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Abstract

The composition of many professional services firmthe Urban Development area has
moved away from a discipline specific ‘silo’ strug¢ to a more multidisciplinary
environment. The benefits of multidisciplinaritsgye been seen in industry by providing
synergies across many of the related disciplir@milarly, the Queensland University of
Technology, Bachelor of Urban Development degreesioaight to broaden the knowledge
base of students and achieve a greater level efrgyrbetween related urban development
disciplines through the introduction of generic amaltidisciplinary units. This study

aims to evaluate the effectiveness of delivering gooperty units in a multidisciplinary
context. A comparative analysis has been underta&bmeen core property units and
more generic units offered in a multidisciplinagntext from introductory, intermediate
and advanced years within the property prograns &halysis was based on data collected
from course performance surveys, student performagsults, a student focus group and
was informed by a reflective process from the stugerspective and lecturer/ tutor
feedback.

The study showed that there are many benefits atedavith multidisciplinary unit
offerings across the QUT Urban Development progparticularly in the more generic
units. However, these units require a greater degrenanagement. It is more difficult to
organise, teach and coordinate multidisciplinanglenht cohorts due to a difference in prior
knowledge and experience between each of the diszigroups. In addition, the
interaction between lecturers/ tutors and the stisdeequently becomes more limited. A
perception exists within the student body that thage limited face to face contact with
academic staff is not valuable which may be exaterbby the quality of complimentary
online teaching materials. For many academics,attanrdance at lectures was coupled
with an increase in email communication. Fromliim#ed data collected during the study
there appears to be no clear correlation betwege kaultidisciplinary student classes and
student academic performance or satisfaction.
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1. Introduction

The composition of many professional services firmghe Urban Development area has
moved away from a discipline specific ‘silo’ struct to a more multidisciplinary
environment. In the context of an urban developnpeoiect, professionals from varied



disciplines are engaged early in the planning staggomote innovation and achieve
efficient life cycle costing. In the context ofban development education, working in
multidisciplinary teams will help “to shape a ma@herent view of knowledge and a more
integrated, more authentic view of life” (Boyer,908in (Franz, 2007, p.3)

The benefits of multidisciplinarity have been s@emdustry by providing synergies
across many related disciplines. Similarly, marbyan development programs have
sought to achieve a greater level of synergy betwelkated disciplines through the
introduction of more generic and multidisciplinanyits. In a multidisciplinary

curriculum, students are taught to “integrate, ys®linnovate, synthesize, communicate,
and work together with others from diverse backgdsuand experiences” (Butler,
Guntermann, & Wolverton, 1998, p.54).

It is common for students enrolled in Engineering 8usiness degrees to undertake
generic multidisciplinary units in their first yeaf study. Although these students may
have different career aspirations they generaligroence university study with a
comparable level of knowledge and understandirtheaif discipline areas. In the more
advanced stages of their academic studies stuftemdlifferent disciplines may again
study together in the completion of second majomsinors. The recently introduced
Bachelor of Urban Development Program at Queendlamdersity of Technology (QUT)
offers multidisciplinary study at an introductoingtermediate and advanced level in the
completion of compulsory units for the degree pangr The Bachelor of Urban
Development comprises the five disciplines of propeconomics, construction
management, quantity surveying, spatial scienceudnah and regional planning and
students will be awarded a first major in one @S discipline areas. In addition, students
will undertake a second major or two minors in tligigree.

This study aims to evaluate the effectiveness liweleng core property units in a
multidisciplinary context. This study will focus @he curriculum for the recently
introduced Bachelor of Urban Development degreerg/benumber of multidisciplinary
units are offered. A comparative analysis has heelertaken between core property units
and more generic units offered in a multidisciplineontext from introductory,

intermediate and advanced years of the prograns. dralysis was based on data collected
from course performance surveys, student performagsults, a student focus group and
was informed by a reflective process from the stisigoerspective and lecturer and tutor
feedback.

2. Literature Review

Callanan and McCarth§2003) suggest that regular feedback from studamdsndustry
professionals is necessary to ensure the bestp@gsoperty education is provided. Boyd
(2000) has commented that traditionally, Australiainversities have not had regular
communication with industry professionals to engheg their courses meet the demands
of industry. Maintaining industry relevance of peofy programs will assist universities in
maintaining market share against other educatiowigers who are capable of acting as
competent education and training providers (Boyd .

