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ABSTRACT: In 2006 the University of Adelaide instituted a University-wide Orientation Week evaluation of 
commencing students’ expectation of University life – the so-called First Year Expectation Survey (Turnbull 
et al., 2006). Analysed by all areas overall, the survey outcomes provide the first opportunity to compare 
the expectations of first year students at the University of Adelaide with their counterparts nationally 
(Krause, Hartley, James and McInnes, 2005). Analysed by School cohorts, this survey provides an 
opportunity to understand the differences between the expectations and motivations of students 
commencing Design Studies in the School of Architecture, Landscape Architecture and Urban Design, and 
all other commencing students. Data collection was repeated in 2007 throughout the University, including 
in this School. 

This paper describes the demographics of the student cohorts 2006 and 2007,  and the expectations of the 
University of Adelaide Bachelor of Design Studies students for 2006 and 2007, and contrasts those 
expectations with their counterparts elsewhere in the University and nationally. The paper then describes 
“the gap” between B. Design Studies students’ expectations and what can reasonably be resourced and 
delivered in the School. It describes the benefits which derive from being aware of the profile of 
commencing students, their beliefs and expectations. 

Conference theme: built environment education 
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INTRODUCTION 

As the profile of enrolments at Universities change, Universities presumably aim to be responsive. At the University of 
Adelaide, a First Year Expectation Survey (Turnbull et al., 2006) conducted in 2006 and 2007 during Orientation Week 
disclosed that students’ expectations were substantially shaped by the in-school experiences which had led them to 
receive a tertiary entrance score adequate to succeed in enrolment in a Group of Eight (GO8) institution. Some of these 
expectations are incompatible with the resources currently made available to Schools and staff to support students’ 
expectations, whether those expectations are realistic or not. 

At a national level, a team from the Centre for Studies in Higher Education at the University of Melbourne has been 
tracking the first year experience for students at Australian Universities for a decade - (McInnes and James, 1995, 
McInnes, James and Hartley, 2000 and Krause, Hartley, James and McInnes, 2005). Their (latest) 2005 research 
reveals the full impact of the changing profile of student expectations of their first year at University nation-wide – 
although it must be noted that Krause and her colleagues do not collect data prior to students’ commencing their studies, 
as their study is conducted part-way through first year. Therefore their results are not completely consistent 
methodologically with the University of Adelaide First Year Expectations survey conducted in Orientation Week. 

This paper is intended to raise awareness of the changing expectations of students in Australian universities, and to 
contrast the expectations of commencing students in the School of Architecture, Landscape Architecture and Urban 
Design (SALUD) with their peers University-wide at The University of Adelaide. It then discusses the implications  of 
these evaluation results for the University and for the School of Architecture, Landscape Architecture and Urban Design. 

METHOD

1.1 Development of the Questionnaire 

A team of educational and evaluation experts from the Centre for Learning and Professional Development and the 
School of Psychology at the University of Adelaide developed the First Year Expectation Survey (Turnbull et al., 2006) in 
order to gather base-line data from commencing students about their expectations of University life. There was no 
consultation prior to 2006 about the nature or content of the questionnaire, either with SALUD or more widely within the 
University community; however there was consultation at the Faculty and School levels about the 2007 questionnaire in 
response to feedback on the 2006 questionnaire. The full texts of the 2006 and 2007questionnaires are available at 
CLPD (2006, CLPD, 2007). 
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1.2 Administration of the Questionnaire 

In 2006 and 2007 the questionnaire (CLPD, 2006; CLPD, 2007) was administered as a paper questionnaire, face-to-face 
with commencing students in scheduled orientation week sessions organised by Faculties and Schools. Students who 
did not attend formal sessions were excluded from the study. Similarly, students who did not have formal sessions (for 
whatever reason) were excluded. The questionnaire was voluntary. In SALUD the questionnaires were administered in 
the two-hour computer familiarisation sessions to which all commencing Bachelor of Design Studies students were 
invited, and which were well attended, as they were “compulsory”. In 2006 there were 43 respondents in the 
“Architecture” survey, which represented 43% of commencing students. In 2007 the 117 respondents represented 94% 
of commencing Bachelor of Design Studies students. The higher response rate is accounted for in this way: in 2006 the 
CLPD handled all data-gathering internally with their own staffing resources – therefore so great was the demand for 
their time in O-week that they “sampled” cohorts only (for example only surveying one of three computer familiarisation 
sessions in SALUD), whereas in 2007 they outsourced the data-gathering process (questionnaire administration) to the 
different areas, and this accounted for all commencing B. Des. St. students present being surveyed in all three computer 
familiarisation sessions. Nevertheless, as the 2006 students were randomly allocated to the computer familiarisation 
sessions, the data, whilst a sample, is believed to be representative and therefore not to pose a limitation to the study. 

