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Assessing and rewarding excellent academic teachers for the benefit of an
organization

Thomas Olsson* and Torgny Roxå

Faculty of Engineering, Lund University, Lund, Sweden

(Received 1 October 2012; accepted 25 December 2012)

In this article we describe and analyse a system for rewarding excellence in
university teaching developed at the Faculty of Engineering at Lund University in
Sweden. Individual teachers are rewarded for the effort they invest in the support
of student learning. However, it is the organization that establishes a reward
system and it does so for developmental purposes. These two purposes, individual
and organizational, need to be balanced but the organizational perspective is wide
enough to host the individual perspective, especially if the individual teacher
contributes to the overall development at institutional level. The Faculty of
Engineering rewards teachers with a clear focus on student learning and a
developed capability to reflect scholarly on their teaching practice. The balance
between theoretical knowledge about teaching and student learning and the
actual teaching practice is crucial and examined in detail. It is the reflected
practitioner that is rewarded � for the benefit of the organization.

Keywords: teaching excellence; reward system; organizational development;
teaching portfolio; assessment of teaching excellence; impact of reward systems;
transferability of reward systems

Introduction

This article describes and analyses a system for rewarding excellence in university

teaching developed at the Faculty of Engineering at Lund University in Sweden.

A process covering more than 12 years is examined and the present article is based on

several investigations and conference papers presented over the years (Lund

University � Faculty of Engineering 2005; Antman and Olsson 2007; Olsson and

Roxå 2008, 2012; Olsson, Mårtensson, and Roxå 2010).

Lund University is a large, old (founded in 1666), and research-intensive

university with 47,000 students and more than 6000 employees. The university is

divided into eight faculties, each with significant independence in relation to the

central university leadership. The Faculty of Engineering (LTH) was established in

1961, and is the largest faculty of the university with 9600 students and 1500

employees. For two decades, LTH has worked purposefully and systematically with

different measures to develop and reward teaching and student learning in

engineering education.

Important initiatives to increase the status and quality of university teaching

during the last 20 years stem from the Scholarship of Teaching and Learning
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European Journal of Higher Education, 2013

Vol. 3, No. 1, 40�61, http://dx.doi.org/10.1080/21568235.2013.778041

# 2013 Taylor & Francis

D
ow

nl
oa

de
d 

by
 [

L
un

d 
U

ni
ve

rs
ity

 L
ib

ra
ri

es
],

 [
T

ho
m

as
 O

ls
so

n]
 a

t 0
5:

55
 2

0 
M

ay
 2

01
3 

http://dx.doi.org/10.1080/21568235.2013.778041


movement, originating from North America (Boyer 1990) and the Teaching Quality

movement, mainly from the UK and Australia. Chalmers (2011) has reviewed these

initiatives to raise the status of teaching at universities and also discusses other

existing practices and evidence of change. This literature drives the assumptions

underlying the LTH approach. For example, Ramsden and Martin’s (1996) review of

reward systems in 32 Australian universities found that these systems emphasized

formal reward processes, with clear criteria defining what is meant by good teaching.
Such processes also included promotions, were considered important among staff,

and used existing academic cultures associated with research as a starting point. For

instance, peer review and portfolios were preferred � research-based approaches in

contrast to ‘unskilful administrative uses of student ratings.’ Ramsden and Martin also

found that only 47% of universities used any assessment criteria at all and more than

half relied on student feedback as the only source of evidence. Research and

scholarship were used as a criterion in 25% of the investigated universities. In addition,

there were considerable discrepancies between what universities declared about

the importance of teaching and what they actually did, and discrepancies between

the value teachers gave teaching and the value they actually experienced by the

universities. Ramsden and Martin (1996) summarize their study with change

strategies that narrow the gap between university policies and teachers’ perceptions,

use criteria and valid assessment methods, prepare award or promotion committees

properly, and use procedures embedded in recognized academic cultures.

Ten years later, Chism’s (2006) examination of 144 teaching awards at 85 United
States institutions found similar results. Less than half of the investigated award

programmes used specific assessment criteria, and when criteria existed they focused

on communication skills, organization, and high standards. Only 15% used

Scholarship of Teaching as a criterion, demonstrating how little importance was

placed on scholarly aspects of teaching and learning. Nomination letters is by far the

most commonly used evidence (92% of the programmes). In fact, 32% of the

programmes use recommendation letters as the only source of information about

candidates. In most programmes nothing was stated about the nature of evidence

expected and few programmes specifically matched criteria and evidence. Chism’s

recommendations include being clear about criteria, linking criteria and evidence,

and being explicit about standards � important aspects also stressed by many other

researchers (McAlpine and Harris 2002; Gibbs 1995; Kember and Kwan 2000;

Thompson et al. 1998; Casey, Gentile, and Bigger 1997).

Chism’s and Ramsden and Martin’s work point out that it is important to be

clear about why, in the first place, we want to reward good teachers for their

engagement and accomplishments. Also important to consider is who should be
rewarded and why. It might appear natural to reward individual teachers for their

achievements in teaching, preferably as measured in student learning and personal

development. It appears tasteful since many academic teachers are doing great things

with and for students without being acknowledged in an environment where research

tends to be treated as more important for tenure and promotion. However, without

neglecting individual teachers’ hard work and commitment towards students, it

might be important to focus on why such reward systems exist from an institutional

or organizational perspective.

The first perspective, a focus on individual teachers, is anchored in a belief that

academic teaching is an individual enterprise, driven by individual teachers’
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commitments. Here it would make sense to reward those who are doing a good job.

The problem is how to build processes and assessment procedures so that the right

individuals can be rewarded. The institutional perspective views teachers as part of

an organization or a collegial community. Teaching is linked to organizational and

cultural aspects which in turn enable the teacher and provide support (or not) for

teaching. There is a growing body of literature emphasizing teaching as a context-

dependent activity. Trowler, for instance, stressed teaching and learning regimes as

socially constructed traditions that affect individual teachers’ resources, thinking and

practices (2008). Roxå and Mårtensson (2011) have described micro cultures that

influence teaching decisions in academia. Ginns, Kitay and Prosser (2010) have

described how long-term outcomes of pedagogical courses are influenced by

the working context of the participants, and Gran (2006) has shown that the

environment can support staff development activities.

