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Prelude (Personal Reflection Statement)  

The desire to inquire about effectiveness of breakout rooms in supporting collaborative 

learning within the real estate education originated from my personal experience using the 

tool during the recent lockdown. Breakout room was one of the options available to quickly 

group students into learning rooms. However, the level of engagement was of concerned to 

me as an educator that had to teach over 230 students at a go. Whilst this is manageable 

during the traditional face-2-face teaching, it was chaotic to manage students’ engagement 

and learning in the online setting. I was curious to know how my colleagues managed the 

situation as at the time.  Whilst the genesis of the research is borne out of my personal 

experience and desire to enhance collaborative learning using breakout room tool, the 

research has been conducted objectively by seeking opinions of colleagues (real estate 

educators) and students on the use of breakout rooms. As such, results obtained herein are 

not my personal view but that of the respondents (that is, the Property Management 

Development PMD educators and students). 
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1.0 Background of Study  

Active collaborative and group learning are common practice in real estate education. This is 

because the real estate profession is primarily based on group work and collaboration among 

professional colleagues. With the recent COVID-19 pandemic, there has been significant shifts 

in the mode of learning real estate subjects. The traditional face-2-face classroom teachings 

have been transformed into compulsory online learning and teaching. As such, application of 

technological tools that support online group learning has become imperative to learning real 

estate subjects (modules). This study examines online group learning viz-a-viz breakout rooms 

tool of MS Teams. The study explores the effectiveness of breakout rooms in learning real 

estate subjects through the lenses of students and academics of Property Management and 

Development (PMD) department at NTU.  The study inquires how technology (that is, MS 

Team breakout rooms) can enhance active collaborative learning among PMD students. The 

research seeks to: 

i. Understand the PMD students’ perspectives on the use of breakout rooms, 
ii. Understand PMD academics perspectives on the use of breakout rooms, 
iii. Evaluate the effectiveness of online breakout rooms to enhance student learning, 

and  
iv. Make recommendations on how breakout rooms could be used more effectively. 

The key questions that the research intends to answer are –  

i. Is breakout room effective in supporting active collaboration learning among real 

estate students?  

ii. How can effectiveness of breakout rooms be enhanced? 

As higher education continues to shift towards online learning, there are high possibilities 

that breakout room tool will become more useful and popular among higher education 

institution offering real estate education. The ability to efficiently utilise the tool should save 

resources and enhance quality of teaching and learning. Hence, it is pertinent to explore its 

usability and efficiency. This study reassesses online group learning viz-a-viz breakout rooms. 

The research enquires - how breakout rooms can be better utilised for active collaborative 

learning among Real Property students?   

1.1 PMD and Real Estate Education   

PMD herein refers to the department of Property Management and Development of 

Nottingham Trent University UK. PMD is one of the largest hosts of real estate education in 

Europe. The department has more than 1200 students, 50 academics, and runs more than 8 

courses at postgraduate and undergraduate levels. The department is diverse in its staff and 

students. As such, variation in level of understanding the application of breakout rooms is 

expected across individual students and staff. PMD students are trained to prepare for the 

industry. In other words, many of its modules require group learning activities whilst aiming 

to undertake various practical projects. Understanding the etiquettes of group learning 

pedagogy is essential for real estate and built environment education (Laal and Ghodsi, 2012).  

During the lockdown, the Department was forced to teach students online. As such, there 

were no structure guiding the use of breakout rooms for online group learning. The study 
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aims to develop a working structure to enhance effective use of breakout rooms within the 

Department and wider real estate education providers.  The study explores views of PMD’s 

academics and students on breakout rooms sessions during the lockdown with a view of 

improving its applicability for more active collaborative learning. The research adopts mixed 

(quantitative and qualitative) research methods via online survey (questionnaire) and online 

interview with PMD students and PMD academics respectively.   

