the first had 40 items) 
organized into three areas: learning, assessment, and visibility. 
Given that the questionnaire would be applied to secondary 
school students and not to higher education students some 
items were eliminated, in particular those corresponding to the 
field of employment as they included content related to 
assessment in higher education. Subsequently, we obtained a 
questionnaire with 21 items, entitled "eportfolio: a learning and 
assessment resource," which uses a Likert scale measure with 
five possible answers: Strongly Agree, Agree, Neither Agree 
Nor Disagree, Disagree and Strongly Disagree. Table I 
illustrates three of the original items and our proposed 
translation.  

 

TABLE I.  EXAMPLE OF QUESTIONARY ITEMS 

In the Portuguese version In the original version 

# 3: Eu usaria um ePorffolio para me 
ajudar a desenvolver o meu 

conhecimento (por exemplo, em 

biologia) 

#3: I would use an ePortfolio to 

help me develop my knowledge 
(e.g., European History) 

#13: Sinto-me satisfeito com a 
utilização do eportfolio como 

ferramenta de avaliação da disciplina 

#16: I feel comfortable with an 

ePorfolio used as an assessment 

tool by the faculty for part of my 
grade in a course 

#17: Eu sinto que um eportfolio é 

uma boa forma de o professor avaliar 
o meu conhecimento 

#22: I feel that an ePortfolio is a 

good way for the faculty to assess 
my knowledge. 

Note. The # number indicates the item number in each of the questionnaires 

 

 

Sample and Procedure 

We made our first 21 itemed questionnaire available online 
and sent it by e-mail to 147 secondary pupils (25 students from 
10th grade, 52 from 11th grade and 70 from 12th grade) of the 
school where the research took place, who had experience in 
using eportfolios, inviting them to participate. Students were 
informed that the purpose of the questionnaire was to monitor 
implementation of the use of eportfolios as a tool for learning 
and assessment and to validate the Portuguese version of the 
adapted questionnaire by Ritzphaut et al [16]. The 
questionnaire was available online during the first two weeks 
of January 2011. We obtained a total of 106 responses, which 
correspond to a rate of 72%. The answer to the questionnaire 
was anonymous and the distribution by grade was as follows: 
20 students from 10th grade, 44 from 11th grade and 42 from 
12th grade. Participants of the survey ranged in age from 15 to 
18 years, with a mean age of 16,4. Fifty-seven (53,8%) of the 
students that took part in the survey were female, while forty-
nine (46.2%) were male. 

 

Sensitivity 

In order to determine the sensitivity of the 21 items, we 
used the regular procedures [20] to see if distribution was 
normal, in particular, the median, mode, standard deviation, 
kurtosis and skewness. Although some items did not meet the 
standard of normality, others had optimal skewness (Sk) and 
kurtosis (Ku) values, i.e., close to 0 (Sk = 0.03 and Ku = 0.04) 
and others acceptable (Sk =1,2 and Ku =2,9), but none 

exceeded the limits predicted by statistics, which are Sk> 3 and 
Ku> 7 [21]. These values are similar to those obtained by the 
author in his version of 34 items. We conclude that the items 
are very sensitive, i.e., they differentiate structurally different 
individuals. Therefore, at this stage we have not eliminated any 
item. (Table II). 

TABLE II.  MEDIAN (ME), MODE (MO), SKEWNESS (SK) AND KURTOSIS (KU) 

OF THE 21 ITENS N=106, SESK=0,235; SEKU=0,465 

Table column subhead Me Mo Sk Ku 

1. The ePortfolio helps me to develop 

my skills / competencies (eg, use 

word processing) 

4.00 4 1.25 2.99 

2. The ePortfolio is a way to control 

the development of my abilities / 

skills over time 

4.00 4 0.18 -0.72 

3. I would use an ePorffolio to help 

me develop my knowledge  (biology, 

for example) 

