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Abstract

In 2016, The University of Leeds introduced a redesigned lecture theatre in
The School of Dentistry that involved a change in the layout to one that
allowed for collaborative teaching, and the incorporation of educational
technology. This study explored how the staff were utilising the new layout,
the integrated technology, and explored the thought processes behind the
pedagogical choices made by individual teachers. A novel model was created
to combine theories of technology acceptance, technical and pedagogical
knowledge and teacher conceptions in order to explore the situation in depth.

Following ethical approval, fifteen staff members from The School of Dentistry
were interviewed regarding their perceptions of teaching within the new
lecture theatre. Thematic analysis of the interview transcriptions using an
iterative approach identified multiple factors that motivated change or
facilitated new practices.

Findings indicated that the space alone encouraged six staff making
significant changes to how they taught. They took advantage of the layout
more than the technology. A further six lecturers expressed a strong desire to
do make changes if adequate training and support had been provided.

Those that made changes were more likely to possess further educational
gualifications and be student focused. The lack of institutional vision,
traditional curriculum design and lack of pedagogical training were frequently
blamed for changes not being made. Change would appear to be largely
instigated by the individual, however, the institution has a critical role to play
for all but the earliest of adopters.

The interface between learning spaces, beliefs and pedagogic decision
making is under-researched. Existing models of technology acceptance and
teacher conception fall short of explaining teacher choices and behaviours
when presented with new spaces. The novel model presented provides a
framework that can be used for further research and guide staff support during
pedagogical change.
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1 Introduction

In his book “The Process of Education”, Jerome Bruner described the process
of learning as having two components; (1) that which is required to be able to
undertake a specific task, and (2) that which enables the learner to adapt and
develop within new situations. (Bruner, 1960, p.17). When thinking who the
“‘learners” in the University are, it is not just the students, but staff too are
developing their teaching practices. When new teaching concepts are
introduced, the staff members must learn new skills and new approaches in
order to adapt.

In 2016, The University of Leeds introduced three “collaborative” lecture
theatres which replaced traditionally arranged lecture theatres as part of the
Digital Strategy for Student Education (University of Leeds, 2013). One of
these was the Dental Lecture Theatre (DLT). Located within the School of
Dentistry, the DLT was the main setting for theoretical learning and teaching
within the school.

Shortly after the introduction of these redesigned lecture theatres, a press

release announced that students “loved the facilities”, with high satisfaction

scores and claimed that they were “great for group work” (Hamnett, 2017).

The same press release included quotes that the innovative spaces had

allowed students to work collaboratively and that some staff had been able to
Aundertake the type of teachingWhileteybdve
this may have been true for some staff, it was not known whether it was true

for dental lecturers or whether the introduction had any other effects on their

teaching practices such as workload or induced anxiety of using something

new.

Despite research being available stating that staff are observed to behave
differently when delivering the same lessons in different environments
(Whiteside et al., 2010), less is known about the effect of changing a teaching
space on the attitudes and reflexivity of staff with regards to their teaching
practices. It could be assumed that, as with any developments, some staff
members may embrace the direction of change, others may not feel quite so
comfortable. It has been seen amongst schoolteachers that when learning
spaces change, and technology is introduced, teachers can find the adoption
of new pedagogical practices to be challenging (Carvalho et al., 2020).

This study aims to explore the impact that the redesigned space had on the
staff that used the space, what they thought about it, whether they changed



-2-

their teaching practices, and how did they adapt to imposed change upon their
teaching spaces.

1.1  The setting

The Dental Surgery programme within The School of Dentistry at Leeds
University is a five-year programme, with 90 to 100 undergraduate students in
each year. All 29 modules in the programme are compulsory, and the
curriculum design is closely aligned with and monitored by the UK General
Dental Council (GDC). The GDC have produced a guidance document
“Preparing for Practice” (General Dental Council, 2015), outlining the learning
outcomes that students are required to demonstrate by the time of
gualification. Amongst those outcomes, team-working and communication
skills appear alongside clinical abilities and professionalism. These learning
outcomes are mapped against the modules within the programme.

Teaching in The School of Dentistry consists of four main teaching modalities;
large group lectures, small group seminars, clinical skills teaching in specialist
facilities and real-world treatment of patients under supervision. Lectures
provide most of the knowledge-based learning. Each year group receives four
1-hour lectures per week, all taking place within one morning, which makes up
approximately 20% of the students’ time at university.
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Prior to redesign, DLT had a “traditional” lecture theatre layout with students in
rows (Figure 1-1). From conversations with students, the majority of teaching
they received followed what could be described as a traditional, didactic
lecture style of a 50 minute to 1 hour presentation of PowerPoint slides with a
short period of time for questions at the end. Typically, students were provided
with handouts of the slides in advance to annotate during the lecture. The
redesigned lecture theatre (Figure 1-2) incorporated features to facilitate a
wide range of learning and teaching styles.

—— i

Figure 1-1 Original layout of the Dental Lecture Theatre (faces blurred to
preserve anonymity).

Figure 1-2 The Redesigned Dental Lecture Theatre



-4 -

The general layout of the redesigned lecture theatre is on 6 tiers with students
arranged in booths, known locally as “pods” that can accommodate 4 to 5
students. This is intended to allow for easier group discussion and

collaborative tasks (Figure 1-3) as they can face each other and are
positioned around a shared laptop (Figure 1-4) or their own devices.

Figure 1-3 - Students chatting together in a “pod.” (Consent has been
provided by the students displayed in this picture).

Figure 1-4 - Student booth showing incorporated laptop.
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The students have various controls in their booths (Figure 1-5) that allow them
to communicate with the teacher and with each other. The incorporation of
charging points and readily available Wi-Fi allows them to communicate with
the wider world using their own devices. A light can be used for illumination of
the bench but also can be used as a signal to the teacher that they want
attention. The microphone allows the rest of the room and the lecture capture
systems to hear what they are saying.

Figure 1-5 - Student control panel including; A-Microphone device, B-
microphone push button, C-HDMI cable, D-power sockets, E-light switch,
F-USB sockets, G-loudspeaker
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The lecturer’s podium (Figure 1-6) shows a wide array of digital technologies
at the teacher’s disposal. The three projectors can be used for dual as well as

central projection.

Figure 1-6 - View from teacher's point of view, showing: A-main presentation
screen, B-digital whiteboard, C-command console. D-Keyboard and
mouse switchable between PC and whiteboard, E-mobile microphones,
F-cables for BYOD (bring your own device), G-visualiser, H-projectors.

The command console allows the teacher to choose the inputs to the screens
(Figure 1-7), the room lighting and also can select individual student laptops to
share on screen with the rest of the class (Figure 1-8).

Figure 1-7 — Command console Figure 1-8 — Command console
showing selection of inputs showing selection of student
devices

As can be seen, the lecture theatre is laden with digital technology, along with
what is provided, the connections available allow the lecturer to bring along
any of their own devices or specialised equipment leading to a potential for a
great range of different teaching and learning practices to be carried out.
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The introduction of the redesigned DLT was accompanied by staff training
sessions which were described in a report on the use of the spaces following
their introduction, as being more about how to use the technology, than how
to change pedagogy (Clement, 2018).

1.2 The challenges faced by dental teaching staff

In the School, teaching staff are mainly qualified dentists that have chosen to
come and teach as a secondary career or scientists that have followed a more
conventional academic route. Teachers are at all levels up to professor, but
the largest proportion are clinical teaching fellows (CTFs). Their job plan
consists of 70% clinical teaching (3.5 days per week), the remainder of their
time (1.5 days per week) are to be used for general scholarship and
administrative duties. Most staff either lead a module or co-lead with another
member of staff. All staff have personal tutees and clinical staff are required to
keep up to date with their own Continuing Professional Development to retain
their registration with the GDC. This leaves very little time for teaching design
or preparation. Lectures are generally provided in one-hour slots which comes
out of other allocated time. Senior clinical teaching fellows (SCTFs), associate
professors and professors receive a greater amount of administration time as
they are required to undertake significant organisational and leadership roles
within the school.

One of the challenges that staff face is to provide an excellent student
experience. This is important, as with increasing competition for places,
students paying high tuition fees and amassing large debts in order to
complete their education, there is a necessity to give students an excellent
experience for more than just collegiate pride. The student population is
diverse, and teaching needs to reflect this by being flexible, adaptable and
accessible. At the University of Leeds, students come from 170 different
countries, with 11.4% registering a disability (University of Leeds, 2019).
There are also increasing numbers of students who are carers and parents.

One measure of the student experience is the Teaching Excellence
Framework (TEF). TEF was introduced as a trial in 2017. Looking at
parameters such as rates of dropout, student feedback and satisfaction and
graduate employment rates, the framework leads to establishments receiving
a rating of Gold, Silver or Bronze (UCAS, 2020). From 2020 these ratings may
determine the level of fees that can be levied. They may also be used by
prospective students in their decisions on choice of university (Bhardwa,
2019). One of the metrics that contributes to TEF is the National Student
Survey known as the NSS which asks students a range of questions about
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their overall experience, in 2020 there were 4 questions related to quality of
teaching:

1. Staff are good at explaining things.
2. Staff have made the subject interesting.
3. The course is intellectually stimulating.
4. My course has challenged me to achieve my best work.
(Office for Students, 2020)

Students respond using a five-point Likert scale ranging from ‘Strongly
Disagree’ to ‘Strongly Agree’. Although these questions relate to the whole
range of teaching activities, there are some modules within the school of
dentistry that are entirely lecture based, and thus the need for excellent
teaching in lectures is vital.

However, there does have to be a balance between what students want from
their education and what teachers judge to be effective educational practice.
There is a risk that student satisfaction rather than good pedagogical practice
is seen as the marker of quality for universities, and that quality assurance
becomes more concerned with providing what students want, rather than
providing them with what they need and the actual quality of the teaching
(Blackmore, 2009).

1.3  Overview of the project

Within the first year of the refurbished lecture theatre being opened, informal
discussions with colleagues revealed a general feeling of them being unaware
of how they were expected to use it. In response to this | set up a meeting and
sent out a general invitation for anyone wanting to discuss how we
approached the lecture theatre to come along and discuss how we use the
space as a teaching team. A number of staff attended, and subsequent
discussion revealed that most felt some level of anxiety regarding the space.
The key themes that came from that meeting were:

1 To use the space as intended they needed to be using “the technology”
but didn’t really know what it could do and how it could help them.

1 Some didn’t know how to fit extra activities into their one-hour lecture
and still deliver the amount of information they had felt expected to
deliver.

1 Some were afraid that the technology would fail in the middle of a
teaching session, and they would look incompetent.
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1 Some said they just didn’t know how to do anything different than the
traditional lecture delivery they were used to.

1 A smaller number said they had tried something different to engage the
students in a session but weren’t sure if they’d done it right or whether
it had been successful.

Following the meeting this research project was devised to explore these
expressions more rigorously to find out what sentiments, desires and
constraints lay behind those statements.

Being a user of the space myself, | understood and shared the concerns
raised by the staff and wanted to learn more about what issues and factors
had led to anxieties being raised. Feeling no compulsion from the university or
anyone else to change how | taught, | was keen to make use of a space that
had been provided at great expense to its fullest, ultimately for the benefit of
my students. The thesis will explore the journey that teaching in higher
education has taken over previous years to reach the point where learning
spaces are undergoing changes, and also the journey of staff members, like
me, who are bringing their past experiences and knowledge of the subject
area, and students to a new teaching space. Through those journeys it is
hoped to be able to provide the reader with a greater appreciation of the areas
where challenges arise and support is required when familiar learning spaces
undergo radical change.

Successive reviews of the literature highlight the issue that learning spaces
are both under-researched, and a lack of understanding of the interplay
between spaces, teaching and learning processes exists(Temple 2007; Ellis &
Goodyear 2016; Leijon et al 2022). Furthermore, the reviews highlight that
most of that research relates to the influence of learning spaces on student
learning, and very little on the practices of staff. Much of the available
literature tends to look at outcomes rather than how the design of a teaching
space can help to shape the activities that take place there (Yeoman &
Wilson, 2019).

The choice of the DLT offers a unique opportunity to investigate how the
change of a space affects the attitudes and teaching practices of dental
teachers delivering lectures. The interface between learning spaces and
pedagogical choices is a universal concept. Whilst the data gathered in this
project is focussed on dental lecturers and the delivery of dental education, it
is likely that many of the issues faced will be common across many disciplines
in higher education and the findings could be transferrable across the whole
education centre, wherever changes to learning spaces take place. of the
changing landscape in higher education, followed by an exploration of
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available literature on how teacher beliefs are shaped by internal and external
factors. By using a starting point of various models that exist to predict, assist
and explain staff adoption of new teaching practices and the adoption of
technology a framework will be created to explore the phenomenon in greater
depth. It is anticipated that the knowledge gained from this project will help
inform educational leaders in all disciplines to provide frameworks for
assisting staff through future changes in spaces and pedagogical practices.
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2 Literature Review

In 2017 the Horizon Report into Higher Education looked at trends and
challenges facing the sector over the ensuing five years (Adams Becker et al.,
2017). The identified trends included:

1 Redesigning learning spaces, to move away from “traditional lecture-
based lessons” to spaces that allow for a range of pedagogies, to be
more interactive and better resemble real world scenarios.

1 Promoting collaborative learning, with students working together with
their peers or their teachers.

1 Improving digital literacy and digital equity, promotion of working in
digital environments, but also addressing the lack or equal access to
digital technology.

The report also highlighted the change in roles that educators would play in
the future, from being teachers to being facilitators. They would need to be
able to learn to use new technologies and be able to introduce new
pedagogical approaches to be able to match the intention of the newly
developing learning spaces.

With the introduction of the redesigned lecture theatres at Leeds University,
press releases at the time described them as collaborative, digitally enabled
learning spaces (Morris, 2016). The theatres were designed to allow for a
range of different pedagogies. Primarily aimed at increasing the provision of
collaborative teaching, the design still included the option to provide traditional
didactic lectures. Even though the furniture in the lecture theatre cannot be
moved, the fact that it can be used in a variety of teaching styles would make
this an “Enabling Learning Space” as described by Elkington and Bligh, as it
facilitates a range of different teaching activities (Elkington and Bligh, 2019,
p.12). Whilst it is left open to staff to choose how to teach, if staff were to
adopt new teaching practices, they would need to develop the skills to do so.

This literature review will examine the changing nature of lectures, lecture
theatre design, the skills required by staff to adopt using technology in
education, develop their pedagogical practices and the factors that may
influence the adoption or otherwise of new practices. Finally, there will be an
exploration of how the design of a lecture theatre may impact on the teaching
behaviour of staff.
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2.1 The changing nature of lectures

Lectures have formed the backbone of large-group university education for
many years (Daud et al., 2017). The layout of students in rows facing the front
(Figure 1-1) and a podium for the teacher at the front, places the focus
squarely on the teacher rather than students.

Student satisfaction with lectures is reported to be low and attendance is
falling (Walsh, 2012; Doggrell, 2021). The benefits to students of attending
lectures and a positive correlation between attendance and improved
examination results have been widely reported (Gatherer and Manning, 1998;
Massingham and Herrington, 2006; Newman-Ford et al., 2008; O’Dwyer,
2011; Midle et al., 2016; Demir et al., 2017; Doggrell, 2021). It is important
therefore, to both encourage attendance and address the reasons for non-
attendance.

This section will examine how and why the nature of lectures within higher
education may be changing in response to advancements in technology and a
move towards making teaching more student focussed.

2.1.1 Traditional lectures

For this study, the definition of a ‘traditional lecture’ will be taken from
Freeman et al. (2014) as being a “continuous exposition by the teacher.”
Although this may not be a universally accepted definition, it does align with
Bligh (2000) who compared traditional lectures to a speech or sermon, with
the teacher placed at the centre and the students as passive recipients.

Traditional lectures have been described by some as an outdated mode of
information delivery (Gibbs, 1981; French and Kennedy, 2016; Schwartzstein
and Roberts, 2017). Using a questionnaire-based study of health science
undergraduates, Bati et al., (2013) found that although 51% of dental students
thought the content of the lectures was essential for their learning, only 26%
found the lecture format useful and only 23% found them interesting. The
reasons for not attending included; boring subjects, boring lecturers, having to
work for other subjects, illness, sleeping and generally felt they could learn
from the lecture notes without having to attend (Kelly, 2012; Bati et al., 2013;
Desalegn et al., 2014; Persky et al., 2014; Petrovi¢ and Pale, 2015).

Traditional lectures have also been criticised for being too heavily linked to
learning outcomes, rather than preparing students adequately for the real
world (Hannafin and Land, 1997). They are though, only one aspect of a
student’s learning and are usually supplemented by seminars, tutorial and
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practical exercises where gained knowledge can be explored further through
experiential learning or discussion.

When done badly, traditional lectures have been criticised for encouraging
rote learning and not engaging the students in discussion (Pickering and
Roberts, 2017). But, despite criticism, lectures can be informative, entertaining
and inspiring (French and Kennedy, 2016), as well as creating a social
atmosphere for cohorts to meet, have discussions and getting to know the
teaching staff in a cost-effective manner (Bligh, 2000).

2.1.2 Active learning and lectures

Psychologists have long debated the process of learning and the conditions in
which we learn. Robert Gagné provided several learning concepts, some
observed from nature, such as learning by association, learning by trial and
error, and conditioned Pavlovian learning, along with more contemporary
theories of information processing based upon cognitive load and memory
transformation (Gagné, 1985). Building upon this work, Rosenshine (2012)
used an evidence-based approach to explore which classroom practices led
to improved performance and provided ten principles of instruction shown by
research to improve learning. These include activities such as asking
guestions and checking understanding, guiding student practice and providing
the students with scaffolds for difficult tasks. These do not relate to the
traditional lecture as described above, but these principles can be applied in
the lecture theatre by using planned activities instead of a continuous
monologue.

Benwell and Eison (1991) described active learning as students being
engaged in activities other than simply receiving information during the
lecture. Taking this definition, active learning may include diverse activities
such as; asking students to analyse and evaluate the subject material
(Beichner, 2014; Park and Choi, 2014), employing a flipped classroom
approach (Gilboy et al., 2015) or the use of technology to support
engagement and check prior knowledge, as an alternative to the flipped
classroom (Pickering and Roberts, 2018). In a large-scale study Hake (1998)
found that students taught using interactive-engagement methods had
significantly better assessment outcomes than those taught in a traditional or
non-interactive manner. Unfortunately, Hake does not really elucidate what
interactive engagement was involved, apart from describing activities as being
“heads-on” or “hands-on”. One can only make assumptions about what these
activities are. A more recent meta-analysis of 225 studies reported that
students receiving traditional lectures had lower grades and were 1.5 times
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more likely to fail than students whose lectures involved active learning,
regardless of class size (Freeman et al., 2014).

It is also not clear whether students want a change in how their lectures are
delivered. Whilst active learning may have its benefits (Freeman et al., 2014;
McLean et al., 2016; Hunsu et al., 2016; Morton and Colbert-Getz, 2017; Chiu
and Cheng, 2017; Akcayir and Akgayir, 2018; Gomez-Tejedor et al., 2020),
Reid and Johnston, (1999) warn that students may not be so positive about
interactions with each other, and these may be harder to promote in the
lecture theatre. There have also been concerns raised that active learning
may not benefit all students in the same way, for instance Reinholz et al.
(2022) found active learning scenarios in mathematics to produce inequity in
favour of male undergraduates.

2.1.3 Socio-cultural theory and the move towards collaborative
learning

Despite concerns, overall, the benefits of active learning are clear. One
particular aspect of active learning that the lecture theatre has been designed
to promote is collaborative learning.

Collaborative learning has been promoted as having potential benefits for
student education (Gokhale, 1995; Zheng et al., 2015; Loes and Pascarella,
2017; Loes et al., 2018; Robbins and Hoggan, 2019; Mannisto et al., 2020;
Scager et al., 2020). The idea that learning is more effective when learning
with others has grown out of the early 20" century theories of Piaget,
Vygotsky and Dewey (Ruey, 2010).

Collaborative learning has been defined as students working together on
tasks in small groups (De Hei et al., 2015) with the teacher acting as guide
and facilitator (Robbins and Hoggan, 2019). The benefits of learning
collaboratively have been described as not just gaining knowledge, but
students also learn how to interact, formulate arguments, negotiate and instil
their own understanding more deeply (Gunderson and Moore, 2008). Of
relevance to this research project, all of these are essential skills in modern
dental work settings and relate directly to the more transferrable outcomes
contained in Preparing for Practice (GDC, 2018).

Collaborative learning has its roots in socio-cultural theory (SCT) that has as
its central tenet that each individual, learning by themselves can only go so
far, and can go further by interacting with others (Lourenco, 2012). Vygotsky
proposed that when children are learning new concepts, by initially conversing
with others, they begin to develop an inner language or ‘private speech’ as
they start to internalise knowledge (Lantolf, 1994). Vygotsky developed his
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theories around the way the human brain interacts and makes sense with the
social and physical world around it through symbolic artefacts such as
language, science, numeracy etc., via a process of mediation; that is, the
mental faculty to use these artefacts as tools (Lantolf et al., 2015). One aspect
of Vygotsky’s theory was the potential range that learning can extend to whilst
interacting with others, termed the Zone of Proximal Development (ZPD),
could be extended by the help of those around them, termed ‘more
knowledgeable others’ (MKO) (Vygotsky, 1978). The ‘others’ could be their
peers at different stages of development or a teacher or parent. The
appropriate support provided to help development was termed scaffolding.

Whilst there are aspects of SCT that could clearly transfer to the lecture
theatre environment such as social interaction and scaffolding, the MKO may
be more problematic as they may not be paired with more knowledgeable
others in their own groupings, or the main MKO, the lecturer may not be able
to interact with all groups if there is a large cohort. ZPD has also been
criticised for encouraging the learner to be passive and may just repeat the
views of others rather than develop their own (Pathan et al., 2018).

Collaborative learning, in general, has been shown to have positive benefits
with respect to both outcomes and student satisfaction (Laal and Ghodsi,
2012; Leow and Neo, 2018; Clinton and Wilson, 2019; Scager et al., 2020;
Leopold and Smith, 2020).

Rocca et al., (2014), investigated whether students felt there was a benefit to
working collaboratively after they introduced a collaborative component to an
undergraduate scientific teaching module in Italy. Student feedback gained by
guestionnaire using Likert scales and open questions showed that the
students who partook in collaborative learning felt more prepared for their
exams and created a better relationship with their teacher. Whether their
grades actually improved was not reported. Some students had difficulty with
this style of learning in the beginning, which was alleviated by discourse with
their tutors.

Some further benefits of collaborative learning have been claimed to include:

1 Socio-emotional benefits of interpersonal relationships
Developing higher self-esteem
Developing positive attitudes towards learning

= =4 =

Benefit to low-achieving students from working with higher achievers

=a

Greater level of accountability for own learning
(Gunderson and Moore, 2008)



-16 -

Robbins and Hoggan, (2019) considered collaborative pedagogies to improve
workplace performance and improve employability, a key university metric,
due to helping to develop better thinking skills, communication and team-
working skills. Jackson et al., (2018) observed that when dental students and
dental hygiene / therapy students learned together collaboratively, not only
was their problem-solving skills enhanced, but they also developed a more
respectful team working ethic.

2.1.4 The use of digital tools to augment learning

One of the key features of the redesigned DLT was the incorporation of digital
technology to support and assist learning such as the digital whiteboard, the
hub laptops and the ability to share student screens. This can be controlled by
the teacher in terms of the projected screens and digital whiteboard or by the
students with their shared laptop and connectivity for devices.

The use of digital technologies to enhance learning within the lecture theatre
setting has been reported, for example in the creation of Wikis (Zheng et al.,
2015), and team-based quizzes using clickers (Egelandsdal and Krumsvik,
2017). Hannafin and Land (1997) gave examples of how technology could be
used in the lecture theatre setting, such as navigating online resources,
communication between learners and collection of real-world data to make
learning more authentic and promote the development of learning cultures.
This may also help prepare students for using digital tools in the real world.

One has to apply a note of caution to the positive findings of such studies, as
they are possibly being carried out by teachers who perhaps feel quite
enthusiastic about whatever innovation they are introducing and that may
influence the students and lead to a more successful introduction, than for
example say a teacher who was not so well disposed towards technology;
would their students have such a positive viewpoint? This was in some way
suggested in a systematic review of five randomised controlled trials
examining the use of digital collaborative teaching in nursing by Mannisto et
al., (2020) .They noted that any benefits of using digital tools were dependent
upon the engagement of the teacher and the careful preparation of the
learning environment and that the teacher needs to have sufficient
pedagogical knowledge to select the most appropriate tools and technological
competence both to use them and to assist the students (Mannisté et al.,
2020).
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2.1.5 Summary

The above discussion leads to some conclusions; that lecture attendance is
beneficial, that students need to see the benefit of attending and that
techniques that engage students in lectures can lead to improved behaviours,
level of understanding and better grades.

Lecture practices are changing to become more student focused. It has been
suggested that engaging students with active learning does not necessarily
require a change in the design of the learning space. O’Neill and McMahon
(2005) suggested that there were ways of engaging students in traditional
lecture theatres by using such tools as buzz groups, quizzes and the creation
of mind maps. How these work with students arranged in rows was not made
clear, and traditional lecture theatres have been criticised for use in active
learning by limiting the ability of the lecturer to engage the students in small
group collaboration (Copridge et al., 2021).

2.2 Changing Learning Spaces

Talbert and Mor-Avi (2019) defined a learning space as a formal space where
students are timetabled to congregate to undertake educational activities.
Traditional learning spaces have been criticised for being too inflexible, having
bad acoustics, seating students in a way that is not supportive of modern
teaching practices and for putting the teacher at the centre of attention
amongst other issues (Papaioannou et al., 2023).

Throughout the 21st century there has been a move towards putting the
student at the centre of the learning space (Oblinger, 2005; Jisc, 2006;
Temple, 2007; Radcliffe, 2008; Hunley and Schaller, 2009). In 2007, Temple
made observations that learning spaces were changing across the university
sector to be more welcoming, flexible in response to changing learning
activities and incorporating more technology. However, at the time he drew
attention to the lack of evidence of improved outcomes, lack of research
available regarding the impact of such spaces and therefore little guidance on
the cost effectiveness of such reconfigurations (Temple, 2007).

The idea of changing learning spaces to match pedagogy is not new. In their
1976 review, Cannon and Kapelis reported on how lecture benches were
forbidding and the layout in lecture theatres restricted movement (Cannon and
Kapelis, 1976). They also gave ideas for how seminar rooms could be made
more flexible by having tables that could be rearranged to suit the activity, and
also how lecture theatres could be modified by the introduction of technology,
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desk layout and swivel chairs to allow students to interact with each other in
buzz groups, giving feedback and working individually.

Further transferable skills that are developed in active learning spaces have
been shown to include collaborative and communication skills in senior
medical students (Marchiori & McLean (2022). These are essential skills for
the modern world and are particularly highlighted within the undergraduate
dental curriculum.

Graetz and Goliber (2002) predicted the demise of traditional lecture spaces
and that physical environments must be designed in a way that allows
students to interact and be supported by information technology. Yet, they
highlighted the importance that the attitudes towards the space of staff and
students need to adjust and develop meaningful attachments to the new
rooms.

Changes to learning spaces are generally seen as a positive move by both
teachers and students (Leijon et al., 2022). It is also concluded that changing
learning spaces allows for a change in practice, for example Blom et al.
(2022) observed that following the introduction of active learning classrooms,
the teachers perceived their lessons to be more active.

Whilst the design of the learning space to facilitate certain teaching practices
and pedagogies is important, there is a theory that the learning space itself
can promote changes in behaviour. Spaces are themselves agents for
change. Changed spaces will change practice. @ISC, 2006, p.30).

2.3 The effect of learning space design on staff behaviour

The notion of a space itself being an active agent towards changes in
behaviour and attitudes is well known in architectural circles (Jamieson,
2003).

Observations of the same teachers, in different environments have revealed
the impact of the design of the teaching space on teaching behaviour. For
example, Whiteside et al. (2010) observed the same teacher, teaching the
same subject in two different classrooms; one traditional in layout, the other
an active learning classroom, witnessed greater interaction with students,
increased mobility and greater use of active learning in the second space.
Brooks (2011) observed that with the same teacher and teaching material, but
in two different spaces there was a reduction of the teacher talking from
77.4% to 54.5% of the time, whilst pupil discussion increased by 48% in active
classrooms compared to traditional. Brooks later concluded that just the space
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alone influenced the behaviour of staff which subsequently influenced the
behaviour of the students (Brooks, 2012).

In a review of the literature relating to the factors that affect how teachers
choose to teach, Savin-Baden et al. (2008) identified the learning space as a
key influencer of staff thinking and practice in higher education, along with
agency and notions of improvement. They considered teachers’ and learners’
attitudes in terms of their positive or negative evaluation of their teaching
space. When breaking down the psychological impact of learning spaces they
considered the spaces in terms of; the attachment to the space, the physical
environment (heating and lighting) and the social environment (crowding and
noise). With regards to space attachment, they point to the fact that the layout
of the traditional lecture theatre with desks in lines facing a central podium
expects the students to pay attention in silence, whereas if desks were more
scattered without a central podium, the anticipation would suggest that
collaboration will take place. This anticipation is a conditioned response and
hence when wishing to change how students anticipate how to work, the
space needs to alter to encourage that, therefore Universities require spaces
that are more versatile that can enable different approaches to teaching if
wanted (Jamieson, 2003).

Utilising an observational study, Beery et al. (2013) had expected to find that
when teaching staff were provided with a collaborative classroom, more would
take up active learning pedagogies. They found no significant change in the
behaviour of the staff, and that those teachers who had previously practiced
active and collaborative teaching styles did so regardless of the space.

Talbert and Mor-Avi (2019), carried out a literature review on the effects of the
learning space on the pedagogical practices and behaviours of staff and were
only able to identify a small number of studies in this area, mainly relating to
the ability of staff to move around the room more easily and therefore be more
able to engage with the students. They identified the effect that learning
spaces can have on the behaviours and practices of staff as being an
emerging area for research, and that none of the studies they reviewed
addressed the cultural changes required by institutions when adopting active
learning spaces.

Using interviews and questionnaires of teaching staff using newly redesigned
collaborative lecture theatres, Swinnerton (2021) concluded that the change in
space alone did not always lead to change in pedagogy and was closely
related to the context of the teaching, the teaching matter being delivered and
discipline area. Further to this it has been suggested that teacher
backgrounds and beliefs can play a significant part in teacher choices, with
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the space being more of an enabler, or a hindrance, depending on how it is
designed (Haines and Maurice-Takerei, 2019).

Whilst the above studies have shown a change in some staff behaviour and
activities that could be attributed to the change in design of the teaching
space, more research is required to find out which staff change their
pedagogical practices and why do they do that.

24 The adoption of new pedagogical teaching practices

If a change in teaching practice is to take place, we need to consider the
conditions that must be met to enable change to happen. It follows that if we
know and understand the reasons why some staff adopt new pedagogies and
some don'’t, this could inform implementation strategies. By looking at the
process of adoption through behavioural change in general and then change
of teaching practices and the adoption of technology in teaching more
specifically, this section will attempt to explore the factors behind teaching
decisions and what factors are important when considering a change in
teaching practice.

2.4.1 Adoption

Fullan and Pomfret (1977, p.336) defined ‘adoption’ as “the decision to use an
innovation” and ‘implementation’ as the ‘actual use’ of said innovation in
practice. During this literature review, adoption may sometimes be termed in
different sources as ‘behavioural intention’ or ‘acceptance’.

2.4.2 The willingness to change

Weinberger and Shonfeld (2020) looked at the behavioural intention or
willingness of student teachers in Israel to introduce collaborative learning into
their classes using questionnaires containing both closed and open questions
to explore the situation in some depth. They found that whilst the age and
gender of the student teacher had no correlation with willingness, the most
important factor was previous experience. This was positively correlated with
the attitudes and skills necessary to be able to make a change and
represented diagrammatically in Figure 2-1. Skills referred to the teacher
feeling they had sufficient expertise to practice collaborative learning and was
described as a mediator of change.
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Advantages Attitudes

Experience < - Willingness

Disadvantages Skills

Figure 2-1 - Factors affecting willingness to include collaborative learning in
their classes (Weinberger and Shonfeld, 2020)
This model only goes as far as willingness to introduce something new, it
does not include any of the factors that facilitate implementation or the
external forces that may affect the behaviour of teacher. Implementation as
defined by Fullan and Pomfret (1977) as the actual use of an innovation in
practice, has been less widely studied. The following sections will look at
some further aspects that may be involved in the decision-making process to
adopt a new pedagogy.

2.4.3 Teacher cognition, and beliefs

Beliefs, conceptions and teacher cognition are all terms that have been used
when trying to describe the qualities and viewpoints of a teacher that guides
their attitudes and actions. In very basic terms, two major orientations in
teachers’ conceptions of what teaching is have been identified; to either
transmit information, or to facilitate learning (Kember and Gow, 1994). It could
be argued that this is an over-simplification.

Teacher beliefs

Richardson defined a belief as "a proposition that is accepted as true by the
individual holding the belief.” (Richardson, 1996, p.106). However, Pajares
(1992) explored beliefs from many different viewpoints and concluded that the
term ‘belief’ is difficult to encapsulate in a singular definition as it covers a
wide range of philosophical perspectives. These include shared cultural
practices and cognitive principals, social strategies and orientations (Eisenhart
et al., 1988).
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Teacher beliefs have been described as one of the most important factors to
influence teachers when considering how to teach (Richardson, 1996, p.102).
Richardson (1996) went on to describe how beliefs are closely linked to
experiences, including personal, those developed during teacher training and
those formed during subject knowledge construction and can be altered and
shaped by them, in a sense they are dynamic.

Teacher beliefs can play a part in not just whether they practice collaborative
teaching, but also what type of collaborative teaching approach they choose
to use and how effectively it is applied. In a detailed essay on the subject,
Cohen postulated that effective application requires not just a motivation but
effective training, which can be a reason why some teachers try to use
collaboration, but then struggle to control the groups and gain anticipated
benefits (Cohen, 1994).

There is some discussion with regards to introducing new teaching practices,
whether the introduction should fit in with the existing beliefs of others, or
whether the aim should be to change beliefs to embrace the new behaviour.
For instance, when interviewing 20 teachers for their views on barriers to
technology integration, Ertmer et al. (2012) found a strong correlation between
beliefs regarding technology and educational practice. Five of the
interviewees stating their own positive attitudes to technology as the strongest
enabler to introduce technology, a further nine stated the greatest barrier to
change was the negative attitudes and beliefs of others.

Likewise, Fenstermacher (1978) observed that change will most effective
when they are compatible with the teachers’ existing beliefs.

Eisenhart et al. (1988) found beliefs to be closely related to classroom
practices that they are in control of and will be more likely to be responsive to
innovations which allow them to maintain that control rather than diktats that
are highly prescriptive.

In a mixed-methods study looking at the attitudes of 115 lecturers in higher
education across Northern Europe, de Hei et al. (2015) found that the beliefs
of the teachers had a strong impact upon the uptake and effectiveness of
adopting collaborative learning. They found from a questionnaire that 90% of
respondents did incorporate some aspects of collaborative learning into their
classes, though it wasn’t clear what the teachers considered collaborative
learning to be. Of those that didn’t use collaboration, the reasons given were
frequently lack of perceived benefit and lack of time. Subsequent interviews
allowed deeper discussion of why and how collaborative learning was
incorporated, as well as problems that had arisen and support required. As far
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as teacher beliefs were concerned, areas such as effort expectancy, improved
learning and student motivation were found to be reliable predictors of using
collaborative learning. Overall, the motivations for moving towards
collaborative learning were largely student oriented (De Hei et al., 2015).