1.3 Questionnaire Analysis and reporting 

The paper-based questionnaire responses from throughout the University were collated, analysed and reported by the 
CLPD within weeks of their administration, using their in-house optical mark recognition reader and automatic data 
reporting system. The results were reported by students’ area of study and by all commencing students (CLPD, 2006, 
CLPD, 2007). Through this rapid reporting Schools were able to compare their students’ responses with the University-
wide responses and develop a response - which could involve support - based on their respondents’ evaluations. 

RESULTS

2.1 2006 

The 2006 results, including “Architecture” (in the top line) (“Architecture” is the University reporting term for students 
commencing the Bachelor of Design Studies degree), are given in Tables 1-3 below. We note in particular that, from the 
demographic questions 1-5 (Table 1), differences between the University–wide results and the Architecture cohort are 
exposed. Architecture respondents included fewer women (40%) than the University average (48%); commencing 
architecture student respondents were younger (81% <20 yrs) than the University average (73% <20 years); and 
marginally fewer (86%) architecture respondents were in their first year at University than the University average (90%) 
for commencing students. 

Table 1: Demographic Data 2006 University wide and Architecture in first line (CLPD 2006) (Source: CLPD 2006 Table 1) 

We note from Table 2 that Architecture students’ reasons for selecting their Program are generally consistent with the 
reasons given by the University’s commencing enrolment overall, with 44% selecting this Program area for interest (40% 
University wide), while rather fewer (19%) than the percentage University wide (26%) selected the Program for job 
prospects. As would perhaps be predicted from the discipline area per se, more students selected this Program to 
develop their talent and creativity (25%) than the University-wide average (16%) while the percentage citing specific job 
training (12%) was entirely consistent with the University-wide score of 13%. Family expectations played no part in 
Program selection for Architecture students, while in every other Program area and in the University overall, the score 
was 5%. This is perhaps surprising given the younger age group of the Architecture students. 
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Table 2: Reasons for choosing Program (multiple reasons permitted) (CLPD 2006)  (Source: CLPD 2006 Table 2)

Uni Arch Uni Arch Uni Arch Uni Arch Uni Arch 

0-5 hrs 6-10hrs 11-15 hrs 16-20 hrs >20 hrs 1.How much time do you expect to 
spend in study outside of scheduled 
times? (as a %) 6 2 22 14 32 26 22 47 15 12

1 2 3 4 5
Likert scores 
1=strongly disagree 
3= not sure 
5= strongly agree Numbers of respondents as a %

Uni Arch Uni Arch Uni Arch  Uni Arch Uni Arch 

2. I expect to be able to combine 
study and paid work  

2 1 5 0 20 9 41 49 30 40

3.Having “ready” access to my 
lecturers and tutors outside of face 
to face teaching will be important to 
my success 

0 2 1 0 11 19 48 49 39 30

4. I anticipate that my learning will 
involve independent/private study 

0 2 0 0 4 7 33 37 61 53

5. Interactive sessions with other 
students will be important to my 
learning 

0 2 1 5 13 14 52 51 33 28

6. It will not be important for me to 
attend most lectures 

45 40 36 49 7 5 5 0 6 7

7. I have activities outside of the 
University that might affect my 
ability to study 

6 0 29 28 32 40 26 23 6 7

8. I expect my teachers to read 
drafts of my work 

3 5 12 7 33 37 35 33 17 19

9. I anticipate that University life will 
be different to high school 

1 0 1 2 6 5 39 49 52 44

1 week 2-3 weeks 4-6 weeks > 6 weeks No response 10. What is the acceptable time for 
having your essays/work examined 
and returned to you? 

