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The Professional ePortfolio of a Young Researcher

The topic in focus is the construction of an electronic portfolio with the help of the Web 2.0 tools. The paper includes the desription of the research cycle as the theoretical framework, typology of instruments and the successful model for building your ePortfolio to create the professional-oriented network which is aimed at collaboration and lifelong resume of a researcher. 
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It is a well-known fact that the method of portfolio has been in use for decades in various spheres. Recently electronic portfolios have become popular with instructors but mostly for educational purposes. In other words practioners from all over the world do implement ePortfolios for teaching and that is a largely positive and fruitful tendency. However the effectiveness of the Web 2.0 and its mobile apps is underestimated and ignored in the field of research. 

This paper takes as its starting point the fact that the Web 2.0 services, which enable to create ePortfolios, are known to be powerful tools for professional interaction. The particular emphasis in this case is placed on team work, cooperation and as a result construction of a professional-oriented network. Such a network can be constructed within the process of conducting any research and will serve as a relevant, situational but representative ePortfolio to be built during the researcher’s whole career. 

As stated above today social media is seen to support not only knowledge sharing and experience delivery but the whole research cycle at all its pivotal stages. According to Jamie McKenzie, the research cycle consists of seven major steps (McKenzie, 2000):

1. Questioning
2. Planning
3. Gathering
4. Sorting&sifting
5. Synthesizing
6. Evaluating
7. Reporting
In terms of the Web 2.0 tools usage those seven stages fall into four categories: brainstorming, exploring materials, getting feedback and publishing results (Alsagoff, 2004). First of all when elaborating the questions the researcher might mediate a dialogue, initiate and facilitate a discussion with the aid of blogs, wikis, chats and forums. Secondly, the following four points listed earlier deal with materials investigation. Both search and analysis of facts could be extended by means of bookmarking, referencing and microblogging. Thirdly, at the Evaluation stage the feedback is indeed significant and invaluable. Finally, at present we are witnessing drastical changes in the entire system of data reporting and publishing towards the open access. This approach implies eLibraries, eJournals and eResources for the exchange of reliable articles. In the long run that trend leads us to the Web 3.0.

In contrast to the Web 2.0 that provides all users with the opportunity to share whatever they want, the new third generation of Web (3.0, the semantic web) is aimed at materials selection. While social databases (such as Wikipedia) suffer from the lack of reliability, semantic search engines (for example, Siri) help find trustworthy sources like Academia.com, Britannica.com, eLibrary.ru, etc. That brings us back to the modification of data collection and examining. Therefore, interrelation between the elements of the research cycle proves to be profound. 

Thus, three questions arise: 1. which tools to choose? 2. what goals do certain instruments suit for? 3. how to succeed with an ePortfolio? In consideration to the first issue there appear to be dozens of the Web 2.0 classifications on the Internet. From the proffesional-oriented perspective all social services could be divided into the following types.

1. Basic ones to create a proffesional-oriented network:
1.1 Blogs (Blogger, WordPress, Tumblr, LiveJournal, etc.)

1.2 Social Networks (LinkedIn, Facebook, Vkontakte, GooglePlus, etc.)

1.3 Micro-microblogs, e.g. Twitter

2. Supplementary ones to share:
2.1 Links (Delicious, Diigo, Pinterest, Mendeley, etc.)

2.2 Documents: Cloud Technologies (Google Drive, DropBox, iCloud, etc.) and Wiki (Wikispaces, Wikia, MediaWiki, etc.)

2.3 Multimedia: Photoes (Instagram, PhotoBucket, etc.), Videos (YouTube, TeacherTube, Vimeo,  iTunes U, TEDtalks, etc.) and Presentations (SlideShare, Prezi, SlideRocket, SlideBoom, etc.)

3. Supplementary ones to interact:
3.1 Online Surveys (SurveyMonkey, KwikSurveys, QualTricks, etc.)

3.2 Online Polls (PollEverywhere, PollDaddy, HiST SRS, etc.)

3.3 Chats&Forums&Walls (GoogleGroups, Padlet, WhatsApp, etc.)

As far as the second question is concerned, basic tools suit perfectly for creating an image with personal profiles, expressing views and staying in touch with colleagues. They correlate with each other and should also be supported by supplementary ones to deal with huge amounts of data, collaborate on it and visualize it. For additional interaction, generating ideas and getting feedback the researcher may make the use of polls, forums and such. All in all the key to success is not to overdo with various options but to incorporate them systematically leveraging advantages. Consequently in responce to the last but not at all the least question a model of introduction and consistent integration is required.

To avoid misusing the Web 2.0 tools for building a virtual professional-oriented environment the practioner ought to decide on the aim (whether it is research for its sake, promotion or anything else) and then come up with an appropriate nickname, preferably adapted from the brunch of science the owner is into. Alongside a helpful way of indicating and conceptualizing one’s personality on the Internet is creating and maintaining your own domain. Nevertheless that is not obligatory since it is costy. 

Tweeting and retweeting things on a microblog to engage public happens to be reasonable to start with. Only then it becomes recommendable to proceed with blogging and conducting research. Moreover public pages are to involve more members whereas closed groups or pages with restricted access tend to act effectively for collaborative science. By extension launching a site on Wix.com, Weebly.com, GoogleSites or wherever would contribute to your ePortfolio. Nevertheless such a site needs to be introduced at gaining a particular level and audience - which means a few-months constant work on the Web 2.0. Otherwise the resource is unlikely to succeed. Clearly such a resource can’t be altered to social platforms as the sources of promotion are limited in this case. 

With all noted points in mind one can implent diverse Web 2.0 tools to collaborate with colleagues, conduct research and consequently create both a career-long ePortfolio and a professional-oriented network. In this respect all steps of the research cycle are supported by ICT. Futhermore the process , analysis and results of carrying out any experiments are open to observe. So the issue is two-folded: it is as beneficial for the society as for the practioner. 
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