Property education is multidisciplinary in natuexhuse of the coverage of many different
professional areas such as town planning, econglaigsaccounting, tax and building



studies as well as core property units. Many e$é&units are offered in a multi-
disciplinary context as generic units (introductarnyts) which give credit for more than
one degree. For property degree courses offereddmginess faculty introductory
economic, accounting and law units are offeregfoperty and other business degrees.
For property degrees offered through a built emnment faculty units such as building
studies will be offered for the property disciplialed other related disciplines such as
construction management and quantity surveying.

In the design and evaluation of a property cowsgalents and employers may assist
academics to make improvements through definingetad selected learning objectives,
outlining course content, teaching materials ardhgegy (Manning, 2002, p.27). For the
curriculum to be responsive to changing demandisarworkplace it should be industry
centred rather than student centred (Butler efl@08). All stakeholders (academics,
industry, students and graduates) were in agreetihanthe curriculum must be
integrated, where concepts from a variety of asegsvaluation, law and economics are
taught in conjunction rather than in isolation (Kmas, 2006; Newell, 2003). The
Graduate Careers Council of Australia conduct gesufor recent graduates (including
property students) which may be benchmarked acnoisersities and for longitudinal
analysis. For example, the quality of teachinthefproperty course at QUT has been
‘consistently ranked in the top 3’ for good teachaver 1994 — 2001 and showed a
consistent trend of improved teaching ratings fd#88-2001 (Newell, 2003, p.368).

Born (2003) mentioned that the primary USA propextgreditation body has emphasised
that course material should integrate the follonetgments: (1) global awareness/
international perspectives; (2) ethics and soanablivement; (3) technology application in
business; (4) critical thinking; and (5) oral andtt@n communications (Born, 2003,
p.239). Born (2003) stated that higher educatioreah estate needs to sharpen written
communication and critical thinking skills, inclugdj decision making.

As a response to a tightening fiscal environmeihtigier education some universities
have moved to internet based education. The limitieaction of online education was the
capacity for self-directed learning with minimalntact with instructors. However, the
reality is that “students need contact with insioue to answer questions, discuss ideas,
and assess their learning” (Martinez, 2004, p.28Artinez stated online course design
principles need to comprise the following (Martin2@04, p. 267):

“- encourage contact between student and academic

- encourage cooperation among students

- Use active learning techniques

- Give prompt feedback

- Emphasize time on task

- Communicate high expectations

- Respect diverse talents and ways of learning”

Page and Parry (2002) acknowledged that the useveb based medium has been rapidly
embraced in teaching and learning. For univessit@line courses are seen as a global
opportunity without a full awareness of the consstcost of providing a high quality of
service (Page & Parry, 2002, p.4). For acadenthesgdevelopment of online courses will
redefine their role in the delivery of teaching gnams with changes required in teaching
technigues and pedagogies. For students theycteeva a greater level of flexibility in
their studies.



Online learning has been seen as favourable for ({dulizos, 2006). QUT views the
online medium as a supplement to and not a sutesfitu face to face contact. Higher
Education funding constraints have encouraged iathav at QUT and resulted in the
development of multidisciplinary units within andrass different degrees. As mentioned
in the beginning of this section, multidisciplinargits have been developed to reflect
current industry practice.

Furthermore, to compliment the current lecture tanaorial delivery format, property
courses need to include field trips and guest sgredkom industry to provide the link
between the property industry and the universitya study undertaken by Callanan and
McCarthy (2003) graduates also requested more gpeskers not only to cover concepts
but also career opportunities.

In research undertaken by Koulizos (2006), all stakders agreed that assessment should
include a combination of exams, and individual grmup assignments. In the study
students expressed an aversion to exams and acadexpressed the view that individual
oral assignments should have a limited role inotverall composition of assessment as
there is a perception generally by academics tlatpoesentations are not a rigorous form
of assessment (Koulizos, 2006). The compositiomsséssment and the weighting of each
form of assessment will vary depending on the dbjes of the unit. All stakeholder
groups agreed that exams should be given the gteatghasis in overall assessment,
followed by individual written assignments.

