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Abstract:

Person-Centered Teaching or experiential, whole-person learning as developed by the American psychologist Carl Rogers addresses the learner at three levels: his or her intellect, social skills, and personality including attitudes, values, and meanings. While the added value of the Person-Centered Approach in terms of better cognitive achievement as well as improved interpersonal skills is well documented in the literature, its transition into practice clearly lags behind. In our view, this is to a major degree due to the increased effort required to facilitate Person-Centered courses. Our goal is to make Person-Centered Learning and teaching more effective and feasible by enriching it with elements of eLearning, resulting in a blended approach we call Person-Centered eLearning (PCeL). In the paper we discuss the didactic baseline, illustrate its realization in the context of an advanced course on project management,and present the results of a detailed evaluation. As a more general result, we derive extended Person-Centered expressions Rogers’ three core conditions in the context of learning.
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The only man who is educated is the man who has learned how to learn […] how to adapt and change […]. Changingness, a reliance on process rather than upon static knowledge, is the only thing that makes any sense as a goal for education in the modern world. […] When I have been able to transform a group into a community of learners, then the excitement has been almost beyond belief. To free curiosity; to permit individuals to go charging off in new directions dictated by their own interests; to unleash the sense of inquiry; to open everything to questioning and exploration; to recognize that everything is in process of change – here is an experience I can never forget”

The Carl Rogers Reader, chapter 21” The Interpersonal Relationship in the Facilitation of Learning.” p. 304;  H. Kirschenbaum, V., L. Henderson, eds. Constable, London, 2002 (first printed in 1990).
1 Introduction

Ideally, learning should address the whole person. More explicitly, this means that learning should address the learner’s intellect, his/her social skills, and personality. If this is achieved, learning is known to be most effective in terms of being best integrated with the experience of the particular person and hence more persistent than purely intellectual information [19, 21, 23, 13 - 17]. This paper aims to approach experiential, whole-person learning by proposing to combine Person-Centered Learning, as developed by the American psychologist Carl Rogers (1902-1987), with elements of eLearning, resulting in an approach we call Person-Centered eLearning (PCeL) [15, 16]. The primary benefits of PCeL, among others, follow from providing increased room for social and personal processes and deeper learning experiences. We will argue and illustrate that this can be achieved in the case that significant parts of the transfer of intellectual knowledge are allocated to the computer and the instructor takes on the role of a facilitator who creates a constructive learning climate based on values like transparency, respect and understanding. Typically, learners elaborate selected topics in small groups, real or virtual, and bring together the individual perspectives in meetings of the larger group, resulting in conversations and transcripts that enrich existing expert knowledge with personal and group perspectives. In a nutshell, PCeL courses offer a versatile range of possibilities for students to contribute and hence result in students (and facilitators) being remarkably more active than in traditional courses [1, 2, 20]. In addition to cognitive gains, PCeL emphasizes social as well as personal or emotional learning and growth that, as will be argued, cannot be achieved purely cognitively but requires being experienced in a proper atmosphere [19, 17]. 

In the next Section we briefly present the didactic concept and some hypotheses that underlie our applications and case-studies of PCeL. For a more detailed description of PCeL the reader is referred to [14, 16] and [15]. The third Section presents a case study of the situated application of PCeL within an advanced course on IT project management. We describe and motivate the course design, the allocation of face-to-face and eLearning elements, present concrete examples of our way of combining the three levels, and report on our experience in conducting the course, which is a compulsory part of the curriculum on business informatics at the University of Vienna. In Section 4 we discuss the results of the questionnaires and reaction sheets that have been collected throughout the course and present the statistical evaluation of our case study. Section 5 then gives the first version of a catalogue on PCeL practices and Section 6 discusses further research and concludes the paper.

2 Person-Centered eLearning (PCeL) – concept and hypotheses

Person-Centered Learning has been developed by the famous American psychologist Carl Rogers as a radically new approach to education that is applicable to learners of all age groups independent of their social background [20, 1]. The theory underlying Person-Centered Learning is derived from Rogers’ life-long experience in counseling and psychotherapy, where he worked extensively with children as well as adults, and from his own experience in teaching at several universities. In his well-known book “Freedom to Learn” Rogers describes the concept and research foundation of Person-Centered Learning along with several applications in various contexts and subjects (such as French, Physics, Neuroscience, etc.) that appear highly illustrative and useful for the practitioner. 

Our research at the University of Vienna, Department of Computer Science and Business Informatics focuses on integrating Rogers’ Theory and experience with modern technology [15, 16]. In other words, we aim to enrich Person-Centered Learning with the use of New Media in order to make the whole approach more effective in primarily two respects. The first concerns a still further improvement of learning processes by exploiting new technology and results from the human sciences such as psychology, sociology, and pedagogy [10, 9, 22, 23]. The second, and in our time increasingly important issue, deals with efficiency. From experience we know that Person-Centered Teaching is more demanding on facilitator’s time than conventional courses that can be prepared once and reused several times. Regarding efficiency, we hypothesize, hope, and, to some degree experience that New Media, in particular the Internet, can be employed to reduce some of the overhead caused by the Person-Centered style. This is because the provision and distribution of material, including artifacts produced by students, is easier with information and communication technology (ICT). Also communication, in particular concerning organizational aspects, can be handled more efficiently. 

