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Abstract
The introduction of personal development planning has highlighted a series of dynamic relationships between policy imperatives and creative local implementation. An examination of the process at Cardiff University demonstrates how successful take-up and engagement has depended upon:

· active and creative attempts to translate generic guidelines into stimulating disciplinary activities;

· allowing students to use portfolios as a uniquely creative space for reflection and self-expression;

· tolerance for diversification and localisation in the monitoring and evaluation of a centrally driven policy.

Examples from varied disciplinary contexts, from architecture to healthcare, illustrate how these factors combine to help establish a learning environment in which students are able to engage in genuinely creative reflection. As a study of the implementation of a broad policy imperative, the Cardiff case also provokes broader questions on the ways in which extra-University or ‘central’ initiatives need to be responded to creatively to be meaningful and authentic to all those that are to engage with them.

Creative Practice and PDP Implementation: An Institutional Case-study

If we aim to stimulate creativity among the students, we need, above all, to allow professors the freedom to be creative. The results of such freedom will be reflected in the professor’s classroom teaching and in his research. 

(Gezi, 1964, 224)
Externally derived initiatives and their attendant institutional requirements tend not to be welcomed as springs of creativity. From this perspective, the post-Dearing requirement for institutions to assemble personal development planning mechanisms has not been unusual in provoking a reaction based on its perceived bureaucratic burden, jargonistic vocabulary and air of managerialism (Furedi, 2005, 54). The very nature and aims of PDP itself have been critiqued as a challenge to the student independence and reflection that the process is intended to foster, involving the forcing of students “to conform to certain targets, not to think for themselves” (Swain, 2006, 21). Both conceptually and as a wider project, PDP has found itself labelled as the enemy of creativity and a characteristic of disruptive institutional interference.
This brief paper explores a different perspective, and charts some of the ways in which a comparatively open ended implementation process can lead to effective engagement in PDP and an environment in which the potential of PDP to marshal student creativity can begin to flourish. The thesis that ‘transmission’ type pedagogies discourage deeper learning and independence has become a staple of recent literature on learning and teaching; it may be, as this case study of PDP implementation at one UK HEI suggests, that a ‘transmission’ type model of organisational change discourages effective practice and authentic engagement (Biggs, 2003). PDP can offer a uniquely creative space for students, it is important that institutions allow for these creative settings to emerge in their distinct disciplinary contexts.
In the first instance, the creative potential of the PDP process itself should be reaffirmed. The components that may make up a PDP system: the tutorial, the journal, the skills audit, the plan, all offer scope for creative engagement. The PDP-focussed tutorial discussion, as Norman Jackson has noted, can offer a unique space for dialogue on students’ perceptions of their own creativity, at a perspective-granting remove from main flow of the curriculum (Jackson, 2006a). Beyond this, the exercise of reflection, however contested the term, engages students’ capability to make sense of their experiences, to identify connections and correspondences and ask questions of themselves in ways which have a good claim to being strongly creative in nature (Rogers, 2001, 42). In assembling portfolios, journals and plans, PDP processes provide means for students to construct unique personal narratives of their development. This processing of experiences and aims into the coherent narratives and documents of the PDP process again may justifiably be seen as inherently creative,  belonging to the diverse order of ‘creativities’ identified through the Higher Education Academy’s ‘Imaginative Curriculum project work. 
In a survey of first year undergraduates across three of Cardiff academic Schools, an average of 79% of the respondents felt that they would develop their creative skills in the course of their time at University (Ennis et al, 2006). The range of PDP activities established in Cardiff may begin to meet this student expectation through a series of discipline-based opportunities that, whether explicitly or otherwise, offer scope for creative engagement.
i. Learning journals as a creative space

As a more explicit example from a discipline traditionally associated with creativity, the Welsh School of Architecture at Cardiff has piloted the use of a form of learning journal that combines the functions of diary, scrapbook and design document. The journals became a uniquely creative document in which subject-content meditations, individual discourses on learning, and visual representations collide:
Figure 1

