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Abstract: Change is always a vehicle for stress, and repeated change even more so. When the two Engineering Schools, Architectural, Civil and Mechanical Engineering, (ACME) and Electrical Engineering (EE), went through a process of redesigning their courses to make them Higher Education Information Management System (HEIMS) compliant, this had been the third re-design which had been undertaken in approximately six years. Towards the end of this process, in 2005, Victoria University’s (VU) Vice Chancellor employed a consultant to determine whether the Engineering courses at VU could be delivered in Problem Based Learning (PBL) mode. He decided not only that we could, but that we should, re-design our HEIMS compliant courses for a progressive roll-out in PBL mode commencing with the first year in 2006.
Simcock (2006) suggests that there are many compelling reasons why the changes were necessary but many staff saw just another re-design looming in the wings. We were thrown a lifeline, however, in that one of the consultant’s major findings was that we could not just superimpose another university’s concept of PBL on top of our existing courses. This meant that the two schools could develop their own “variety” of PBL. In order to be able to achieve this, a large number of staff had to be quickly brought up to speed with this different learning paradigm. It would have been ideal if this could have happened before they needed to be involved in course and/or subject design, unfortunately we do not live in an ideal world. 

In this paper I will describe some of the staff professional development activities which we have already conducted to support the implementation of PBL. I will then analyse some of the lessons we have learned so far and detail what we are planning as the next phase to try to ensure that the PBL paradigm becomes institutionalised across the Faculty and, ultimately, the University.
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The Background to the Change

During 2004 and 2005 the two Engineering Schools, ACME and EE, in common with the rest of the University, went through a process of redesigning their courses because of a Government requirement to make them HEIMS compliant. This meant re-packaging material from the original six or seven subjects, with various credit point values, per semester into four (single unit) subjects, each with 12 credit points per semester. This had been the third re-design which had been undertaken in approximately six years. Anecdotally, it is reported that one student started a course on a part time basis and underwent four course and name changes before eventually graduating. It can be seen, therefore, that because of the pressures of constant re-design the staff looked forward to a period of stability.

During 2005 Victoria University’s Vice Chancellor, Professor Liz Harman, employed a consultant, Professor Peter Parr, to look into the possibility that the Engineering courses at VU could be delivered in Problem Based Learning (PBL) mode. After several months of interviews and consultations, it was determined not only that we had the capability to re-design our HEIMS compliant courses for a progressive roll-out in PBL mode but also that we should strike whilst the iron was still hot and start with the first year in 2006. Until the time that the 2006 deadline was actually announced we had been convinced that 2007 would be the deadline for introduction, and had been working steadily towards that date. Simcock, (2006) suggests that there are many compelling reasons why the changes were necessary but many staff saw just another re-design looming in the wings. The very short timescale involved in the re-design was recognised by Professor Parr, and one of his major findings, and a factor which has been almost universally acknowledged, was that we could not just superimpose another university’s concept of PBL on top of our existing courses. He recommended that we should be able to adapt PBL and create a construct which was suitable for us. This meant that the two schools would be allowed to develop the flavour of PBL which most suited their circumstances at the time. In the event, the two schools structured their courses in different ways. There was as much pragmatism as pedagogical principle in the decision making process.
The different course structure approaches came about partly because the first year of the PBL course for ACME came about as an adaptation of the existing course (what has been called “injection PBL”). The EE course did not lend itself to this, and had to be completely overhauled. This was done by one person as a four year entity. This also had a significant impact on the detailed design of the course content in ACME as subjects are regarded more in isolation or parts of discipline streams rather than as components of a totally integrated structure. The second major factor was that all of the EE staff selected as first year PBL supervisors had undertaken a Graduate Certificate in Tertiary Education and were, perhaps, more comfortable with the different learning concepts and overall course direction. 

Professional Development Activities During 2005
The professional development activities and information sessions which have already been conducted were developed and presented in the light of the background noted above. On July 4th and 5th, 2005 Associate Professor David Jorgensen and Dr. Steven Senini form Central Queensland University gave a two day seminar to staff at VU (Jorgensen and Senini, 2005). The material in this seminar covered a very wide range of topics ranging from the mandatory “what is PBL” to details and examples of the pedagogical approach and structure focused on the CQU model. Many staff members at a teaching level and several in a management role firmly believed that this would be all that would be necessary for staff to be “fluent in PBL”. This sets the baseline for the general level of understanding about what would be necessary to achieve the transformation from traditional teaching to PBL mode delivery.

