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Using expectancy-value theory to understand the teaching motivations
of women physics lecturers
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Being lectured by a woman physicist can benefit students’ performance, motivation, and engagement
with physics. However, due to the severe underrepresentation of women physics faculty, these instances
may be scarce. Through semistructured interviews with seven women physics lecturers, we used
expectancy-value theory to understand the situative nature of gender regarding motivation to lecture.
We sought to understand their choices and decisions when selecting their teaching roles, and if lecturing,
what draws them toward certain courses. Our study was a staff-student partnership project carried out in a
physics department at a UK university. We identified themes of confidence, enjoyment, the importance of
lecturing, and the associated workload. The academic women could not relate to the “showperson” persona
that they felt their men colleagues displayed. They navigated low levels of confidence by adopting a
painstaking approach to lecture preparation, suggesting an inherent, higher workload associated with
lecturing, compared with other forms of teaching. However, the women highly valued lecturing, enjoying
the excitement and interactions with students, and were drawn toward developing students’ knowledge and
skills. Being familiar with the content allowed them to feel confident in lecturing. We discuss these findings

and recommend areas of support that physics departments should endeavor to offer.
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I. INTRODUCTION

Women continue to be underrepresented at all levels in
physics higher education, both in the United Kingdom and
globally. Recent figures for the United Kingdom show that
women comprise 24% of undergraduate students, 26% of
postgraduate students, and only 19% of academic staff in
physics [1,2]. Although slowly increasing on average [3],
representation continues to be an issue in individual
institutions; in the physics department where this study
took place, only 13% of the academic staff were women.

At the faculty level, physics is perceived as masculine
and that masculine qualities are needed to succeed [4],
which can disadvantage women [5]. Women in physics
academia experience imposter syndrome [6], lower maths
and science self-efficacy than men [7], and an incompat-
ibility of an academic career with core personal values,
such as work-family balance [8]. Indeed, higher education
generally is viewed as masculine and competitive, involv-
ing power structures and microaggressions, leading to
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women being underrepresented in senior positions [9,10].
Women faculty members are more likely to undertake service
or pastoral roles [11] and report perceived injustice which is
associated with reduced job satisfaction, increased scholarly
isolation, and stress [12]. One meta-analysis found that
women were more likely to experience burnout, particularly
emotional exhaustion [13].

Although academic staff enjoy autonomy in how they
allocate their time between teaching, research, and profes-
sional service [14,15], this low proportion of academic staff
in physics who are women means they are underrepre-
sented in teaching roles, which has potential implications
for undergraduate physics students. Studies have shown
that a woman instructor benefits students’ academic per-
formance, motivation, and retention in a subject [16—18].
Women instructors benefit students’ engagement and inter-
est in science, technology, engineering, and maths (STEM)
[19] and increase their self-efficacy, positive attitudes, and
identification with STEM [20]. These benefits are even
greater for women students, as students have better con-
nections with professors whom they share socially con-
structed identities with and can relate to, which can
facilitate science identity production [21], a known factor
for pursuing a career in physics [22]. However, the quality
of arole model is more important than the mere presence of
a role model, and this can influence students’ ability to
form a sense of belonging to physics [23].

One way to tackle this underrepresentation is by focusing
on existing academic women in physics and investigating
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their teaching motivations. We focus on lecturing as part of
their teaching duties, as this provides the most widespread
student contact time and, anecdotally, is often seen as a
prestigious position among students at our institution.
Lecturing is characterized by large cohorts and traditional,
teacher-directed instruction and is the most common
teaching approach used in higher education, with the vast
majority of content delivered for science and maths in the
form of lecturing [24,25]. Lecturing is perceived to be
highly beneficial for students, as students are taught by
experts in the field and lecturers offer a unique perspective
that cannot be found in textbooks [26].

However, the low numbers of women physics faculty
further means that theoretically, an undergraduate student
could complete their degree without being lectured by a
single woman physicist. Indeed, this issue was raised by
students at our institution and so motivated the use of a
staff-student partnership. Our research was guided by these
student-facing issues in order for it to have a local impact.
This study therefore aimed to understand the decisions
academic women physicists make when choosing whether
to lecture as part of their teaching duties, and if so, what
motivates them to choose specific lecture courses. To do
this, we used semistructured interviews through the lens of
expectancy-value theory. We used the interpretivist para-
digm, using qualitative methods to describe in detail the
academic women’s lived experiences around teaching and
lecturing [27].

Our findings add to the existing literature twofold. First,
we extended the research on the underrepresentation of
women faculty in physics. Second, we used qualitative
methods and applied expectancy-value theory to a unique
setting that is underresearched: faculty teaching motivation.
Many studies have focused on gender differences in
research practices in academia [28], but none have focused
on teaching motivations in physics—does this operate in a
similarly gendered way? Our study provides a unique
perspective on the academic women and how they prioritize
their commitments, which will allow departments to under-
stand better how to support them in their teaching duties,
their careers, and improve job satisfaction.

These findings may then work toward increasing the
visibility of role models in undergraduate physics degree
programs. Furthermore, an increase in the representation of
women faculty has benefits for the staff members them-
selves. Experiencing a sense of community, support, and
control, is linked to women faculty’s job satisfaction [29].
A professor participant in [30] reported that there is a nicer
atmosphere, less aggression, and less competition with an
increased number of women. The authors in [31] suggest
that increased visibility would also help to reduce the
persistent stereotyping that women face, such as the gender
bias in student evaluations of lecturers, where women
physics professors were rated less knowledgeable and less
skillful than men professors. Finally, due to the low
representation, academic women often feel the need to

take on specific teaching duties as a “token” gesture [30].
By understanding the needs and experiences of women by
focusing on their teaching decisions, we avoid the issues of
increased visibility in a purely tokenistic way. In the
sections that follow we describe the existing literature on
the teaching motivations of academic staff, our theoretical
framework, and finally our research questions.