The remainder of this report has four sections.  The next section reviews existing literatures 

on effectiveness of online and group learning, among others. The third section reveals the 

research methods and data.  The fourth and last section disclose results and research 

conclusions (and recommendations) respectively.  
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2.0 Literature Review 

2.1. Impacts of COVID 19 on group learning 

The COVID-19 pandemic has created the largest disruption of education systems in human 

history, affecting nearly 1.6 billion learners in more than 200 countries (Pokhrel and Chhetri, 

2021).  The pandemic has led to significant changes into the delivery of teachings and 

learnings among higher education institutions. The pandemic forced online delivery learnings, 

as such, various technological means were adopted among educators to deliver excellent 

teachings to learners.    

The impacts of COVID-19 on the mode of teaching and learning of real estate subjects in 

higher education are apparent. COVID-19 has led educators to explore various technological 

tools that can support online learning among students. One of such tools that becomes 

popular during the global lockdown is the breakout rooms. Breakout room is a MS Team tool 

that supports online group seminars among students’ cohorts. The tool aims to randomly (or 

purposively) group learners into different rooms (groups) for collaborative and active study. 

Literatures (Brahm and Kleiner, 1996; Jones, 2006; Burgess and Sievertsen, 2020) have 

indicated that group learning activities improves critical thinking, confidence, performance, 

communication skills, teamwork, peer’s relationship among learners. However, the 

contemporary online group learning presents new challenges to both educators and students 

alike (Burgess and Sievertsen, 2020). Students’ body language to task and level of 

concentration of students during classes are usually assessed by educators (knowingly or 

unknowingly) in traditional face-2-face teaching. However, these factors cannot be assessed 

by educators during online lessons. The ability to effectively manage students group learning 

will require effective usage of technological tools that support learning, which often require 

acquiring new skills by educators (Burgess and Sievertsen, 2020). 

Roberts and McInnerney (2007) argued that there are clear differences in roles and functions 

of educators and students in a face-2-face group learning and online group learning. Whilst 

students are at the receiving end of knowledge in a typical face-2-face group learning 

arrangement, both educators and students are at the receiving end in an online group setting. 

This is because both students and their tutors have got to learn new computer (application) 

skills and accept changes associated with online learning for it to be effective (Robert and 

Mclnnerney, 2007). This study has not mainly investigated the skills learnt by both PMD 

students and academics but has sort the views of both parties on their experiences using 

breakout room technology during the unusual period of COVID 19 pandemic. 

2.2 Effectiveness of group learning and students’ engagements 

Teaching and learning in higher education could include self-direct learning, classroom 

teaching (or face-2-face learning), online learning, research and enquiry, field observation, 

scenario analysis and so on (Post, 2011). Irrespective of the learning types and methods, 

students’ engagement, participation, and interests are centre to effective teaching and 

learning (Arbaugh, 2000; Laal and Ghodsi, 2012).  
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Group learning has been an effective method of learning in higher education for a long time 

now (Laal and Ghodsi, 2012). Scholars (Wright and Lander, 2003; Post, 2011) argued that 

group learning is one of the most appropriate method of learning and teaching built 

environment (real estate) subjects. This is because many of the built environment 

professionals (including, architects, quantity surveyors, urban planners and real estate 

surveyors and others) rely on collaboration to get work done. For example, in a typical 

property development project, a property developer or investor would require the skills and 

services of architects, quantity surveyors (QS), builders, estate surveyors, planners and others 

to successfully develop a property (site). An architect would design the property site, the QS 

quantifies the cost of building the same property, and a real estate surveyor estimates the 

worth (value) of the property. They work as team to get projects done in real life. Hence, it is 

essential that students (real estate students in particular) are exposed to this way of working 

whilst at the University (Wright and Lander, 2003).    

The essence of active collaborative learning is to ensure that students participate, engage, 

and acquire knowledge from working together as a group (online or offline). For activeness in 

learning to be achieved, student participation and engagement are important (Clark, 1999). 