Teacher Cognition

Borg (2003) used the term Teacher Cognition as the mental construct that
makes up what teachers believe, understand, and think about teaching, and
how that relates to what they then put into practice. When considering
language, the cognition of language teachers, Borg (2003) identified the
factors that had a pivotal effect upon a teacher’s beliefs. Shown in Figure 2-2
these included previous experience as a student, their training as a teacher,
the context and their classroom practices.

Professional
Coursework

Classroom Teacher

Practice Cognition

Context

Figure 2-2 - Borg's schematic conceptualisation of teacher cognition in
relationship with the events that shape beliefs (Borg, 2003).
Classroom Practice is the pedagogical and classroom management approach
taken by the teacher in order to achieve their teaching goals. This may be
focussing on student motivation, development of skills, preparing for work,
and will be shaped by beliefs about the best way to achieve the aims and the
context that it is being taught in. Some teachers may be given more agency in
their practice than others and therefore classroom practice may not be the
sole decision of the teacher. A teacher’s personal experiences start
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developing while they themselves are at school; inspirational teachers,
enjoyable lessons are frequently remembered and possibly emulated. Past
experiences of working collaboratively, or past attempts at introducing
collaborative working cannot be ignored as part of the decision-making
process. The effect of teacher training is debated widely. Borg observes that,
whilst courses had the ability to change cognitive understanding of the
learning process, this doesn’t always lead to a change in adopted practices
(Borg, 2003).

Changing beliefs

Teacher beliefs are very personal and although they evolve, they are probably
the sum of many multiple experiences on top of some fairly deeply held
personal beliefs. This can make it very difficult to think that you can change
the mind of a teacher with any ease (Kagan, 1992).

Opfer et al. (2011) proposed the concept that for a teacher to change their
learning practice, they must change their orientation towards teaching. Their
orientation is formed by past experiences, teacher beliefs and practices. They
also proposed the idea that once change had been implemented, what is
expected of their students also changes. This can both reinforce beliefs but
also lead to ever-evolving cyclical change. They showed the interrelation
diagrammatically (Figure 2-3) and tested the theory with a questionnaire-
based survey. Their results showed that both internal and external influences
have a moderate effect on their teaching orientation and therefore a moderate
effect on their changes in practice. Those changes in practice were iterative
and dynamic, confirming a feedback loop effect on teaching practice. They
acknowledge that this is just one part of the process regarding change and
that the bigger picture is complex.
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Experiential
Context
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Figure 2-3 - Teacher orientation to learning influence on teaching change.
Recreated from Opfer et al. (2011, p.447)

In summary, the understanding the beliefs of teachers is a crucial part of
educational research and that understanding can help when considering
personal and curricular development. However, teacher beliefs are complex,
evolve slowly (Kagan, 1998), are multifactorial in their origin and can be
deeply held (Kember, 1997).

2.5 The adoption of technology in teaching

The DLT refurbishment introduced some new technologies that would enable
teachers to use a variety of tools to engage the students or to facilitate
collaborative learning, but would they use them?

In a recent review of the advantages of integrating digital technologies in
education, Haleem et al. (2022) listed numerous benefits including; increased
educational opportunities, access to up-to-date learning materials,
environmental benefits and a reduction in teacher workload. They also
highlighted the benefits of developing communication skills and preparation
for the modern world.

To consider the wide range of factors that may lead a member of staff to use
technology in teaching, firstly general theories of technology acceptance will
be reviewed. This gives an understanding into how new technologies brought
into the workplace will be accepted by staff that are asked to use it. Secondly
there will be a consideration of the adoption of technology in higher education
to support teaching and learning. Several models will be introduced that have
been designed to try to explain why and how people become adopters of
technology in the workplace. These are useful, not just when considering the
adoption of technology in general, but as they consider human factors and
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emotions, they can serve as grounding points for adoption of new workplace
practices in general.

2.5.1 Technology acceptance in general

The acceptance of technology has been extensively researched and the
development of models with which to explore the uptake of technology is
evolving as more is understood about behavioural science. Technology
Acceptance Models have a long history, reaching back to times when office
tasks became more mechanised and computerised, such as the introduction
of word processors to replace typewriters and FAX machines to enable new
means of communication.

The adoption of technology was observed by Rogers as not happening with all
potential users at the same rate, some were quicker than others to start using
what was made available (Rogers, 2003). Rogers categorised adopters by the
speed with which they started using a technology into 5 categories and
ascribed characteristics to them:

1. Innovators — the earliest adopters and willing to take risks, they
decrease uncertainty for others by demonstrating effectiveness of the
technology.

2. Early Adopters — less likely to take risks than innovators, more certain
of effectiveness before adoption, but adopt early to lead the way.
These tend to be opinion leaders and well respected in an organisation.

3. Early majority — usually deliberate for some time before feeling certain
that they wish to adopt the technology. Followers rather than leaders.

4. Late majority — more sceptical and tend to adopt more out of necessity
or due to peer pressure.

5. Laggards — Decisions tend to be located on events of the past rather
than looking forwards. Must be absolutely convinced that the
technology will work before adopting.

Rogers estimated the percentage within each category to be present within a
system (Figure 2-4).
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Fastest Slowest
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2.5% Innovators Early Majority 34% Laggards 16%
- - |

Figure 2-4 - Percentages of each category of adopter, adapted from Rogers
(2003, p171)

Whilst this is useful to give an indication of what to expect when introducing
innovation, it is more useful for examining uptake of technology at an
organisational level than to assess the reasons why individuals adopt
technology (Li, 2020).

In order to explore what factors may assist with the adoption process, several
technology adoption models have been created. The driver for such research
was to reduce wasteful purchases of equipment by exploring the conditions
that lead to acceptance and usage (Venkatesh et al., 2003; Venkatesh and
Bala, 2008). The technology is not of any value to an organisation if it is not
being used.

The Technology Acceptance Models (TAM 1, TAM2 and TAM 3, UTAUT)

The Technology Acceptance Model (TAM), as proposed by Davis, (1986) in
its most simplified form is shown in Figure 2-5. The TAM model considers that
to accept a new system, the users must perceive it to be useful, and perceive
it to be easy enough to use leading to a motivation to use it. Davis labelled the
design features of the system as X1, X2 and X3 were explored and evaluated
in later versions of TAM.
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Figure 2-5 - The first iteration of the Technology Acceptance Model (TAM)

(Davis, 1986)

Relating this to the Dental Lecture Theatre, this model implies that staff must
first be convinced of the usefulness of using technology in teaching, and also
that any changes made to their teaching practices will be easy to implement,
for both themselves and their students. What is missing here are the factors
that lead to both the feeling of usefulness and what would contribute to the
perception that change would be easy. What is also missing are the steps that
come between having a positive attitude towards using the technology and

actual use.

Perceived Usefulness

Davis (1989, p.320) defined perceived ease of use as “the degree to which a
person believes that using a particular system would enhance his or her job
performance.” Whilst this is relating to technology, for the current study this
could be substituted for collaborative teaching.

Perceived Ease of use

Davis (1989, p.320) defined perceived ease of use as the freedom of effort
someone believed it would take to change to a new system. Venkatesh,
(2000) explored this idea further and introduced the ideas of internal and

external control. Control beingfi @ni ndi vi dual 6s

perception

of knowledge, resources, and opportunities required to perform the specific
behaviour”. He described the notion of internal control of being those being
the knowledge held, or self-sufficiency of the individual to make changes, and
external control as how conducive the environment is to change.

The TAM model went through several iterations until TAM3 (Figure 2-6) which
included ‘Anchors’ and ‘Adjustment factors’, such as the factors that may lead
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to someone feeling comfortable around technology, and how much they enjoy
using it (Venkatesh and Bala, 2008). By adding these, the model is becoming
very complicated, but that may only reflect the complexities of human nature
when a change to the normal routine is suggested.

Experience Voluntariness
[ |
v

fl

Subjective Norm / =
—_— 3 Il
Image i
E Perceived
Job Relevance g Usefulness
Output Quality ‘
Result
Demonstrability

Anchor

Behavioural
Intention

Usage Behaviour

[l Perceived Ease of
Use

Computer Self-
efficiency

Perceptions of
External Control

Computer Anxiety

Computer
Playfulness

Adjustment

Perceived
Enjoyment

Objective
Usability

Figure 2-6 - TAM3, which includes the original TAM in blue, TAM2 in green
and introduces Anchors and Adjustment factors in light orange adapted
from Venkatesh and Bala (2008)

All iterations of the Technology Acceptance Models have at their core the
ideas of perceived usefulness and perceived ease of use, the later
modifications to the model largely based upon the conditions or factors that
may influence these perceptions. Davis (1989) tested those aspects that may
make up ‘perceived usefulness’ by getting potential users of technology to
answer a series of questions, including whether adoption would make the job
easier, save time, improve quality etc. They found that improving the
outcomes was a higher motivation than making work easier.

Alongside the technology acceptance models, research was being undertaken
regarding the enhanced effectiveness or efficiency improvement that
technology could bring to the individual using it. The Test-Technology-Fit
(TTF) model (Goodhue and Thompson, 1995) focused more on the success
of implementation than the acceptance in the workplace. They reported that
the closer the alignment between the technology and the task to be carried
out, the greater the effectiveness and better the implementation.
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Combining, amongst other factors, these two research streams of acceptance
and successful implementation, and including the Theory of Reasoned Action,
the Unified Theory of Acceptance and Use of Technology (UTAUT) was
developed by Venkatesh et al., (2003). This unified eight previous models but
retained the central core of behavioural intention from the TAM models. By
introducing moderating factors such as gender and age that were perceived to
have an influence on the desire to use technology Figure 2-7, the model has
gained wide acceptance. In their evaluation of the new model, Venkatesh et
al., (2003) found that the factors they had chosen to include from the eight
previous models were successful in predicting 70% of usage behaviour after
training and later at 1 month and 6 months following the introduction of a new
technology.
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Figure 2-7 - UTAUT model (Venkatesh et al., 2003)

Whilst the UTAUT model along with the TAM models are originally and
principally related to the adoption of technological solutions, they provide a
good insight into the decision-making process in general. We can look at the
factors that are associated with a change in behavioural intention and in turn
relate those to the introduction of a new pedagogical solution.

Performance expectancy: Venkatesh et al. (2003) describe performance
expectancy as “the degree to which an individual believes that using the
system will him or her to attain gains in job performance”. This had been
referred to in earlier literature as “usefulness” (Bagozzi et al., 1992). In
educational terms, this could relate to an anticipated improvement in such
metrics as, assessment performance, professional behaviour and or improved
attendance.

Effort expectancy: Relates to the ease of use or adoption. For the example
of a digitally enhanced collaborative teaching space this could relate to the
use of technology, but also could be extended to think about the demands of
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the pedagogy, such as making changes to normal teaching practice and
increased planning. This may relate to students also, for the example of the
flipped classroom, not only do the teachers have to prepare material to study
in advance, but the students also need to find the time to do it.

Performance and effort expectancy may be interrelated as the greater the
anticipated performance improvement, the greater the effort an individual may
make in adoption.

Social influence: Relates to the how much the individual thinks that there is
an expectation on them to use a new system from people they deem to be
important. It also is used to explain how someone may be positively
influenced by another’s use, especially if they respect that other person’s
views and opinions. This is very significant, as can be seen in the almost tribal
usage of different brands of smartphones (Sierra and Taute, 2019), or current
trends for “influencers” on social media who can be paid considerable sums of
money to promote a brand (Caruelle, 2023).

Facilitating conditions: Facilitating conditions are the degree to which the
organisation and infrastructure support a change from acceptance to
implementation. In order to make a change in behaviour, the conditions need
to allow that to happen, for instance the time to re-imagine a curriculum, or the
technical support to use complex functionality. However, this is very
interesting in that in the UTAUT model facilitating conditions are shown before
a behavioural intention, rather than the desire to change being followed by
being provided with the resources to make that change, and this is the crux of
the current study. Does the fact that collaborative learning can be done
influence a behavioural intention to do it?

The modifying factors of age, gender etc. may be important. Venkatesh et al.,
(2003) thought that older users and women may have more difficulty with new
complex processes. This viewpoint requires significant challenge. Whilst older
studies such as Loyd and Gressard (1984) may have found age to have an
effect on anxiety in using computers, they found no such effect of gender.
Gilroy and Desai (1986) did find that girls were more anxious than boys about
using computers, but both of these studies found that previous computer
experience was the most significant factor in computer confidence, and it
could be that nearly 40 years ago boys played on computers more than girls
leading to more experience rather than there being an inherent gender
difference. More recent studies have shown age and gender to have minimal
impact, however previous experience, according to Weinberger and Shonfeld
(2020) would still appear to be a significant factor in the adoption process.
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2.5.2 The integration of technology in teaching

Petersen and Gorman (2014) described how some instructors can feel
overwhelmed by technology and that students may either feel overwhelmed
by it, or conversely irritated that their teacher is not using the technology to its
full potential.

As seen previously, Ertmer et al. (2012) found a strong connection between
beliefs and the integration of technology, which leads to the challenge
observed by Clegg et al (2000) that, whilst an innovative and enthusiastic
minority will embrace the technology, a significant number of staff will have
neither the training nor skills to use it. This must be only partly true, as the
enthusiastic minority were presumably not born with those skills, they must
have sought them out, but what leads some to do that, but not others?

The technology acceptance models are useful tools for predicting behaviour
when looking at the adoption of technology, but what about adoption of
pedagogy, can the same factors be translated for that use?

To attempt to create a model for the adoption of a technology enhanced
pedagogy, Gellerstedt et al. (2018), modified the UTAUT model and replaced
the modifying factors with a construct they called “digital living” rather than
age, gender and experience they felt the amount that an individual embraced
technology generally would be an important factor. They found that digital
living related to both performance and effort expectancy but not with actual
use. They used a questionnaire-based study, which could lead to questions
regarding how digital living was determined as the questions required self-
evaluation and were not always objective and could be interpreted differently
by different people. For example, questions such as “Digital technology is an
important part of my social life...”, and “you could say | am addicted to my
smartphone.” may relate more to personality traits in how they answer them
than how much they embrace technology. Modern technology is also so user
friendly that very little ICT knowledge would be required in their operation.

From this (Gellerstedt et al., 2018) concluded that the familiarity and comfort
with technology experienced by the teacher was pivotal in the uptake of
technology. But to apply it properly and technology and pedagogy must be
properly integrated (Fawns, 2022).

2.5.3 TPACK

A well-established model for identifying the knowledge domains required to
provide technology-enhanced pedagogical practice is the Technological,
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Pedagogical and Content Knowledge (TPACK) framework (Figure 2-8)
(Mishra and Koehler, 2006).

Technological and
content knowledge

Able to use the
Knowing the strengths TECh n Ology technology efficiently
and weaknesses of the to enhance the content
available technological (TCK)
aides (TPK)
Ped a gogy Content The effective use of

technology with a
sound pedagogical
basis (TPACK)

Using the right way to represent
knowledge in a way that the learner
can understand (PCK)

Figure 2-8 - Venn diagram of interrelation between different knowledge types
- adapted from Mishra & Koehler (2006)

Building on previous research, principally that of Shulman (1986) into the
connections between pedagogical knowledge and content knowledge, Mishra
and Koehler (2006) were aware that there was no consideration given to how
technology is incorporated into teaching. By introducing Technological
Knowledge into the model and looking at how technology may influence and
be influenced by the knowledge of the subject area (Content Knowledge) and
the knowledge of teaching and learning methods (Pedagogical Knowledge),
Mishra and Koehler created a combined framework. This framework could be
used to both investigate current practice and help develop teachers into the
effective use of technology to support learning and enhance the student
experience (Kurt, 2019).

The components of TPACK

The knowledge required to become a teacher could be considered as mainly
having an adequacy of content knowledge of their subject area. Typically, the
pre-requisite to become a lecturer would be a PhD in the subject area to be
taught. In The School of Dentistry at Leeds, the only requirement to become a
lecturer in Dentistry is the possession of a dental degree. In school teaching
however, there has been a shift towards an emphasis on pedagogical
knowledge, sometimes at the expense of content knowledge (Veal and
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Makinster, 1999). To try to provide a framework for the development of
teachers, the concept of combining pedagogical and content knowledge into a
single entity of Pedagogical Content Knowledge (PCK) led to much research
into how teachers develop during the 1980s and 1990s. PCK was first
described by (Shulman, 1986) but the notion of exactly what components
make up PCK show some variation between researchers (Veal and Makinster,
1999) but mainly include the context or “student knowledge” along with
content and pedagogical knowledge. Each component of the TPACK model is
detailed as:

1 Content knowledge (CK)
Shulman defines content knowledge as the amount, nature and
organisation of subject matter in the mind of the teacher, that is
required to be taught (Shulman, 1986). This will be very context
dependent, for example, the type of knowledge to teach in school may
be different from university and will vary considerably between
subjects.

1 Pedagogical knowledge (PK)
Pedagogical knowledge encompasses the practices involved in
teaching and learning. Along with an understanding of how students
learn and construct knowledge as well as classroom management,
designing lessons and evaluating the knowledge of the students
(Shulman, 1986).

1 Pedagogical Content Knowledge (PCK)
The ability to consider how best to represent, explain, categorise, and
assess content knowledge requires a further skill, that of the
possession of Pedagogical Content Knowledge (PCK). Shulman (1986)
proposed the concept of Pedagogical Content Knowledge as the
intersection between subject specific Content Knowledge and
Pedagogical Knowledge Shulman later defined PCK as the ability to
adapt knowledge for the purpose of education. This would include such
matters as what is easy to understand and how to best take a new
learner through the stages necessary for them to be able to understand
the more difficult concepts. Cochran et al. (1993) described PCK as the
factor that differentiates between expert teachers in a subject, and
subject experts who aren’t necessarily teachers.
Pedagogical Content knowledge will vary widely in different disciplines
and will be unique to each discipline whether that be languages,
science or mathematics (Bauer, 2013).
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1 Technical Knowledge (TK)

Technology, in its broadest sense includes the tools we use to achieve
a purpose. In teaching, technology changes and evolves with time.
From chalk boards to overhead projectors to visualisers and electronic
whiteboards, Technological Knowledge (TK) is the set of skills required
to be able to utilise the technology. As technology becomes more
digitally based there are both hardware and software skills required, as
well as an understanding of how information is shared and stored.

1 Technological Content Knowledge (TCK)
TCK is a knowledge of the relationship between technology and the
content being taught (Mishra and Koehler, 2006). For example, this
technology may include an augmented reality application for learning
anatomy, or 3D scanning to aid design. The technology could be
applied to different subjects in different ways, and the appropriate use
of technology in that field makes up TCK.

1 Technological Pedagogical Knowledge (TPK)
This is the knowledge of what technology can be used to support
teaching, what it is capable of and how it may change the way we
teach (Mishra and Koehler, 2006). This will include whether the
technology is fit for purpose as well as the creation of strategies for its
use that are compliant with effective learning and teaching
methodologies.

1 Technological Pedagogical Content Knowledge (TPCK)
Mishra and Koehler (2006) state that TPCK goes beyond the scope of
each of the knowledge domains it encompasses and forms the
backbone of good teaching standards using technology. It includes the
knowledge of using technologies and good pedagogical practice to
teach content in a constructive way that can help students build on their
existing knowledge, by making concepts easier to understand,
memorise or self-assess their current levels of understanding.

TPACK has been found to be a useful tool for prediction of integration of
technology in teaching. Li et al. (2022) showed CK, PK, TPK and TPACK
scores to have a good correlation with teachers experience and level within
their institution.
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Practical applications of TPACK

TPACK is frequently used in self-evaluation style studies using
guestionnaires. For example, Bauer (2013) designed a TPACK questionnaire
for music teachers in in the United States to ascertain how much each teacher
had integrated technology into their classroom. The responses from the
guestionnaire were evaluated to create a “TPACK score”. They concluded that
for music teachers in the US, TPACK was a promising model for
understanding the skills and knowledge that teachers required for successful
integration of technology.

Shortcomings of TPACK

Most studies using TPACK, use it quantitatively such as in Bauer’s study.
Participant’s answers rely on self-evaluation with no evidence to back up the
claims which raises questions of validity. One TPACK instrument in common
usage, developed by Schmidt et al. (2009) has been criticised for being too
generalised for specific studies (Fisser et al., 2015). There is also a question
about the potential for bias by using it as a questionnaire. For example, to test
PCK, one of the questions from Schmidt et al. (2009) is; “I know how to select
effective teaching approaches to guide student thinking and learning in
mathematics”. There are many problems with this kind of question, for
instance it may get higher scores teachers with self-confidence rather than
those with self-doubt regardless of their actual knowledge. This could easily
lead to staff with high levels of self-confidence giving themselves high scores
on TPACK. This example question is by no means unique, and conditions
such as imposter syndrome, which is common in new and pre-service
teachers (Brems et al., 1994) could lead to the risk that TPACK
guestionnaires, relying on self-assessment, lack validity. Self-reporting may
lead to other areas where validity is called into question; it is known for
instance that females have a lower perception of their digital competencies
than males (Maria Gomez-Trigueros et al., 2021). It is also reported that
participants may be unaware of their own knowledge gaps (Willermark, 2018).

There are few examples of TPACK being assessed by interview. A mixed
methods study by Harris et al. (2012) attempted to assess TPACK via
structured interviews, and whilst they achieved good inter examiner
agreement using a rubric to assess interview recordings, there is no evidence
that this actually assessed TPACK and there was no attempt to isolate the
subcomponents of the TPACK model. Swallow and Olofson (2017) also used
semi-structured interviews to assess TPACK. Whilst they considered the
TPACK framework was good for specific items being explored, they thought it
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too loose for general use. The TPACK model has also been criticised for not
being readily verifiable, and having domains which appear as separate entities
in the model, but difficult to tell apart in the real world (Kompa, 2018).

2.6 Challenges to implementing changes in teaching
practice

In a study, similar to the current one, de Hei et al. (2015) found that whilst the
majority of teachers were using some collaborative learning, there was a
cohort that were not. They speculated that those teachers did not do so
because they had limited knowledge of the theory behind collaborative
learning or had difficulty in putting it into practice. To explore the
phenomenon, they ran a survey which highlighted eight potential reasons for
not adopting collaborative teaching, which included; thoughts that it would be
either ineffective, it would be an inefficient use of time, their content was too
complex to deliver that way or students would prefer to work independently.

The Novigado Project, a European initiative to assist schools in transitioning
to active learning and innovative teaching environments, has recently
produced a series of guidelines which outline the benefits of active learning,
but also highlighting the challenges faced by stakeholders, teachers and
students (Aydos 2021). They split the challenges into three categories;
challenges of mindset, toolset and skillset. The toolset related to the suitability
of the space for the intended teaching and may not be apt to this study as the
DLT is not flexible in its arrangement, however the mindset and skillset are
very relevant as we have previously seen in terms of teacher beliefs and
technological, pedagogical knowledge.

2.6.1 Challenges to adoption of collaborative teaching

Several reasons for a failure to implement collaborative teaching have been
postulated to include; a lack of familiarity, confidence or knowledge of how to
make the changes, concern that subject matter may not be fully covered, and
concern that students will be unfamiliar with how to learn collaboratively
(Panitz, 1997). Murray and Macdonald (1997) found that whilst staff may see
their role as motivating and facilitating students to learn, their habits in
lectures and seminars were less likely to change if the environment that they
were working in did not promote or support such change.

Teachers also need to take into consideration that changes in teaching
practice are accompanied by a change in learning practices for students who
may be both unfamiliar with the new styles of learning and be suspicious of
it(O’Neill and McMahon, 2005). Felder and Brent (1996) explored the
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concerns that lecturers had when asked to introduce student-centred learning.
Some of those expressed by staff that may demotivate them from making
changes in the first place included; spending time on in-class activities
reduces the time available to deliver the syllabus; students won’t all do the
self-directed learning that would be required if didactic delivery is reduced;
some students want to be passive learners and may be hostile to change;
teams of students are difficult to manage, some won’t play an equal part,
some might not get on with each other. They concluded that for university
teachers, already burdened with pressure for research and a lack of familiarity
with new pedagogies, rewriting lesson plans and teaching materials may be
considered too time consuming (Felder and Brent, 1996).

There is also the suggestion by Haines and Maurice-Takerei (2019) that less
confident staff may prefer to avoid scenarios where they are having to
respond to questions and may feel more comfortable delivering a pre-
prepared presentation.

2.6.2 Barriers to the uptake of technology

The barriers to uptake of technology in teaching were explored by Georgina
and Olson (2008), who found the key issues to include; not being a priority,
‘old-school’ teachers not wanting to learn new skills, the time required, the
difficulty of incorporating technology into pedagogy without departmental
support and inadequate training being available. Ertmer et al. (2012) also
found lack of technology support, state standards and time to develop new
practices as barriers. Haleem et al (2022) highlighted the fact that teachers
often lack the motivation, skills and training to adopt technology effectively.

Sang et al. (2009) categorised these barriers to adoption of technology in
teaching as being either first order (external barriers) or second order (internal
barriers). External barriers being such things as training and support, which
were noted that even when these barriers were removed by providing training
and support this did not automatically lead to technology integration without
the internal barriers of beliefs and attitudes towards the integration of
technology being oriented to do so.

2.6.3 Summary

From the previous three sections, it can be seen that, to be able to implement
a change in practice effectively, the teacher should possess the belief that
change is necessary and have the desire to do so. They must possess the
relevant pedagogical and technological knowledge, have appropriate tools
and sufficient time and support.
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Michael (2006) observed that, even when the benefits of changing teaching
practices are evident, change doesn’t just happen by itself without active
intervention. Encouraging staff to adopt different teaching styles is reportedly
very difficult, particularly across a large university department never mind a
whole university (Kember, 2009). According to Brown Wright (2011), neither
students nor teachers are particularly adept at making a change towards
student centred learning. This may be due in part to the fact that university
lecturers may become teachers only after developing an expertise in a field
other than teaching, lack pedagogical training (Postareff et al., 2007; ASkerc
and Kocar, 2015; Biku et al., 2018), and their teaching may be a secondary
role to other aspects such as researcher or clinician.

Leijon et al. (2022) identified a key issue, that teachers are not always familiar
with how to use new learning spaces, and need support and time to use the
space to its full potential. This support could come in the form of formal and
informal training, however they found that a dearth of studies in this area, only
6 were available, they were not able to point to a correct way for staff to be
supported.

Papaioannou et al. (2023) highlighted hybrid learning spaces as being more
demanding for staff to use in terms of operating technology and
communicating with the students, to ensure that none feel left out, but also
that students do engage with activities and participate with each other. This
then places pressure and challenges upon staff. Bligh (2019) made three
recommendations for addressing these challenges. Firstly, that staff are
actively involved in the redesign of spaces, so that the outcome fits with their
desired practices and workloads. Secondly that teachers must start to engage
with the students out of classroom learning activities, one example of which
would be the flipped classroom approach whereby targeted learning is given
as homework to prepare for in-class sessions (Bergmann and Sams, 2014).
And finally, that teachers should re-evaluate how they use the time they have
with the students in the classrooms, so that these can both complement the
students own learning as well as an opportunity to evaluate their learning and
understanding.

The following section will look at the role that the institution in promoting,
supporting and facilitating change.

2.7 The role of the institution

As Aydos (2021) pointed out, teachers first need to be able to change their
mindset regarding new ways of teaching, and then learn how to do it. The role
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of the institution is to provide opportunities and the tools for development as
well as foster a shared vision that everyone feels part of (Niemi, 2020).

In a review of the available literature on implementation, Fullan and Pomfret
(1977) described the change in physical space as the easiest part of the
adoption or implementation process, whereas changes in how the space was
administered was more complex. They stated that personal changes in
behaviour and organisational changes are connected, but organisational
change is a huge challenge, with roles needing to be allocated through
change management, time allowed for new tasks and staff to adopt new roles
to support and monitor the change process.

Such organisational changes were explored by Steel and Andrews (2011)
who identified the key aspects of assisting staff to make best use of re-
imagined spaces as being:

1 Leadership: To enable, support and empower teachers to make
changes, by sharing a vision for how change should be effected and
facilitating teachers to be able to overcome challenges they may face in
the change process. For technology-enriched learning spaces, they
recommend the involvement of partnerships with colleagues,
pedagogical and technological experts to help overcome more specific
barriers.

1 Academic Development: To develop the new skills required.

1 Modify curriculum and assessment: To reflect the activities that are
intended and the type of learning that is being promoted.

In a survey of K-12 teachers in the USA, Snider and Roehl (2007) found that
half of teachers thought a prescriptive but well-designed curriculum was the
best for student learning, whilst 23% thought that a curriculum that was too
prescriptive stifled creativity.

Smylie (2016) emphasised the importance of the role of the school principal in
setting goals and expectations for staff as well as allowing freedom to make
changes within their own practice. However, the individual teachers must also
have a mindset that is open for change, this mindset can be influenced by
how effectively they feel they may be able to teach and the confidence they
have in their teaching strategies and practice.

Rather than dictating how spaces should be used, leadership has an
important role in providing a vision for staff and support through making
changes. Frelin and Grannas (2021) discussed the role of the head of school,
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who can introduce change gradually and “nudge” teachers towards making
changes, whilst at the same time providing support and time to do so.

In an opinion piece, Oblinger outlined that leaders should be setting the vision
for the use of spaces, based upon the determined learning philosophy and
vision for the expected student experience (Oblinger, 2005). She goes on to
discuss how the move away from a lecture-based pedagogy to a more
collaborative style of teaching requires curricular change including a change in
how assessments are carried out. The importance of why leaders should be
providing a vision for how spaces should be used, and for supporting staff to
make the use of new spaces using new pedagogies was witnessed in a
survey of primary and secondary schools in New Zealand (Carvalho et al.,
2020). Apart from providing a vision, two key areas in which leadership can be
major influencers of change is to make necessary training available, and
provide support for staff, in terms of the time and resources to make changes,
available.

Yang et al. (2023) brought together all of the considerations of the role of the
institution into three recommendations. Firstly, to empower the teachers to be
innovative and reform their teaching plans, secondly provide resources for
making changes and positive examples of how teaching could utilise the
facilities for better outcomes. Thirdly provide training and develop
competencies to use the ICT and the spaces designed.

2.7.1 Training

From work carried out with medical educators, staff are generally very well
trained in their subject matter, therefore their content knowledge will be high,
but, using TPACK, they have been shown to be lacking in both pedagogical
knowledge and technological knowledge (Youm and Corral, 2019). They
recommended that medical teachers are trained adequately in both of these
areas if technology enhanced learning is to be adopted more widely. Dental
Staff will be no different, with their only requirement to join the teaching team
is a dental qualification.

Training may not only affect how teachers teach but can also standardise how
different teachers teach across an institution (Biku et al., 2018). Staff training
has been shown to have an impact on change, which can lead to staff
becoming more supportive of their students (Dexter and Richardson, 2020),
and in turn, improvement in the assessment outcomes seen in students
(Gibbs and Coffey, 2004). Whilst training would seem to be an important
component of change, Clegg et al., (2000) warn that some staff may be



-42 -

sceptical of training, especially if it is not evidence based and the other
pressures on staff make their own teaching development more challenging.

Snider and Roehl (2007) found that some teachers can be sceptical of
evidence-based teaching, believing that the most effective way to learn is from
experience, despite their actual observations that experiential learning can be
unreliable or even misinformed. This scepticism could explain why Georgina
and Hosford (2009) found no correlation between faculty training and the
integration of technology into teaching. They further found that there was no
relationship between number of years teaching and technology use, despite
more junior staff reported feeling more proficient with tehnology than senior
staff. They did find though that training was most efficient when targetted at a
particular task or individual.

Training, however, has been reported to be frequently inadequate (Cohen,
1994). To identify the issues with training, in a study of the implementation of
ICT training in a UK university, Clegg et al. (2000), using questionnaires and
group discussion sessions, observed several issues when attempting to
provide a training course for a diverse group of academic staff. They found
that with a wide range of technical abilities for staff prior to the sessions some
felt the level of the training was either based too high and others too low, but
mainly they observed that although staff could be trained to use educational
technology, if they were going to use it, they would have to know when it was
best to use it and when it was inappropriate. Simply understanding how to use
the technology was not sufficient to be able to embrace it.

Guskey (2002) believes that the majority of staff development occurs in the
classroom. In his 1986 paper, he discusses the effectiveness of teacher
development and concluded that although training may influence a teacher’s
actions, a change in belief is a slow and iterative process (Figure 2-9) that is
shaped by experiences, reflection and observable changes in outcomes
Guskey (1986). He described a continuous development shaped by the
success or failure of attempts to instigate change. When changes proved to
be unsuccessful, they were abandoned and those that worked lead to either
further change or reinforcement of beliefs, cementing practice.

Change in Change in
¢c9!l /19 STUDENT

Change in
¢c9!l /19

CLASSROOM LEARNING
PRACTICES OUTCOMES

BELIEFS AND
ATTITUDES

Figure 2-9 - Staff development and changes in teacher beliefs, adapted from
Guskey (1986, p. 7)
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In Guskey’s own words.

GXgKSY (GSIFOKSNA 4SS GKIFG F ySg LINBPBANIXY 21
learning outcomes of students in their classes; when, for example, they see

their students attaining higher levels of achievement, becoming more

involved in instruction, or expressing graatenfidence in themselves or

their ability to learn, then, and perhaps only then, is significant change in

their beliefs and attitudes likely to occir

Following the introduction of the three redesigned collaborative lecture
theatres at the University of Leeds, a report by Clement included several case
studies highlighting successful use of the new spaces, but also recommended
that there was scope to make even more lectures interactive and
collaborative, and in order to achieve this, she suggested that staff training
should focus on pedagogy rather than technology (Clement, 2018).

2.7.2 Support

The first order barriers to change previously identified in section 2.6 apart from
training, included lack of time to adapt teaching materials and lack of support
with technology, but (Georgina and Hosford, 2009) identified many ways in
which the institution could support the change process, including:

1. Provision of sufficient time for training

2. Provision of mentors

3. Providing Clear goals for the school and University with respect to what
is expected

4. Access to pedagogical and technological support

These are amongst a range of others but seem most relevant to the current
situation.

2.8 Summary and gaps in knowledge

It is recognised in the higher education sector that the design of the spaces
within which teaching happens can have an impact on learning (Steel and
Andrews, 2011; Evans and Kozhevnikova, 2011).

To enable a move towards collaborative learning, teaching spaces are
increasingly being altered to facilitate different pedagogies (Educause, 2013).
In The University of Leeds, three innovative collaborative learning spaces
have been installed to replace three traditional lecture theatres. Since their
introduction there are many examples of innovative use of the learning spaces
by staff who have embraced them (Clement, 2018) and the literature points
towards collaborative teaching spaces being a means of improving the
educational experience (Gunderson and Moore, 2008), however for staff used
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to traditional didactic teaching there are many challenges to face before
change can happen.

The factors that affect the choices made by teachers about how they teach
are complex. Savin-Baden et al. (2008) highlighted the importance of the
teaching space, whether the space itself motivates change or enables a
change that was already desired but not previously possible is not clear.

