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Introduction
There has been over the past decade or so, much attention paid to engaging and supporting students in the processes and activities of Personal Development Planning (PDP). In UK Higher Education Institutions, there has been a drive promoted through the Quality Assurance Agency for Higher Education (QAAHE) recommendations on Progress Files and Personal Development Planning (PDP), to embed within the curriculum, processes whereby students can monitor, build and reflect upon their ongoing PDP by means of a portfolio approach (QAAHE 2004)
There have been many suggested formats for this portfolio approach ranging from a standard folder with trigger questions for students to respond to, through to electronic portfolios which can be modified and manipulated according to the demands of particular disciplinary domains.

There are also many attractive descriptors for e-folios particularly from Universities in the United States and from e-portfolio initiatives such as the European Portfolios Initiatives Co-ordination Committee (ERICC) (2005) but often, from this authors experience, a paucity of well documented examples of the portfolios achieving their intended purpose of supporting and enhancing student learning and promoting reflection on learning. If we believe that Personal Development Planning (PDP) is a positive, worthwhile activity in which to engage learners, we must revisit the over-arching purpose of PDP, interrogate potential reasons for lack of student engagement in the processes and re-visit the support structures and the portfolio or recording format.

A parallel set of issues comes into play when we turn our attention to Teaching Portfolios. The concept of the Teaching Portfolio as a tool to support Continuing Professional Development (CPD) for teachers is somewhat ‘old hat’ (e.g. Seldin 1997, Stefani and Diener 2005) but there is ample anecdotal evidence of poor uptake and engagement by staff, and a low level of meaningful implementation. What are the reasons for this? Do they in some way mirror the issues associated with meaningful implementation / embedding of the processes of PDP for students? Is there a need to revisit the formats and support structures of Teaching Portfolios?
The intentions of this paper are to explore the links between PDP and CPD, examine the overarching purposes of these activities and to examine the potential of the e-portfolio to support the processes of reflection for both students and staff.

The Link between CPD and PDP

Continuing Professional Development (CPD) is now considered to be an integral aspect of most professions. While CPD does occur at different levels within Higher Education, academia has been slow to consider embedding formalised CPD programmes and activities within the career development structures relating particularly to learning and teaching in Higher Education. The U.K. government has recently initiated a consultation process to support ‘the development of professional standards for academic practice and CPD that will support teaching and learning in Higher Education’ (Universities UK, et al 2004, King, 2004). If CPD is to become more formalised to support the professionalization of teaching at Higher Education level, we may ask the question – what do we understand by CPD in this context? The response to this question can be given succinctly as:

CPD means engaging the individual in a coherent programme or range of activities that support or encourage identification of learning needs and actions to enhance current practice. An integral aspect of the process of CPD is reflection on and recording or journaling the learning, the actions and the outcomes.

While this is a convenient response, it may need to be broadened out  to give an indication of what the ‘learning activities’ might comprise. Research carried out by Becher (1966) identified a range of CPD activities in which academics engage that include:

· courses and conferences

· professional interactions

· networking

· consulting experts

· learning by doing

· learning by teaching

· personal research

This research however gave little insight into how academic staff might formalise or validate their CPD by recording or reporting on it, or in other words evidencing not just the development itself but actions that arose from the development – moving us closer to formalising ‘evidence-based practice’.
If we look at Personal Development Planning (PDP) for students, there are similarities in intent. PDP has been described as: A structured process undertaken by the individual to reflect upon their own learning performance and/or achievement, to support personal, educational and career development (QAAHE, 2004). In an ideal world, students’ would be enabled to enhance achievement through reflection on current attainment, make strategic decisions based on their strengths and weaknesses and ‘evidence’ their learning processes. In a knowledge economy with an emphasis on lifelong learning, PDP should flow seamlessly on to CPD.
A current major difference between students’ PDP and staff CPD is that we do expect that students will record their PDP in some meaningful way and perhaps even gain credit for the recording and reflection aspects. We should however ask the question - where is our modelling of good practice?
Recording PDP

Notwithstanding the difficulties of persuading students of the potential benefits of PDP there are many examples of Personal Development Planning having been embedded within the curriculum. For example, an outcome of the work of the Personal Development Planning in HE (Scotland) Group working in collaboration with QAAHE (Scotland) was a published series of case studies on Personal Development Planning in Practice (Juwah et al 2001). Interrogation of these case studies and other examples of PDP reveals some interesting points. The striking issues that arise from these studies are a) the time factor for staff involved in supporting Personal Development Planning b) the positive views of students engaging in the process once they had developed an understanding of ‘reflection’ c) the need to manipulate a ‘reward’ for students engaging in PDP through some form of assessment and d) the efficiency gains that can be made through the use of technology for the purposes of recording and reflecting on achievement.
Taking each of these issues in turn it may be possible to see how the attitudes of academic staff relating to CPD may be causing us some difficulty in promoting, embedding and evaluating PDP.