A. Teaching motivation in higher education

Teaching beliefs and practices, rather than motivation
per se, dominate the research on academic lecturers [32-34],
despite motivation affecting an individual’s performance,
effort, and persistence [35]. Furthermore, motivation studies
have mostly focused on self-efficacy and self-concept
beliefs, usually in the context of students or school teachers,
rather than academic lecturers. Self-efficacy is a central
construct of social cognitive theory [36] and is situational,
i.e., itis anindividual’s belief that they will succeed at a given
task [37]. Self-concept is how an individual perceives
themselves and is domain-specific, for example, academic
self-concept [38]. The relatively few studies that have
investigated lecturers’ motivation have focussed on self-
efficacy in terms of the teaching-research dichotomy, rather
than purely teaching self-efficacy [39]. Despite research
having a higher status than teaching in academia [10], and
lecturers being more likely to identify as scientists or
researchers than educators [40], lecturers often have higher
teaching self-efficacy than research self-efficacy [39,41].
Both research and teaching self-efficacy are related to job
satisfaction and teaching motivation [41,42]. Mastery expe-
riences, social persuasion, student and peer feedback, men-
toring, and professional development are some of the main
sources of teaching self-efficacy [39,42—44]. Lecturers’
self-efficacy can also be affected by the responsiveness of
their students and how engaged they are, with low student
engagement linked to low self-efficacy for lecturers [42,45].
Reciprocally, lecturers’ self-efficacy impacts students as
well—students learn more, perceive they have learned more,
and have better classroom engagement with lecturers with
high teaching self-efficacy [42].

In terms of gender, while there are mixed findings for
how women’s teaching self-efficacy compares to men’s;
studies have shown that women lecturers have lower
research self-efficacy than men [42,46]. Women are more
likely to have higher teaching workloads, mentor more
students, and spend more time on teaching preparation
(such as engaging with educational literature or having
discussions with colleagues), compared with men who
spend more time on research [47,48]. In a comparative
study of men and women in STEM careers, men were
found to acquire their self-efficacy through mastery expe-
riences, while women acquire theirs through social persua-
sion and vicarious experiences [7,49].

In terms of general teaching motivation, a large-scale
survey of over 5000 academics at 19 Australian universities
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found that a passion for the discipline, being able to do
intellectually stimulating work, and contribute to new
knowledge were the factors drawing academics to
their career [50]. The pleasure of teaching and develop-
ing students’ understanding were the most satisfying
aspects of their work [50]. Recently, studies have adopted
theories of motivation other than self-efficacy, such as self-
determination theory, achievement-goal theory, or the role
of emotions and task value in teaching [14,15,51,52]. These
studies have also focussed on teaching versus research,
however. Regarding achievement-goal theory, academics’
teaching goals displayed more variability than their
research goals [53]. With regard to emotions, teaching
has been shown to be associated with stronger positive
emotions (such as pride, enjoyment, and relief) compared
with research or service [54].

The authors in [52] suggest some possible reasons for the
lack of research on lecturers’ motivation that does not focus
on teaching beliefs or self-efficacy, including “false
assumptions” (researchers assume lecturers are already
highly motivated) and “methodological challenges” (low
sample sizes and social intimidation from interviewing
colleagues) [53]. There is also a reliance on quantitative
methodologies, with authors highlighting the need for more
in-depth, qualitative studies [39,42,52]. Therefore, it is
important to understand lecturers’ motivations in detail,
particularly for academics who are underrepresented such
as women or faculty of color [51].

B. Theoretical framework: Expectancy-value theory

Our study draws on the expectancy-value theory of
motivation which combines expectancies for success and
subjective task value to describe achievement-related
choices. It describes how an individual’s beliefs move them
toward or away from a task. An individual will be motivated
to pursue a task if they both believe that they will do well and
attribute value to it [55-57]. These expectancies and values
are influenced by interpretations of past experiences and
perceptions of others’ expectations [56,57].

Expectancies for success are self-beliefs about how
well an individual will perform in tasks and are related
to the task-specific concept of self-efficacy [56,57].
Expectancies for success, ability beliefs (self-concept),
and task-difficulty all play a role in expectancy-value theory,
and despite being highly related concepts, are empirically
distinguishable [56,57]. Ability beliefs and expectancies for
success differ in “time”—ability beliefs refer to the present
moment, whereas expectancies refer to a future task.

The value component of expectancy-value theory com-
prises four areas: intrinsic value, utility value, attainment
value, and cost [56-58]. Intrinsic value refers to the
enjoyment experienced while carrying out the task, analo-
gous to intrinsic motivation or interest [59]. Utility value
refers to whether the task is useful for meeting future goals,
analogous to extrinsic motivation [59]. Attainment value

refers to the importance of doing well in the task and
whether it aligns with the individual’s identity. Finally, cost
refers to the negative aspects of engaging with the task,
such as the emotional impact, time or effort, or sacrificing
of other activities [56,57].

Expectancy-value theory is a prominent theory of moti-
vation and was originally developed to understand gender
differences in maths and science enrolment at school and
university [58]. Since then, the framework has enjoyed
much empirical support and application, mostly to stu-
dents’ learning outcomes and experiences [60,61], with
students’ academic achievement predicted more strongly
by their expectancies, and their course and career choices
more strongly predicted by subjective task values [60].

Expectancy-value beliefs are also related to students’
achievement, persistence, and retention in STEM [62-64].
In terms of gender, the authors in Ref. [62] state: “Girls tend
to have a lower expectation of success and perceive a higher
cost associated with studying science and mathematics.”
Women are underrepresented in high maths or high science
motivational belief profiles, and these profiles are more
likely to persist in STEM [64]. Motivational beliefs also
predict STEM careers more than actual ability, family
education, and income and can explain women’s higher
uptake of life sciences over physical sciences—women
value working with people and have altruistic values [65].
In terms of physics, a study of upper secondary and first-
year university Norwegian physics students found three
distinct expectancy-value profiles, with students more
likely to pursue physics through interest and enjoyment,
although women were underrepresented in the purely
intrinsic value profile [66].

Expectancy-value theory is a valuable framework for
exploring and explaining prominent issues in science and
maths education, by recognizing the many factors that go
into decision making and how these are shaped by social
influences and past experiences. Despite this, the expect-
ancy-value theory has not been utilized in understanding
academics’ motivations more generally, let alone women
who have persisted in a STEM career. It has been applied to
understanding the motivations of schoolteachers [35] and
more specifically, why teachers might exchange informa-
tion and co-construct knowledge with each other [67].
Ability beliefs and intrinsic value were the main motivators
for becoming a schoolteacher, including a desire to
work with young people and make a social difference,
and to be fulfilled intellectually [35]. However, in terms of
cost, teaching is a highly demanding career, requiring
expertise [35]. Indeed, the authors in Ref. [15] state,
“We were surprised to learn that an expectancy-value lens
has not yet been drawn upon in studying academics’
motivations, despite its proven fruitfulness in our own
research concerning teachers.” Since then, the expectancy-
value theory has been applied to quite specific contexts in
higher education, such as service learning [68] and mentor
teachers [69].
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We specifically focus on situated expectancy-value
theory, which emphasizes the situative or contextual factors
that influence a person’s expectancies and values, such as
culture, gender, ethnicity, and environment [70]. Researchers
have used quantitative surveys of expectancy-value theory to
investigate if expectancies and values predict specific out-
comes, such as career choice. Researchers instead need to
look within situated expectancy-value theory to explore the
developmental processes that shape expectancies and values,
ideally using qualitative methods [70,71]—how exactly do
people come to have the expectancies and values that they
do? We, therefore, apply situated expectancy-value theory to
investigate the experiences of academic women in a physics
department.

