
   

 

Proceedings of the 18th International CDIO Conference, hosted by Reykjavik University, Reykjavik Iceland, June 

13-15, 2022. 

  

 

HOW TO MAKE GOOD TEACHERS GREAT  

IN CHALLENGE-BASED LEARNING  

  

Karl Eldebo, Cia Lundvall, Charlotte A. Norrman, Madeleine Larsson 

 Linköping University (LiU) Department of Management and Engineering    

  

ABSTRACT 

This paper aims to analyze what roles are needed in the team that organizes a challenge-

based learning (CBL) course or event. We also aimed to share our experience and provide 

advice on working with CBL in entrepreneurship courses. To fulfil this aim, we have analyzed 

four courses in the Erasmus+ project ScaleUp4Sustainability where CBL is used, using 

theories on experience-based learning models in general and the literature on CBL in 

particular. Our main finding is that for CBL to work, three main roles are required: (1) the 

teacher role, which is knowledge-oriented; (2) the role of the coach, which is oriented toward 

skills; and (3) the role of the organizer, which is oriented towards the context in which the 

learning takes place – the challenges. Together, these three roles can be labelled “teamcher”. 

According to our own experience working with CBL, the teamcher role is preferably shared by 

a multi-disciplinary team of educators. CBL is resource-demanding education; hence, 

cooperation with actors such as tech transfer offices, innovation facilities and the regional 

innovation system can benefit this work. This is especially true as CBL has the ambition to 

contribute to society, something which also underlines the importance of regional triple helix 

collaboration. 
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INTRODUCTION 

Challenge-driven innovation is high up on the agenda of initiatives such as HEInnovate and 

Horizon 2020 (European Commission, 2015). Challenge-based Learning (CBL) – also called 

Challenge-Driven Education (CDE) – is a relatively new way of working with entrepreneurial 

learning and entrepreneurship courses. Working with wicked, external and societal 

challenges that need innovation is a great way to set the stage and add relevance for 

students also in CDIO-based courses.  
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Today, more than a thousand higher education institutions within the EU educate tens of 

thousands of engineering students in the theory and skill of entrepreneurship (HEInnovate, 

2021). The EU has distinguished entrepreneurship competences as one of the eight key 

competences for lifelong learning (Bacigalupo et al., 2016), defining entrepreneurial 

education to cover all activities "that seek to prepare people to be responsible, enterprising 

individuals who have the skills, knowledge and attitudes needed to prepare them to achieve 

the goals they set for themselves to live a fulfilled life" (Erkkilä, K. 2000, p 229).  

Searching through the literature on CBL and related learning approaches shows much 

evidence regarding how CBL benefits students in higher education (Kohn Rådberg et al., 

2020). However, less is written on didactical issues and on what is required by teachers that 

are, or want to be, engaged in CBL activities.  

This paper aims to analyze what roles are needed in the team that organizes a CBL course 

or event, share our experiences, and provide advice on working with CBL in 

entrepreneurship courses. 

The paper is outlined as follows: First, we build a frame of reference from the relevant 

literature on CBL to underpin our analysis. Next, we give a brief description of the methods 

used in the paper, followed by our data and our analysis. Finally, we give our conclusions 

and advice to those who want to engage in CBL.  

 

 

CBL ACCORDING TO THE LITERATURE 

CBL is a pedagogical approach with roots in the evolution of experience-based learning 

practices, which originated from the work of John Dewey (1938;1963) and later was further 

developed in pedagogical approaches such as problem-based learning (PBL), action learning, 

adventure education, simulation, and gaming (Kolb & Kolb, 2017). The tradition of PBL has 

deep roots in medical education programs, whereas project-based learning, which probably 

also could be seen as one in the above-mentioned family, has deep roots in engineering 

education (Biggs & Tang, 2011). CBL has been described by authors such as Malmqvist et al. 

(2015) as an evolution of PBL, although with the difference that CBL is more open and has a 

value-driven and entrepreneurial approach to solving societal concerns. 