4.00 4 0.49 0.20 

4. The ePortfolio is a way to control 

the development of my knowledge 

over time 

4.00 4 0.43 0.46 

5. See the ePortfolios of my 

colleagues as a valuable learning 

experience 

4.00 4 0.07 -0.70 

6. The ePortfolio guides my skills 

development 
4.00 4 0.47 0.55 

7. I am concerned that the 

construction of my ePortfolio will 

become a mere collection of 

electronic records 

3.00 4 0.19 -0.70 

8. The ePortfolio allows me to learn 

from my mistakes 
4.00 

4 0.41 -0.46 

9. I intend to continue to improve my 

ePortfolio for lifelong learning 
4.00 

4 0.25 -1.02 

10. I would use an ePortfolio to guide 

the evolution of my knowledge 
4.00 

4 0.55 -0.07 

11. The ePortfolio better evaluates 

my knowledge than a multiple choice 

test 

3.50 3 0.21 -0.56 

12. I feel confortable with an  

ePortfolio  used as an assessment tool 

for part of  my evaluation 

5.00 5 1.18 1.15 

13. I am satisfied with the use of 

ePortfolio as an evaluation tool of the 

subject 

4.00 5 1.14 1.16 

14. I regard the comments about my 

ePortfolio as constructive criticism 
5.00 5 0.58 -0.64 

15. I think the teacher better assesses 

my knowledge through ePortfolio 

than through a written test 

4.00 4 0.46 0.14 

16. I am concerned that the 

assessment of my ePortfolio may be 

subjective and prone to errors of 

judgment 

3.00 
 

32 
-0.03 -0.82 

17. I feel that an ePortfolio is a good 

way for the teacher to assess my 

knowledge 

4.00 4 0.61 0.39 

18. Would be satisfied with the 

assessment on the work my teacher 

placed on my ePortfolio if only I 

could see it 

300 3 -0.08 -0.49 

19. I feel comfortable if my teacher 

shows my e-Portfolio to other 

teachers 

4.00 4 0.67 -0.46 

20. Would use the ePortfolio to show 

my school work tomy family 
4.00 5 1.08 1.30 

21. I am concerned about the 

confidentiality of my ePortfolio 
4.00 4 -0.68 -0.09 

Validity 

To determine the validity of our version of the 
questionnaire we used EFA (Exploratory Factor Analysis), 
with principal components and varimax rotation which is a 
form of construct or hypothetical-deductive validation. The 
author in his 34 items version also used EFA but "with axis 



 

factoring and an oblique (promax) rotation since the factors 
were expected to be correlated" (p.60) [16], since the author 
first determined the reliability of the items (according to the 
theoretical framework and the content validation method made 
by judges), that belonged to the same domain. The alpha 
obtained by the author were good (learning domain α= 0.90; 
assessment domain α=0.93, and visibility domain α= 0.85) 
[22]. We determined the internal consistency of each domain 
after the realization of EFA, as it seemed to us to be the most 
appropriate procedure, because our version is not the same, it is 
just similar to the original one and the sample where the 
questionnaire was applied is also different.  

Factor Analysis 

The exploratory factor analysis (EFA) requires the 
existence of common factors responsible for inter-item 
correlations and has some assumptions: the value of KMO 
(Keiser-Meyer-Olkin) must be equal to or greater than 0.70 
[21] which in our case is confirmed: KMO = 0.747; and the 
Bartlett's test of sphericity whose significance coefficient 
obtained should have a probability less than 0.05. In our case, 
the value was p <0.001 which showed that the variables were 
correlated significantly and we were able to proceed with the 
analysis.  

 

TABLE III.  ROTATED COMPONENT MATRIX 

Item 
Component 

1 2 3 4 5 6 

1. .645      

2. .545      

3. .663      

4. .817      

6. .662  
    

8. .488  
    

10. .542  
    

12.  .722 
    

13.  .767 
    

19.  .710 
    

20.  .617 
    

5.   
.522    

11.   
.827    

15.   
.617    

17.   
.554    

9.   
 .725   

14.   
 .662   

7.   
  .669  

16.   
  .717  

18.   
   .792 

21.   
   .659 

TABLE IV.  TOTAL VARIANCE EXPLAINED 

Component 

Initial Eigenvalues 
Extraction Sums of 

Squared Loadings 

% of 

Variance 

Cumulative 

% 
Total 

% of 

Variance 

1 26.634 26.634 5.593 26.634 

2 9.625 36.259 2.021 9.625 

3 8.725 44.984 1.832 8.725 

4 7.118 52.102 1.495 7.118 

5 6.016 58.119 1.263 6.016 

6 5.799 63.917 1.218 5.799 

Extraction Method Principal Component Analysis 

Using the method of principal component analysis, six 
factors were extracted. The varimax rotation brought no 
additional benefits in terms of factor reduction. In Table III the 
factorial weights of 21 questionnaire items are shown and in 
Table IV the explained variance of each factor extracted, and 
the total variance explained (63.9%). 

We note, at the outset and contrary to what one would 
expect based on the Ritzphaut original questionnaire, the 
existence of more factors, and not just 3: Learning, Evaluation 
and Visibility. 