In addition, group assignments based on real e studies were viewed positively by all
stakeholder groups. Stakeholders also perceiveerd im using real life case studies as a
component of curriculum design and delivery. Meexg educators need to help students
develop critical thinking skills, to sharpen thpioblem solving abilities and foster an
environment that promotes group work (Anderson,isoek, & Webb, 2000).

Furthermore, field trips are seen as a complimgrdtalivery technique which may
develop transferable skills such as (Hoyt, 2002):
“1. Observation skills (with and without the aidtbg lecturer)
2. Analytical skills
3. Independent learning
4. Decision making (visual or oral evidence can balwsea basis for decision making)
5. Teamwork skills”

In a study undertaken by Koulizos, students expiksasreluctance to embrace group work
when they did not participate in the group formafwocess. Self formation of the work
group is likely to evoke a more positive experientgroup work by students which is
more conducive to learning. Koulizos (2006) alsgpbasised that group work skills such
as working collaboratively, demonstrating leadgysind flexibility, need to be explicitly
taught. In group work assignments students are imgtiogether not just completing the
task, but also stimulating active or collaborate@rning within the group (Butler et al.,
1998, p. 53).

Work experience has been imbedded in the curricdb@UT, RMIT and UniSA

property degrees while Massey University (NZ) soaéncouraging students to spend time
in the workforce while gaining credit towards théagree (Callanan & McCarthy, 2003).
The benefits of work experience are twofold in thatential employers are assisted in the



recruitment process and students have the opptyrtiendbtain part time or full time
employment in the property industry.

QUT has introduced a paradigm shift in the offerofigvork experience that is integrated
with academic learning as opposed to being an exrécula activity. The ‘Work
Integrated Learning’ (WIL) unit, offered for the'dt time in 2008, is embedded in all
Faculty of Built Environment and Engineering degre® separation of work and study
has not helped the student learning process. Tbgration of work and study is designed
to enhance student learning. WIL is a cross-dis@py unit that has been designed
“toward more integrative, cooperative, action pexpgfor work-based learning” (Franz,
2008, p. 167).

In summary, property courses have traditionally posed units from various business
and built environment related disciplines. Charigeke higher education sector,
including reduced sector funding, have lead to wations in curriculum design and course
delivery and assessment. For some universitisshts resulted in a focus towards online
programs and for others this has meant the inttamluof larger, generic units that are
offered in a multidisciplinary context. For QUT,lme education has developed to
compliment rather than substitute face to facaukestand tutorials. Class sizes in the QUT
property course are routinely above the annualgtgstudent intake number even for
core property units. Some units are designed fddrian Development students,
(property, quantity surveying, construction managetnurban and regional planning and
spatial science), while other units are offeredltdaculty students. In the context of
school wide and faculty wide units changes are ni@@ssessment and class activities to
cater for large student numbers. For example aietsvsuch as field trips and work
experience can be more difficult to manage witheased student numbers. The
management of large student numbers will be adédessthis study.

3. Methodology

This study used triangulation of mixed quantita@wvel qualitative data to analyse
students’ performance in five property disciplim@ecunits. The review has been
undertaken on units in the new Bachelor of Urbaudl@pment - property economics
degree at QUT. The Bachelor of Urban DevelopmeagrBe also comprises five other
strands, construction management, quantity surgeyirban and regional planning and
spatial science. Quantitative data is collectechfeecondary sources like past student
performance results, unit outlines and course peidoce surveys over the period of 2007
and 2008. Limited qualitative information was apgovided by these information sources
which has been incorporated as appropriate. Nulédisciplinary units are included in
this study (refer Table 1).

Koulizos (2006) suggested that to achieve moreilddtdiscovery of information
interviews with both lecturers and students be ua#len to identify ‘innovative methods
of teaching and learning’. To compliment secondtata sources, primary data collection
was also undertaken. A focus group interview cdifiyear property students was selected
as an effective medium to ascertain the view & $itident cohort. This method was
chosen above a survey to identify the consenswugsvoé the group. Students were invited
via emalil to attend the focus group. The studemti® given opportunities to reflect on



their experiences at university and share themiops on their learning within a

multidisciplinary environment.