That is, participatory (group) learning principle must be adhered to, for effective student 

learning in both face-2-face and online learning settings (Arbaugh, 2000). According to 

Brindley et al (2009) and Laal and Ghodsi (2012), effectiveness of teaching methods and styles 

can be measured via: 

i. Students level engagements and participations 

ii. Students communication and interaction 

iii. Students feedback, and 

iv. Students results 

Students engagement occur when students make psychological investment into learning 

(Kolb, 1973; Kuh et al, 2008; Laal and Ghodsi, 2012; Pokhrel and Chhetri, 2021). That is, they 

are willing to learn, participate, ponder, query, communicate, review, and relate with 

teaching contents offered by the educator.  The activeness in student engagement to learn 

are influenced by both internal and external factors (Zhao and Kuh, 2004; Kuh et al, 2008). 

The internal factors include, behavioural engagement (which defines how students appears 

to be engaging), cognitive engagement (which is concerns with student’s mental processes of 

paying attention) and emotional-affective engagement (which deals with students positive or 

negative experience in learning) (Zhao and Kuh, 2004; Kuh et al, 2008). Whilst these factors 

are manageable through various students support services in higher education institutions, 

the internal factors are usually not perceptible by educators, unlike the external factors. The 

external factors are often noticeable and can be better managed to enhance students’ 

engagements (Reeves et al, 2004). Examples of the external factors includes, students’ 

education background, social background, age and maturity, families, peers, and other 

environmental stressors. All these factors influence the students’ performance and 

willingness to learn (Brindley et al, 2009). 

There are several methods to measure student engagement. They include self-reporting (such 

as, surveys, questionnaires, checklists, and rating scales), direct observations, work sample 
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analyses and focused case studies (Arbaugh, 2000; Pokhrel and Chhetri, 2021). Student 

engagement can also be inferred from students results and feedbacks (Laal and Ghodsi, 2012). 

Assessing student engagement is seen as an essential step towards a learning institution 

becoming a successful proponent. Critical educators (Kuh et al, 2008; Pokhrel and Chhetri, 

2021) have raised concerns that definitions and assessments of student engagement are 

often exclusive to the values represented by dominant groups within the learning 

environment where the analysis is conducted. 

The psychological, social, and academic benefits of group learning are well documented (Kolb, 

1973; Siemens, 2005; Leonard and Leonard, 2003; Post, 2011; Burgess and Sievertsen, 2020). 

Online group learning can present challenges to educators because the tools and 

opportunities for discovering students’ preconceptions and cultural perspectives are often 

limited by bandwidth constraints that limit the view of body language and paralinguistic clue 

(Siemens, 2005). Online learning can have a negative impact on efficacy of communication. 

Thus, the effectiveness of online learning require educator to constantly reflects on learners’ 

engagement and performance within the intervening technology. This also provides safe 

environments for both learners and educators to increase their sense of Internet efficacy. 

Engagement and communication during online group learning are now better facilitated 

through technological tools. That is, learners can now communicate via the chats without 

having any serious connection with the learning activities. However, such attributed benefits 

could present some challenges to educators in assessing the right level of students’ 

engagements during online group learning (Reeves et al, 2004; Burgess and Sievertsen, 2020). 

Collaborative learning engages learners in knowledge sharing, inspiring each other, 

depending upon each other, and applying active social interaction in a small group. Studies 

(Driscoll, 2005; Barab and Duffy, 2000; Garrison et al, 2000; Brindley et al, 2009) have shown 

that group learning could only be effective if the following conditions are fulfilled: 

i. Students want to work with each other, 

ii. Students feels comfortable and capable, 

iii. Tasks are suitable for diverse group 

iv. Support and intervention strategies are planned  

The above suggest that both the tutors and students have got important roles to play to attain 

effectiveness in group learning.  Conversely, additional effort is required by both parties in an 

online group learning. Online group learning and face-2-face group learning are similar in 

terms of number of participants and objectives of learning. However, the online group 

learning differs from face-2-face group learning in terms of practicality (that is, the mode of 

operation) (Garrison et al, 2020). Educators teaching style often influence mode of running 

online lessons and successful engagements among group of learners. The main role of a tutor 

as a user of online technological tool (such as, breakout room) is to facilitate learning tasks 

whilst using appropriate teaching styles to enhance students learning. 