Evidence thus suggests that academic teachers are connected to, and to a varying

degree, dependent on their respective professional and organizational contexts.

Consequently, any reward schemes must be connected to the organizational context.

On the other hand, the individualistic perspective is not irrelevant. Teachers should

be individually rewarded for the effort they invest in the support of student learning,

but it is the organization that establishes a reward system, and it does so for

developmental purposes. From the individualistic perspective it might be sufficient to

show how the teacher has made a difference in students’ knowledge and skills. From

the organizational perspective, the evidence must go beyond the classroom or course

to show how the teacher has contributed to the overall organizational development.

How this can be done, and maybe more importantly, to what degree this contribution

should be valued, is something the organization has to monitor continuously, since

the value of contributions are dependent on the characteristics of the organization

(Roxå, Olsson, and Mårtensson 2008).

Aims of the reward system

The Pedagogical Academy at the Faculty of Engineering (LTH) at Lund University

was developed with regards to the literature on perceptions of quality teaching in

higher education (Boyer 1990; Barr and Tagg 1995; Elton 1998; Healey 2000; Knight

2002; Kreber 2000, 2002; Trigwell et al. 2000; Trigwell 2001; Trigwell and Shale 2004;

Prosser and Trigwell 1999; Abrahamsson 2001; Fransson and Wahlén 2001). The

Academy was first and foremost established to raise the overall quality of teaching

and student learning at the institutional level by rewarding excellent teachers and

their departments. This aim is supported by measures to stimulate pedagogical

development with a clear focus on the systematic improvement of teaching. For

example, teachers that meet specific quality criteria are recognized as having achieved

a high level of pedagogical competence and are rewarded by an increase in salary.

Teachers document, analyse and critically evaluate their teaching ideas and methods

and the learning of their students, so that the results can stimulate further

development. The assumption is that rewarded teachers will continue to contribute

to pedagogical development at departmental and institutional levels through active

participation in the local pedagogical debate and development at LTH (Ashwin and

Trigwell 2004) and by acting as mentors for younger teachers.
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The departments of rewarded teachers receive additional funding for every

teacher who is admitted into the Pedagogical Academy. As a consequence other

departments will suffer a decrease in funding, thus emphasizing that teaching and

learning is emphasized and invested in at the institutional level. Departments that
actively support teachers in the development of their teaching skills will probably

find it easier to recruit and maintain good teachers and, as a consequence, better

students.

LTH’s Pedagogical Academy

Teaching portfolio

Teachers apply to the Pedagogical Academy. This application is based on a peer-

reviewed teaching portfolio related to knowledge about teaching and student

learning. The teaching portfolio consists of a personal document where the teacher

presents his or her teaching philosophy (reflections about teaching and student
learning), together with integrated examples from their teaching practice. The

presentation and assessment of pedagogical qualifications using a teaching portfolio

has been established in other contexts as well (Seldin 1997; Apelgren and Giertz

2001; Giertz 2003; Magin 1998; Ryegård, Apelgren, and Olsson 2010). This portfolio

should provide insight into how the teacher sees the relation between teaching and

learning in relation to his or her teaching practice, and should reflect the personal

teaching philosophy in relation to theoretical aspects about teaching in higher

education. Integrated examples, described and analysed to show how and why
different teaching measures were introduced, are fundamental and indispensable

parts of the portfolio. The practical teaching examples, accompanied by evidence of

outcomes, provide insight into what the teacher considers to be especially important

in relation to the teaching philosophy.

How a teaching portfolio at LTH might be written is illustrated by the example

given below. This example shows how a teacher, after having discussed his teaching

philosophy at the beginning of the portfolio, presents an example from his practice

and how this practice developed based on observations of teaching and student
learning together with theoretical reflections, and also some conclusions and further

developmental changes:

In 2007 I was given the responsibility of teaching Packaging Logistics. My PhD thesis
was entitled ‘On the interactions between packaging and logistics’ so I was very keen to
teach students and was very confident about the subject. I also had insights into the
course curriculum and the students’ profiles and attitudes since I had been lecturer and
supervisor in previous years. Given this background, my colleague NN and I questioned
how students learned the subject; we saw a need to redesign the whole teaching- and
student learning approach. At the time the curriculum was based on traditional lectures
which ‘inserted’ knowledge, a class case study, a small project on a specific topic, and a
traditional written exam at the end. We concluded that the quality of learning was not
that of the higher levels of Bloom’s taxonomy, synthesis and evaluation. Moreover, the
quality of the project was relatively low since the project was ‘school-like’ where the
students wrote about a specific topic and did not actively solve any real problems. In
addition, the project was peripheral to the curriculum and not something which was
assessed. Basically, the curriculum was acceptable but the student learning process was
not. Hence, a new teaching- and student-learning approach was needed. We needed to
generate an active learning environment.
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To proactively achieve an active learning environment several student-centred
teaching strategies are available. Project-based learning is one well-known example
of an active learning environment which focuses on co-operative learning and
learning through experiences (Solomon, 2003). NN and I quickly found that
introducing project-based learning would make students more active in their learning
process. According to Thomas (2000), projects need to focus on a problem drives
students to encounter and struggle with the central concepts and principles of a
discipline. To do this, we introduced projects where, in groups, students co-operatively
evaluate and improve existing packaging systems from a packaging logistics
perspective. In order to eliminate rivalry between project groups and instead facilitate
communication and dialogue among all students, each project group was given a
specific product, such as Danisco granular sugar or Star Wars Lego toy; all the
products have unique supply chain requirements and requirements on their packaging
system. By making students carry out a ‘real’ project in close co-operation with
industry we aimed to actively involve the students and make them the drivers of an
investigation.