On the 8th and 15th September, 2005 a two half-day workshop was created by Associate Professor Alec Simcock and conducted by him in conjunction with Professor Roger Gabb and Drs Alex Stojcevski and Ronny Veljanovski. Week 1 opened with an introduction to the basics of PBL and was followed by dividing the audience into teams to conduct a PBL exercise so as to teach PBL by the application of a single PBL cycle. The participants conducted the first three phases of the PBL cycle, namely:- reading the problem, brainstorming and identification/discussion/assignment of tasks. During the week the teams were expected to conduct phase four, i.e. individual reading/research/and online discussion of the problem. We used WebCT for the online discussions and each person was given access parameters and allocated to the group as decided on the first day. Week 2 was scheduled for the return/conclusion phase. This phase is to meet face to face to discuss the group’s findings, evaluate progress and process the outcomes. We stopped short of writing a report on the activity. Following the individual group discussions we concluded with a round table discussion of the learning experience.

On Sunday the 25th of September, 2005 Professor Anette Kolmos from Aalborg accepted the Vice Chancellor’s invitation to present a one day seminar to VU staff. This seminar outlined some of the basic principles of PBL, the role of the supervisor/facilitator/coach and PBL models and allowed staff to make simplistic comparisons between the Maastricht, Aalborg and CQU models.

Between the 3rd and the 14th October, 2005 Associate Professor Egon Moesby from Aalborg had several meetings with “Executives” and “Academic Directors” of VU and many other different interest groups. During his visit we decided that the “Version” of PBL adopted at VU should more accurately be called Project Oriented Problem Based Learning (POPBL), since this would most accurately reflect our use of Projects (which most people here agree have a practical aspect) to represent the Problems (which form the heart of the whole learning paradigm). In multiple presentations he covered a very wide range of topics from:- the steps in the change process to levels of POPBL and a training plan.

On Wednesday the 2nd and Friday the 4th November, 2005 the VU Staff College organised a 2 day workshop at Medway Golf Club on a whole range of issues related to the implementation of PBL. The workshop’s opening and closing address was given by Alec Simcock and the major workshop activities were conducted by a number of consultants. These workshops were to prepare staff (by effectively providing a local background similar to the course ‘Introduction to POPBL”) for the week long workshop, ‘Pre-Planning for a change towards POPBL’, which was scheduled to be conducted by Associate Professor Egon Moesby during early December, 2005. As it turned out this course was cancelled at the last minute. 

The attendance at these different activities was very encouraging, varying from about 20 to about 50. The main attendees were from ACME and EE, but also included staff from a wide range of other VU areas such as:- Teaching and Learning Support (TLS), Communication Culture and Language (CCL); often referred to as Language and Communication (L&C), the School of Management, the School of Computer and Mathematical Sciences. Some attendees were very serious about acquiring new skills and others attended out of curiosity. Each activity, therefore, included participants with a wide range of knowledge about PBL ranging from the “Never heard of it” to the “I actually know a fair bit about it and I have used it and/or taught it for some time”. All of these seminars and workshops had a couple of points in common, however, and these were:- 

1) a small group of dedicated staff from ACME and EE attended most of the activities, and 

2) most of the activities opened, quite understandably, with an introduction to the concepts of PBL. 

For these two reasons feedback often includes “I don’t need another session on what PBL is all about”. The unfortunate consequence of presenting a course to a very diverse audience is attempting to set the level so that people with some experience will not feel that they are going over the same ground time after time whilst at the same time ensuring that people with no background do not get hopelessly lost because you don’t include the fundamentals. In hindsight it would have been better to have had different levels of courses to suit participants with different levels of existing training or experience. 