The basic hypothesis underlying Person-Centered Teaching/Learning can be stated as follows:

Human beings are constructive in nature and strive to actualize and expand their experiencing organism. According to Rogers’ Theory of Personality and Behavior [18] the constructive tendency can unfold itself best in a climate that is characterized by three attitudinal conditions, known as Rogers’ variables: 

· Realness, with synonyms such as congruence, transparency, genuineness, authenticity;

· Acceptance, else referred to as respect, unconditional positive regard, caring attitude, concern for the individual;

· Empathic understanding, a deep form of understanding of the meanings as well as feelings of the learner.

These must be held or lived by the facilitator and communicated to the learners such that they actually can perceive them [19]. Aspy [1, 2] argues that a Person-Centered style of teaching is effective only, if the instructor’s or facilitators’ level of all three attitudinal conditions lies above a threshold (being the level 3) defined by specific formulations in a questionnaire with 5 levels for each of the variables.

In typical learning situations such as those appearing in university courses
 it is further essential that students can solve authentic problems in which they are interested personally [11, 5, 6]. In more recent terminology this principle has been called anchored instruction and/or situated cognition [3, 4, 11, 5], whereby we wish to extend the latter term to be situated learning, involving cognition and skills, as well as personal growth. 

While it may appear that Rogers’ approach is not compatible with conventional curricula, our own experiences in advanced courses are quite the contrary. Given a certain degree of space in the respective curriculum we have found in a number of cases [13, 15] that Person-Centered Learning, combined with the use of New Media, is a truly effective and rewarding approach,  which we chose to refer to as PCeL (Person-Centered eLearning). Before discussing the fundamental hypotheses upon which PCeL has been developed and the particular benefits that we see and experience in this combination, let us briefly list the technical features that flow into our approach:

· Provision of resources via the Internet or the e-learning environment. Lecture notes, reading lists, links to professional web-sites and project homepages can be made available electronically. The material can be uploaded and updated whenever deemed necessary. Learners can take on responsibilities for various issues regarding the virtual learning space thus encouraging self-organization.

· Internet as knowledge source. Computer Science students in particular and other students
 in general can use the Internet for explorative, open learning. This learning paradigm is particularly suited to the Person-Centered Approach since students are free to explore the semantic web and can cooperate in fulfilling their tasks. 

· Course-Homepage. Locality of all organizational/structural information regarding the whole course as well as the provision of organizational information on individual course units makes communication more efficient in the case that students regularly read that information.

· Communication and participation. The Person-Centered Approach with its orientation towards the students’ interests and participation in all aspects of learning necessitates intensive communication between all concerned (Rogers, 1970). In this respect, a learning environment provides means (students’ workspaces, electronic forms, discussion forum etc.) to facilitate and to focus communication. Results from project work and from face-to-face meetings can be distributed easily by individual participants with just minimal involvement of the facilitator. Reaction sheets that are available to all participants help to make communication and feedback even more transparent and meaningful, since students can take time to submit their reactions and reflect upon their experiences.

· Evaluation.  Material such as project results, presentations, documents are much easier to peer- evaluate if they are available on the platform. Also. Self-evaluation by teams and subsequent discussions with the facilitator can be administered more easily given proper web support. Thus, web-based self- and peer evaluation have the potential of making final tests and exams superfluous in many cases. Final meetings with students or small teams tend to be used more strongly to reflect on the whole course experience and personal learning, based on self- and peer evaluation, than on recalling course content. More on this, including an empirical evaluation of online learning contracts will be published in an upcoming paper.

In the following let us pursue three significant hypotheses that underlie our PCeL approach.

The first hypothesis can be stated as follows: 

“In the case that the computer can take over significant parts of the transfer of intellectual knowledge, more room will be left for social and personal learning. “

If pure transfer of information is no longer the focal point in face-to-face meetings, they can be used to anchor knowledge to existing experiences of the learners, to the exchange of learners’ viewpoints and/or materials, to discussions of expert meanings, to applications, etc. In this way learners will be more active personally and will be able to experience working/learning in teams that construct knowledge. Later, this knowledge can be compared with expert meanings and overlaps and deviations provide valuable sources for discussion and sharing. Figure 1 illustrates this conception of PCeL by comparing it with conventional learning. The vertical arrows indicate the primary focus regarding the individual levels. Whereas conventional teaching addresses first of all the intellect, and the instructor is the one who sets targets and engages in the transfer of information, PCeL propagates to all three levels. Thereby, in our vision, the computer, initially supported by other resources, may dominate on the intellectual level by striving to optimally support the cognitive, time-based, and location-based requirements of the individual learner [9]. Although learning communities and social knowledge construction can be supported by ICT [25, 12], we allocate learning at the social level more strongly to the presence phases, as far as traditional university courses that are enriched by eLearning elements are concerned. In such courses, various face-to-face settings can be conceived, for example team meetings, group discussions, presentations of students or the facilitator, meetings with experts, etc. In any case, as will be argued later, we still see personal growth processes facilitated primarily by personal relationships in a constructive atmosphere, as characterized by the three Rogers variables. 
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Figure 1: The three levels of learning and their primary support by facilitators and computers

The second hypothesis is:

“The more intellectual knowledge is available in electronic, well-organized, structured, and searchable form, the more effective PCeL will become.”

This hypothesis is easy to explain. The strongly individual and open style of the Person-Centered Approach requires a broad repertoire of material to be most effective. Currently, students heavily depend on the facilitator’s support regarding the provision of various materials, primarily books and articles. Since this tends to be quite time consuming, we believe that broader availability of material would ease the facilitator’s task and give (advanced) students still more opportunities to satisfy their curiosity by finding sources that suit their interest and style. 