The investment in introducing project-based learning paid off. Not only were the
students more active individually, in project groups and in the class they also took on
greater responsibility and a more active role in their own learning, as they were the
drivers of the projects. Similar to Brush (2002), I also found that co-operative
learning can improve student participation. In the project students constantly gain
understanding of topics and concepts presented in lectures and literature, and
evaluate whether these are applicable to their project problem. Within the project
group students discuss the topics and concepts and jointly decide on what to apply to
their problem, i.e. this illustrates co-operative learning. As the project is carried out
in co-operation with industry, students also learn how to deal with reality, how to
make contact with a company, how to overcome difficulties in collecting data, how
to deal with lack of data, how to work in teams, etc. This result in students
developing deep levels of understanding, as well as problem-solving and commu-
nication skills which help them in academia and in their future workplace
(Thompson, 2007).

I would argue that the students’ learning outcome resulted in high-level synthesis
and application of the packaging logistics concept. I am always impressed by
students’ project results and find it fascinating how well they have carried out the
project. Students come up with all kinds of creative and innovative ideas, from
radical ones to simple and effective solutions. I often think that I would not have
been able to solve matters as well as the students, i.e. they have surpassed their
teacher! To communicate and share students’ results I am in the process of writing a
book where student results will act as illustrative case studies of the potential of
packaging logistics.

When reflecting on the introduction of project-based learning, I see that the major
aspect changed was not the curriculum itself, but the approach to teaching and
learning. Similar kinds of lectures which were held before the introduction of
project-based learning in 2007 were also held in 2009, but the aim of the lectures was
not to ‘insert’ knowledge but to serve as input to the students’ project. However, to
support the introduction of project-based learning a change in assessment mode was
needed (See section 3.2; Combining assessment modes). Moreover, a structured way
to provide feedback to the students was needed to secure the development of the
project (See section 3.3; Feedback seminars).
(From a teaching portfolio at LTH; written in English)

Note how the portfolio author, in the analysis of this specific example, starts from a

problem in the teaching practice. The problem is identified by several observations of
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teaching approaches as well as student learning achievements. The analysis, related to

appropriate theoretical aspects, continues with an investigation of different strategies

that could solve the problem. The investigation ends with conclusions and examples
of improved student learning, also related to relevant literature citations. In each

portfolio the teaching philosophy must be consistent with the teaching practice. The

example below shows the beginning of a teacher’s description of his teaching

philosophy:

It would not be fair to say that I subscribe to a single outspoken teaching philosophy.
Instead I have some basic ideas and beliefs that guide my approach to teaching and my
interactions with students. These ideas and beliefs are based on thorough reflection and
analysis of my experiences acquired in the classroom, and from designing courses and
course material. They are also a product of the pedagogical training I have received, of
the pedagogical literature I have read, and of the ongoing discussion with colleagues
about teaching related matters. It follows that as my experiences change, and my
pedagogical expertise evolve over time, so does my approach to teaching. Still, there are
some underlying ideas that have remained, and that have been reinforced over the years.
I consider these to be the foundation for my continuously evolving teaching philosophy.
One such core idea is the importance of ‘learning by doing’ as a means to internalize
knowledge, to really understand a subject, and thereby make it meaningful. Dewey
(1938) characterizes ‘learning by doing’ as a process where the student [. . .] My belief in
hands-on application as an important part of the learning process also means that I find
theories concerning Experiential Learning (see for example Lewin [1942/1951] and Kolb
[1984]) very relevant [....]
(From a teaching portfolio at LTH; written in English)

Note how the author reflects on the fundamentals of the teaching philosophy. It is

based on reflection and analysis of classroom experiences, from designing courses

and course materials, from pedagogical training and pedagogical literature, and from

ongoing pedagogical discussions with colleagues. The reflection continues and as

experiences change over time, so does the pedagogical expertise, and consequently

the approach to teaching. The description ends with underlying ideas, underpinned

with integrated theoretical aspects, forming a foundation for a continuously evolving

teaching philosophy.
A teaching portfolio is especially relevant if we regard excellent teaching as

‘documented achievement’ (Magin 1998), allowing the teacher to link good teaching

with assessment criteria (Ramsden and Martin 1996; Chism 2006). Finally, all

examples of teaching practices, as with other areas of the portfolio, are supported by

documentation or references (Lund University � Faculty of Engineering 2005).

When a teacher applies for acceptance to the Pedagogical Academy, testimonials

must also be included confirming that he or she has had discussions about the

content of the teaching portfolio with at least two teachers, acting as critical friends

(Handal 1999), who have already been accepted into the Pedagogical Academy. The

critical friends are not required to assess the portfolio. The idea behind these

discussions is to try to calibrate the standards and to improve the quality of the

portfolio and to further develop collegial discussions.

Teachers at LTH are offered a course on how to write teaching portfolios. This

course is given annually, and follows the ideas about teaching portfolios described

in this article, though it is not connected to the process of acceptance to the

Pedagogical Academy. Many teachers attend the course because they want to
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increase their abilities to write a good portfolio when applying for a position or

promotion.

Criteria

The criteria that the assessment for acceptance into the Pedagogical Academy is based

on focus on three major areas: student learning, development over time, and a scholarly

approach to teaching and student learning, In their teaching portfolio and during an

interview, teachers must be able to describe, analyse, discuss and present information

relevant to the following criteria (Lund University � Faculty of Engineering 2005):

(1) Focus on the students’ learning process
� The applicant’s teaching practices based on the learning

perspective

� The applicant’s teaching and learning philosophy and teaching

activities as an integrated whole

� The applicant’s practical teaching in relation to the students

(2) Clear development over time

� The applicant’s efforts in his or her teaching, to consciously and

systematically develop students’ learning, and their ability to
learn how to learn

� The applicant’s ideas and plans for continued development as a

teacher

(3) A scholarly approach

� The applicant’s reflections on his or her teaching activities using

higher educational theory and knowledge of didactics relevant

to his or her discipline

� The applicant’s search for and creation of knowledge concerning
the students’ learning process in his or her own teaching

� The applicant’s collaboration with others, the sharing of knowl-

edge and experience in teaching and student learning through

discussions, participation in conferences, publications, etc.

