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A model for the educational development of university teachers (a type of teaching 
community) has been tested. University staff from different faculties worked and 
reflected together over the teaching and learning practice in a couple of courses. The 
community was supervised by an educational developer with a doctoral degree in 
psychology, and they worked in close collaboration with both undergraduate students and 
PhD students. The teaching staff that participated improved their teaching skills, 
extended their repertoire of learning tools, and experienced increased self-reliance. Their 
motivation and enthusiasm for teaching increased, and today they act as “missionaries” 
for good teaching and learning practices at the University. It was not obvious, however, 
that this educational development promoted their academic careers. New project ideas 
emerged from the teaching community. 

Introduction  
Research by Marton et al. (1999) shows that students tend to apply different learning strategies 
and that the strategy chosen influences how well they succeed with their studies. Surface learning 
strategies are characterized by the students focusing their attention on the details and trying to 
memorize these details in the form they appear.  Deep learning strategies are characterized by the 
students focusing their attention on the overall meaning or message and attempting to relate these 
ideas and construct their own meaning (Biggs 2003).  Students tend to adapt their learning 
strategy to different study environments, so the same student may apply a surface or a deep 
learning approach depending on the study environment (Ramsden, 1984). Therefore the learning 
environment the teachers provide is very important for the way the students go about their 
studies. However, the “average” university teacher seldom reads papers dealing with pedagogic 
issues or attends seminars on teaching. “Most university academics find it difficult to keep up with 
the literature in their own field of research and do not have time to pursue the extensive 
literature in education that may assist them in their teaching. This often results in a defensive 
rejection of theory outside the ‘common sense’ of ‘common experience’” (Macdonald, 2001).  

The teaching role model of these “average” university teachers is the dedicated teacher the 
teachers had when they started higher education. That teaching method was well adapted to the 
students entering university when only a small fraction of the youth population continued on to 
higher education and when the resources for teaching (per capita) were much greater then they 
are nowadays. These earlier students usually came from families with academic traditions, while 
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new categories of students are now entering the universities. These students need more guidance 
in learning and understanding the academic system.  

Employers want graduates who, besides solid subject knowledge, also have learned to work 
effectively in teams, communicate well, and anticipate life-long learning. Students complain that 
they have difficulty seeing the relevance of the classroom teaching for their future employment. 
Teachers complain that students perform poorly on exams and that they do not seem to be able to 
transfer what they learned in one class into the next class. So the frustration is great among 
teachers, students, and employers (Jungst et al. 2003).   

A common way to try to improve the skills for Swedish university staff is to arrange short in-
house programs where staff attends workshops on specific issues for a day. “These types of 
activities rarely result in meaningful learning and a change in practice, but seem to satisfy the 
need to be ‘seen to be doing something’ and are common in universities” (Macdonald, 2001).  

We usually assume that learning is something individuals do. Lave and Wenger (1991) 
questioned this assumption and proposed a model called “situated learning” (Smith, 2003). This 
model assumes that learning involves a process of engagement in a “community of practice.” The 
need for a supporting community for development can be illustrated by this quote from Palmer 
(1998, p.144).“The growth of any craft depends on shared practice and honest dialogue among 
the people who do it. We grow by trial and error, to be sure – but our willingness to try, and fail, 
as individuals is severely limited when we are not supported by a community that encourages 
such risks.” 

The aim of the project reported here is to improve student learning by building a teaching 
community (TC) that works together with student representatives. The aim of this report is to 
describe how the TC concept was put into practice at Luleå University of Technology (LTU). 

• The theories behind the concept and how it was implemented at LTU are described.  

• The staff’s experience of their educational progress and teaching self-esteem is reported 
along with a discussion of how this educational development was rewarded.   

• How the staff, with newly won knowledge and self-esteem, influenced their surrounding 
and contributed to hasten the change from a teaching to a learning environment at the 
University is also reported.  

