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Levene t
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BEvaluation of the Future Leaming Space:
A Case Analysis of the Future Experiential
Leaming Center at Beijing Normal University

SONG Chang LIU Yue CHEN Yue LI Qiuju & JIANG Fengguang

( School of Educational Technology Beijing Normal University Betjing 100875 China)

Abstract: Research on active learning spaces has attracted great attention in recent years. A focus of the research is
the design and use of these spaces that provide diverse and comfortable learning experiences. In 2014  the Future Ex—
periential Learning Center at Beijing Normal University which contained eight classrooms with different functions was
opened. They are interactive discussion classroom interactive teaching classroom interactive group—learning class—
room teacher education—training classroom international cooperation remote classroom mobile learning classroom
explore learning classroom and recording and broadcasting control room. Twenty—one classes were taught in the Fu—
ture Experiential Learning Center with eighteen teachers and more than 300 students involved. This study employed a
combination of quantitative and qualitative methods to systematically evaluate the design and effects of the active learn—
ing space at the Future Experiential Learning Center. We used questionnaires interviews and classroom observations
to obtain data about student and teacher satisfaction and classroom interaction. Student satisfaction survey involved all
the students. Questionnaires were sent to 215 students and 180 questionnaires were ultimate recovered. Teacher satis—
Saction survey was a sampling survey. Interviews were conducted with four typical teachers among all the eighteen
teachers. Classroom observations were carried out in four typical classes which were chosen from all the twenty—one
classes. The study found that students and teachers were overall satisfied with the classroom and believed the Future
Learning Space could better support teaching. Firstly the questionnaires showed that the mean value of the student
satisfaction was 3. 90 ( M =3. 90) which indicated the students were satisfied with the classroom generally. In all
eight dimensions there were five dimensions of which mean values were higher than the overall average ( M=3.90).
They were classroom usage (M=3.93) learners’ motivation (M =3.96) interactive situation (M=3.91) emo-
tional experience (M=3.93) and learning atmosphere (M=4.08). Secondly the teachers showed high satisfaction
through the interviews. They thought the class organization was flexible in the Future Experiential Learning Center.
Teachers and students all spoke highly of the mobility of desks and chairs which was also a feature of the Future Expe—
riential Learning Center. Thirdly Classroom observations showed that the Future Learning Space promoted interac—
tions between teachers and students. In conclusion the Future Experiential Learning Center provides users with good
physical environment and the users have a higher satisfaction. In the meanwhile professional development for teachers
is necessary. However the research revealed that there were also some specific problems to be solved at the Future Ex—
periential Learning Center including poor software compatibility and device failure. The study summarizes both ad—
vantages and disadvantages of using the Future Learning Spaces and puts forward some suggestions for improvement to
meet the users’ needs. The study is of great significance for the design and use of active learning spaces.

Key words: experience center for the future of learning; future classroom; satisfaction survey; active learning space
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