These criteria focus on the student learning process and on a scholarly approach to

teaching and learning. They signal high expectations as they require substantially more

than what is required for promotion or application to a teacher position. Further, it is
very important, and it cannot be stressed enough, that it is the reflected teaching

practice that is assessed. The teaching philosophy, reflections about teaching and

learning in relation to the literature of higher education, could be excellent and be

evidence for an outstanding degree of knowledge. However, if the teaching philosophy

is not related to integrated examples from the teaching practice, it is of no value in this

assessment � which is an assessment of a reflected teaching practice.

Over the years we have increasingly come to emphasize the importance of the

teaching subject or subject area. This emphasis will result in the inclusion of new
criteria, either as an additional area, or integrated within the existing criteria. This

idea has been suggested in the literature. For example, in Shulman’s (1986) discussion

of subject matter content knowledge, pedagogical content knowledge, and curricular

knowledge, there is an emphasis in each of context and subject matter area.
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Assessment procedure

Applications to the Pedagogical Academy are made to one of two of LTH teacher

appointment committees. The assessment procedure is divided into various parts.

The most important piece of evidence is the teaching portfolio, which forms the

framework for the description and reflected analysis of the teaching practice. The

ten- to 12-page portfolio (pedagogical philosophy and integrated examples) includes

examples of teaching practices, supported by testimonials, references or other

documentation. The application also includes a recommendation from the teacher’s

department head, verifying that the teacher in question is an excellent teacher and

has no shortcomings in his or her relation to students or colleagues. It is also in line

with LTH’s institutional policy to provide the department head with the opportunity

to raise his or her own awareness of pedagogical competence within the department.

It is part of the effort of LTH to make teaching quality and student learning an

important organizational aspect. Finally, a CV with a section dedicated to the

description of pedagogical activities is required, together with testimonials confirm-

ing the discussions with two critical friends.

All evidence (portfolio, recommendation, CV, and the testimonials) is evaluated

by a group of teachers (the Assessment Group), who also interviews the applicant.

These members of the Pedagogical Academy have undergone specific training in the

assessment process. Appointed by the Teacher Appointment Committee, they,

together with an affiliated pedagogical expert, perform the assessment and provide

recommendations to the Teacher Appointment Committee. These recommendations

are written as qualitative assessments against the criteria. The main parts of the

portfolio are analysed and assessed in relation to whether they support a learning

perspective, if there is clear development over time, and to what extent the teaching

practice is based on a scholarly approach to teaching and student learning. Below is

an example of such a recommendation that clearly indicates the formative nature of

the assessment (note that the portfolio in question is of very high quality):

Assessment of NNs application

NN presents a very well-written and complex teaching portfolio with sophisticated
reflections related to educational examples of very different characters � but always with
student learning in the foreground. The portfolio deals with educational activities that
reflect NN’s different roles within LTH � teacher and academic leader � with a clear
focus on the pedagogical process. NN’s teaching philosophy is based on Kolb’s theory of
learning and he argues that ‘learning takes place primarily when students perform some
form of cognitive process in which information is processed, reworked and is given a
new design.’ Since the pedagogical practice involves several levels of the organization,
the learning that is discussed in this portfolio affects not only students but also
especially teachers, academic leaders and the organization as a whole.

The portfolio continues with examples that clarify the width as well as the depth of NN’s
extensive practice related to educational issues. At course level aspects of active learning
are discussed in relation to lectures in the form of teacher-led step by step problem
solving; development of screen casts, training videos available online; a course in applied
water chemistry where the pedagogical approach is based on cooperative learning; and
industrial cooperation in a course about mass transport. All examples are exemplary
structured with analyses and problematizations about the pedagogical practice,
observations and reflections of teaching and learning, as well as planning and further
development. The degree programme in Environmental Engineering was launched,
developed and implemented by NN and in the portfolio he presents interesting and
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common pedagogical issues related to this extensive project. The same applies to CEQ,
Course Experience Questionnaire, a summative evaluation system for student evalua-
tions of all courses at LTH implemented by NN. A crucial argument for introducing the
system was that it is based on higher education research and that it focuses on fostering
a learning perspective. NN argues, for good reasons, that the CEQ system has
contributed to the development of organizational learning at LTH and he presents an
interesting model of the learning that takes place at different levels within the
organization in relation to the evaluation system. The model is of widespread
pedagogical value and the assessment group hopefully anticipates that NN will present
and publish it in different contexts. Finally, NN discusses a project about the
development of criteria for classification levels of courses. The guidelines that the
project resulted in are quite unique for LTH since they contain a qualitative dimension
that describes the complexity of knowledge formation and thus aim to influence the
educational process. This deliberate attempt to support pedagogical development at
institutional level can also be seen in the different pedagogical courses at LTH, in the
reward system (the Pedagogical Academy), and the evaluation system (CEQ) and NN
has been an important person involved, and a source of inspiration, in all these different
contexts.

NN is a distinguished teacher and educator and the learning perspective is unques-
tionable and evident from the portfolio and during the interview. He presents a
convincing, and since almost 30 years ongoing, educational development with ideas and
plans for the future. The portfolio indicates a clear integration between theoretical
aspects of university teaching and practical teaching activities. NN continuously
examines the effects of pedagogical actions on student learning in a broad sense, and
this work extends from formative evaluations during a specific course to the
implementation of a summative faculty wide course evaluation system. NN collaborates
with others and shares knowledge and experiences in teaching and student learning
through articles, presentations in different contexts, and through a very successful
educational leadership work at programme and faculty level. NN is confident about his
own skills and abilities and this helps him to present, pursue and implement new and
sometimes controversial educational innovations. This work is of great importance for
improving student learning at LTH � for individual students, other teachers and the
faculty as a whole.

The overall assessment shows that the complexity of the pedagogical reasoning, the
theoretical capacity, is presented in a holistic portfolio that in all parts reaches a
relational level, and the reflection within the pedagogical practice, the ability to reflect
scholarly on teaching and learning, is exceptionally well developed, with extensive
sharing of knowledge and experiences in the field of teaching and learning in higher
education.