Theoretical background: In this section a few examples of TCs are mentioned, and the base 
requirements for a TC are presented, following Macdonald (2001).  The action research concept 
is introduced, and the progressive development of teaching capability is depicted.  
Teaching communities: After the first papers by Lave and Wenger the “community of 
practice” concept has won wide acceptance, and communities can be found in many professions 
including education. Cox, (2004) stated that communities are playing an increasing and important 
role in our classrooms and institutions, connecting us with our colleagues and students.  
Numerous education communities are Web-based (e.g. Herrington et al. 2006; Schlager and 
Fusco 2003; Levin et al. 2001).  

An education community based on face-to-face co-operation is presented by Macdonald (2001). 
He describes what he regards as an effective model for professional development of university 
teaching staff.  The staff development is attained by guided reflection on practice through regular 
meetings of TC. With little formal knowledge of educational theory, and no training in teaching 
practice, the members of the teams were quite dependent on the guidance of education faculty 
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academics who acted as teaching mentors, though subject content novices. Base requirements 
(slightly shortened) for a TC are, according to Macdonald, (2001):  

1. Members must share an understanding of a set of basic principles related to good 
learning and teaching and have an educational language to communicate about 
learning related issues. 

2. The community must be supported, or at least recognized by senior management to 
allow staff time to attend, but the community must be primarily driven by the 
concerns and interests of the members who are actually engaged in the teaching.  

3. Membership of a TC must include all staff involved in all forms of teaching in the 
subject.  

Action research and teacher progress: Action research (Elliott, 1991) consists of a family 
of research methodologies and has been described as:  “… inquiry or research in the context of 
focused efforts to improve the quality of an organization and its performance. It typically is 
designed and conducted by practitioners who analyze the data to improve their own practice. 
Action research can be done by individuals or by teams of colleagues” Action Research (2006) 

Action research works with cycles of several steps. The steps used by Kemmis and McTaggart 
(1988) are: a) plan, b) act, c) observe and d) reflect. Action research has been seen as a research 
method particularly suited to education inquiry since time and cost often make other methods 
unsuitable and unwieldy. The method has therefore been used widely in schools and has lately 
also been used in higher education. Ham and Davey (2005) e.g. applied the method to observe 
and reflect on their first experiences as “virtual teachers”. When staff develop as teachers, 
education research shows that they shift focus as they progress (Kugels 1993). Initially they 
usually focus their attention on their own role in the classroom, then they concentrate on the 
subject they teach, and finally they focus on the students (Kugels 1993). Kreber (2001) lists 
progressive levels of teaching capability (Figure 1).  

  Scholarship of teaching: Involves the other two levels but also requires 
peer review and “going public” i.e. publishing in reviewed journals. 

 

 Teaching expertise: Involves the level below but also declarative and procedural 
knowledge; self-regulated learning about teaching. The teacher reads literature on teaching 
and learning and seeks answers to specific questions.  The teacher presents his/her 
teaching and learning practice at in-house conferences. 

Teaching excellence: Performance-based; intuitive/experience-based knowledge about teaching). The 
teacher gets great course evaluations and recognizes past “mistakes.” The teacher knows what types of 
tasks help students to learn their topics and she/he is often rewarded with a campus teaching award.   

Figure 1. Progressive levels of teaching capabilities (from Kreber, 2001) here represented as a staircase.  

Educational setting for the project:  LTU has encouraged a type of research and 
undergraduate cooperation called “arenas.” The purpose of an arena is to encourage collaboration 
across faculty borders on topics that require this type of cooperation to be addressed. Most arenas 
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consist of both undergraduate and graduate education and also include research cooperation. The 
key word used to characterise the arena concept is: “Knowledge building,” which here is used to 
describe university education based on a) contemporary educational research, b) research links c) 
collaboration with the surrounding society and d) individual choice.  

The aim of the Arena Global Resources was to combine technical, legal, economic and political 
aspects required for the sustainable management of natural resources. The undergraduate 
education on Arena Global Resources is more interdisciplinary than a traditional program, and 
students may exit with either an engineering or a social science diploma.  