C. Research questions

In order to explore the women physics lecturers’ moti-
vations using the framework of expectancy-value theory,
our research questions were as follows:

* What allows the academic women to feel like they will

succeed at lecturing or lecturing particular courses?

* What do the academic women in the department

of physics value in lecturing or lecturing particular
courses?

II. METHODOLOGY

A. General context

The study was conducted at a research-intensive, high-
tariff university in the United Kingdom. At the time of the
study, the physics department had approximately 120 aca-
demic staff, of which 14 were women. Academic staff
includes lecturers, senior lecturers, readers, and professors.
They are contracted to fill approximately 600 teaching hours
each academic year with either undergraduate or postgradu-
ate teaching. This includes administrative roles, pastoral
roles, project supervision, academic tutorials, laboratory and
computing teaching, and lecturing. Lecturing is a significant
role in terms of teaching hours and visibility. Each lecture is
around 50 min in duration. A typical lecture course com-
prises around 10-25 lectures, lasting for one term. At any one
time, students may be attending 3-5 different lecture courses,
alongside tutorials, projects, and lab work.

The physics degree programs offered at the university are 3
or 4 years in duration, and most of the courses in the first and
second years are compulsory (‘core’) with approximately
250 students per cohort. The third and fourth years of the
degrees comprise optional modules and are much smaller
cohorts, typically around 50 students. As is common in
physics, the majority of content for core and optional courses
is delivered via traditional, teacher-directed lectures.

If choosing to lecture, academic staff then bid on which
courses they would like to lecture, by ranking their chosen
courses in order of preference. A committee consisting of
academic and administrative staff members in the depart-
ment meets regularly to discuss these preferences and

decide on new lecturer allocations. Lecture courses are
reallocated every 4-5 years. Some of the members of this
committee were also interviewed to provide context for this
study regarding these allocations, however, these findings
are outside the scope of this paper. Our study obtained full
ethical approval from the university.

B. Research method

A qualitative approach to data collection was adopted as it
allows for a deeper exploration of the issue and of each
lecturer’s personal experiences [72]. All of the academic
women and all relevant committee members in the depart-
ment were invited to be interviewed via email, and a reminder
email was sent out 2 weeks later to increase the participation
rate. Seven academic women and six committee members
accepted our invitation to be interviewed. The academic women
were from various research groups and had varying levels of
experience in lecturing and seniority in the department.

Our study was a staff-student partnership, involving two
undergraduate students (who had just finished the third year
of their degree), one postgraduate research student, and two
staff members. One undergraduate student and either the
postgraduate research student or a staff member conducted
the interviews. Having an undergraduate student involved
in carrying out the interviews breaks down the social
intimidation staff may feel from interviewing other mem-
bers of staff [52], particularly about their levels of teaching
motivation and what influences this.

The interviews were in a semistructured form, whereby we
asked a set of open-ended questions prepared in advance, and
followed up for further explanation as points were raised (see
the Appendix for a full list of questions). Semistructured
interviews enable better comparison between interviews
while still allowing for further elaboration on new and
important points. We began each interview with questions
asking the academic women what courses they had lectured
and for how long, for context. Further questions for the
academic women included “What motivates you to choose
lecturing over other teaching roles?” and “What motivates you
to choose a particular lecture course?”” These were followed up
with appropriate prompts, such as questions about career
progression, class size, or questions seeking clarification
(e.g., “What do you mean by feeling anxious about lecture
course allocations?”). Each interview lasted between 30 and
60 min and all members of the research team took turns in
conducting the interviews. The interviews were carried out
either in person or remotely, and all interviews were carried out
in the summer of 2022. Each interview was audio recorded.
The two undergraduate student partners were trained in
qualitative research methods prior to the start of the interviews
by the more experienced members of the research team.

C. Data analysis

Each interview was transcribed using Otter.ai and
pseudonymized to prevent identification. Other identifying
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information, including references to research groups or
particular courses, were also redacted. We used a blend of
deductive and inductive analysis, with an emphasis on the
latter [73].

The main concepts from the expectancy-value framework
(expectancies, intrinsic value, attainment value, utility
value, and cost) were used deductively—as a guide to
interpret, classify, and sort our themes. As a result, the
academic women were not explicitly asked about whether
they believed they would be successful at lecturing, or
whether they enjoyed lecturing, for example. Questions
were open ended to allow space for what the academic
women felt important to discuss and to allow detailed
narratives about their choices and decisions to appear. We
followed Braun and Clarke’s six-step framework for reflex-
ive thematic analysis, as this is a powerful yet flexible
method to analyze qualitative data [74,75]. We first fami-
liarized ourselves with the transcripts by reading them and
collectively identified an individual transcript that discussed
arange of topics. This was read carefully by two members of
the research team to generate noteworthy patterns and codes.
We paid particular attention to comments that we could start
to interpret as expectancies or values. The initial codes were
then applied to the remaining transcripts and what followed
was an iterative process of refinement, application, and
discussion. Once all members of the research team agreed,
we used these codes to generate themes—shared meanings
given to the patterns constructed from the data, informed by
the expectancy-value framework. As an example, the
academic women collectively mentioned various aspects
of lecturing they liked, such as the excitement of delivering a
lecture or developing the content for the course. We noticed
observations of these across the entire group and decided to
understand the meaning behind these responses as a rich,
multifaceted theme of enjoyment in lecturing, i.e., the
intrinsic value.

III. RESULTS

The expectancy-value theoretical framework was used as
a guide to interpret the responses. We found their expect-
ations for success arose in discussions about what makes
them feel confident (or not) and beliefs about their own
abilities and others’. When considering what they valued in
lecturing, the academic women discussed both enjoyment
and the importance of lecturing but also mentioned the
workload associated with lecturing. For the rest of this
section, we describe in detail how our results address each
of the research questions.

A. Expectancy

This section addresses the first research question: What
allows academic women to feel like they will succeed
at lecturing and lecturing specific courses? The main
theme identified in the academic women’s responses was

confidence—they discussed various factors that did or did
not make them feel confident in lecturing. Using the
expectancy value framework, we interpreted these discus-
sions as their expectancies for success, including perceived
task difficulty. We also interpreted some of their more
reflective statements about themselves and their self-con-
fidence levels as ability beliefs, discussed at the end of this
subsection.