CBL is both applied and defined in various ways, and there seems to be no single and 

accepted definition or exact way of how it should be defined and run (Gallagher & Savage, 

2020). According to Apple (2008), which was relatively early out in CBL, it can be described 

as an engaging and multidisciplinary TD learning approach, where students work 

collaboratively and solve authentic problems. Perez-Sanches et al. (2020) describe CBL as a 

pedagogical approach that “actively involves students in real-life, meaningful and context-

related situations” (p. 6). According to a literature review by Gallagher and Savage (2020), 

CBL is characterized by (1) global themes, (2) real-world challenges, (3) collaboration, (4) 

technology, (5) flexibility, (6) multi-disciplinarity and discipline specificity, (7) creativity and 

innovation and (8) challenge definition.  

In recent years, CBL has found its way into our education system, not least due to the 

formation of the ECIU – the European Consortium of Innovative Universities1 – in 1997, of 

 
1 https://www.eciu.org 
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which Linköping University is a part (Gunnarsson & Swartz, 2021). In the few years, challenge-

based innovation and CBL have been advocated as the main approach within the ECIU. On 

its website, the following citation can be found: “The core of the ECIU University is the 

challenge-based approach – a model where learners, teachers and researchers cooperate 

with business and society to solve real-life challenges.”2  

Norrman et al. (2022) define CBL as an experiential learning approach that starts with wicked, 

open and sustainability-related real-life challenges that students, in cross-disciplinary teams, 

take on in their own way and develop into innovative and creative solutions presented in open 

forums. 

CBL has also been related to the CDIO framework, which has been used at Linköping 

University since 2006 (Ouctherlony, 2006), and there are several similarities between these 

approaches. As an example, the paper by Gunnarsson and Swartz (2021) could be 

mentioned. In this work, the CDIO framework is used as a template when the authors develop 

and suggest a framework for education among the ECIU universities. Also, Kohn-Rådberg et 

al. (2020) compares the frameworks and finds them compatible. 

Regarding the benefits of experiential learning approaches such as CBL, the literature is 

extensive in describing them – especially regarding those for students – and factors such as 

networking, real-life practice and skills related to technical, managerial, and organisational 

aspects are emphasized (Gallagher & Savage, 2020). Apple (2008) lifts forward that CBL 

enables 21st-century skills and creates active learning and motivation in the classroom. 

Lackéus (2020) finds that value-creation pedagogy (which is close to CBL) showed the highest 

development of both entrepreneurial skills and development of curricular knowledge and skills. 

In addition, the students’ motivation was high, probably because of the connection to the real-

world problems they solved.  

Within the education system, a great palette of teaching methods facilitating student-centered 

learning like CBL and CDIO is present. Examples include active learning, action learning and 

self-directed learning. According to O’Neill and McMahon (2005), the term “student-centered 

learning” can be interpreted in many ways. However, one uncommon aspect is “that 

knowledge is constructed by students and that the lecturer is a facilitator of learning rather 

than a presenter of information” (O’Neill & McMahon, 2005, p. 28). Irrespective of how student-

centered learning is applied, it entails requirements for a change in the teacher’s role towards 

facilitation of the process to gain knowledge and skills rather than being a source of theoretical 

knowledge.  

The didactic competence of the teacher regarding how education is planned and organized is 

important for the student’s learning process. According to Børte et al. (2020), there has been 

a change in what is included in the teaching practice in higher education, and mainly toward 

a more student-centred approach. However, the same authors stress that the pedagogy (i.e., 

how teaching is conducted) is still stable, although new technology is utilised. This is despite 

it being shown (cf. Leong et al., 2016) that the pedagogic competence of the teacher 

influences the learning among the students.  

The purpose of the course and its learning goals are of great importance in working with the 

students to support their ability to reach these goals. Lelong et al. (2016) advocate that even 

 
2 https://www.eciu.org/for-learners/about#challenges 
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if the technical knowledge and skills as such are important, other skills are essential, and so 

also the issues of motivation to learn, develop and innovate. In CDIO, one of the mantras is 

that engineers must be able to engineer (Crawley et al., 2007), and hence education needs to 

foster both knowledge and skills, which also were the idea of the early thinkers (see Dewey 

1963;1938). This is also supported in later works such as Kans (2016), Rotherham & 

Willingham (2010) and Olivares et al. (2019), who put forward the so-called 21st-century skills, 

which include analytical-, communicational, and teamwork abilities. According to the above 

studies, these skills can be obtained through pedagogical approaches such as CBL.  