In the arena there are seven arena specific courses that all students take. Four of those are offered 
the first semester when the students are supposed to acquire basic knowledge regarding natural, 
social, and engineering science aspects of natural resources management at the same time as they 
practice general skills such as oral and written presentation skills, cooperation and leadership 
skills, and study techniques. The students also plan their future curriculum as part of their first 
term studies, and a study tour with visits to natural resource exploiting companies help them to 
determine their specialization. During the remaining education they mostly take courses aiming at 
their specialization, but every year they are gathered to one arena specific course where they 
work together with PhD students, researchers, and professors on research issues and practice 
critical thinking and communication skills. Designing and teaching the arena specific courses is a 
challenge since this requires co-operation among teachers from several different disciplines, as 
well as PhD students and undergraduate students.  

At LTU a five-week course named Knowledge Building is offered for experienced teachers from 
all over the University. In this course the teachers designs a new course or redesigns an existing 
course. They formulate the goal, and plan the teaching and learning activities, including 
assessment in an aligned way (Biggs, 2003).   

Method 
This section starts with a description of the composition of the community formed at LTU, 
accompanied by an inspection of how well this TC fulfills the basic requirements for a TC as 
stated by Macdonald, (2001). Then follows a short description of how the community worked 
with action research inspired cycles, with study circle activities, and with peer assessment. 
Finally the methods are described that were used to assess whether the aims with the project were 
fulfilled.   

Teaching Community at LTU:  We were seven teachers that formed the core of the TC, and 
one of them (first author) was also project leader. Our academic positions ranged from PhD 
students to a professor. An educational developer with a PhD in psychology was linked to the 
community, and her role was to act as a teaching mentor for the staff. Student representatives 
from the courses were also included in the community, but it was difficult to get continuity 
among them; several students were involved but none of them participated during the entire 
project. 

The project leader called the meetings and, together with the educational developer, suggested 
subjects for the each. The community met for half a day or a full day roughly once a month. The 
original plan was always to include undergraduate students and the educational consultant, but 
this did not work due to logistic problems, so we arranged special meetings with the students. 
These gatherings included the project leader and one more teacher besides the student 
representatives. Similar arrangements were made with the PhD students. The first year we also 
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organized discussions [based on the first chapters in Gibbs and Habeshaw (1998)] with other 
teachers involved in teaching the arena specific courses.  

Requirements for a teaching community: The TC fulfilled the base requirements for a TC 
according to (Macdonald, 2001) since we shared set of basic principles (related to good teaching 
and learning practices) and we had an educational language to communicate about learning 
related issues. This shared language and principles were largely achieved by the course 
Knowledge Building offered for experienced teachers at LTU. Most of the teachers in the 
community had previously taken this course or followed it during the project. The community 
was recognized by senior management and was allow time to attend (external funding). The 
members were all primarily driven by their concerns and interests in teaching, and all were 
engaged in the teaching. Our community included all staff involved in all forms of teaching 
(lectures, exercises, laboratory work, assessments etc.) even if we did not do all the teaching 
ourselves.  

Action research: The arena specific courses were the connecting link around which we 
worked. The arena had recently been launched when the TC started, so the first year courses had 
been taught once, while the higher-level courses had yet not been developed. This means that we 
started at step C in the action research cycle with extensive evaluations of the first year arena 
specific courses by identifying what had worked well and what needed to be improved. This first 
step was made with student inquiries and a student poster session. The first semester was 
evaluated with questions regarding the lessons, exercises, and assessment of the courses but also 
with questions regarding the study climate and the arrangements that were not directly linked to a 
specific course. The questionnaire consisted of a set of statements that the students could agree or 
disagree with. Since we aimed at creating a study environment that encouraged the students to 
adopt deep learning approaches, we also used statements regarding factors known to influence 
their learning approach (motivational context, clear expectations, teacher engagement, freedom of 
choice, work-load, and assessment).  

During step D we usually met for one full day. The student representatives took an active part in 
identifying and suggesting improvements.  When we had identified the weak points we made a 
new plan for the coming year and finally we carried through the revised courses. The next year 
we went through the cycle again. The same approach with step A, B, C and D was used for the 
arena specific courses in higher grades.  