Sample of a student learning journal from the Welsh School of Architecture
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In a series of exit interviews undertaken by School staff, and with the journals as a central evidence source, students were asked to reflect on their learning experiences of the year. Responses such as “the hunger to question all things”, “express architecture as poetry”, “it’s not only about words” demonstrate the ways in which the process both enables and stimulates an expressive and individual mode of reflection that may not otherwise be given an output (Davies, 2006).
ii. e-Portfolios and professional requirements
It is important to unpack the creativity that may lie within the PDP practices of other disciplines, perhaps less manifestly creative than architecture. As a discipline which is largely shaped by the specific requirements of the professional Curriculum Framework, the department of Physiotherapy’s use of e-Portfolios offers evidence of the alternative ways in which creativity can flourish through the PDP process. The production of the e-portfolio itself is an exercise in the creative construction of a professional identity, not least in that the process demands thought on the graphical presentation of information:
Figure 2
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The making of the e-portfolio, from the design choices to the packaging of raw experience into the professionally legible presentation of achievements, parallels the understandings of the creative nature of construction reported across many disciplines (Creativity Centre, 2006, 15).

iii. Student involvement in PDP design

As Jackson has noted, “teaching for creativity requires a pedagogic stance that is facilitative, enabling and responsive” (Jackson, 2003, 5). Such a stance is particularly suited to PDP provision, not only due to its emphasis on students articulating their own developmental progress and requirements, but also due to the opportunities for students to play a role in shaping the forms of PDP provision itself. As a relatively new component of the University experience, students have been given the opportunity to provide input into the way in which PDP is structured and work with academic staff to create the content, instruments and milestones of PDP systems. At Cardiff, such collaborative work has been notable within a range of disciplinary settings. Within the School of Healthcare Studies, as an example, structured focus group meetings over several academic sessions has seen provision evolve from paper formats to a suite of electronic resources which have been shaped and routinely updated as part of a staff-student consultative cycle (Owen, 2006). In providing a context in which students are empowered to play a significant role in directing the ways in which PDP is operated, PDP again can offer significant scope for students’ creativity to be brought to bear.
iv. Narrating placement and experiential learning

The 2006 report of the Creativity Centre on the views of National Teaching Fellows on creativity in Higher Education noted that 80% of a survey sample of 90 NTFs saw ‘combining ideas’ as a key characteristic of student creativity (Creativity Centre, 2006, 9). The construction of coherent narratives from a wide variety of learning experiences is fundamental to PDP and demands the exercise of precisely these creative skills. At Cardiff, the trend across several disciplines has been to recast opportunities for work experience within the PDP framework, whether in the case of the formal engineering sandwich year, or additional extra-curriculum opportunities. University-funded ‘UROP’ research projects in which students work collaboratively with academic researchers, or initiatives such as the ‘Innocence Project’ involving investigative work by law and journalism students on cases of wrongful conviction, carry the requirement to submit reflective accounts. For students, it is the creative challenge of the PDP process to seek to synthesise their diverse learning experiences into a holistic, coherent and individual narrative.

The sector-wide imperative to roll out PDP to all students has faced challenges through its association with an educational discourse of “targets, audits and outcomes”, an evolving interpretation of the student as consumer, and a challenge to academic and disciplinary autonomy (Harris, 2005, 425). Certainly, from the standpoint of organisational change, the implementation of a process which can involve a large investment of staff time, and which is applicable across the entirety of the institution, may be characterised as high risk and involving high disturbance (Pennington, 2003). With one of the risks identified as a failure to meet QAA requirements in the provision of PDP, the initiation of a ‘top-down’, engineered and predictable process could appear a necessity in order to respond to external drivers.

The Cardiff approach has followed an alternative track however, and sought to enable the creativity of School-based staff to flourish through seeking vibrant and authentic PDP regimes within their disciplinary contexts. Rather than issue central edicts, Cardiff has sought to establish PDP through a set of open-ended and facilitative guidelines: beyond a set of generic minimum standards (that students should be provided with opportunities to engage in PDP, a recording facility and support), Cardiff’s implementation of PDP has depended on the allowing divergent practices to emerge. This has helped to free the creativity of teaching staff across the institution to seek to establish forms of PDP that meet local needs, and avoid the imposition of any institutional barriers may impede innovation (Hockings, 2005). The minimum standards approach allows for the tolerance of widely diverse practices and scholarly innovation that is in turn tolerant of the highly individualised work that students can undertake in this area.
PDP offers a real opportunity to address the felt danger that “the development of a personal learning identity seems to be lost in the increasingly strategic and bureaucratic nature of higher education” (Jackson, 2006b). The Cardiff experience, at an early stage in which these concepts are not at all uncontested, has been one in which a variety of alternative implementations have emerged within the bounds of a deliberately open-ended policy framework. On the one hand, PDP has been shown to mobilise students’ skills of reflection, synthesis and planning that recent work has plotted on the ‘continuum’ of creativity. On the other, implementation of PDP processes can afford teaching staff the necessary freedom to further explore the discipline-specific meanings of creativity within their own disciplines. 
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