1. Confidence

Confidence was a significant theme that appeared
repeatedly throughout the interviews. The main factors
that impacted the women’s confidence in lecturing were
their familiarity with the material, either in terms of their
research expertise or in terms of previous experiences of
teaching the course or learning it as a student, how they
prepared for and delivered the lectures, and the perceived
challenges associated with teaching specific courses. Their
discussions centered on lecturing specific courses rather
than lecturing generally.

One of the main factors that nearly all of the academic
women mentioned would make them feel confident in
delivering a lecture course was being familiar with the
material. Anna, Chloe, and Catherine mentioned that feel-
ing “comfortable” with the course topic was important and
this familiarity naturally arose from lecturing a course
within their research specialism. Alice mentioned how
choosing courses is a source of anxiety as she was worried
about teaching courses she felt she did not have full
expertise in:

I had it in my mind that I can only teach what I
know really well and what I feel confident
teaching. There are certain courses I wouldn’t
touch because of confidence and time ... I was
really anxious for a topic that I knew a lot about,
and that was the [research area] side of things,
because that’s what I do and that’s my area. So, I
felt relatively confident teaching it.

Chloe also stated that her area of research used a specific
area of physics and she used this as a marker of being
qualified to teach these courses as did many of the other
academic women. However, Anna identified that she felt
she could lecture a course that was not her specialism, as
long as it was an area she knew about, as she said, “I think I
need to have the best expertise on that topic to be able to
teach it. It doesn’t need to be necessarily related to my
research, but I need to feel comfortable in it.” Whether the
particular course was related to their specialism or not, the
women took a lot of confidence from having expertise and
used this to judge whether they would be able to do a job
good delivering that course.

Another way the academic women felt familiar with the
material was through their prior experiences. We further
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identified this occurring in two main ways. The first
involved reflections on their experiences as undergraduates.
For many of the women, simply having taken the course
themselves was a source of confidence in teaching it. Alice
not only needed to have studied that course as a student but
also performed well in it to be able to lecture it well:

I remember it was the paper I did best on, so |
thought this would be a lovely topic to teach. And
I felt, because I’ve done well as an undergraduate,
this sort of showed that I was okay at it.

Alice associated her performance with her ability to deliver
lectures in this course, suggesting these mastery experi-
ences were also a source of self-efficacy for her.

The second way was through hearing the course being
taught by someone else. The academic women relied on the
explanations they had heard to shape and guide how they
would explain the same concepts to their own students.
They would have the “lecturer’s voice in the back of [their]
mind” and would replicate “how they explained some of
the concepts.” The academic women relied heavily on these
different types of prior experiences for building confidence
and therefore as sources of expectancies for success.

Several academic women described how the approach
they took to lecturing, in terms of preparation and delivery,
allowed them to feel confident. They “spent a lot of time
preparing lectures very carefully,” which involved planning
exactly what was going to be covered in the lectures,
writing detailed notes to follow in the lectures, and
spending many hours on the preparation itself. Ellie stated,

I wrote my own notes [with] what I'm going to
cover in the lecture, so I know exactly what I'm
going to do in the lecture. I write by hand and I
have in blue what I’m going to do on the board, in
green the things I mentioned earlier, and so
forth... Typically, I spend at least 10 hours on
a one-hour lecture.

Furthermore, Alice was ‘“shocked” when she received
“a thin pile of scribbled notes and prompts” from the
previous lecturer for a particular course and spent a long
time making “extensive” notes and handouts for the
students. She had “exactly what she was going to say
written out.” This thorough and meticulous approach to
lecturing left nothing to chance and allowed the women to
believe that they would succeed at lecturing and was often
used as an example of why they thought they were good
lecturers when considering student evaluations.

Task difficulty: Discussions around the perceived diffi-
culty of the task arose when considering which specific
lecture courses to teach. Lecturing core courses was seen as
a comparatively more difficult task than optional modules
because it meant lecturing the entire cohort. Some women
therefore expressed a preference for teaching an optional

course as they believed the fact students had chosen it
contributed to them being more focused and engaged
during the lecture. Ellie referred to this as “crowd man-
agement” and said that students who are interested and
keen “make your life so much easier”. Alice summarised
these experiences as:

I liked the fact that the students had chosen
[optional course] as they had willingly picked
it—they were there out of choice and so I had an
audience that was interested. One of the worries I
had when I switched to [a core course] was that a
lot of the audience were not thrilled to be there.
They didn’t necessarily like the topic and I had a
full range of abilities to deal with, so it was
harder.

This dichotomy between optional courses and engaged
students versus core courses and disengaged students
created feelings of anxiety for Alice when choosing which
courses to teach, and affected the perceived difficulty of the
task. She and other academic women believed teaching a
core course would be “hard” for these reasons, and there-
fore would feel like they would not be able to do a good job.
The academic women also drew upon the experiences of
others lecturing core courses. Sarah described how she has
put off core teaching when she observed a colleague
lecturing and there was “a lot of messing about” from
students and “they weren’t engaged”. She decided that she
“didn’t want to be in that position... because of the nature
of the interaction between lecturers and students that [she
had] observed”, suggesting low self-confidence in behavior
management. Vicarious experiences were also a potential
source of core teaching self-efficacy for Sarah; the expe-
riences she observed transferred to her own self-beliefs, and
she too felt she would struggle to engage the cohort.
Overall, for the academic women, feeling confident
arose from having expertise in the topic, having positive
prior experiences to draw on when lecturing, and taking a
diligent approach to the planning and delivery of lectures.
The women did not state that they needed all of these to feel
confident but remarked how any one of them would make
them strongly consider lecturing a particular course. The
women were less likely to feel confident teaching a core
course due to the issues around behavior management and
the increased likelihood of student disengagement.
Ability beliefs: Most of the academic women also made
explicit, reflective statements about their own lecturing
abilities, i.e., their ability beliefs. This was mostly in
reference to their teaching style and delivery of lectures
or from student evaluations. For their teaching style and
delivery, the academic women felt they were approachable
and clear and that students could understand the material if
they persevered with their lectures. For the student eval-
uations, however, the women had accepted that they would
not receive the highest evaluations from students. Chloe
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explicitly mentioned how this could be related to her
gender, as she “[knew] that women get poorer marks on
teaching evaluations as a rule,” and for exactly this reason,
she would “not be a top lecturer.”