 

 

CHALLENGES IN TEACHING EXPERIENTIAL PEDAGOGICS 

Olivares et al. (2019) claim that although the benefits of CBL are recognized, few educators 

have turned real-life challenges into practice in their teaching, probably because this type of 

pedagogy is “expensive” both with regard to effort and competence of the teachers. In this 

section, therefore, we will investigate the area of teacher skills and new pedagogies for CBL 

in general but also in the context of CDIO.  

In the literature we can find two different challenges for teachers in CBL: 

First, as the projects are based on problems from stakeholders outside of academia, students 

become very dependent on these stakeholders for information and feedback (Norrman & 

Hjelm, 2017). The teacher might have to take on a nontraditional role to help the student 

groups in this work (Hero & Lindfors, 2019). Not all external challenge providers engage the 

way they were expected, and the recruitment and retainment of external stakeholders are 

time-consuming (Norrman & Hjelm, 2017). 

Secondly, teamwork and team members also become a major factor in the success of the 

work, which might both be a strength and a weakness in the progression of the course (Hauer 

& Daniels, 2008; Hero & Lindfors, 2019).  

As CBL and CDIO are closely connected, as we have discussed earlier, we look to the 

literature concerning CDIO for discussions on the role of teachers: 

Flarup and Wivel (2018), who have investigated mechanical engineering students engaging 

in CDIO courses in Aarhus, find that the teacher moved from giving answers to giving 

questions and from directing to supporting. They distinguish three different roles taken by 

teachers: (1) traditional teaching, (2) supervising the proceeding teamwork and (3) tutorial 

supervising – i.e., supporting students in, for example, exercises and the use of tools. 

Hauer and Daniels (2008) describe the works with open-ended group projects (OEGP) in 

computer science education, pointing out that teachers are acting more as facilitators or 

consultants – supporting the students in making sense of the ill-structured problems they 

endeavor into in the course. “The general idea is that currently well-structured problems, at 

some point, probably started out as ill-structured problems, and this is part of the OEGP 

process: provide an ill-structured problem, with balanced scaffolding so students learn how to 

resolve such problems” (Hauer & Daniels, 2008, p. 90).  

According to Kolb and Kolb (2017), the educator should take on as many as four roles during 

the process of experiential learning: the “Coach,” who helps in initiating and starting the 
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project; the “Facilitator,” who encourages experiencing, imagining and reflecting; and the 

“Subject Expert” who supports in analyzing but also concrete thinking about the project 

together with the “Evaluator,” who supports in deciding and acting upon what is learned. 

The supporting role of the coach has also been highlighted by Klofsten and Öberg (2012), who 

describe a coach as someone with a strong connection to the program content who guides 

the team to develop a platform and a structured way of working forward in an entrepreneurial 

project. 

We compare these authors and the teacher roles in CDIO they are describing in Table 1. 

Regarding Voogt et al. (2016), we distinguish between coaching/supporting students in their 

work and taking on the role of subject expertise, calling it “expert in practice”. 

Table 1. Comparison of teacher roles in CDIO 

 Traditional 

teaching 

Coaching/support the 

students 

Expert in practice 

Flarup and Wivel 
(2018)  

Traditional 
teaching 

Supervising the 
proceeding teamwork & 
Tutorial supervising 

 

Hauer and 
Daniels (2008) 

 Facilitator Consultant 

Kolb and Kolb 

(2017) 

The Evaluator The Coach (for teamwork) 

and the Facilitator (for 

practical use of methods) 

The Subject Expert 

Klofsten and 
Öberg (2012) 

 The Coach The Mentor 

 

To understand this multi-faceted role of the teacher, we must understand that the student, 

while being adult and mature, lacks the experience of context to be truly reflective about 

her/his actions and skills (Norrman & Hjelm, 2017; Hägg & Kurczewska, 2016). This means 

that when the student enters a setting well prepared for theory, practicing the theory will be 

problematic. This relates both to teamwork and aspects of the field that are practiced (Hägg & 

Kurczewska, 2016; Klofsten & Öberg, 2012). 