Table 1. Multidisciplinary units offered in 2008

Number of students Category
ID Level in 2008
U1002 Introductory 353 Large
U1006 Introductory 313 Large
u1007 Introductory 393 Large
U3007 Advanced 296 Large
U3005 Advanced 294 Large
U3006 Advanced 161 Medium
U3004 Advanced 69 Small
U1004 Introductory 1274 Very large
U1005 Introductory 1248 Very large
Notes:

Very large (VL): class for units that are offeredall disciplines in the Faculty
(approximately 1200 students)

Large (L): class size comprising of all Bachelotdvban Development students.
(300-400 students)

Medium (M):  class size comprising a selected groupachelor of Urban
Development students (approximately 250 students)

Small (S): class size of property economics stugl@ass than 100 students)

According to Small and Karantonis the assessmetfiteofjuality of education has shifted
to be more student focus and is addressed by askidgnts as quality assessment
measurement. Further comment was made that “qualdglivery has become ‘more
important’ than content” (Small & Karantonis, 20@14). Unit survey are also used
extensively to assess quality for a range of puepascluding promotion and funding
(Small & Karantonis, 2001). At QUT a Learning Expace Survey (LEX) is undertaken
on every unit offered each semester to ascertainidws of students.

In addition, a series of in-depth interviews oftleers and tutors who have taught and
coordinated multidisciplinary units was undertaksee Appendix for semi-structure
interview questions). The aim of these intervieves to capture academic’s reflections on
issues such as delivery strategies, assessmelkt|oeol and student engagement and
participation. The academics were asked to comgraalecontrast unit delivery and
assessment strategies for single discipline prgpents and units offered in a
multidisciplinary context where student numberslarger.

Students’ performance and satisfaction was comgdagegeen property core units and
multidisciplinary units offered in Semester 1, 2008he QUT property course. Further
analysis is undertaken between units offered irv20@l in 2008. Five first year units are
compared with four intermediate and advanced uritse first year units have been
offered for the past three years since 2006, thrarszed units have been offered either
once or twice depending on the transition arrangesieom the former property
economics program to the current Bachelor of Uibawelopment program. The
guantitative data is analysed using descriptivédyars graphical, cross tabulation and
‘correlation’.



Seven academics from different disciplines withramolvement in the planning, delivery
and operation of multidisciplinary units have be®erviewed (see Table 2). These
academics also teach discipline specific unitstapdefore are able to share their
experiences and provide a useful comparison betéheetwo. In addition, some of these
academics have experience in teaching introdueondyadvanced multidisciplinary units.

Table 2. Academic participants

Academics | Male/ Multidisciplinary units Discipline
Female Introductory | Advanced

Academic 1| Male \ Property

Academic 2| Female V Property

Academic 3| Male V Civil

Academic 4| Male V Construction

Academic 5| Male V Construction

Academic 6 | Female \% Spatial Science

Academic 7| Female V Property

Final year students were invited to participata fiocus group to draw a comparison
between introductory and more advanced units asdafreclose to completion of all units
required for their first major (Property Economic@ll final year students were invited

via emalil to participate in the discussion whictsweatirely voluntary. Seven final year
students participated in the focus group discus$am male and three female (refer Table
3).

Almost all final year students are working parteir full time in the property industry.
Students were representative of 15% of the finat geudent cohort. Two of the students
commenced studies in property economics after cetingl part of a business degree.

The focus group allowed students to voice theinigpis in a less constrained environment
such as a written survey. The focus group wasyean academic who is not currently
teaching in the property course which was intertdga@tomote openness and honesty
without fear of academic repercussion. This isafiyan contrast to feedback provided
directly to lecturers and course coordinators wiséudents may be reluctant to participate.

Table 3. Profile of student focus group particigant

Student Male/ Sector Employed Employed Public/
Female Since Private
Student 1 Male Portfolio Analysis Year 2 Public
Student 2 Female Valuation Year 3 Public
Student 3 | Male Real Estate/ Divestment Year 1 eubli
Student4 | Male Portfolio Analysis Year 1 Public
Student5 | Male Professional Services Year 2 Private
Student 6 | Female Development Year 2 Private
Student 7 Female Professional Services Year 1 teriva




4. Results and discussion

Sections 4(a), 4(b) and 4(c) of this paper addiessjuantitative data collected from
secondary data sources such as unit outlines,rdgid&ademic results and student
satisfaction surveys. Analysis of all units, bothltidisciplinary and core property units
offered in semester 1, 2008 is undertaken in seek{a) of this paper.