If for example we look at points a) and b) from above, we might ask the question, does it take a lot of time to support students engaging in PDP because we ourselves have very few tangible models to fall back on in terms of recording achievement and of articulating our conception of reflection? Work carried out recently at the University of Auckland on faculty views on Teaching Portfolios indicates that part of the stumbling block as regards implementation of Teaching Portfolios is that assumptions are being made about ‘reflection on teaching’ as an understood activity. If we ourselves have difficulty with reflection on teaching, how can we really promote reflection on learning?
If we examine the issue of manipulating a ‘reward’ for students engaging in PDP, reflecting on and recording achievement, it should come as no surprise to us if we think about current views on alignment of teaching, learning and assessment (Biggs 2000), that in the context of a degree programme we may need to consider an assessment strategy for PDP. Students respond to assessment and are quite clear on the stance that assessment drives the curriculum. If PDP is to be embedded within the curriculum, it probably should be rewarded in some way, albeit that as facilitators of learning, academic staff might believe that students should engage in PDP for their greater good.
Compare this attitude of our students towards PDP with the attitude of academic staff towards CPD and recording their reflections, and ‘evidence based practice’. Again current research at the University of Auckland, a research-led institution, highlights that notions of scholarship and reflection as applied to the facilitation of learning are assumed rather than explicit; that academic staff find it problematic to articulate their teaching philosophy and, there is a perception, if not a reality, that teaching lacks the esteem of research (Stefani & Diener 2005). In other words, as regards the latter point, academic staff do not see the ‘reward’ for engaging in CPD.
While the issue of ‘lack of esteem for teaching’ is outside the scope of this paper, it is a well recognised issue and in many countries now, including the U.K., Australia and New Zealand, it is being taken much more seriously than was previously the case and more strenuous efforts are being made to ensure there are clearly defined, transparent procedures for academic staff to achieve promotion on the basis of excellence in teaching (e.g. Dearing, 1997). Interestingly CPD and Teaching Portfolios are aspects of these procedures.
The next section will focus on the use of e-portfolios for PDP and CPD.

The e-portfolio as a Tool to Support Reflection on Learning and Teaching

In most instances of e-folios for students, the rational behind the folio is to support and promote ‘reflective learning.’ At Stanford University the e-folio promoted by the Learning Laboratory is for the purposes of:

· individual students to capture, organise, integrate and re-use the results of their formal and informal learning experiences over time, as well as allowing students to take advantage of this accumulated information to plan and assess the progress of their learning career with peers, faculty advisors and future employers. http://sll.stanford.edu/consulting/tools/efolio/
According to information on the website of the Stanford University Learning Laboratory:
The current e-folio prototype offers the following features:

1. 
It is easily accessible both on campus and off campus.

2. 
It is by default private.

3. 
Data can be organized and cross-referenced according to multiple categories.

4. 
The e-folio supports the sharing of learning artefacts with other members of the Learning Careers community.

5. 
As the content of the e-folio grows, a summary of the contents (“what’s new”) will give an overview at a glance.

6. 
Different forms of media including audio files, digital pictures, video and text can be stored in one virtual space.

7. 
The most recent entries can be kept in a prominent location.

8. 
The e-folio supports reflective activities.

e-folios support the learning process by facilitating the reuse, reflection, integration (synthesis) and sharing of knowledge, and the development of life-long learning skills and attitudes.

With respect to researching the efficiency of the e-folio the Stanford Learning Laboratory is engaging in a research project entitled the Learning Careers Project. The aim of this project is to develop an understanding of how students acquire, maintain and employ the knowledge and skills they accumulate over the course of their college career. The tool being used to engage in this research is the e-folio itself. The tool will be used to document and support learning activities as well as to address the need for personal knowledge.