In order to study teacher adoption of new pedagogies and technologies, there
are existing models such as TPACK and UTAUT that could be utilised. Each
looks at different areas and some have felt that the two should be combined to
get a fuller picture understanding of a phenomenon. For example, when
investigating the factors that led teachers to adopt the use of clickers in the
classroom, Cheung et al. (2016) realised that the current accepted models for
looking at adoption of technology in education did not include the teacher
knowledges that may be required. To overcome this, they used both the
UTAUT model (Venkatesh et al., 2003) and the TPACK model (Mishra and
Koehler, 2006), and were able to look for correlations between the two. They
found that teachers with higher TPACK scores were more likely to adopt
clickers, and more likely to continue to use clickers in the future, this does not
however take into account beliefs.

Kimmons and Hall (2018) considered the usefulness of the existing models,
discussing that even if models which are well-known and widely used did not
necessarily reflect how useful they were, and that models should reflect the
real world. As already shown, there are numerous models that already exist,
some of which concentrate mainly on the adoption of technology of
individuals, and some on behavioural change, but it is rare to find a model that
combines these and also takes into account beliefs and facilitation. Even
when combined though, the UTAUT and TPACK models don’t address some
of the other key issues in teacher choices such as teacher beliefs and
cognition.

The literature review highlights several areas worthy of exploration when
considering the impact of introducing a new teaching space to university
lecturers:

1 The teaching environment - Does the classroom design by itself, by
being present change the attitudes of staff?

1 Is the space appropriate for genuine collaborative teaching to take
place?
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For those staff that wish to change their teaching style, do the barriers
they face lie within the familiarity with technology, the knowledge of the
pedagogy or whether their subject matter lends itself to such change?
How would they prefer to be supported though change?

For those staff that have changed how they teach following the
refurbishment, what factors influenced that decision and what benefits
do they feel they change has brought for them and their students?

Research aims

The overall aim of this project is to contribute to the knowledge base about
how staff respond to and can be supported through changes in teaching

environments. If more is known about the positive and negative implications of
redesigning learning spaces, ultimately it will help staff develop the best
pedagogical practices and use the facilities provided for the best outcomes for
the students.

In order to guide the study, the following research aims have been created:

1.

To investigate whether teachers have changed their teaching style
depending on the learning space they are in.

To find out if they made use of the way the students are arranged and
the technology available to them.

To understand the motivations of staff towards collaborative learning,
including their knowledge of the benefits and potential drawbacks, and
how they could envisage it could improve the experience of their
students.

To explore whether there are factors that are facilitating or inhibiting the
opportunity to change, what have they found useful and what
assistance do they feel they need.

To discover how likely they are to make changes in the future?

To discover whether the staff feel adequately prepared for making
changes to the way they teach when using a collaborative learning
space.

To be able to contribute to future change management having a better
insight into the levels of support that staff may require to make the
transition as smooth as possible.

To create and critique a novel framework within which a fully
dimensional exploration of teachers attitudes towards technology-
enhanced, collaborative learning. To identify the factors that are either
positively or negatively associated with change or the desire and ability
to change pedagogical practice.
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2.9.1 Research Questions

In order to address the gaps in the existing knowledge and to develop a
conceptual model the following research questions have been formulated:

1. Have staff changed their lecturing style in response to the changed
design of the lecture theatre?
a. What factors motivated or demotivated staff towards making
changes?
b. What factors helped facilitate change?
c. What challenges did they face?
2. How can educators be supported following the change of a teaching
space?
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3 The development of a theoretical framework model to
explore the adoption of new pedagogies

Before embarking upon the research itself, the themes to be investigated
need to be identified (Brinkmann and Kvale, 2018a). These themes can be
used to decide on how the research is carried out and, in the analysis, and
discussion of the data.

Several themes have already been identified in the literature review, this
section will attempt to draw them out and place them in an ordered hierarchy,
related to the decision-making process. This order will be in the form of a
novel model that will be used throughout the study.

3.1 The Theory of Reasoned Action (TRA)

As a starting point for the new model, Fishbein & Azjen’s 1975 Theory of
Reasoned Action (TRA) (Figure 3-1) has been chosen, as this forms the basis
for several of the currently available models for adoption of a behaviour such
as TAM and UTAUT (Lai, 2017). TRA has been described as a generic model
for behaviour prediction (Li, 2020). The TRA states that a change in behaviour
arises from an intention to change. This intention is influenced by the factors
that affect the attitude of the person and a desire to appear to fit in (normative
beliefs).

| Behavioural
Beliefs

Attitude
Outcome
Evaluation % Behavioural .
. 8 Behaviour
’ Intention

| Normative

Subjective
I Norms

Figure 3-1 - Fishbein and Ajzen's Theory of Reasoned Action (1975) adapted
from Lai (2017).

Beliefs

Motivation
d to Comply

The factors that contribute to the behavioural intention could be considered
the ‘motivating factors’, those factors which either increase or decrease the
likelihood of somebody wanting to change their teaching style.
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From the TRA and models examined in the previous chapter, this could be
simplified to identify that behaviour intention starts with a decision based upon
predisposing factors. Shown as a simple pathway in Figure 3-2, these
predisposing factors will lead to a decision of whether or not to adopt new
behaviour. At this point, someone is deciding whether they would like to make
changes to their behaviour or not.

rlntention toj ! Make |
: : change changes
Predisposin . ) . )
factors f : ~ ) f )
NO Intention
to change —> Non adopte1

Figure 3-2 - Simplified behavioural decision pathway.

Supposing someone wishes to make a change, the next question is — can
they? For example, if someone wanted a new car, they make the decision to
get a new car, but then they have to look at what is available in their price
range.

Murray and Macdonald (1997) say that teachers often express beliefs and
attitudes towards a particular pedagogy, but this is not always followed up by
a change in teaching practice. They suggested the mismatch was due to
“‘environmental constraints” such as insufficient support, training and
resources. Therefore, a step has been added into the pathway to account for
constraints or barriers and shown in Figure 3-3. This takes the behavioural
intention from several of the models but adds in the findings from section 2.6
that barriers need to be overcome before change can happen. One of the
purposes of the current study therefore is to help fill in the gaps in this model,
which are the motivating factors and facilitating conditions that can help staff
become actual users of new facilities.
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ES S
overcome changes

Predisposing change change Cannot be

No intention

to change

Figure 3-3 - Decision pathway including barriers to change.

This shows that someone may become a non-adopter either if they choose
not to adopt, or if they want to adopt but something is preventing them from
doing so. It also shows barriers being considered after the decision process,
whereas they may well be predicted and influence the decision in the first
place.

There are two points on the path where the route taken can be influenced; the
decision to make a change or not and the ability to overcome any obstacles to
change or not. Taking these ideas into account a modified decision pathway is
provided in Figure 3-4.

Facilitating factors

Can be
. ) overcome
Intention to Barriers to
change

Make
changes

Predisposing change

Non adopter

ovone -

factors No intention overcome
to change

Figure 3-4 - Simplified map of the decision process and conditions required
for adoption of new practice.

There are no existing models that include the facilitation that must exist to
take someone from having an intention to use, to actual usage behaviour, this
seems to be a natural consequence of an intention.

Therefore, the novel model will start with these two basic premises; there
must be an intention (Davis, 1989) or motivation to change pedagogical style
and there must be the appropriate facilitating conditions (Steel and Andrews,
2011) to be able to do so. The first iteration of the new model (Figure 3-5)
reflects these two overarching concepts; that of motivation to change and that
of facilitating change.
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Decision Process Outcome
Increase

Increase

New
technology

Behavioural
Intention

enhanced Motivating Factors Facilitating Factors
teaching style

considered

Non

Decrease adopter

Decrease

Figure 3-5 - Basic outline of the novel model including motivation, leading to a
behavioural intention and enabling factors leading to whether somebody
actually makes a change or not.

The outcome is intended to show that adoption of new teaching practices

could be on a continuum of small scale to large scale changes in teaching

practice.

It is the factors that affect motivation and the factors that enable change that
are going to be of interest in this study, and these will be looked at in more
detail in the following sections.

3.2 The motivation to change

Motivations that lead to behaviours have been studied for many years and
have been reviewed succinctly by Legault (2016). Legault describes
motivations as being either intrinsic or extrinsic. Intrinsic motivations are
behaviours which give the individual satisfaction or enjoyment in carrying out
that behaviour. External motivations, on the other hand, are where there is an
outcome achieved by carrying out the behaviour, which itself may be a
reward, but not necessarily for the person themselves. For example, if a
teacher uses a new teaching method, it may be because they find it easier to
do, which would be an internal motivation. It may be that they think the
students would enjoy it more, or exam results may improve, which would be
external motivations.

From the TAM models described in section 2.5.1, motivation was defined by
‘Per cei ved Llthe defreeltonvbichdhé potential user feels that their
work would be enhanced by adoption (Davis, 1989). Further development of
TAM and UTAUT included factors that may influence the perceived
usefulness and shown in Table 3-1. It should be noted that some of the
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motivations, including social influence and performance expectancy could be
classed as internal or external depending on who the user is trying to please.

Table 3-1 - Internal and external motivations included in the TAM and UTAUT

models.
TAM models UTAUT
Internal Motivations Subjective Norm Performance
Image Expectancy

Job Relevance Social influence

Experience

External Motivations Output Quality

Result Demonstrability

TAM3 included emotional aspects in the form of anchors and adjustments.
These are almost exclusively computer related, however, they are connected
to the beliefs of the individual and in section 2.4.3 it was discussed how
teacher beliefs can shape teaching choices.

Whilst appearing obvious from TRA that beliefs shape attitudes and therefore
behaviour (Richardson, 1996), it also reinforces the idea that beliefs can be
changed as outcomes become apparent. Of course, there must a belief
regarding change in the first place, which may be externally motivated, such
as an instruction to do so, observation of successful behaviours in role
models, or an internal desire, which will be explored later.

In a review of 13 articles on the subject of beliefs, Kember (1997) made
connections between teacher conceptions and teaching practices (Figure
3-6).
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Figure 3-6 - The relationship between teaching conceptions, approaches and
learning outcomes adapted from Kember (1997)

From the preceding discussion of motivational factors, the factors most

relevant to the introduction of a new teaching space have been taken and

added to the new model Figure 3-7, being listed as internal or external

motivations.

The reasons for including each are given as follows:

1 Perceived Usefulness — From TAM3 (Venkatesh and Bala, 2008).
TAM3 considered the perceived usefulness to be contributed to be
factors such as job relevance, output quality and result demonstrability.
The perceived usefulness in this study is a measure of how the design
of the teaching space and the possibilities it affords are relevant or
inspiring to the teacher.

o Performance expectancy — From UTAUT. Will changing
teaching style allow them to do their job more easily, how useful
would it be to use the tools available.

o Pedagogical Benefits — From TPACK. Can the teacher identify
any pedagogical benefits from the redesign or how it may be
used.

o Experience and beliefs— Experience is included from UTAUT
and Weinberger and Shonfeld (2020). Previous experience and
beliefs have been proposed as significant factors in teaching
choices (Haines and Maurice-Takerei, 2019; Weinberger and
Shonfeld, 2020). Beliefs were also seen in both the Theory of
Reasoned Action (3.1) and in Opfer's work on Teacher
orientation (Figure 2-3) they have been included with
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experience as they are closely related, in that one can influence

the other (Richardson, 1996).

1 Social Influence — from UTAUT, teacher conceptions (Kember, 1997)
and teacher cognition (Borg, 2003), the factors encompassing the
influence that significant others have on decision making. Social
influences include the institution (Yang et al., 2023), students and
colleagues. Bligh (2019) also pointed to being consulted and involved
in the design of teaching spaces would help shape their pedagogical
practices.

o Institutional influence — from Kember’s Teacher
Conceptions. What autonomy does the individual have to
make changes, are they in anyway encouraged or
discouraged from teaching practices. Are there any directives
given? This also appears in UTAUT as voluntariness of use.
This may have relevance also when considering that external
bodies may have some influence on how students are taught
with particular reference to the General Dental Council
(GDC) who require evidence that learning outcomes have
been achieved.

0 Subjective norms — from TAM3. How much is the teacher
influenced by what they observe as normal use of the lecture
theatre by others, are they influenced by others apparent
successes or failures (Lai, 2017).

o Student Presage — From Kember’s Teacher Conceptions.
What influence does the student body have, either from
direct feedback or module / course evaluation? Do teachers
think feel that there are any expectations from the students to
make more use of the space? Conversely students may be
expecting a style of teaching that they have got used to in
other settings.
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Decision Process Outcome
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Figure 3-7 — Second iteration new model including further factors regarding
motivations.

3.3  Facilitating Factors

Following the idea of internal and external control from Venkatesh (2000) this
section is divided into those that relate to the individual and those that relate
to the environment.

Facilitating Factors: the factors that may assist in adoption, both under the
control of the individual and those provided by the institution.

1 Perceived ease of use — from TAM and UTAUT, the individual
assessment of the effort required to adopt a new system. These have
been divided into those in the control of the individual (internal control)
and those out of the individual’s control (environment).

o Effort expectancy — Venkatesh (2000) the perceived self-
efficacy of the individual to adopt a system. When putting
together the UTAUT model, Venkatesh et al. (2003) combined
perceived ease of use, complexity and ease of use from
previous models to create a construct they called effort
expectancy, which they used to measure the ease with which
somebody is able to use a system. When considering the use of
new teaching styles, this could be considered as what factors
would make the transition easier or harder.

o Pedagogical knowledge i From the idea of internal control and
from TPACK, does the individual feel they have adequate
pedagogical knowledge to adopt a different style of teaching. Li
et al. (2022) found PK to be related to seniority and experience
in teaching, and a significant factor in ICT integration.
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o Technological ability i From internal control, how much does
the individual believe they are able to use the technology
effectively for educational purposes.

1 The final section of the model contains those factors that help facilitate
using the space for collaborative teaching that are out of the control of
the individual and depend upon the institution. Such factors may
include how the lessons are timetabled, whether support is made
available or whether the design of the curriculum allow for such a style
of teaching.

1 Environment i What conditions are provided to help the teacher to
make changes to teaching styles.

o Curriculum design — from Kember’s teacher conceptions
(Kember, 1997). Does the curriculum allow for the type of
teaching desired, in terms of how it is assessed and whether the
teacher can include more sessions for example if wanting to flip
the classroom, does the amount of self-study hours allow for the
extra work for the students, what other demands are on their
time, is there an exam in a different module imminent?

o Training — One of the key aspects identified by the literature
was training. In order to use the lecture theatre for technology
enhanced collaborative teaching sessions both pedagogical
training and technological training could improve the perceived
ease of use and reduce the amount of time needed to make
transitions. Providing technological or pedagogical training was
shown by Clement (2018) to be an important factor in successful
transitions.

o Institutional Support - Not directly from any other model but
identified by Georgina and Hosford (2009), Bligh (2019) and
Yang et al. (2023) as important. This could include any way the
institution could facilitate change, such as promotion of time to
make changes, or additional staff (‘wingers’ as identified by
Clement (1996)).

The final version of the proposed model is shown in Figure 3-8.
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Figure 3-8 — The completed proposed model including motivating and facilitating factors
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Any of these factors may have a positive association with adopting change,
conversely the same factors may contribute to decreased motivation or deny
facilitation. For example, past experiences may be positive or negative, or
the availability of tech support may be emancipating, the lack of it may be
daunting.

Some factors may have both motivating and facilitating functions, for
example pedagogical knowledge (PK) is related to perceived usefulness as
they allow the teacher to see the possibilities of what change could bring
about, yet Shulman (1986) saw pedagogical knowledge as being connected
with the ability to design a lesson and manage students. Therefore,
someone with high PK might consider a change in pedagogy as a less
significant hurdle than someone with a lower PK.

In the outcome, teachers will be somewhere on a spectrum ranging from
very keen adopters to those with no intention to change. It will serve to
explore which factors appear to have had impact on reaching that
standpoint.
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4 Methodology and methods

4.1 Research Design

4.1.1 Assumptions and the research paradigm

The research paradigm is a key aspect to defining the framework that will form
the basis for a research project (Mackenzie and Knipe, 2006). The research
paradigm has been described as the basic set of beliefs that constitute the
world view (Guba and Lincoln, 1994) and consist of; ontology, epistemology
and methodology (Assalahi, 2015).

The author is coming to this project from a background in the natural sciences,
where the typical research paradigm belongs with positivism. In a positivistic
paradigm there is an assumption that experimental testing leads to a discovery
of provable truths. When considering teacher choices though, based on and
shaped by numerous factors, there is not one truth to find, or a simple equation
that can solve a problem. What is aimed for is an interpretation of a situation,
using data to guide that interpretation. An interpretivistic paradigm relies on the
researcher to construct understanding and explain phenomena by interpreting
the actions or discussions with participants. The interpretivist researcher is not
separated from the subjects of their study, but actively takes part in the
research to construct knowledge together with the participants (Assalahi, 2015).
Therefore, this study will be shaped by an interpretivist paradigm.

Ontology and axiology

Ontology describes the nature of what is reality (Guba and Lincoln, 1994). For
example, in a positivist paradigm, reality can be found by experimentation, such
as the melting point of pure gold. The accuracy of the test can improve the
accuracy of the result, but the result is there to be found. Whereas, for example,
if we were to ask a person ‘why did they chose a particular gold ring in a
jewellery shop?’, there are a myriad of possibilities, which may be attempted to
be explained through cultural and social experiences. No one reality will exist
that could be generalised to all customers in the shop, or even the same
customer on different days. This is not to say that to seek such explanation is
fruitless.

These preconceived ontological beliefs of the researcher (Guba et al., 1994)
shape the theoretical framework for the research project (Mackenzie and Knipe,
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2006) and have been described as the lens that the researcher views the world
through (Kivunja and Kuyini, 2017).

Hypothetically, there could be an ontological belief in the current study that all
staff would wish to change their teaching style because that is the prevailing
trend, and that those staff who don’t change must be behaving that way
because they are facing barriers or impediments to change. Such assumptions
guide the design of a choice of research design and questions asked in
interviews. In this study, no opinion or action however will be considered in
terms of coming from a better or a worse viewpoint. One approach to using the
space will not be considered as superior or inferior to any another.

Axiology describes the role of such values and, although values may be
consciously or subconsciously held, they should not bias the findings or
interpretations of a study. For the sake of clarity, | personally see a role for both
traditional lectures and more interactive learning sessions. | have found that
trying to change my teaching style has been difficult as | sometimes felt
uncomfortable trying out new teaching techniques in case they don’t work out. |
haven’t felt any encouragement or pressure to use the lecture theatre in a
different way from anyone, but | do feel that student judgement can be harsh if
the lecturer has a poor performance.

4.1.2 Deciding the research methodology

Saunders et al. (2019, p.130) suggested one way of determining the
methodology was by thinking about the decision process as layers of an onion,
starting with the overall philosophy as the outermost layer, gradually peeling
away the layers through theory development, methodological choices down to
techniques and procedures. The “onion” has been simplified for ease of reading
in Figure 4-1. This chart proved a very useful guide as going down each layer to
think about which options best fitted the current study.
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Figure 4-1 - Philosophical approaches to research design adapted from
Saunders “research onion” (Saunders et al., 2019)

Epistemology

Epistemology has been described as relating to the nature of knowledge and
what makes knowledge acceptable (Saunders et al., 2019). For the current
study, starting with an epistemology based in interpretivism, the aim of this
research was to attempt to apply meaning with regards to responses given by
participants with respect to their thoughts and actions in response to the
introduction of the CLT.

Approach

Next came the decision as whether this should be an inductive or a deductive
study. The differences between an inductive or a deductive approach are
shown in Figure 4-2 and Figure 4-3 (adapted from Burney and Saleem (2008).
For an inductive study the starting point is not clear and only after analysis of
the findings will the hypothesis become clear.
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Hypothesis
Identify
patterns
Observation 2 n/
disproven

Figure 4-2 - The Inductive approach  Figure 4-3 - The deductive approach

If taking a deductive approach, the starting point would be the factors identified
previously along with a theory of how they will influence the participants and the
study would be to test that theory. In the present study, whilst the literature has
suggested some factors that may be important, there are very few studies
exploring this type of data, so it is important not to miss new or unpredicted
findings. The approach therefore was abductive, meaning that some prediction
is applied, but the data and connections between the data and actions still must
be found.

Methodology

A choice had to be made whether the study would be qualitative, quantitative,
or mixed. Following the previous section, qualitative methods may be more
suited to a deductive approach, where known factors could be used in a
questionnaire to find out what are the most frequently experienced and to
ascertain connections between factors. As this study has a largely inductive
component, and the purpose is to be able to answer the question ‘why’
regarding staff choices and behaviours a qualitative approach was chosen. In
future the findings of this study may be able to lead to a quantitative or mixed
approach, but at the current time, not enough about the issues affecting staff
were known.

4.1.3 Qualitative research methods

Qualitative methods have been suggested when wishing to study the
experiences of people and where unanticipated findings can be explored (Chai
et al., 2021). Qualitative research methods utilise a range of different means of
gathering data. For example, questionnaires and observation may inform us of
how staff are using the lecture theatre but will not tell us why they are using it
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that way, or what has shaped their decision making to be taking the approach
that they do. To answer this, the design needs to allow for an exploration of
their thoughts, experiences and reasons behind their decisions. As Brinkmann
and Kvale (2018a) put it:

GLFT e2dz 6yl (2 1y26 K2g LIS2LX S dzy RSNE G| y
y2i GFrt]1 ¢6AGK GKSYK X ¢KNRBdAAK O2y JSNAEI (A
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Interviews can take several different forms including structured, unstructured,
semi-structured and phenomenological. Each has their advantages and
disadvantages.

Phenomenological interviewing as described by Guerrero-Castafieda et al.
(2017), where the interviewer takes a central focussing event with supplemental
guestions and attempts to find how the subject existed through that event.
Seidman suggested an unstructured three interview strategy with the first
interview to gain the individuals background, the second to explore the
phenomenological event and the third to reflect upon meaning (Seidman, 2006).
All three of these aspects could prove to be important as the background of the
teacher, the use of the space and reflecting on how their practice has changed
or could improve are very much overarching areas to be explored, however, the
nature of such interviews is time consuming, and is better suited to exploring a
particular phenomenon and was therefore rejected for this study.

Structured interviews, with a set of questions fixed beforehand for instance
could be a good means of generalising the scale of a problem, and would be
simpler to analyse than other methods, however, since the questions are fixed
in advance, they are not very useful for exploring feelings or deeper meanings
as this doesn’t allow for following up on interesting comments (Opie, 2004).
Constructivist and social psychology research bring into question the value of
predetermined questionnaires and structured interviews as being an
appropriate method of being able to explore how a subject construes a topic
(Tomlinson, 1989). As not all factors relating to staff conceptions, actions and
responses can be predicted then this was considered not to be the most useful
form of interview at this stage. It may be for a future study to explore the
prevalence of findings that are induced at this stage.

Semi-structured interviews are described as using a predetermined set of
open-ended questions to ensure that the main topics are covered, with follow
up questions to probe further (Adams, 2015). They have the advantage of
allowing the interviewer to explore more deeply any areas that could require
more explanation or factors not previously considered. They require the
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interviewer to be capable and could be affected by the subjective views of the
interviewer (Howell, 2013, p.234). Despite this, the semi-structured interview
would seem to be the most pragmatic approach to take as the lack of rigidity
allows factors as yet unknown to be explored (Opie, 2004) within a structure
determined by the conceptual framework. Building on Seidmans approach to
the three interviews, Bevan (2014) described using three stages in the interview
to fully explore a situation. He suggested the stages were; (1) contextualisation,
(2) apprehension of the phenomenon and (3) clarifying the phenomenon. As
there is no strict phenomenon here, borrowing from both Seidman’s and
Bevans theories to create an interview schedule that allows for gaining the
background of the teacher, exploring how they teach in the space compared to
traditional lecture theatres and reflect upon their practice and what support
could be provided for making changes should they wish, using a new model to
identify key themes.

A qualitative study using semi-structured interviews was selected to take place
with members of teaching staff within the School of Dentistry as the best means
of both investigating specific aspects of the behaviours of the staff, but also to
allow for exploring areas that may arise in conversation for which
predetermined questions have not been prescribed.

Personal values

| have been a member of teaching staff for over 16 years, having spent 10
years as a practicing dentist. | deliver about 15 to 20 lectures per year along
with multiple small group and clinical teaching sessions. At the time of
beginning this research project | was also acting head of department, however,
by the time the interviews were carried out | no longer held this position.

I know all of the interviewees personally and am also as a user of the space.
This will bring an insider perspective to the interviews with the participants,
which Burgess has described as a purposeful conversation with the co-
construction of knowledge through both the emic and etic perspective (Burgess
1984).

4.2 Context

The School of Dentistry is made up of five departments. The Department of
Restorative Dentistry is the largest teaching department, with the departments
of Oral Surgery and Paediatric Dentistry make up the other departments based
around clinical teaching. The two other departments, Oral Biology and Dental
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Public Health are largely research based, however they do contribute to
teaching and lecturing within the School.

Table 4-1 — Total number of staff and module leads within each department

(2022)
Division Staff Members Module Leaders
Restorative Dentistry 76 17
Paediatric Dentistry 21 2
Oral Biology 19 6
Dental Public Health 12 5
Oral Surgery 10 3

The number of staff in a division includes teachers, support and technical staff.
The actual number of staff with lecturing responsibilities was not available for
the whole school, but with regards to Restorative Department it was 47, with 27
of those providing lectures. The Staff profile of the department of restorative
dentistry is outlined in Table 4-2. Seniority was defined as; Junior included
lecturers and CTFs, or Senior included SCTFs, associate professors and
professors. Although there are more male staff compared to female staff and
more junior staff compared to senior staff, when considering those with lecturing
commitments the numbers are reasonably equal.

Table 4-2 - Staff profile of the Department of Restorative Dentistry as of 2019

Overall teaching With lecturing % oflecturers
staff numbers (2019) responsibilities
Junior 32 13 48 %
Senior 15 14 52 %
Female 20 13 48 %
Male 27 14 52 %

4.3 Development of the Interview Schedule

Tomlinson (1989) suggests a hierarchical approach to questions in order to
construct meaning to the subjects’ thoughts and actions in a scenario. He
suggests that questions start quite broad and get progressively narrower by a
process of hierarchical focussing. A schedule along these lines of exploring
whether someone has changed their style of teaching, leading into the why
they have done that and then the how they went about that leading into the
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specifics of the techniques that were used. This approach is also commonly
used to explore the experiences of patients undergoing health care (Bricki and
Green, 2007).

Using the approaches of Seidman (2006) to arrange the interview into three
broad sections, past, present and future, and Tomlinson (1989) to explore the
situation in a hierarchical way, the potential interview questions were developed
(Table 4-3). These have been arranged in this table to align with the research
aims, and connections to the motivating and facilitating factors identified when
creating the model are shown.
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Table 4-3 — Potential Questions to include in the interview with

connections to the proposed model.

Contexual:

Can you tell me about your career and your role as &
educator?

Context / Experience

When were you first aware that the lecture theatre w
being redesigned?

Context

Research Aim 1:

Toinvestigate whether teachers have changed their teaching style dependil

on the learning space they are in.

How would you describe your previous experience o| Experience
lectures either as a student or a teacher
How useful do you think lectures are amaans of Beliefs

undergraduate education?

Are you aware of how your students respond to the
lecture style of teaching?

Student presage

Did the presence of the DLT cause you to think
differently about the way you teach

Perceived Usefulness
[ Pedbenefits

Have you changed the way you teach since the
introduction of the DLT (or when using DLT compare

to traditional spaces?

Outcome

Research Aim 2:

Do they take advantage of the way the students are arranged and the

technology available to them?

Tell me about a time you have used (want to use) th
lecture theatre in a different way that has been
enabled by the design

Narrative

Canyou tell me about a time you have used any of th
digital technology that was installed into the DLT to

engage the students?

Pedbenefits

Research Aim 3:

To understand the motivations of staff towards collaborative learning,
including their knowledge of the benefits and potential drawbacks, and how,
they could envisage it could improve the experience of their students.

Do you remember how you felt when the new lecturg
theatre was announced / found out one was availabl

Beliefs / Inst Influence
|/ Perf expectancy

What do you think could be the potential advantages
students working collaboratively?

Pedbenefits/
performance
expectancy / beliefs

Do you feel any expectation to use the lecture theatr
in a different style from a traditional lecture from the

school / students / colleagues?

Inst Influence /
subjective norm /
student presage

Research Aim 4:

To explore whether there are factors that are facilitating or inhibiting the
opportunity to change, what have they found useful and what assistance dc

they feel they need?
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Would you choose the CLT preferentially to a
traditional lecture theatre?

Perceived usefulness

Did the introduction of the lecture theatre cause you
any anxieties

Perceived ease of us¢

Do you feel able to choose effective technological
solutions to support the teaching you would like to
provide?

Perceived ease of us¢

Did you have a colleague present / would one be
available when trying to do a collaborative session

Institutional Support

Have you received any training on how to use the
lecture theatre collaboratively?

Pedagogicdiraining

Do you think the curriculurtends itself to collaborative
learning?

Curriculum design

How easy would it be to change your teaching
materials to include collaborative teaching?

Effort expectancy
Environment

Do you think the students would be able to adapt to
that style

Perceivecthallenges

How confident do you feel using the available digital
technologies?

Perceived ease of us¢

What training have you received specifically on the
of the technology

Training

Is a technologist available while you are teaching?

Institutional Support

Research Aim 5:

Do discover how likely are they to make changes in the future?

Do you have plans to make changes in the future?

Open

Research Aim 6:

To discover whether the staff feel adequately prepared for making future /
further changes to the way they teach when using a collaborative learning

space.

What barriers would you need to overcome to make
changes?

Perceived challenges

What anxieties would you have regarding making
changes?

Perceived ease of us¢
/ Anxiety

Would there be anything that would help you to mak
changes

Open

Do you have any other thoughts about the future of
lectures, how spaces should besignedand staff
supported?

Open
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To create the interview schedule that was used in the study (Appendix E:
Interview Schedule) these questions were arranged into 5 sections:

Section 1: Context.

Chai et al., (2021) proposed that following initial contextual questions to
set the scene, questions should not be leading and should be open
ended. The non-threatening nature of the initial questions that explore
demographics can help the interviewee to relax (Ryan et al., 2009).

Section 2: The impact of the CLT on their practice.

Whether the introduction made them think about their practice or what
changes they have made and why did they do that.

Section 3: Beliefs regarding collaborative learning.

Exploring past experiences and beliefs about their value of collaborative
learning as a pedagogy.

Section 4: Integration of technology.

What technologies available have they used and what challenges have
they faced regarding its use.

Section 5: Looking forward.

What plans to they have for how they will deliver lectures in the future
and how can they be supported with any changes they wish to make.

Every effort was made to word questions in a way that would not suggest that
one style of teaching or changing styles because of the changes to the lecture
theatre was either a positive or a negative attribute. Some closed questions
have been included to be able to make comparisons between participants at a
later stage, but a number of open questions were also included to give the
interviewees a chance to speak without constraints as suggested by Raworth et
al. (2012).

44  Pilot Study

A pilot study was carried out to; test the utility of the questions at eliciting the
information required to be able to answer the research questions, and to
establish whether the planned process of video interviews with digital recording
would work for both interviewer and interviewee.

Initial ethical approval was obtained (section 4.5.1), and a pilot study was
carried out by interviewing three lecturers who were not from the School of
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Dentistry, however they were familiar with at least one of the three redesigned
lecture theatres in the University.

Prior to the interviews, they were sent participant information sheets and
consent forms to fill in. The interviews were carried out on Microsoft Teams
[Microsoft Corporation, Redmond, Washington, USA]. They gave verbal
consent to being recorded at the start of the interview.

The interviews took place in 2020 whilst there was no face-to-face teaching on
campus. There was concern that due to the length of time that had passed
since using the lecture theatre that recollections may not be as precise.

Findings of the pilot study

Two of the three participants were very enthusiastic about using the
collaborative lecture theatres, the third whilst keen on collaborative learning did
not see the lecture theatre as the place that should happen.

Suitability of questions — The questions worked well for the two adopters and
had to be modified during the interview process for the non-adopter. These
changes were recorded and have been reflected in changes subsequently
made to the interview schedule.

Recording using the in-built voice recorder worked satisfactorily but the
participant’s voices were quiet. For future interviews it was decided to place the
microphone closer to the computer speaker.

Transcription was generally easy to carry out. If the participant was interrupted
or the interviewer gave approving noises this was picked up by the microphone
and obscured some words, therefore in the main study the interviewer will
remain as quiet as possible during responses and avoid giving approval as that
may also influence the answers being given. Giving non-verbal cues of active
listening however should be practiced as it encourages the flow of conversation
(Gill et al., 2008).

The semi-structured nature of the interview worked well, with the ability to
explore some events more deeply and follow up if any key factors had not been
mentioned.

A brief analysis of the findings confirmed that for the adopters there were a
large number of the suspected motivating factors being picked up which were
not present in the non-adopter, and for the three interviews carried out it was
apparent that motivation was more important than facilitation, however no
conclusions can be drawn from such a small number.
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Concerns about the length of time since the interviewees had used the lecture
theatre were allayed when all three interviewees spoke fluently about their
experiences and had good, focussed recall of their thought and fears at the
time.

4.5 Methods

4.5.1 Ethical Considerations

Ethics are essential to both preserve any personal data of the participants but
also to preserve the integrity of the study and the reliability of the findings
(Gibbs, 2018).

Ethical approval for this project has been sought, and approved (AREA 20-002)
under condition that:

1 No one from a vulnerable group would take part.

1 Participants would give informed consent prior to being interviewed.

1 There was no pressure placed upon anyone to take part, and anyone
reserved the right to withdraw at any time prior to the interview and within
two weeks of the interview taking place could choose for their data not to
be included.

1 Anonymity was preserved. No participants would be identifiable by name
and no names would be stored with the research data. Participants
would be coded at the time of acceptance along with only very brief
attributes including gender and job position.

1 Participants could be identifiable by voice and therefore voice recordings
would be deleted once transcription is complete and verified.

71 Data would be stored in encrypted folders on a secure university server
and deleted within 3 years of the end of the project.

There were no benefits for taking part and no risks involved in the study. There
were also no penalties for not taking part or withdrawing from the study.

Gill and Baillie (2018) recommended that for online interviews, consent forms
may be emailed to each other and verbally giving consent at the start of the
recording should be carried out, which is what was done.

Personal position

The position of the researcher in this project opens some important ethical
considerations, including the relationship to the participants and potential biases
within the design, analysis and conclusions drawn by the study. Holmes (2020)
discussed the benefits of being an insider or an outsider in the research, with
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the advantages of the insider including; asking more insightful questions, having
a familiarity with the day-to-day issues affecting the participants, being more
trusted by the participants, being familiar with the language being used as well
as having easier access to the participants both physically and personally. The
disadvantages including an unwitting bias, projecting the researcher’'s own
feelings on the responses given, the participants may assume that the
researcher knows what they are talking about even if this isn’t the case, so that
they may gloss over areas of importance.

As the interviewer was known to the participants as a senior member of staff a
lot of care was taken in the preparation of recruitment materials and in the
framing of the questions that this was being carried out in the role of a
postgraduate student. The interviewer’s student email address was used in all
correspondence and participation was entirely voluntary.