34 35 57 58 4 2 1 2 4 2

Table 3: Likert Questions comparing University and School of Architecture, Landscape Architecture and Urban Design  

Highlighting some major differences in this comparison, Architecture students expect to work harder than other students, 
with 73% expecting to spend 11-20 hours studying, compared with 54% University wide, and 59% expecting to spend 
more than 16 hours per week studying, compared with 37% of their peers expecting such a time commitment. More 
Architecture students (89%) than their University-wide peers (71%) expect to be able to combine paid employment and 
study. Fewer Architecture students (79%) believe that having ready access to their lecturers and tutors outside face-to-
face teaching will be important to their success than their University-wide peers (87%).  
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2.2 2007 

The 2007 results including ‘Education/Architecture’ are given below. Although this description would suggest otherwise, 
the CLPD have confirmed that these data concern commencing B. Des. St. students only. Use of this description was 
necessary because some students doing surveys in other areas selected a Program which matches Programs selected 
by the students who participated in the B. Des. St. survey. The data given in Table 4 come only from the surveys carried 
out in the School of Architecture, Landscape Architecture and Urban Design. 

Table 4:  Demographic Data 2007 University wide and (Education)/Architecture in fifth line (CLPD 2007)  
(Source: CLPD 2007 Table 1) 

Student Survey Analysis - All Areas Overall 
Unlike in 2006, 2007 Table 4 demographic data reveals that, of the University-wide respondents, there are fewer male 
(48%) than female (52%) students, while this is reversed for the 2007 Architecture respondents, with more males (52%) 
than females (48%). In 2007 the age group <20years (79%) is more consistent with the overall University age group < 20 
years (78%). The percentage in first year for the first time (commencing University) is 87% for both Architecture students 
and University-wide enrolment. 

Table 5:  Reasons for choosing Program (multiple reasons permitted) CLPD (2007)  (Source : CLPD 2007 Table 2) 

We again note from Table 5 “Reasons for choosing Program” that Architecture students’ reasons for selecting their 
Program of study are generally consistent  with University-wide reasons with 46% selecting Architecture for “Interest” 
compared with 44% University wide. Fewer Architecture respondents (15%) than University wide (24%) selected “Job 
Prospects”. As in 2007, more Architecture students selected the Program to develop their “Talent and Creativity” (22%) 
compared with the University wide average (14%). Specific job training (16%) and family influence (1%) were consistent 
for Architecture respondents with University-wide averages (14% and 4%).
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Uni Arch Uni Arch Uni Arch Uni Arch Uni Arch 

0-5 hrs 6-10hrs 11-15 hrs 16-20 hrs >20 hrs 1.How much time do you expect to 
spend in study outside of 
scheduled times? (as a %) 4 3 27 15 33 26 20 26 14 28

1 2 3 4 5
Likert scores 
1=strongly disagree 
3= not sure 
5= strongly agree 

Numbers of respondents as a %

Uni Arch Uni Arch Uni Arch  Uni Arch Uni Arch 

2. I expect to be able to combine 
study and paid work 

3 1 6 2 22 20 44 49 24 29

3. Having “ready” access to my 
lecturers and tutors outside of face 
to face teaching will be important to 
my success 

0 1 1 1 11 15 49 45 38 38

4. Feedback on my submitted work 
will be important to my learning 

0 1 0 0 2 0 30 26 67 73

5. Feedback on DRAFTS of my 
work will be important to my 
learning 

0 1 1 0 6 2 35 32 57 66

6. It will be important for me to 
attend most lectures 

0 1 0 1 3 4 33 32 63 62

7. I have activities outside of the 
University that might affect my 
ability to study 

3 3 25 28 35 30 29 30 7 8

8. Working with other students in 
class time will be important to my 
learning 

0 1 1 0 13 15 58 55 27 28

9. I anticipate that studying at 
University will be different to 
studying at high school 

1 1 1 0 4 3 39 44 54 50

1 week 2-3 weeks 4-6 weeks > 6 weeks No response 10. What is the acceptable time for 
having your essays/work examined 
and returned to you? 

38 25 55 61 3 9 0 1 4 5

Table 6: Likert Questions comparing University and School of Architecture, Landscape Architecture and Urban Design (Arch)

Table 6 once again reveals that Architecture students expect to spend more time studying, with 54% of Architecture 
students expecting to spend more than 16 hours per week studying compared with 34% University wide, despite more 
Architecture students (78%) than University-wide respondents (68%) broadly agreeing (Likert 4,5) that they expect to be 
able to combine study and paid work.