The students are at the forefront of the study of breakout rooms (or any other technological 

tools) because their acceptance or rejection of such determines its success or failure 

respectively. Students and educators’ perspectives on use of technology to facilitating group 
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learning is very important to analysing effectiveness of online group lessons. This study 

explores the views of real estate educators and students on the use of breakout rooms in 

facilitation effective online classes during the COVID 19 pandemic. The next section presents 

details of methodology adopted in this study. 
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3.0 Methodology  

A mixed-methodology research strategy has been deployed to reach the aim and objectives 

of study. In other words, the study adopts both quantitative and qualitative research strategy, 

whilst upholding the principle of triangulation as depicted in Figure 1 below. This strategy 

aims to benefit from wide respondent coverage and in-depth data analysis associated with 

both quantitative and qualitative research respectively (Kivits, 2005; Opdenakker, 2006).  The 

research objectives were meet via questionnaire administration (online survey) to PMD 

students and interviewing of experienced PMD academics. Conversely, the base of the 

research took an interpretivist epistemological position and constructivist ontological. Thus, 

the research relies on the individual interpretations of participants (PMD students and PMD 

academics) on breakout rooms.  

Figure 1: Triangulation and mixed method approach  

 

Source: Author’s own (2021) 

 

3.1 Sampling 

A combination of purposive and random sampling has been adopted in drawing all research 

participants. The random sampling targeted PMD students across all levels of study (that is, 

level 4, level 5, level 6, and level 7). Questionnaire (online survey) was developed and 

administered via email to all the PMD students (population). Out of the 1,000 population, 

only 55 responses were retrieved. That is, 5.5% response rate were retrieved from the 

questionnaire administration. This sample representative is considered sufficient for this 

study as it cut across responses from students at all levels.  

Meanwhile, the sampled educators were purposively drawn based on their experiences on 

breakout rooms and willingness to participate in the study. An initial short survey was 

conducted to seek PMD academics view on their experience and their willingness to 

participate in this research. A total of seven (about 33%) PMD academics are experienced in 

breakrooms and are willing participate in this study. The interviews were conducted online 

via the MS Teams on agreed dates with all the seven educators.  
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The interviews were semi-structured. As such, discussions included predetermined and 

unplanned queries relating to the research objectives. Please see appendices 1 and 2 for 

copies of the administered questionnaire and the semi-structured interview template. 

3.2 Research strategy 

Strategies were adopted in drawing participants, retrieving data, analysing data, and 

presenting results. Figure 2 below summarises the snapshots of the strategy adopted in this 

study. It shows how data were acquired (from PMD students and PMD academics), analysed 

and presented. It also shows key themes that were derived and analysed in this study. 

Figure 2: Adopted Strategy 

 

Source: Author’s own (2021) 

Figure 2 shows that this study targeted PMD students’ satisfaction, engagement, and 

perceptions on the relevance of breakout rooms. It shows that the expected themes from 

analysing the interview data were on academics’ views on mode of operation, challenges, and 

effectiveness of breakout rooms. Conversely, new themes were discovered from analysing 

the interview data.  

The data retrieved via the online survey and interview were analysed using quantitative and 

qualitative research techniques respectively. The quantitative data were analysed using 

descriptive analysis. That is, analysis was conducted and presented using percentile and 

Charts (where appropriate). This was done to enhance comprehension of data analysis. 

Meanwhile, the qualitative data (interview recorded videos) were analysed using thematic 

data analysis underpinned by King’s theory (Kings, 2003; Adebayo 2017). The recorded 

interviews were analysed based on the predefined and emerging themes. As such, focus was 

kept on relevant issues relating to the research objectives. 
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4.0 Results and discussions 

4.1 Results: PMD students’ perspective 

Responses from the students spread across all levels of study. Analysis shows that 70% of 

responses (from PMD Students) are in their first year (that is, levels 4 and 7) in NTU. This 

indicates that views of freshers (undergraduate and postgraduate students) dominate the 

responses retrieved from the PMD students.  (This is not expected to have any significant 

implication of the analysis of data per se.) 