Study circles: Apart from these meetings when we worked with the four steps in action 
research to improve the teaching in the arena specific courses, we also met for more general 
discussions regarding teaching and learning practices. We read educational literature (e.g. Biggs, 
2003; Gibbs, 1999. Gibbs and Habeshaw, 1998; Wiggins and McTighe, 2001) and discussed the 
literature. At other occasions we debated themes suggested by the team members and examples 
of themes were:  
• Pros and cons of subject integration  
• How to formulate course goals and align the teaching and assessment with the goals 
• Pros and cons of lecturing 
• Depth versus breadth. What is more important, that the students really understand the basic 

concepts of a subject or that all aspects of the subject are covered?  
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• How to encourage students to focus on the learning process instead of focusing on the result 
(e.g. the project report)  

• Examples of good and bad assessment tasks 

We encouraged each other to go public with our teaching and learning ideas and practiced peer 
assessment when preparing presentations. 

Methods used to assess the project goals: The methods used to assess the progress of the 
project comprised three parts. A) Interviews with the teachers involved B) An investigation of 
how willing the community members were to go public with their teaching and learning ideas C) 
An examination of spin-off effects of the project.  
The six teachers (not the project leader) who constituted the core group in the TC project were 
interviewed. They answered questions about their views on the impact of the project on different 
aspects of a) their work as teachers and b) the view of teaching and learning in the university 
culture. All but one of the teachers had also attended the Knowledge Building course, so it was 
impossible to separate the effects of the TC project alone.  
 
The questions were given to the teachers beforehand and most of them had prepared written 
answers that were handed over to the interviewer. The one-hour interviews were recorded and 
written notes were taken. The interviews were conducted in Swedish, and the chosen excerpts 
were translated into English by the interviewer.  The participants’ responses are described under 
three levels within the organization (personal, program/department, and University). The 
documentation is directed to different kinds of changes that may have occurred during the 
project. Their responses are illustrated by quotations. Answers to questions regarding the 
teachers’ enthusiasm for and self-confidence in teaching issues are also reported 

Result 

Personal level: Most of the answers reflect a change at the personal level. All the interviewees 
say they have increased the time they reflect, but first and foremost they reflect on other things 
(mainly on course design) now. They all devote a lot of energy to changing the course designs to 
be more learners centered. This is achieved by defining and specifying goals, by following the 
students closely, by increasing students’ time-on-task and by changing the assessment. It is clear 
that an increased interest in student learning has developed among the teachers along with an 
increased understanding of the importance of having students understand the central concepts of 
the subjects. Example of excerpts from the interviewees: 

I have completely changed my view from teaching to learning during the project. It was 
totally new for me to think in this perspective. 

I reflect more over what the students really should understand, what is most important. 
For example, I design my lectures around student questions more than I used to do from 
the beginning. The number of lectures is reduced. 

I reflect immensely more after the TC... The fact that I have realized that I cannot teach 
students anything and that they have to learn themselves has made profound changes to 
the way I think of teaching and learning. .... I liked to lecture but did not reflect a lot, it 
just worked and the students liked it and I got awards for good teaching, but I started to 
doubt that they learned anything and started to wonder why.…. To lecture gives the 
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students and me an illusion that they are learning, but I have now understood that to 
learn they must work themselves. 

 
The teachers use the preparation time for different purposes now compared to earlier: They are 
now preparing criteria for grading, developing assignments for peer responses, assignments for 
increasing students’ time-on-task, etc. instead of preparing lectures. Preparation time is also 
allocated before the courses start to a greater extent due to understanding of the importance of the 
effects that course design has on student activity. 
 

My work now consists to a larger extent of preparing assignments for peer responses. 

...what I do has changed. I make more of the work before the course now than earlier. 

My interest and understanding for ´time-on-task´ and feedback has grown during the 
project, the students have to be active with the right assignments to understand. 
 

Typically the interviewees have changed their work in the direction of increasing the student 
activity in the courses, and this is an important step in the paradigm shift from teaching to 
learning. Linking goals to assessment also means that teachers can motivate students by clearly 
explain the reasons for different kinds of assignments. Change of assessment seems to be used by 
all the interviewees. 

I have used several new methods: seminars, assignments with individual oral reports, 
group labs with individual written reports, group assignments with individual parts. 

I have totally changed the assessment to continuous assessment during the course 
instead of end-of-course sit-in examination. 