3. DISCUSSION 

3.1 Demographics compared 2006, 2007 

Demographic data on commencing students who responded to the First Year Expectations Survey disclose that there is 
a more even distribution of males to females in the School of Architecture, Landscape Architecture and Urban Design 
respondents in 2007 (52% M: 48%F) than in 2006 (60% M :40% F). The 2007 Architecture cohort are more likely to have 
lived mainly in SA (85%) than the 2006 cohort (74%). The two cohorts (2006 and 2007) are consistent in age, consistent 
in how many are enrolling in first year for the first time, and in their fulltime enrolment status. Therefore in utilising these
data we can be confident that the trends emerging from the Likert question responses are not a result of a quantitatively 
different cohort, but rather the result of difference of opinion between and within these groups. 

3.2 Time spent studying 

Architecture students’ responses reveal that they do expect to study harder than their University peers, with 54% of 2007 
respondents and 59% of 2006 respondents expecting to study more than 16 hours per week (compared with 34% and 
37% University wide). Eighty percent of 2007 and 85% of 2006 respondents expect to spend more than 11 hours in 
independent study (compared with 69% and 67% University wide). These slight downward trends over 2006/07 are 
concerning, as they coincide with the University recently (Semester 2, 2007) introducing a University-wide student 
workload model which has been developed by the University Learning and Teaching Committee and endorsed by 
Academic Board. This seeks to align the University of Adelaide with other GO8 Universities and as of Semester 2 2007 it 
demands, from all students studying full time, 48 hours per week spent in contact and non-contact time for the (12 or 13) 
weeks of Semester. Therefore course outlines and assessment tasks University wide are now aligned with this greater 
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expectation of study. Previously the University expected 36 hours per week of contact and non-contact time. Students in 
the first year in the School have 12 hours per week contact time (compared with the national average in 2004 of 16 hours 
(Krause, 2005, p 33)) – leaving a balance of 36 hours per week for non-contact (or independent study as the 
Expectations questionnaire suggests) in 2007 and 24 hours in 2006. Twenty eight percent of 2007 commencing students 
believe they will spend more than 20 hours per week in independent study, compared with 12% of students in 2006. This 
is substantially below the University’s expectation. Thirty eight percent of 2007 commencing Architecture students and 
30% of commencing 2006 students believe that they “have activities outside of the University that might affect my ability 
to study”, which is further borne out when we consider their expectations of involvement in full-time study and part-time 
work. Nationally, Krause (2005, p 34) found that first year students devoted 11 hours per week to independent study – 
much less than the two hours of independent study for one hour of contact time “rule of thumb” which Kuh (2003) 
acknowledges is a factor contributing to students’ engagement. 

3.3 Combining study and paid work and impact of activities outside the University on study 

Nationally, part time work is the main or only source of income for 32% of first year students, and one of their sources of 
income for 60% of first year students (Krause, 2005, pp 50-51). Krause found that “the overall proportion of full time 
commencing students in paid employment has increased from 51.3% to 54.9% from 1999 to 2004 and that, for those 
students, they were committed to 12.48 hours of work per week” (p 53). Whilst students in the University of Adelaide 
Architecture survey were not asked how many hours they committed to paid employment, they were asked whether they 
expected to be able to combine study and paid work –  a proposition with which 78% agreed in 2007 and 89% agreed in 
2006. This expectation substantially outstrips, by more than 20%, the national figures for students actually in paid 
employment in first year, and poses a question about the risks for students; Krause also points out (p 34) that “students 
in paid employment study on average significantly less (10.5 hours) than their non employed peers (11.8 hours)”. Their 
motivation for paid work is mainly to “afford extras” such as travel or entertainment (87%), and to be more financially 
independent of family (75%). The impact of part-time work and full-time study in reducing the available hours for study is 
anticipated by students in their responses to the proposition “I have activities outside of the University that might affect 
my ability to study” (see 3.2), with 38% in 2007 and 30% in 2006 of Architecture students agreeing. Combined with 
Architecture students’ expectation that they will study for longer hours, their higher expectation of engaging in paid 
employment is notable as it puts double pressure on students’ time. 