Despite being aware of these biases against academic
women, the women had negative images of themselves that
were often fed from the student evaluations. Catherine
believed she was “alright at lecturing, but not outstanding,”
while Chloe thought she “can probably [communicate]
better.” As well as influencing their self-confidence, the
student evaluation and its biases may lead to feelings of
discouragement or frustration.

In addition to statements about themselves, the women
positioned themselves and their own abilities with respect
to their colleagues’ abilities in lecturing. References to
other lecturers referred to how highly rated they were by
students, and how other lecturers’ delivery was quite
different from their own. Many of the academic women
mentioned a “showperson persona” that the students
responded well to but that they could not identify with.
According to the academic women, students liked lecturers
who “do a bit of a song and dance and who are quite
ebullient” and “have personality.” However, the academic
women felt they were “not like that at all” and “didn’t enjoy
performing.” For some of the women, this persona was
explicitly mentioned as being performed by their men
colleagues and demonstrates masculine traits such as
assertiveness. Alice said,

When I was a young lecturer...there’d be a
professor striding around, waving his arms, full
of energy and quite loud, and people used to
admire this. You got the feeling that everyone
admired these big presences, and I felt very
different to that. I always feel that I don’t fit in
with that kind of booming showman—basically,
I’'m not a showman.

while Sarah remarked, “They’re confident, they’re engag-
ing, they’re charismatic, they enjoy being a showman. All
the examples I can think of are showmen.” Chloe, however,
felt that with experience she could maybe identify with
these characteristics, as she said “I think maybe it’s partly
because I don’t have as much experience. I think the more
experience I get, the better I will get at those things.” Two
academic women explicitly mentioned imposter syndrome
and stated that they “always feel that there’s another staff
member who could be better at [lecturing] than [them].”
Comparisons to others’ abilities affected their own self-
confidence and created feelings of doubt for the aca-
demic women.

Overall, the statements we interpreted as the academic
women’s ability beliefs painted a relatively negative picture
of how they viewed themselves and their abilities. When
reflecting on their own abilities, they expected only small

amounts of success, particularly in comparison to other
(men) colleagues, by being diligent, clear, and thorough.

B. Value

This section addresses the second research question:
What do the academic women value in lecturing and
lecturing specific courses? The main themes identified
were enjoyment, the importance of lecturing, and the
workload, which we interpret as intrinsic value, attainment
value, and cost, respectively, using the expectancy-value
framework. The academic women highly valued lecturing
due to personal enjoyment and the ability to develop
students’ knowledge and skills. However, the women also
noted costs not found in other forms of teaching such as the
associated workload and fitting in lecture preparation
around other personal responsibilities. Our findings did
not reveal any utility value in lecturing (such as a require-
ment for promotion) for the academic women. However,
this could still be a factor for academic women in other
career stages or contexts.

1. Enjoyment

Enjoyment was an important, intrinsic value for our
academic women—they greatly enjoyed lecturing and found
itto be a very fulfilling and rewarding form of teaching. Their
enjoyment arose in three main ways: excitement in delivering
the lectures, creative freedom in designing a lecture course,
and the interactions with students.

In terms of excitement, Ellie, Catherine, Alice, and
Sophie all described the “high,” “buzz,” and ‘“adrenaline
rush” that they get from delivering a lecture and how this
set lecturing apart from other forms of teaching; as Sophie
stated, “Lecturing is more exciting, for sure, you get a buzz
from it.” This buzz came from lecturing being “a bit like
giving a performance.”

However, the women had to work at creating this
excitement, as Catherine said, “I sometimes think it’s hard
when you go into a large lecture theatre, but if you stand in
front of 200 people and it works, it gives you a high, it’s
really fantastic,” and Alice, “Once ['’ve got past the
nervousness, I actually love it when I'm standing there
giving lectures, I really enjoy it.” This could suggest that
the inability to identify as a “showman’ manifests itself not
only through low lecturing self-concept but also through
the idea that for the academic women, lecturing (and
performing) does not come naturally to them and is a
source of nervousness. This is despite lecturing being
ultimately exciting and full of positive emotions—these
experiences did not influence how they saw themselves and
their abilities, suggesting expectancies carry more motiva-
tional weight than intrinsic value alone.

When lecturers take on a lecture course, there is scope
for adjusting the content according to their interests
and what they deem important for the students to learn.
The women greatly enjoyed this creativity and freedom
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involved in being able to shape a lecture course. When
talking about how she structured the content for a lecture
course, Sophie stated, “You’ve got complete freedom in
actually designing what you’re doing, which is a big plus
for me.” This creativity and pedagogical freedom allowed
the academic women to feel like they had ownership of the
course and material, which increased the value of lecturing,
as Catherine said,

You don’t just want to teach a course and not
make it your own. That’s part of the fun—there’s
the core curriculum and you have to teach certain
things, but you can approach them in a different
way. It’s more interesting when you’ve got some
stake in the thing.

This enjoyment was further enhanced when lecturing
within their specialism, as Sarah said “So this kind of
creative aspect... it’s very nice to sort of have the
opportunity to explain [research area].” Sarah felt the
creative aspect tied in nicely with her own research
interests, adding to the value of lecturing for her. This
intrinsic value of ownership and agency was also evident in
other teaching roles, as Alice stated, “I became [other
teaching role], which I enjoyed because then I could do it
the way I wanted to do it.”

The final way in which enjoyment was realized was
through interaction with students. When compared with
other teaching roles, Sophie simply stated, “I would pick
lecturing because 1 like interacting face-to-face with the
students.” The academic women both relied on and valued
the real-time feedback they got from the students in the
lecture, as Sarah said,

I really like it if when you’re actually giving the
lecture, you feel that the class is engaged and that
you're getting the point across. If that’s then
followed up by questions at the end... to actually
have evidence that you stimulated the interest of
the class, through the stuff that you put in front of
them, that’s very valuable and rewarding.

This feedback allowed them to internally evaluate their
performance and motivated them further in lecturing. Ellie
mentioned the reciprocal relationship between delivering
the lecture to the students and receiving feedback from the
students during the lecture, in the form of a smile or
interaction, which she described as “contributing to [her]
motivation.” The value of student interaction was rein-
forced for her during the COVID-19 pandemic and the
associated online learning periods: “I could really see it
when we went into lockdown... I really missed [the
interaction] in lockdown.”

Overall, the academic women highly enjoyed lecturing
and spoke fondly of the buzz that lecture delivery gave
them and discussed that it was a big source of motivation to

do well. Creative freedom and the opportunity to interact
with students were also highly desirable aspects and
important considerations in their teaching choices.

