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Abstract—This paper presents a very brief overview of an
ongoing effort to develop and establish a process for collaborative
and learning-oriented course evaluation and development at the
Royal Institute of Technology (KTH) in Stockholm, Sweden.
First, a departmental case study is summarized, in which the
essential objectives, tools and processes have been developed,
tested and evaluated – in particular the so-called Learning
Experience Questionnaire (LEQ) process. Empirical data from
the case study suggest that the developed process, if realized in
practice, does indeed lead to the desirable change. Next, some
work in progress is accounted for, with focus on the university as
a whole. Finally, we share some lessons learned and provide
tentative directions for the future.
Keywords—Course evaluation and development, Student
learning and participation, Communities of practice for teachers.
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I. INTRODUCTION

ourse evaluations is the dominating method in Sweden
when evaluating quality of teaching and learning from a
student perspective. According to Swedish law course
evaluations is to be conducted on every course and the
students are to be informed regarding the results and the
measures taken due to these results.
Course evaluations are from a teacher’s perspective often
viewed upon as a mandatory necessity, and the way that they
often are constructed gives little information of use for a
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teacher that is interested in course development [1], [2].
Engaged teachers therefore often add open-ended questions in
order to capture student views that are more helpful when
striving for course development.
Students often perceive course evaluations as something
that teachers do because they are supposed to, but that has
little effect on the quality of the actual teaching and learning
[1]. Students seldom experience that their efforts in giving
feedback is of use, partly because the course already has
finished and it is only of use for future students, partly because
teachers does not take the opportunity to tell new students why
and in what ways former students feedback has influenced
current course design.
Course evaluations have many purposes, but are commonly
used to provide feedback to teachers that contributes to
enhanced quality of teaching and learning, and to enable
student participation and influence [3], [4]. Another purpose
may be to investigate whether or not teaching creates good
conditions for student learning, which is a central theme in the
present work. In spite of this, course evaluations are often
constructed without considering present knowledge regarding
what makes for a good and efficient learning environment [3].
Another inhibiting factor when it comes to typical course
evaluation formats is that teaching tend to be a very personal
matter for many teachers – it may be a sensitive matter to open
up and discuss your course with a colleague. Course
evaluation that rates teachers, rather than focus on how the
course could be improved, does not encourage teachers to seek
support and help from others. Our experience is that a
common perceived problem among university teachers is a
lack of collegiality and that they experience a need for course
development, but that time constraints and the feeling of “I do
not know where to start” makes it hard to get going.
The purpose of the present work is to address both these
problem areas concerning course evaluations: i.e. the lack of
useful information for course development in course
evaluations and the lack of fruitful and safe collegial foras for
course development for university teachers. The core
development, testing and evaluation has taken place within the
framework of a departmental case study at KTH, which will
serve as a point of departure in what follows.
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II. METHOD I: CASE STUDY
The first blueprint of the developed process took shape during
2013, when two of the authors (Borglund and Henriksson) got
opportunity to work with a group of about 30 teachers at an
engineering department at KTH. In short, the department had
recently been through some difficulties and expressed a
concordant willingness to explore possibilities to increase the
sense of community in the group. A more collegial approach
to the development of teaching and learning (as opposed to
e.g. research) was seen as a promising path for this purpose, as
this involved all participants and was considered a worthwhile
challenge with many potential benefits for the participants as
well as the department. This was also the main outcome of an
initial SWAT exercise with the group.
Although participation was voluntary, most teachers
participated actively in the initial development, albeit to
different degrees and on different occasions. This was an
agreed way of working and a key factor in bringing the work
forward in spite of limited resources. From the authors’ point
of view, a case study in this format was considered a very
suitable method for the development, testing and evaluation of
a practically useful process for collaborative educational
development at university.
A. Method II: Survey and Focus Group Interview
The inital stage of the project involved an in-depth examination of the current situation at the department. First, a survey
was conducted among the teachers, with two main areas of
interest: their current practice regarding course evaluation and
development, and any existing structures for collaboration and
exchange of experience. Based on this, a semi-structured
interview with a focus group consisting of 9 teachers was
carried through. The main findings of the combined effort can
be summarized as:
•

•

•

•

Overall, there was a lack of exchange of experience
among the teachers, mainly due to
− lack of time and resources,
− organizational factors,
− differences in teaching approach, and
− that teaching was considered a personal matter,
The existing procedures for course evaluation were
judged as being inadequate, mainly because they
were perceived as a formal requirement with limited
bearing on meaningful course development,
Apart from responding to a survey after completion
of a course, students were, typically, neither involved
in course development nor informed about previous
measures taken as a result of student feedback, and
The teachers also found it difficult to identify their
own needs for professional development, as well as
more concrete measures to tackle perceived problems
in their teaching.

