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Outline of the Talk
What is problem-based learning (PBL)

New teaching and learning activities in ISMT 111 
Business Statistics and ISMT 352 Statistics for 
Financial Risk Management

Emphasizing conceptual questions

Evaluating students using the Study Process 
Questionnaire (SPQ)

Difficulties in implementing PBL
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Problem-Based Learning

Problems related to real-life scenarios

Students have to search for suitable materials (other 
than lecture notes or standard references) to solve 
the problem

Team works

Learn new knowledge via discussion and sharing
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PBL Learning Cycle

Source: Chris Beaumont & Billy Frank “Enhancing Employability through 
Problem-based Learning” Edge Hill College of Higher Education.
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Advantages of PBL

Help students to link up concepts and practice and 
to engage in deep learning approaches

Produce an active and interactive environment for 
teaching and learning

Enhance creativity and collaboration among 
students

Build up confidence in the subject

Improve students’ thinking skills
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Constructive Alignment

Chapter objectives

Assessment 
tasks

Mid-term 
evaluation

TLAs:
PAE, case 

studies and 
special revision 

classes

Continuous 
Improvement

Outcomes
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Problem-based TLAs in ISMT 111

Peer assessment exercises

Real-life case studies

Special revision classes which help them analyze 
conceptual questions
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Problem-based TLAs in ISMT 352

Role-play activities

Collaborative business projects

Problems driven by real data and recent events in 
risk management
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Assessment Tasks

Performance in the TLAs

Including conceptual questions in the final exam

Collaborative business projects

• progress report
• client’s evaluation
• peer review
• commitment
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Design of the Study

We conduct three SPQs in the first lecture, the week 
after the midterm exam and the last week.

We share with students their learning approach 
scores after doing the 2nd SPQ.

We also collect feedback from students through 
some sharing sessions to understand better how 
they feel about the TLAs.
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Statistical Results

Comparison between students with 
and without TLAs in 2005
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Students with TLAs have higher deep approach scores and lower 
surface approach scores than students without TLAs.
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Comparisons of SPQ scores between students in L7 and Non-L7 lecture sessions
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For students without TLAs, deep approach scores decrease and 
surface approach scores increase.
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Students with TLAs have higher understanding, reflection and 
critical reflection scores and lower habitual action scores than
students without TLAs.
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Students without TLAs have significant decrease in 
understanding and reflection scores after the semester.
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Challenge to Students of Using PBL

Pay more afford to learn

Time management issues

Have to develop an attitude that being a 
successful learner doesn’t simply mean having 
good exam results

with permission © Prof Mike So



21

Challenge to Teachers of Using PBL

Spend more time to prepare

Need more resources

Take an active role to inspire our students

Course evaluation by students
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Final Remarks

Biggs, Kember and Leung (2001)

Under some conditions of teaching and assessment, 
students made a strategic decision that a surface 
approach would see him through his tasks.

Teaching and assessment methods often 
encourage a surface approach when they are not 
aligned to the aims of teaching the subject.
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End of the talk
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