In section 4(b) a comparison of student resultauttidisciplinary units for each of the
disciplines is undertaken over the period of 200d 2008. Unit outlines for
multidisciplinary units offered in 2008 are analyse section 4( c).

Qualitative data gathered through reflective in@mg with academics and a student focus
group discussion is analysed in sections 4(d) &epaf this paper respectively. Finally,
conclusions will be drawn from quantitative and lgative data analysis in the final
section of this paper.

4(a). Units offered in semester 1, 2008: multighBoary and property core units

Figure 1 shows a comparison in the number of eznl@dtudents in the property core units
and a opposed to multidisciplinary units in semest008. Student enrolled in core
property units range from 60 to 140 students. ktwdent numbers in some of the more
advanced core property units is attributable tatéwesition to the Bachelor of Urban
Development program with some students choosimxitahis degree with the former
Bachelor of Applied Science — Property Economiagrée after three years of study. This
degree will not be available to students after 200 relatively high number of students
in U1001, one of the core property units, is basethe requirement for non-property
students to complete this unit as part of a secoajdr or minor. Of the multidisciplinary
units offered in the property course the unitsmaffieto all Bachelor of Urban Development
disciplines comprise approximately 400 studentdentie units offered faculty-wide have
in excess of 1250 students enrolled.

Property core units in semester 1 2008 Multi-disciplinary units in semester 1 2008
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Figure 1. Number of students enrolled in core priypend multidisciplinary units in
semester 1, 2008

The level of overall satisfaction of students’ aseimined through the LEX survey was
higher in discipline specific units as opposedaigér multidisciplinary units. More
students in their first year of study provided LEE¢dback and consequently their
comments are statistically more significant. Faaraple almost 60% of the students



enrolled in U1004 completed the LEX survey. Napsisingly, students felt that more

generic multidisciplinary units have less relevamten compared to discipline specific
units.
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Figure 2. Students overall satisfaction in the propcore and multidisciplinary units in
semester 1 2008

Table 4 shows strong correlations between the nuofteudents and student
performance in property units. There is a stroogjtpve correlation between the number
of students and the failure rate and there is athegstrong correlation for the high
achievers (students who achieve grade 6 and 7he isighest grade that student may be
granted). However, this correlation is not stat#ly significant as the number of sample
is small. Student satisfaction results did notehtlne same trend. For multidisciplinary
units, the higher the student satisfaction to dierats tends to correlate with a higher
failure rate or lower achievement rate. In analgshese statistics it is relevant that LEX
results represent a sample of students who comgtetaline survey which is not
reflective of the opinions of the majority of stude Therefore, this study indicates that

other forms of feedback are required to evaluageifip units and the property course
more rigorously.

Table 4. Correlation of number of students andr theiformances, satisfaction and their

performance
# vs failure| # vs 6&7 LEX vs failure| LEX vs 6&7
Property core 0.43 -0.45 0.1999 0.283116
Multidisciplinary -0.04 0.07 0.3724 -0.46603
All units 0.20 0.08 -0.16408 0.016086

4(b). Comparison of student results in multidiSogry units in 2007 and 2008 based on
their discipline

Figure 3 provides a comparison of the number afestts from each of the Bachelor of
Urban Development disciplines enrolled in multigiioary units in 2007 and 2008. A
change in the composition of inter-disciplinarydsats is evident. The Bachelor of Urban
Development comprises the five disciplines of carion management (CM), property
economics (PE), quantity surveying (QS), spatimrse (Spatial) and urban and regional
planning (URP). In 2008 construction managemetitasdominant student group with
property economics students and urban and regpaahing students being in
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approximately equal numbers. Quantity surveying spatial science represent the smaller
student cohorts.

Number of students in 2007 Number of students in 2008
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Figure 3. Students number in multidisciplinary anit 2007 and 2008

The average of student results by discipline in7280d/ or 2008 is illustrated in Figure 4.
Property economics students achieved a higher gegnade than the urban development
average. This study has not proven that the GPad® Average (GPA) of students has
been impacted by non-discipline core units suamalsidisciplinary units and units
required for a second major or minor.