While this hypothesis appears quite logical and evident, it is hard to prove in practice. This is because the effectiveness of PCeL depends, in the first place and most prominently, on the personality of the facilitator, as we see from our experience
. Note that, due to high numbers of students, the same course often is taught by different instructors. Hence, differences based on personal attitudes and skills can be assessed. However, differences due to the quantity and quality of electronic content (material) are hard to prove directly. This is because it does not seem justified to conduct courses with providing a control group of students with just limited electronic material for test purposes. Nevertheless, our hypothesis is supported by the finding that students of web-engineering, a course in which some groups are taught following the PCeL  style, found learning from self-searched material slightly more useful (with a mean value of 4.09 on a scale where 1 means “not useful at all” and 5 means “highly useful”) than in comparable courses (where the mean value was 3.90).

The third hypothesis is derived directly from Rogers’ Theories and deals with personal attitudes and skills of facilitators:

“The better facilitators communicate and learners perceive the attitudes of realness, acceptance, and understanding and the more transparent the whole setting is, the deeper will be the learning processes at all three levels and the better will be the total results.”

Clearly, PCeL requires qualifications of facilitators that essentially differ from those of good instructors [20, 8] in many respects. Besides skills for motivating students and delivering understandable lectures, facilitators need a high degree of inner flexibility to be able to react to individual situations in the here and now. They need to be able to respect individuals as well as the tendency of the whole group. They must be able to moderate discussions and visualize results, both in face-to face meetings and in online settings. Most importantly, they must, in coalition with the learners, be able to find the right compromise between personal-, social-, and curriculum requirements. 

Before giving some initial empirical evidence to support the third hypothesis, we invite the reader to pass to the next Section to see how PCeL works in an advanced lab-course on project management.

3 PCeL as experienced in courses on soft-skills in project management

For students in business informatics (“Wirtschaftsinformatik”) at the University of Vienna, the compulsory education in the area of project management is allocated to the second half of their masters studies and comprises two 2-hour lectures and two 1-hour practical (or lab) courses that are distributed over two terms. Whereas the focus in the winter term is on tools and technical issues such as planning, cost-estimation, functional-, and institutional project management, the summer term emphasizes soft skills in project work. It is the accompanying 1-hour/semester practical course that is the subject of this case study.

During the first unit of the practical course about 80 students gathered to be informed about the course structure and final allocation of students into four large groups. Two of the four groups were facilitated by both authors, the other two just by the first author. We explained our view on deep and significant learning (as discussed above) and suggested a workshop structure consisting of three workshops lasting three hours that we considered best suited to implement PCeL in the particular practical course. Then we asked the students whether they would be willing to try the innovative approach or would rather stay with a conventional format. Quite surprisingly, nobody raised his or her hand to participate in a conventional course. This meant that there would be four groups each having a series of three workshops in PCeL format. This also meant a perfect source for experience in “teaching” the same PCeL course to different groups with the same background. In the end of the introductory unit, students were advised to form small teams of about three to four persons to discuss some preparatory topics and to work together on a team-project to be delivered about two weeks after the end of the workshops.

Although the basic structure, thematic context (“Communication, motivation, leadership, and cooperation in project management”), and the gross goals were predefined by the facilitators, the emphasis and individual learning targets, topics, and processes - not surprisingly in light of PCeL philosophy - turned out to be different in all four groups. 

Starting with the commonalities, the gross goal of the whole project management course context can be stated as: “Participants should be better qualified to accomplish effective project work in teams”. This general goal can be decomposed into sub goals situated on the three levels. On the intellectual level, students should learn strategies and techniques for managing projects, including communication with people [24]. On the level of social skills, participants should experience working with various colleagues in teams of various sizes, and improve their communication and presentation skills. On the personal or intuitive level, students should observe and perceive Person-Centered attitudes in action and derive their own experience.

All information and lecture notes were provided via the homepage of the respective courses in combination with the TeleWIFI Communities platform
. The first task was the same for all groups
. Each student had to specify his or her own learning targets. Thereafter, students were advised to discuss their learning targets with their colleagues within the small team they had formed in the initial session described above. The results then were shared with the large group and every learning goal mentioned was noted on a flip chart in the form of a list of the group’s learning targets to be complemented whenever a relevant issue arose and turned to form time to time, mainly in the beginning of workshops. The list containing items such as: Experience group behavior; leadership – insights; conflicts – avoidance, coping, learning from them; manipulation, its effect and influence; response behavior; teamwork ability, etc. 

One exercise appreciated by almost all students was to practice “active listening”. After a brief introduction on how to accompany a talker by listening actively, students formed triads
 such that one student talked about one of his or her experiences, another student accompanied him/her, and the third student observed the dialogue. In the next cycle the roles shifted and the former observer had to retell the story, while the former talker accompanied him/her, etc. This exercise seemed to have left the deepest impression on the students, since they became aware how difficult it is to listen and to recall a talk without bringing in their own interpretations. Vivid arguing evolved around the question on what place active listening has in discussions where everybody should be able to bring in his/her opinion. Some reactions in the students’ own words will be given in Section 4 below.