Thus, the results obtained tend to reflect the general trends
described in the introduction to this paper, and we also argue
that the current context can be considered quite typical of a
(Swedish) university.

B. Objectives
Based on these results, as well as known difficulties with
course evaluation [1], [3], [4], we set out to develop and
establish a process with the objectives to:
•
•
•
•
•

facilitate collaboration and exchange of experience
among the teachers,
help them find new ways to improve their students'
learning,
help them identify own needs for professional
development,
increase the meaningfulness of their work with
course evaluation, and
facilitate student participation in their work with
course development.

In this stage of the project the communities of practice
approach seemed to be the way to go forward. It is a sociocultural approach to learning where learning is something that
takes place within, and in interaction with, a community of
practitioners. Basically, communities of practice are groups of
people who share a concern or a passion for something they do
and learn to do it better as they interact regularly [5], [6]. The
community of practice theory is based on the assumptions that
1) learning is a social phenomenon, real knowledge is
integral to “doing” and is a part of social relationships and the specific knowledge of the community,
2) the learning process and the community of practice
are inseparable, which means that learning has an
effect on group status, changing both the identity of
the learner and his or her relationship to the
community, and, finally,
3) engaging in real activities that have significance for
both individuals and for the community, a powerful
learning experience is created.
With this type of approach it is vital to exploit the potential of
problem-based learning methods and case study methodologies, and we therefore aimed at creating a course evaluation
that could form the basis for a problem-based approach to
learning by doing course development work together with
peers. Could we design a course evaluation that was informative, based on research on effective learning environments,
non-threating and that stimulated curiosity to develop the
course further and share experiences with others?
C. Method III: The Learning Experience Questionnaire
The next step was thus to design a course evaluation that
could support the establishment of a community of practice as
well as course development with improved student learning as
a guiding star. Here, our strategy was to introduce a more
holistic perspective on teaching and learning that all teachers,
regardless of previous experience and practice, could relate to
and develop from.
Rather than evaluating the teacher’s performance or the
specific form of teaching (like students’ opinions on lectures)
we decided to shift focus toward the students’ experience of
the learning environment in the course – the physical, social,
and cultural context in which the students’ learning takes place
[7]. Moreover, we wanted to evaluate this experience with
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respect to a number of learning factors which, according to
research and proven experience, have proved to promote
learning in higher education [7]-[11]. This is the basic
principle of what we now refer to as a learning experience
questionnaire, or LEQ. The shift from evaluating students’
opinions on teaching to their experience of learning is
essentially what distinguishes a LEQ from, for example, a
course experience questionnaire, or CEQ [12].
An example of one such learning factor is that we tend to
learn most effectively (in ways that have a sustained,
substantial, and positive influence on the way we think,
reflect, act or feel) if we are able to collaborate with other
learners struggling with the same problems as we do (which,
as mentioned earlier, is also central to learning in communities
of practice). Inspired by the format of the CEQ by Ramsden
[12], our ambition was to develop a number of statements that
could be used to evaluate the students’ learning experience in
the light of such factors. For example, the statement “I was
able to learn by collaborating and discussing with others” is a
way to evaluate the learning factor on collaboration. In this
manner, the structure and contents of a LEQ was developed
with the help of the following procedures:
1) Compilation of a number of evidence-based learning
factors from higher education pedagogy literature,
2) Thematic analysis of prioritized learning factors in
order to identify core aspects of an effective learning
environment,
3) Formulation of statements that investigate these
aspects of the learning environment,
4) Student interviews to ensure that the statements are
correctly interpreted as far as possible. If necessary,
return to Step 3,
5) Quantitative investigations of the response rate to the
questionnaire statements in order to identify
remaining problems. If necessary, return to Step 3.
The application of these procedures, including 3 structured
interviews with different groups of students, eventually
converged to a LEQ which examines 14 different learning
factors using 22 statements [13]. A 7-grade Likert scale is
used for the students’ response to the statements, ranging from
“No, I strongly disagree with the statement” to “Yes, I
strongly agree with the statement”. A few open questions are
also included, like “What was the best aspect of the course?”
or “How would you suggest to improve the course?”, as well
as a couple of questions about the respondent’s personal
profile. A detailed description of the LEQ can be found in a
KTH user guide [13].
Based on the average response to each statement, the teacher
can both identify stronger and weaker aspects of the learning
environment, and carry on a dialogue with other teachers
about how various aspects of the learning environment could
be developed in order to support the students’ learning. If the
other teachers bring their own LEQ response data to the table,
it will open up ample opportunities for curiosity-driven
comparison and exchange of experience. This also entails an
opportunity to identify individual or general needs for
competency development, which can be satisfied through
different types of courses, seminars, or workshops. At the
same time, the fact that the LEQ is based on learning factors