Departmental and Program/Arena level: All the interviewees think that the project 
together with the Knowledge Building course has increased the pedagogical discussion within 
their departments and within the program/arena. The project has contributed to the courses being 
better integrated and more focused on activating the students.  Nearly all of the teachers in the 
core group have carried the pedagogical discussion to other teaching teams they are members of. 

Although the core group of the project has been small, we have all taken the discussion 
back to our respective departments and talked about the teacher’s role, assessment, 
course design, etc. 

University level: A strategic discussion is now going on at LTU, where LTU strengths and 
weaknesses are identified and research and educational areas that should be given priority will be 
decided. The interviewees had no comments regarding the effects of the project on this 
discussion. 
Increased enthusiasm and self-confidence in pedagogical discussions: Many of the 
teachers reported increased enthusiasm for teaching as well as increased self-confidence in 
pedagogical discussions, which for some of them breed an interest in deeper studies. 

 Yes my confidence has increased a lot .... Increased knowledge makes it more fun to 
discuss teaching issues. 

It has been exciting to take part in discussions, and I have not hesitated to give my 
opinions. Before there was no place, no room and no time for discussion of teaching 
issues. 
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What is fun is that now I really enjoy thinking about teaching and discussing 
pedagogical questions with colleagues; previously this was not fun at all. Having the 
theoretical foundation makes it more exciting to help students learn in different ways. 

Going public with views on teaching and learning: The Community members tried to 
vitalize the debate regarding teaching and learning at their departments/institution, and we all 
initiated pedagogic discussions around the coffee table and in other contexts. If the community 
had not existed, this probably wouldn’t have happened. 

Community members made numerous presentations covering a wide range of issues at campus 
conferences. Andersson and Eriksson, (2004) illustrated how the knowledge building concept was 
implemented in language courses. Pros and cons of subject integration were debated by Erixon, 
(2004; 2006). Lundberg, (2004) illustrated how peer assessment was used to enhance student 
learning. Fell and Lundberg (2005) described surface and deep learning study strategies with 
examples from political science illustrating how students were encouraged to adopt the latter 
strategy. Lundberg et al. (2005a) suggested an improvement of the institutional support for the 
educational development of PhD students. Lundberg et al. (2005 b) showed examples of how of 
peer assessment was used to improve student communication skills and student subject 
knowledge. Lundberg and Erixon (2005) discussed the possibilities for teachers to influence 
students’ learning strategies and gave examples from environmental studies. Maurice and 
Lundberg (2005) discussed the conflict between student expectations and teacher ambitions. 
What is more important: for the teacher to get good student evaluations or for the students to 
learn the subject? Eriksson (2006) illustrated how diploma work supervision efficiency was 
increased by team supervision, and Fell (2006) pointed out how course goals and course design 
can be transformed from teacher centered to student centered. The meaning of the concepts 
pedagogic self reflection, pedagogic skills and pedagogic portfolio were discussed by Ingri 
(2006), who also suggested criteria for judging and documenting the skills.  

They also presented contributions at national and international conferences and workshops. 
Lundberg (2003a; 2003b; 2005b) described how assessments were used as an active part of the 
learning process. Lundberg and Wennberg DiGasper (2004) and Lundmark (2004) presented the 
education and research cooperation in the Arena Global Resources at conferences and workshops 
on sustainable development. Lundberg et al. (2005c) and Lundberg (2004) illustrated how 
collaborative learning was promoted within the Arena. Lundberg, (2005a) promoted 
researchers/teachers at a hydrology symposium workshop to encourage their students to adopt 
deep learning strategies. 

In total the community members contributed twelve presentations at in-house teaching 
conferences, with four presentations at national conferences and with another four at international 
conferences and workshops. Team members were also asked by other departments/institutions to 
come and give workshops/lessons on educational issues, which we did.  

Spin-off effects: Community members were involved in several activities aiming at improving 
the educational situation at LTU. These activities were not directly linked to this project, but it is 
unlikely that they would have been carried through without the TC network. 