The Assessment Group’s recommendations

By virtue of the above assessment, the assessment group recommends that the
committee approves NN’s application for admission to LTH’s Pedagogical Academy.
NN presents a teaching portfolio of outstanding quality. The assessment group trusts
that NN continues his successful pedagogical activities with special focus on educational
leadership and strategic organizational development. NN will remain an important
academic leader with continued significant influence on LTH’s successful development
of teaching and student learning.
(Assessment of an application to LTH’s Pedagogical Academy; translated from
Swedish)

Note how the assessment starts with an overview of strengths and (not applicable in

this case) weaknesses of the application. The portfolio is complex, with sophisticated
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reflections related to practical examples of various characters. The teaching

philosophy is described and analysed. The assessment continues with analyses of

the educational practice, in this case at course level, programme level, and

institutional level. Finally, an assessment against the criteria for acceptance into
the Pedagogical Academy is presented. The learning perspective, the development

over time, the integration between theoretical aspects and practical teaching

activities, effects on student learning, and collaborations and sharing of knowledge

and experiences with others are analysed and commented. The assessment concludes

with a recommendation that the committee approves the application, including

further recommendations to the applicant.

Teachers whose qualifications meet the criteria are awarded the distinction

Excellent Teaching Practitioner, ETP, formalized in a certificate signed by the Dean
of LTH. The teacher also receives an increase in salary, and his or her department

will receive additional undergraduate teaching funds. Once awarded the distinction

of ETP, a teacher cannot lose it. Just as the title of senior researcher is a life-time

award (even if no more research ever would be conducted), it seemed natural that a

teaching award should follow a similar pattern. However, the teacher is expected to

continue to strive towards improved teaching practices. Apart from continuing to

work on their own development, they should also act as advisers for other teachers

contemplating application to the Pedagogical Academy, and as pedagogical partners
in dialogues with others within their department. They should also contribute in

other ways to vitalizing the pedagogical debate, and have the responsibility of

spreading information on LTH’s Pedagogical Academy. Furthermore, a lecturer who

has been awarded the distinction of ETP may be called upon to assess future

applications. The main aim of the Pedagogical Academy is to promote the

development of teaching and learning at LTH. Those whose qualifications are not

yet considered sufficient are encouraged to continue their efforts in teaching, with the

focus on student learning, and to develop their teaching portfolio, with the aim of
submitting a new application at a later date.

Assessment perspective � theoretical discussions

We have introduced a new concept, pedagogical competence, partly to illustrate the

complex nature of assessing teaching portfolios and teaching qualifications in

general (Olsson, Mårtensson, and Roxå 2010). The aim is to emphasize a

developmental aspect rather than a specific level of competence. To become and to
be an excellent teacher is a continuous endeavour rather than a fixed state. An

illustrative model, presented in Figure 1, has been developed and presented elsewhere

(Olsson, Mårtensson, and Roxå 2010; Olsson and Roxå 2012).

This model is based on several theoretical aspects (Olsson and Roxå 2012). Kolb’s

learning cycle (1984) is central, but also concepts such as conceptual change (e.g.

Posner et al. 1982), cognitive dissonance (Festinger 1957), theories of reflection

(Schön 1983; Mezirow 1991; Kreber and Castleden 2009), and espoused theories and

theories-in-use together with single- and double-loop learning (Argyris and Schön
1974, 1978) are important.

At the core of the model are four essential characteristics of pedagogical

competence � pedagogical practice or actual teaching activities related to student

learning; observation of teaching and student learning; theory or theoretical
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knowledge of teaching and student learning; and planning as a means for improved

pedagogical practice.

Pedagogical practice is indispensable and involves all kinds of teaching activities

such as lecturing, experimental work, excursions, practices, supervision, and

assessment. It is within the pedagogical practice that the teacher actively supports

student learning through teaching. We identify the qualitative level of the

pedagogical practice as teaching skills. Teachers’ own observations of their teaching

and their students learning is important if we want to develop and increase the

quality of the teaching practice. What a teacher observes and how observations are

interpreted is closely related to personal conceptions of teaching and student

learning and to an emergent learning perspective. Theoretical and personalized

knowledge about teaching and student learning is a fundamental part of a

professional university teacher’s expertise. This knowledge can be achieved through

formal training in university pedagogy, but informed pedagogical discussions among

colleagues are also important. A theoretical area of particular significance is

‘pedagogical content knowledge’ (Shulman 1986), which concerns theories about

teaching a specific subject or subject area. Planning for higher quality of the teaching

practice and the implementation of new ideas constitutes the phase where a new or

developed understanding takes the form of a practice. This could be limited by

framework factors, such as economy or programme design, but successful observa-

tions and theoretically underpinned reflections could also reveal new possibilities

that would otherwise never even been considered.

Figure 1. Pedagogical competence � a model.
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We name the ability to move through the complete circular model � practice,

observation, theory and planning � pedagogical competence. Such competence

presumes that the teacher possesses broad, deep, high-quality knowledge of the

subject of teaching and demonstrates an ability to use this knowledge in research-

related, practical, pedagogical actions. As graphically illustrated, pedagogical

competence is a broader concept than teaching skills (Figure 1), a distinction

consistent with Magin (1998) in his discussions of ‘demonstrated proficiency’ and

‘documented achievement.’ Teaching skills, a central part of pedagogical compe-

tence, is demonstrated through teaching practice that actively supports student

learning. Subject matter content knowledge, pedagogical content knowledge, and

curricular knowledge (Shulman 1986) are critically important. Development over

time is essential; consequently an excellent teacher continuously observes and reflects

on the teaching practice and its effect on student learning. Based on theoretical

knowledge and observations, the teacher analyses his or her teaching practice, draws

rational conclusions, and make plans for continued development. Through this

process, the teacher demonstrates pedagogical competence. These criteria are

fundamental in the qualitative assessment of pedagogical competence. Within the

framework there is also an overall assessment from different perspectives: from

theory (theoretical knowledge about teaching and student learning, demonstrated by

the complexity of pedagogical reasoning) and from pedagogical practice (the ability

to reflect scholarly on teaching and learning, with the help of theoretical knowledge),

and how well these perspectives are integrated with each other (Biggs and Collis

1982; Kreber 2002).
Figure 2 illustrates a model for assessing pedagogical competence (Antman and

Olsson 2007). The model was developed within a research project that studied the

first three application rounds of the Pedagogical Academy, and ties together

pedagogical practice and theoretical knowledge about teaching and learning.