Another task that fit all groups’ wish list of activities was to prepare a convincing five-minute-presentation on a topic that would fit the wish list. The presentation was to proceed without beamer and overhead projector and be elaborated between two workshops. In the large group we put together a list of issues to be observed during the presentation phases. This resulted in more active commentary phases after the brief presentations, and students really valued the constructive and genuine feedback of their peers. The material for the topics of the brief presentations has either been supplied by the facilitator, or could be self-organized. Surprisingly, despite the provision of a detailed reading list on the eLearning platform, more than two thirds of the teams chose their own sources! Some of the feedback given after the presentations proved useful for the teams in further elaborating their topic to a full PowerpointTM  presentation with written comments. Due to time constraints, this longer presentation was not given personally but was just placed on the eLearning platform, where, at the end of the course, it was self-evaluated by each team and peer-evaluated by all other teams. This helped the facilitators in grading the course, since the students were reassured that no grading would be done on the basis of what students said in the workshops. The presence in at least two workshops was a necessary requirement for passing the course. Although some students missed one of the three workshops, mainly because of the required presence in exams, students tended to attend all three workshops. Some of them even mentioned in their reaction sheets that they wished the course to continue. No single student quit the course prematurely which really is noteworthy. 

Due to different students’ interests, various activities differed from group to group. Examples are team work on the topic “What motivates me?” or “What sources of conflict do we know?” or “How can I avoid being manipulated? What makes me convincing?” Reading material on the individual topics was either self-organized or supplied by the facilitator, who also put together brief outlines of relevant theories and provided these on the eLearning platform. Besides working in teams and reporting about the results, students engaged in active discussion with the facilitator, accompanied one another in talking about personal goals, and talked about their impressions in the end of each workshop. 

A typical workshop structure included a brief opening dialogue and a consecutive opening cycle where we sat in a circle and everybody shared his or her opinion, meanings, feelings, etc. Then, teamwork on one of the focal topics was done and presented to the larger group to be shared, discussed, and occasionally complemented by expert opinion, either by the facilitator or a team that was prepared for this task. The eLearning platform, in this course, served mainly to supply intellectual and organizational information, as well as to provide a repository for students’ projects as well as the results of what we elaborated in the presence phases and what could be used for the teams’ project work. 

In order to make it possible to learn from the students’ experience in this quite novel course format, every student had to hand in a reaction sheet after each workshop. The format was essentially free, although a catalogue of sample issues of interest was provided by the Internet for those who wished some guidance. In the final group, all reactions have been published via the eLearning platform, although in an anonymous form. In the end of the last workshop, students were also asked to work out some questionnaires such as the Person-Centered questionnaire or the official evaluation sheet of the University of Vienna.

4 Course evaluation
 and students’ reactions

In the tradition of Person-Centered Learning, a questionnaire, adopted from [1] and given in the appendix, addressed the levels of Person-Centered attitudes (known as Rogers variables [19, 20]) of realness, acceptance, and understanding, along with a question on the general quality of the instructor’s responses. The results that clearly lie above the threshold value of three being required for Person-Centered Learning are listed in Table 1. Students of all four course-groups valued the instructor’s acceptance highly with 4.79 of five points. In addition, a One-Way-Anova showed the consistency of the students’ answers. This means, there were no statistically significant differences between the students’ opinions in the four work groups of the instructor’s replies, the most differences concerning the general response behavior. Subsequent usage of the same questionnaire in a different course in which four instructors taught between 27 and 47 students proved that the questionnaire is capable of clearly distinguishing between individuals. Differences between instructors always were significantly higher than differences between individual groups (of 13 – 33 students) taught by the same instructor. Interestingy, within one year, Renate Motschnig’s values slightly increased in all four dimensions but most clearly regarding realness, reaching values of 4.62 for general response quality; 4.83 for realness;  4.72 for acceptance; and 4.59 for understanding (with 29 students responding to the questionnaire). Within the same term, Renate Motschnig conducted another course, where she got values of 4.29 for general response quality; 4.80 for realness;  4.67 for acceptance; and 4.49 for understanding (with 45 students responding to the questionnaire). Note the consistency of ratings in the three Rogers Variables given by students from different courses! We conclude that students’ ratings of one instructor tend to be fairly constant even across different courses, whereas the personality of the instructor makes significant differences between ratings. Also, the first author’s steady increase in ratings (observable over three terms) might be accounted for by her attending encounter groups, although, of course,  more research in the context of higher education is needed in that respect.  
	Response quality and

3 Rogers Variables
	mean
	F
	p

	general response quality
	4.29
	F(3,55) = 2.60
	.06

	realness
	4.68
	F(3,55) =   .25
	.86

	acceptance
	4.79
	F(3,55) =   .20
	.90

	understanding
	4.41
	F(3,55) =   .20
	.90


Table 1: Means and significances for instructor’s response quality. 5 means best, 1 means worst. N = 56. A result is significant if p ( .05.

To get an objective picture on the particular realization of PCeL in the context of the practical course on soft skills in project management, all reaction sheets of the 56 participating students (note that there were actually four concurrent groups) were evaluated. On the average, each student delivered 10.49 comments or statements. Katharina Mallich, taking the role of an  independent evaluator, graded the individual statements with three grades, namely 1 denoting “I liked it/ it was positive”, 2 saying “neutral, could be improved or modified” and 3 standing for “I didn’t like it/ it was negative”. The results of the most frequent statements are sketched in Table 2. The most frequently mentioned comments referred to the multitude of practical exercises which were stated 75 times during the three workshop units with a score of 1.13 from three possible points. Also very frequent (48 times) positively valued (1.05 points) was the new and innovative manner of the course and the pleasant and relaxed atmosphere which was mentioned 39 times and scored with 1.16 points. Information about structure and processing of the workshop was rated 34 times as relatively good with 1.63 points. Between 28 and 30 times students stated that they found the active inclusion and co-operation of their colleagues very positive, in particular the insightful discussions, the phases of feedback and the initial presentation of each other at the beginning of the workshop. This introduction contributed to the friendly atmosphere of the courses and stimulated much co-operation between the whole group. The only problem that recurred during the workshops in two groups concerned a discussion of recording the lessons on a cassette recorder. Since this problem was mentioned in every workshop unit of the respective group, in sum by 23 students, it was scored worst with 2.38 points. Apparently, the dissenting opinions regarding the recording marked a small but real conflict in the group that the facilitators wanted to resolve. Clearly, recording was not the course’s topic and only few students sensed they could “learn” from the situation. In our view, the situation can best be illustrated by including some of the respective reactions, translated by the authors from the students’ reaction sheets:

One student writes:

 “For me, the situation with the cassette recorder came quite surprisingly, but it did not disturb me. I just find that the discussion about that this issue took too much time.”