These values can be explained by the fact that our sample 
of individuals was very close to the absolute minimum value, 
which is considered by Moreira [19] to be 100. 200 is the ideal 
number of individuals, more than 300 does not affect the 
factor analysis results.  

Looking at the saturation value of each item and how these 
were distributed across the different extracted factors (Table 
III), we found that: The first factor, as expected by its 
eigenvalue, included seven items, all within the field of 
learning. Factor 2 has four items, two of them belonging to the 
domain of evaluation and the other two to visibility. Factor 3 
includes an item that belongs to the domain of learning and 
three to the assessment domain. The other three factors, each 
with two items, may be considered weak factors as some 
statisticians believe that each factor should have at least three 
items. 

With these results, we decided to force the extraction into 
three factors, according to theory and the results obtained by 
the author in the original questionnaire (Table V). The first 
factor, with nine items (in the original version there were 10) 
seems to us not to raise doubts, all items belonging to the field 
of learning. Factor 2 includes seven items: five belong to the 
field of evaluation (in the original and also in our version) and 
two items to visibility (in the original version and in our 
version to the domain of assessment). These two items may be 
included in this domain because it is related to schoolwork to 
show to parents or to show other teachers, which from the 
perception of the students can be seen as assessment. Factor 3 
with four items, raises some doubts as to future maintenance, 
since it included three items formulated in the negative in the 
original questionnaire which were removed by the author in 
his final version of 28 items and one item that fits in the field 
of visibility and alone has no viability as a factor.  

 



 

TABLE V.  ROTATED COMPONENT MATRIX OF TREE FORCED 

FACTORS 

Item 
Component 

1 2 3 

1. .695   

2. .572   

3. .478   

4. .651   

5. .453   

6. .555   

7.   .529 

8. .650   

9. .669   

10. .661   

11.  .553  

12.  .634  

13.  .683  

14. .473   

15.  .679  

16.   .715 

17.  .719  

18.   -.541 

19.  .599  

20.  .692  

21.   .559 

 

Reliability 

The original questioner of Ritzphaut had a high degree of 
internal consistency reliability for its three factors. The 
Cronbach alfas for each domain were acceptable at α=0.90 for 
the learning domain, α=0.93 for the assessment domain and 
=0.85 for the visibility domain. In our questionnaire the 
Cronbach alfa for the learning domain was α=0.82 and for the 
assessment domain we obtained a value of α=0.79. For the 
visibility domain, the Cronbach alfa was 0.49 and this was one 
of the two reasons why we decided to take out this domain with 
its four items. The other reason was that it included the three 
negative items removed from the final original version by the 
authors.  

We therefore propose that the version for future 
exploratory studies to be carried out with samples of 
Portuguese secondary school students be reduced to 16 items: 
nine items for the learning domain and seven items for the 
assessment domain.  

We called this first Portuguese version: "Questionnaire for 
ePortfolio learning and assessment". The results presented 
below relate only to the two domains that make up the final 
version of the questionnaire. 

Results 

The descriptive statistics for the 16 item-questionnaire 
show the subscale means, standard deviation and frequencies 
for the learning and assessment domains. 

The learning domain (Table VI) contained the items 
relating to how students perceive ePortfolios as a learning 
device [16].  

TABLE VI.  DESCRIPTIVE STATISTICS OF THE LEARNING DOMAIN 

Items 
M SD SD D N A SA 

4.01 .792 % In categories 

1. 4.25 .754 1% 2% 8% 54% 41% 

2. 4.16 .664 0% 0% 16% 57% 33% 

3. 4.11 .708 0% 2% 15% 58% 31% 

4. 3.96 .975 0% 1% 10% 61% 34% 

5. 4.06 .728 0% 0% 20% 59% 27% 

6. 3.97 .696 0% 3% 18% 64% 21% 

8. 4.02 .768 0% 3% 21% 53% 29% 

9. 3.78 .995 0% 12% 30% 33% 31% 

10. 3.78 .840 0% 10% 21% 57% 18% 

Abbreviations: M – Mean; SD – Standard Deviation; SA – Strongly Agree; A – Agree; N – Neither 

Agree or Disagree; D – Disagree; SD – Strongly Disagree 

 

Most of the students consider that the use of the ePortfolio 
helps them to develop their skills (item 1) and knowledge 
(item 3); they also consider that it helps them to control the 
development of their skills (item 2) and knowledge for life-
long learning (item 4). Most of the students think that to 
observe colleagues ePortfolios was a valuable learning 
experience (item 5) and that the ePortfolio guides them in 
developing their skills (item 6) and in the evolution of their 
knowledge (item 10), allowing them to learn from their 
mistakes (item 8). All these items obtained an accordance 
percentage (SA more A) above 85%. The only two items in 
which there is a discrepancy compared to the others, are the 9

th 

and 10
th

 items, where the disagreement percentage and the 
midpoint of the scale (neither agree nor disagree), are higher, 
although they have an agreement percentage above 60%; these 
items refer to the intended use of ePortfolio for life-long 
learning. 