All this complicates the role of the teacher and the situation of students even more, something 

we will look deeper into in the empirical findings. 

 

 

METHOD 

We have worked with CBL on two projects: an internal pedagogical project financed by 

Linköping University and the EU ERASMUS+ project ScaleUp4Sustainability (hereafter 

mentioned as “the S4S project;” see Acknowledgement for further details). In this work, we 

recognized that the areas where most efforts were needed were in the role of teachers and 

how to work with challenge providers. To deal with this, we decided to write two papers. Hence, 

this paper share parts of its frame of reference and data with Norrman et al. (2022). 
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This paper is based on four main sources of information. Firstly, we have reviewed the 

literature on experiential learning in general and CBL in particular. We have also regarded 

different frameworks for learning, such as CDIO. Secondly, we have used data collected from 

student and teacher reflections and from questionnaires that have been sent out to courses 

investigated in the S4S project. Additionally, we have held an interview with a CBL teacher 

active within the ECIU community, focusing on the teacher role (for more background on the 

ECIU, see Norrman et al., 2022). Finally, we used our own experience of arranging and 

running CBL courses and activities for several years. This research approach is by Lewin 

(1946) described as “action research” and by Hayano (1979) as “autoethnographic.” If we go 

back to the roots, Dewey (1938), who advocated experience as the “means and goal of 

education,” utilising our own practice and reflecting on it to move forward is, in practice, what 

CBL is about.  

Background and Data collection within the S4S project (Courses A to D) 

The partnership within the S4S project consists of two universities, one academic institute and 

seven companies. The project aims to develop new teaching modules in close collaboration 

with leading enterprises, using the ability of students to develop and assess new business 

solutions for a more sustainable world (Fichter et al., 2020). All courses in the project are 

challenge-driven, either by an external challenge provided or by aiming at one of the 

Sustainable Development Goals (SDG) or similar known societal challenges. 

The S4S project started in 2018 as a result of a gap analysis made by Fichter et al. (2016). 

This analysis pointed out the need to further build on good examples and develop new courses 

for sustainable entrepreneurship and eco-innovation. In university courses, the aim for 

educators, using students as change agents for companies, is to develop students’ skills and 

knowledge and, at the same time, make innovative, viable solutions for challenge providers.  

The four main courses included in the S4S project are described in Table 2 below.  

The data from courses A to C were collected by an extensive evaluation, including interviews 

with students and teaching personnel and a quantitative survey. More detail about the 

interviews and surveys can be found in the report for Work Package 2, “Evaluating leading 

approaches and tools in collaborative green venturing,” of the S4S project by Fichter et al. 

(2020). Course D was included in the S4S project but not part of the evaluation performed in 

Work Package 2. The data we present for course D was instead collected from the written 

student reflections submitted at the end of each run of the course. In total, 120 reflections were 

analyzed from 13 course runs in the period 2014-2020, and the main points are highlighted in 

this paper. 
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Table 2. The four main courses included in the S4S project and from which experiences are 

presented in this paper. 

Course A:  Eco-Venturing at the University of Oldenburg 

Start year:  2009 (ongoing) 

Duration:  24 weeks (one semester) 

ECTS:  6 

Description: The main target of the course is to develop entrepreneurial skills for the development 
and implementation of environmental innovations and sustainable business ideas.  

Course B:  Environmentally Driven Business Development at Linköping University 

Start year:  2013 (ongoing) 

Duration:  20 weeks (one semester) 

ECTS:  6 

Description: The course aim is to develop the capabilities to formulate and plan a desirable, viable 

and feasible business solution for an environmental problem. 

Course C:  Fujifilm Future Challenge at Avans University of Applied Sciences 

Start year:  2016 (ongoing) 

Duration:  10 weeks 

ECTS:  2 

Description: The students are to generate new sustainable businesses for the external challenge 
provider (in this case, Fujifilm). In this, they learn theory and practice in both ideation 
and validation of business cases. 