My position with the participants was complex. | have a friendly and respectful
relationship with everyone that took part, we are colleagues and friends which
helped. | am aware the more junior staff could have subconsciously wanted to
say something that put them in a good light, but none did. | stayed neutral
throughout the interviews, not giving any idea of approval other than being
thankful for their thoughtful responses. | have been a participant in several
semi-structured interviews in the past. | always found it useful when it was a
colleague and they explained why they were doing it and why my opinions were
valuable. | was once interviewed by somebody high up in an organisation, and |
felt terrified of saying the wrong things, and so with every question my first
thought was "what are they asking this for and what would be the correct
answer to give". With colleagues, it has felt much more like a conversation, and
we are often let's say critical of the establishment, so maybe we feel more free
to say what we really mean to a friend or colleague, knowing they will treat that
sensitively than to a stranger with a potentially hidden agenda.

All communications with participants made clear that the study was part of a
postgraduate research project with the sole aim of generating data regarding
how they personally feel the space has influenced them. At the start of each
interview this was reiterated and my position as a student researcher and not as
a colleague was the important factor. As participation was voluntary, | would like
to think that colleagues participated to help me as a student as well as to share
their knowledge and experience. Questioning was carefully and sensitively
carried out, respectful of their position and anonymity. During the writing of this
thesis names of colleagues and others have been removed to preserve their
anonymity also.
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4.5.2 Data Collection

Recruitment of participants

There is much variation in how sample sizes should be calculated, with some
sources suggesting that interviews should be continued until saturation is
reached, meaning, nothing new is being discovered. Numbers ranging from 5 to
25 interviews have been suggested (Beitin, 2012). Ando et al. (2014) reported
that all themes and 92.2% of codes were established after 12 interviews. They
go on to state that their group was homogenous, which may affect the number
of interviews required. It was decided that a total of 15 interviews should be
undertaken.

An advertisement to take part in the study (Appendix A: Recruitment
advertisement) was sent out via the school’ fortnightly newsletter over a period
of eight weeks until sufficient volunteers responded. Any staff members
expressing an interest were sent further information (Appendix B: Email to
participants) and also a participant information sheet (Appendix C: Participant
Information Sheet).

Interviews

Due to the COVID-19 Pandemic, all interviews and communication took place
electronically using Microsoft Teams [Microsoft Corporation, Redmond,
Washington, USA] which had become the preferred communication tool since
the start of the pandemic and all staff were familiar with using it.

At the beginning of each interview, the interviewee returned a signed consent
form (Appendix D: Consent Form) and were asked again if they were happy to
be audio recorded and for anonymised quotes to be used in the write-up, which
they all were.

Recordings were carried out via a microphone connected to a second PC
running windows voice recorder. The recordings were saved as a compressed
file that was moved to a password protected, encrypted folder within the
University’s One Drive immediately and any local files deleted.

A research journal was kept throughout to record details of each interview.
Following the interviews ‘field notes’ were made including a brief reflection of
the process and any key findings that stood out.

A total of 16 colleagues responded to the request for volunteers to take part in
the interviews. One was rejected due to having no previous experience of
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lecturing or current lecturing duties. All participants attended for interview
between February and July 2021.

Following interviews all interviewees were assigned a pseudonym, in a similar
way to that described by Van Horne and Murniati (2016). This alias was chosen
at random with names chosen in alphabetical order and applied chronologically
to the interviews.

A list of interviewees, their level of seniority and length of time for each
interview is shown in Table 4-4 along with an indication of whether they were
employed as teachers prior to the refurbishment.

Table 4-4 - Overview of interviewees
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1 40 F Anya J <5 Yes
2 17 F Bianca J 5-10 No
3 30 F Cathy J <5 No
4 50 M Dan J <5 No
5 45 M Edgar S 11-20 Yes
6 28 F Faiza J 11-20 No
7 91 M Gerry S 5-10 Yes
8 72 M Hiro S >20 No
9 40 M Ivan S >20 Yes
10 55 M Jack S 5-10 Yes
11 55 F Kara S 5-10 Yes
12 60 F Lily S >20 Yes
13 30 F Maria J 5-10 Yes
14 40 M Norman S >20 Yes
15 45 F Olivia S 11-20  Yes
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The pseudonyms have not been shared with the participants, though when
reading this document, they may be able to identify themselves from the
statements made and the broad demographics supplied. The job titles or
positions have also not been included as in a small school this could lead to the
possibility of being able to identify quite easily by other members of staff.

The length of interviews varied widely from 17 minutes for Bianca who gave
very short answers and hadn’t had the opportunity to use the new space on her
own, and Gerry whose interview lasted 91 minutes and gave very thoughtful
and detailed responses requiring more dialogue to further explore concepts that
were raised. He was asked once the hour had passed if he was happy to carry
on and he replied he was. This may be longer than the one hour that Adams
suggests as the maximum length for an interview (Adams, 2015), but most
interviews fitted comfortably within that time frame.

Key demographics can be seen in Table 4-5. This table shows that there was a
representative mix of male and female, junior and senior staff, the mean time
spent teaching was 14.6 years, with a range of 2 to 40 years.

Table 4-5 - Table of key demographics of the interview cohort

Gender Female 8 (53%)
Male 7 (47%)
Seniority Junior 6 (40%)
Senior 9 (60%)
Number of years Range 2-40 years
eI Mean 14.6 years

During the interviews a tick list of key topics to cover was marked off as topics
arose as recommended by Adams (2015). This allowed for the fact that some
interviewees would jump off to different topics in an answer that lead the
interview into a topic intended to be covered later. Near the end of each
interview the tick list was checked and any areas that had been skipped were
revisited.

45.3 The influence of the Covid-19 Pandemic

Interviews were carried out in the first half of 2021, towards the end of the first
12 months of the Covid-19 pandemic. During that period, face-to-face lectures
had been replaced with synchronous and asynchronous online lectures. Face-
to-face teaching in clinical and laboratory areas was still in operation, however.
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Whilst the impact of the pandemic was not explored explicitly during the
interviews, some of the interviewees expressed how it may have had some
bearing upon their responses.

4.5.4 Data Analysis

Transcribing

Transcriptions have been described as an interpretation of the data rather than
a definitive text version of the spoken word (Arksey and Knight, 1999). All
interviews were transcribed by initially playing the interviews into the dictate
function of Microsoft Word [Microsoft Corporation, Redmond, Washington,
USA]. These rough transcriptions were then manually formatted and corrected
by several passes through each interview, until it was felt that the transcription
was a faithful, verbatim record of the interview. Pauses, repetitions and thinking
aloud sound e.g., ‘errm’ were recorded, but for the sake of ease of reading the
findings section quotes from participants may be truncated for ease of reading.
Any quotes that could be considered controversial or may embarrass the
participant have been avoided. It is important that strong feelings are included
but treated sensitively.

Thematic analysis

Qualitative data is typically analysed using a deductive or inductive approach.
The choice of approach depends upon whether a predetermined framework is
being used, or whether there is no assumption about the findings (Burnard et
al., 2008). In this study, both are being carried out. This dual approach of
inductive and deductive research has been termed ‘abduction’ (Gibbs, 2012)
and creates a challenge in terms of how to approach the data.

Thematic analysis has been described as a tool that can be used both
deductively and inductively (Ibrahim, 2012). Braun and Clarke (2006) describe
thematic analysis as being a flexible research tool that can produce a rich
account of complex data and should be one of the first tools that researchers
who are new to qualitative techniques should learn. Put simply, thematic
analysis is a way of exploring data by identifying themes and patterns (Gibbs,
2006). These themes could be predetermined, for example those selected to
make up the conceptual model previously in this chapter or could arise
inductively by just reading the transcripts and identifying important influences
and identifying patterns across the whole data set.

In this instance both types of analysis were carried out using NVivo 20 [QSR
International, Massachusetts, USA] to record and organise codes. Codes, as



-76 -

described by Peel (2020) are extracts of the data, in this case interview
transcriptions that may contain information pertinent to the research questions.
The theoretical analysis was carried out to try to identify positive and negative
influences of items included in the conceptual model otherwise known as
concept coding (Gibbs, 2012) and the codes were defined prior to the data
being explored. At the same time, inductive analysis was carried out using the
six-phase process described by Braun & Clarke (2006), the first four of which
include;

1. Familiarising with the data — this was done both during the transcription
process, by repeatedly listening to the recordings and improving the
transcriptions.

2. Generating initial codes — identifying factors which appeared to have
some influence over thoughts and actions. These are usually short
phrases that summarise the related text (Burnard et al., 2008).

3. Searching for themes — the initial codes were then grouped into themes
which had common features, such as “challenges faced” which included
codes such as “anxieties” or “student acceptance” that were further
subdivided.

4. Reviewing themes — the creation of a thematic map to check
relationships for example a map of the theme of challenges is shown in
Figure 4-4.
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Figure 4-4 — Example thematic map of challenges faced.

In the analysis, the model will be used initially to generate codes to help search
for the themes of motivating and facilitating factors. If any common themes are
found within the headings in the model then these will be given subcodes. As
this study is deductive as well as inductive, should any themes arise that had
not been thought of they will be considered within the overarching headings of
motivation or facilitation, but if necessary, they could form a whole new theme.
Should any new themes appear then transcripts already considered will be re-
examined to see if there are any connections that had been missed earlier. This
iterative approach to coding will lead to potentially a large amount of data that

will need to be filtered in the findings and discussion sections as necessary but
will be retained for future work and analysis.

There was also an intention to code against the existing models of UTAUT and
TPACK, however analysis of the data gained in the pilot study proved that this
was too difficult to carry out without sets of structured questions deliberately
aimed at generating this data. Attempting to interpret from the open answers
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given and trying to isolate codes such as PK, PCK and TCPK was unreliable
and so will not be provided.

There is always the challenge that codes within the data can be interpreted in
different ways, for example, pedagogical training could be considered that it
was; received and useful, received and not useful, not received and seen as a
barrier to not making changes or not received and seen as something desirable.
There is the opportunity within analysis software such as the one used to attach
sentiments to comments and these will be used later in the analysis to generate
“‘heat maps” of positive and negative sentiments, where something was seen as
a motivator or facilitator, or conversely a demotivator or an impediment will be
colour coded in responses to try to build a visual picture of what was important
to each participant.

4.5.5 Quality and reliability

It is acknowledged that with almost any interview, the interviewer may influence
the interviewee and the interview (Howell, 2013, p.235). Given that the
interviewer is a colleague of the interviewees, there was the possibility of bias,
and the insider view of the interviewer could taint the findings. Transparency by
use of verbatim quotes, applied ethical processes and repeated measures
within the interviews should confirm the findings to be as objective as they could
be with such a study. Spencer et al. (2003) stressed the importance of neutrality
and openness to different views of researchers to avoid bias. As a member of
the same teaching group and user of the same teaching spaces, the researcher
acknowledges their position within this study and consciously made all attempt
to avoid any bias.

Neither participant validation nor peer review of the analysis was carried out.
Whilst these techniques can provide verification of the data, they may lead to
participants wanting to alter their responses or the possibility of two different
interpretations of the data, neither of which is verifiable (Burnard et al., 2008).
One participant did read a draft of this thesis and although they were able to
identify themselves and confirm it to be a fair representation of their position,
they were unable to identify anybody else.
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5 Findings

51 Introduction

This chapter will present the findings of the interviews arranged into sections
that cover; staff feelings about the lecture theatre, what impact the redesign has
had on their teaching practice and consideration of the factors that may have
inspired, facilitated or been barriers to change.

The chapter will begin with an overview of the cohort giving the reader some
background information on each participant to gain an appreciation of where
each one is on their teaching journey and whether or not they were teaching at
Leeds prior to the refurbishment, meaning they can make a direct comparison
of before and after. For those that started after, the comparison will be between
traditional lecture theatres and the new DLT. Following this there will be mini-
biographies of each participant and a summary of their experiences of using the
new lecture theatre in their own words. This again is meant to familiarise the
reader with the 15 participants and get to know a little of their personalities,
which may relate to the decisions they made about using the space.

Section 5.4 will explore the use that was made of the educational technology
available, and section 5.5 will be an attempt to categorise the participants by
how they have altered their teaching in direct response to the presence of the
DLT. The factors behind those decisions will be explored in sections 5.6, 5.7
and 5.8. In these sections, attitudes to change will be discussed followed by an
exploration of the factors contained in the model and the relevance of those to
the decisions being made.

Sections 5.9 and 5.10 are a look to the future, again using the model as a
framework for what factors they think would be useful to support their future
lecture provision and whether they envisage making changes to a different
style, what could help them with those changes.

52 Overview of Cohort

Questions at the start of the interviews regarding the background of the
subjects, including; gender, teaching experience, educational qualifications and
seniority level are summarised in

Table 5-1.
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Table 5-1 - Summary of interviewees

5 5% 58 o £

-~ = O o ¢ o 2 O 2
. g S5 38 g2 & %
< 3 &o 23 22 290
Anya J Yes Yes <5 Yes
Bianca J No Yes 5-10 No
Cathy J No Yes <5 No
Dan J Working towards | Yes <5 No
Edgar S No No 11-20 No
Faiza J No No 11-20 No
Gerry S Yes Yes 5-10 Yes
Hiro S Yes No >20 No
Ivan S No Yes >20 Yes
Jack S Yes Yes 5-10 Yes
Kara S Yes Yes 5-10 Yes
Lily S Yes No >20 Yes
Maria J No No 5-10 Yes
Norman @ S No Yes >20 Yes
Olivia S Yes No 11-20 Yes

5.3 Mini case-studies of the group

This section will present a mini biography of each group member with an outline
of their approach to the lecture theatre. These are intended as an introduction
to each participant rather than a complete summary of their data.

Anya

Anya had been a teacher for almost 5 years and recently completed a separate
educational qualification that included the use of “smart” teaching spaces. Her
own experiences as an undergraduate student were that lectures were not an
environment in which she felt able to ask questions or where discussion was
encouraged. More recent experiences as a student on a postgraduate teaching
course (PGCAP) reminded Anya of how stressful it can feel as a student.
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Anya’s aim with making changes was to try to break down the barrier that she
felt between herself and her teachers and to put into practice things she had
learned during her educational certificate.

L R2 KI @S &a42YS SELSNASYyOS & || &aidRSyiz=

now being on the other side and probably realising the challenges that the
tutor would have had back in my days as a student but hoping that what we

have available to us nowwillheld 6 NBI 1| R2¢gy (GK2aS ol NNA SN

She was anxious about the use of technology and had to think what her “Plan
B” was in case it failed, though she did feel able to adapt her teaching to the
technology available.

Anya felt that the layout of students in small groups was one of the aspects that
made her think about how she would use the space.

L R2Saydid t221 tA1S @2dzNJ GeLAOKE £SO

now is split up into pods where you encourage a group of students to sit
G23SGKSNI N KSNJ GKFYy @2dzNJ t AYySENI NRg &
how do | use this spackfferently to the way that a traditional lecture theatre

O2dzZ R 0S dzaSRK¢é

Anya says that she changed the way she teaches due to the new space and
has made use of the newly available technology to enhance her teaching:

G dzN

27

L KIS OKIy3aISR (GKS gtre L GSIOKX Ay (KS 2

available that is not there with the other lecture theatres, and in all honesty, if
| was to deliver my lecture in a traditional lectgetup,| think | would
d0NHzZa3t S

Anya started giving the students learning materials to read before lectures,

cutting down on the amount of time she needed to spend on didactic delivery.

aL Y SyO2dzNI Fdaseddistudshiss whe@ $afmiflidding from
one projector to another projector where we're using the laptops that are in

0KS LI2Ra a2 GKIG ¢S OFy LIAY3 dzLJ 6KS &aidzR

a whole group of what Ideasertain groups have put together when they've
2dzai RAa0dzaaSR | aO0OSyl NR2dé
Anya also made use of the digital whiteboard to help explain concepts. Thinking
about the planning of each session she combined quizzes and discussions with

watching videos to try to avoid the fatigue she suspected could occur with
students being more active in the session.

Ny

G, 2dzNJ £ SOGdzNB Aa y2 f2y3ISNI 2dzaid + adlk yREN
f Saazy 6KSNB &2dz KI @S G2 GKAYy]l 2F WNRIKIDG

iKAaYX GKS ySEG mn YAydziSa 6SUNB 3I2Ay13
fatigue that the stulents might havef you're really involving them in the
gK2fS aSaarzyXxe

g2
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She felt that one of the benefits of teaching the way she does is that it allows
those students that require more time to process the information the opportunity
to do that.

Reflecting on the time it took to prepare her teaching sessions for the new style
of delivery, Anya felt that although it was time consuming at first, subsequent
delivery was easier as the material was already prepared.

Bianca

Bianca worked mainly in the clinical skills laboratories delivering small group
teaching. She didn’t take much opportunity for lecture delivery but felt that the
redesigned lecture theatre gave more opportunity for interaction, and the
increased use of technology was a progressive step, without expressing any
ideas about how the technology could enhance learning.

Bianca thought that it would be useful to have some training on the technology
perhaps more so than the pedagogical side of things and maybe a second
person to change the slides while she was talking. One of the things she
wanted to know more about was how the technology could be integrated into
her teaching sessions, but wasn’t sure how it could be used:
G Xow you can generate those interactive bits, you know, would be very useful
as a starting point, and then that in turn you may lead into looking at new
technologies . getting the information to put in your lecture is probably

straightforward and then then you got to, kind of, look at the technology and
see how they both, kind of, meet togetter.

Cathy

Cathy had been a teacher for two years and had only delivered a small number
of lectures. In the new DLT she had only delivered one lecture, but described it
as a very traditional, information-delivery style lecture.

She enjoys lectures which are more interactive, and would really like to make

her teaching more engaging, which she thought may be helped by using

software that she had not yet had training with:
GLUYR fA1S G2 GKAYy]l AT L SOSNI IS4G Fy23KSN
Sy3alr3aAay3dr Y2NB NBfIESRd® {20Alf A& y2i (K¢
sharing opinions and observations and stuff like that rather than me just
lecturing atthemand justg @Ay 3 GKSY | 2R 2F AYF2NXNI 7

Cathy’s first impression was that the space made the whole dynamicof“l 6 m t he
teacher, youdre t he ”shangateaspace thatdooked likest e n
discussions could take place. She imagined the teacher being able to get group

chats going with much more opportunity for interaction.
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Cathy envisaged that students would be able to “bounce ideas around” and

even come up with ideas even she hadn’t thought of. She also thought that

having a more conversational style of learning in the lecture theatre would lead

to a more relaxed environment where students can learn better. This may relate

back to Cathy’s experiences as an undergraduate where she found lectures to

be a one-way dialogue of just being “talked at” and weren’t very engaging.

Instead, she envisages a more relaxed and social space, not focussed on

delivering information to pass exams, but to inspire. She felt that if the learning

sessions were more fun, students would be more engaged and absorb the

information better. Getting quite animated at the expectation of how lectures

could be, she imagined how she would have liked lectures to be:
GL g2ddZ R ftA1S G2 KFE@S || o0AlG Y2NB 2F Ly Ay
just me talking to them and just giving a load of text. | mean, | can probably
Gt F2NJ.NRGFEAY (G2 6S FFIANE o6dzi X L 2dzal
probably differehsoftware to try and get that engagement. | don't remember
anything like that when we were undergraduates like you can do with these

polls and get people's thoughts and opinions and really obtain what people
1ly2odé

She envisioned a future when the students would have prepared for her
lectures, and she could use polls and discussion to find out the students’
thoughts and opinions and be able to gauge what the students understand or
need more help with. Unfortunately, due to the pandemic neither the opportunity
nor the training had happened.

Dan

Dan had been teaching for less than 5 years when he joined Leeds and was
part way through an educational certificate. Like Anya, he also wanted to break
away from traditional “old style” lecture format, which he remembered as just
sitting in rows with other students making discussion difficult. His use of the
lecture theatre first involved splitting the session into two halves, delivering
material in the first half and promoting discussion in the second, using quizzes
and group discussions throughout. He felt that the way he used the DLT meant
less need to find smaller rooms for group work. Being quite technically proficient
had helped Dan’s transition so that he included using two projectors to run
quizzes. He prepared learning materials including recorded patient
conversations for the students to watch before attending so that they could
discuss them when together. He prepared the students for the change in style
by introducing them previously to the polling software and also made
announcements leading up the live sessions explaining exactly what was
expected of the students and to remind them not expect a usual type of lecture.



-84 -

GXFNRY 6SS71a 0ST2NEBheints Be pladobritiNgg L Ay i NP Rc
were going tause,and | sent them an email just to say about two weeks or a
6SS1T AY FTR@GIyOS (2 are aiKAa Aa y20 3F2Ay:
lecture. This is the task that you need to do before hand, | need you to go
through these and sort of answer thedzS & i Awe gadeitherd some papers
i2 NBFIR Fa 6Stt¢é

He felt cautious at first, he didn’t know how the students would respond to

changes, though he went on to add he shouldn’t have been worried as there

were no issues. With having no formal technology training, he worried that the

technology wouldn’t work, and so he only used apps and technologies he was

already familiar with. He was further reassured that technical help was readily

available if needed. He felt it took more time to prepare interactive sessions,

stating that it would have been much easier just to deliver a PowerPoint, though

he said it had helped to be able to observe a more experienced member of staff

run collaborative sessions in the DLT.

Edgar

Edgar had a history of general dental practice prior to teaching but following
gaining a master’s degree 10 years ago he had largely provided postgraduate
education. During that time, Edgar started some educational training, but didn’t
finish due to various reasons. Coming to Leeds four years ago he started
providing lectures for undergraduates. This was after the refurbishment had
occurred though he had taught postgraduate courses at Leeds using the old
DLT prior to this and also being a Leeds graduate himself, he remembered the
old layout of the lecture theatre. His first impression of the redesigned lecture
theatre was positive, thinking it was innovative, he was put off changing his
teaching practice largely due to the number of students in each group. He also
felt that the students themselves would not want change. Edgar stated that
nobody ever informed him of the theory behind the space or why it has been
changed. Essentially, he just carried on using the lecture theatre as a traditional
lecture theatre:

GOFFSOUGAO®SEe ff L NBIffe dzasS ¢KSy L 3I2 7

HDMI in, so it's not any different from what you might class as asaidol

f SOOdzZNBE GKSIFOINB FT2NJ YSoé

Despite not using the lecture theatre differently, Edgar was very keen on
collaborative learning in general, though he felt that was better provided in
clinical spaces or in labs rather than in lectures. His final cynical comment was
that the DLT was really...
aXedzad I fSOGdz2NB GKSFONBT FftoSAG gAGK Ty
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Faiza

Faiza had been teaching for more than 10 years and held a Fellowship of the

Higher Education Academy (FHEA), though had no formal teaching

qualification. She had been at Leeds for three years and had not had much

opportunity to develop her practice in the new lecture theatre, despite being

very excited about the possibilities it afforded. She was very keen on group

interaction and delivered teaching sessions with students working in small

groups in other learning spaces, for instance, in clinics where she saw the

benefit of that group interaction.
L R2 f20a 2F 3ANRdzZLI | OGA@AGEe 2y OftAyAOd 2
know, during the briefing and debriefing tikkebhauve seen the peer groups,

when they come together, the ideas bounce each other and it just works out
FYFTAy3ate 6Stf g

Since the new DLT was introduced, her lectures now had more interaction,
though she wasn’t making use of the technology.

Gerry

As a student, Gerry enjoyed some lectures more than others:
L RAR Sy22eé f SO0 dzNB & dvere dkpedslingnd fiettkd | 0O0S & a
and the ones | enjoyed the most were the ones where the lecturer was very
passionate about what thegelivered andR A Rvhiéh | now know is them
breaking it up. Whether they did it naturally or consciously it certainly seemed
natural at the time...l experienced a wide range of leciiyges,and some
62NJ SR F2NJ YS | yR a2YS RARyUG oé
Remembering when he started teaching, using the old-style lecture theatre, he
brought in some of the aspects he had enjoyed as a student into his own
teaching including breaks and activities.
L a0FNISR 6AGK gKIG AYF2NYIGA2Y L 6+ yidSF
the outcomes of what | would like the students to get out from the sessions
and then try to break it up with a range of tools | really like. | got very good

support and guidanciom a range of colleagues with which | would now refer
G2 42Nl 2F Y2NB | OGAGS tSINYyAy3Ide

One of Gerry’s internal motivators to adapt his lectures was knowing that the
students frequently have four hours of lectures back-to-back in a morning.
Talking to them it became clear that they weren’t really taking any information in
during those lectures, so he felt motivated to try to be as engaging as he could
be as he describes:
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aL tglrea R2 FSSt Ly SELISOGIGAZ2Y 0SS0l dzas
engaging, that's my view on it and not necessarily inspirational but engaging
so that the students can findity 4§ SNBSa G Ay 3> a

Gerry’s main change came when he realised he could walk around the lecture
theatre. Having previously having to use flat floored teaching rooms for his style
of teaching, Gerry felt that this could now be done in the lecture theatre. Being
very focussed on the pedagogy, having previously gained a teaching
qualification, and currently undertaking a doctorate in education, the space was
more important to him and had some misgivings regarding the technology.
G,Sasx LQ@S NBlItffe F20dzaSR 2y aLl 0SS az2 ¥l
technology available to them, I've felt more confident exploring the space and
using that to my advantage than the technology per se. | include quizzes, but
I've generally got themotwrite their answer down. | know there's a laptop
there, | don't know how familiar they are with using it, and I'm not that
familiar, so I've used the fact that they are in different groups to be able to
KI?S 3INRBdzZL) RA&AOdzAaA2Yy a dé
In traditional lecture theatres he had felt hampered by not being able to engage
students in discussion and had stuck to a more traditional “quite didactic,
scientific sort of lecture.” He is continuing to use visualisers and run quizzes on
pen and paper. His main use of new technology was being able to use the
desktop microphones, which he found helpful. Although he has made changes,
Gerry felt that he was more taking advantage of the facilities to do what he
already did more easily, though he felt he had come a long way from “just
reading from the slides.”

The influence of the lecture theatre went beyond that space, having had
considerable input into the design and refurbishment of a clinical skills teaching
facility, Gerry wanted to incorporate the facility for students to learn together
collaboratively, and therefore incorporated pods in the clinical skills design,
inspired by the lecture theatre.

Hiro

Hiro has been teaching dentistry for more than 20 years, gaining a teaching
certificate in the process. He had been a teacher at Leeds both before and after
the redesign but was in another institution when the new DLT opened.

Early in his teaching career Hiro felt limited by the slideshow method of delivery,
and after attending courses on gaining engagement and interaction in
presentations, he started getting the audience to work in pairs or threes to
discuss ideas or situations and then asked the groups to share their ideas with
everyone else.
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GLUGS NBFEte GNRASR G2 LI & Sathie £ £ INR dzZL) 2
idea of getting interaction and getting engagement rather than just delivery of
AYT2NXIEGA2Y €

As his teaching practice developed, he found that setting up groups for

discussion worked better than just asking general questions to the room.
XL &GFNISR 2FF FalAy3d GK2aS ljdSaaazya |y
there’wAas justva yvall of silence, wh,ereas actua}lly aAsort Ong[OL,Jp haviAng some
AYGSNI OldA2ya sAlGKAY GKS fSO0GdNB GKSEGNB ¢

He enhanced this by starting to use flexible delivery techniques and bringing in

polling software to allow the whole group to interact. He also made use of

software that students could use to highlight diagrams, which he thought

allowed him to discover misconceptions and to address them without someone

having to give a wrong answer when asked.

On first sight of the new DLT, he was intrigued by some of the technology such
as the whiteboard that enabled him to draw on slides rather than use overhead
projections. He found the pods allowed for better pre-defined groups that
enabled discussion more than simply turning to their neighbours.

Describing a typical lecture he designed it in discrete chunks, allowing breathing

points and sections for recap of information. At several stages he asked

students to discuss concepts and previous learning. When asked if he delivered

lectures differently because of the extra facilities of the room he felt he didn’t

and he would try to deliver a similar lecture whatever the space, however the

pods did help with group work.
aL GNB YR R2 GKAy3a 06SOFdzaS L GNEB (G2 KI ¢
because it happened to be in a room that was designed to perhaps facilitate
group work, it wouldn't have stopped me trying to get people to discuss and
answer questions and workdether. So, | don't personally feel that the room
AGasSt¥ OKIFIy3ISR ¢gKFG L grka 3I2Ay3a G2 R2 X 1L
Of SINI & RSTAYSR 3IANRdzZLJA 2F addzRSyda X {23z
Al gl a GKIFIG 61 & SFaAaASNE L ¢g2dzdZ R 4l & d¢

Hiro hadn’t received any training on how to use the lecture theatre but hoped in

the future to adopt a more flipped approach to teaching and learning.

Ivan

Ivan, a senior member of staff has been teaching for many years, with most of
that time being at Leeds. Despite not having any educational qualifications he
gave multiple lectures each year, however he was mainly engaged in research.
Ivan really liked the concept of the design of the lecture theatre, initially thinking
it would encourage him to bring about changes to how he taught:
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G!' L) FNRYy(d L (K2dAK{G @SHFKXZ y28 Aa GKS GAYS
some material out there for them beforehand and just do a Q&A session on it.
.dzi LUGS ySOSNINBLfte F2f{t26SR (KId G§KNRc

When asked why he hadn’t followed it through he raised several issues

including a lack of training and a lack of direction from the University

highlighting the benefits of making any changes.
GL GKAY1l AGYa lo2dzi GNIXYAYyAy3IsZ L 2dzAad 1y2¢
2ySQa S@OSNJ alid R2gy YR 3I2ySs WLT &2dz 41y
R2Q 2NE &2dz (Y26 WAT @2dz2UNB 3IF2Ay3 (2 Lz
this format, ths far ahead and you know these are the sort of strategies and to
Sy3al3S gAGK (GKSY 2 B that Ko& of idBeddedapii KS N2 2
NEIffeoe

Ivan feels comfortable with the teaching style he has been developing over

many years. He tries to make it interactive and uses visual aides to engage his
audience but feels he could do that the same in any lecture theatre.

With regards to the technology available he feels that he could achieve the
same by drawing on PowerPoint slides rather than using the smartboard or
asking the students to draw on paper and walking round to look at their
drawings would be easier than trying to do the same using the inbuilt laptops.

Jack

Jack joined the University ten years ago, having previously being a dentist in
general practice with no prior experience of teaching. Currently a senior staff
member, Jack ran several modules. During his ten years of teaching, he
undertook the University of Leeds Teaching Award which aimed to develop
reflective practice in teaching (University of Leeds, 2016). After his own
experiences as a student of sitting on long benches and being “talked at” in
lectures, Jack’s initial impression was that the design of the lecture theatre
would allow him to attempt to be a little more engaging and interactive. Thinking
back now, he felt that any changes he made to his teaching weren’t necessarily
due to the lecture theatre per se, but more the way he was developing his
teaching practice over the years, reflecting upon what he’d done previously and
trying to improve it:

G, 2d2d@S SAGKSNI 320G | At AIKGT eytypedzSAGA 2 Y A Y 3

mind where you do something, we do it as clinicians as well, you do something

and you're not quite happy with it. Actually, that's probably what it is, I'm

never quite happy witlwhat | do and that can be my clinical work, that could
68 G8FOKAY3Is G(KIG O2df R 68 FyatKAYIdE
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He then relates that to what he saw as the ‘human condition’ of not being able
to focus on the positives and maybe dwells on the negatives that could be
improved.
L GNB y20 G2 ONEB loz2dzi Ads= odzi Al R
maybe it's a positive | don't know, but you focus on the bits that you don't
think went well. It's quite hard in human nature to focus on what went well, |
think you always focsion the bits that didn't seem so good, and then you

always wonder about how to improve things, so | guess that's just the inherent
Y6 Gdz2NE 2F GKS 0e0tS 2F GSIOKAy3Idé

His teaching style included setting questions for mini breakout groups, asking
students to draw diagrams and quizzes. He enjoyed discussions with students
individually and felt that the layout of the new room allowed him to reach all
students, whereas before he couldn’t reach 80% of them.

aXFfNBFRe a | (G4SIFOKSNE @2dz {y26 Yl e&oS=z

a quiz or things like that, and | think if you were that way inclined you would be
almost battling the layout of the traditional lecture theatre, but going ahead

with it anyway becase you knew that that was the way to go, and that's been
SFaASNI gAlGK GKS ySg fSOGdNBE (GKSIGNBZ

He also feels that it could be beneficial to some of the more reticent students.
aXez2dz IS4G adGddzRSyila 6K23x AT @2dz NRIY
of questions or a little task, they'll ask you if you're walking past, whereas they
might not have shouted out in front of 80 odd students, you know, so | guess it
helpsinthaah NBALISOG Fa 6Stf oé

Jack has “dabbled with” some of the technology, such as the laptops and

whiteboard but hadn’t reached a conclusion about whether they made any

difference compared to what he could achieve without them. He felt the benefit
was mainly due to the layout and had taken advantage of having an extended

lecture time of two hours to fit in all the activities he wanted to. If timetabled to a

traditional lecture theatre he thought he would struggle.

Kara

Kara held a Master of Education (MEd) degree alongside her professional
gualifications and described how she used evolving technologies to maximise
her time with the students by using their short- and long-term memory to
attempt to cement ideas through interaction. She would intersperse didactic
presentations with quizzes and case presentations to test application of
knowledge. She saw the lecture scenario as being part of a continuum with
small group teaching and clinical practice. Whilst not currently using any
techniques she would describe as ‘collaborative’ in lectures, she would do so if

&
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that was the vision of the school and received the appropriate training. Her
current teaching style has been developed through continuously developing
process of finding what worked and what didn’t.

Despite intentions to make changes, she found that training and support
focussed on how to operate the technology rather than how to develop her own
use the space.
X FFGSNI GKS AyAGAFE WiKA&A Aa (GKS y
tfA1S Ad 6Syid NBlrtfe ljdzASG (2 YSX L
staff to actually evolve their content, not just operate #dj dzA LIY Sy (i ¢ @

The importance of inclusivity in teaching was important to Kara, which also
shaped some of her decisions of how to teach.

Lily
Lily had been teaching for more than 10 years and remembered the lecture
theatre before and after the refurbishment. One of Lily’s key motivations when

designing her lectures was to try to make sure that the students who attended
got a different experience from those simply choosing to watch a recording.

She said that she had made changes in response to the redesign, by posing
guestions, getting the students to work in groups and annotate diagrams. She
has used the facility to share those annotations with the whole class. She says
she found she didn’t really need to use the new tools to do those activities and
had carried some of these changes over into using other lecture theatres that
were not designed for collaborative teaching. Like the others who have adopted
a new way of teaching, there were elements of active learning in Lily’s lesson
plans, which she included as she believed that application of knowledge is
important.
GX6AGK GKAAa 1AYR 2F GSIOKAy3Is AdYa
imparting knowledge, and if I had my way, we wouldn't be imparting any of
GKFG 1y26tSRIS Ay fSOGdNBad 2§ 42 df
things you needtogoandread. A ©S &2 dzd @S NBIFR AlGX
¢CKFGUE YdzOK o0SUGSNI) dzaS 2F 2dzNJ GAYS

Lily raised the concern that giving students too much preparation for a lecture
lead to students not attending:

a X we want them to do work before they engage in a teaching exercise, they
need to know that, but we need to know what else they're doing, and we can't
just issue them worlSo, it's safer to pitch up, assuming that they will have
R2yS y2U0KAYy3 odzi Gdz2NY dzLJpé
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Her typical lectures now involved posing questions to the groups, frequently this
may be a diagram to annotate, which can then be shown on the main projectors
and discussed more widely, with groups being able to compare their attempts
with each other. The microphones had made wider discussions easier. Lily also
used quizzes using proprietary software.