As in the previous domain, most of the students' responses 
to assessment items were above 85% (Table VII). This domain 
contained items regarding whether students perceived 
ePortfolios as a visible means of assessment of their skills and 
knowledge. 

TABLE VII.  DESCRIPTIVE STATISTICS OF THE ASSESSMENT 

DOMAIN 

Items 
M SD SD D N A SA 

4.06 .835 % In categories 

11. 3.51 1.01 2% 14% 35% 35% 20% 

12. 4.43 .717 0% 2% 8% 38% 58% 

13. 4.43 .813 0% 3% 8% 42% 53% 

15. 3.53 .968 3% 9% 35% 43% 16% 

17. 4.19 .705 0% 2% 12% 56% 36% 

19. 4.17 .786 0% 3% 16% 47% 40% 

20. 4.21 .848 1% 3% 14% 43% 45% 



 

Over ninety percent of students feel comfortable with 
using the ePortfolio as a part of the subject assessment (item 
12), satisfied when it is used as an evaluation tool (item 13) 
and consider that this is a good way for teachers to assess their 
knowledge (item 17). Most students (over 85%) say they feel 
comfortable when the teacher shows their ePortfolios to other 
teachers (item 19) and would resort to the ePortfolio to show 
their school work to the family (item 20).  

Finally there are two items related to other forms of 
assessment, where the percentage of positive responses is less 
than 60% and where the answers at the midpoint of the scale 
denote indecision over what is stated: "The ePortfolio better 
assesses my knowledge than a multiple choice test "(item 11) 
and" I think that the teacher better assesses my knowledge 
through the ePortfolio than through written work "(item 15) 

V. DISCUSSION AND CONCLUSION 

The quantitative findings of this study confirm that 
students’ attitudes toward ePortfolios are multidimensional. 
However, our psychometric results arrive at two broad 
domains: learning and assessment rather than three as in the 
original study. In our survey two of the items belonging to the 
domain of visibility were included in the assessment domain 
and the other two were eliminated since the third factor gave a 
very weak internal consistency. The results from the EFA 
confirmed the existence of those two constructs. The results 
also show a high degree of internal consistency for the learning 
domain (α=0.82) and for the assessment domain (α=0.79) 
showing that the items are measuring the same underlying 
construct.  

The two items referred to above (items 19 and 20) where 
perceived by students as belonging to the assessment 
construct. Work in the field of educational psychology carried 
out with Portuguese students of secondary education, shows 
that students feel the work they do in school as having mostly 
an evaluative function [23]. Perhaps this is why the items 
related to the visibility of the work done in school allowed by 
the construction of an ePortfolio, have been perceived as 
evaluation. 

REFERENCES 

 
[1] N. Yelland, “New times, new learning, new pedagogies: ICT and 

education in the 21st Century,” N. Yelland, G. Neal and Dakich (eds). 
Rethinking Education with ICT: New Directions for Effective Practices. 
Sense Publishers, 2008, pp.1-10. 

[2] W. Meeus, F. Questier and T. Derks, “Open source eportfolio: 
development and implementation of an institutuion-wide electronic 
portfolio platform for students,” Educational Media International, Vol 
43, (2), 2006, pp. 133-145. 

[3] D. Fernandes, “Avaliação das Aprendizagens: Desafios às Teorias, 
Práticas e Políticas”. Lisboa:Texto Editores, 2005. 

[4] A. Cachapuz, J. Praia, & M. Jorge, “Perspectivas de ensino das 
ciências.” in Perspectivas de Ensino. Formação de Professores – 
Ciências, Textos de Apoio Nº 1, A. Cachapuz (Org.). Porto: Centro de 
Estudos de Educação em Ciência, 2002. 