makes it easier for the student to give feedback that can be
converted into course development that promotes learning. In
view of the objectives stated in the previous section, we
therefore consider the LEQ to have the characteristics we were
aiming for.
D. The LEQ-process
The overall process for collaborative and learning-oriented
development using the LEQ, as developed and implemented in
the project, is depicted in Fig. 1. In addition to the elements
mentioned above (course evaluation, collaboration with peers,
optional professional development and course development),
there is also a possibility to involve the students in the course
development. This is accomplished by providing a group of
students with the LEQ response data (keep in mind that the
LEQ does not rate the teacher), and using their analysis as an
additional source of information in the subsequent development.
Obviously, the described process can be implemented in
many different ways depending on the context (the specific

Fig. 1. Process for collaborative course evaluation and development that also
allows student participation and professional development.

group of teachers, different subjects and educational levels,
periodicity of course offerings, the willingness of students to
participate, available resources, external support, etc.). We
will not get into detail about the practical aspects here, but the
interested reader can find some recommendations in a KTH
user guide [13]. Regardless of contextual variations, even of
the LEQ, the collaboration and exchange of experience among
the teachers is the core element of the process. Still, it is
important to note that it is the individual teacher who decides
which aspects of the learning environment should be given
priority in a development effort, and how the development is
to be implemented. Since a given aspect of a learning
environment (such as formative feedback) can be developed in
many different ways, each teacher should feel free to develop
in his/her own way and at his/her own pace.
Different ways of developing a given aspect of the learning
environment will have different significance for the students’
learning, and the “best” way to improve learning always
depends on the specific context. It is therefore the students’
examination results that determine whether a change is
favorable to learning or not, and to what extent. Nevertheless,
the LEQ-process makes it easier for the teacher to pursue
course development that promotes student learning, which
students’ examination results typically do not do.
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E. Outcome
The developed process was fully operational (albeit
voluntary) at the department about a year after the project was
initiated (except for the student participation, which was
developed at a later stage) and has now been running for more
than three years. One of the authors (Carlsson) has
coordinated the process as part of his role as part-time
educational developer at the department, which has included
organization of course analysis meetings as well as occasional
follow-up workshops on different themes that have emerged
from the process (e.g. formative feedback for learning). As in
the initial phase, most of the teachers have participated
actively, but to different degrees and on different occations.
A follow-up survey has been carried out every second year
from the start of the project. While 21 teachers responded to
the start-up survey in 2013, only 16 and then 9 did so for the
follow-up surveys in 2015 and 2017, respectively (the followup surveys were only sent to those who responded to the startup survey). The decrease in response rate is partially explained
by the fact that some teachers have left the department since
the start of the project (post-docs, retirements, etc.). It is also
believed, but not confirmed, that the enthusiasm for the project
was higher in the beginning. Nevertheless, we consider the
data to be relevant and will share the most essential results
with regard to the objectives of the LEQ-process.
Regarding the necessity of a community of practice, one
teacher wrote the following in the start-up survey (2013,
translated from Swedish):
“It is important to keep the pedagogical language
alive, and to actualize the pedagogical challenge we
are constantly facing, so that the entire work
environment has it in fresh mind and strives in the
same direction. If you want to change an
environment, you can not do that by occasional
efforts. An ongoing dialogue is required. Unless the
entire environment is penetrated by it, we easily fall
back into old patterns as soon as we get home from
our courses in teaching and learning.”
In Table 1 and 2, the response to the following questions in the
follow-up surveys are presented:
A. Have you used LEQ for course evaluation?
B. Have you participated in any course analysis
meetings with other teachers?
C. Have you participated in any follow-up workshops?
D. Has the process resulted in any course development?
Due to the different response rates it is difficult to draw firm
conclusions from the data. But it is nevertheless possible to
draw an important conclusion: active participation in the
process leads to increased levels of course development.
Whether this development leads to improved student learning
or not remains to be investigated, but the following comment
indicates that LEQ helps the teachers to focus on aspects more
relevant to student learning:

