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Abstract 

JHUÕs experience with electronic portfolio development is a prime example of how technology 

can act as an agent of change in the teaching-learning process.  Initially, the electronic portfolio 

provided faculty and candidates with a standardized, Web-based framework for facilitating 

portfolio development, feedback and presentation Ð and allowed JHU faculty to compile 

comprehensive portfolio data sets in a common framework.  These enhancements, in turn, 

provided faculty with the information necessary to reflect on the portfolio process as a whole Ð 

and to ask serious questions about the aims, role and value of the portfolio process.  And finally, 

the shift to an integrated portfolio prompted changes in assessment practices and procedures Ð 

and, ultimately, changes in the technology itself. 

 

Background 

All Johns Hopkins University Masters of Arts in Teaching (MAT) candidates are required to 

develop a portfolio that represents a detailed summation of the coursework and internship 

experiences completed during the program.   

 

The portfolio is designed to assess the degree to which MAT candidates: 

(1) Integrate course content into their classroom experiences; 

(2) Understand and apply INTASC principles and Specialty Professional Association (SPA) 

Standards;   

(3) Engage in reflective practice; and 



(4) Measure and enhance student learning. 

 

The portfolio includes the following core elements:   

(1) A Framework Section that provides context and information specifi c to the candidateÕs 

school placement;  

(2) A statement of the candidateÕs Educational Philosophy 

(3) A Professional Development Plan that outlines short-, medium-, and long-range growth 

targets; and  

(4) Evidence demonstrating the candidateÕs understanding, application, and reflection upon 

the INTASC Principles and SPA Standards 

Portfolio artifacts are drawn from the candidateÕs actual teaching experiences and include 

individual lesson plans, unit plans, assessments, rubrics, student work samples, professional 

development plans, action-research projects, reflections, and evidence of effective 

communication and collaboration.  Candidates are required to write detailed rationale statements 

for each artifact that demonstrate its connection to INTASC Principles and SPA Standards. 

 

JHU takes a deliberately formative approach to the assessment of candidate portfolios.  Instead of 

treating the portfolio as simply a final project that is developed in isolation and handed in at the 

end of the program for an Òup or downÓ grade, each candidate collaborates with a portfolio team 

(consisting of MAT faculty, a University Supervisor, and a mentor teacher) throughout the 

program to identify, review, revise, and reflect upon each portfolio artifact.  Using a common 

portfolio rubric and assessment scale, the team provides the candidate with detailed, ongoing 

feedback on each artifact Ð with the goal of facilitating deep reflection on teaching practice and 

performance. 

 

 



The Johns Hopkins University Digital Portfolio (DP) 

The MAT program adopted an electronic portfolio in 2002.  The tool, known as the Digital 

Portfolio (DP), was the outcome of a collaborative project involving the MAT faculty and the 

JHU Center for Technology in Education (CTE).  The DP was designed to enhance and expand 

the portfolio process by providing candidates and faculty with a Web-based, template-driven, 

customizable interface for sharing, evaluating, and reflecting upon portfolio artifacts.  Among the 

DPÕs more notable features: 

• A Web-based environment that allows candidates to access and input information easily 

from any computer with Internet access.  

• An electronic file cabinet that allows candidates to easily add artifacts and fi les to the 

working portfolio. The tool gives candidates the ability to upload, store, and organize a 

variety of electronic fi les and formats (including multimedia) for inclusion in the 

portfolio. Transition from collection and annotation to presentation is accomplished in 

one step.  

• An electronic journal that encourages reflection. Online space is provided for recording 

and storing thoughts about professional experiences. The journal allows for conversion of 

entries to artifacts in order to offer further opportunities for candidates to provide 

evidence of growth.  

• A showcase of work that off ers candidates a way to demonstrate competencies publicly. 

Candidates may develop multiple Web-based portfolio presentations tailored for specifi c 

uses and audiences to maximize professional opportunities.  