Lily stated that one of the reasons for changing her teaching style was from
experiences she had as a postgraduate student:
G2 KSy L ¢gla R2Ay3a GKS (GSHOKAYy3 O2dzNBS | O
the taught sessions on the PhD, you go to sessions in the rest of the university,
in the business school, it was just the style of teaching was just a bit different.
It was becausgou had to prepare for the session, you had debates and they're

quite heated sometimes, | kind of like that, you feel really involved in it and you
a2NI 2F 32 gl e o0SAy3a | oAl Y2NB AyaLANBF

Unfortunately, the timetabling constraints mean that she hadn’t always got the
collaborative lecture theatre but had managed to replicate the experience in
more traditional layouts using whatever resources are available, though this can
mean a lot of running up and down stairs due to the layout not being ideal for
her style of teaching.

Maria

Maria has been teaching undergraduate dental students for between 5 and 10
years and hadn’t gained any educational qualifications yet.

When asked if the space had allowed her to change her teaching style, she said
no, but does take some advantage of the students sitting in pods. She felt she
would probably teach in the same way if it was in a traditional lecture theatre or
the new lecture theatre, though she thought that the new lecture theatre had
moved her more towards a collaborative style of teaching in general. If she got
the chance to deliver lectures again after the pandemic, she would like to
introduce more group discussions, maybe not for every lecture but as a means
of recapping or consolidating a topic. Despite liking the format and the modern
feel of the space she felt that without being able to see someone use the space
differently, she would feel uncomfortable about making changes.

What Maria described as her largest barrier was the lack of institutional vision.

aL FSSt f A1 Satvisighlthaty Gomikglgéingrally febm.Ihe s2hbol
in terms of what do they want in terms of, if they would want to change a
certain way of teaching in terms of lectures stylesort of a general vision
BEventuallyit all kind of filtes down intoan action,but onethat's consistent
acrossrather thanbeingjust an individual that came up with that ide@hat
youdontknows, Y L R2Ay3a Al NRARIKGIK a
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And what would help was having people lead by example:

GL GKAYl AdG 62df R 08 ljdAadS dzasd¥dAd 2

change and I'm happy to have change it could be done by having an example
of that and not just once, maybe kind of slowly introducing that into the
department or into the curricum and kind of one at a time rather than a lot
2F OKlIy3aSa |4 GKS GAYS®dE

Norman

Norman had been teaching for more than 20 years. Mainly clinical teaching but
was significantly involved in postgraduate education. He gave about six lectures
a year to the undergraduate dental students. He held a fellowship in dental
training, but no other formal educational qualifications. On seeing the lecture
theatre his initial thoughts were that he would be able to try something different,
but on reflection he didn’t think he really had. His style of lecturing was very
much based around presentation of clinical cases, which he tried to make
interactive by getting small groups of students to discuss aspects of the
treatment and then debate with each other. With the pods, he felt there could be
a benefit of those small group discussions and felt that they could work together
better than being in straight lines. Although he didn’t feel he was using it to its
full potential, he had used the whiteboard and the microphones, but not used
the laptops or lights. He said he would have liked to do things differently:

G/ SNIFAytes GKS ySg tSOGdNBE (GKSIFGNB KI a

sort of sessions that | would like to run, and you know if | were to be given a
ySgs G2LIAO X FyR ¢SUNB 3I2yyl R2 GKAA
would planitvee RAFFSNBYy (if & d¢

Reflecting on how he had used it he has tended to revert to the same format he
has been used to, though he felt more engaged with the students in the new
space and saw further potential for customising learning for students that are at
different levels.

Olivia
Olivia has extensive experience of teaching as well as pursuing a number of

educational qualifications. She holds a PhD in education and is a Senior Fellow
of the Higher Education Academy (SFHEA).

On seeing the redesigned space, it was more the layout than the available
equipment that stood out. With regards to changes to her teaching style Olivia
said she’d been “a bit more adventurous.” She described her lectures prior to
the introduction of the new theatre as mainly just delivering information. She
had tried to introduce techniques she learned during her teaching qualifications,
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but they generally didn’t quite work, so it is hard to say that the new lecture

theatre hadn’t had more of an impact than she really fells it has had. Following

introduction of the new space, she described a typical teaching session now as;

providing pre-reading, and either discussing those at the start of the lecture or

delivering a PowerPoint based presentation, but constantly referring back to the

pre-reading. The layout of the lecture theatre has encouraged Olivia to include

more interaction with the students:
GL 3IdzSaa GKS fle&2dzi SyO2dzNI 3Sa &2dz G2 Ayl
them questions during the during the session, to walk around a bit more than

you would have done and not feel this barrier that you've got your presenting
area that is something SLJ- NI ¢S (G2 GKS addzRSydao a

Which seems to be quite a departure from her own memories of being in
lectures which she earlier described as:

7 A

GECKSNB ¢4l a y2 t221Ay3 dzLJ G2 GK f SOG dzNB NJ

She used ‘whatever technology was available’ if it helped to make a point or to

answer a question, so she would use the electronic whiteboard as it was

available in the new room though thinks she didn’t really need to. She said

sometimes she would start a discussion and then walk around the pods which

would not have been impossible in the old lecture theatre.
a{2YSGAYSA 6KIG LUff R2 Aa 3IAGBS GKSY | oA
something and actually move away from presenting and go and walk around.
That's quite nice to do as well... in the old lecture theatre, trying to get them to

have an interactiveliscussion was impossible because they were turning their
KSI Ra | NRPdzy Roé

Olivia based her teaching style more around the subject matter than the layout

of the room, choosing a more didactic style for some topics and more discursive

for others:
GLFT AdGUA Fo2dzi RSEAGSNE 2F AYF2NXNIGA2Yy I &
0dzi GKSYy Ad4Ya ad2LIAyYy3T IyR GNBAY3I SOSNE 2
dzy RSNARGIFYRAY3I X AF AdUa Y2NB 2F | aSaanrzy
X 0KIHGiUagsKIABIR2WA1 S Al YdzOK Y2NB AyidSNI
sometimes you don't even use the screen or a PowerPoint, you just have the
RAaOdzaaA2ys A0U& YdzOK Y2NB LISNER2Y Il ®¢

This section has provided a brief introduction to each of the participants in the
study. The following section will look more specifically at how they used the
technology available.
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5.4  The use of Educational Technology

One of the novel aspects of the redesigned lecture theatres was the inclusion of
technology to support learning and collaboration. Some of this would not
normally be found in the traditional style lecture theatres, such as the pod
laptops, the microphones and digital smartboard. Nine of the interviewees could
recall a technologist being present at the start of lectures in the months
immediately after opening. All apart from Bianca, Cathy and Edgar said that
they were aware of how to get help should they need it though Kara added
cynically “...ift t hey are avail abl eéo

Whilst most staff felt confident enough to use the technology that they were
familiar with not many were confident with being able to manage a technological
issue if it arose apart from trying to reboot the system. Lily rated her confidence
at dealing with issues as “really low” and similarly Maria said “I would panic if
something goes off “. Cathy patrticularly felt this would be an issue:

GLFT 2yS 2F GKSY aleéa ahK FFrrpfFpZ GKAA Aa
gKIL

KFEodSydid GKS F233ASai>x 42 R2 @2dz (Y29

Edgar and Gerry felt less concerned about technical issues, as they would
revert to a more traditional teaching style should a failure occur, though Edgar
also stated that he would only use technology if he saw proof that it was
effective, which he hadn't.

For all interviewees the technology available either met or exceeded their

needs. Several admitted to not being sure what was available for example,

Cathy presumed the technology was adequate asshea s sumed ot her
lectures were successful, but admitted to not being sure what technology was
available. Jack also wasn’t sure what was available and suspected there may

be plenty that he didn’t use but added that he wasn’t convinced of the need for

it and maybe there was technology for technology’s sake. Similarly, Kara

thought she may be discussing the technology from a point of ignorance and

felt that by not exploring it she may be doing it a disservice.

Most staff had made some attempt to engage with the technology, what they
described having used is presented in Table 5-2.
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Table 5-2 — Table detailing the technologies available to teaching staff,
indicating which ones stated to have been used by the interviewees.

Name

Dual Projection

Microphones
Smartboard
Visualiser
Pod laptops
Overhead
Polling apps

Digital
lights

Anya X X X

Bianca

Cathy

Dan X X X

Edgar

Faiza X

Gerry X X X X

Hiro X X

Ivan X

Jack X X X X

Kara X

Lily X X X

Maria X X X

Norman | X X

Olivia X

Neither Bianca, Cathy nor Kara had made use of the technologies available,
though Kara used a polling platform quite heavily during her teaching sessions
but using the student’s own technology to interact.

Dan and Gerry noted that the microphones made it easier for the other students
to hear whilst students were talking, it also meant for Gerry he could hear the
students better. Gerry was the only one who had tried using the overhead lights
but more to try them out, he couldn’t think of a reason to use them seamlessly
in a session.

Jack held both positive and cynical views about the technology. He had tried
the whiteboard to draw a diagram, and used the laptops for students to do
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drawings that they could share with the rest of the class but wasn’t really
convinced of the value of them and felt, looking back, he felt he may have just
been doing that as they were a novelty rather than an essential part of the
teaching. He also now felt it would have been easier to just ask the students to
draw on pieces of paper. He also didn’t want to become too reliant on the
technology as he couldn’t always guarantee he would be timetabled into that
space.

Similarly, Lily had tried to use the laptops to get the students to annotate
diagrams and then share with the rest of the class, but she felt she wasn’t
achieving anything that couldn’t have been done a different way. She also
thought that everyone sharing their work just became boring after a while for all
the other groups. She was also wary of asking students to present anything that
could have right or wrong answers as that may cause the students to dread
being picked in case they were wrong.

Olivia summed up the feelings of several, worrying that she would just be using
the technology because it was there, and really wanted to be surer of the
pedagogical value.

5.5 Categorising the staff by outcome

This section will use the self-reported statements regarding changes made
together with the use of the available technology to categorise the participants
by how they have changed their pedagogical approaches in response to the
new DLT. This section will also include the heat maps described in the
methodology section to visually depict the sentiments of the participants to the
various factors in the model.

One of the aims of the project was to explore the amount of change that staff
had made in response to having the use of the refurbished lecture theatre. Staff
were categorised into three categories:

1. They reported to have been influenced by the space to make changes.

2. They hadn’t made pedagogical changes, but the design of the room
facilitated current teaching practice and

3. They had made no changes, had not used any features of the space.

Table 5-3 shows the staff placed into these categories. In total, six made
changes and nine did not. Of those that hadn’t changed, they all expressed a
desire to change apart from Edgar and lvan. Hiro, Gerry and Jack could be
considered to be ‘innovators’ as they had changed from a didactic teaching
style to a collaborative one before the lecture theatre was changed.



Table 5-3 — Degree of change following introduction of new space. *= providing
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collaborative style lectures prior to refurbishment. Names in red indicate
that they have no plans to make changes to their teaching style.

Has changed due to
design

Facilitated current
style without
significant changes

Has not changed

Anya Faiza Bianca
Dan Hiro* Cathy
Gerry* Maria Edgar
Jack* Norman lvan
Lily Kara
Olivia

5.5.1 Heat maps

This section gives an alternative way to look at the data by representing visually
the views of each of the interviewees. Using the novel model and applying

colours to each section to signify whether a positive or negative tone was

detected in the interviews, ‘heat maps’ have been created for each participant
(Appendix F: Heat Maps).

Four of these that represent the different degrees of change within staff have

been selected for presentation and later discussion; Anya (Figure 5-1), Cathy
(Figure 5-2), Edgar (Figure 5-3) and Gerry (Figure 5-4).
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Figure 5-1 - Heat map for Anya
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Figure 5-2 - Heat map for Cathy
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Figure 5-4 - Heat map for Gerry

For each item, the colour was derived from the number of codes or strength of
feeling expressed regarding each area. The colours all relate to the uptake of
collaborative teaching in lectures rather than provide commentary on the views
of the individual. For example, with teacher beliefs, consideration was made of;
the value of collaborative teaching in general and whether they thought lectures
should be teacher lead or student focused. To illustrate this, Anya (Figure 5-1)
felt that introducing collaborative teaching techniques would encourage
discussion, and break down barriers between staff and students, and
considered lectures to be an opportunity to learn, therefore she was allocated a
strong green colour for experience and beliefs. Edgar (Figure 5-3), on the other
hand, saw the benefit of collaborative learning, but only outside of the lecture
environment, and he only talked about lectures in terms of information
transmission, therefore his colour code for experience and beliefs is pale red.

Grey would indicate whether there were no strong feelings expressed or
positive and negative thoughts cancelled each other out. The outer boxes for
each set of three factors have been coloured to represent the prevailing
sentiment within that section.

This visualisation may therefore be useful when thinking about the issues faced
by each person, and for simple comparisons to be made. For example, Cathy
was able to appreciate the benefits of making changes, but did not do so.
Looking at her heat map, motivation is relatively positive, but facilitation is
relatively negative, particularly with regard ease of use, therefore Cathy may
benefit from the development of skills and knowledge, rather than
encouragement.
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In a comparison between Edgar (Figure 5-3) who didn’t change and Hiro who
did, it would appear that Edgar was not quite as convinced of the benefits and
considered change to be hard, in an environment that was not supportive,
whereas Gerry (Figure 5-4) saw strong benefit in making changes and was able
to overcome any perceived challenges.

In all of them, social influence was a very weak factor, showing that this could
be an area for improvement, and also facilitation had greater impact upon
outcome than motivation. These will be analysed further in the discussion
chapter.

5.6  Attitudes to change

For several participants, the most striking aspect on first seeing the theatre was
the aesthetic of the layout. Faiza exclaimed that the layout was beautiful, Anya
and Maria felt that the pods gave the space a modern look and feel. Edgar
thought the pods gave the appearance of mini seminar groups. Recognising
this also, Maria initially thought that the pods would make it easier for students
to talk to each other. Whilst Gerry thought the design was “intriguing” and
wanted to know more about the thinking it. He was already thinking about how
to make his lectures more interactive.

Dan expressed an initial surprise at the layout and “all the stuff that was
available.” Being one of the more technologically savvy members of the group,
Dan was intrigued by the laptops, microphones and twin projection screens that
he hadn’t found available in other lecture theatres. Rather than just providing a
“seat to sit on”, he thought the space now provided him the “tools for students to
learn with”.

Cathy was a student at the school prior to refurbishment and can remember the
old layout. She thought that the barrier she had experienced as a student,
between herself and the lecturer was lowered in the new surroundings and the
ability for interaction had removed the hierarchy between student and teacher
that she recalled from her student days. That feeling of separation was mirrored
by Olivia, who, as a lecturer in the old lecture theatre had felt separated from
the students and felt the new layout much more personal.

Bianca, Hiro and Olivia all remarked that the new layout added scope for
teaching in a more collaborative way. Hiro hoped that some interactive drawing
tools would be available. Olivia thought the layout brought scope for changing
delivery, with the whole layout and functionality seeming to be designed for
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interaction. Bianca saw the opportunity for discussing patient cases and that the
inclusion of technology had been a “progressive decision”.

Ivan, a very experienced senior member of staff had the initial reaction that the
concept of pods and being able to isolate groups was good, though at the same
time was sceptical about whether his teaching would benefit from those kinds of
activities. Likewise, Norman, another very experienced senior teacher was very
impressed by the refurbishment but felt that once the room was full of students
there would be challenges.

After first becoming aware of, and seeing the space, some teachers began to

develop some thoughts of how they may useit.“I 6 m al | fFaiza change!
exclaimed, wanting anything that broke the monotony she had experienced in

lectures as a student. Anya also was asking “how do | use the space differently

to the way that a traditional lecture theatre could be used?”

Like many others Olivia thought the layout lent itself to the potential to bring in
interaction, without really knowing how. Jack thought that the technology
seemed less important than the layout, being content with the technology that
had previously been available, the layout would allow him to move around
more. Some of the other teachers noted that the technology could make
lectures more interesting and bring them up to date. Bianca saw the technology
as “the way everything is progressing with teaching”, without really thinking
about how that could benefit her students. Hiro also saw the interactive drawing
tools as something he could use to engage the students, to be able to draw on
presentations rather than separately on a whiteboard or overhead projector
could be beneficial.

Some of the more experienced teachers expressed scepticism. Lily saw definite
benefits of having what was effectively small group teaching within the space,
but not with the time allowed and still having to deliver a certain amount of
material. For Norman and Edgar, whilst having initially very positive thoughts,
when they envisioned the whole year of students being in there, felt that sticking
with traditional means of delivery would probably work best. For Kara and Gerry
there was potentially a huge pedagogical benefit from changing their teaching,
but neither felt that they had been shown how to use it to teach in that way or
that they were aware that there was any expectation from the University in
making those changes.

Looking at the wider picture, Gerry was aware that staff and students would
make changes at different rates, and was concerned about making changes at
a faster rate than others:
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Out of the 15 interviewees, Jack was perhaps the only one that didn’t have any
plans to change initially. Despite being impressed by the layout, he felt he made
decisions on how to teach based upon his own reflective practice and would
make it work in whatever space he was given, despite the opportunities that
different spaces provided, yet he did go on to use technologies that he hadn’t
used before.

In order to explore the attitudes to change and the reasons behind them the
following sections will take an in-depth look at the motivating factors that may
have influenced the decisions to make a change and the facilitating factors that
may have helped or hindered in the change process.

5.7  Motivating Factors

Motivating factors that had either positive or negative influence over decisions
to use the lecture theatre differently were identified and aligned to the
subcategories of Perceived Usefulness or Social influence from the model.
These are shown hierarchically in Figure 5-5, and the most frequently occurring
themes will be expanded upon in the ensuing sections.

gAGKA
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Figure 5-5 - Themes identified associated with motivation to make changes.

5.7.1 Perceived Usefulness

The main benefits of providing a collaborative experience included a perception
that student learning would be improved and that the use of collaborative
methods would promote inclusivity. Some also mentioned that it would make
the task of teaching easier as they would enjoy more interaction with the
students as well as being able to move from group to group more easily.



- 104 -

Improved student learning

Eleven out of 15 expressed notions that the new lecture space had the potential
to promote improved learning.

Edgar had the opinion that undergraduates would think about their subjects
more if they were encouraged to work collaboratively and learn to look up
answers to questions rather than rely upon him to tell them everything. In
addition, encouraging students to ask more questions which can then be used
as springboards to further discussion by throwing those questions back to the
students to think about rather than just give them the answers. Having seen this
technique working in clinical and clinical skills environments, he felt that being
able to find out answers was one of the key features of collaborative learning
that could be successful in the lecture theatre, though he bemoaned the
number of students in a group being a limiting factor.

GLT &2d2UNB |y AYGESaINIt LINL 2F GKS RA

way better than just listening to somebody spouting at you. | think that's

certainly the way to teach if you can get the group down small enough to make

that a possibilityBut as | say, all of those groups that we did that with at
OFLINBGA2dza AyalAddzZiaAz2yfrpos GKS o6A33Sai

Similarly, Faiza thought that collaborative learning would promote longer term
retention and improved understanding. She went on to express a feeling that
this would have an additional effect of improving clinical performance:

a Odzz

I NE

L GKAY]l GKS O2YLINBKSYRAYI FyR adyikKSaal A

a regular lecture space when they engage into those formative activities. And |

think that it just kind of stays in there probably, you know, in their system more

andlastlongeAy f 2y 3 GSN)Y YSY2NRI X KXthd KAy

tendency to remember what they have learned in that kind of space would be

0SGUSNI GKFY GKS 02y @SydaAiazylt fSOGdz2NB
On the other hand, Faiza felt that the ‘good’ students would want to engage
more, but there would be a group of students who preferred being traditionally
taught. She thought that both learning preferences should be accommodated as
all students need to be brought to the same level of competency as they will be
entering a profession and serving the public.

This notion of collaboration leading to improved retention was echoed by Hiro
who thought that the synthesis process in bringing ideas together to solve
problems was more likely to help retain and maintain information as opposed to
just learning a series of facts.

Dan was the only one mentioning research showing that when students are
actively involved in their learning, retain information better as it triggers “deeper

6 KS

a LJ
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learning”. He also thought that collaborative learning could help students to
develop their communication skills.

Gerry and Lily thought that discussions and quizzes during lectures may help
identify areas of weakness for the students, rather than finding out nearer to an
exam where more work may be required.

Jack expressed the idea that being proactive in lecture theatres is beneficial in
terms of retaining information but raised a concern that the level of distraction
available to contemporary students, who could while away the time on their
phones if not actively engaged with the lecture, could be avoided by setting little
tasks and being able to walk around the lecture theatre. Jack saw collaborative
working as being more suitable for more senior students as the course
transitions from learning facts in the earlier years to applying that knowledge in
later years. He points out that dentistry unlike a subject like maths has more
possible answers to a problem and more opportunity for discussion. He sees
the benefits of working collaboratively in his lab, where more nervous students
can be reassured by taking collective decisions and has a very positive view of
the benefits of working together:
L GKAY]l GKS@ I OKAS@GS Y2NB a + gK2tS (KL
suspect the write up the output of that is better than it would have been had
iKSe KIR (2 R2 (GKS 6K2tfS SELSNAYSYyi( (KSY?
Jack is also slightly wary of how groups will work together when there are
different personalities involved:
aLiQa G(GKS ¢gK2fS INRdZLI ReylFYAO (GKAY3IZ gKSI
they're doing more, and generally people who, well, the people never complain
GKFG GKSe& FSSf GKS@UNB R2Ay3 fSaaxAadga L
for angst working igroups, because they then, you know, carry the can, they
FTSSE fA1S (GKS@UNB R2Ay3 | 20 Y2NB 2F (K¢

Inclusivity

Cathy felt that the more relaxed atmosphere that could be created by having
group discussions may encourage students who may not normally interact to
come forwards, and that they may...

GXTSSE Y2NB O2YT2NIFo6tS G2 | LILINREOK YS Iy
|

GKFGéd ' yR GKSYy S OI ywo,lfusbt BoPe itlwoulddzNIi K S NJ OK
2dza i AYLINR @S | a0GdzRRSydQa SELISNASYyOS i ¢
GKAY1TAYy3a GKA& A& | 0602NAy3 adNBaatdd f SOic

For Jack the ability to walk around and interact with each group meant that no
one was being left out, as in the past if he set activities, he was only able to
chat with those at the end of the aisles.
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Hiro thought there was potentially a better chance that for students to have the
opportunity to speak rather than feeling excluded, but if they wanted it, there
was still an element of anonymity within a group.

Kara noted that since the introduction of the lecture theatre, she had noticed a
more collegiate attitude developing between the students, which was having a
benefit to the more insecure students:
GXGKSNBQa faz2 + 1{AYR 2F O02ffS3IAlLdS | aLisc
& therapy programs was both heantarming and astounding to watch how
those who are more secure really brought others with them. And, | mean | have
no doubt that in in certa groups those individuals who were more anxious or

just less secure in the knowledge achieved so much more because of the
adzLILI2 NI 2F GKSANI LISSNA ®¢

Maria noticed thought that student involvement was now more equal. In old
style lecture theatres, she would tend to talk to and ask questions of those at
the front or in her eye line, meaning the ones at the sides and the back were
less involved. She thought that students fell into a spectrum of personalities
regarding confidence:
GThere arghe ones that arewell, kind of outspoken, they want to get their
ARSI & 2dzi ( &&Soh& s nobndriéssaiilik tBatBey don't know,
they just don't have that sort of personality. But when you put them all in one
group and everyone has equal opportunity to participate or ask,, lliezlit
makes it more equal and | feel it's beneficial for them in the short term and
Ffaz2 1AYR 2F t2y3 GSN)XY 0SOFdzaS X @2dz 62y
YIedoS Ay GSN¥a 2F SRdzOFGA2Yy (GKS@& g2dzxZ R 3¢
Anya described the student base in dentistry as being very varied, and felt that
if materials were given in advance, in the case of a flipped learning approach, it
would allow those students who prefer to learn in different ways or digest
information at different speeds the time to do so prior to the lecture.

Dan thought that use of the microphones may help quieter students have a
voice, and for shy students being able to discuss their understanding with
colleagues sitting next to them rather than speak out in front of everyone to ask
the teacher could be less stressful. He also thought that if students ask other
students, they may get something put in a different way that may be more easily
understood, than asking the lecturer to explain something again.

Teacher beliefs

Teacher beliefs were gained by looking for aspects of teaching practices that
were student or teacher lead, as well as examining thoughts provided about the
value and problems with lectures. All apart from Edgar and Ivan focussed on
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student learning, whilst those two focussed on being able to deliver information.
This may not be their entrenched positions, but delivery was more strongly
emphasised than lectures being for student learning. For example, when
discussing whether Edgar had considered using the space as he thought it was
intended to be used, he replied:

G2 KSy @2dzd@S 3240

by
i2 d¢n atdRSydaz GKI G

Norman expressed a similar sentiment:

L GKAY]l AdGYa GKAa ARSEST F3FAy L 02Y$8

stand in front of 100 students and you've got 45 minutes to deliver a topic,

GKSNBYa | fAYAL (G2 6KFG &2dz Oy R2® «

Though he did go on to say that maybe he should “throw out” his conceptions of
teaching and just turn up with a small amount of teaching material that could be
developed in the session.

Previous experience

Most remembered traditional lectures as being quite a negative experience,
though both Gerry and Norman thought that depended greatly upon the
lecturer. Gerry remembered positively those lecturers that were both passionate
about their subject, but also had the ability to break up the subject matter into
manageable chunks. Preferring to learn from lecture notes than from books, the
ability that lectures offered to give him access to subject experts was very
valuable. Norman also had some fond memories, he felt that although the
purpose of his lectures was to provide valuable signposts for what to learn,
even a traditional lecture, with an inspirational teacher could be an outstanding
experience. Not all of his experiences were positive though, or even the norm.
He lamented that he had been on many occasions been subjected to “death by
PowerPoint.”

Generally, they remember their lecture experience as students as being a
largely passive experience. Most recalled frantically writing notes with very little
interaction with the lecturers. Olivia summed up the experience:

LY FANRG YR aSO2yR @SINJez2dz Syl Ay:
0KS fSOGdzZNBNJ adFNISR aLSF{Ay3a &2dz2NJ KSIR

was no looking up to the lecturer and actually making eye contact. It was very

much an exercise oftledd & 2dzad GNEB | yR 3ISG R2gy |

Cathy described the lecture experience as being stressful, like others she
described a feeling of being ‘talked at’, rather than feeling included. Jack

K2dzNJ 2NJ nn YAydziSaz
aLJ OS R2Sayui 62N] ¢
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described how the use of slide projectors and the dimmed lighting meant that it

was quite difficult to make notes.
G{2 I GNIXYRAGAZ2YIf fSOGdaNBE ¢l a tA1SzT GKS
down. Often the lights would go down a little bit, especially in the old days
when the slide projector was on. You couldn't see much actually to write
anyway, and theywouldthl F2NJ np YAydziSa G2 Iy K2dNE |
fAalSy ¢

Dan complained that if a lecturer did try to involve the students, the layout made

it hard to speak to anyone other than was sitting next to you and being unable

to hear what people further away were saying.

The group were also asked about their experiences of delivering lectures prior
to the refurbishment or using traditional style lecture theatres and similar
themes started to appear regarding a lack of engagement with the students,
Anya even describing the experience as ‘cold’ with a ‘barrier’ between lecturer
and students. For Dan, traditional lectures were just for transmission of
information, not for learning, with no ability to check what the students
understood.

In all, twelve of the participants had some negative memories of lectures when
they were students, five could remember some positive aspects of lectures. The
ones that changed their teaching style most were also the ones with the most
vivid recollection of negative experiences.

Table 5-4 shows the same information for the current study. Training has also
been included. Age was not directly asked due to there being no evidence that
age has an effect, and also in order to further anonymise the group. Number of
years teaching may not be related closely to age as staff within the school begin
teaching at different points within their career.
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Table 5-4 - Some potential correlations between factors related to experience
and degree of change.
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Whilst the numbers are small, the table highlights a few areas that are worthy of
further investigation:

1 Gender had no effect on degree of change, with all groups equally split
between male and female.

1 All of the staff that had adopted collaborative or active teaching styles
held a separate educational qualification, only one of the staff that did not
make changes did not, Kara however was using collaborative techniques
in other settings and active teaching methods in lectures.

1 Being present before the redesign, level of seniority or years of teaching
had no effect.
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1 Only those in the changed group had received pedagogical training, the
innovators, Gerry, Hiro and Jack received no pedagogical training.
1 Technological training was possibly associated with change.

Experience and beliefs would appear to be closely linked to change. With the
data for experience and beliefs isolated from the heat maps, it can be seen in
Table 5-5 that there was a correlation between positive experiences and beliefs
with providing collaborative teaching.

Table 5-5 - Table of experience and beliefs findings isolated from individual
heat maps.

Facilitated current style | Has not changed
without making
changes

Has changed due to
layout

Bianca

Hiro

Maria

Norman lvan

Kara

5.7.2 Social Influence

Subjective norms

From speaking to the teachers, they weren’t aware of what others were doing in
a meaningful way, though some had helped other members of staff or had been
helped themselves when learning how to use the space. Jack, Kara and Lily,
were typical in that they said that they simply didn’t know what other staff were
doing or whether others had changed how they teach. Kara suspected that
there were some staff using the space differently and described them as ‘early
adopters’, though she didn’t think that was the majority of staff.

Gerry and Jack thought that the way the students responded gave a clue as to
what other staff were doing. Gerry always asked the students what they had
been doing in previous lectures, but they always just looked blankly back at him
with some very vague notions of what they had sat through. Likewise, Jack felt
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that a lack of student expectation on him to teach in a novel way was probably a
reflection of his suspicion that not many staff had in fact changed from
traditional lectures:
aL GKAY]l AT SOSNEBO2RE SfasS ¢gFra tSOGdNAy3
of hologram bubble, then yes, they they'd probably complain about me or
somethingbut | have a strong suspicion that many people are using that

lecture theatre in the way that they used to lecture, It's just a slightly more
O2YF2NIitotS SYy@daANRYYSyloé

Student Expectations

Not many of the interviewees had really considered what students actually

thought of the usefulness of lectures. Jack’s feeling was that they probably

didn’t particular like or enjoy them or gain much benefit:
G{ GdzRSyda tSIFNYy Ay RAFFSNBYy(l slFeas az2yvy$sS =z
some of them prefer to read a book or whatever. | think. It partly also depends
on what you mean by kcture. If you mean you know an hour of talking at

people, probably very few students actually benefit hugely from that, and
LINPOIlFO6fe&x AF @2dz al GKSYZX (KSé GKSeyR al

He had gained this view from chatting with final year students in his clinical
group. He admits his view may not be balanced as in those informal chats
people just tend to complain rather than discuss anything they enjoyed.

Kara put herself into the students’ position, remembering what lectures were
like for her. She also thought that whilst Lecture Capture, which is the inclusion
of technology to record lectures for later viewing, could help for those students
having difficulty keeping up. It doubles their workload as they have to attend the
lecture and then have to work from the recorded lecture later:
dt depends on the lecture model, but your traditional didactic, | think they turn
up and turn off, uh, from some of them it will be like | was, which was just
complete overwhelmed where you just can't keep up, and it's the lecture

capture after that's the lgj way that you learn from that, so it's double the
G2N]f2FR FT2NJ 6KS a0dzRSydaoé

Lily points to lecture attendance being “patchy” as maybe an indication of the
value they place on lectures. When asked if she thought the students had any
expectations on how staff use the space she responded:
aL GKAY1l YIeéoS (KS@ RAR gKSy GKSe& TFTANRG C
what my colleagues are doing, so | don't know whether I'm an exception, or,
82dz 1y262X Ay (GKS YARRES 2NJ 2daAad GKS y2N)k

Despite Dan receiving very positive feedback from his students, who found the
use of collaborative techniques to be more engaging and enjoyable, there was
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no report that students had been requesting this from other teachers, in fact
staff had very divergent views on whether students would actually want to make
that change. Edgar’s feeling was that students come to university expecting to
be given the information in lectures in a quite traditional way;

L GKAY]l GKS LINRPG6ESY Aa GKFG GKSB@BYNB a2

my knowledge is how they are taught at school, but they seem to sit in the
lecture style where there's a teacher giving them information, there seems to
be a huge expectatiofor it to be like thatSo,l think changing from that will

0S OSNE RATFTTAOdA G b

A perceived lack of institutional vision

Gerry saw the lack of student expectation as part of the wider lack of
pedagogical steer from the school regarding lectures. He believes that if
lecturers haven'’t been facilitated to make changes, then student expectations
won’t change.

L R2y4ddG FSSt LUY Fy 2dzif ASNI Ay GSN¥Ya&

C

YR GKSNBT2NB YAYS NP adlyRAy3I 2dzi RATFTS

expectation because I've got to try and make a topic engaging, that's my view
on it and not necessarily inspirational but engaging so that so that the
students who can, | find it interesting. But I'm not sure they know how the

lecture theatre canbe useyaR K2 g &2dz Oly fSFENYy Ay GKIQ

Even though he had tried to make lectures more engaging, he complained that
the students still had the mindset that they attended lectures to get the handout
or the slides. Without there being a vision from the school that both lecturers
and students can adopt then he felt a futility to trying to change his teaching.

Jack didn’t feel obliged to change how he taught and commented on the lack of
direction given by the school when the lecture theatre first reopened:

GXiKS £ SOUGdzNBE GKSFUNB | LILISEFNBRE GKSNB g1

there may have been some fanfare to it, but there wasn't a huge amount of,

82dz (y2ezx wtSiya Fff 32 FYyR NBONARGS K29

Fff20FGSR (2 R2 sdemxacorheyin® yauRlectrgsin b 2 6 2 R @
LI NI A Odzf F NJ 2NJ Fy@iKAYyIdE

Some saw the lack of direction from the school as failure to inspire. Maria saw
the fact that the school had no set way of teaching as a barrier to making
greater changes. She felt that if she was to try something new, she’d rather not
do that on her own, saying “there needs be a vision” whether that was across a
module or across a year, she would like more consistency. She also felt that
such changes maybe should start with a completely new cohort of students
rather than change ‘mid-stream’ in order to be more consistent and more equal.

¢
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Kara also picked up this notion of consistency in approach to teaching. She felt
that a consistent pedagogical approach by the school or university would inform
her own approach. She felt ready to adapt how she teaches to different
situations but wanted always to be operating in a way that was informed by the
University’s vision.

Lily felt that the modular structure in dentistry did not allow her to have an
overview of what had been taught before and what came after. She also felt
that the students didn’t get adequate time for preparation for such collaborative
sessions that would involve pre-reading or prior preparation. This was not within
her gift as a lecturer to provide. Similarly, Hiro felt that if he had been able to
run a series of lectures rather than isolated ones, he could start to introduce a
variety of different approaches in a holistic way. Knowing what had been done
previously and what was to come in a module, rather than the constraint of
being given a single “lecture slot” and a discrete topic could lead to more
consistency in his approach with them.

Agency

All staff report they feel able to make their own decisions. They felt, no direct
pressure from student, school or module leads to teach in any particular way.
As Cathy said, “I've not known anyone dictate how you should or shouldn’t do
it.” Despite having the freedom to choose, she also felt that maybe staff should
all get together to bounce ideas off each other, but was resigned to the fact that
that was unlikely to happen.