TABLE 1
RESPONSE TO QUESTIONS IN THE 2015 FOLLOW-UP SURVEY (16
RESPONDENTS)
Yes
No
Don’t know
Question
[% (no.)]
[% (no.)]
[% (no.)]
A
87(14)
13(2)
0(0)
B

69(11)

31(5)

C

81(13)

13(2)

0(0)
6(1)

D

50(8)

37(6)

13(2)

TABLE 2
RESPONSE TO QUESTIONS IN THE 2017 FOLLOW-UP SURVEY (9
RESPONDENTS)
Yes
No
Don’t know
Question
[% (no.)]
[% (no.)]
[% (no.)]
A
100(9)
0(0)
0(0)
B

89(8)

11(1)

0(0)

C

67(6)

11(1)

22(2)

D

78(7)

11(1)

11(1)

“In my opinion, LEQ has contributed with a more
relevant focus compared to previous course
evaluations (the learning environment rather than
student satisfaction or the teacher’s performance).”
(from 2017 survey)
As we have pointed out, it is the collaborative element that
forms the essence of the process. This is also confirmed in
numerous comments about the process:
“The course analysis meetings made me aware of
how other teachers were doing. That way, I got tips.
It also led to further discussions with some
teachers.”
(from 2017 survey)
“In particular, course analysis meetings, and
discussions that arose there, gave me several good
ideas that I have implemented in courses.”
(from 2015 survey)
“Development has mainly occured through
discussions with other teachers at the course analysis meetings. Not so much because of the LEQ
evaluation in itself.”
(from 2017 survey)
These comments also point to the relevance of the theory of
communities of practice that underpins this project.
In Table 3 and 4, the longitudinal response to two questions
regarding spontaneous interaction and social community
among the teachers is presented: “How often do you
spontaneously discuss teaching and learning with peers?” and
“How often do you feel that you belong to a social
community”, respectively. Keeping the different response
rates in mind, it still seems that the process has increased the
level of spontaneous discussion as well as the social
community among the teachers. In summary, the results from
the case study are encouraging and suggest that the developed
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process leads to the desirable change, both with regard to
making course evaluation more meaningful and establishing a
community of practice for teachers.
TABLE 3
LONGITUDINAL RESPONSE TO THE QUESTION “HOW OFTEN DO YOU
SPONTANEOUSLY DISCUSS TEACHING AND LEARNING WITH PEERS?”
Always
Often
Rarely
Never
Year
[% (no.)]
[% (no.)]
[% (no.)]
[% (no.)]
2013
0(0)
43(9)
57(12)
0(0)
2015

6(1)

63(10)

31(5)

0(0)

2017

0(0)

89(8)

11(1)

0(0)

TABLE 4
LONGITUDINAL RESPONSE TO THE QUESTION “HOW OFTEN DO YOU
FEEL THAT YOU BELONG TO A SOCIAL COMMUNITY?”
Always
Often
Rarely
Never
Year
[% (no.)]
[% (no.)]
[% (no.)]
[% (no.)]
2013
5(1)
50(11)
41(9)
6(1)
2015

19(3)

75(12)

6(1)

0(0)

2017

37(3)

63(5)

0(0)

0(0)

III. WORK IN PROGRESS
Other initiatives at the university have also played a key role
in the development of the LEQ-process. For example, the
university administration has recently funded the development
and maintenance of a state-of-the-art system for semiautomated course evaluation (in which Borglund and NaimiAkbar have been involved). The system was officially
launched in 2015, making it possible for all teachers at KTH
to use the LEQ. As a result, teachers at KTH can easily create
and distribute an electronic LEQ to their students, obtain their
results in a customized report, and create a formally approved
course analysis in which the required course data is included
automatically [13]. At present, accumulated feedback from an
increasing number of users gives rise to further development
of the system as well as the LEQ. For example, the LEQ will
soon be offered in multiple versions, with different number of
statements depending on the teacher’s needs and preferences.
As concluded in the case study, the most important thing is
that teachers start working collegially with course evaluation
and development.
In 2014 KTH launched a unique and bold pedagogical
project, both in terms of financial investment and in terms of
exploring new ways to support pedagogical development at
university [14]. About 20 part-time educational developers
were recruited from the faculty (most of them associate
professors or professors), and the teaching and learning unit
was commissioned to support them in their mission to, in turn,
support their fellow researchers and teachers. The common
objectives were to 1) work hands-on with a group of teachers,
2) help them focus on the improvement of student learning
and 3) document the results. Some of the developers (among
them Carlsson, Colarieti Tosti, Havtun and Hjelm) decided to
implement the LEQ-process for this purpose, and thus
contributed to a first wave of dissemination of the process to
other parts of the university.
A working group with a particular focus on the LEQprocess was formed as well, including most of the authors of