Course D:  InGenious Cross disciplinary project 

Start year:  2014 (ongoing) 

Duration:  20 weeks (one semester) 

ECTS:  8 

Description: This cross-disciplinary course is open for all students through ECIU having 90 or 
more ECTS in whichever discipline. It is a collaboration between Linköping 
University, Region Östergötland and the region’s two largest municipalities, 
Linköping and Norrköping, aiming to build bridges between the region and the 

students at the university. Through this partnership challenge providers are found, 
supplying the challenges students take on in the course. 

 

 

DATA 

Student experiences from CBL (data from courses A, B, C and D) 

Positive experiences 

Students in all three courses lifted the challenge-based learning and real-life experiences as 

something very positive. In courses A, C and D, the opinions were very positive regarding the 

challenge provider and the support that students received from the external parties – a “taste 

of real work,” as one student said. In course B, students have the option to come up with their 

own solutions, often based on broader societal challenges. This freedom is by some students 

considered as good, for some, a bit unclear. The personal development attained in the courses 

is lifted by several students, both in group work aspects as well as skills in pitching and 

contacting customers. 

Students lifted that the teachers did not only work in a traditional way. The teachers were 

perceived “more as coaches or mentors,” working together with the students and people from 

external parties. Students reacted very positively to this change in the teacher’s role in 

supporting, brainstorming and guiding. In all four courses, the teachers’ commitment was lifted 

as something positive. 
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According to the students, the main learning outcomes were hands-on, practical experience 

in entrepreneurship and teamwork, as well as new insights into sustainability challenges. As 

an example, self-evaluations taken before and after course B show that students significantly 

change their knowledge in both the practical and strategic field of sustainability during the 

course. Learning from peers is also lifted, as students are required to work with students from 

different programs and specializations.  

Subjects for improvement 

The open-end group project setting for all courses was seen as something inherently positive 

by the students but also challenging and demanding. In all courses, students lifted the need 

for more coaching – either by teachers or external parties. The need for coaching was related 

to three different areas: 

1) Assistance in practical questions: Students requested more support in time management 

of the project and selection and using the theoretical tools, and sometimes needed help when 

encountering setbacks in the development of the innovative solution. 

2) Assistance in team-related questions: Some student groups found the team constellation 

challenging. Group contracts and constant teamwork development take time, and some teams 

needed more time with teachers to help get the group together. 

3) Expectation management: Especially in courses A and B, where the challenge providers 

were not as clear as in courses C and D, some students requested more help in setting the 

right level for the group work. The evaluations showed that students felt all three courses took 

more work per credit than other university courses. 

Teacher experiences from CBL (data from courses A, B, C, D and the ECIU) 

Positive experiences 

All teachers involved in all three courses see the setup with challenge-based learning as 

something positive. They all express the impressive solutions that students arrive at within the 

limited time given.  

All courses have more than one teacher involved. In courses B, C and D, the roles of the 

teachers are also pre-defined: one as a teacher and one as a coach. But all teachers also 

express the feeling that they take on a non-traditional role of coaching the students rather than 

teaching them. This is seen as something both positive and challenging at the same time. 

Teachers in courses with external challenge providers (A, C and D) are very content with the 

engaged external parties.  

Subjects for improvement 

Time is the major limitation of all courses. According to the teachers, managing the external 

challenge providers, the normal course administration and the students’ group work takes time 

and creates a sense of “split vision.” Even in courses with set roles (teacher and coach), time 

is the greatest delimitator.  

Some student groups work without needing much support, but in some groups, teachers must 

help quite a lot to ensure progress regarding both teamwork and the actual development of 
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the project. This makes time management hard. There are suggestions that skills in team 

building should be added to the learning goals and assessed – thus lifting its importance. 

Communication between all parties (teachers, students and external parties) is also lifted as 

a challenge during the course. The challenge providers can open many doors for students, 

giving them access to interviewees and information needed, but they also have their own time 

management to think of, and the teacher then often becomes the fallback for students who 

are unable to reach their challenge providers when needed. 