The model has two dimensions. Theoretical knowledge is developed from

fragmented knowledge via more and more structured knowledge to an integrated

Fragmented 
knowledge 

Structured 
knowledge 

Integrated 
understanding 

Unreflective 
and intuitive 
practice 

Informed and 
partially reflective 
practice – but mainly 
without knowledge 
and exchange of 
experiences with 
others  

Advanced reflective 
practice – with public 
exchange of 
knowledge and 
experiences with 
others 

THEORY
The complexity of 
pedagogical reasoning 

PEDAGOGICAL PRACTICE 
Reflection on teaching and 
student learning  

Figure 2. Overall assessment model.
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holistic understanding. Pedagogical practice is a crucial and irreplaceable part of

pedagogical competence. The ability to reflect on teaching and learning is central as

pedagogical practice develops from being an unreflective or intuitive practice to

being a more and more reflective and scholarly practice with increasing public
exchange of knowledge and experiences with others. The assumption of course is that

all teaching should support student learning and that learning depends foremost on

the interplay between the teacher, the student and the subject. Teaching can be seen

as an offer of support to the student (the learner) but there is not a straightforward

correlation between pedagogical competence and student learning (Prosser and

Trigwell 1999). A pedagogically competent teacher continuously develops his or her

familiarity with the complexity of student learning, reflects upon and draws

conclusions from student learning through observations and/or systematic investiga-
tions leading to refined analyses of student learning. It is the documented outcome of

this process that forms the backbone of the assessment process in the reward system

described here. Teachers who show that they approach their role as teacher in this

way are likely to succeed in the process.

Development of LTH’s Pedagogical Academy

The Faculty of Engineering started to offer pedagogical courses for its teachers in the
beginning of the 1990’s (Olsson, Mårtensson, and Roxå 2010). By the end of the

decade these courses were so popular that the Dean allocated funding for a three-

year academic development programme, including more pedagogical courses and

consulting for all levels of LTH. The Dean also had an idea that the faculty should

recognize interested and excellent teachers by forming a Pedagogical Academy. A

working group, consisting of teachers from LTH and others with pedagogical

expertise, developed a first version of a system for rewarding teachers. The first group

of teachers, proposed by the Heads of Departments, were assessed and rewarded in
2001. By 2003 LTH had gained considerable experience in rewarding teachers but

problems and questions needed to be investigated further. By this time LTH had a

new Dean and she decided that no teachers should be accepted into the Pedagogical

Academy before the system had been thoroughly researched. A research project was

launched as a cooperative project between teachers/researchers at LTH and educa-

tional researchers from Lund University (Antman and Olsson 2007). The project

resulted in a new version of the Academy in 2005. The main improvements included

better criteria and a more transparent and robust assessment procedure (better
educated assessment group, qualitative assessment protocols, and formalized decision

authorities). At the same time the project resulted in valuable knowledge about how to

reward excellence in university teaching. Ongoing research in this area continues today

(see for example, Olsson and Roxå 2008 2012; Larsson, Anderberg, and Olsson 2012).

The Pedagogical Academy is financed by the undergraduate teaching budget. The

cost associated with the reward system is covered by reducing the amount given to

other departments for each undergraduate student. A full reduction affects those

departments where no teachers have been awarded the status of ETP. The model
sends a clear signal to LTH’s departments that they should encourage ETP

competence in relation to the number of students they teach. It also underlines the

fact that departments that make a conscious effort to increase the competence of

their teachers will be rewarded. At the same time, it can also be noted that
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departments without ETPs will suffer only a modest reduction in undergraduate

funding. In the overall perspective this reduction might be small in numbers but still

carry a clear message.

The demands of the pedagogical academy must be balanced in relation to
organizational capacity

Just establishing a reward system is necessarily not enough to drive change in

academic settings (Roxå, Mårtenson, and Alveteg 2011). Leaders have to include

other aspects in the design while adapting and implementing any reward system for

developmental purposes. First, the very concept of development is contested and

highly related to ideology (Webb 1996a, 1996b). Academic organizations are often

characterized by plurality and critical thinking related to the ability to construct and

defend complex bodies of personalized knowledge. Therefore, development in

academia often relates to deep and long lasting elements of the academic culture

rather than for example the day-to-day constructed agendas of political organiza-

tions or corporate enterprises. Leaders and managers of higher education cannot

expect academics to develop through predefined pathways; development is reached

through a process of learning and interpersonal negotiation (Roxå and Mårtensson

2009). Therefore, development in academia may be demanded in general terms, even

awareness of organizational aims, context, and the society can be included in criteria

and being rewarded, but the content and direction of the development chosen is

harder to prescribe, let alone to govern (Bauer et al. 1999; Stensaker 2006; Merton

et al. 2009).

Other aspects of organizational culture also come into play. To implement a

reward system is a political act within the organization and the power structures

have to be considered in the process. Research and researchers traditionally are

more highly regarded than is teaching and teachers. Under these conditions the

reward system needs to attract attention from the researchers. If, as is the case here,

the culture is research-intensive, important researchers can destroy or at least

damage the system if they find it appropriate. Using criteria and procedures based

on research from the Scholarship of Teaching and Learning (Roxå, Olsson, and

Mårtensson 2008) provides an organizationally appropriate foundation for this

effort.

Organizational development in general (Ancona et al. 2009), and academic

development in particular, are dependent on complex and interacting organizational

matters (Roxå, Mårtenson, and Alveteg 2011). The case described in this article

exists in parallel with an extensive programme for academic development:

pedagogical courses, student evaluations, campus conferences, extensive consulting

(Mårtensson, Roxå, and Olsson 2011), and an engaged, informed, and persistent

academic leadership. Development of university teaching is not a quick fix. Effects

will not be measurable on a yearly basis but have to move through organizational

networks and workgroups before they may become visible (Roxå and Mårtensson

2012; Trigwell 2012). It is more likely that a long-term and multifaceted approach to

organizational development, specifically made for the organizational culture at hand,

will be successful.
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Evidence of impact

In this section we describe some of the attempt made to evaluate the reward system.