The study reaffirms that group learning pedagogy is a common practice of learning real estate 

courses (as argued in Laal and Ghodsi, 2012; Pokhrel and Chhetri, 2021).  Results show that 

an overwhelming 97% of PMD students shows that online group learning has been adopted 

whilst teaching them during the lockdown. In other words, the students have experience 

participating in breakout rooms sessions. Further results collated show that respondents have 

participated in breakout rooms sessions more than twice, prior the date of data collection.  

Conversely, the results show that students views on engagements with breakout rooms varies 

across module. The responses to question 5 (see appendix 1) reveals that level of engagement 

with breakout rooms varies across modules. Whilst this study has not investigated level of 

engagement across modules, the results implies that the role of academics and type of module 

is fundamental to students’ level of engagements with learning using breakout rooms.  This 

implication is buttressed in results retrieved from respondents on level of student satisfaction. 

Results on level of student satisfaction on breakout room sessions reveal low level of student 

satisfaction. Data analysis reveals that only 18% of the students’ respondents are satisfied 

with breakout rooms sessions. Meanwhile, 21% of respondents indicated that they are 

neither satisfied nor dissatisfied with the breakout room sessions. The remaining 61% that 

expressed dissatisfaction with the use of breakout rooms. These results suggest that breakout 

rooms is not fully effective in supporting online group learning with the PMD department (a 

result that was also confirmed by the interviewed academics). The result shows that there are 

issues that needs to be addressed to enhance students’ satisfaction and effectiveness of 

breakout rooms.  

However, the students view on relevance of breakout rooms in facilitating group learning is 

very high. That is, despite that PMD students are not satisfied with breakout room sessions, 

85% of the students are of the view that breakout rooms are important tool that could 

support online group learning if managed properly.  

Further analysis on students’ willingness to participate in future breakout room sessions 

affirms readiness of students to better engage in online group lessons using breakout rooms. 

79% of the students are willing to engage in future breakout room sessions (despite not 

currently satisfied with it). These results are indications that students are most likely to 

engage with breakout rooms sessions if sessions are adequately run. That is, a standardised 

structure for administering breakout rooms would be essential.  

To set a standardised structure for administering breakout room sessions, further enquiries 

on factors that can support students learning viz-a-viz breakout rooms were done. This study 
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enquired about the importance of six factors in enhancing breakout room sessions. These 

factors are: 

i. Knowledge of participants in a group 

ii. Knowledge of group task prior a session  

iii. Close supervision of tutors during sessions 

iv. Having a group leader to coordinate sessions. 

v. Timing of lessons (AM or PM), and  

vi. Duration of lessons and activities.  

Collated results (shown in Figure 3) reveal the students view on the above factors. 

Figure 3: Factors influencing students’ engagements and participation 

 

Source: Research work (2021) 

The above Figure 3 shows that all the predefined factors are relevant to students’ 

engagement and participation except for timing of lessons. Figure 3 reveals that majority of 

the respondents indicated that having a prior knowledge of task (that is, flipped learning 

activity) as the most important factor that could influence students' engagements and 

participation during breakout room sessions. This is followed by having a prior knowledge of 

group members and close supervision of activities by tutors during sessions. In other words, 

the above results suggest that flipped learning activities, purposive grouping of students and 

tutor attentions during online group learning are key elements to enhance effectiveness of 

breakout room tool. Further analysis on effectiveness of breakout rooms from PMD 

academics perspective are explored and presented the next section. 

4.2. Results: PMD academics perspective  

All the interviewed academics have utilised breakout rooms in more than two levels of study. 

That is, their individual experiences are not just limited to a level of study but spreads across 

levels 4, 5, 6 and 7. Hence, their views are expected to be rich, diverse, and reliable.  
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Analyses conducted on data retrieved from the interview revealed that there is no 

conventional way of running breakout rooms within the PMD department. However, two 

broad categories of running breakout room sessions can be inferred from the interviews. 

These two categories are: 

I.  Standard approach (that is, initial briefing at the main room, breaking into rooms, and 

converging into main room), and 

II. Flipped approach (that is, pre-task, initial briefing at the main room, and breaking into 

rooms). 