The student who objected the recording mentions:

“In particular I liked the fact that I was the cause of a discussion that we talked about quite long and in much detail. Here I am addressing the conflicting case of the recording. From this, quite valuable conversation evolved and there were proponents and opponents. Clearly, it must be mentioned that Mr. Nykl challenged this in a certain way.”

Finally, one more reaction showing the real diversity of opinions:

“In the beginning, I did not even realize the issue with the recording and anyway, I did not really mind it. … Finally, it even was a real situation that nicely fit the topic “conflicts and their resolution!”

[image: image3.wmf]Table 2: Most frequent statements and their evaluation

Apart from the reactions on recording, all frequent students’ comments were evaluated as generally positive. In our view, it remains an open issue, whether situations like the one with the recorder improve or deteriorate the quality of a course. The response may depend on the number of such situations, the quality or sensitivity regarding the way they are handled by the facilitators, and the students’ personalities.

Regarding the official evaluation sheet provided by the University of Vienna, the course ranked within the first 30% of evaluated courses. Thereby the result was heterogeneous which means that most students liked the course very well and some not at all. On a range where 1 means best and 6 is worst, only three of the 16 aspects were graded worse than 2. This was the issue “The course is well structured”, with a grading of 2.31, the issue “Importance for the study is well explained” that got a grade of 2.29, and “Different approaches have been presented” graded with 2.19. The three issues that were ranked best were “Instructor can motivate for the topic”, graded with 1.33, “The instructor respects the students and acts on students’ contributions”, graded with 1.46, and “The instructor is well prepared”, which received a grade of 1.5.

To illustrate the students’ perceptions we provide another sample of students’ reactions in their own words. They are taken from the reaction sheets and concern an exercise aimed at experiencing active listening from taking on each of the three roles: teller, listener, and observer. Students write: 

“In this unit I particularly liked the exercise of “active listening”. I had known this concept already, but only through applying it concretely to a particular situation could one pay attention to the individual issues involved and could change perspectives.”

“What I remember best from this block was the practical part with “active listening”. I found the different views as listener, presenter, and observer very interesting and I will consciously apply this in practice.”

“The final practical exercise in “telling – listening – observing” has shown me that observers sometimes have to hold themselves back immensely not to give up the observer role for taking on a controlling status that they – according to their role definition – should not…”

“I found the “active listening” exercise particularly formative. It is an approach about which I had absolutely no idea before, but that I experienced as highly interesting. This is mainly because it is not relevant only for team- and project cooperation but also for everyday life.”

In order to gather some more objective data on our course, in the following term (in which we conducted two groups of the same course) we asked students to respond to an online questionnaire with about 60 questions. Out of 28 students 14 submitted the questionnaire in the beginning and in the end of the course. 22 questions concerned the motivational orientations of students such that in the beginning of the course, students were asked about their motivation to attend a typical course, whereas in the end the questions concerned the course project management course. As can be seen from Table 3, the major motivation for students to attend a typical course was to increase their knowledge and competence in the subject area (with a mean value of 3.91 on a scale where 1 denotes “does not apply at all and 5 stands for “applies exactly”) followed by their interest in the subject matter and the course style. After having attended the course on project management, the students’ motivation with respect to competence and knowledge stayed about the same, whereas their motivation due to the particular course style (i.e. the way the course was conducted, the working atmosphere, concern regarding soft skills and interpersonal values, the cooperation with peers) increased significantly from 3.2 for a typical course to 4.38 for the PCeL style course! Also, the motivation due to interest in the course’s subject matter has been increased from 3.78 to 4.24, while the importance of competition between students was slightly reduced. These results were reproduced in a course on web-engineering but only in those groups which were facilitated in a PCeL style. In all other groups, no single motivational orientation could be increased as a consequence of the course, although the gross course structure and technology support stayed the same!
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Table 3: Motivational orientation for a typical course (‘Beginning’) compared with the course on project management (End’); (n = 14)

5
Extending the meaning of the three core conditions for personal growth

Due to the vital importance of the three core conditions in any growth-promoting relationship, in the following describe learning situations that we believe can be seen as expressions incorporating and manifesting the individual attitudes. In other words, we try to suggest general learning scenarios that can be seen to accompany the corresponding attitudes of Person-Centered facilitators (instructors) and thus let them appear in broader terms such as situations and actions:

Realness. In learning situations, realness (openness, transparency) as attitude should be complemented by letting learners solve real, authentic problems that they themselves find worthwhile or even fulfilling to resolve. In our experience, allowing students to solve authentic problems (like preparing convincing presentations, coordinating cooperative activities in project work, investigating the nature of conflicts and ways to prevent or resolve them, …) increases their motivation, personal involvement, learning and achievement, time spent on the project and also the total satisfaction as a result of the course. 