• A message center that provides a communication hub for the purpose of obtaining 

feedback in one easy-to-use, convenient interface. This feature encourages and facilitates 

collaboration by furnishing candidates with secure, intuitive tools for sharing work with 



peers, advisors, and portfolio review teams. (Source:  

http://olms.cte.jhu.edu/olms/output/page.php?id=4927) 

During the fi rst phase of implementation (2002-2004), candidates and faculty experienced many 

of the common benefi ts (e.g., enhanced technology skills; more streamlined feedback 

mechanisms; more robust opportunities for reflecting on practice; greater levels of 

experimentation with electronic teaching and learning resources; etc.) and challenges (e.g., 

increased cost; demands for greater levels of faculty involvement in the portfolio process; 

managing the changes in practice and collaboration that accompany the adoption of a new 

teaching-learning medium; the need for increased technical support and training; 

faculty/candidate resistance to change; etc.) associated with electronic portfolios.  While MAT 

faculty and CTE staff worked to expand the benefits and address the challenges, two more 

important issues bubbled to the surface: 

(1) The need to transition from a linear portfolio to an integrated portfolio 

(2) The need to develop more refined tools and systems for portfolio assessment 

 

The Transition from the Linear Portfolio to the Integrated Portfolio 

Although the DP provided new tools for developing and evaluating portfolios, feedback from 

faculty and candidates revealed that the new structure needed to be rethought and recalibrated to 

better emphasize (a) candidate reflection on teaching performance, (b) the integration of 

classroom theory into teaching practice, and (c) the connection between artifacts and 

principles/standards.  To put it another way:  although the new portfolio system was in a digital 

format, it still maintained many of the elements of the earlier hard-copy model Ð and rather than 

helping recast the whole approach to portfolio development and evaluation, the DP functioned 

merely as an electronic version of the old Òthree-ring-binderÓ approach.  (One might argue that 



this is a necessary stage in the life-history of electronic portfolio development Ð but that another 

issue for another time.)   

 

In many respects, the portfolio-development process lent itself to a ÒscrapbookÓ approach Ð 

where candidates started with the INSTASC principles (and SPA standards), and then selected 

items from their coursework and clinical experiences that Òmatched-upÓ with the appropriate 

indicators.  The evaluation team, in turn, would analyze each artifact and provide a discrete 

indicator-level score.   

 

Faculty realized that this mechanistic (in their words, ÒlinearÓ) approach did not fi t with the 

intended goals of the portfolio project Ð and placed too great an emphasis on the selection and 

evaluation of indicator-level artifacts, at the expense of more holistic, performance-based artifacts 

that are rooted in real experiences, in real classrooms, with real students.   

 

To correct this shortcoming, faculty developed a new Ð integrated Ð portfolio model.  The 

integrated model takes a more holistic approach to portfolio development Ð and places greater 

emphasis on classroom practice and student achievement.  In the integrated model, candidates are 

limited to fi ve large-scale artifacts Ð which must stem from, or have been applied in, 

clinical/classroom settings.  Furthermore, the integrated portfolio requires all candidates to 

include two artifacts that are common across all MAT licensure/certifi cation areas:   

(1) A Unit Plan project that is connected to the six-credit Methods sequence Ð in which 

candidates demonstrate their ability to plan and implement a variety of lessons and 

assessments using standards-based materials, resources and technologies 

(2) An Action Research project that demonstrates the capacity to use data to inform 

instructional decisions in the selection, implementation, and evaluation of impact of a 

targeted, research-based instructional intervention 



The integrated portfolio still requires candidates to demonstrate how the artifacts align with the 

INTASC principles and SPA standards Ð but rather than letting the principles/standards dictate 

the discrete artifacts they select, candidates utilize more comprehensive artifacts that cut across 

multiple principles/standards.  This approach not only allows candidates greater flexibility and 

clarity in the selection of artifacts Ð but it helps them develop a deeper (and more realistic) 

understanding of how principles, standards and indicators are incorporated into (and help inform) 

effective practice. 

 

The shift to an integrated portfolio also necessitated a change in the evaluation methodology.  In 

the linear model, candidate portfolio scores were generated from the indicator level up Ð with 

each discrete indicator score contributing to its corresponding INTASC principle score.  With the 

integrated model (which includes large-scale artifacts that cut across multiple principles, 

standards, and indicators), candidate scores needed to be determined more holistically Ð with due 

consideration given to both the indicator/principle elements of each artifact and the overall 

artifact itself.   