Note that this is not about the procedurals where the rewarded teachers are assessed;

it is about whether the reward system itself contributes to an overall organizational

development. One measure of impact was taken from the results of the faculty wide

course evaluation system, the Course Experience Questionnaire (CEQ) developed by

Ramsden (1991). We used CEQ data from 2006, 2007, and 2008 to compare courses

in which rewarded teachers played a significant role, with all evaluated courses at

LTH during the same years. The result showed that rewarded teachers are

responsible for higher rated courses, according to student evaluations (Olsson and

Roxå 2008). Average results for these courses were higher than for all courses in all

five categories, especially good teaching and clear goals and standards. Even if the

criteria of the reward system are demanding and extensive, and applies for more than

just teaching in the classroom, it is vital that teachers considered excellent by LTH

also are appreciated by the students.

Another issue worth investigating is how reward systems contribute to the overall

development of teaching and learning at the institutional level and its capacity to

bring about cultural changes. Our findings (Olsson and Roxå 2008) point towards a

significant impact on the local culture, especially as illustrated by who are rewarded.

One third of the rewarded teachers are full professors; several leaders at faculty level,

including the dean, are rewarded; one third of the heads of departments are

rewarded; several members of the two teacher appointment committees, education

boards, and research boards are rewarded. The system also affects policy levels,

especially recruitment and promotion, faculty competitiveness, and many official

documents. The fact that the system has implications for funding and distribution of

resources should also not be underestimated.

We have also investigated how pedagogical practice is expressed in teaching

portfolios and how it has developed over time by comparing portfolios from 2003

and 2010 (Larsson, Anderberg, and Olsson 2012). Five categories were used in this

study. Are there discussions about: (1) what is taught in a subject/course; (2) how

the subject is taught; (3) the effects on student learning; (4) visible linkage and

coherence between theory and practice; and (5) sharing and disseminating of

expertise and best practice? The results show (Larsson, Anderberg, and Olsson

2012) that the portfolios from 2010 are more reflective with respect to analyses of

what is taught and how a subject is taught. In 2003 similar discussions were either

not present or only descriptive. In 2003 no linkage between theory and practice was

found in any of the investigated portfolios whereas in 2010 theory was used to

describe or develop practice, and in one occasion new theory was developed.

Analyses of effects on student learning were more based on purposely designed

investigations in 2010, whereas in 2003 such analyses were either not found or only

based on subjective experiences. Finally, when it comes to sharing and disseminat-

ing of knowledge and experiences a clear development from departmental levels to

institutional and national levels were found. More arenas were available in 2010,

which is clearly visible in the portfolios. Further, we triangulated these results by

investigating how papers presented at a biennial campus conference at LTH have

developed, using papers from 2003 and 2010. The results (Larsson, Anderberg, and

Olsson 2012) were similar to those found with teaching portfolios. In 2010 more
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D
ow

nl
oa

de
d 

by
 [

L
un

d 
U

ni
ve

rs
ity

 L
ib

ra
ri

es
],

 [
T

ho
m

as
 O

ls
so

n]
 a

t 0
5:

55
 2

0 
M

ay
 2

01
3 



papers were clearly focused on student learning and integrated relevant research.

In short, a clear development of quality, according to the criteria described above,

of teaching portfolios as well as conference articles is evident between 2003 and

2010.

Transferability

LTH’s system for rewarding excellence in university teaching, especially for the
benefit of an organization, has gained much positive attention within Lund

University, nationally at other Swedish universities, and internationally. We receive

many invitations to hold key-notes, lectures, seminars, and workshops, to assess

teaching portfolios, and to arrange educations and participate in projects about

rewarding excellent teachers. Similar reward systems have been developed at three

other faculties at Lund University: the Faculty of Natural Sciences, the Faculty of

Medicine, and the Faculty of Social Sciences. Several Swedish universities, for

example the Karolinska Institute, Örebro University, Mälardalen University, Umeå
University, and Uppsala University, and also some universities in other Nordic

countries, have developed reward systems. Experiences and research results from

LTH have played an essential role in the development of these systems. Other

countries where we have participated in different activities related to reward systems

include Germany (workshops and keynote), South Africa (research project; work-

shops and seminars), India (workshops and seminars), Macedonia (keynote and

assessment of teaching portfolios), US (workshops and seminars), UK (seminars and

assessment of portfolios), Canada (workshops and seminars), Australia (workshop),
and Denmark (workshops and keynotes).

Transferability and migration of ideas within academia is important but difficult.

It is not advisable to copy a system from one university or faculty and import it to

another institution. Any reward system has to be adjusted to the local culture or it

will most certainly not be successful. To illustrate, two reward systems (the Faculty of

Social Sciences at Lund University, and the Faculty of Science and Technology at

Uppsala University) are described in some detail. Note similarities but also

differences compared to LTH’s Pedagogical Academy.

Extension of the LTH Pedagogical Academy

The faculty reward system as LTH has contributed to the development of similar
systems elsewhere. A reward system at the Faculty of Social Sciences at Lund

University, called the Teaching Academy, was launched in 2011. This Teaching

Academy includes two levels of distinction, Qualified Teaching Practitioner (QTP),

and Excellent Teaching Practitioner (ETP). The differences between these levels are

defined by assessment criteria. The assessment procedure includes a teaching

portfolio, CV, recommendation from the Head of Department, discussions with

two colleagues, interview, assessment panel, and decision. The teaching portfolio

should be a ‘well-structured, running text and should be 5000�7000 words in length.’
The assessment panel is comprised of teachers from the Teaching Academy,

rewarded at the level of ETP, and an external teaching expert. This panel decides

on a recommendation to the Board of the Faculty of Social Sciences (ETP, QTP, or

not to put the application to the Board). The assessment criteria for the two levels of
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distinction include for QTP level the students’ learning process, a scholarly approach

that reflects subject breadth and depth, teaching skills and commitment, holistic view

and interaction, and finally continual improvement and in depth reflection. At the

level of ETP a progression at QTP level must be shown together with skills in leading,

organizing and reflecting on educational development, and an ability to enable

creative dialogues within and between different subjects and the surrounding

community. Experience show that assessment becomes more complicated when a
reward system contains more than one level of distinction, mainly because applicants

might apply to criteria at the higher level and at the same time be quite week on

criteria at the lower level.