Although Hiro felt no expectation to teach in a particular way, he did sometimes
feel constrained by not being given the option of teaching a subject in a way
other than lectures, for instance he felt that some of his lecture topics may be
better delivered as a tutorial or a practical, but without being the module lead he
was resigned to the fact that he had to deliver it as a lecture.

Ivan and Kara both feeling no pressure to change, appreciated that fact that
they could continue to deliver lectures as they always had. Olivia saw the fact
that staff have the freedom to develop their own style as a positive aspect of the
school’s approach to education:
GX20SN) GKS @S NaAX S@Sy GGAYSa o0ST2NB
had, | felt quite free to do what | think is appropriate, and | think that's great
F2N) 0KS RS@St2LISyid 2F aidl¥F FyR 27
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5.8 Facilitating factors

The second part of the adoption process is having the right conditions to be
able to make any changes that the staff member has been motivated to do.

The themes that arose during the interviews regarding the perceived ease of
use, or what challenges the staff think may be creating difficulties when making
changes have been arranged hierarchically in Figure 5-6.

| Ease of changing teaching
materials
— Anxieties Anxiety about change
{ Effort expectancy % — inadequate staff number
—  Too many students
m y
0
- Subj ited
Y— L ubject matter not suited o
@) Challenges collaboration
)
% | Aware of evidence base for | | Poor advance prep by
Je)) collab students
T || -
o Pedagogical ability FeEE e Do —Students don't want change
> layout
Q
O
S || Adequate knowledge of
o pedagogy to make changes
o
Able to deal with Technical
issues
Able to make choices about
Technical confidence technology to support
teaching

Feels comfortable using
technology

Figure 5-6 - Themes arising regarding the perceived ease or difficulty of
making the change to a collaborative style.

5.8.1 Effort Expectancy

Having considered the motivations towards making changes interviewees were
asked about factors that may have facilitated or hindered making changes.
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Table 5-6 shows the most reported challenges and barriers ranked in order of
how frequently they were raised and by how many staff.

Table 5-6 - Frequency of challenges and barriers raised by staff to making
changes to the way they teach.

Challenge / barrier frequency
Lack of pedagogical training 14
Anxiety about using technology 11
Inadequate technological training 11
Student acceptance 9
Anxiety about change 7
Insufficient preparation time to make changes 7
Too many students to engage with them all 7
Not in control of how sessions are timetabled 5
Students would not do prep work / prefer traditional 5
means

The amount of information to be delivered in the time 4
allotted

Inadequate technical support 3
Lack of awareness of the vision of school regarding 3
change

Whether the students would be adequately prepared for 3
assessments

Having the right skills to create a collaborative lesson

More staff intensive with tight staff numbers

Not aware of evidence of improved outcomes

[ S B =N N

Subject matter does not lend itself to discussion

The following sections explore the most frequent challenges in more detail.

Anxieties

Jack, Edgar, Hiro and Norman, all experienced lecturers said they would feel
very little anxiety about changing, but for the remainder, some degree of anxiety
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about making changes existed and they stated that those anxieties influenced
their subsequent approach.

Maria in particular felt that she didn’t know what was being expected of the
staff, she had already planned her lectures for the months coming and was
worried about changing the slides to something different. The technical aspects
concerned Lily, with the portent that upon changing her teaching, she would be
let down by the technology and have to wait for help while the students
muttered. Cathy felt very unprepared for using the space, but felt that, in time
and with training that worry would disappear.

Despite feeling comfortable with using technology, several members of staff

reported anxieties regarding relying on technology in their teaching plan in case

something went wrong. Anya, for example, described the anxiety she felt at the

start of each teaching session:
GL R2 FSSt O2YF2NIFofSsY o6dzi L Ydzad | RYAD
do have that slight anxiety that technology is going to let you down, and if it
does let you down, what is your back up, you know, if a lot of your session is
based on that cadiborative learning and all of a sudden the iPads don't work
2N GKS 1 LIi2LA R2yU4ld 62N] 3 2NE &2dz (y26=>
fAGGES O0AG 2F |y FyEASGE i GKS 6S3aAyyAyS:

For Gerry, the anxieties about the technology not working were not a major

concern, feeling confident enough in his abilities to make a joke of it and bring

the students along with him if he had to change plans:
GL 62dzZ R SELIX LAY (2 GKSY WLYUY 3A2yyl GNE
other journey with me, let's see if it works, tell me at the end if you thought it
gLa Fye F22RPQE

His main anxiety was not feeling confident about choosing the correct

technology for the purpose or what is ‘best practice’ when using technology:
a! yEASGe O2YSa FNRYXL 3Idz8§adasx dzaAy3a Al | LL
something rather thametting in the way of what I'm trying to do. And then,

also, the bit that I'm still not sure about is; Why have we got all that kit? Why
that Kit, why that speciallf YR y 20 K2g G2 dzaS AGX AdGU& K;

Ivan, Kara, Lily and Maria all expressed some real anxieties about using the
technology. Lily worried most about the effect failure may have on the students:

oXyou know, you go to press a button and your activity is designed only to be
given in that way, and then nothing happens. And thenhee those awful

20 minutes when the lecturer just sits there muttering to themselves, and the
a0dzRSyGa INBE ISGaGAy3a 02NBRDE
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Olivia mentioned the possibility of some “scary moments” if she couldn’t
remember how something worked, but that was only to begin with, with time her
confidence increased.

Numbers of students

Whilst the benefits of collaborative learning were widely expressed, the case for
providing collaborative teaching to 100 students in a one-hour lecture was less
enthusiastically supported.

Around half of the interviewees commented on the high number of students in
each lecture being a considerable challenge to using the space in a
collaborative way.

Edgar highlighted two issues with the numbers of students. He felt that trying to
carry out, what he felt would be similar to small group teaching, would take too
long with too many groups to attend to. He also felt that for students having to
speak up or present their work in front of 90 others would be very intimidating:

G¢KS LINRPoOoftSY (KIG ¢S KIFI@S KSNB Aa GKI G

GKFG Aa AYLIRaaraoftSed X ,2dz R2yUud o yi

LINBaSyi GKSANI g2N] (2 dn 2F GKSANI O2f ¢

comfortable numbers, say 10 to 12 people and that means doing it 8 or 9
GAYSa 20SN) gAUGKAY GKS Oflaa aial S GKIG

For Ilvan too, the numbers of students were a real barrier, particularly if he
wanted to have a good consistency in the student experience:
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Jack too was conscious of issue that the numbers raised for the sake of
inclusivity, worrying that any time spent discussing a topic with one pod would
leave the others out:

aXSPSy AT @2dU@S F20 tA1S I yAOS t 806 dN

60 or whatever students, if it's full, and you really want a kind of afepth
to-andfro conversation with a table, you know, quite often you can talk for
half an hour with that table, but that means you can't go to the next table, and

GKSY @2dzdNB R2Ay3A (GKFGX @2dz2UNBE GSNE YdzOK

Norman felt that the numbers would have to mean a radical departure to his
normal teaching, though he didn’t state whether he felt that would be a benefit
or a barrier:

aL GKAY]l A0Ya GKA&a ARSFX 3FAYy L 0O2YS
stand in front of 100 students and you've got 45 minutes to deliver a topic,

on 2RR LIS2LX S GKS 1jdzSa/
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GKSNBUa | fAYAG (G2 oKIFIG &2dz Oy R2®

I'm just going to use 2 examples I'm going to base the whole lecture on these

G2 SEFYLXS&aQ FYyR YIeoS (KIFdUua sKI G
Norman also made the comment that he felt it was easier to make his lectures
more student-focussed when teaching postgraduates, he felt that the
undergraduate curriculum required him to deliver a certain amount of
information in the time.

Perceived lack of Student Acceptance

There was a general feeling that students seemed to expect or prefer the
traditional lecture format, with handouts of all of the slides. To his surprise Gerry
found that some students refer to areas of knowledge by which slide they were
on. He recalled a conversation he had on clinic with some students:
aL FalSR (GKS aiGdzRRSyld WgKSy R2 @&2dz 3S
it was | think it was endodontics and they said they found highlights on Slide 42

L

lj

.S K2

aKz

G c

2F aNX FrFrprpUa LINBaSyidlagA2yT YR L GK2daAKCL
onethat, yeah,ye KX SEOStt SyiHQ | yR (KS &iGdzRSyid |

nHY Aaydd AGKQ 2N gKI G§S@OSNI GKS

af
82dz YSY2NAT S aft ARSaKQ WhK &SI KQ¢
Lily had concerns that asking students to do some preparatory work prior to a
lecture they may be overburdened at certain times of the year, and with tasks
that maybe the lecturer is unaware of. This could lead to some students
choosing not to attend the lectures for fear of being seen to be unprepared.
GLAY F4FNB 2F | O2dzZL)f S 2F O2ft Sl 3dzSa
advance of a lecture to students and asking them to read this, this, and this
because they're going to cover some parts from it in the lecture, which is all

fine, but the students werabsolutely freaking out because they had an exam
which this member of staff had known nothing about and they decided on

g K2

YIaa 0KFG GKS@& ¢g2dz Rydd 32 G2 GKS f SO0 dzNX

Comparing dental students to other students across the University, Lily
suspected that the dental students were more heavily timetabled, had more
structured days and less time to prepare. And whilst there may be some
students who did do the preparation, we needed to be mindful of the ones that
were unable to. She concludes that there shouldn’t be a wholesale change to a
flipped style of learning, as that may lead to students not attending.

Not enough time to adapt materials.

Almost half of the interviewees commented on the extra time required to adapt
teaching materials. Anya, Dan and Maria discussed that it's not just a simple
case of adding in an interactive session, but that those would need to be
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planned, pre-reading materials would need to be prepared which all takes time
that is a commodity that most of the respondents felt short of.

Anya described the extra time she required to use the lecture theatre
collaboratively:
GLGYE RSTAYA (XxDhce yoii Have $he iBadeyiad rdadyithemthe
following or the subsequent sessions that you deliver is easier to do, but the
first or second time that | had to put that particular lecture together it did
require quite a bit of time of thinking about the leagalan because your
lecture is no longer just a standard lecture anymore it's almost like a lesson
GKSNBE @&2dz KIS (G2 GKAY]l 2F WNARIKG GKS FAN
YSEG mMn YAydziSa &#SUNB 3I2Ay3 (2 R2 GKIFGQ

Kara was worried that, without support, she would have to learn how best to
make those changes through trial and error, would require too much time. She
felt that support, particularly early in the process, would have been a great
benefit. Ivan felt that given enough time he could have made a transition to a
new way of teaching, but was concerned that without that, he would not be able
to achieve the quality he would like to, he therefore decided not to make
changes:

z

dTheRIF &8 226 A& a2 GAYS O2yadzYAy3ds odzi &2dz !
@2dzNJ £ SOGdzZNB& RdzSX LG O2dA R Fff 0SS SyKI y(
GSOKy2ft238 Ay (GKSNBIX odzi L 2dzad KIF@SyQi =

gl e dé

Faiza too felt despondent about a lack of time to improve her teaching and also

doesn’t feel there is time withing the programme to introduce further activities

without significant curriculum changes:
L GKAY]l AdUa GKS OKIFfftSyasSa 2F GAYSOHlIof A
have time for that, so unless the program is changed and rethought and given

a specific time for those kind of activities, | don't think we can come up with
any solutionsas of 2 g ® ¢

The issue of assessments

When describing what normally happened at the end of his lectures, Ivan
mentioned that some students come to the teacher’s podium and want to know
more about the topic. Some students ask questions to try to fill gaps missing in
their notes, but some ask, “is that going to be on the exam?” and it felt to him
like all the students wanted was to get the slides and memorise them in order to
pass an exam.

Cathy wanted to try to enthuse the students more than just to pass exams. She
would ideally see lectures as a chance to make a subject enjoyable, but she
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was aware of a general feeling that students attend lectures, to get handouts in
order to pass exams. Several interviewees brought up the issue of students’
attitudes towards assessment as being one of the influences for how they
teach. Jack mentioned that students frequently asked, “do we need to know this
for the exam?” Yet he and others saw the aim of teaching was to prepare the
students to face not just exams, but to improve the clinical decision making that
they will have to face as independent dental practitioners in the future.

Hiro mentioned that exams in dentistry tended to cover a broad range of topics
rather, than any topic in depth. He felt that although questions won’t go into
much depth, it doesn’t mean he avoids delving deeper into subjects in lectures,
though there can be speculation regarding whether all lecturers just teach
enough to pass the exams or are like Hiro. Gerry notes that students just seem
to want the slides from his presentations, even if he prepares a handout with all
pertinent information on, he still gets emails asking for the actual slides. He
asks, why do they feel we’re going to ask them exam questions from specific
slides? From this, Gerry feels there is not an expectation from the students for
the staff to change what they do.

Lily also addressed the same point. She pointed to the fact that as a school the
staff had become conditioned to only asking exam questions which have been
covered on a slide handout. Thinking back over the years she said...
GLG 0SOFYS | NBIJdZANBYSydG dGKFdG AT @2dz O2dA
bullet point on it, then you couldn't ask it in an exam. We were actually getting
to the stage where in assessment panels, people would go and check that a
slide with that particula piece of information had been put up in front of the
a0dzRSy (& ¢
Lily felt that this affected how she taught and would put her off just being able to
discuss a topic, she felt she had to include everything on the slides that might
come up in an exam, and lectures just became purely content exchange. In her
words there was a “joint Project”, students expected everything to be on the
slides, staff wouldn’t ask questions about anything that wasn’t. Lily wasn’t
happy about that but accepted it as the reality of the situation.

Likewise, Kara felt similarly despondent about the notion of delivery for exams,
but accepted it on the grounds of the amount of information that dental students
need to know:
0So,l think, you know, transmission, acquisition, whatever you want to call it,
content delivery, has its place for dentistry because the stuff you've just got to

know, but what | wouldn't want to see is that we go from transmission to
assessment, and there®ne of those building blocksénS 1 6 SSy ® &
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Which may be one of the reasons she stated earlier that students tend to “turn
up and turn off.”

Jack is also aware of different students having different approaches to
assessment:
GL GKAY]l GKSNB INB a2Y$S addzRSyda o¢oK2 g2 dA
fed the facts, so that they can revise. | think there may be quite a few who
worry that they had a great afternoon chatting about some cases, but they
don't really have any striiered notes that mean they can go away and revise

and write an exam. So, yeah, | guess there might be an element of resistance
G2 GKIFGodé

He goes on to describe how he manages this, by having some very prescriptive
handouts, that the students can use to revise with, but have a more
collaborative session where they use those notes to apply that knowledge to
clinical cases. Edgar felt that this application of knowledge during a
collaborative learning session, with students having to speak in front of their
contemporaries would in fact be great preparation for clinical oral examinations
in the future.

Amount of information to deliver.

Non-changers Bianca, Edgar, Faiza and Norman all thought that trying to
change how the material was delivered within a one-hour time slot didn’t allow
any opportunity to add activities such as group discussions, and still be able to
deliver the amount of information they thought they needed to deliver. Faiza
hoped that appropriate training could have led to her becoming more efficient
with her time. For Norman the restriction was the undergraduate curriculum as
he felt quite comfortable letting postgraduate students lead his teaching
sessions with them. Those that were able to adopt a new style tended to get
around the problem by inventing their own means of delivery such as Anya’s
use of pre-reading for the students and preparation of scenarios to discuss.
Anya, though, had received training on how to use the space collaboratively
and had completed an educational qualification, something the four mentioned
previously had not.

5.8.2 Environment

The themes that arose when discussing the environment within which they are
expected to work, are grouped into the headings determined by the model and
shown hierarchically in Figure 5-7.
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Figure 5-7 - Themes that arose regarding the environment. Clement (2018)
described wingers as classroom assistants to support the leader of the
session.

5.8.3 Curriculum Design

The interviewees were asked whether it was appropriate to introduce

collaborative learning into dental curriculum as it currently stood. Kara’s view of

collaborative learning was that it was a core competency, a basic necessity for

the programme and professional practice. When asked if the dental curriculum

currently lends itself to a collaborative approach, her opinion was that the

teaching provided was not joined up enough to allow a collaborative approach

to learning:
aLy Fff K2ySade y23x Al FSSta ljdAadGS ySodzd z
AYLI OG0 2y aGdzRSydGaQ LINA2NI £ SENYyAyYy3I GKIG
connections, they're not pulling their prior knowledge through. They're

completing that exam fothat module, and then it's done. That to me suggest
GKFG GKS K2t S OdzNNA Odzf dzy Aaydd O2f € 62N
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There seemed to be two ways in which the overarching institutions, whether
that be the Dental School or the wider University, may have influenced or
motivated staff to make changes, one being through lecture timetabling and the
other being just the fact that the lecture theatre had been changed: There is no
evidence that anyone had been asked to teach differently, however the
influence from higher up may have been felt more indirectly; “They must have
done it for a reason” was Edgar’s opinion.

Lily explained that prior to the refurbishment, the dental school had always
taken priority over other schools when booking the room. It is the only lecture
theatre on site, which is convenient as dental students have onsite timetabled
activities for most of the day on most days, so travelling across campus could
lead someone to be late for clinics or laboratory sessions. Anya, Gerry and Lily,
all of whom changed their teaching style, mentioned the fact that they had
heard that there were timetabling constraints placed on the new lecture theatre.
Anya had heard that unless it was being used it in a collaborative way, priority
would be given to other schools and the school would lose its first call over
booking dental lectures. While she stated that this didn’t force her to change
teaching style, it may have subconsciously affected her choices. Gerry
described the fact that he thought it could only be booked for collaborative
teaching was the only pressure he had felt to make a change. Lily was worried
that unless the teachers used it in the way it was intended the dental staff would
lose their priority over bookings and have to lecture in inferior lecture theatres,
which felt like an obligation at the time. She goes on to state that she wasn’t
sure that her worries were founded as she had delivered lectures in there that in
fact were very traditional in nature with no adverse consequences.

5.8.4 Perceived lack of appropriate training

All fifteen mentioned insufficient training, either in the pedagogy of teaching in a
collaborative lecture theatre, or in the use of the technology as a significant
challenge or barrier to using the space differently or more effectively.

Olivia explained that prior to the opening of the lecture theatre, some training
events were scheduled for staff to attend voluntarily. As some staff started after
the introduction, we cannot assume that this training was received by all and
may not have been available to part-time staff. The training was met with a
mixed reception.

Olivia described the training as very good. She described how they sat in the
pods and interacted with the trainer, there was some theory, but training
seemed mainly to consist of being shown how to operate the equipment.
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0So,when the lecture theatre was first opened, there were a series of training

sessions where we got to use the equipment and so on, and it was very good |

remember. It's just at the time was having the headspace to kind of take it all

in. Everybody is underessure constantly for all the things that we have to do

IYRX @2dz 1{y26> L ¢gAaK L KIFIR I oAl 2F KSIF

Although Olivia felt that the training had been useful, with many other things
going on at the time she didn’t really get the time to digest it, and still feels even

now several years later that she could develop her practice more. A summary of
training reportedly received is shown in Table 5-7.

Table 5-7 - Table showing reported training received on both how to use the
technology and how to use the space collaboratively.

Name Training in using the Training in how to
space to teach operate the technology
collaboratively

Anya Yes Yes

Bianca No No

Cathy No No

Dan No No

Edgar No No

Faiza Yes Yes

Gerry No Yes

Hiro No No

Ivan No No

Jack No Yes

Kara No Yes

Lily Yes Yes

Maria No No

Norman No Yes

Olivia Yes Yes

Anya was undertaking an educational certificate course at the time of the
introduction, which included an introduction to “smart” lecture theatres. The
training she described mainly covered how to utilise the technology, but she
says that she took advantage of the knowledge of her teachers on the course.
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Lily explained that although there hadn’t been any pedagogical training within
the Dental School, she had attended a training session where lecturers from the
School of Music were describing how they were using their lecture theatre
collaboratively and how modules had been converted to a flipped format. She
recalled thinking that they had an advantage with their modules being more
discrete entities, whereas in Dentistry they were different to other parts of the
University in terms of them being a collection of different topics under a banner.

For the staff that weren’t there at the time of the introduction; Bianca, Cathy,
Dan, Edgar, Faiza and Hiro, no formal training was made available. Dan says
he had to work out for himself how everything worked, and Cathy had a brief
introduction from a colleague but that consisted of just to how to turn on and off
some of the technology.

Of the staff who were present at the time of opening, Maria stated she’d
received no training at all. Gerry, lvan, Jack, Kara, and Norman say that training
just involved how to operate some of the technical aspects of the room rather
than how to develop their pedagogy to use it in a collaborative way.

As Jack described the training he had received, there was nothing regarding the
pedagogy, overall, it was very brief:

b2 a2 y24 Ay | RSTAYAGSte y20KAy3 Ay |
way, you know, the only thing that | vaguely remember is, as | say, a tech
aleAy3dr @2dz 1y263 Geéez2dz Llzi GKS !'{. Ay KSN

For Kara, the lack of pedagogical training was a big issue in terms of adopting a

different style of practice:
G¢KS 2yt e (NI AYAtfebperafiogebsidf B FRuBLDR o1 a 2V
to speak to a specific booth, press this buttbiyou want to show a particular
whiteboard from a particular booth, press this but€8dt no training on
I OGdz ff& oKFG GKIFIGO ¢g2dA R 221 tA1Sd 2KI G
what | do,andthis is what I'm aiming to achiev &

Gerry also felt that the lack of training on the pedagogical aspects of
collaborative teaching was an impediment to change. When asked if any of the
training he received involved pedagogy he answered:

Gb2z y24 Ay | gl & 2FX Wl SNBQa SEFYLXES ! 3
student groug® laptogs for exampleand theyOl 'y aK2¢g &2dz GKSANI a0
WK2¢g 0Said G2 R2 GKIGK 2 K@ @&~Zlzothe2 dzf R R2 A
a0dzRSyiGa INB t221Ay3 G AdZ gKeé Aa GKI G
0f dzy (0 f & Yectuwedz8omebady Who lectures in our Der®alool lecture

theatre, then no, I'm not aware of thaénd that again, is another barrier, isn't

AlKE

N
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Despite expressing frustrations with the lack of pedagogical training, all three
used the space in a student-centred way.

Edgar was left a little exasperated by the lack of training or to find out why the

lecture theatre had been changed. He had received no guidance on the theory

or reason why changing could be of benefit:
G/ tSIENIT & GKS fSO0daNSE ¢KSFGNB Aa RSaA3aySR
different way, otherwise why would you do it like that. Nobody's ever come to
me andsaid Wi KS (GKS2NEB O0SKAYR (KA&AQI 2NJ WGiKS LJ
this way & XI€would be useful to tell lecturers why it's been done, and I've
YSOSNI NSFHfte 0SSy akKz2gy ®¢

He goes on to say that as a dentist first, and an educator second, more

guidance and training would have been helpful. In fact, the need or desire for

more training into how the space could be used to improve their pedagogical

approach to teaching was raised by all but one interviewee.

Ivan felt that receiving pedagogical training was more important than

technological training. As a more mature member of staff, he would like to

receive a reminder on the pedagogy as it had been a long time since doing his

post graduate certificate in education, he thought that probably the more junior

staff going through teaching for the FHEA were receiving that kind of training.
GLQY &dNB (GKS LISREFI238Qa (FdAKGIZ L GKAY]
then apply in that lecture theatre setting with that technology to get the best
2dzi 2F AGX AG YIe gStf 0SS GKF(G @&2dz ({y26
that reminder aboutK S LISRI 323A 0Lt | LIWINRBF OK (2 ¢KI

Bianca and Cathy felt that more training in the technology side would be most

helpful. As Bianca explained she wanted more basic training:
GXK2g @&2dz Oy 3ISYSNIGS GK2a$sS AydaSNI OGAg@S
as a starting point, and then that in turn you may lead onto looking at new
G§SOKy2t23A8a yR ySg 2LiA2ya F2N GKS GKAy

When asked if it was more the technology side than the pedagogical side she
would like training in, she responded that it was;
6, SFKE L (GKAY]l 42¢ L GKAYy]l @&2dz 1(yz26s S0

your lecture is probably straightforward and then then you got to kind of look
d GKS GSOKy2f238 FyR 4SS K2g GKS& 020K 1

Student Training

Nobody had any recollection of whether the students had been taught how to
work collaboratively or how to use the technology.
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Kara had the opinion that students were quite casual in their approach to

lectures, not always turning up and then not particularly engaging with it when

they are there. She then made an interesting observation that students maybe

hadn’t been supported in their transition to a new way of learning:
awdzad fA1S L ¢6Faydid adzl2NISR (42 R2 Fyedcr
in the new lecture theatre, the students maybe haven't had that similar
adzZLIL2 NI 2F2 Wl 26 Y L &dzaJdi2asSR (G2 fSINy F
students haven't had that supported transition into a new way of learning, so

no other students have expected anything different other than it looks nicer
and they can't all fit imow. &

5.8.5 Adequacy of technical support

The availability of support seemed to be very important to several of the
teachers. lvan, Jack, Lily, Norman and Maria all recall there would be someone
there at the start of each lecture to make sure everything is working, though
their role was not always clear as described by Maria:

& Awvds right at the beginning, in first few months really, there would be a

LISNE2Y X 6KSYy L OFYS Aya2 GKS € SOGdzZNB GKSI
K2g GKAy3a ¢2NJKé FyR L £221SR Fd GKS 0O2)
and then it was that basiclgl, like a very quick interaction. It was a bit bizarre

because we didn't know what was their role. Was it like an IT support? Was it
technicalsupport? Was it support that you know could show us what to do

with the actual facilities? | wasn't sure, Huissumed it wasechnical

sdzLILJ2 NI @€

Bianca thought that knowing where to get assistance would allow her to
embrace some of the technology which up until now she felt she could only
manage issues by rebooting. Gerry was happy with the level of technical
support provided, knowing who to ring or to sort out a log-in problem, but felt
what he really wanted was models of best practice and help tailoring that to his
students. Kara also felt that having a learning technologist would have made
her feel more confident.

Olivia had quite positive interactions with technical support and had used them
on a couple of occasions, though she would normally tend to go into the lecture
theatre early if possible, just to set everything up and make sure it was all
working. She found it useful to “have a play with things” prior to the students
turning up.

5.9 What future changes would they like to make?

This section asks the participants to think about the future. During the interview
phase of the project we were still in Covid restrictions and the return to live
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lectures was being debated as something that may not happen. This was
acknowledged when asking the questions and they were asked to think about,
what was at this stage a hypothetical future where lectures had returned,
whether they would like to make changes and what would help them to do that.
This gives the interesting opportunity to triangulate earlier questions regarding
barriers and impediments to see if what they think would help address those
issues.

5.9.1 Thinking about lectures going forwards

The group were asked if they were to provide live lectures in the future, after the
pandemic had passed whether they would like to make any changes to the way
they currently use the space and what support they think would be most helpful

to make such changes.

Most staff had some desires to do things differently, but there was also some
doubt raised about whether lectures would return in the format seen previously.
Lily, Norman and Maria all felt that there were better ways of delivering didactic
lectures, having learned from the pandemic to utilise online formats and keep a
degree of blended learning in place, be that online discussions or recorded
lectures. They did, however, feel that the time students are timetabled in larger
groups would be better used for discussions at various stages through a topic
or for symposia, in which a number of speakers can talk and hold Q&A
sessions. This was similar to Edgar’s thoughts about the future. Edgar referred
back to a previous experience he had had with two lecturers holding a “revision”
session for final year students using the new lecture theatre and felt that was
the ideal model for using the space but warned against “freestyling” for all
sessions and this shouldn’t be the means by which students gain their
knowledge initially.

Dan didn’t say he would do anything differently in his lectures but felt that
attendance at live lectures should be made compulsory, but that students
should be allowed to choose whether attend in person or to join online to be
more inclusive. Gerry worried that the school would not have learned lessons
from the past and going back to live lectures without staff development and the
time to make changes would risk that it would remain an underutilised space.

Kara was reluctant to go back to lectures as a form of education, having
developed web resources and feels it important that students are able to work
at their own speed, but did admit there may be some activities that could work
well with the whole year group, but would need support to set those up.
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Olivia had a sombre view of the future of lectures, stating that her values of
education hadn’t changed and felt the method of delivery were not so important
as the aims, but like some of the others felt the future would be a hybrid of
didactic learning online with some live sessions more occasionally to allow for
interactive learning, but wasn’t sure whether that would be better in large
groups or smaller tutorial groups.

5.9.2 What would they do differently?

There wasn’t a great deal of radical thinking about significant future changes,
and this may be related to the fact that at the time of asking no lectures were
being delivered and there was, at the time, not talk that live lectures would
return. Of those that did wish to make changes, they were thinking
hypothetically about what they may do given the opportunity.

Reflecting on her experiences of making some significant changes to her

teaching, Anya felt that maybe the amount of interaction and activities she had

tried to squeeze into an hour’s lecture slot could have left the students feeling

fatigued, thinking that maybe if she focussed on one or two aspects of

interactivity:
L GKAY]l Fd GKS o083aAayyAay3a L sla a2 SEOAIGS
G§SOKy2f23ASaX LQR GNB YR o0dAfR & Ylyeé |
discussions and you'd have quizzes and you know you put the scenarios on the
02F NR I yR K Ssgthing éndh@ &naifRbdards and \#h¥reas | think
32Ay3 F2NBINR L 62dd R LINRolofeée 2yfé F20dz
what | wouldOK | y3S¢ o

Cathy would like to use the opportunity to make her lectures more interactive

and engaging, and trying to provide the relaxed, social atmosphere that she

feels would help students to enjoy the subject, but she felt she would need a lot

of support to reach this point:
Gt SNA2Yylffezs AG ¢2dfdR 06S GKS LINRPolFofe& (KS
I'd like to know more about what works, what doesn't work in terms of delivery
of teaching, from people's experiences, and then the technology side, because |

don't really know hout what's in that lecture Theatre. What can | use and?
What's compatible with it and (i dzF T ¢ ®

She added that it was the technological side of things that gave her the most

concern.
GL $2dZ R 6S [ yEA2dza AT L gl & y2i O2yFARSy
technologiesand it goes wrong. That would make me anxious 'cause I'd be
fA1SY 6KFEd R2 L R2 y26K 2K2 R2 L GFtl G2k
I NByUdd @2dzK ! YR @2dz OFyuid 2dzad NHzy 2dzi |y
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5.10 What would help to make changes?

Lastly, the staff were asked what would have helped them the most or what
they felt would be most helpful to them in using the space going forward.
Several suggestions were made, and these have been summarised in Table
5-8.

Table 5-8 - The factors that staff thought would have been helpful to them in
making changes.

What would help How many staff requested this

Learning from others 11

More training

Having a top-down vision

More time to make changes

Having a second person present

Having smaller student groups

R I NN W] O] O

Knowing the evidence base for making
any changes

Figure 5-8 shows the connections identified between what were considered
barriers and what staff thought would be helpful. Arrows are used to show
connections and for most barriers there is an arrow coming from the “what
would help” area that would address the issue. There are a few items however
for which no solution was requested, including how the students prepare for
lectures, subject matter not being suited to collaborative teaching methods and
the amount of information needed to be delivered for assessment.
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Figure 5-8 — Example thematic map of challenges faced.

Learning from others

Whether through staff discussion groups, seeing people in action or having

“champions” to promote how the space could be used, most thought that
learning from other people’s experiences would be beneficial.

Cathy wanted to hear from more experienced teachers, so they could share
with her what had worked well. Dan also thought that asking more experienced
staff or the opportunity to see someone in action may be beneficial. Like Hiro,

he also thought a resource of videos would be helpful. Dan also that an online
discussion space could be utilised for staff to help each other.

Gerry, Hiro and jack felt they would benefit from having someone sit in on their
lectures who could offer quite specific advice on how they could do things

differently, though Hiro pointed out that this could be time consuming for staff
and suggested drop-in workshops:

GX&2dz O2 dzf RsagWeli KA yAda FWeR  SOGdNE GKIG Ly
O2dA R L das (KS £ SO0 dNB

¢CKSFUNB (G2 SyKIl yc
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He also suggested having a set of examples showing “this was a simple lecture
beforehand, and this is sort of a way to do some worked examples”. He also
suggested that ideas be shared on video platforms such as YouTube. Gerry
wasn’t so sure that watching recorded lectures would be so useful as he
wouldn’t be able to see how the teacher was using the space physically and
how the students were responding. He thought that expertise within the school
could be captured, but that he also saw a drive towards more active learning as
being a national issue and further collaboration with other dental schools could
be useful.

Kara and Olivia also wanted more targeted, specific advice. Kara’s request

revealed that there were some fundamental issues blocking her from moving

forward with changing her teaching:
GLYR fA1S G2 KI@S a2YS2yS gAGK aSOduNB
aim, this is the activity I'd like to run, can you help me plan it? What do | need
to consider in the room? How my best using the space? Which technologies
would be best to etually, you know, collate this? Do | share the document
St SOGNRBYyAOFrffeK 52 L 3IAGS Al 2y LASOSa
help me through those stagesfukt-timel LILX A OF G A2y ®§

Ivan and Olivia thought that “early adopters” would have a large part to play in
driving change. Norman agreed, having withessed how “champions” can raise
the bar, giving an example of how PowerPoint has been developed by a
champion within the department:
L o1 GOK 20KSNBE f SOGdaNB&a yR L aSS Ylye
really bring the lectures to life. So, you need somebody within the school who's
achampiontsay,d LUY y2{ 2dzaG RSt AGSNAYy3I (KAA
acertaing | € € ®

Top-down vision

When asked if Olivia thought those champions would be all that was required to
drive change, or would a more top-down approach work better she felt both had
their part to play:
L GKAY]l AdGUYa + o6Ad0 2F o020KXZ Aayud AdK
drive change upwards and then and then there are some lecturing staff who
struggle and that's where a bit of tegipwnnesdgs neededo help encourage

us | think if the university had a set of values or principles of ways of working
and that sort of thing, | think that would be vellgad S F dzf ¢ &

Maria talked about a vision from the top that could filter down to the rest of the
school that could bring consistency in approach rather than just doing her own
thing. She didn’t see that as necessarily dictatorial, but some guidance on
direction:



a azfdziSte &8Saxz
( Ad

I © -yR AlG YA3IKEG y2id ySOS
KS (2LJ 06dz i | i K

1P NIAa a2YSOKSNB
Hiro felt that one of the main reasons why staff weren’t able to make changes
was due to the way modules are organised, and that as a lecturer he felt
constrained to a certain style of delivery as he’s given a lecture title and asked
to deliver discrete lectures, whereas if he was given a topic to manage over a
number of sessions, that would allow for a greater diversity of approaches and
allow for sessions in the lecture theatre that were more discursive and less
information laden as he would be able to know that the knowledge was being
delivered elsewhere.