3.4 Access to Lecturers and tutors 

Nationally 49% of first year respondents (Krause, 2005, p 62) are in broad agreement that staff are “usually available to 
discuss my work”, compared with the expectation by commencing 79% (2006) and 83% (2007) of Architecture students 
that “having ready access to my Lecturers and Tutors outside of face-to-face teaching will be important to my success”. 
Krause found that 72% of students believed that “most of the academic staff are approachable”. Once again these 
Architecture expectations are higher than Krause’s researched reality nationally for all commencing first year students. In 
the School of Architecture, with 12 full-time (and 2 half-time) academic staff and more than 90 casual contracted staff, 
students are indeed able to see academic staff outside scheduled teaching contact hours but are generally unable to see 
casual staff who are employed for only actual teaching and assessment. Therefore a “gap” exists for students between 
their expectations of access to staff and the availability of staff on the current staffing profile. The other issue is that 
casual contracted staff, who often leave the School and campus soon after teaching concludes to return to their 
professional work, may appear unapproachable to students who believe that having ready access to staff will be vital to 
their success. Indeed the School, whilst acknowledging this tension, in unfunded to address its impact. 

3.5 Feedback on submitted work and drafts 

Fifty two percent of Architecture students (2006) expected “teachers to read drafts of my work”, compared with 98% of 
students (2007) who believed that “feedback on DRAFTS of my work will be important to my learning” (not the same 
question). In 2007 an additional (preceding) question asked students whether “Feedback on my submitted work will be 
important to my learning”; with this 99% of students agreed. Nationally 33% of commencing students reported that 
“Teaching staff here usually give helpful feedback on my progress”, which exposes a major gap in the unrealistic 
expectations of Architecture students regarding reading of drafts, which is exacerbated by the casual staffing profile.  

3.6 Acceptable time for the feedback of submitted essays/ work (summative) assessment  

In 2007 61% of commencing Architecture students reported that 2-3 weeks is an acceptable time frame for essay/work 
return, whilst 25% thought one week was acceptable. In 2006 58% thought 2-3 weeks and 35% one week turnaround 
was acceptable. Given the staffing profile and the heavy reliance on casual contracted staff who fit their marking tasks 
around practice and families, the 1 week return time-frame is unrealistic in the School. Individual written feedback on a 
pro forma is the University of Adelaide standard; in the light if these expectations questions should now be posed about 
the resources which are available to complete this task. Anecdotally staff report that students do not even collect their 
feedback sheets if their mark has already been distributed – Le Couteur’s study (ERGA, 2006) revealed that best 
practice in distributing feedback was to make the reading of feedback a precursor to receiving the assessment grade. 

3.6 Lecture attendance  

Nationally (Krause, 2005, p 37) 59% of first year students report that they sometimes (51%) or frequently (8%) skip 
classes, compared with the strong agreement from 94% (2007) and 89%(2006) of commencing Architecture students 
that “It will be important for me to attend most lectures”. However, Shannon (2006) found that Architecture students have 
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intermittent class attendance due to illness and personal circumstances (despite their lofty goals as commencing 
students), and that robust alternative measures need to be put in place to address Lecture non-attendance as students 
more strongly believe that getting the information from lectures is important than actually attend lectures. Shannon 
recommends the use of digital recordings of lectures, which are then mounted on accessible course websites as audio 
streaming files or MP3 files, along with uploading of Powerpoint files of lectures. Students also reported that they would 
like video recordings of lectures with synchronised Powerpoint. This cannot be resourced at present. 

3.7 Difference between university life and high school 

Almost all students (94% in 2007, 93% in 2006) strongly believe that studying at university will be different from studying 
at high school. Educators would say that paramount in making the transition is the change from extrinsic motivation to 
intrinsic motivation to study, from convergent learning to divergent learning, and from a focus on dependent to 
independent study as an adult learner. However, the other expectations revealed in this commencing students survey 
are at variance with this strongly held belief – in particular the strong focus on staff reading drafts of work and the belief 
that skipping classes is perhaps a part of the new learning environment. Krause uses a number of measures for 
engagement of students with their university environment – particularly the aspects of learning with peers and academics 
which foster ”an environment in which students participate actively and develop a sense of belonging in both small and 
large group settings” (Krause, 2005, p 37). The only Likert-scaled question in the University of Adelaide survey (CLPD 
2006, CLPD 2007) which attempts to measure commencing students’ expectations of engagement asks students to 
reflect upon their beliefs in relation to the proposition “Interactive sessions with other students will be important to my 
learning”. Seventy nine percent of students in 2006 and 83% of Architecture students in 2007 broadly agreed that these 
sessions would be important. This is less than the percentage of students who believe that university life will be different 
to high school; respondents may not believe that this interdependence is one of the differences – both because they are 
already familiar with cooperative study from high school, and because there are students who do not wish to study 
cooperatively and have not found that cooperative processes develop their learning (Shannon and Missingham, 2007). 