These approaches are of 3 stages each. The standard approach’s first stage involves the entire 

cohort (and tutor) going through activity contents in the main room. This is the stage where 

the tutor gives initial briefing on the activity for the day and any further instructions prior 

breaking the large cohort into small groups (rooms) for collaborative online group learning 

(stage 2). Once the students are grouped into rooms, the tutor then visits the rooms to 

support and facilitate collaborative learning. The last stage of running a breakout room 

session via the standard approach is converging of all students into the main room for further 

discussions on the task activity, presentation of results, feedback, and any other concluding 

remarks. One of the common flaws of this approach according to the respondents is that 

significant number of students do not get to complete the three stages of the standard 

approach.  

Meanwhile, the flipped approach is when the tutor gives a pre-task activity (stage 1) prior the 

session to enhance students’ confidence, inclusivity, and engagement. As such, individual 

learners are issued with the activity instructions (stage 2) prior the period of the online 

sessions.  As such, learners are expected to be knowledgeable about the group activity prior 

the breakout room sessions (stage 3). Respondents indicated that the flipped approach often 

leads to low students’ attendance (especially when they have not engaged with the pre-task 

before the sessions dates). However, the few students in attendance often participate and 

engage well.   

All the interviewed academics raised nearly similar problems ranging from technical issues 

with MS Teams breakout rooms, to lack of students’ cooperation and satisfactions with 

breakout rooms. One of the respondents hinted that breakout rooms has not completely or 

will never replace face-2-face group learning. The respondents indicated that the random 

grouping of students into rooms do not necessary adhere to the principle of active 

collaborative learning. This is because the randomisation of groups does not usually generate 

the desired outcomes that academics would normally want in a face-2-face setting. 

Conversely, it is time consuming to purposively group students into rooms using the breakout 

room functions.  

An emerging theme obtained from all the interviews is the relationship between student level 

of study and engagement during online group lessons. Results indicated that the higher the 

level of study, the more willing students participate and engage during online group learning. 

This adhere to scholars (Reeves et al, 2004; Pokhrel and Chhetri, 2021) arguments on the 

psychology of learning among mature students in higher education.  
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5.0 Conclusions and recommendations 

Online group learning will continue to be functional to real estate education and technology 

such as breakout room function will play a significant role in shaping its future. This inquiry 

has shown that whilst breakout room is an important technological tool that is useful in 

supporting online group learning in real estate education, its usefulness requires further 

consideration to enhance its effectiveness. This research concludes that breakout rooms is 

presently not as effective as it should in supporting active collaborative learning among PMD 

students. As such, the following recommendations are given to enhance its effectiveness: 

I.  Academic should be encouraged to adopts the flipped approach. Such that, students would 

have engaged with activity tasks individually prior the online group sessions. This would 

encourage students’ participation and collaborative learning. 

II.  The use of definitive MS Team Channels should be considered as an alternative option for 

PMD academics. This will help mitigate the challenges associated with indiscriminate 

grouping of students which in the view of the academics are not yielding positive results. 

III.  Online group meeting among students should not be limited to allocated timetable period. 

Meeting, discussion and learning through other social media platforms such as, WhatsApp 

group, zoom, Facebook and others should be encouraged among real estate students. 

IV. Further training of academics on handling technological tools for online learning should be 

encouraged. It is obvious that level of understanding of application of breakout room tool 

varies among PMD academics. 

V. The use of breakout rooms should be encouraged at higher level of study where students 

are matured and expected to be more confidence to interact with peers. In a situation where 

breakout rooms are to be adopted for level 4 students and other large student cohort, 

reasonable number of academics should be timetabled for such session. This will help in 

better organisation, management, and effectiveness in group learning. Personal experience 

and inquiry from students and academics have shown that an academic cannot efficiently 

facilitates more than two groups. 
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Appendix 1: Questionnaire for PMD students  

[Here is the link to the online survey: 

https://forms.office.com/Pages/DesignPage.aspx?auth_pvr=OrgId&auth_upn=adejimi.adebayo%40n

tu.ac.uk&lang=en-GB&origin=OfficeDotCom&route=Start#FormId=xcLLiu3Ix0KBabpDig2-

LzAUQTSWie5OsmP7rpb0ckJUMVZSVjFIVk83STdHWVc3UTQ0S0RKN01ZMC4u]  

Hello, 

I am currently undertaking a survey on students’ views on breakout rooms. The study aims to 

reassess roles of breakout rooms in active and collaborative learning among PMD students. Please 

complete all questions to the best of your knowledge. Thank you. 