Alverno College in Milwaukee entitle their e-folio: A Diagnostic Digital Portfolio. This web-based system is designed to enable students to follow their progress throughout the period of study and to process or reflect on the feedback received from faculty, external assessors and peers (Doherty et al 2002). Information on the DDP can be found at http://www.ddp.alverno.edu/
At the University of Strathclyde in Glasgow, Scotland, e-portfolios are being promoted as a result of the recommendations of the Quality Assurance Agency on Progress Files and Personal Development Planning. The stated aims in promoting the concept of the e-folio at the University of Strathclyde are to support students in:

· reflecting on attainment, attitudes and progress to date with a view to improvement on current attainment.

· linking together components of learning and progress into a coherent framework.
· developing an awareness of employability, Personal Development Planning and the link to degree study, thereby providing a holistic awareness of higher education and self-development.

A live example of Personal Development Planning within the curriculum can be found in the Pharmacy Department at the University of Strathclyde. This department has a core module of one of its degree programmes ‘Introduction to Personal Skills Development’ whereby students are supported through the development and maintenance of an electronic portfolio right through the degree programme.
In collaboration with the Centre for Academic Practice at the University of Strathclyde the department provides contextualised workshops on self-assessment, detailed documentation on the development of a web-based portfolio and instructions on how best to use this portfolio with their tutors in the departments. The department uses spider as a web-platform which you can get to through www.spider.science.strath.ac.uk. The students engaging in this course will have continuous formative assessment on their PDP and there is a summative assessment component of the course attached to the portfolio.

Despite the many good examples of e-portfolios supporting different forms of PDP, there is still a necessity for good evaluative data on the learning experience for students engaging in PDP.
According to Trent Batson from Rhode Island University, writing an article in Campus Technology, an e-journal ‘we seem to be beginning a new wave of technology development in higher education. Freeing student work from paper and making it organized, searchable and transportable opens enormous possibilities for re-thinking whole curricula: in the evaluation of faculty; assessment of programmes, certification of student work, how accreditation works. Electronic portfolios have a greater potential to alter higher education at its very core than any other technology application we’ve know this far’ (Batson, T. 2002).
These are very enthusiastic words but embedded within this sense of euphoria for advocates of e-portfolios lies a very crucial issue. Beyond, the pilot project, beyond the enthusiasm of a few very dedicated academic staff members, we need to ask the question ‘How do we redesign the curriculum to integrate portfolios?’
There lies a difficult issue, changing the mind-set of faculty to manage assessment, formative and summative through the medium of an e-portfolio. In research-led Universities in particular, it can be difficult to persuade faculty of the need for any model at all of curriculum development, let alone a model that suits the concepts of the e-portfolio.

If we turn our attention to academic staff / faculty developing and maintaining a Teaching Portfolio, who proposes the model, who has ownership, who asks – what is a portfolio and what is not? Who provides formative feedback or summative in the case of tenure / continuation or promotion applications. These questions are highly significant both with respect to continuing professional development, evidence-based practice and the use of technology.
The Teaching Portfolio as a Tool for Reflection

As mentioned previously, poor uptake of the concept of a Teaching Portfolio as a tool to support reflection on practice and Continuing Professional Development (CPD) relating to teaching may be a reflection of the (currently) low esteem afforded to teaching as opposed to research (Middleton 1997). Another issue may be linked to the tendency to talk about ‘teaching excellence’. How do we measure teaching excellence? As Elton states very eloquently as regards assessment of student learning, Universities are extremely adept at measuring that which is easy to measure (Elton 2002). It is conceptually easier to ‘measure’ research excellence than it is to evaluate excellence in teaching.

So what does constitute excellence in teaching? While increased levels of accountability to funding bodies, ‘drivers’ such as widening access, student diversity, new technologies, etc may well force us / persuade us that we need to manage our teaching differently, the real question we need to consider, reflect upon and evaluate is ‘What impact does our teaching have in terms of changing the ways in which learners understand, or experience, or conceptualise the world around them with respect to the ideas, hypotheses and theories characteristic of the field of learning in which they are studying (Ramsden 2003)?
Striving for excellence in teaching, a mission which should be encouraged and supported at the highest level in Universities, requires that the ‘teachers’ take a professional approach to teaching in the same way as they would take a professional approach to their disciplinary based research (Boyer, 1990). In other words excellence in teaching requires a reflective, scholarly, evidence based approach to helping students learn.

A well-designed Teaching Portfolio may act as an effective tool to support a reflective and scholarly based approach to teaching in the same way that we hope a well designed portfolio for students’ Personal Development Planning (PDP) will support reflection on learning.