Another notion that symbolizes realness or transparency is the provision of open reactions or constructive feedback. Students are encouraged to comment on other participant’s or team’s contributions such as their oral presentation or their written projects milestones. They also are asked to write reaction sheets on face-to-face units such that the (electronic) comments are exposed to the facilitator and, via web-based services, to all other participants. This allows the facilitator to “view the whole picture”, to see where he or she stands at the moment, and to discuss the comments, complaints, wishes, confusions, expectations with the learners in the next face-to face meeting.  This mode of reflection and reaction – distant and present, respectively -- definitely contributes to raising the level of transparency not only regarding the content but also with respect to processes, skills, impressions, etc. One female student writes in her reaction sheet to the second seminar unit:

“What I also liked was that the reaction sheets were discussed with the students. In most other courses, you are asked to evaluate the course in the end. Afterwards one does not know what this was good for and does not get any information about the results. Talking openly about the reaction sheets let me feel  like we all, as the whole group of students, were taken seriously and were respected. I further appreciated that everybody could openly comment on the presentations. Also the professors made statements, both positive and negative. The negative statements – and this is something I really liked – were never such that the students felt humiliated.” 

Acceptance. In cooperative learning situations there exist vast possibilities to show acceptance or respect to students. Firstly, once they are offered the option to participate in shaping (parts of) the course, for example by encouraging the expression of their individual learning targets and taking them into account, they are already trusted to be able to co-shape their course. Thus, genuine participation and any offer to participate in decision making are symbolizations of respect towards the learner. Similarly, encouragement of self-initiated action and any other form of providing freedom can be seen as respecting the other person as someone of individual self-worth, irrespective of the current level of knowledge but with respect to the learner’s potential development at his or her own pace, constrained solely by the requirements of the respective curriculum. 

A student writes in his reaction sheet about the second seminar unit:

“The open atmosphere in all presentation made this unit an event a rare happening in the context of the university. Although one did not have a precisely defined topic and fixed requirements, I think I am learning more than in other courses. But in this unit I could not be relaxed because I knew I have to do my presentation and this always causes some stress. It would be worthwhile to try to let students spontaneously present some topic the next time. […] This course, with all its openness and the possibility to make mistakes without negative consequences allows one to learn in a way that is not possible in any other course at the university.”

Besides providing freedom, shifting power and influence from the instructor to the participants can be perceived as signs of trust based on acceptance. Concretely, the situation of course evaluation or evaluation of any document or contribution lends itself very well to shifting power from the instructor to the group or individual who participates in the grading process by self- and/or peer evaluation. My preferred mode is to give equal share to self-, peer-, and instructor evaluation such as to make the grading process as multi-perspective and informed as possible, showing respect to the individual, the group and my own perception
. In brief, giving away power, engaging learners in decision processes, nurturing self-guidance, encouraging self-initiated learning, trusting the group as well as individuals in their self-worth by accepting versatile forms of contribution according to the potentials, limits and talents of the individuals are various way of expressing and living respect in the context of whole person learning. In my view, acceptance also means to provide guidance and inputs when students ask for them yet making explicit that this has been their choice. In any case, it makes an enormous difference to lecture or deliver inputs when asked to do so when compared with imposing material on students. 

Understanding. In learning situations empathic understanding comes in multiple manifestations. Certainly it involves a deep understanding of not solely the learners’ feelings but equally the whole situation and their purposes and meanings. It means seeing projects and problems from the learners’ state of knowledge and frame of reference and a willingness to accompany the students in their ways of searching for solutions rather that just imposing prefabricated recipes on them. Facilitator’s contributions need to meet the students’ demand of knowledge or techniques to solve problems, not vice versa. It also encompasses patience in periods of following rather than leading and yet at every instant watching out for moments of insight, such as to move forward and meet the curriculum requirements.  To facilitate whole person learning as intensely as possible in order to promote personal and intellectual growth, it is essential to react to and exploit particular situations from the here and now. This requires the facilitator to empathically take into account the whole situation of the particular course and community of learners for the course design: How many students are there, what is their background, what are their expectations, how rigid or flexible are the course requirements, how much time is available and how shall it be scheduled, etc.

Naturally, deep understanding involves the clarification of uncertainties. However, there is evidence (Anderson, 1991) that understanding based on questioning and finding solutions in a way comparable to an internal, conceptual birth process is much deeper and more persistent that flat understanding in the form of a rigid construct delivered or introjected by some external source of authority. Person-Centered learning means listening to the learner, in order to accompany him or her towards a learner-driven clarification of uncertainty. This is equally important for understanding cognitions, purposes, meanings, and feelings, focusing on the aspect that is pivotal to the recipient in the current situation.

Finally, the first author lists two PCeL practices that worked well for her with the hope of providing some inspiration for the reader to try his or her own adaptations of them. It is our conviction that PCeL has to be adapted to the facilitator’s and students’ individual styles as well as to every concrete course setting to be most effective. 

I feel more reassurance and safety if I let the students choose the approach. 

If I am not totally convinced that PCeL is the only style that will work for me, I prefer to give students a choice. I explain the variants, discuss pros and cons and let the students select the style of their course. In the case that they decide for PCeL, they tend to be a lot more acceptant in harder phases than if I dictated the innovative approach on them. Personally, I am more open to new scenarios and less troubled with phases of little structure if students themselves know that we experimenting with something new and it has been their choice. Accepting occasional confusion as opportunity to learn makes it easier to find constructive solutions for all participants.  