Finding and onboarding external challenge providers is also a time-consuming task. Most 

external parties are engaged through the personal network of the teachers and coaches 

involved. Here, support from universities’ technology transfer offices is mentioned as a desire 

for managing and finding challenge providers.  

 

 

ANALYSIS AND DISCUSSION 

According to our empirical findings and with support from the literature, there are three main 

overarching themes that we would like to highlight in the analysis: 

Theme 1: Freedom vs. ambiguity 

CBL, like all entrepreneurial learning initiatives, really stresses the “free,” innovative approach 

to a challenge (or problem). This way of learning is, according to our data, highly rated among 

the students as well as teachers. This is connected to what we have found to be one of the 

most important strengths of CBL: It simulates real work-life situations for students in a way 

that more traditional teaching never does. This corresponds well to the analysis of CBL made 

by Gallagher and Savage (2020), the findings of Perez-Sanches et al. (2020) and the 

assessment of Lackéus (2020).  

This freedom also comes with a high dose of ambiguity. Students might find the way forward 

unclear, the criteria for grading vauge, or the demands for subject-specific knowledge 

demanding. Teachers have adapted to this ambiguity by setting time and resources for 

coaching, feedback sessions and other types of support for the student teams. Keep in mind 

that contact with challenge providers will take time and could be demanding as it requires a 

contact network that not all university teachers have. A complicating factor is that the challenge 

providers have their day job schedules to heed and hence cannot always pay full attention. 

Teachers often work hard with transparency: both in the case of clear descriptions of the 

process and what will happen in each step and the case of criteria for judgement and grading. 

Still, the ambiguity in the context created through the challenge can be demanding for 

students. Although this is mentioned by some authors (cf. Malmqvist et al., 2015; Norrman & 

Hjelm, 2017), this ambiguity is rarely elaborated on in the literature. However, it is mentioned 

that students must be mature and take great responsibility (cf. Hägg & Kurczewska, 2020; 

O’Neil & McMahon, 2005). 

Theme 2: Teamwork 

In CBL, as well as other OEGP disciplines, the student team is a major factor for success. 

Students express many favorable aspects of the need for teamwork, both as a source of 
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personal development and preparation for work-life and learning from other students with 

different skills and backgrounds. 

Both students and teachers highlight the downside of teamwork: If the team does not work 

well together, the advancement of the whole project can be threatened. Therefore, CBL 

teachers often put a great deal of work into forming groups of students and coaching them 

regarding teamwork progress during the courses. Most students have been working in teams 

before, but our analysis as teachers shows that CBL pedagogics puts a higher demand on 

teams being fully functional than other courses do. 

The relevance of functioning teamwork between students is presented in the literature on 

several occasions, as well as the downside of non-functioning teams (cf. Hauer & Daniels, 

2008; Kolb & Kolb, 2017). 

Teamwork among teachers is something that is seldom elaborated on, but when it comes to 

CBL, it could be beneficial since this kind of learning approach requires that the teachers can 

take on different roles that could hence be difficult to manage for a single individual. 

 

 

Theme 3: Time management 

This third theme is strongly connected to the other two. Working with free and ambiguous 

projects in teams takes time. In our student evaluations, most students note that they work 

more hours per credit than they usually do. And still, they also wish for more time for external 

contacts and teacher support.  

Teachers also find the courses demanding, as they plan for teaching, coaching and 

supporting. Keeping student teams aligned, communicating with external parties, and dealing 

with expectations management on all frontiers is taxing, and the work is also hard to foresee 

and plan. 

There are some cases raised in the literature on this topic, for example, the time needed for 

external participation (Norrman & Hjelm, 2017), the time limitations in open-ended group work 

projects (Hauer & Daniels, 2008) and the teacher being split between tasks (Klofsten & Öberg, 

2012). 

 

 

The Role of the Teacher 

From the literature on CDIO, we found three different roles that were defined by several 

authors (see Table 1): 

• The Traditional Teacher – The academic teacher role, which includes course creation 

and development of formal course plans, including formulation of learning goals and 

clear assessment criteria. This role also includes being the examiner of the course. 

This role is mainly oriented towards enabling the students to acquire knowledge. 