A community member initiated and helped to organize the first pedagogic conference held at the 
campus in the year 2004 (Kunskapsbyggarkonferens i högskolepedagogik [Knowledge Building 
Conference in University Pedagogy], 2004). The conference consisted of three parallel sessions 
with more than 30 presentations and attracted an audience of approximately 200 staff members 
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from all over the University. Similar campus conferences have since then been organized 
annually, and the arrangement now circulates between the departments (Lära av varandra för att 
lära andra [Learning from Each Other to Teach Others], 2005; Kvalitet på lärande – hela 
organisationens ansvar [Learning Quality, a Responsibility for the Entire University], 2006).  

In collaboration with teachers at LTU and at other universities, two community members have 
prepared a project application to the Swedish Council for the Renewal of Higher Education that 
passed a screening process [among 19 best out of 207] (Lundberg et al. 2005b). The project 
intention is to develop, test, and evaluate a departmental organization to support the pedagogic 
development of PhD students by mentors and pedagogic networks. The funding council was then 
wound down, but a new application has been submitted to the newly formed Swedish Agency for 
Networks and Cooperation in Higher Education. (NSHU, 2006). 

A community member attended a national course in strategic pedagogic planning (2005/2006) 
where she prepared (with tips from the community members) a report of the organization for 
pedagogic support for the LTU teachers (Lundberg, 2006). The report consists of a review of a) 
today’s organization, b) the response to earlier suggested improvements of the organization and 
c) recommendations for further actions. It has been distributed to the Rector, the deans and to 
other stakeholders at LTU. A team member invited Jude Carroll, the author of Handbook for 
Deterring Plagiarism in Higher Education (Carroll, 2002) to give a lecture and a workshop on 
plagiarism in higher education at LTU (Carroll, 2006).   

Another community member has suggested improvements to the teacher employment protocol. 
Clearer instructions for how applicants should report their teaching qualifications (reflections on 
views on learning etc) are proposed and that the basic requirement for employment should be 
increased from five to ten weeks of training in university pedagogy. 

The project leader is now participating in the national course Stepping Stones (2006/2007) 
arranged by Cetuss [Swedish Centre for Engineering Education] (2006). The aims of the course 
are to bring together practitioners (teachers) and experts (in education research) in order to equip 
teachers with tools to make and evaluate changes in their practice and to build a community of 
teachers interested in these questions. She was also asked to be chair of the campus working team 
for implementation of the Bologna declaration (2005) into undergraduate education.  
 
The national evaluation of Swedish civil engineering programs in 2006 stated that the LTU 
arenas had vitalized the pedagogy at LTU (Högskoleverket [Swedish National Agency for Higher 
Education], 2006, p. 66).  

Community members were during the project period rewarded with two campus prize and one 
national pedagogic award (Distinguished Contributions to the Undergraduate Education at LTU, 
2004; The Adelie Award, LTU, 2003; STINT grant Excellency in teaching 2006). This can also be 
seen as a form of recognition of the impact of the project.  

Discussion  
Compared to the TC presented by MacDonald (2001) where all the teachers taught the same 
subject, this community was multidisciplinary (hydrology, language, waste engineering, political 
science, and geochemistry). The spread in subjects had its pros and cons. It was a disadvantage 
that we could not always understand each other’s problems, since the teaching methods differed 
fundamentally, but it was very enriching to broaden our views of what types of teaching and 
assessing you can employ. We all had experiences of teaching parts of courses earlier, and then 
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we had usually only marginally interacted with the other teachers. By working together in this 
project we have realized that the outcome for the students becomes much more rewarding if the 
teachers interact more. Overall the advantages of coming from different disciplines outweighed 
the disadvantages.   

Another difference was the co-operation with the students. MacDonald (2001) does not mention 
student co-operation, while we worked intimately with both undergraduate students and PhD 
students. To have them involved in designing and refining these courses has been very valuable 
since they bring aspects that we teachers do not think of.  

This project went on for three and a half years, and team members have been exchanged during 
the project time. At the end of the project time one of the project members was denied 
continuation of his university position and another member applied for a higher position. It was 
obvious that the pedagogic qualifications were given very low impact in both these cases. So 
even if the community members were content with their improved teaching and learning skills 
and the response they got from the students, it can be questioned whether the participation in this 
community promoted their university carriers. 