 

Integrated Portfolios and Candidate Assessment 

The initial phase of the DPÕs implementation (2002-2004) demonstrated that the tool could be a 

valuable addition to the unitÕs assessment system.  In addition to providing the unit with a Web-

based tool for collecting, sharing and evaluating portfolio artifacts, the DP also allowed the unit 

to maintain a single electronic system for housing candidate portfolio scores.  However, with so 

much time, effort and expense spent on the Òfront-endÓ of the DP (e.g., the Òlook and feelÓ of the 

Web-based user interface; its ease-of-use and functionality), very little attention had been given to 

the DPÕs Òback-endÓ data-reporting components.  The result:  JHU had a very ÒthickÓ tool for 

data collection, but a very ÒthinÓ tool for data reporting and analysis. 

 



The transition from the linear to the integrated portfolio model also facilitated new thinking about 

the DPÕs role in the unitÕs assessment and accreditation efforts.  A gap analysis Ð coupled with 

feedback from faculty and staff Ð revealed that: 

(1) The DPÕs candidate scoring modules needed to be adjusted to accommodate the shift 

from the linear portfolioÕs discrete (indicator-level-up) evaluation methodology to the 

integrated portfolioÕs more holistic approach 

(2) The DP needed more sophisticated tools for aggregating, disaggregating, mining, and 

fusing candidate portfolio data   

(3) The unit needed to adopt a uniform scoring scale (and set of operationalized definitions) 

for all major (course-embedded, clinical, and culminating) assessments Ð including the 

portfolio 

(4) The unit needed to work with faculty, mentor teachers, and University Supervisors to 

ensure greater levels of inter-rater reliability 

(5) The unit needed to study, in detail, how the curriculum and major assessments align with 

INTASC principles, SPA standards, and state standards 

 

In response to these challenges, unit faculty and CTE staff: 

(1) Collaborated on a redesign on the DPÕs scoring modules and Web-based scoring rubrics.  

The modified system can accommodate scores from both linear portfolios and integrated 

portfolios 

(2) Designed a new Web-based assessment tool (tentatively called the Data Analysis and 

Reporting Tool [DART]) that is fully integrated on the Òback-endÓ of the DP (and the 

unitÕs Blackboard and Electronic Learning Community [ELC] tools).  The DART allows 

faculty and staff to generate aggregate score reports, and reports with more specifi c 

variables Ð including cohort reports; individual candidate reports; and reports based upon 

a specifi c INTASC principle, SPA standard, or rubric element.  The reports can be 



generated in a .pdf format, Word forma or Web-based format Ð and the raw data can be 

exported to analytical software packages (e.g., Excel, SPSS) or data-mining programs 

(e.g., YALE; WEKA-3).  (The DART was beta-tested in fall 2006 Ð and will be fully 

operational in summer 2007.) 

(3) Adopted a standard three-point scale for all major assessments 

(4) Conducted several inter-rater reliability studies and workshops with University 

Supervisors, mentor teachers, and other stakeholders Ð and incorporated formal 

discussions of inter-rater reliability into department meetings, Accreditation Committee 

meetings, and School Leadership meetings 

(5) Re-evaluated the rubrics and scoring tools for all major assessments Ð and developed 

Òmaster rubricsÓ that align each element with the requisite INTASC, SPA and state 

standards.  (The Òmaster rubricsÓ have been loaded into the DART Ð and help determine 

the reporting variables for the DARTÕs data-reports.) 

 

 

The integrated portfolio was adopted in the 2005-2006 academic year Ð and all MAT candidates 

were given the option of selecting the linear model or the integrated model.  The data indicate that 

the vast majority of candidates and faculty prefer the integrated approach Ð and plans are in place 

to phase out the linear model over the next academic year.  In addition, MAT faculty and CTE 

staff have collaborated on a number of new technological enhancements to the DP to emphasize 

the integrated approach Ð including more refined tools for uploading, sharing and assessing large-

scale artifacts that cut across multiple standards and indicators. 