I have introduced  PCeL in an incremental, stepwise fashion.

I have moved step by step in providing more freedom for students as well as in employing eLearning technology. This has given me the chance to think about the potential benefits of each step and to pick only those features that I could manage and found worthwhile personally. An experience taken from [20] says that one should be careful about providing freedom and not take it away later.  

Finally, I believe that the following three activities significantly influenced the way I facilitate PCeL. I wouldn’t like to dismiss any single one of them, although any approximation might be sufficient for a beginning.

· I acquired skills in moderating and visualizing group discussions. More precisely, I attended two three-day training courses on moderation techniques.

· I have participated at a few  encounter groups [20] at various occasions and have found the Person-Centered atmosphere highly contagious in a positive sense. Participation  in these groups has shown me the vast spectrum of opportunities for learning and personal growth in a Person-Centered atmosphere.

· I have read all of Rogers’ theory and get back to individual articles on a regular basis. Each reading reveals new aspects to me, in particular after practical experience. Nevertheless, I see that literature alone cannot substitute personal experiences. By the same token, this article definitely cannot serve as a substitute for one’s own highly personal experience in PCeL!

5 Conclusions and further work

In this paper we gave our view on Person-Centered eLearning (PCeL) that heavily relies on Carl Rogers’ Person-Centered Learning, but adapts this style to the requirements of conventional curricula, and, most importantly, complements it by the use of New Media. In the paper we have argued that this combination has the potential to bring together the particular benefits of two worlds: the field of humanistic education and that of modern technology. In a nutshell, the PCeL style aims to enrich traditional courses by addressing learners at three levels: intellect, social skills, and personality and intuitions. Thereby, technology is employed to take over a significant part of knowledge transfer at the level of intellect, thereby providing room for addressing the social and personal levels during face-to-face phases. 

From the pragmatic point of view, we have illustrated how PCeL can be implemented in an advanced, practical course on project management. Furthermore, we have investigated both qualitative and empirical means of evaluation. Whereas students’ reaction sheets provided a vivid picture of how the courses were conceived, some initial empirical analysis showed, amongst others, the superiority of the Person-Centered style in bringing about a learning climate that is appreciated by the students and in which the students’ interest in the subject matter increases. Also, we have argued that technology support alone does not make a difference in students’ motivation if it is not matched by interpersonal dispositions of the facilitator(s). Building upon our experience with PCeL we have traced what we believe are Person-Centered expressions of the three core conditions in various situations of technology-supported learning. 

Further research will take several directions. First, we are conceptually modeling some of the general PCeL elements – we call the PCeL patterns [7] -- and typical compositions thereof with the goal to support them with appropriate web-design elements. With this we aim to provide general web-templates that further support and simplify the organization, communication and evaluation of PCeL courses. Second, we continue to make case studies of courses we facilitate in PCeL style [14, 16]. Third, we are in the process of populating and extending a virtual community of people interested in the Person-Centered Approach in higher education in order to have a medium to share experiences and coordinate research. The initial community comprises the participants of the Higher Education Section in the Carl Rogers 100th Anniversary Conference held at the University of San Diego in July 2002 and everybody interested in taking part is invited to send email to Renate Motschnig or to join the network under http://elearn.pri.univie.ac.at/pca . Membership is free. Finally, we devote much thought to an essential issue, namely staff development in the spirit of humanistic educational ideas in combination with media competence. As indicated above, it is not technology in its own right but the way we use it that makes a difference.

References:

1 Aspy, D. N. (1972). Toward a Technology for Humanizing Education, Champaign, Illinois: Research Press Company.
2 Aspy, D. N. & Roebuck, F. (1976). A Lever Long Enough, Washington, D.C.: National Consortium for Humanizing Education.

3 Bransford, J. D., Sherwood, R. D., Hasselbring, T. S., Kinzer, C. K., & Williams, S. M. (1990). Anchored instruction: Why we need it and how technology can help. In Nix, D. & Spiro, R. (Eds.) Cognition, education, and multimedia: Exploring ideas in high technology, Hillsdale, NJ: Lawrence Erlbaum Associates.

4 Bruffee, K. A. (1999). Collaborative learning: Higher education, interdependence, and the authority of knowledge, 2nd edition, Baltimore: Johns Hopkins University Press.

5 Cognition and Technology Group at Vanderbilt (1990). Anchored instruction and its relationship to situated cognition. Educational Researcher, 19, 2-10.

6 Chase, C. C. & Goldenhuys, K. M. (2001). Student-Centred Teaching in a large heterogeneous class. Medical Education, 35(11), 1071.

7 Derntl, M. (2002). Patterns for Student-Centered eLearning (SCeL). Bericht zum Forschungsprivatissimum, University of Vienna, Department of Computer Science and Business Informatics, June 2002.
8 Freimuth, J. (2000). Moderation in der Hochschule: Konzepte und Erfahrungen in der Hochschullehre und Hochschulentwicklung, Hamburg: Windmühle.

9 Holzinger, A. (2000). Multimedia Fundamentals Volume 2: Learning. Cognitive Basics of multimedial Information Systems (in German), Wuerzburg: Vogel.

10 Issing, L. J. & Klimsa, P. (1997). Information und Lernen mit Multimedia, 2nd edition, Weinheim: Beltz, PsychologieVerlagsUnion.

11 Mandl, H., Gruber, H. & Renkl, A. (1997). Situiertes Lernen in multimedialen Lernumgebungen. In Issing, L. J. & Klimsa, P. (Eds.) Information und Lernen mit Multimedia, 2nd edition, Weinheim: Beltz, PsychologieVerlagsUnion.