Funding for this project (28 man months) was external, and it would be difficult to find funding 
for this type of project within the University, but it can be argued that this type of projects pays 
off very well.  

Conclusions: All the interviewees say that they have increased the time they reflect, and above 
all, that they reflect on other things now compared to before entering the TC. They all focus their 
reflections on course design to make it more learner centered. Their interest in issues of teaching 
has increased, and all teaching staff in the community have enjoyed the discussions, with some of 
them feeling more self-confident in pedagogical discussions. All community members have 
changed their views on student learning and have become more committed to the view that 
students have to be active to learn. Several of community members are interested to publish in 
educational journals within their own subject, but most of them have very little time for this. It 
can be questioned whether the teachers involved in the TC will be rewarded for their progress, 
since there are doubts whether it will be regarded as a positive qualification for their CV.  

The multidisciplinary TC working with an action research approach was successful in:  

• improving the teachers’ own teaching practice by reflective discussions  

• increasing their awareness that students have to be active to learn 

• encouraging teachers to question and improve their teaching and learning practice both at our 
own University and at other universities (in Sweden and abroad)  

• increasing the teachers’ interest in and devotion to teaching  

• co-operation with graduate and undergraduate students in learning issues 

Spin-off effects of the TC project were  

• Organization of the first campus pedagogic conference, which since then has then been held 
annually  

• Preparation of an application intended to improve the pedagogic development for PhD 
students by use of pedagogic mentors and networks 
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• A report (with suggestions for improvements) on the organization for pedagogic support for 
the teaching staff at the University   

• A lecture and workshop on plagiarism in higher education  

• Improvements to the teacher employment protocol with clearer instructions for how the 
applicants should report their pedagogic merits 

In total all these actions have accelerated the shift from a teaching to a learning paradigm at LTU.  
The cooperation with the students was extremely valuable but became (due to logistic problems) 
more superficial than originally intended. 

This work was financed by the Swedish Council for the Renewal of Higher Education under the 
project 004/G02. Anders Söderlund, Department of Teacher Training, LTU is acknowledged for 
reading the manuscript and giving valuable comments.  
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	Introduction 
	Theoretical background: In this section a few examples of TCs are mentioned, and the base requirements for a TC are presented, following Macdonald (2001).  The action research concept is introduced, and the progressive development of teaching capability is depicted. 
	Teaching communities: After the first papers by Lave and Wenger the “community of practice” concept has won wide acceptance, and communities can be found in many professions including education. Cox, (2004) stated that communities are playing an increasing and important role in our classrooms and institutions, connecting us with our colleagues and students.  Numerous education communities are Web-based (e.g. Herrington et al. 2006; Schlager and Fusco 2003; Levin et al. 2001). 
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	Method
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	Requirements for a teaching community: The TC fulfilled the base requirements for a TC according to (Macdonald, 2001) since we shared set of basic principles (related to good teaching and learning practices) and we had an educational language to communicate about learning related issues. This shared language and principles were largely achieved by the course Knowledge Building offered for experienced teachers at LTU. Most of the teachers in the community had previously taken this course or followed it during the project. The community was recognized by senior management and was allow time to attend (external funding). The members were all primarily driven by their concerns and interests in teaching, and all were engaged in the teaching. Our community included all staff involved in all forms of teaching (lectures, exercises, laboratory work, assessments etc.) even if we did not do all the teaching ourselves. 
	Action research: The arena specific courses were the connecting link around which we worked. The arena had recently been launched when the TC started, so the first year courses had been taught once, while the higher-level courses had yet not been developed. This means that we started at step C in the action research cycle with extensive evaluations of the first year arena specific courses by identifying what had worked well and what needed to be improved. This first step was made with student inquiries and a student poster session. The first semester was evaluated with questions regarding the lessons, exercises, and assessment of the courses but also with questions regarding the study climate and the arrangements that were not directly linked to a specific course. The questionnaire consisted of a set of statements that the students could agree or disagree with. Since we aimed at creating a study environment that encouraged the students to adopt deep learning approaches, we also used statements regarding factors known to influence their learning approach (motivational context, clear expectations, teacher engagement, freedom of choice, work-load, and assessment). 
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	Result
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