At the University of Auckland a major initiative is underway to raise the profile of the Teaching Portfolio to fit with the stated goal of ‘the Teaching Portfolio as the primary means of evaluating teaching’. There are three strands to the proposed strategy:
9. 
To define a set of generic guidelines relating to structure which could then be contextualised according to disciplinary base and roles and responsibilities of individual academic staff members.
10. 
To combine the concept of developing/maintaining a Teaching Portfolio with enhanced use of technology – as in encouraging the development of an e-Teaching Portfolio.
11. 
Examining the professional development support and resources which would enable a scholarly, reflexive, evidence based approach to portfolio development and which would support effective evaluation of portfolios in different contexts.
A starting point for this initiative may well be contractual, in that it could be considered mandatory for staff new to teaching at higher/tertiary level. Staff need to be encouraged to keep a coherent file as a step towards compiling evidence of teaching activities.
The model for this file is based on 5 Key aspects of teaching which were decided upon by academic staff members namely:
12. 
Roles, Responsibilities, Goals

13. 
Evaluations of Teaching

14. 
Contributions to your Institution or Profession

15. 
Activities to improve Instruction

16. 
Honour or Recognition

Each of these primary headings has a series of sub-headings, sub-files which give guidance as to the sorts of issues which might constitute ‘evidence’ on current practice.
The first stage in developing this Teaching Portfolio may be considered to be the ‘repository stage’, although an implicit action in this stage is reflecting on/recording actions and activities.
For example, under Roles, Responsibilities and Goals, the expectation is that individuals would provide: an indication of particular areas of expertise; the context of their teaching including learning hurdles in the specified discipline; a statement describing teaching roles and responsibilities with a list of courses, student numbers, new course development, teaching styles and strategies etc. (Dobbie et al, 2004).
The reflective aspect of this section of the portfolio would entail a statement on the linkage between the rationale for teaching goals, student learning activities or processes and student learning outcomes. From this information it might reasonably be expected that the individuals could draw out a statement on their teaching philosophy, goals and approaches. Thus the intention of the guidance/guidelines given for sub-files under the main headings for the portfolios is to align reflection and enhancement of teaching.
In combining the concept of developing/maintaining a Teaching Portfolio with enhanced use of technology, the question to be asked is: What are the advantages of an e-portfolio?
There are some key issues here in that staff will not be persuaded to use technology unless the e-platform is user friendly, reliable and flexible. However, assuming that this is the case, the key advantage of an e-portfolio over a paper based folio is of course that there is no limit to the means of presentation using technology. Information can be presented in a range of different formats using technology whereas a paper-based folio limits one to text based presentation. The e-portfolio also has the advantages of flexibility and portability and material can be easily manipulated for different purposes. A further advantage is of course that of modelling the use of technology hence further supporting student learning in the ‘information age’.
The professional development input required to encourage the use of Teaching Portfolios poses a number of interesting issues. As mentioned previously, a starting point for this initiative may well be contractual, and require a culture shift within the organisation. The key question here is: Does the Institution practice what it preaches with respect to valuing the concept of a portfolio as a tool to support reflection on practice?
Do Heads of Department and other line managers understand the concept of reflection, the concept of a portfolio? Do they themselves value the notion of reflection on teaching and learning? Do they recognise the importance of modelling the use of technology?
These questions are helping to inform the professional development agenda. It is rare for a cultural shift to occur without some evidence of success, hence the need for a pilot project in the development of an electronically based Teaching Portfolio.
The proposed pilot project for the development of the e-Teaching Portfolios will occur through the forum of the University of Auckland Certificate in Academic Practice. A cohort of participants who are staff members new to learning and teaching at tertiary level, will be encouraged as part of the assessment strategy to develop and maintain an e-Teaching Portfolio. At the same time the staff members facilitating the Academic Practice Certificate programme will also develop and maintain their e-Portfolios.
The e-Portfolio structure

This project will utilize the university’s proprietary Learning Management System, Cecil (from CSL – computer supported learning), as the repository for staff portfolios. This LMS is widely used at the University of Auckland, with over 55% of courses currently offering some level of e-learning support. Importantly, the Cecil LMS is beginning to be tightly integrated with other enterprise systems at the university, including the Student Management System, Peoplesoft HR, and with the Library and the Centre for Professional Development. It is therefore able to access multiple data files for the portfolio project.
Creating and Maintaining the e-Teaching Portfolio Repository

