A Seven-Course Classroom: Different Uses of a Flexible Classroom Space
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Background New Flexible Classroom Spaces at U-M Research Questions

" Studio classrooms: Students sit in ow do flexible classroom spaces afford responsive teaching?
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small groups at fixed tables instead of = === e = . How does room layout influence students’ perceptions of activities?
- . 1

in front-facing rows [1-6]. N B 224 GFL has two spaces: ow do lecture-based courses, active learning courses, discussion
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> Encourages instructors to adopt more 2 = 16-seat secondary room
student-centered pedagogy [7-11]. | with 4 monitors

Student Class
Class Instructors Enrollment Level Pedagogy
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Findings: Arrangement of Furniture Findings: Use of Technology

Four different layouts in first three weeks Three instructors set the layout for their class—and sometimes for following classes

Front-Facing Small Group Small Group Small Group Monday Wednesday Thursday Friday Instructor uses monitors to project slides

Rows Layout 1 (SG1) Layout 2 (SG2) Layout 3 (SG3) All classes
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5 pseudo-rows, 8 groups, each Similar to SG1, O groups, each
each with with 2 tables, with one table with 1 table,

O students and 6 students, moved to middle 5-6 students,
with center aisle 1 monitor of room 1 whiteboard

" Room updates to create a "front of the room"
* Class 2 used SG2 |layout set by Class 1. Both * Class 3 used SG1, moving 1 table from SG2. space:

classes used mostly lecture, but Class 1 used  * Classes 5, 6, and 7 used SG3 layout set by Class > Relocated monitor, larger white board, new location
T Instructor more active learning. 4. All four courses used mostly active learning. for front screen

Key: ctation | Table Rearrangement would be difficult. Rearrangement would be easy.

Future research questions:
> How is the room used after-hours?
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