2. Importance

All of the academic women spoke about how important
lecturing was, in terms of what they believed the goals of
lecturing were. We interpreted this as the attainment value of
lecturing—they believed it was important to lecture, which
motivated them to take on this responsibility. The academic
women expressed a range of beliefs about the goals of
lecturing, ranging from transmissive, such as the “transfer of
knowledge” (Anna) and “passing on something” (Ellie), to
more constructivist, such as students becoming “independent
physicists” (Catherine) and “using the skills for life after-
wards” (Anna). Whatever the goal, the academic women
wanted to play this role in the student’s education, largely by
contributing to the development of these skills and knowl-
edge. The academic women were very aware of the impact
they could have on students’ education.

Most of the academic women were also motivated by the
chance to inspire the students and stimulate their intrinsic
value in physics, through “interest,” “enjoyment,” and
“enthusiasm.” Sophie described how important it is for
her lectures to generate interest and enthusiasm in students:
“I hope that students really enjoy the lectures. For me,
generating enthusiasm and enjoyment is actually the most
important thing.” She mentioned that students would be
less likely to enjoy the lectures if they did not understand
the material, suggesting she feels motivated to deliver
good-quality lectures.

Lecturing familiar courses held additional attainment
value for the academic women, as they could provide
cutting-edge knowledge and expertise, enhancing the
students’ experiences. Anna, and others, were able to
recognize their expertise and the impact it would bring,
over other sources. Anna stated,

I think you do need to bring something to the
students that they wouldn’t just get by looking at
a textbook, otherwise, they can just get a textbook
and follow along... I think it’s important because
if you don’t give your own perspective, then they
don’t gain anything from you, and then you might
as well just get the course from anyone else.

Being able to be the one to provide this unique experience
motivated many of the academic women to lecture, show-
ing they were proud of their expertise.

Some of the academic women referred to the importance
of the gender representation of lecturers and felt that
lecturing provided an opportunity to be a role model for
the undergraduate women. Chloe explained how the gender
representation was a big motivation for her choosing a core
lecture course:
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Just looking at all of the core courses and not
seeing any women there except for the fourth
year, it’s just shocking. So, I thought it would be
really valuable for the students to have a female
lecturer—that was another big motivation for me
to bid for that course.

She further hoped that “being visible” among the teaching
staff would “improve things for the future for future
students,” suggesting she was aware of and motivated by
the positive impact she could have as a woman lecturer.
Furthermore, Sophie referred to the impact academic women
can have on their colleagues, as she saw her “fantastic female
academics” as “role models.” This suggests that the academic
women understood the benefits they can bring to the
academic community, not just for students but for staff
as well.

Overall, lecturing had high attainment value for the
academic women—they were motivated by the opportunity
to deliver excellent teaching that would inspire and develop
the students’ skills and knowledge. Some of the women
recognized how their gender or expertise would enhance
this further.

3. Workload

The perceived cost of lecturing was its associated work-
load, which was further divided into the time or effort
required and fitting it in around personal commitments.
All of the academic women felt that lecturing was very time
intensive, describing the workload as “overwhelming,”
“stressful,” and that they were “stretched so thin.” This
workload was associated with planning and delivering the
lectures (“You spend a huge amount of time preparing”—
Ellie). Despite this, they still retained their enjoyment for
lecturing, as Ellie and Sarah respectively said, “I do enjoy
lecturing, but it requires a lot of work,” and “I would say
teaching is fantastic if you have enough time to do it
properly.”

This lecturing workload was increased for courses outside
their expertise or one they hadn’t taught for a long time. With
an already intensive workload, the women preferred a course
that wouldn’t require any extra work on top of the preparation
already involved, as Catherine stated “It’s such a long time
ago that if I had to teach [course], I would have to learn it all
from scratch. So, I'm not going to volunteer for that, it’s part
of the workload.” Alice felt that she couldn’t indulge in
choosing an unfamiliar course because she was “juggling so
many things,” as she said,

One of the reasons that I picked these topics to
teach was because there wasn’t enough time to
prepare a course that I didn’t know. I would never
have dreamt of picking a topic I wasn’t familiar
with because there’s not the luxury to immerse
myself in it and learn something new.

This suggests that the academic women felt they had very
little initial content knowledge in courses they were
unfamiliar with, despite potentially having studied these
as students themselves or taught them earlier in their career.
These experiences did not seem to translate into allowing
them to feel like they could teach the course with only a
small time investment.

The workload for lecturing was considered to be in
competition not only with research commitments but also
with their personal lives, especially for those with children,
which made the work-life balance harder. Ellie described
feelings of guilt in managing being a mother and working,
and said, “I can’t be a full-time researcher and full-time
teacher and a full-time mother; I'm not superhuman.”
Family commitments were a factor when considering
which teaching roles to take on. Sophie mentioned that
childcare responsibilities meant she preferred a role she
could do remotely rather than one requiring her to be on
campus. These factors also played a role when considering
which lecture course to choose, and some academic women
felt inclined to put these family commitments first (“My
decision was I needed something that wasn’t going to be
too time consuming, because at the time I was dealing with
[family commitment], which needed a lot of my time”—
Alice) but recognized that this would affect their research or
teaching.

Overall, lecturing carried a large workload that at times
was in competition with personal responsibilities. This
workload arose from the planning and preparation, which
meant that lecturing an unfamiliar course was not a feasible
option, due to the extra work required.

IV. DISCUSSION

The expectancy-value framework provided a valuable
and useful lens to interpret and understand the academic
women’s lecturing motivations and decisions. We identified
their comments around what allows them to feel confident
(or not) as their expectancies for success. Courses within
their specialism, or taking a meticulous approach to
planning, for example, allowed them to feel like they
would do well at lecturing. Unfamiliar material or courses
with perceived behavior management issues reduced this
confidence. We identified their enjoyment (through the
excitement or the interactions with students) as the intrinsic
value of lecturing and the importance of lecturing (and
wanting to be part of delivering the teaching) as the
attainment value. Lecturing had a large associated work-
load, which we interpreted as the cost. We did not identify
any utility value in lecturing for the academic women. This
was not surprising, as promotions are usually based on
research performance, and the academic women were at
stable points in their careers, unlike students [70].

Lecturing (compared with other teaching roles) had an
intrinsic workload for the academic women, in terms of
thorough planning, preparation, and delivery. Academic
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women spend many hours doing service work, often to the
detriment of their research [12]. This extra work is also
reflected in our findings around lecturing as our academic
women were spending 10 h planning a single lecture. This
was in order to feel confident, even if it was a course they
had taught or seen before. We can identify this as a type of
outcome expectancy—beliefs about what you need to do to
succeed at the task, compared with efficacy expectancies—
beliefs about whether you can succeed [56,57].