The one thing which is essential in the achievement of a change process of this magnitude, is time. Scot Aldred (2003) quotes McNamara as stating “ .. allow more time to accomplish the change than you think will be necessary .. ”. The very compressed timescale we have had to work within has, however, meant that the whole project has had to be progressed on many fronts simultaneously. We have not had the luxury of time. We have not always been able to undertake an activity and obtain the results before having to commence a subsequent activity. There have been other times when it has just not been possible to undertake the activities which any logical assessment would have mandated that we should have undertaken at the time.
We didn’t achieve the levels of participation (or should I say meaningful participation) that I had hoped for. There are many factors which influenced this. The short timescale meant that many designers and supervisors already had teaching and other commitments which were almost impossible to reschedule. The main design team should have been allocated load relief for existing teaching commitments but there was not sufficient time to find replacements or employ new staff. This was exacerbated in ACME by the fact that somewhere between 20 and 25% of the academic staff were on sabbatical, long service leave or otherwise absent from the University. The situation in EE was not as bad, but there was not consistency here, however. Many staff were allocated load relief. For some this worked effectively but for others the nominal time release was swallowed up by the increase in other class sizes meaning that they effectively conducted the PBL development and subject design for “free”. All of this coupled with the expected reluctance of many staff caused frequently by our own fear of change – and the threat of built in obsolescence, meant that many of our “pioneers” were almost burned-out before we even started teaching.
What We Learned From Them
Despite all of the problems we have faced we have progressed much more rapidly that our “doubters”, and probably even our “believers”, would have thought possible and certainly more than our “detractors” would have hoped. The fact that we have been able to deliver courses using such a radically different learning paradigm than the one previously in use has largely been due to a few dedicated, extremely overworked and under-recognised individuals in each school. However, as Egon Moseby (2004a) puts it when quoting Trice and Beyer (1993) “Initial acceptance and enthusiasm are insufficient to carry change forward”. We must ensure that we cover all three aspects of:- Adoption, Implementation and Institutionalisation. We have already planned and commenced delivery of the newly adopted learning paradigm. Our staff development and training programs are related to implementation. Institutionalising pedagogical change on this scale usually takes many years, and we have only been trying for 8 months so far. We have enjoyed unswerving support from some quarters whilst others have pledged support but have been unreliable in their delivery. The sense of urgency at the top and bottom does not always seem to have been embraced by some in the middle. This need to institutionalise the process so that the culture of the University is irrevocably changed is part of our longer term strategy.
As of today, 16 September 2006, we have had a few weeks of delivery of the two courses. We have had nothing but positive feedback from students and staff alike. We still have a few minor problems but the transdiciplinary nature of our team delivery has received the thumbs-up from the students. The repeating students, in particular, have commented upon being able to see the relevance of language communication components when this had not been apparent to them before. In the absence at VU of the type of institutionalised concepts such as “  ...  compulsory pedagogical training for  ...  a mandatory course that covers approximately 200 teaching hours” as outlined by Vinther and Kolmos (2002) we must rely on voluntary attendance at training courses. 

We are now faced with the classical dilemma of trying to motivate staff to undertake extra activities without the appearance of immediate rewards. We must apply a local contexualised composite of the three classical motivational theories namely:- “Maslow’s Need Hierarchy” (Maslow, 1954), “Herzberg’s Two-Factor Theory” (which is probably the most well known) (Herzberg, Mausner and Snyderman, 1959) and McClelland’s “Learned Needs Theory” (McClelland, 1962). 

Maslow states that the basic needs are for:- wellbeing, safety, human interaction, pride and personal fulfillment. Attempting to satisfy these needs results in motivation, but actually achieving them might terminate the motivation. On the other hand failure to meet the needs can cause frustration and stress, this isn’t true for all, but it is a useful starting point.

Hetzberg distinguishes between what he calls “dissatisfiers” or “hygiene” factors, which are sometimes called the “extrinsic” conditions, and “motivators”, which are sometimes called the “intrinsic” conditions. The hygiene factors include:- 
· salary, 
· job security,
· working conditions, 
· status, 
· institutional procedures, 
· quality of technical supervision and 
· quality of relationships. 
All of this shows that it is easy to “turn people off”, what we have to create are motivators to excite people or “turn them on”. The motivators include:- 
· achievement, 
· recognition, 
· responsibility, 
· advancement (or the promise of it), 
· love of the work itself and 
· the possibility of growth (either personal or professional). 
The concept of job satisfaction is a very personal thing and low job satisfaction does not, necessarily, mean job dissatisfaction in all cases. We have to consider each potential trainee as an individual.

McClelland states that there are three basic “learned needs”: and that these are the need for:- achievement, affiliation (or human interaction) and power. He believes that high need for any or all of these factors results in motivation. Lawrence and Lorsch, (1969) questioned whether the potentially transitory level of the need can be sustained and relied upon as a long term motivator. 