12 McConell, D. (2002). Negotiation, identity and knowledge in e-learning communities. In Proc. of the 3rd International Conference on Networked Learning, Sheffield, U.K., April 2002, 248 – 257.

13 Motschnig-Pitrik, R. (2001). Using the Internet with the Student-Centred Approach to Teaching - Method and Case Study. In Proc. of ICL 2001, International Workshop on Interactive, Computer-Aided Learning, Villach, Austria, Sept. 2001.
14 Motschnig-Pitrik, R. (2002). Supporting Student-Centred Teaching with New Media: Case Study and Experience Report. In Proc. of the 3rd International Conference on Networked Learning, Sheffield, U.K., March 2002.
15 Motschnig-Pitrik, R. & Derntl, M. (2002). Student-Centered eLearning (SCeL): Concept and application in a students’ project on supporting learning. In Proc. of ICL 2002, International Workshop on Interactive Computer-Aided Learning, Villach, Austria, Sept. 2002.

16 Motschnig-Pitrik, R. & Holzinger, A. (2002). Student-Centred Teaching Meets New Media: Concept and Case Study. In IEEE Educational Technology & Society, 5 (4), 160 – 172. 
17 Motschnig-Pitrik, R. & Nykl, L. (2002). Ein kognitiv-emotionales Modell  zur Klärung der Wirkungsweise von Rogers’ Personenzentriertem Ansatz. In Zeitschrift der GwG, Gesellschaft für wissenschaftliche Gesprächsführung und Beratung, Sonderband: Personal- und Organisationsentwicklung, Cologne, Germany, June 2002.

18 Rogers, C. R. (1959). A Theory of Therapy, Personality, and Interpersonal Relationships, as Developed in the Client-Centered Framework. In Koch, S. (Ed.) Psychology: A Study of a Science, Vol. 3, Mc. Graw-Hill, Inc.

19 Rogers, C. R. (1961). On Becoming A Person - A Psychotherapists View of Psychotherapy, London: Constable.
20 Rogers, C., R. (1970). Carl Rogers on Encounter Groups. New York, Harper and Row.
21 Rogers, C. R. (1983). Freedom to Learn for the 80's, Columbus: Charles E. Merrill Publishing Co.

22 Rogers, C. R. (1995). What Understanding and Acceptance Mean to Me. In Journal of Humanistic Psychology, Sage Periodicals Press, 35 (4).

23 Rogers, C. R. & Freiberg, H. J. (1994). Freedom to Learn, 3rd edition, Columbus: Charles E. Merrill Publishing Co.

24 Ryback, D. (1998). Putting Emotional Intelligence to Work, Boston: Butterworth-Heinemann.

25 Wenger, E. (1998). Communities of practice: learning, meaning and identity, Cambridge: Cambridge University Press.
[image: image4.wmf]APPENDIX:
Appendix Table 1: Questionnaire for assessing a facilitator's attitudinal conditions in the Student-Centred approach. 
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A	General attitude:


The facilitator responds:


1	in a destructive, de-motivating way


2	ineffectively, presumptuously


3	minimally effectively


4	in a way that notably supports making progress


5	in an encouraging , supportive way that significantly contributes to making progress





B	Realness


The facilitator


1	avoids questions, in not accessible and refuses open conversation


2	hides between his/her position and it is difficult to transparently communicate with 	him/her


3	gives clear answers to some minor degree


4	tends to communicate openly and transparently


5	communicates totally transparently, gives frank responses and is perceived as genuine and real





C	Acceptance


The facilitator


1	meets students without any respect, does not consider their requests


2	hardly respects the students' requests and demands


3	respects the students' needs and requests to some minor degree


4	is generally respectful towards students and encourages them 


5	is friendly, full of trust in students, encourages them, and lets them perceive his/her 	respect 





D	Understanding


The facilitator


1	completely ignores the students' needs


2	hardly responds to the students' needs and interests


3	to a minor degree reacts to what the students communicate


4	often reacts to what the students say such that they feel understood


5	completely understands the students' needs and interests, reacts to students in a supportive way.	








� Note that while Person-Centered Teaching has been applied to several different learning situations, Rogers himself [19] found it most effective in advanced courses with fewer students.





� Our experience is constrained to working with rather advanced students. Beginners may need some support in effectively searching the Internet, although this could change as time proceeds.


� A detailed empirical study on a course on web-engineering with more than 300 students has just been completed. The detailed results will be published in a subsequent paper.


� For experiences with the TeleWIFI platform see [15].


�Groups  finally came to have 13 – 17 students.


� Students were advised to form triads with students they did not know well in order to be able to establish contacts with many colleagues during the course.


� We are thankful to Katharina Mallich  for performing the evaluation. 





� Interestingly, these three components hardly ever differ by more than one grade on a five-grade scale.
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		practical exercises (n = 75)		1.13

		manner of workshop (n = 48)		1.05

		atmosphere (n = 39)		1.16

		information about proceeding (n = 34)		1.63

		active inclusion/ co-operation (n = 30)		1.06

		discussions (n = 28)		1.23

		feedback phases (n = 28)		1.26

		initial presentation (n = 28)		1.44

		themes (n = 23)		1.17

		group processes (n = 23)		1.23

		cassette recorder (n = 23)		2.38

		I liked the workshop (n = 22)		1.14

		relation "theory/ exercises" (n = 20)		1.68

		timetable (n = 18)		1.70
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