Average grades

U1002 U1004 U1005 U1006 U1007 U3005 U3006 U3007

mmm avg CM —=z aw PE =3 aw QS
—awy Spatial —aw URP —x—awy UD

Figure 4. Average grades of students in multidisgpy units in 2007 and/ or 2008

4(c). Unit outline analysis of multidisciplinary is offered in 2008

Introductory and advanced units analysed in thitige of the paper are similar in that
there are no pre-requisite requirements. Studeatsansidered to have the same level of
knowledge for all introductory units however thigpectation does not exist for the
advanced units. According to Table 5 some of thesxckizes for advanced
multidisciplinary units are small or medium sizeligh is due to the transition to the new

11



Bachelor of Urban Development program. Once fubiysitioned to the new program
these units will have large student numbers.

Table 5. Unit outline analysis of multidisciplinampits offered in 2008

Contri-
Group | Oral bution
Individual | assign | present | weekly | Number | of final
ID level | size| L| T|assignment| ment | ation quizzes | of exam | exam
U1002| Intro L |21 1 1 1 2 50%
Ul1l006|Intro | L | 2| 1 3 60%
U1007| Intro L |31 1 1 60%
U3007| Adv L |22 2 1 30%
U3005| Adv L |2 2 0
U3006| Adv M | 3|1 1 1 2 30%
U3004 | Adv S| 2|2 1 2 1 1 0
Ul1l004|iIntro | VL | 1| 2 1 1 1 1 30%
U1005(|Intro | VL | 2| 1 1 1 1 1 25%

From above table, it is evident that the unit asset types are not related directly to
number of students or class sizes but rather degrdimed by the units’ characteristics.
Almost all units have included an exam as the @iterassessment item for students. All
introductory level units assessed students usitgpat one final exam. For all very large
introductory units one exam only is conducted latiting a relatively small percentage to
the students’ overall result. Although not evidiatn this analysis academic capacity to
mark large volumes of student papers within a kBehiimeframe may have influenced the
composition of assessment items in very large units

Individual verbal presentations are not includedssessment items in multidisciplinary

units due to the time pressures this would placerondelivery. For this reason students
work in groups to undertake verbal presentatiomg;guutorial time. To compliment the

above results further primary data has been celieahd analysed. QUT Academic staff
have been asked to reflect on their experiencesaching in large multidisciplinary units

and discipline specific units and compare and esttthe differences in approach to unit
management, delivery and assessment.

4(d) Academic perceptions
Table 6 illustrates academic’s experiences on tegdarge multidisciplinary units and

discipline specific units. Some lecturers statd they adopt different delivery strategies,
but Academic 6 conducts the same delivery techsique

12



Table 6. Differences between large multidisciplynanits and discipline specific units

Multidisciplinary units

Discipline specific units

5ee

Delivery No difference to smaller class Flexibility in breaking from lecture to
strategies Need to be more orchestrated tutorial exercises where appropriate
Less time and program flexibility Students are more responsive and
Difficult to find generic examples the relevance to their discipline
Difficult to maintain connection with all | More interactive classes where
disciplines (invariably one discipline students are known to the
doesn't see the relevance) lecturer/tutor (i.e., personal
Tutorial for introductory, generic units: approach)
requires less effort in preparation (oftenEngage in problem based tutorials
text book based tutorial) assignment based tutorials
Tutorial for advanced units: more difficult
to engage cross disciplinary students
Student Videos introduced to maintain interactigninteractive discussion
engagement | With large class (funding and time are| Weekly quizzes used to engage
and required) students

participation

Students have different level of interest
content.

Weekly quizzes assist in engaging
students

in

Assessment

One big report

Presentation in tutorial times

Exam

Multiple Choice Questionnaire online

quizzes (MCQ)

Group assessment items aimed to redu
academic marking load. Giving a
template to tutors to ease the marking
well

Mid semester exam in MCQ format

Select own inter-disciplinary group with
tutorial time

Multidisciplinary team requires equal
workload from each discipline

Weekly assignment to facilitate
learning process
Learning through doing on
assessment (directed read books
MCQ quizzes in class
c8tudent required to form a group lead
tutorial discussion (assessment
aspiece)
Combination of group and individual
assessment items.
n

Academic
work load

High academic workload generated by:

Typing online quizzes and inputting
marks

Maintaining consistency of marking
across tutors (difficult to moderate).