Taking all three theories into account means that we will have to constantly revise our evaluation of the best way to motivate each person targeted for training. One factor which will help us to overcome some of the problems identified above will be the institutionalisation of career planning. At present Human resources, via the VU Staff College, generates and advertises a significant number of training courses. There is, however, no active interventionist policy to contact individuals and assist them to plan their career development. Werther and Davis, (1989) notes that there are many benefits to HR utilising an active part in career planning, and most of them could assist in the implementation of the change to PBL.

The success of our first year courses so far has formed and will continue to form part of the motivational strategy we will use to encourage attendance at future training courses. Other steps involve allowing the individual to be able to see positive answers to the age old question of “What’s in it for me?” as noted by Egon Moesby (2005) in his presentation “Why make a change?” to staff at VU. What we must be able to communicate to staff are answers to that question.

“Besides the benefits there may be in the system by being involved in the development of the POPBL environment, you personally will:

·  Be working in a very dynamic environment

·  Be in an environment where you will get a lot of new knowledge by working with the students

·  No two days are the same – not a routine job.

·  You can work with your research and have it as projects for interested students

·  Once in a POPBL environment, you will never go back to traditional teaching!”
2006 Staff Development Activities
I believe that with changes of this nature and magnitude there are three categories of staff:-

1) Those who are involved and want the change,

2) Those who are not committed and are waiting to see what happens and 

3) Those who are against the change, either openly, or more dangerously, covertly.

We need to be able to support and nurture category 1, interest and entice category 2 to join us and if possible enlist some from category 3 (and in the process identify everyone and their allegiance). We will be attempting to create training to impact not only on the individual teachers but also on the institution and hopefully create a critical mass of POPBL exponents sufficient to form a community of learning. Vinther and Kolmos (2002) describe “the three models of development” which we will try to cover namely the: - Up front (which concentrates on the individual teacher), Interactive (which concentrates on the system) and Distributed (which concentrates on the creation of a new system).
We experienced a great deal of resistance to change during the training programs late in 2005. At that time everything had to be arranged as quickly as possible, and we did not have time for some of the niceties which we will try to incorporate into this phase. For our 2006 workshops we had to consider utilising the six general approaches for dealing with problems of resistance to change as identified by Kotter (1979), and shown in Table 1, below.

Table 1  Approaches to Dealing With Resistance to Change

	
	Approach


	Comment

	1
	Education and communication 
	to make people more aware,

	2
	Participation and involvement 
	to allow those affected a voice,

	3
	Facilitation and support 
	through the personalised training courses outlined above, 

	4
	Negotiation and agreement 
	offering load relief etc.,   and if really necessary

	5
	Manipulation and co-option 
	a risky tactic of covert attempts to influence individuals,   and only if unavoidable

	6
	Explicit and implicit coercion 
	another risky tactic to use senior management to compel resistors


Our 2006 professional development workshops were conducted in a two week period from 5th June to 16th June. We designed these courses to utilise a mixture of PBL and action learning rather than traditional teaching. There was not be time for complete PBL cycles to be conducted but the individual units of the training course were “workshops” rather than “seminars” as they involved active participation, group base learning, learning about self & others, planning & doing, casework based on VU situations etc. They focused on outputs and results and were designed be to forward looking and invite questions. 

The VU professional development program was designed around a matrix approach using a number of “almost independent” 2 hour training blocks, see Table 2. Each person could select from this list to prepare themselves for the five day workshop, ‘Pre-Planning for a change towards POPBL’, to be conducted by Associate Professor Egon Moesby scheduled for the two week period of 17th to the 28th July, this period will also include five days of small team consultations. This will be followed up by “progress consultations” during the week of the 25th to the 29th September, 2006. 