The vice chancellor of Uppsala University decided in 2011 that all faculties at the

university should develop systems for rewarding excellent teachers. The Faculty of

Science and Technology at Uppsala University launched its system in the fall of 2012.

It comprises one reward level, Excellent Teacher. The assessment procedure includes

a teaching portfolio, CV, recommendation from the Head of Department, interview,

pedagogical test, assessors, and decision in a Board for Excellent Teachers. The

teaching portfolio should be 10�15 pages in length. The teaching portfolio is similar

to what has been described above. It should include examples from the applicants

teaching practice illustrating how the teacher’s thinking about education and

learning relates to concrete actions. The portfolio should also reflect the breadth

of pedagogical activities, including assessment, supervision, pedagogical develop-

ment work, and leadership.
The Faculty of Science and Technology has introduced a Board for Excellent

Teachers that will make decisions, based on recommendations of assessors, on

whether to accept or reject applicants as excellent teachers. Two assessors will assess

each application, one male and one female. At least one of the assessors must come

from a university other than Uppsala University, and at least one must have his or

her scientific competence within the applicant’s subject area. The Board decides,

based on the assessments of the assessors, an interview, and the results of a

pedagogical test (the nature of which is not fully determined), if the applicant should

be accepted as excellent teacher. The assessment criteria include teaching skills, a

comprehensive view, a scientific and scholarly approach, collaborations with

colleagues and students, and pedagogical leadership.

These two systems, from Lund University and Uppsala University, are both

inspired by LTH’s Pedagogical Academy. However, note the differences which

make them unique and adapted to the culture and traditions of the respective

context.
Umeå University, Uppsala University, Stockholm University and Lund

University (Faculty of Engineering) have developed a national course for assessors

of pedagogical competence. This course is inspired by the development of reward

systems at universities nationally. The aim is to develop the ability to assess

pedagogical competence at universities locally by offering support and education at

a national level. Assessments by experts could potentially act as drivers for quality

enhancement if they contain constructive developmental feedback. This aspect

is a fundamental part of the course. This national course was developed as a

joint effort between universities that previously had cooperated in a two-year

project about the Scholarship of Teaching and Learning in Swedish Higher

Education � Strategic Development of Pedagogical Competence (Ryegård, Apelgren,
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and Olsson 2010). In this project ten Swedish universities worked together to define

and develop the concept of pedagogical competence. Inspiration from the work with

LTH’s Pedagogical Academy played an important role in the development of the

project.

Concluding remarks

Some themes that we have discussed throughout this text deserve to be emphasized.

The first is the need to align evidence, criteria, and standards in any reward system.

In research, as in all scholarly activities, congruence among aspects presented and

claims made is essential for quality. Only through scholarly assessment of teaching

skills and teaching competence the matters described here become trustworthy within

an academic context. From this it follows that any system designed to assess and

reward excellence in university teaching must build on relevant research and

literature. Reward systems implemented for cosmetic purposes will inevitably

counteract the development of university teaching.

Secondly, even if educational theory and academic teaching might appear

disconnected and sometimes even contradictory, this experience is false. Although,

as in all scholarly activities, theory supports observation and understanding, it does

not equal the practice. On the other hand, to exclusively engage in practice provides

no understanding and most important no language or accounts usable for others to

build on. Therefore, the link between practice and theory is unavoidable in a system

striving to assess teaching competence; however, the link should be contextually

adapted, which means that theories should be chosen for their virtues in relation to

the specific teaching context and for their potential to support understanding and

development of teaching as measured in student learning and personal development.

The value lies in the integration between theory and practice and the development

they are able to support.

In addition, the choice indicated early in the text between rewarding individuals

or aiming for organizational development does not need to be a choice between

either or. Rather, the alternative to design a reward system for the purpose of

organizational development may harbour also the purpose to reward engaged

academics dedicated to teaching and student learning. However, if we focus only on

individuals organizational development does not necessarily follow.

It is also important to note that reward systems by themselves will hardly reach

measurable impacts on academic institutions. The development of teaching needs

complex and multi-layered support initiatives. Academic teachers are not by default

able to reflect on the teaching practice they are engaged in. There is a need for

various forms of scaffolding. The most obvious in this case are workshops for writing

portfolios, pedagogical courses, arenas for going public (like campus conferences,

newsletters and local journals), and consultative support. The guiding principle for

these actions is the value added for the teachers as they strive to develop their

pedagogical competence. If support is missing, the reward system is only suited for

the already enlightened. Considering the long period of training needed to become a

scholar in a discipline, an investment of some weeks of working hours to develop a

basic understanding of how to become and further develop as a pedagogically

competent academic teacher is not a high price to pay. This claim is of course
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dependent on the seriousness of the institution in question. If opportunities for

recognition are lacking, this price definitely rises.
Finally, academic organizations are occupied by academics trained to construct

complex personalized knowledge. This places demands on academic leaders to be

informed, confident, and patient. A reward system that is scholarly designed and

inspired by experiences gained elsewhere will most likely produce measurable

development, but only after some time. In the example described here, three deans

have served their time and only most recently has the impact become measurable. A

system perspective on organizational development (Senge 2006) is both needed and

most useful.
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Giertz, B. 2003. Att bedöma pedagogisk skicklighet � går det? [Assessing Teaching Skills] (in

Swedish), UPI-rapport2. Uppsala: Uppsala University.
Ginns, P., J. Kitay, and M. Prosser. 2010. ‘‘Transfer of Academic Staff Learning in a Research

Intensive University.’’ Teaching in Higher Education 15 (3): 235�246. doi:10.1080/
13562511003740783.
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