This approach to planning lectures can be seen as an
adoption of a feminine way of lecturing. Physics as a
discipline is characterized by typically masculine practices,
such as assertiveness, authority, and rationality [76-78].
These practices are performed by individuals in a way that
reproduces and therefore reinforces gendered aspects of a
society or a culture [76,79]. Studies have found that women
physics students adopt one of the two roles when con-
fronted by such masculine practices in a male-dominated
field—they either distance themselves from and reject
femininity completely, by performing masculinities, or
they adopt typically feminine roles and traits, such as
being diligent, neat, and hard working in an effort to retain
their femininity [76,80,81]. Interview data with STEM
faculty revealed these women adopted masculine practices,
such as being forceful or dominant, rejecting emotionality,
and downplaying gender inequality, as they viewed these as
more professional than feminine practices [79]. The aca-
demic women in our study did not seem to reject femininity
completely but instead took on feminine ways of lecturing,
by taking a thorough, diligent approach and planning
lectures very carefully. This is despite them no longer
being students in physics but successful researchers with
long careers.

There are several potential reasons why our academic
women adopted this approach. First, teaching can be seen
as more “feminine” than research, as women do more
teaching and academic service than men, while men’s focus
is on research [10,47,48]. Lecturing may therefore be one
way where their femininity can still be performed, even in a
male-dominated field such as physics. Researchers have
further investigated gender differences in the teaching
styles and approaches of lecturers. Women are more likely
to use effective teaching strategies such as active learning,
compared with men, who are more likely to favor lecturing
[82], and are more likely to spend time preparing their
teaching materials [83]. While both men and women adopt
teaching roles that view students’ needs as important, they
differ in their teaching styles, with men communicating
using a confident and dominant style, while women are
more “informal and open” [84]. These differences arise
from different beliefs about who is responsible for making
teaching and learning decisions—women are more student-
centered oriented, while men believe they possess expert
knowledge [84]. As academic men are more likely to teach
via lecture, and physics as a discipline is characterized by
lecturing [82,85], yet teaching in the context of our study

was largely constrained to lecturing, the academic women
in our study may have felt compelled to perform typically
feminine ways of lecturing, such as being conscientious
and meticulous.

Second, women have to demonstrate excellence
and navigate being both competent and likable in male-
dominated environments [28,86]. Thoroughly planning
lectures is therefore one way to demonstrate excellence
and competence. Indeed, the academic women interviewed
in Ref. [87] were also highly conscientious in planning and
delivering lectures but were proud of this and felt this
approach, in comparison with their male colleagues, was
educationally superior for their students.

Third, the academic women in our study displayed
imposter syndrome and low levels of self-concept in
lecturing, which may also affect their efficacy expectancies
and lecture preparation. Comparisons with others’ skills,
known as the external frame of reference [88], further
revealed an inability to identify with a “showman” persona,
with a similar finding seen in Ref. [89]. Lecturers generally
feel a pressure to be enthusiastic and make their lectures
enjoyable and relatable for students [90]. In fields that value
brilliance, such as physics, women often feel like imposters
[6] thus highlighting a tension between what is expected of
them and what they feel they can achieve. For our academic
women, being on top of the material, engaging with the
students, and delivering good lectures were important. The
academic women may have been unable to identify with
this persona due to a low physics identity [91]—if being a
showman is equated with what you need to do in order to
succeed in physics (teaching) in higher education, a lower
physics identity moves these academic women away from
adopting this persona.

Overall, our academic women may have adopted their
meticulous approach due to either a need to perform their
femininity, a way to demonstrate competence, or because of
low self-confidence. Other reasons within the literature
revealed that women regard teaching as more important
than men and thus spend more time lecturing, or they want to
be a role model, or want to overcome a biased system [87].

Thoroughly planning lectures and distancing themselves
away from this charismatic persona are two ways in which
gendered practices manifested in our academic women.
This is further supported by the findings in [7], where they
report on a graduate student taking on a teaching oppor-
tunity in which he had no prior experience: “‘I’'m looking to
do some graduate work in mathematics, what can you do
for me?” They gave me a job, gave me a syllabus, gave me a
textbook, and said, ‘You’re teaching calculus next week.’
So here I am, having never taught a calculus course, being
given basically complete control over the course. Just like
that. I’'m like, ‘O.K. I can do this. I can do this.” (p. 1050).”
This individual aligns with the spontaneous or improvising
persona that our academic women identified as being
adopted by their men colleagues.
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Student evaluations may reinforce this low self-concept.
In terms of service work, academic women are popular and
even preferred over men for personal tutor roles, which
motivates them to perform well [12]. The picture is
different for lecturing; in a study of student evaluations,
words meaning spontaneous were used to describe men
teachers only [92]. This implies a sense of confidence to
turn up and lecture on the spot, which for our academic
women was heavily tied to gender. This influence on self-
concept is known as balanced identity theory—if the
academic women identify strongly with being women,
but it is known that women receive poorer student eval-
uations, this results in low self-concept in their own
lecturing abilities [38].

Lecturing an unfamiliar course, or ones with perceived
student engagement issues, was seen as undesirable for the
academic women—they lacked confidence to take on these
opportunities. Women in STEM careers “rely on relational
episodes in their lives to create and buttress the confidence
that they can succeed in male-dominated domains,” [7],
such as vicarious experiences and social persuasion. Sarah
was so affected by observing a colleague struggle to control
the class as this was a potential source of self-efficacy for
her—her colleague’s unsuccess vicariously reinforced
her own self-beliefs that she too would not succeed in
teaching similar classes. However, we did not identify
social persuasion as a potential source of confidence. Core
courses were particularly undesirable, and core course
cohorts are much larger than third or fourth year cohorts.
Large class sizes are synonymous with lower student
engagement, motivation, and quality of lecturer-student
interactions [93]. Despite this, the academic women felt the
lower engagement was due to the fact these are compulsory
courses rather than class size.

The lack of confidence in lecturing an unfamiliar course
manifested itself as a perceived increase in the workload.
This is because the academic women relied heavily on their
content knowledge as a source of confidence. Familiarity
with content knowledge is a well-known source of con-
fidence for lecturers [94,95], including the development of
extensive and well-organized information to transmit to the
students [95]. Novice lecturers rely on content knowledge
while experienced lecturers gain confidence that allows them
to shift their focus toward pedagogical content knowledge
and student-centered approaches [95,96]. However, despite
the range of seniority levels of our academic women, it was
clear they all relied very heavily on their content knowledge
in order to lecture a course well. This, coupled with extensive
planning and preparation, translated into an increase in the
perceived cost of unfamiliar lecture courses.