Norman felt that a top-down approach wouldn’t work without cheerleaders and
champions driving change forward. He thought there should be more direction
and more investment into how the space is used:
L R2yUlG GKAY]l w2S .f233a OFy 32 Ay (KL
number of people make the sessions really interactive without some real
guidance. | think there's potential, but | think it will only come if there is a real
thrust from the uiversity or from our school to say that we need to use this
aLlk OS Ay | o0SGGSNI gl & vé
Olivia really summed up the situation, that the vision required from the
University is essential:
aL GKAY1l AT GKS dzyA@GSNBRAGE KIR | asSd 27 ¢
GKIFG a2NI 2F GKAyYy3IsS L KAyl GKFIGUa GSNE

She was worried that too much interference could have a detrimental effect

however and a fine balance needs to be:
L R2yUlG GKAY]l AlGUA dzas§yings#e 20 SK/T A3 UB2 akaNg
GKAEd GKA& LASOS 2F SlidAaLIYSY(diQ 2N wéz2dz KI ¢
you've got to leave that up to professional judgement of the teaching staff, but
I aShd 2F @lrftdsSaz tA1S X W{ldzasboalda akKz2dz R
6S Sy3aFr3ISR AY GKSANI €t SIENYyAy3IQs GKFEGUA NBI
GKAY1= odzi AG Ffaz2 3IAPSa I oAd 2F &ao02L)S 1

5.11 Summary

Whilst all staff felt the introduction of the redesigned DLT was significant, not all
changed how they taught despite nearly all having initial intentions to do so.
The key motivational factors for change included dissatisfaction with traditional
lectures and a desire to improve student learning through collaboration. Major
barriers to change included not having time, not knowing how to change
existing lectures and not being aware of reasons to do so. Others saw the
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number of students in the lecture theatre making collaborative learning
prohibitive.

The institution seemed to have no expectation on staff to change, but also
many felt the institution had not helped by them, by making no changes to the
curriculum, examinations or changes to how lectures were to be timetabled,
with lecturers receiving the same one-hour slot times that they had for
delivering didactically.

All appreciated the agency to teach in whatever style they wanted, but most
would have appreciated more guidance on how the space was expected to be
used. None seemed to be aware of how others were using it, and there seemed
to be no unified school approach to using the space.

Most staff felt a degree of anxiety about bringing in new teaching styles, either
in case it wasn'’t effective, the students didn’t want it, or the technology failed,
and they were left helpless. To address the anxieties, improved training, time to
make changes and an institutional vision along with fewer students in each
session were the most requested forms of assistance that staff would have
liked. There was also a desire for “champions” to promote how the space could
be used most effectively, and this would be a more favourable means towards
promoting change than edicts coming down from above.

Motivations were more related to the internal factors, with staff tending to teach
in a way that they thought would be most beneficial for the students. Likewise,
facilitation tended to be more hinging on internal factors and changes were
made despite the system rather than with the help of it.

Three of the cohort had already moved towards collaborative teaching styles

prior to the refurbishment, raising the question of what was different about

them? This will be explored later, but Jack summed up quite nicely the

phenomenon in question:
GLFT &2dz 6SNBE (KFd gl & AyOfAySR &2dz g2dzZ R
layout of the traditional lecture theatre, but going ahead with it anyway
because you knew that that was the way tago
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6 Discussion

This study used semi-structure interviews to investigate the impact of the
introduction of a collaborative lecture theatre on teaching within The School of
Dentistry. Specifically, the aims included; whether staff had changed their
teaching style in response to the new space and an exploration of their
motivations for doing that or not. It also focused on the barriers they faced, and
what had helped them to make changes.

The research questions were:

1. Have staff changed their lecturing style in response to the changed
design of the lecture theatre?
a. What factors motivated or demotivated staff towards making
changes?
b. What factors helped facilitate change?
c. What challenges did they face?
2. How can educators be supported following the change of a teaching
space?

To try to answer these research questions a novel framework, to identify key
areas to explore during the interviews, was created from previous work looking
at change and adoption of new working and teaching practices. This framework
helped to design the study, create an interview schedule and interpret the
results.

Fifteen members of teaching staff at The School of Dentistry at Leeds
University volunteered to be interviewed, representing a wide range of seniority
and experience. The findings show that the aims of the study were met in terms
of finding out whether they had changed their teaching styles and identified the
factors that influenced both the motivation to change and the ability to do so.

The interview format gave the opportunity to interact with the participants in
order to gain a deeper understanding and to clarify responses, neither of which
would be available through quantitative studies nor a more rigid interview
approach. It was important though, to develop trust during the interview through
an empathetic approach and active listening (Salmons, 2012). Being a
colleague in a similar position to the interviewees gave a unique insight into the
responses, and trust could be evidenced by the number of interviewees that
were quite critical of the school, the university or the level of support that they
had received. By occasionally summarising the conversation back to the
interviewee, the opportunity to correct any misinterpretations was provided.
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Thematic analysis was chosen as a logical approach to take for an exploratory
study collecting a large amount of data. Some of the criticisms of this approach
have included a lack of consistency and a lack of clear guidelines on how to
apply the approach (Nowell et al., 2017) however, using the novel model as a
starting point, consistent themes arose quite naturally, and sub themes fitted
neatly into the predetermined categories.

The literature review identified a range of factors that could affect either the
motivation to make changes or the facilitation to make a change or both.

6.1  Summary of Key findings

Generally, the staff had positive views with regards to the refurbishment and all
considered making changes. Six of the fifteen went on to make definite changes
to their teaching style in response to the new space, whilst the remainder either
hoped to make changes or had decided not to. Lack of training, time available
to make changes and an institutional vision were the most frequently expressed
concerns or barriers to changing from a didactic lecturing style.

One of the key aims of this study was to find out whether the introduction of the
lecture theatre alone led to changes in the thoughts and behaviour of dental
lecturers. In agreement with other studies such as Whiteside et al. (2009), all
staff reported positive feelings towards the space. Even those that had not
made any changes to how they teach expressed a preference to teach in that
room, which is different to Clement’s findings in the same University that only
23.4% would prefer all their lectures to be in a collaborative lecture theatre and
32.5% would prefer a traditional lecture theatre (Clement, 2018, p.32). It is not
clear why there was this difference, especially as the lecture theatres had been
designed to accommodate both traditional teaching methods and student-
centred learning.

All staff reported that they preferred teaching in the new DLT, in line with Leijon
et al. (2022) who witnessed a general positive attitude towards new teaching
spaces amongst staff, and that the space had caused them to think about how
they provided teaching. Six had changed how they teach, whilst nine reportedly
made no changes or just very slight modifications to take advantage of the
layout. It should be said though, that the innovators had changed teaching style
prior to its introduction and only four others had significantly changed how they
teach in response to the introduction of the space. It is not known whether they
would have changed anyway.
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To summarise the most important findings:

1.

All staff felt positively towards how the lecture theatre was designed.
Advantages included the potential for improved learning, greater
inclusivity and facilitation of discussion.

Six reported that they had changed their teaching style following
introduction of the space and that the space itself was a factor in making
that change. Nine had not made changes and three of those had no
intention to.

Motivational factors included; an improved experience for the students,
including improved inclusivity, the teacher being able to speak with
smaller groups of students more easily and an anticipation that working
collaboratively would lead to improved understanding.

Those who made changes were inspired by the layout of the students
more than the incorporation of the technology.

Anxieties related to feelings of possessing inadequate pedagogical skills
to make changes and poor student acceptance. The technology was also
a cause of anxiety, with only four making use of the pod laptops and
seven trying the digital smartboard, with no one reporting continued use.

Facilitation to change was considered to include; having a top-down
vision for how the space should be used, time available to make
changes, champions to set a positive example and training and
pedagogical support being available individually.

Challenges faced:

Training was largely felt to be inadequate or non-existent. With some
staff feeling that technology training would help them introduce
collaborative teaching and others wanting more pedagogical training.

No coherent vision for how the DLT should be used within the school
was evident to the interviewees, nor were they aware of how other staff
were using the space.

The design of the curriculum with lecturers having little consistency with
groups of students, lectures being delivered to 100 students in
predefined one hour lecture slots, and being asked to deliver large
amounts of material driven by assessment were all prohibitive to change.

Despite all of the barriers and lack of institutional vision, three
‘innovators” had started using collaborative techniques prior to the
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redesign of the DLT based upon their own conceptions of what
constituted good teaching practice.

From these there are several interesting points worthy of discussion. For the
purposes of this chapter the following will be explored in more detail; the
influence that the space itself had on staff behaviour, the role that the institution
can play with particular reference to the institutional vision and provision of
training, and finally the relevance of the technology.

6.1.1 Categorising the staff

This proved to be more difficult than anticipated. At the outset the intention was
to try to categorise the staff on a continuous scale from “adopter”, if they had
changed teaching style to a digitally enhanced collaborative style, to “non-
adopter” if they had made no changes. In reality it was difficult to ascertain if
changes were actual changes to teaching practice or just reports that they had
used what was available in the space. It was decided that they would only be
reported as having changed if they actually described how they had carried out
a teaching activity that involved using some of the features of the DLT and was
different to what they had done before. No one had gone through wholesale
changes of, for example, using a flipped approach to all of their teaching or
purely discussion-based sessions. The changers had all incorporated some
elements of both of these or introduced active learning elements explicitly
because of the design of the space.

Those who had changed style could be described by Rogers as early adopters
in his Diffusion of innovations theory (Rogers, 2003). This would fit as they
displayed “favourable attitudes toward new ideas” and possessed the skills and
resources to do so. Making up 40% of the total of interviewees, the early
adopters are higher than the 14% suggested by Rogers though with such small
numbers, comparisons are not statistically valid. However, it may indicate a
greater willingness to adopt new teaching styles than could be predicted.

Rogers described those that did not adopt technology as “laggards”. Whilst the
term is not particularly flattering and will not be used to describe staff in this
study, he described laggards as having traditional values, who make decisions
based upon what they have done previously and are suspicious of innovation,
which described lvan and Edgar quite well. lvan talked about being in his
comfort zone and not being aware of any evidence for making changes to his
style, which chimed with Van Horne and Murniati (2016, p.90), who described a
sceptical professor, requiring more information before changing what they do.
Edgar saw the redesigned space as a traditional lecture theatre with “fancy
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seating” and whilst both saw the advantages of collaborative learning and
indeed used that as a technique in other environments, they did not see the
lecture theatre as the best place for that to occur. The term Laggard was not felt
to be the correct term for maintaining this viewpoint as there was no expectation
upon them to change, and they held a fully valid and worthy position as
explained by the participants. The term “content with current style” was
considered more suitable. Edgar and Norman, both very experienced and
senior teachers, thought that the number of students was prohibitive to
individual discussions or working with groups, whilst a winger or second
member of staff may have helped, it may not have made that much difference,
as reported in schools with classes of only thirty, teachers can feel they don’t
get enough time to spend with each student, and would value another teacher
to help out (Fletcher et al., 2023). The fact that dental students are timetabled in
groups of 100 would mean considerable curriculum and timetabling changes
would need to happen for these and similar staff to feel comfortable.

Bianca, Cathy, Faiza and Maria could be described as the early majority as they
were willing to adopt, but are waiting for something else to happen first, be that
more opportunities or more training. There was no late majority in the group,
maybe as there was no evidence of peer pressure, no necessity to adopt and
still comparatively early days in the adoption process.

These findings could relate to the challenges of mindset and skillset which were
described by Aydos (2021) with the adopters having both the necessary attitude
and skills to make changes, whereas the ones that didn’t change did not
possess either or both of those. While this is an interesting comparison, the real
question is why did some possess those and not others, and what influence did
the new space have on mindset.

It was hard to categorise Kara and Hiro, whilst they possess some of the
characteristics of the innovators (Rogers, 1995), they did not innovate further or
adopt any of the newer technologies they were presented with or change their
teaching style.

6.2 Theinfluence of the redesigned space on the motivation
to make changes.

With regards to motivation, the key factors that emerged from the interviews
included a desire to improve the student experience by introducing a more
collaborative style of learning. This was described by the interviewees as
potentially benefitting the students in two different ways; either that a



- 140 -

collaborative lecture could lead to improved knowledge acquisition gained
through active learning or that the student would find the lecture more
enjoyable, by being more interactive or more inclusive. Eleven interviewees
mentioned either one or both of these.

Many studies have looked at how active learning spaces can improve the
experience. Improved learning outcomes from using active learning spaces has
been widely reported (Freeman et al., 2014; Nishigawa et al., 2017; Morton and
Colbert-Getz, 2017; Akcayir and Akgayir, 2018; Goémez-Tejedor et al., 2020), as
well as the development of social interdependence (Johnson and Johnson,
2009). No staff offered evidence to support their standpoint, either being aware
of literature or evidence from teaching they had provided. Only Dan said he was
aware that there was literature to support improved learning with collaborative
teaching but didn’t cite any. This is important, as not being aware of evidence
could be a significant factor in failing to adopt the new teaching style. Van
Horne and Murniati (2016) showed that heads of department were less likely to
promote active learning if evidence of improvement wasn’t provided. In this
study Ivan stated it has one of the really important factors that had led to him to
not make any changes, though he admitted to not having looked for evidence.
This is an important point going forwards, as dentists are very much guided by
evidence in their clinical practice decision making (Gudray and Walmsley, 2016)
and it may be that the school needs to think about providing more evidence-
based development when it comes to education as well as dentistry.

Another interesting finding was the envisaged promotion of inclusivity. Studies
of collaborative learning spaces tend to focus on teaching, student preferences
and outcomes, however the ability of a space to promote inclusivity by a variety
of benefits fits neatly with the University of Leeds core values of; collaboration,
compassion, inclusivity and integrity (University of Leeds, 2015), despite not
being promoted for that reason when introduced. Whilst the promotion of
inclusivity seemed to be more of a speculative benefit, collaborative learning
has been reported to promote the conditions for inclusivity (Zubiri-Esnaola et
al., 2020).

Petersen and Gorman (2014) recommended arranging the students in groups
deliberately to not allow students to hide. Gerry said he had thought about
doing this, particularly when he ran a three-hour session, but felt it better to
leave students to find their own groups that they felt comfortable with and to
allow the shyer ones to feel more comfortable being with who they know. All
other staff were happy to let the students choose their own groups and nobody
expressed any concerns about students hiding. The reason for not arranging
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the students could be, as described previously, that the interactions staff had
with students appeared to be on an irregular basis and as such will not have got
to know the students as well as if they saw them for the same sessions every
week.

With the microphones making it easier to hear and the arrangement being more
conducive to discussion than sitting in rows, many of the interviewees thought
that the new space had improved the experience of students in terms of being
easier to communicate. This is in agreement with the findings of Kariippanon et
al. (2018) who found that both the physical layout of flexible learning spaces
and the activities that they allowed were reported by staff and students as
leading to an improvement in wellbeing.

Improving the student experience does not relate directly to any of the available
models. The closest it approximates to is Performance Expectancy component
of UTAUT as described by Venkatesh et al. (2003), who found it to be the
strongest predictor of an intention to adopt change. Performance expectancy in
the original UTAUT model though largely relates to the experience of the user
and whether the use of new technology would improve how they do their work.
This ‘user’ viewpoint was only highlighted by a small number, where the layout
helped the ability to organise and run interactive sessions more easily. They
mentioned that they found it easier to navigate around the room to talk to
individual groups, rather than, as Jack described, previously only being able to
talk with those on the end of rows, or Gerry’s light-hearted comment about
trying to sidle along a row of students “like a crab”, but this did not appear to be
a motivator for changing to a collaborative style, more a motivator to choose
that lecture theatre if you want to use a collaborative teaching style. Although
students were not included in this study, it was the perception that students
would find it easier to talk to each other when arranged in pods and would not
have to turn their heads around so much or be limited to discussing only with
the ones they were right next to.

Does the design of the space initiate change or is it a reflection of already
changing habits? Mulcahy et al. (2015) discussed the difference between the
realist perspective that the space shapes the people within it, and the
relationalist perspective that teaching practices and the design of spaces evolve
together through an iterative process. They concluded that the space and the
user are so interlinked that it would be too simplistic to state that you can
change a space and expect that to lead to a change in behaviour.

Beery et al. (2013) assumed that the preferences and beliefs of the teachers
was the most important factor regarding change, and the main effect of the
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collaborative classroom was to improve the efficiency of such teaching
sessions. Their findings are in some part supported in the current study and
could be used to explain the behaviour of those that had already introduced
some aspects of collaborative learning pedagogy such as, Hiro and Jack. In
Jack’s words:

L GKAY]l @2dz 6SNBE SAGKSNI GNRBAYy3 (2 R2

0 KA

Fa | GSIFOKSNX AF &2dz ¢SNBE (KIdG gl & AyOf Ay

layout of the traditional lecture theatre, but going ahead with it anyway
because you knew thatthii ¢+ & GKS gt & G2 32 dé

This would go some way to support Mulcahy’s relationalist perspective, in that
the innovators were already making changes and the space both reflected what
they were doing and enabled further development of that journey. However, and
unlike Beery’s study, some of the cohort said that they had made changes
based solely upon the influence of the introduction of the space, which would
point more towards a realist perspective. What cannot be known is whether
these adopters were already inclined towards change.

In this study, the change in space definitely appeared to be a significant factor
in staff starting to think about their practice. Whether they changed because of
the space is not known, but some felt obliged to use the space differently
because it had been designed that way and some felt inspired to re-examine
how they teach, so it could be concluded that yes, the change in space alone
can, for the right staff, initiate change.

An interesting note that had not previously been reported was the impact that
the introduction of the space had outside of the lecture theatre, with wider
ranging influences such as Lily explaining how it changed how she used other
lecture theatres and Gerry describing the influence of the pod arrangement on
his redesign of a clinical skills classroom.

For those who decided to continue with their familiar way of teaching there were
some very thoughtful reasons for not adopting a change. Change is a difficult
process to go through, as explained by Burridge (2014), when a teacher is
routinised within a familiar pedagogy, change can be a threat with the insecurity
of unknown outcomes or reception by the students, as described by Ivan, who
thought that change could be effected relatively easy and there could be
advantages to making changes, he felt he had a style that he was comfortable
with and didn’t want to leave the security of that. For all of the non-changers, it
was a conscious, active decision to use the space in a way that they felt was
the best use of the time they had and deliver their teaching in a way that they
believed was in the students’ best interests. Since the introduction of the
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redesigned lecture theatre, the timetabling of lecture slots didn’t change to
accommodate for a different delivery method, so it is easy to see that for some
lecturers to just use their hour as they see best.

Whether there is a gender difference in the uptake of collaborative teaching is
not so widely researched and less is known. Weinberger and Shonfeld (2020)
explored the factors that led trainee teachers to adopt collaborative teaching
practice that age and gender had no effect. It is not clear whether there was a
difference in the current study as there are roughly equal numbers of males and
females in both the group than changed and those that haven't. It is interesting
however that all three of the innovators were male. What motivated them to
change practice without any external influences is a key question, though the
answer is hard to deduce. Apart from being male and senior, all had
educational qualifications. All three described their practice as developing out of
self-experimentation, learning from courses and a desire to provide what they
considered the best experience. Averill and Major (2020) examined the
motivations of innovators and found the same, that they were motivated by
pedagogical and personal drivers and were not motivated by institutional
policies or social influence. Their heat maps in (Appendix F: Heat Maps) would
bear this to be true.

Haines and Maurice-Takerei (2019) had raised the possibility that less confident
staff may prefer to stay with pre-prepared material rather than face questions
unrehearsed, and this may help understand why the staff that have given the
fewest lectures such as Bianca and Cathy could have avoided making changes,
but does not go any way towards understanding the three who expressed no
intention to make changes, all three talked about the benefit of discussion in
other settings, particularly post-graduate teaching.

6.3 Therole of the Institution in motivation and facilitation of
change

The role of the institution seems to be a critical factor in the success of
implementation. Looking at the issues raised by those that made changes and
the barriers reported by those that didn’t, including timetabling issues,
assessments, training, time allowances and the number of students, all of these
relate back to how the institution could support staff during adoption.

Georgina and Hosford (2009) listed training and the goals of the organisation as
being key factors in staff adoption success, and these were both highlighted by
this study as important factors.



- 144 -

As previously discussed regarding the Novigado project (Aydos 2021), the
mindset and skillset of the teachers regarding innovations in learning spaces
are crucial factors. Whilst individuals may have their own thoughts and come
with different abilities, previous research has shown that the institution can have
a great influence in terms of providing a vision or framework to for staff to work
within and strive towards, as well as providing the support to gain the necessary
skills.

6.3.1 Institutional vision

One of the greatest issues that was brought up was the lack of vision from
higher up to provide direction for teaching within the school. All commented on
the need for, or lack of, training provided and some cited being shown how to
use the space was a significant factor in why they made changes, others cited
lack of training as a major reason why the hadn't.

No staff reported being involved in the redesign of the DLT and most reported
only being aware of it once it had arrived or when they arrived. According to
Bligh (2019) being involved in the planning stages may have helped them to
feel more involved, that the shaping of the space is intimately connected to the
shaping of their teaching. The feeling of a lack of institutional vision or direction
was remarkable. Several indicated that this would have been a key factor in
trying to use the space differently. For example, when asked what would help
staff to make changes and the space be better used, Norman stated;

GL GKAY]1l GUKSNBUYE LRIGSYGAFfTZ odzi L GKAY]

from the university or from our school to say that we need to use this space in

I 0SGGSNI gl & d¢
Maria and Gerry thought that if the institution had provided a vision, it would
trickle down to staff leading to greater adoption of change. This absence of any
pressure or direction from the organisation was a key observation made by
nearly all teachers in the study.

Kara was concerned that making changes unilaterally could result in a different
experience for her students. She took the absence of feedback from students
that other teachers had changed how they taught as confirmation to continue
what she was doing, so as not to be out of line. Many staff also suggested that
being able to observe somebody else in practice or having champions to lead
the way was a key factor that would keep everybody on the same page and
help them to make changes. What they are describing and what the technology
acceptance models call “subjective norms”, May and Finch (2009) termed
“normalisation”. They describe the processes through which normalisation takes
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place through social integration and organised structure making it clear who has
what responsibility with collective reflection and monitoring. Mulcahy et al.
(2015) describe how staff working together and forming pedagogical change
networks led to a growing confidence in using contemporary learning spaces,
the more robust the social network, the more comfortable staff felt. What can be
clear in the School of Dentistry is that these frameworks were not in place and
all interviewees described their own actions without reference to working with
others to make changes or having any expectation upon them to act in a
particular way. Whether this matters is debatable. Smylie (2016) found that
organisational influence had very little effect in practice, and that, when left to
their own devices, teachers would teach in a style based upon their own
attitudes and beliefs regardless. This somewhat supports Olivia’s view that it
would have been useful for the University to have a set of values that staff could
work within, but should not dictate the teaching style, and leave how to teach in
individual situations up to the teacher’s own professional judgement. Whether
the presence of an organisational vision would have had an effect is debatable.

All staff felt able to make their own choices about how they taught, and
autonomy has been shown to be important (Eisenhart et al., 1988; Snider and
Roehl, 2007). Most appreciated the freedom to teach how they pleased but it
left some complaining of a lack of guidance. Clement (2018) described the
autonomy given to staff during the introduction of the lecture theatres was
important, and this seems to be borne out. Where some took advantage of this
freedom this provided teaching in a way that they wanted to, others took it as a
reason not to do anything.

As Fullan and Pomfret (1977) had previously discussed, the change in the
space is the easy part. All of those that did make changes did so very much on
their own and not in collaboration with others, in fact there seemed to be no
collaboration or discussion between any of the teachers about how they would
utilise the space. Nobody mentioned talking to each other regarding
pedagogical approaches, the only interaction had been with some staff showing
newer starters how to functionally operate the lecture theatre. According to
May’s Normalisation Process Theory (May, 2006), practices that become
embedded within an institution don’t just require cognitive participation and
engagement of the individual actors, but also collective action such that all
actors invest in a collective effort to implement a practice, and reflexive
monitoring such that a collective reflection on the implementation and
development of practices that eventually become embedded (May and Finch,
2009).
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Although the physical space had changed, staff felt that the organisation had

not. Leaving participants such as Gerry to complain that:
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In this study there was a difference of opinion regarding whether changes

should come from the top of the institution down, or from the bottom up. Maria,

a more junior member of staff thought that change should “absolutely” come

from the top, whereas Norman, with many years of experience proclaimed that

a top-down approach “never works” and a group of interested individuals should

champion change. Olivia, another senior member of staff had the balanced view

that early adopters should be driving change, but leadership from the top could

help those who were struggling.

Although staff appreciated the range of pedagogies that the space could allow
and no one felt that how the lecture theatre was designed hampered their
teaching styles, many did not seem aware of what the reason for it changing
was. One of the ways to make staff feel more on board with a project such as
the design of the lecture theatre could have been to have them involved in the
design stage (Gislason, 2010; van Merriénboer et al., 2017). This helps them to
become part of a shared vision (Niemi, 2020). All of the interviewees were
asked when they first became aware of the lecture theatre, for the ones that
were at Leeds prior to the refurbishment it was clear that none were involved in
the design or decision-making process.

Another way the institution could assist the staff would be to provide positive
examples and champions of the space. This was requested by many of the
participants. Van Horne and Murniati (2016) reported that some departmental
heads were not promoting change as they hadn’t been provided with evidence
that outcomes are improved, despite teachers claiming that they were giving the
students a better experience which was well received. Some department heads
in their study had the opinion that teachers will “teach the way they learned to
teach” (Van Horne and Murniati, 2016, p.83), and so trying to bring in change is
pointless. They also thought that students would be resistant to change due to
the increased amount of work they would need to do in preparation, a point
which Maria also made after talking to students and seeing that they felt
overburdened.

At Leeds University there is currently an encouragement towards introducing
“authentic assessment” (University of Leeds, 2021). It could be argued that
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working on problems collaboratively rather than listening to a lecture
pontification is more authentic and that assessments based upon the
collaborative style of working would reflect how they have learned, and how
they will operate in the majority of workplaces, indeed the dental curriculum sets
teamworking as a central tenet (General Dental Council, 2008).

6.3.2 The provision of training

Despite all of the staff having initial intentions to make changes, not all of them
did so for various reasons. One of the key themes that arose was the adequacy
or otherwise of the training they received. Table 5-7 showed that only four had
received training on how the lecture theatre could be used to provide different
pedagogies. Whilst eight had received training on the use of the technology,
they all complained that this was just how to operate it rather than how to use it
to support teaching. Murray and Macdonald (1997) suggested the mismatch
between intention and practice was possibly due to environmental factors, such
as a lack of training and support, which may well be the case here. This is not
unusual, Youm and Corral (2019) found that technological knowledge and
pedagogical knowledge was frequently lacking in medical educators, and
training should be the focus of the institution.

Table 5-4 shows that technology training may not be the significant factor in
how the space was used that many of the interviewees thought it was. Faiza,
Bianca and Cathy all stated that they would be able to provide collaborative
teaching if they had been trained to use the software to do it. Staff in all
outcome groups had received technology training, but this did not correlate with
actual use of technology, though it is interesting to note that the three who had
received pedagogical training were all in the group that had made changes.
This would support Clement (2018) who recommended pedagogical rather than
technical training in the future roll out of such lecture theatres.

Many complained that when considering changing teaching modality, they were
restrained by the same hour-long lecture slots and deliver the same material.
Non-changers Bianca, Edgar, Faiza and Norman all thought that trying to
change how the material is delivered within the time allowed didn’t allow
opportunities for any activities such as group discussions, though Faiza did
hope that appropriate training could have led to her becoming more efficient
with her time. For Norman the restriction was the undergraduate curriculum as
he felt quite comfortable letting postgraduate students lead his teaching
sessions with them. Those that were able to adopt a new style tended to get
around the problem by inventing their own means of delivery such as Anya’s
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use of pre-reading for the students and preparation of scenarios to discuss.
Anya mentioned she had received training on how to use the space
collaboratively and had completed an educational qualification, something the
four mentioned previously had not.

Educational qualifications

What is striking from Table 5-4 is the correlation with how the DLT is being used
and holding an educational qualification. This could both relate to the level of
knowledge of those participants or the motivation towards pedagogical change.

The work of Li et al. (2022) relating educational qualifications to TPACK scores
and finding a direct correlation could go some way to explain this in terms of
skills and knowledge to introduce technology, however very little difference was
seen in the technology usage of those with and without educational
qualifications.

Borg’s assertion was that professional coursework had an influence on teacher
cognition Borg (2003), therefore influencing what the teacher believes and
understands about what teaching should be. It also confirms the assertion of
Kember (1997) that a teacher’s conceptions of teaching directly influence their
teaching approaches. The fact that those receiving technological training as
part of their induction to the lecture theatre was not related to change, whereas
those with educational qualifications were more likely to change supports the
conjecture of Shumar et al. (2023) that brief workshops such as those provided
by the university are ineffective, whereas longer term courses such as the
PGCAP and the building of communities of practice are what make more
significant differences.

Long term pedagogical training along with one-to-one tuition of using the
teaching space would therefore appear to be the most important factors in the
use of the new DLT by staff for collaborative teaching. However, when it comes
to the use of technology this may not be the simple solution it appears to be. As
shown by Xie et al. (2023) that training was good at changing the perception of
external barriers to change but had little effect on internal barriers.

6.4 Therelevance of the technology

6.4.1 Technology usage

When asked about the potential and observed benefits of the redesigned
lecture theatre, all expressed approval of the layout and the fact that students
can discuss and learn in a group. Apart from Dan, there was very little mention
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of the technological being an advantage. No interviewees were aware of any
pressure from students to use the technology or to teach in a different way,
though some did feel a little overwhelmed. Most used technologies that they
were already familiar with and ignored the rest.

Use of technology varied from simply projecting slide presentations, to using the
digital whiteboard, pod laptops and polling apps. The majority thought that they
weren’t really aware of what the technology could do for them or the students
and went on to ignore anything beyond what they would find in a standard
lecture theatre. This may be a missed opportunity due an unfamiliarity with how
technology can enhance learning or could indicate that teachers didn’t really
need technology to achieve their purpose in the lecture theatre of information
delivery.

When a range of technologies is available, Petersen and Gorman (2014)
recommend deciding at the outset what technologies to use, inform the
students and practice with them before hand, a routine that Olivia described as
going into the lecture theatre prior to delivering a lecture to make sure
everything was working as expected, which reduced some of the anxiety for
her, but was not described by anyone other than Anya.

Several interviewees stated that they weren’t really aware of what technologies
were available, or how they could enhance teaching. The use of the available
technology amongst this cohort was significantly less than that observed by
Clement, (2018) who interviewed staff members that had used three different
collaborative lecture theatres across the same University. The differences
between this study and that of Clement, could be explained by how staff were
selected for the study. Unlike the current study where there were no selection
criteria, other than that the staff had used the lecture theatre, it is not clear how
Clement selected staff members for interview, but as the purpose of her
interviews was to create case studies on how the lecture theatres were being
used, it could be that Clement selected only from the pool of staff members that
had chosen to teach using the features available in the collaborative lecture
theatres.

Bianca, Cathy and Edgar had not used any of the technologies other than a
basic computer presentation. All three started after the date of introduction and
although Cathy had received some training on operating the technology, she
did not feel the presentations she gave lent themselves to a collaborative style.
Edgar stated he would have to see the evidence that it would improve what he
currently did before considering any changes.
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Anxieties regarding technology included worries that they wouldn’t be able to
deal with problems if the technology failed and not knowing how to use
technology in a pedagogically sound manner. Some remembered that there had
been a technologist available to help at the start of session and although they
should have been reassured by that, several said that they didn’t know why he
was there or what his purpose was. This indicates that none had been told what
his purpose was, which goes back to institutional decision and preparation
during the introduction to the room.

Despite being described as “lecture theatre 2.0” and “collaborative, digitally-
enabled learning spaces” (Morris, 2016), in reality, the only technologies that
were unique to the new lecture theatres, and would have required some training
to use were the student laptops being connected to the main screens and the
digital whiteboard. For the remainder, the charging points, microphones and
lights above each pod that could be turned on and off no real training was
required. The point made by several interviewees was that although they were
shown how to use these, they were not educated in how using the whiteboard
or laptops could enhance the students learning, and it was more pedagogical
training that they desired not technical. Georgina and Olson (2008) provide the
opinion, supported by Buckenmeyer (2008), that technology alone, without
training will do nothing to improve the pedagogy, and that the tools should not
just be made available, but properly integrated. They also point out that
universities often set up the technological infrastructure without involving the
academic staff, leading to a lack of ownership, which does seem to be the case
at Leeds. Clegg et al. (2000) blamed the lack of integration of technology into
teaching on the lack of formal training, with academic staff mainly used to only
using technology in research. Whilst this view was formed over 20 years ago,
the perception of a lack of training in the use of technology for pedagogical
purposes in the current study was stark.

6.4.2 Technology training

When asked about anxieties in using the space, lack of training in using the
technology was a common thread. Whilst nine out of the fifteen say they had
received some training in how to use the technology, only Anya, Lily and Olivia
state that they had received some training regarding how to use it to support
learning. Of the others, it was only functional training, such as how to turn it on.
Kara described her training as being “focussed on button pressing”. Clement,
(2018) made the same observation, with one of her interviewees saying “I can
press all these buttons, but | 6m not
doing that.” Her recommendations included that staff training should “focus on

sur
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pedagogy rather than technology.” Such scepticism of training was also
observed by Clegg et al. (2000) Who also pointed out that training needs to be
provided regularly as technologies develop, but also staff need to be provided
with the time to do it.

The three interviewees that had received training on how to integrate the
technology to support collaborative teaching; Anya, Lily and Olivia proved not to
be the most avid users of technology available, though all three had used the
new technologies such the digital smartboard. Anya and Lily had also utilised
the use of pod laptops, whereas most without training had not. All three were
also keen on using the space collaboratively but didn’t want to just use the
technology for the sake of using it and none had a desire to introduce any other
technologies not already available.

Five of the interviewees said they were using polling apps, which must have
been something they brought in themselves as there were no polling apps
provided or training in how to incorporate such technology and therefore must
have developed their technological and pedagogical knowledge from other
means. This would tend to agree with other findings that technology training
makes little difference to behaviour, and it is more likely to be associated with
teachers’ technological knowledge and educational beliefs (Hermans et al.,
2008; Tondeur et al., 2008; Tondeur et al., 2016).

It is probably true that if they were inclined to use technology, they probably
would have done so. Training would probably only make a marginal difference
to usage, Norton et al. (2005) concluded that training may be beneficial, but
evidence points towards it having little or no effect on teaching behaviour.

6.4.3 Gender differences

Studies have pointed to the fact that gender plays no part in teaching choices
and practices including (Donche and Van Petegem, 2011). Whether gender
played a part in the decision to use technology is a hotly discussed topic. Some
authors have found that women had a lower predisposition towards technology
than men (Maria Gomez-Trigueros et al., 2021), whereas others have found
that the evidence is equivocal (Goswami and Dutta, 2016). Most agree however
that the difference is mainly one of self-perception rather than ability (Hargattai,
2003).

The findings in this study didn’t see any difference in computer usage between
genders in the numbers admitting to having an anxiety regarding the use of
technology or any significant differences in actual usage (Table 5-2). Gender is
included as a modifying factor in UTAUT (Venkatesh et al., 2003) and it is
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possible that at the time this was developed there was more concern about the
gender divide (Cooper, 2006) than there is today. This is possibly due to
ubiquitous nature of technology in modern life.

6.5 Reflection on the framework model

This section will reflect on the effectiveness of the proposed model as a
predictor of behaviour, and any modifications recommended for future research.

6.5.1 How effective was the model at predicting behaviour.

This is going to be a very subjective opinion as this was not a quantitative study
and no statistical significance can be drawn.

This section will examine how well the model was at predicting behaviour and
whether there should be any changes based upon the findings.