• The Coach, supporting the students – Facilitating and coaching students in their 

development project, support in group dynamics and support to overcome problems 

along the way. This role is mainly oriented toward enabling students to acquire skills. 
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• The Expert in Practice – Guiding students in their studies of the challenge and 

supporting them in finding empirical evidence, interviewees and data to test and 

validate their solutions to the challenge. This role is fully oriented to practice and work-

related knowledge. 

Comparing these roles to our empirical findings, we see that the teacher with the academic 

responsibility is needed for studies in higher education and CBL, which is very important in 

helping students tackle ambiguity. Teachers supply clear learning goals, a well-formulated 

curriculum and the theoretical frameworks for analysis that are applied within the CBL process.  

The Coach is an equally important role, as it encompasses supporting students in both the 

important teamwork and the sometimes waxing degrees of freedom that they experience. The 

coach also handles group dynamics issues and encourages the students through asking 

questions that move their innovation process forward. 

The role of the Expert in Practice is not as present in CBL as it is in CDIO. However, in CBL, 

the Expert in Practice is equal to the external challenge provider. This is because the teachers 

and coaches are not the subject experts on the external challenges. The challenge provider 

supplies the students with context and information on their challenge and works as a sounding 

board in their development work.  

Finally, putting the pieces together calls for a fourth role, which must be included in the teacher 

team: the Organizer. The Organizer role is about finding challenge providers, creating 

challenge briefs that suit the purpose of the CBL course and benefit the challenge provider 

and handling immaterial property rights issues and contracts (if used) between challenge 

providers and students. 

 

 

Our suggestions for teacher roles in CBL 

As we have put the context expert role on the challenge provider, three roles remain for the 

teacher in CBL. Through our analysis, where we have compared the literature with our 

empirical findings and experience, we have distinguished three main roles needed in the 

teacher team of a CBL course: 

1. The Academic Teacher 

Enabling the students to acquire knowledge.  

Includes course creation and development of formal course plans, including 

formulation of learning goals and clear assessment criteria as well as examination. 
2. The Coach 

Enabling students to acquire skills. 

Includes matching students to projects, coaching of the students in their development 

project, support in group dynamics and support to overcome problems along the way. 

3. The Organizer 

Facilitating interaction and work with external parties. 
Includes finding challenge providers, the creation of challenge briefs, the handling 

immaterial property rights issues and contracts. 
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Toward a definition of TEAMCHER 

In CBL, the learning goals are oriented toward both knowledge and skills – that is, it combines 

theory and practice. Hence CBL incorporates more than traditional courses and consequently 

requires more than what is included in the traditional teacher role.  

To find a proper denomination, “teamcher” has become a rather commonly used etiquette to 

describe the different requirements of leaders in CBL. Teamcher is mentioned in papers such 

as Gunnarsson & Swartz (2021) and within the ECIU-sphere; however, no explicit and clear 

definition of the concept is given.  

Based on this research, we therefore suggest that the teamcher role includes both enabling 

knowledge and skills and the ability to set the scene for this. Hence, we define a teamcher as 

an individual who, either on their own or as a part of a team, arranges, leads and supports 

CBL activities. Teamchers take, and often also slide between, the roles of being teacher, 

coach and organizer of CBL activities. 

 

Figure 1: The Teamcher, own design 

 

CONCLUSIONS 

This paper aimed to analyze what roles are needed in the team that organizes a CBL course 

or event and to share our experiences and provide advice on working with CBL in 

entrepreneurship courses. 

We have reached the following conclusions: 

• For challenge-based learning to work, three main roles are required: the academic 

teacher, the coach and the organizer.  
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• If taken together, these three roles could be labeled as “teamcher,” which we define 

as an individual that, either on their own or as a part of a team, arranges, leads and 

supports CBL activities.  

• From a teamcher perspective, CBL can be seen as both demanding, especially 

regarding resources, and rewarding. Hence, our recommendation is to start small 

and add on until a full CBL setup is reached. 

In the paper, we have reflected upon our own practice and shared our experience regarding 

teaching and organizing CBL courses. 
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