Positive past experiences were also important factors,
either from their time as students or more recently as
lecturers. Hearing the course taught before gave them
confidence, and they drew upon these experiences to
inform their own teaching practices, a finding also seen
in Ref. [97].

The academic women highly valued lecturing in terms of
the enjoyment and interactions with students, and other
studies have also found teaching is an enjoyable practice to
engage in, along with student interactions [98,99]. Intrinsic
value is particularly important in physics—students are
driven by interest and enjoyment to pursue physics [66]. As
expectancies and values for careers such as physics are set
in adolescence and school [65], we found that both physics
and teaching have an intrinsic value for our academic
women, which played out in their passion for the subject
and teaching it. The academic women were enthusiastic
about teaching, which can have positive effects on students’
intrinsic motivation [100]. They also enjoyed the intellec-
tual and creative freedom of lecturing, a finding also shared
by Ph.D. students in Ref. [28] regarding research.

The authors in Ref. [50] showed that academics are
drawn to the opportunity to develop students’ understand-
ing, and the academic women in our study highly valued
and understood the importance of developing students’
skills and knowledge, as well as providing a unique
perspective on the material. Finally, women scientists
believe it is important for role models to be gender matched
[101], with some of our academic women also valuing the
chance to be a role model for the undergraduate women.

A. Limitations

Our study has several limitations. First, our study was
limited to one institution and therefore one context.
Although we obtained a high response rate from the pool
of potential interviewees, our findings only reflect the
teaching experiences and motivations of academic women
based at our institution. Other contexts may reveal
differences in either expectancies for success or what is
valued, based on the values of the particular institution and
what is emphasized.

Second, we were unable to capture the experiences and
motivations of the academic women who chose not to
participate, nor did we interview any of the academic men
in the department. The experiences and motivations of
these two groups of people may also be different, particu-
larly for men. However, although we did not compare
directly to the men in order to explore the gendered nature
of teaching motivations, some of our findings were explic-
itly gendered such as the attainment value of being a role
model for the undergraduate women, for example.

Third, our study used one theory of motivation, the
expectancy-value theory. Other theories of motivation that
emphasize other concepts, such as the role of emotions,
may have resulted in different interpretations of our
findings.

Our study also only focused on one socially constructed
identity: gender. Investigating other demographic charac-
teristics, such as ethnicity, and even the intersection of
gender and ethnicity, is important to fully understand and
address underrepresentation in physics. However, due to
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small sample sizes, we were unable to consider this
particular intersection.

Finally, our study implied that the academic women’s
decisions are carried out at the individual level, whereas
decisions are likely to be influenced by the gendered nature
of academia, and in particular, physics [28].

V. CONCLUSION

Gender plays out in obvious ways in physics regarding
research, through competition (securing grants, publishing,
and promotions), favoring genius/brilliance, and those
without family responsibilities. Our interviews with seven
academic women in a department of physics in the United
Kingdom have shown that gender can also play out in a
subtle way regarding teaching motivations. The academic
women navigated a hidden workload of lecture preparation
and delivery and self-doubt regarding content knowledge.
They lacked the confidence to approach the extra, per-
ceived workload incurred from lecturing an unfamiliar
course, suggesting an interplay between costs and expect-
ancies; a high level of expectancy is needed to approach a
task with a perceived high cost. This is despite the academic
women highly valuing lecturing. The expectancy-value
framework was therefore shown to be valuable in allowing
us to understand these experiences and our study highlights
the importance of using qualitative methodologies when
using this framework. Though not always explicitly men-
tioned by our academic women, our study does highlight
how gender is a situative factor in influencing motivation,
mediated by the teaching environment and student evalu-
ations. The academic women’s motivations were influ-
enced by the gendered structures they had experienced in
their careers and as students, such as an inability to identify
as a showman, or a desire to be a role model for the
undergraduate women.

A. Recommendations and implications

In our study, we set out to understand what motivates
academic women physicists to lecture and to lecture
particular courses. This understanding can be used to
improve the visibility of academic women in physics
degree programs. However, it is important to ensure this
is not done in a “tokenistic” way.

Our recommendations focus on success criteria and
workload. One of the key findings was the low self-concept
in lecturing, potentially caused by biased student evalua-
tions. Women in STEM fields face less discrimination if
success criteria are clear and well defined, and there is
transparency in evaluation processes [102]. We recommend
lecturing “job descriptions” to create a level playing field
and ensure all lecturers know what to expect and what
is expected of them. Pedagogical training should be
included within this, to shift the focus away from content
knowledge and build confidence [96]. Following this, we

further recommend a reevaluation of student evaluations to
focus on rewarding learning rather than entertainment, as
studies have highlighted a mismatch between perceived and
actual learning among students [103]. This would work
toward dismantling the emphasis on showmen personas
and lecturing needing to be a performance.

The increasing workload in academia means academic
women may over time be less likely to lecture, due to its
already large workload. However, in the department where
this study took place, one of the academic women did
report that over time, the timetabling of lectures had
improved to consider both workload and family respon-
sibilities: “But what I found out years later was that [the
department] have since tried to give better lecturing hours
to people with children. They wouldn’t now give someone
nine o’clock or four o’clock,” (Alice). Regardless, we
recommend reviewing workloads and providing support
for academics to fully manage their teaching duties. One
way where this could be realized is the workload involved
when taking on a lecture course—previous years’ material
should be collected, revised, and refined for future use.
However, the academic women valued the creative freedom
involved, so a balance must be struck between manageable
workloads and the agency involved in teaching a lecture
course.

The academic women interviewed in our study are
passionate and committed to teaching, dedicating a lot
of time and effort to lecturing effectively. With the right
support systems in place, they can thrive as both teachers
and researchers, which can lead to positive consequences
for themselves and undergraduate cohorts.
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APPENDIX: INTERVIEW QUESTIONS

List of questions for the semistructured interviews:

1. What courses do you currently lecture, either this
academic year or the coming academic year? If you
don’t currently lecture, what teaching role do you
currently have?

2. What courses have you lectured in the past?

3. What motivates you to choose a particular teaching
role, such as lecturer, head of year, head of labs, etc?

4. What motivates you to choose a particular lecture
course?

5. Is it important to you to lecture a course related to
your specialism, and why?

6. What do you think students and the department
value in a lecturer? Which of these do you associate
with yourself?
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