Large marking workload when individug
assignment are set

More emails from students and on line
blog/ discussion forum

Spend more time even before class sta
(answers enquiries)

The enquiries for first year related to thei

inexperience as university students

Less workload (number of students
significantly less)
- number of emails
- marking requirement
- feedback
| Possible to conduct field trip

rted

(some are non subject related questio

ns)

General consensus among academics was that stademhg was driven by assessment
and therefore setting progressive assessment wahassist students to learn. It was
stated by academics that students liked to usedsi@glearning tool to learn from other
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students’ comments. The sequence of lecture comnalso recognised as being
important to engage students in learning. “Stuslenthe first semester are not interested
in theory and international issues, it is bettestaot with local issues and more practical
examples and then introducing theory” (Academic 6).

Some academics also provided comment on the supgaprired for multi-disciplinary
units. The most obvious is in additional funding marking assistance. Although not
suitable for all units it was suggested by one anad that the workload associated with
large multidisciplinary units could be shared wather academics as co-unit coordinator
(Academic 2). However, not all interviewees agreed sharing load will affect the
clarity of responsibility. A lecturer needs an expnced mentor to run multidisciplinary
units. In addition, administrative assistance ve&®gnised as potentially easing the
burden of coordinating a number of lecturers, glexdtirers, tutors in addition to the
students.

Some lecturers commented on the sequence of tteinnhe Bachelor of Urban
Development degree. Although a more comprehensiny $eyond one discipline is
required to evaluate the course structure, thidystuggests that an overall course review
be conducted following its complete implementailm2009. Wherever possible, specific
requirements from different disciplines need tabeommodated in the multidisciplinary
units. For example, the number of days requiredvirk experience may vary in the
same Work Integrated Learning (WIL) unit basedlmndourse and accrediting body
requirements.

4(e). Students’ perceptions

The consensus views expressed by students inc¢he fpoup discussion is summarised in
Table 7.

Table 7. Student focus group results

Themes Multidisciplinary units Discipline specific units

Work load | Their current workload in year 3, semester Zhe workload in semester 2, year 2
is too minimal with too many generic and was very challenging but the
multidisciplinary units. Students don't fegl students enjoyed the challenge of
challenged enough. increasing technical skills.

Students generally thought that first year

was quite good and the multidisciplinary
units worked reasonably well

Level of There is quite a lot of group work which | Students feel they were most
difficulty allows students to “ride on the efforts of | challenged in year 2 of the course
of other students”. where new technical skills were

assessment Generally they thought th_at university was introduced.

too easy to pass - they liked the level of | Students commented that year 2 of
satisfaction they felt through performing | the course would have been very
with difficult assessment difficult if they were not engaged in
the workplace as this provided useful
background and context to what they
were learning at university.
Generally, those students who wer
not working in a professional

(4]
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Themes Multidisciplinary units Discipline specific units
position experienced difficulty at
university. Valuation 2 was
considered to be very challenging
and students responded positively to
this challenge.

Relevance | The relevance of some of the Students expressed concern over
multidisciplinary generic units was repetition of content in a first year
questioned. multidisciplinary unit which

WIL unit is not considered to be helpful contained legal content with a more
where it is currently programmed in the | thorough coverage of the legal
course because most students are alreagyconcepts again in second year for the
working. WIL would be useful if it was PE students. [These concepts are
programmed when students were first covered for the benefit of the other
seeking employment - maybe semester 1, disciplines who are not exposed to
year 2. The assessment for WIL was alsp them again].
considered to be unclear and should relaté suggestion from the students:
more closely to what is being done at include an introductory subject in
work. first year first semester that puts the

Students identified that Research Methods, entire course in perspective.
offered in third year, would be more useful
in the earlier years of the program.

Useful Students stated that they are much less | Student stated that they achieved

course likely to attend lectures when class sizeg§ superior learning outcomes through

feedback are large and they would probably be morediscipline specific education. They
inclined to seek clarification from the felt that their classes were more
lecturer separately or rely on other studentsteractive and it was helpful that
to keep up to date. In the later years they delivery was specifically targeted tg
are more likely to rely on other students.| their background and experience.
They would like to see more
discipline specific units and more
core technical units in the areas of
property finance, portfolio
management and funds management.
The students have to seek
complementary units from the
second major/ minors which are
mainly offered by the Faculty of
Business.

Mode of Students expressed a general lack of support

delivery for the large class delivery format.