4. CONCLUSIONS 

The data provide an opportunity to compare the expectations of enrolling students in the School of Architecture, 
Landscape Architecture and Urban Design with their University peers and their nationally enrolled counterparts. The 
main differences visible from 2 years’ data are that, prior to commencing their studies at the University of Adelaide, 
Architecture students  

 select their program to “develop their talent and creativity” more than their University peers;  
 expect to work harder than their University peers; 
 believe that they can combine study and paid work whilst also studying for longer than their University  peers; 
 expect to spend on average much less time in independent study than the University expects (and they expect 

to work harder than the University average), however, when compared with the national first year survey data, 
80-85% expect to work > 11 hours per week in independent study, which exceeds the national average. 

 generally (>70%), given their 12 hours per week of contact time, do not expect to work “two hours of 
independent study for one hour of contact time”, thereby compromising their engagement;  

 believe in relatively small numbers (33-38%) that they have activities outside of University which may affect 
their ability to study. 

 rely more on ready access to their Lecturers and Tutors outside teaching than the national average (but no 
more than the University wide average);  

 believe that staff reading drafts of work (formative assessment ) will be beneficial; 
 mostly believe that attending most lectures is important, whereas nationally more than half of all students report 

skipping classes – combined with other recent research (Shannon, 2006) their lofty goals are not realised and 
robust measures to support non-attending students must be put in place; 

 mostly believe that university will be different from School, but are rather less likely to agree that interactive 
learning with peers would be important to their learning. 

5. OUCOMES and RECOMMENDATIONS  

Knowing what we now do about the beliefs of students commencing Bachelor of Design Studies (called Architecture 
students in the University-wide survey), certain support and information mechanisms need to be enacted in 2007 to 
address issues raised in the First Year Expectation Survey. Recommendations range across the following domains: 

5.1 Program selection information 

The School has re-committed to supplying to potential enrolees as much information as possible about the Program in 
order to recruit students who are aware of the strong built environment design focus of the Program – as well as having a 
student adviser on the administration staff, the Deputy Head of School believes that potential students who contact the 
School (in this era of on-line enrolment) need to be directed to an academic staff member for pertinent information. 

5.2 Work Load and part time paid work 

Student workload is explicitly stated in Course Outlines and addressed ‘up front’ by academic staff in Orientation Week 
or preliminary lectures, so that contact and non-contact time expectations are clearly understood. The impact of part-time 
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work during Semester is also addressed up front for first year students by academic staff, and students are counselled if 
they commit to lengthy part-time work that might interfere with compulsory attendance and preparation of work. 

5.3 Access to Lecturers and Tutors outside contact time 

All academic staff who coordinate courses have scheduled Office Hours at times when students are available (given their 
University schedules). The unavailability of casual staff is explicitly stated, and students are requested to engage with 
them during scheduled classes. Those students for whom this is not possible are referred on to academic staff with 
scheduled Office Hours. If casual staff are coordinating classes, their Office Hours are also resourced.

5.4 Study Skills Support 

For many years the School has committed to two one-hour Digital Study Skills drop-in sessions per week. In 2007 
weekly two-hour Language and Literacy Drop-in sessions, staffed by an external expert, have also been introduced, in 
part to read students’ drafts and meet the needs expressed by students to have their formative work considered more 
than the School resources can currently allow. This is now considered essential to meeting students’ expectations. 

5.5 Lecture Attendance 

As students have revealed that either they do not anticipate attending — or do not all attend — all lectures, academic 
staff dealing with first-year students have re-committed to producing an audio tape of lectures, which is mounted on the 
Course Website along with the lecture Powerpoint. Thus students who do not attend can at least receive the information 
from the lecture. This is no substitute for lecture attendance and students are required in Lectures to complete other 
interactive tasks such as role-playing and quizzes during lectures to encourage attendance. 

5.6 Interactive learning 

Not all students are aware of the importance of group and team work in the professional practice of Architecture and 
Landscape Architecture – and thus the learning from and with peers which is so important to University learning has to 
be a taught as opposed to assumed. As students are engaged in group work in first year their preparation for group work 
is comprehensive (Shannon and Missingham, 2007).  

The responses to results from the First Year Experience surveys need to be comprehensively developed and resourced, 
and the author would recommend that other Schools in the University devise appropriate responses to this educational 
evaluation. Universities which do not already survey commencing students could consider the benefits which derive from 
being aware of the profile of their commencing students, their beliefs and expectations. 
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