Adejimi 

 

1. Please indicate your year of study 

(For example; Year 1/Level 4)  

2. Have you ever been involved in breakout rooms sessions? 

Yes  (   )        No (   ) 

3. How many times have you participated in breakout room session? 

1-2 times (  ) 

3- 4 times (   ) 

5- 6 times  (   ) 

More than 6 times (   ) 

4. Do you find the breakout rooms engaging? 

Yes  (   )       No  (   ) 

5. Is the level of engagement different across different modules? 

Yes (  )    No (    ) 

6. How satisfied are you with the breakout room sessions? 

Very satisfied (  ) 

Satisfied  (  ) 

Not satisfied (   ) 

7. Will you be willing to learn and engage with colleagues (other students) via the breakout 

rooms in the nearest future? 

Yes (  )    No (   ) 

8. Do you think breakout rooms are useful tool for student active learning and collaboration? 

Yes (   )    No (   ) 

9. Please leave any additional thoughts on breakout rooms. 

………………………………………………………………………………………………………………………………………………

………………………………………………………………………………………………………………………………………………

………………………………………………………………………………………………………………………………………………

……………………………………………………………………………………………………………………………………………. 

 

 

 

 

 

 

https://forms.office.com/Pages/DesignPage.aspx?auth_pvr=OrgId&auth_upn=adejimi.adebayo%40ntu.ac.uk&lang=en-GB&origin=OfficeDotCom&route=Start#FormId=xcLLiu3Ix0KBabpDig2-LzAUQTSWie5OsmP7rpb0ckJUMVZSVjFIVk83STdHWVc3UTQ0S0RKN01ZMC4u
https://forms.office.com/Pages/DesignPage.aspx?auth_pvr=OrgId&auth_upn=adejimi.adebayo%40ntu.ac.uk&lang=en-GB&origin=OfficeDotCom&route=Start#FormId=xcLLiu3Ix0KBabpDig2-LzAUQTSWie5OsmP7rpb0ckJUMVZSVjFIVk83STdHWVc3UTQ0S0RKN01ZMC4u
https://forms.office.com/Pages/DesignPage.aspx?auth_pvr=OrgId&auth_upn=adejimi.adebayo%40ntu.ac.uk&lang=en-GB&origin=OfficeDotCom&route=Start#FormId=xcLLiu3Ix0KBabpDig2-LzAUQTSWie5OsmP7rpb0ckJUMVZSVjFIVk83STdHWVc3UTQ0S0RKN01ZMC4u
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Appendix 2: Semi-structure interview template  

Thank you for your time. The action research explores the roles of online breakout rooms to 

collaborative active students learning within the Property Management and Development (PMD) 

department. The research investigate how breakout rooms can be better utilised for collaborative 

learning. Your views and experiences with breakrooms will sorted and analysed for this purpose. Your 

participation should take approximately 30 minutes. Your participation in this interview/survey is 

entirely voluntary and you have the right to withdraw at any time during the interview and for any 

reason that you do not have to state. 

PMD Academics 

1. Please state the module(s) that you have adopted breakout rooms. 

2. What was the average number of students involved? 

3. What is the average number of rooms created per session? 

4. Can you briefly explain the mode of operation (mode of running the session) that you would 

normally use? 

5. Has this ever changed? 

6. Prior dividing/grouping students into rooms, would you normally give a general introduction 

to the seminar activity? 

7. Do you tend to meet all groups at the main room after the activity? 

8. In your own opinion, how effective is breakrooms in engaging students? 

9. Have you ever encountered any problem using the breakout room tool? 

10. Have you ever sought your students’ opinions on the use of breakout rooms? 

11. How do you think breakrooms can be better utilised for active collaborative learning? 

 

 