Students liked to be provided with access to
notes prior to the lecture and found the
study guide produced in Residential
Construction and Engineering very helpful
in staying on track with their study.

Mode of As mentioned previously the larger the

communical group the less interaction there will be with

tion with the lecturer and the less likely the students

lecturer and are to attend classes.

other As they get to kr_10w others in the course
they are more likely to rely on their studgnt

students

networks to keep up to date with materiil

covered.
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In general, students are accepting of multidisegyly units being offered in the first year

of the course but objected to them in the finakry@aey commented that they “just don't
work because of the differences in experience’achediscipline’s student cohort.
Development Processes was cited as an example lwhibiee assessment was exclusively
targeted towards the skills and experience of tbpgrty economics students and students
from other disciplines were able to contributeléms. One student said that the “positive
experience of the final year multidisciplinary wis$ the real world team work experience,
but this could be improved if work was distributedre equally across the disciplines”.

Qualitative data sourced from academics and stadem@bmplimentary to the limited
quantitative data from unit student enrolments r@sailts, unit outlines and students
surveys. Students and academics explained thearexces which have been
summarised below. From the quantitative analyseégpears that the size of the class and
multi disciplinary format has impacted student parfance. There appears to be no direct
correlative relationship between class size, agsgssmethods and student satisfaction.

Academic’s experiences

The strategies employed to deliver discipline dpeand multidisciplinary units differ for
introductory and advanced units. Teaching in atigigtiplinary context for the delivery

of advanced units presents difficulties becauseagations in knowledge, background and
interest and engagement of each of the disciplmése student cohort. Designing
assessment pieces that are equitable across et@hadi§cipline groups can also be
challenging.

It was recommended by academics that additionalifignbe sought to support unit
management and develop engaging and interestingematerial. Finally, a
comprehensive course review was recommended taaedhe sequence and specific
requirements of unit offerings for each of the eliént disciplines.

Students’ experiences

Similarly, students recommended that the struatfitbe course be reviewed with a view
to balancing workload between the second and $f@eds of the program. Students felt
that some units in the program contained repetiiiocontent and an increase focus should
be given to discipline specific education to gaiorencore technical skills in the areas of
property finance, portfolio management and fundeaggament. Motivation to attend

large classes has lowered as the students quéstiosalevance of some multidisciplinary
units and more limited interaction with academaffst

4. Conclusion

From the limited data collected during the studgréhappears to be no clear correlation
between large multidisciplinary student classessindent academic performance or
satisfaction. The large number of students withie unit has some impact on student
academic performance but not on their overall f&ati®n with the unit.

This study also showed that there are many bersfgisciated with multidisciplinary unit

offerings across the program particularly in therengeneric units. However, these units
require a greater degree of management by acadaficlt was noted by academic staff
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that it is more difficult to organise, teach andinate multidisciplinary student cohorts
due to a difference in prior knowledge, motivataord experience between each of the
discipline groups. In addition the interactionvoe¢n lecturers, tutors and the students
frequently becomes more limited.

A perception exists for students that more limfimce to face contact with academic staff
in larger multidisciplinary units is not valuabléiwh may be partially due to the quality of
complimentary online teaching materials. For margdamics, non-attendance at lectures
was coupled with an increase in email communicatibich creates an additional
administrative burden on academic staff.

Finally, a comprehensive course review to evalttaesequence of units and the specific
requirements of the units offered is also sugges&ame of the advanced units may
require a single discipline perspective and stugleray benefit from the offering of these
units earlier in the program.
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Semi-structurenterview questions:
A. Focus group discussion - Final year students:

Third year students have experience introductodyaadvanced level of multidisciplinary
units. They are also able to compare their expeeg on discipline specific and
multidisciplinary units with respect to the follavg:

- workload

- level of difficulties of the assessment

- relevance

- helpful feedback and interaction (lecture-studgnt

- general comments

- mode of delivery

- mode of communication with lecture and students

B. Lectures and tutors who have taught and cootelihaaultidisciplinary units

In addition, a series of in-depth interviews oftigers and tutors who have taught and
coordinated multidisciplinary units. A reflectivirgterview also conducted to understand
the academics experiences with focus on:

- the delivery strategies,

- assessment,

- work load,

- students engagement and participation.

The academics are asked to compare the differesteeebn discipline specific and
multidiscipline units in the area of delivery argsassment.
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