For example, using the heat maps we could look at the participants and guess
from Jack’s (Figure 6-1) that he is more likely to be an adopter and from Maria’s
(Figure 6-2) that she probably isn’t.
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Figure 6-1 - Heat map for Jack
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Figure 6-2 - Heat map for Maria

We know from earlier discussion that innovators such as Jack are less likely to
be affected by social influence and other than that section, he is green for
everything else. What may be of more value is to look at Maria’s heat map to
look to see where the issues were, the majority of red areas are in the
perceived ease of use and the environment sections. She also is slightly
negative regarding social influence, but then so was Jack.

In her interview, Maria described the most significant barrier to change as being
a lack of institutional vision, and what would help the most was seeing leaders
lead by example. This doesn’t really come across in the heat map. This could
mean that the heatmap is not accurate at reflecting the situation, but it could
also be that, through interview, other factors were picked up that were not so
obvious from the answers to those two questions and would have been missed
in a questionnaire. For instance, she appears to consider change to be difficult,
she worries about her technical abilities and maybe just doesn’t believe that
collaborative lectures are the best way of teaching. It could in fact be that she is
using the lack of leadership to disguise or excuse these other issues.

From this point of view the model was very effective at identifying the areas for
exploration when designing the interview schedule and identifying which areas
to discuss.

6.5.2 Critique of the factors included framework.

It was suggested that the final version of the model was shown in Figure 3-8,
with motivation leading to a decision and facilitating factors leading to adoption.
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Looking at each of the factors included in the model in turn we can evaluate
how relevant they were to the study.

Performance expectancy

Performance expectancy was applied to how the staff member felt that change
could improve their teaching or make their teaching easier. Anya, Dan, Gerry,
Jack, Lily and Olivia all strongly felt that the space would improve their teaching,
and all went on to make changes.

Pedagogical benefits

With eleven out of 15 citing improved student experience or improved inclusivity
this is a key factor. Whilst nobody thought that adopting a collaborative teaching
style would have a negative effect on outcomes, some did feel that it may lead
to a work overload for the students. Anya, Dan, Gerry Jack and Kara, Lily Olivia
all showed the strongest attitudes towards outcomes and apart from Kara all
were adopters of new teaching styles. Kara saw the benefits of the space but
preferred to use collaborative styles when she taught the students in smaller
groups.

Experience and beliefs

Bianca, Edgar, lvan, and Maria, all non-adopters had negative experiences or
expressed opinions that teaching should be teacher focussed. As experience
and beliefs were combined for the purpose of the model, it would seem more
pragmatic to have them as separate categories, as Anya showed, it is possible
to have negative experiences but still hold very positive beliefs about the
benefits of student-centred learning.

Both Hiro and Jack, two of the innovators and Kara described almost exactly
what Guskey (1986) described as the iterative process of change, keeping what
works and rejecting what doesn't.

Institutional influence

This didn’t seem to have much impact, but the lack of vision from the institution
was repeatedly highlighted as a shortcoming. Despite this, the ones that wanted
to change did do so, but it was cited, particularly by Kara that without a vision
and homogeneity of teaching approaches she was less inclined to make
changes.



- 155 -

Subjective norms

Like institutional influence, nearly all could not say that others were leading the
way or indeed whether other teachers had changed style, but nobody stated
this as a reason not to make changes.

Student presage

This was grey on almost every heat map, indicating that it was not mentioned
particularly as a factor. For Kara and Jack, it was a negative aspect as they
both thought that students wouldn’t want to change, despite this Jack went on
to make changes and Kara didn’t.

Effort expectancy

This was negative for nine of the interviewees, with only five thinking change
would be relatively easy, despite this, two of those didn’t go on to change. This
could fit into both motivation and facilitation as both Edgar and Norman
considered the challenges provided by the number of students to be too much
to even consider collaboration in the lecture theatre.

Pedagogical knowledge

This possibly had the closest correlation with change in this study, as all those
who changed had further educational qualifications, and all those who didn’t
make changes apart from Kara didn’t. This may relate to motivation as well as
facilitation, as was shown in the section on first impressions, those such as
Anya were already thinking about what she could do with the space the moment
she saw it.

Technological ability

The technology ability of the interviewees as expressed by their self-reported
ability to choose correct software and to deal with technological issues showed
a good correlation with whether they had changed. Except for Kara, the ones
that didn’t make changes, all expressed concerns with the use of technology.
Experience also seemed to be significant, with the more experienced teachers
reporting that they could fall back on more traditional teaching methods should
there be a technological failure, whereas the less experienced staff expressed
that technology failure could lead to the inability to teach.

Curriculum design

Whilst this was raised as a perceived barrier and an area for improvement,
there didn’t appear to be a clear correlation between those that thought that
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curriculum lent itself towards making changes and those that actually made
changes. It would appear that changes were made regardless of the design of
the curriculum. Hiro, however, did state that he would have made more radical
changes if he could have been more in control of how the students were
timetabled and sessions planned within the modules.

Training

Some correlation was seen, with Anya, Lily and Olivia all receiving training on
using the space collaboratively and all going on to do so. Faiza also said she
received training, but other constraints had led to her not making changes.
Pedagogical training seems much more important than technical and for this
reason they should be considered as separate factors.

Institutional support

Despite being cited in the literature as a factor, this seemed to have little
correlation here and is probably covered more effectively under other headings.

6.5.3 Final version of the model

The initial version of the model was useful for bringing together the factors that
are involved or potentially involved in the change of pedagogy process. This
was the first time this has been done so completely. However, thinking towards
the future and the usefulness of this project to policy makers and line managers
thinking of such changes the model, as it stands, does not guide such a person
through the process involved in change, taking into account what we now know
about the factors that were explored and the fact that long lasting change needs
positive reinforcement as well as motivation.

The model therefore has been redesigned (Figure 6-3) to include the decision
process that was hypothesised in Figure 3-4 and includes a feedback loop.

The model is a little closer to that presented by Opfer et al. (2011) (Figure 2-3)
which included a change in orientation leading to a change in practice. This
model only included beliefs and experience in the orientation section. By
incorporating features from UTAUT and TPACK the new model is much more
comprehensive. Opfer's model does though highlight the fact that change is
iterative and depends on feedback, such that a change in beliefs, leads to a
change in practice which leads to a change in the students, which then feeds
back to beliefs. From the current study, that feedback can be positive, for
example Dan was encouraged to do more following good feedback from the
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students, or it could be negative for example Jack, who did make significant
changes, said he tried things and wasn’t sure if they worked and therefore
stopped using them.

The new design of the model takes the journey of an individual user being
presented with the opportunity to change teaching style. Keeping the idea of
motivation and facilitation from the first version of the model, the factors have
been slimmed down to those that were proven to be important by this study,
either from what factors had motivated the staff to change or what they said
would be important to motivate them in the future. Similarly with facilitating
factors, the ones described in the previous section as being less important have
been removed.

Overarching the motivating and facilitating factors, two aspects have been
chosen as being so important for both motivation and facilitation that they are
given special consideration. They are pedagogical knowledge, gained from
educational training and experience.

The outcome has also been changed from being either adopter or non-adopter
to now reflect that change is a continuous process and that implementation is
the ultimate goal. There may be further factors that influence the change from
adoption to implementation as discussed at length by Fullan & Pomfret (1977)
but in this version of the model the positive reinforcement of the feedback loop
is included as the most important of those factors identified by the literature
review and backed up by this study.
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Figure 6-3 - Hypothetical revised model based upon the findings.
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The intention of the model is that it could be used by leaders and policy
makers for the development of staff when considering changes in learning
spaces.

6.6 Recommendations for Practice

As previously identified, due to a lack of available literature in the area,
Leijon et al. (2022) were unable to provide guidance on how teachers should
best be supported through transformations of teaching spaces. Some have
tried to do this, for example, having studied the implementation at two
universities, Thanaraj and Williams (2016) created some recommendations
for the introduction of technology enhanced learning initiatives suggesting
that different approaches should be taken with different organisations. They
recommended the use of champions and allowing innovations to “bubble up”
through an organisation, by which they meant that academics should learn
through experimentation, but within a prescribed quality framework. They
also recommended that training should not just be about how to use the
technology, but how it can be used to enhance the pedagogical approach,
giving the example of the introduction of lecture capture, which could be
introduced to improve reflective learning rather than just being introduced
with no pedagogical guidance. They also state that universities should be
mindful of the fact that staff are starting from different places and have
different rates of development.

From the discussion and the development of the model the following
recommendations can be suggested:

9 Staff should be free to make their own choices about how they teach.
1 Changes in workspaces should be accompanied by clear guidance on
how the space is expected to be used.
1 Where novel teaching methods are encouraged, the following should
accompany the introduction:
o Evidence based education on the benefits of making changes.
o Pedagogical training and support available at an individual
level.
0 Technical support available at the point of use
1 Teaching and module teams should work together to plan their
approach to future teaching.
1 Any changes should be accompanied by necessary changes to
timetabling to allow for an appropriate amount of time and a suitable
number of students for the session.
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1 Assessments should be adjusted to reflect the method of teaching.

1 Positive examples of how change could benefit the teachers should
be available.

1 Students should receive detailed updates about why changes are
happening so that they can prepare and expect them.

1 Gaining educational qualifications should be encouraged of all
teachers.

1 Staff should be given dedicated time to make necessary changes and
be able to plan well in advance.

6.7 Limitations of the study

Whilst the study explores one situation with a small group of staff in one
school, the findings of the study should be applicable many situations where
pedagogical change is being considered. There were some limitations
however, mainly due to the constraints of the potential cohort size and the
effect of the Covid-19 pandemic on face-to-face teaching at the time the data
was being collected.

Firstly, the cohort was relatively small. Even though 15 staff is a reasonable
number for the purpose of interviews, that is only enough to expose the
issues, it is not enough to explore the scale of those issues.

The cohort are from one school and 14 of the 15 were from one department
within that school. It could be that these are unique issues to that
department. We have already seen that lecturers in dentistry don’t need to
have any qualifications other than a license to practice dentistry and many
go into teaching after some years as clinicians. This may lead to a limit on
the generalisability of the findings and recommendations.

The effort to avoid direct questions, that could imply to the interviewee that a
certain behaviour had been expected, or leading interviewees to say what
they thought the interviewer wanted to hear, made interpretation more
difficult, but was deemed to be important due to the power balance between
interviewer and some of the participants.

Teacher beliefs is potentially an area that was underreported. Beliefs are
notoriously difficult to ascertain and study, and no direct questions about
beliefs were included. This left the researcher to try to construct beliefs from
a variety of answers given. Richardson warned against trying to construct
beliefs from teacher behaviour or from trying to make interpretations from
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the technical knowledge, or technical pedagogical knowledge displayed by
teachers in interviews of this is frequently misleading (Richardson, 1996).

Without a second methodology such as observation or questionnaire there
was no way to triangulate the responses, and what staff claimed need to be
accepted at face value.

The Covid-19 pandemic had a significant impact upon the study. Firstly, it
caused all interviews to have to be undertaken on-line, which has been
suggested as being inferior to face-to-face interviews in terms of building a
rapport and sometimes lacking detail (Curasi, 2001). However, during the
pandemic staff became very familiar with online meetings and research
evidence is generally of the opinion that online interviews can be effective
(Deakin and Wakefield, 2014; Lobe et al., 2020; Carter et al., 2021).

A greater impact of the Covid-19 pandemic though was the fact that at the
time of undertaking the interviews nobody had used the DLT for 18 months
to two years. Despite the interviewees being able to talk fluently about the
space, this break in time had meant that several of the interviewees,
particularly the newer staff had not really had much opportunity to develop
their teaching practice within the room, and whilst they could discuss their
feelings, desires and concerns they had little experience of actually making
changes to be able to consider. There was also talk in the school that there
may never be a move back to face-to-face lectures, which may have been at
the back of some people’s minds.

6.8 Summary

According to Buckenmeyer (2008), change should start with the teacher and
not the technology. A lack of training, either in pedagogical practice or use of
the technology was the most commonly stated reason for not using the
space effectively or differently. The less experienced staff such as Cathy and
Bianca, put more importance on how their lack of confidence about which
technologies to choose and worry about if something when wrong was one
of their most significant barriers to change. In contrast to this, more senior
teaching staff were either amibivalent about the technology or felt confident
enough in their own abilities to be able to carry on in the event of failure,
though all participants thought more training would have been helpful.

Overall, the presence of the technology was more of a potential deterrent to
making changes than seen as a useful adjunct that enhanced teaching. As
Stoltzfus and Libarkin (2016, p1) concluded:
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AXAyadAaddziazys OFy Y2RAFe SEA&GAYI Ofl &
Sy3I38YSyid 6AGK2dzi AyO2NLERNI GAY3I SELISYSE

The introduction of a new working area has a significant impact upon the
staff that work in that area. It caused all staff to think about their teaching
practice and some to change what they did, though there was no compulsion
upon them to do so.

Staff that made changes did so to benefit the students in terms of either to
help their understanding or to make the experience of lectures more
enjoyable. Memories of traditional lectures and experiences shaped beliefs
about teaching and delivery methods.

Considerable thought and planning are needed to take place prior to the
introduction of a new teaching area, with consideration given to training and
support, but most of all a feeling of ownership for the staff must be
engendered. The vision for the use of the space should be communicated,
but staff should be allowed to make their own choices about how they teach.
Those choices are formed by multiple factors including the limitations of their
own development and skills but also the needs of the students.

Technology was indicated as being an important feature of the space, which
led some to be anxious that they could not use the room properly if they
were not using the technology and they were not using the technology
because they hadn’t received adequate training.

More experienced staff used which aspects of the technology they felt would
be useful and ignored the rest.

Lack of training was cited as a key reason for not making changes, however
the evidence shows and the ones who did change confirmed that training
may not be as important as was imagined, however, if provided training
should concentrate on pedagogy and be individual where possible.

The novel model proved to be an effective tool to assist in the development
and design of this study. By combining factors available from existing
technology acceptance models with aspects of teacher beliefs and
facilitation of change the model proved to be comprehensive and relatively
successful when considering the individual needs of each teacher as well as
the needs of the cohort in general.

Further research is required to test and develop the model further using a
wider cohort.

a
A
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7 Conclusions

To use the often-misquoted phrase from the movie The Field of Dreams; “If
you build it, they will come”. Yet, whilst evidence exists that a change in
teaching space can influence the behaviour of staff and students (Whiteside
et al., 2010; Brooks, 2012), there has been little research into understanding
the choices that teachers make and why some teachers may find change
more difficult than others. A more accurate, but less snappy analogy from
this study would be; “If you build it, some will come, the rest need support.”

The reasons for why a teacher chooses to teach in any particular style are
complex, and this will impact upon any desire or requirements for teachers
to change that style. In this study there was no explicit requirement to do so,
but some staff felt that there was an implicit desire for them to change by the
fact that the investment in the space had been made.

For change to occur staff must be motivated to change and secondly must
be facilitated through the change. Motivation can be internally driven from a
range of experiences and beliefs or may be externally driven by pressure
from students or institutions. Facilitation should include training, support and
importantly time afforded to do so. Pedagogical training should be given
alongside technical training.

Current models used for researching staff teaching choices and teaching
behaviour fail to be comprehensive. Realising the shortcomings of existing
models, some researchers have tried combining UTAUT with TPACK
(Cheung et al., 2016; Gellerstedt et al., 2018), however the use of
guestionnaires in these studies is of limited value in establishing the
understanding behind teacher choices. The current work explored teaching
choices more deeply and the development of a novel model that
incorporates the knowledge and adoption theories along with those factors
known to affect teacher beliefs and cognition.

The knowledge gained by a deeper understanding of teacher choices could
help inform practice when further teaching space developments are
considered. For example, the Covid-19 pandemic has had a profound impact
upon the way we teach. Teachers were given very short notice, sent home
with a laptop and in a short space of time were asked to make wholesale
changes to their normal practice. This was not without support, but with
more knowledge of how changing circumstances affect teachers maybe
more personalised and targeted support could be envisaged.
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The room changed, but nothing else in the curriculum changed, with lectures
continuing to be delivered in existing one-hour slots and lecturers often
having no other input within the modules for those students, there is little
incentive to deliver teaching in anything other than a didactic fashion, albeit
with attempts to make the lectures more interactive and learning in that one-
hour session more active.

The presence of the room caused all staff to reflect on their teaching
practice, and for those that already wanted to do change from the traditional
lecture model it was an impetus to make that change. Despite seeing
possibilities afforded by the space, several made no changes to how the
taught in the lecture theatre citing several reasons why they would not
change including now wanting to leave their comfort zone, not wanting to
overload the students with further work and not having the time to make
such changes.

The lack of direction from the school and University was seen as both non-
constraining, but also a cause of concern that students may get a wide
variety of different, disparate teaching methods.

Training was mentioned by many as a factor in not being able to make the
most of the room. Training mainly consisted of technical instruction and very
few received pedagogical training. Even those that had received a basic
instruction felt they would benefit from observation of innovative staff
members and the presence of champions to help with the vision of how a
lecture could be delivered.

Technology was not the major factor that it was expected to be. Those that
hadn’t made changes blamed a lack of training, whereas those that had
made changes had changed mainly their pedagogy and very little change in
how they used technology.

The novel model reflects the two aspects of making changes well. Dividing
the model into motivation and facilitation covered the wide range of issues
felt by staff. If the institutions did want change to happen and the space to be
used differently, the model would be a good starting point to the factors
needing to be considered to encourage and enable more staff to make
changes. Perceived usefulness appears to be the strongest motivational
factor, and this was strongly associated with the pedagogical knowledge
gained from educational qualifications. Facilitating factors were believed or
perceived to be the means to overcoming barriers, but staff that made
changes did so despite the level of facilitation not because of it.
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The fact that the university did not directly express an expectation for staff to
make changes has meant that only those staff that felt comfortable with
making changes have done so, and those that didn’t, felt no pressure to do
so. As the move towards active learning approaches also requires more
preparatory work of students, it could be argued that the fact that fewer than
half of the staff moving towards this style of teaching has spared the
students from a potential overload of work if all teaching had moved that
way. Therefore, in the final reckoning of the situation, it could be that the way
the lecture theatre was introduced ultimately led the best outcome for staff
and students.

Most of the interviewees shared a common experience of poorly delivered
traditional lectures from their student days, which are becoming more and
more outmoded as teaching and learning becomes more student focussed
and interactive. This however did not always lead to change.

Contribution to the field of research regarding the introduction of
innovative learning spaces

The promotion of modern teaching practices requires multiple aspects of
change within the higher education setting. From the infrastructure to
support flexibility in teaching styles to the preparation of the staff to allow
those changes not just to happen, but to become embedded in the ethos of
the institution.

This study has brought together several theories of change and adoption to
explore the complex set of beliefs, attitudes, knowledge and skills that
teachers use when considering how they will deliver their teaching. This is a
critically under-researched area, with much more focus being made
regarding the student experience than the effect on staff. It is crucial that
staff feel that they know what is required of them and also that they have the
resources and support to deliver the best pedagogical practices.

All too frequently, research in this area focusses on the innovators, keen to
showcase what is possible. By the use of in-depth interviews of a range of
staff with a wide range of attitudes towards changing pedagogies, this
project had a unique opportunity to capture the thoughts, concerns and
expectations of ordinary teachers, with normal lives, backgrounds and past
experiences, who want to provide the best possible learning events for their
students.

| believe that this study has two major contributions to make to further
research in this area. Firstly, the methodology, whilst being nothing new,
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showed the value of insider research, and how that can be carried out
sympathetically, without undue bias and explore attitudes and perceptions to
a depth that is not attainable from other methodologies.

Secondly, but carefully considering a range of models and concepts of
change and adoption, followed by reflection on the study as a whole, a novel
model has been created that can act as a framework both for future research
and also by those planning change within their areas to predict and plan for
necessary motivation and support for that change to be a success.

Whilst the new model requires further work and evaluation it has great
potential. With the first iteration focussing on the factors behind decision
making and subsequent actions, the second version was much more
process-led. Taking the journey of an individual through the change process,
should that be the desired outcome, and to elucidate what factors are
important to consider on the way. Whilst this was originally intended to focus
on the pedagogical choices of using a new teaching space it could be
equally applicable to many different aspects of change within a large
organisation, such as a change of curriculum or the introduction of a new
module.

Personal reflections

My vision in setting out to do this project was initially to identify the barriers
to change, so that staff within my team could be assisted to overcome the
hurdles they faced. The model was intended to be a tool that could be used
by senior staff such as myself to assist colleagues to be able to make those
changes by identifying what their barriers were. The heat maps seem to do
this very well, but this assumes that change is the end goal, which really was
not clear. The perceived lack of institutional vision was seen by some as an
excuse to continue with their traditional style of teaching and by others as a
lack of something they could focus on and strive for. Was there really a lack
of institutional vision though, the DLT had been redesigned at great expense
and much publicity was made around the introduction.

This was the first qualitative study that | have undertaken. At first the
methods used were quite different to my previous experiences of lab-based
guantitative research, though seeing the value of interview data has
changed my whole approach to future plans. Nearly all of the stages of
carrying out this study were challenging for me to get to grips with at first and
took much soul searching, late nights and nearly giving up on several
occasions. From developing a theoretical framework to analysing the data
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there was a learning curve that made each step feel like the first step to
climbing an insurmountable object.

What is at the heart of this project though, is something that it turns out |
have done all of my working life. As a trainee dentist, | remember a quote
passed on to me by one of my teachers, he said “if you want to find out what
is wrong with your patient, listen to them and they will tell you.” Looking back
on this now, | realise that | have been carrying out semi-structured interviews
for years, | just never called it that, but the best consultations with patients
are the ones where you listen, without interruption, and let them tell you what
their symptoms are, and just as importantly, how is it affecting them. This is
done with the briefest of hints to guide the consultation and ensure that all
salient points are covered. This was perhaps a subconscious guide to me
when carrying out the interviews, but the richness of the data obtained
stands testament to the process.
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Appendix A: Recruitment advertisement

Participants needed for a study looking
at the impact of changes to teaching /
learning spaces

Just over three years ago | began on an EdD program in the School of Education. As part of the
program, | am carrying out a project to explore the impact of the introduction of a collaborative
lecture theatre in 2016. Obviously since then a lot has changed and we are no longer using the
lecture theatre for that purpose, however we will be back there one day, and the current situation
has highlighted how important it is to understand more about the impact of changes in the
workplace.

Who are we looking to recruit?

Anybody who provides clinical lectures / teaching within The Schoaol of Dentistry.
What are we studying?

We are studying how staff are impacted by imposed changes upon the spaces they use
introduced in 2016.

Why participate?

Your views and experiences how staff are impacted by changes in their workplace could
lead to a better understanding of how the introduction of innovations to the workplace
impact upon staff and the type of support that may assist in such changes.

What will I have to do?

You will be asked to take partina 1 to 1 interview on Microsoft Teams. This should take
between 30 and 60 minutes and will be recorded, all information will be subsequently
anonymised.

How do I find out more about the study?

If you are interested in taking part in the study or would like any further information,
please contact the lead researcher:

Paul Franklin: edu2pf@leeds.acuk Tel: 0113 3435675).
Ethics approval: AREA 20-002 (8™ September 2020).
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Appendix B: Email to participants

Dear Colleague,

As part of my EdD programme, | am carrying out a research project into the decisions staff make
when preparing for a lecture. You have been identified as being a clinical teacher within School of
Dentistry. By virtue of this role, you would be a valuable participant in a research study exploring
how the pedagogical decisions of teaching staff have been impacted by the introduction of the
collaborative lecture theatre.

What is the purpose of this study?

Staff choose different teaching approaches for many reasons and frequently the traditional lecture
format can be the most effective way of delivering information ta large groups of students, however
there may be times when a student-centred approach to learning is selected. There may be many

factors on what choices staff make when coming to such a decision, yet little is known of the factors

the School of Dentistry in 2016 allowed for a greater variety of teaching styles to be used. Currently
little is known about how the introduction of such a teaching space impacts upon how staff choose
to use it

Whilst currently we are not using the lecture theatres in a normal way, the project will be

forward to when the students return to teaching as normal
Research Aims

My aim with the study is to gather views from a variety of staff in order to discover more about the
factors that influence teaching decisions, with particular emphasis upon the impact of the
introduction of the collaborative lecture theatre. Once those views are aggregated, this could lead to
a better understanding of the positive and negative implications of having innovations such as the
collaborative lecture theatre imposed upon teaching staff

What would | have to do?

The study will take the form of a 1 to 1 interview taking place via Microsoft Teams. This will be audio
recorded, and all data anonymised so that no individual could be identified from any subseguent
reports

Whilst | am a senior colleague within the department of Restorative Dentistry, this project solely
relates to my current position as a postgraduate student within the School of Education.

If you are interested in participating in this study please read the participant information form
attached and contact the researcher (Paul Franklin) via email to express your interest.

Many thanks

OnAS_ T

Paul
T: 01133435675

E: eduZpf@leeds.ac.uk
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Appendix C: Participant Information Sheet

School of Educalion n

UNIVERSITY OF LEEDS

Participant Information Sheat

The title of the research project

How University Teachers are impacted by the design of their teaching
space: A narrative enquiry into staff attitudes regarding the
introduction of a collaborative learning space

Invitation

You are being Invited to take part in a research project looking at the use of the collaborative
lecture theatre within the School of Dentistry. Before you decide it is important for you to
understand why the research is being done and what it will Invelve. Please take time to read
the following infoarmation carefully and discuss it with others if you wish. Ask if there is
anything that Is not elear or if you would like more information. Take time to decide whether
of rol you wish 1o lake part.

What is the purpose of the project?

Didactic lectures have formad the backbone of undergraduate sducation for many years,
and for many reasons, the traditional kecture format can be an effective means of
traremitting infarmation to a large group of students. There may be occasions however, that
staff may wish 1o use a collaborative, student-centred approach to teaching.

In 2016, two schools plus a central teaching space within the University of Leads were
chosen 1o have their lecture theatres upgraded from a traditional format to one in which the
students are arranged into pods with central consoles and an increased array of technology
thal can be wsed lo support the sludent while leaming.

Az part of my EdD program | wish to explore whether the introduction of the collaborative
lecture theatre has changed how staff approach the way they teach, compared o using a
traditional lecture theatre. This does not imply that there ks any particular way to best use the
lecture theatre, as different teaching material may require different or indeed have a variety
of ways in which teachers think it is best presented, and that range of views is very
Important.

The overall aim of this project is to contribute to the knowledge base about how staff
respond to a changing environment so that ullimately the student experience can be
improved if more is known about the positive and negative implications of imposing a newly
designed teaching space.

My research alims ana:
# Tofind out more about staff experiences of using the collaborative lecture theatre
« Tofind out how stafl see the future of dental education in light of the changing nature
of learning spaces

Why have | bean chosen?

All teaching staff within The School of Dentistry that provide clinical lectures as part of their
robe have been invited to take part

Froject fitle Document fype Version # Date

Horwr University Teachers are impached by the design of Participant ] 18/820
their teaching space: A rarrative snquiry into st Information

attitudes regarding the infroduchion of a colaboraive

b=aming spaos

Page 1of 4




- 194 -

Schaal of Education n

UNIVERSITY OF LEEDS
Do | have to take part?

This ks completely voluntary. I is up to you to decide whether or not to take part. If you do
decide 1o take part you will be given this infarmation sheet to keep (and be asked to sign a
consant form) and you can still withdraw at any tme up to one month following the intervew.
“ou do nat have to give a reason.

What do | have to do?

Data will be collected by a 1-1 interview held between the researcher and yourself using
Microsoft Teams. The data produced will be coded for common themes and processed by
the researcher.

It is anticipated that each interview will take up to 80 minutes and will be conducted via
onliree: meating at an agreed time convenient to both parties. The interviews will take place
batween Fabruary and July 2021. Interviews will be audio-recorded, transcribed and coded
for thematic analysis.

Will | be recorded, and how will the recorded media be used?

In wiew of the current Coronavirus pandemic, interviews will lake place via video link on
Teams. An audio recording will be made using audio software on a University Owned laptop,
nol using inbuilt recorders within Teams. Video recordings will ot be made.

The audlo recordings will be upleaded to a secure One Drive folder and deleted from the
laptop immediately after the interview has taken place.

Following ane month the recordings will be transcribed and summarised for trends and key
themes that arise.

What are the possible disadvantages and risks of taking part?
The main disadvantage Is the commitment to completing 80 minute intervdew.

What are the possible benefits of taking part?

While there is no direct advantage by taking part, you would be contributing 1o the
knowledge basa in the area of undergraduate education. There is lithe available information
about how changes such as the installing of a complelely redesigned leclure theatre has
upon the staff that are required to use it It is hoped that the study will identify areas af
success as well as areas that were challenging ard can inform the University about possible
lines of support that may be required should such ehanges be made in fulure works.
Ultimately, the support of staff through change will have a positive impact upon the students
and a knock on positive benefit to the schoal and University.

Use, dissemination and storage of research data

The principal purpose of the study s as part of a research project leading to the degree of
Doctar of Education {EdD). Whilst the knowledge galned my be useful for infarming decision
rmakers for fulure developments, the data is fully anonymised and aggregated. Further
dissemination through University publication or peer reviewed journal may be made wsing
fully anonymised data

Project fitie Document fype Version # Dafe

Hoew Uneversity Teachers are impacbed by the cesign of Participant 2 18/8120
their teaching space: A narmalive enquiry into st Information

attitudes regarding the infroduction of a colaboratve

lsaming space
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School of Educalion n

UNIVERSITY OF LEEDS
What will happen to my personal information?

The project ks the final part of my educational qualification and as such my role is to gather
data for wse in my thasis.

In accordance with the University of Leeds Information management Guidance (2019)
interview data will be treated as confidential. Direct quotations may be used to support the
researcher's dissertation and subsequent publications in educational journals but ancnymity
will b preserved. Audio recordings will be daleted as soon as possible fram the complter
used to record the interview. Thereafter, all recordings, transcribed data and reports will be
stored anonymously on the University's One Drive in an encrypted folder. No personal data
will b published, no cne would be able to be identified from the report or any publications
that this may kead to, and ro responses will be considerad in tarms of individual staff

development or suppart.

What type of information will be sought from me and why is the collection of this
information relevant for achieving the research project's objectives?

I will ber smeking your views on how the intreduction of the collaborative lecture theatre has
impacted upon your axperences as a lecturer explore staff feelings about the potential
benefits and challenges that such an introduction brings with it.

Who is organising/ funding the research?

There is no funding far the project. The project is being carried out by Paul franklin who is a
Senlor Clinical teaching Fellow within the School of Dentistry as well as being a part-time
postgraduate student within the School of education at the University of Leeds. The research
praject Is part of my role as a student within the School of Dentlstry and not related to my
role in The School of Dentistry.

Contact for further information

Project supervisor details:

Professor Meil Mormris, School of Education, The University of Leeds.
N_p.mormris@ieeds.ac.uk

If you agree to take part, would like more information or have any questions or
concerns about the study please contact:

Paul Franklin
Part-time PGR student
School of Education
University of Leeds
011334358675
eduZpliileeds ac.uk

Finally ...

Thank you for taking the time to read this leaflet, you will be given a copy for your records
and a copy af your slgned consent form.
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UNIVERSITY OF LEEDS

Paul Frarklin

18/8/20

Project fitls Document fype Version# | Dafe
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Appendix D: Consent Form

School of Education, University of Leeds n

UNIVERSITY OF LEEDS

Consent to take part in irﬁ{l?js“;:;t
to th
"How University Teachers are impacted by the design of their Sm?mzm
teaching space: A narrative enquiry into staff attitudes regarding if you
the introduction of a collaborative learning space” agree

| confirm that | have read and understand the information sheet
dated 31/7/20 explaining the above research project and | have had the
opportunity to ask questions about the project.

| understand that my participation is voluntary and that | am free to withdraw at
any time up to one month following the interview without giving any reason and
without there being any negative consequences. In addition, should | not wish
to answer any particular question or questions, | am free to decline.

If you change you mind, contact Paul Franklin - eduZpfiiileeds.ac.uk. Your
recordings and any transcriptions will be deleted with immediate effect.

| understand that members of the research team may have access to my
ancnymised responses. | understand that my name will not be linked with the
research materials, and | will not be identified or identifiable in the report or
reports that result from the research.

| understand that my responses will be kept strictly confidential.

| understand that the data collected from me may be stored and used in
relevant future research in an anonymised form.

| understand that relevant sections of the data collected during the study, may
be looked at by individuals from the University of Leeds or from regulatory
authorities where it is relevant to my taking part in this research.

| agree to take part in the above research project and will inform the lead
researcher should my contact details change.

| agree that the interview will be audio recorded

Mame of participant

Participant’s signature
Date
Mame of lead researcher ' Paul Franklin

Signature
Date*

*Tor be signed and dated in the presence of the participant.

Once this has been signed by all parties the participant should receive a copy of the signed and dated participant
consant form, the letter! pre-written script' information shaet and any other written information provided to the
participants. A copy of the signed and dated consent form should be kept with the project's main documents
which must be kept in a secure location.

Praject fille : How University Teachers are impacted by the | Document fype Varsion 1 | 3172
design of their teaching space: A namrative enquiry into staff | Participant consant i)
attitudes regarding the introduction of a collaborative o

leaming space
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Appendix E: Interview Schedule

Context

Can you tell me about your career and your role as an educator?

1 How many years of teaching™bwmany lectures per year?

I Have you gained any educational qualifications?

I What is your position at the school?

I Were you already a teacher at the time of the introduction of the redesigned

How would you describe your previous experience of lectures either as a student or
teacher

Introduction of CLT

When were you first aware that the lecture theatre was being redesigned?

Does the presence of the DLT cause you to think differently about the way you teack

Did the introduction of the lecture theatre cause you any anxieties

Do you remember how you felt when the new lecture theatre was announced / foung
out one was available

Do you think it has allowed you to teach in a different way

Have you changed the way you teach since the introduction of the DLT (or when usi
DLT compared to traditional spaces?

Tell me about a time you have used (want to use) the lecture theatre in a different wa
that has been enabled by the design

Did you have a colleague present / would one be available when trying to do a
collaborative session

Do you feel any expectation to use the lecture theatre in a different style from a
traditional lecture from the school / students / colleagues?

Would you choose the CLT preferentially to a traditional lecture theatre?

Collaborative Learning

Have you used any teaching techniques that involve students collaborating with eac
other?

What do you think could be the potential advantages of students working collaborati

Have you received any training on how to use the lecture theatre collaboratively?

Have you tried collaborative learning in the past or experiencedsasdentc was it
successful/not

Do you think the curriculum lends itself to collaborative learning?

How easy would it be to change your teaching materials to include collaborative
teaching?

Do you think the students would be able to adapt to that style

Technology

Can you tell me about a time you have used any of the digital technology that was
installed into the DLT to engage the students?

How confident do you feel using the available digital technologies?

Do you feel confident to manag&chnical issues that may arise?

What training have you received specifically on the use of the technology

Do you feel able to choose effective technological solutions to support the teaching
would like to provide?

Is a technologist available while you are teaching?

Does the technology available meet all of your needs

Going Forward

How useful do you think lectures are as a means of undergraduate education?

Are you aware of how your students respond to the lecture style of teaching?

Do youhave plans to make changes in the future?
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What barriers would you need to overcome to make changes?

What anxieties would you have regarding making changes?

Would there be anything that would help you to make changes

Do you have any other thoughts about the future of lectures, how spaces should be
designedand staff supported?
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Appendix F: Heat Maps

The following diagrams provide in summary form the items from the

provisional model and whether they have had a positive or negative impact
upon the person.
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