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The Effect of Multidisciplinary
Design Education for a Creative
Climate in the Collaborative
Design Process

Daeun Kwon', Sunhee ]angl*

! Department of Industrial Design, Sungshin Women’s University, Seoul, Korea

Abstract Background The demand for design college graduates with previous
experience is increasing since industries progressively require more multidisciplinary
project work. For more than a decade, beginning in countries such as Great Britain,
the need for multidisciplinary design education has been felt and related research and
education programs have been implemented. Following this trend, Korea also launched
in 2009 a multidisciplinary design school development project. In the present study,
we seck to verify whether, after three years following the inception of this project, the
students who received this multidisciplinary education can be considered to have attained
more creative problem-solving abilities than the students who majored only in design,
based on their completion of a project after teaming up with students from various other

departments.

Methods When it is heterogeneous and in the in-depth discussion stage, the
EMT (heterogeneous teams, including multidisciplinary design majors) produced more
creative output than the EDT/(heterogeneous team, including design-only majors) as a
result of a design task experiment. Therefore we compared the team climate, and how it
affects the creative output, of the EDT and the EMT in the in-depth discussion stage of

the heterogeneous groups by the conversation analysis.

Results The EMT had more conversations on the group climate and placed more
weight on negative feedback than the EDT based on the results of the conversation
analysis. Of the conversations related to the group climate, the amount of weight given
to the conversations by design-only students and multidisciplinary students in each
team showed that the latter participated in the conversations at a ratio for commenting
more equally than the design-only students. Multidisciplinary students showed relatively
uniform participation in the motivation, positive feedback, negative feedback and
suggestion. However, the design-only students tended to concentrate on a particular

aspect, especially motivation.

Conclusion This study was able to confirm that students who received multidisciplinary
design education, when they form a team with various other majors to do a project and
in the in-depth discussion stage, show differences in creative climate to solve problems

and produce more creative output than students majoring in only design.
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Figure 1 The Relationships among Creativity Components
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Table 2 The evaluation form of design output creativity
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Table 3 The inter-rater reliability of the output

Elaboration
N R i A
ovelty esolution & Synthesis verage
Experiment A 0.767 0.722 0.696 0.892
Experiment B 0.844 0.897 0.864 0.815
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S5 ] el A B 4E (Tabled)2} o] AT 2ol B3},
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Table 4 The evaluation of output creativity(homogeneous groups)

Experiment A Experiment B

oDT oMT P-value  ODT omT P-value
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Figure 2 Examples of Output in Homogeneous Groups
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Table 5 The evaluation of output creativity(heterogeneous groups)

Experiment A Experiment B

EDT EMT P-value  EDT EMT P-value
Novelty 3.39 3.46 917 2.86 3.34 191
Resolution |3.39 3.46 .903 3.59 5.32 .000
Elaboration
. 2 22 22 . .
& Synthesis 3.71 3.26 3 4 414 770
Average 3.80 3.69 .815 3.54 4.27 .009
Score 53.00 51.11 .851 44.33 61.11 .029
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between Design Team and Multidisciplinary Team
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Table 7 Comparing the number of conversations relate to the group climate between

the EDT and EMT

Team member
Code M l o g . l.
ERT IET i [esie T |
Majors
[Group Climate] 89 163 50 65
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Suggestion 13 39 9 17
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