this paper. Among other important advances, this work has for
example contributed with the way in which students can be
incorporated in the LEQ-process (see Fig. 1). The proposed
approach has been applied in a couple of feasibility studies by
Carlsson and Colarieti Tosti, with promising results in terms
of relevant contributions to course development. However, the
effort that is required to organize the students' effort is a
potential obstacle, both from the teachers and the students’
point of view. This issue has also emerged in discussions with
representatives from the student union at KTH (among them
Edström), with which we have established a fruitful exchange
about the LEQ initiative. Overall, the students are very
positive about this development.
A joint initiative among the larger group of pedagogical
developers has been to develop a number of workshops for
teachers. Central themes, derived from identified needs,
include: designing courses for motivation, formative feedback
for learning, intended learning outcomes and the course
syllabus, assessment methods, and flipped classroom. For
educational developers working with the LEQ-process, it is
thus possible to offer suitable workshops as part of the process
or as stand-alone events (see Fig. 1). In addition, some
workshops are offered on a regular basis to all teachers at
KTH, including participants in courses on teaching and
learning (which creates added value).
IV. LESSONS LEARNED AND WAY FORWARD
No doubt, the case study as well as the university’s
initiative with educational developers [14] have contributed
substantially to our present knowledge about the challenges
that are associated with the establishment of learning-oriented
communities of practice for teachers (in our case, using the
LEQ-process). Some of the lessons learned are:
•

•

•

•

•

The desirable change will only happen if the process
itself is happening – provide a responsible (and
suitable) person with sufficient resources to
coordinate the process. The same applies to the
participation of the students.
Do not underestimate the importance of including the
teachers and the students in the specific
implementation of the process – use an inclusive and
co-creative approach in order to increase the
incentives for active participation.
Teachers are very busy people – develop tools and
procedures that facilitate and revitalize the work that
teachers must do in their duties (like effective tools
for course evaluation and reporting, including the
participation of the students).
For the same reason, teachers tend to reject activities
beyond their zone of proximity – tailor professional
development (like workshops) to specific needs and
interests in the community of practice. If possible,
allow the teachers to include it in their records of
pedagogical qualification.
Making teachers collaborate and exchange
experience in a meaningful way is THE key to
success – progress may, at least initially, require that
pedagogical aspects (like the format of a course
evaluation) come second.
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Regarding the way forward, one of the most important
aspects is that which Edström [1] refers to as system
alignment. Of particular importance is the alignment of the
university’s regulations regarding course evaluation and the
main outcome of this work (which can be repeated): it is the
collaboration among teachers that matters most for the overall
improvement of quality in teaching and learning. Indeed, such
an instruction was recently decided at KTH, laying the ground
for a desirable long-term development. Even though the
university advocates a collaborative culture among its
teachers, it is unlikely to develop unless sufficient resources
are invested to support the establishment of self-sustained
communities of practice. Considering the progress that has
been accounted for in this paper, we believe that KTH has
good opportunities to succeed with this effort.
V. CONCLUSIONS
The results from this work are encouraging and suggest that
the developed process leads to the desirable change, both with
regard to making course evaluation more meaningful and
establishing a community of practice for teachers. Even
though it was found that the collaborative element was the
main cause of this change, it is important to keep in mind that
the LEQ has been specifically designed to facilitate the
exchange of experience among teachers, being more
informative, less threatening and based on research on
effective learning environments. From this point of view, the
LEQ is an advancement compared to previous course
evaluation formats. However, it is important to stress that it is
ultimately the process that makes the difference. The real
challenge is to realize a process like this in practice, and to
simultaneously promote learning for the students and
professional development for the teachers. The design of the
LEQ makes it an appropriate candidate for this purpose, which
we have tried to demonstrate in this work.
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