Each of the 2 hour training blocks was available on two occasions between the 5th and the 16th June. Unfortunately the “Facilitating Group Work” workshop originally scheduled for the afternoon of the 16th June couldn’t be offered. The idea of having them run as individual units was to allow staff with some experience to “fill in the gaps” without what they might think of as “unnecessary repetition”. Having them on at several times also gave people an opportunity to tailor the course to suit themselves (within limits). All of this allowed individuals more “ownership” of their professional development and, in fact, covered the first three points of how to overcome resistance to change, shown in Table 1, above, in the expectation that this would create greater benefits, and better attendance. The invitations to attend were issued and after a week or so we had very little response so, because of the limited time available, we went straight to point number 6 in Table 1, “Explicit and implicit coercion”. The Executive Dean sent an email encouraging people to attend and classifying some of the topics as “Mandatory” and others as “Strongly Encouraged”. This request had the desired effect and we soon had lots of bookings. Table 2 also shows the bookings and actual attendance figures for these workshops. I’ll let you decide which ones had been tagged with as “M” and which as “SE”. 
Table 2  Staff Development Workshop Times, Bookings and Attendance Figures

	Workshop


	Date & Time
	Enrolled
	Attended
	Total

	Intro to PBL
	5/6, 10:00am
	21
	13
	0

	Intro to PBL
	6/6, 2:00pm
	20
	17
	30

	Learner Centred Teaching & Assessment
	5/6, 2:00pm
	24
	18
	0

	Learner Centred Teaching & Assessment
	7/6, 10:00am
	22
	19
	37

	Group Dynamics & Conflict Resolution
	6/6, 10:00am
	28
	22
	0

	Group Dynamics & Conflict Resolution
	7/6, 2:00pm
	19
	11
	33

	Reflective Practice
	8/6, 10:00am
	36
	29
	0

	Reflective Practice
	9/6, 2:00pm
	15
	9
	38

	Managing Plagiarism
	13/6, 2:00pm
	19
	10
	0

	Managing Plagiarism
	14/6, 10:00am
	13
	12
	22

	Using WebCT in PBL
	13/6, 10:00am
	18
	12
	0

	Using WebCT in PBL
	15/6, 2:00pm
	11
	8
	20

	Information Literacy
	14/6, 2:00pm
	13
	11
	0

	Information Literacy
	16/6, 10:00am
	9
	6
	17

	Fcailitating Group Work
	15/6, 10:00am
	31
	19
	19

	
	
	
	
	

	Totals
	
	299
	216
	216


After managing to encourage “reluctant” staff to attend the workshops we were pleasantly surprised at the positive feedback we received. Almost all staff said that the workshops had been very positive for them and that they were looking forward to the next component.

Suitably bolstered by the success of the workshops (or conned) we then set about putting in place the details of the consultancy and workshop visit by Associate Professor Egon Moesby scheduled for the two week period of 17th to the 28th July. A maximum number of 30 could be accommodated in the workshop and, after the positive responses from the VU workshops, we felt convinced that most staff would make the connection of “what’s in it for me?”, so we didn’t go for the big stick approach. This time we were more relaxed about the whole thing and sent out an invitation from the Dean to come along and avail themselves of the opportunity to attend the “Pre Planning” workshop, but to get in quick because there were only 30 places. Initially, we restricted invitations to ACME and EE staff and others directly involved. We were totally underhelmed by the response. We progressively widened the scope to include the wider PBL interest group, then the whole of the Faculty of Health, Engineering and Science, then the rest of the University. As a result we ended up with 28 of the 30 places being booked. We tried to bribe people to stay by including endless tea and coffee and a light lunch each day. The workshop carried a loading as a 3 European Credit transfer System (ECTS) course. In the end only 14 of the original 28 stayed the full duration and graduated with a certificate. 
Conclusions

Up to now we have had to rely on the professionalism and good will of existing staff members to achieve the results we have been able to realise. If we are not to completely burn out our pioneers we must ensure that they receive not only adequate resources but also “support troops”. And to paraphrase Egon Moesby (2004b) we must, “take the implementation of PBL completely beyond the realm of the Individual through the System/Group and into the heady heights of the Institution”. 

Perhaps we should also ponder on why people don’t attend activities such as this, even though they usually realise that there is definitely something in it for them and why some people make a booking for something and then don’t attend. Unless we took a drastic step such as closing the Engineering Schools for anything other than preparation for the introduction of this new paradigm, there would always be other demands on people’s time. The real trick is to ensure that the priority given to these matters is sufficiently high. A significant part of the answer must lie, not in the staff themselves but in their “Academic Directors” and the system within which we operate.
With a change of the magnitude and complexity such as this, we must ensure that the hands-on training of management, supervisors and individual teachers is seen as part of the overall change process. We must Institutionalise the change if it is expected to thrive and spread across the whole University, and this is our ultimate goal. 
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