Creating the teaching portfolio is initially a process of collecting and categorizing teaching artefacts against a recommended standard taxonomy (repository phase). As mentioned, physical file systems are probably best known in this context, where different folders store specific types of paper-based information (student work, representative exams, etc). Oftentimes this approach to portfolio development is hindered by inadequate records or access to historical teaching data (e.g. # of students in past classes, grade distributions), and enterprise data systems rarely provide teachers access beyond current year information. Since all such artefacts are automatically stored and versioned in the Cecil LMS, they can be included in portfolios with no additional effort on the part of the staff member.
For this project there will be two complimentary interfaces for the portfolio structure. First, a “Portfolio Space” will be created in the LMS for each staff member and structured with the recommended standard taxonomy template. This space will be accessible via the normal staff LMS interface. Second, this taxonomy will be automatically mirrored on the staff member’s computer as a virtual directory structure, allowing normal ‘drag-and-drop’ skills to be used to populate the template. This interface will be created using Microsoft’s Installable File System Software Development Kit (see http://www.microsoft.com/whdc/devtools/ifskit/default.mspx). By surfacing the taxonomic structure in a familiar directory structure to users, the system should capitalize on the extant skills of teaching staff. Figure 1 shows the normal staff interface in the LMS, with the addition of the taxonomy described earlier.
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Figure 1
It is important to note that when staff are moving files into the virtual directory structure, they are not actually storing them on their hard drives. The virtual directory stores the files on the enterprise database of the LMS, within the teaching portfolio template shown in figure 1. When staff visit their LMS space, they will find present the files that they stored on their virtual directory. Similarly, any changes or additions to the LMS portfolio will be reflected on the staff member’s virtual drive.
Within the LMS, each file is automatically versioned and multiple instances of a filename are permitted. For instance, a single PowerPoint lecture might go through modifications over the years, and might therefore provide evidence (and reflection) of improved teaching over time. By allowing versioned copies of files, the system should provide staff with an easy and automatic means for documenting portions of their professional development.
Figure 2 shows the expanded portfolio taxonomy that will be recommended for use by staff. A Microsoft Word template will be stored within each subcategory in the taxonomy to guide staff through both the reflection and preparation phases of their portfolio. These templates will not be prescriptive in any way, but will instead scaffold the development process for staff.
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Figure 2

In addition, other support documents, supplementary readings and web resources will be available in appropriate sections of the template.

Producing a point-in-time Teaching Portfolio
A key component of the portfolio strategy being proposed is the development of tools that allow teaching staff to easily assemble materials in a variety of ways. Central to that strategy is the ability to draw upon the materials in the e-repository as needed, and to incorporate them into templates that meet specific reporting requirements. For this reason, it is crucial to the success of the project that the repository be capable of maintaining multiple versions of documents, and of maintaining meta-data about those versions for selection into specific report templates. All files in the Cecil LMS are stored in binary format in the database, thereby allowing for careful version control (even on files with identical names).

So for instance, if a staff member modifies their statement of teaching philosophy five times in as many years, each of those files will be stored by the database under a unique identifier. The name of the file (e.g. MyPhilosophy.doc) need not change, and can therefore be automatically included in templates. When generating a point-in-time portfolio the staff member would simply need to enter a date, select a template, and the most time-relevant MyPhilosopy.doc would be included in the production portfolio.

This ability will be particularly important when producing an accurate ‘snapshot’ view of the portfolio that both reflects the abilities and practices of the staff member and demonstrates personal reflection and improvement over time.
This project is in its infancy in terms of staff buy-in to the concept. However, there is agreement at Senior Management level within the University that the profile of and use of Teaching Portfolios must be enhanced. Cultural shifts such as this are best initiated with new staff through a specific, supported programme. Hence the vehicle of the University of Auckland Certificate in Academic Practice as a starting point.
Summary

Encouraging students to reflect upon their learning through PDP is a noble goal, with many excellent examples of e-portfolios to support the processes of reflection. However, it is still to some extent a leap of faith to assume that enhanced learning and levels of attainment will be an outcome.

Encouraging faculty to engage in reflection on their teaching should not be seen as a noble goal, it should be an explicitly stated and recognised aspect of a scholarly approach to teaching. Perhaps if faculty modelled the process of reflecting on their teaching, it would be easier to encourage and support students in reflecting on their learning. The use of technology as the medium for reflective portfolios should not in fact required any justification.
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