[5] B. Inhelder and J. Piaget, “O pensamento do adolescente” (cap.18), In 
“Da Lógica da Criança à Lógica do Adolescente”. S. Paulo: Biblioteca 
Pioneira de Ciências Sociais (“De la logique de l’enfant à la logique de 
l’adolescent,” 1970), pp. 249-260. 

[6] P. Abrami, A. Wade, V. Pillay, O. Aslan, E. Bures and C. Bentley, 
“Encouraging self-regulated learning through electronic portfolios,” 
disponível em http://www.cjlt.ca/index.php/cjlt/article/view/507/238 

[7] F. Costa, and M. Laranjeiro, “Electronic Portfolios: a doble challenge”, 
In Costa, F. & Laranjeiro, M. (eds). Eportfolio in Education – Practices 
and Reflections, Sintra Associação de Professores de Sintra, 2008. 

[8] C. Marques, & P. Reis. Eportfolios no 1º Ciclo do Ensino Básico – 
Estratégia de promoção e certificação de competência. In Educação, 
Formação & Tecnologias; vol.2 (2); pp. 58-66, Novembro de 2009, 
disponível no URL: http://eft.educom.pt 

[9] A. Almeida, C. Almeida and C. Morais, “Implementação de portfolios 
na aprendizagem de Matemática: Um estudo com alunos de artes do 
10ºano,” in Actas do XV SIEM, Covilhã, APM, 2004, pp.193-211. 

[10] H. Barrett, Using electronic portfolios for formative/classroom based 
assessment, 2006. [On-line]. Consultado em 8 April 2010 from 
http://helenbarrett.com/portfolios/ConnectedNewsletter.pdf 

[11] C. Bernardes and F. Miranda, “Portefólio. Uma Escola de 
Competências,” Porto: Portdo Editora, 2003. 

[12] P. Butler, eCDF ePortolio Project, “A Review of The Literature On 
Portfolios and Electronic Portfolios,” Outuber 2006, disponível em 
http://www.tss.uoguelph.ca/projects/ePresources 

[13] M. J. Gomes, “Educational potencial of e-portfolios,” In Costa, F. & 
Laranjeiro, M. (eds). Eportfolio in Education – Practices and 
Reflections, Sintra Associação de Professores de Sintra, 2008, pp13-19. 

[14] M. J. Gomes, “Portefólios digitais: revisitando os proncípios e 
renovando as práticas,” In Actas do VII Colóquio sobre Questões 
Curriculares – III Colóquio Luso-Brasileiro sobre Questões Curriculares: 
Braga, UM, 2006. 

[15] L. Santos, “Auto-Avaliação Regulada: porquê, o quê e como? In P. 
Abrantes e F. araújo (Orgs.), Avaliação das Aprendizagens. Das 
Concepções às Práticas,” Lisboa, ME, DEB,  2002, disponível em  
http://www.educ.fc.ul.pt/docentes/msantos/textos/DEBfinal.pdf 

[16] A. Ritzhaupt, O. Singh, T. Seyferth, R. Dedrick, “Development of the 
Electronic Portfolio Student Perspective Instrument: An ePortfolio 
Integration Iniciative,” 2008, Journal of Computing in Higher Education, 
Vol. 19 (2), pp. 47-71. 

[17] N. Garrett, “An Eportfolio Design Supporting Owership, Social 
Learning, and Ease of Use, Educational Technology & Society, Vol. 14 
(1), pp. 187-202, 2009 

[18] I. Sá-Chaves, “Os Portrfólios Reflexivos (também) Trazem Gente 
Dentro,” Porto: Porto Editora, 2005. 

[19] J. M. .Moreira, “Questionários: Teoria e Prática”. Coimbra: Almedina, 
2004. 

[20]  M. M. Hill and A. Hill, ”Investigação por Questionário,” Lisboa: 
Edições Silabo, 2005. 

[21] J. Maroco, “Análise Estatística com a Utilização do SPSS”, Lisboa: 
Edições Síbalo, 2007. 

[22] L. Cohen, L. Manion, & K. Morrison, “Research Methods in 
Education”, 5 th ed., London: Routledge, 2000. 

[23] Alvarez, M. J. “ Porque e para quem escrever? Crenças sobre a escrita, 
sua função e audiência.” 1996, Psicologia, Vol. 11 (1), pp. 103-116

 

http://eft.educom.pt/
http://helenbarrett.com/portfolios/ConnectedNewsletter.pdf
http://www.tss.uoguelph.ca/projects/ePresources
http://www.educ.fc.ul.pt/docentes/msantos/textos/DEBfinal.pdf

