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Building a community of practice for engaging pharmacy students to learn in a collaborative 

research environment. 

Abstract 

Background: Conventional research project supervision is not always compatible with current 

challenges facing Higher Education, such as students’ diverse backgrounds, increasing demands and 

multidisciplinary research interests. Additionally, research students may experience isolation at 

different stages of research. To help students coping with these challenges, approaches such as 

progress reports, departmental presentations and co-supervision have been introduced. Community 

of practices (CoP) are alternative approaches that if successfully adopted may improve the students’ 

learning experience. These communities were developed as knowledge-based social structures 

between groups of people sharing goals and interests. Considering the importance of CoPs as a 

strategy to engage students and researchers to work collaboratively; this study aims to investigate 

the impact of a formal CoP on the students’ learning experience at different levels of study. 

Methods: Six months qualitative evaluation study. Participants included 2 PhD, 5 Master and 2 

undergraduate students (level 6) from the School of Pharmacy at a British University. Participants 

were asked to interact face-to-face and online using Diigo as a virtual learning environment to share 

and discuss problems and questions related to their on-going work, including the finding of research 

articles. Qualitative data was gathered from two focus groups and an in-depth thematic analysis of 

the online interactions was carried out.  

Results: All participants at undergraduate and Master level felt that their learning experience was 

boosted by the sharing of knowledge and resources. Closer look at the data reveals that most of the 

production and interactions were made by the largest group (i.e. Master students). This group 

believed that Diigo helped them in building up their research knowledge by sharing information 

online which also enriched their face-to-face (f2f) discussions. In contrast PhD students felt that the 

CoP did not significantly help them to develop their knowledge.   

Conclusions: The development of a small CoP helps students to gain knowledge and improves their 

research productivity by sharing experience and skills. The CoP was effectively supported by Diigo, 

which provided a good platform for data sharing and a culture of collaboration. The CoP had an 

overall positive impact on the students’ learning experience and research.  

Keywords: Research supervision, Community of Practice, Pharmacy teaching and learning, Online 

bookmarking, Diigo. 

Abbreviations list 

http://creativecommons.org/about/downloads


Communities of Practice CoP 

face-to-face f2f 

Higher Education HE 

High Performance Liquid Chromatography HPLC 

MPharm Master of Pharmacy 

Virtual Learning Environment VLE 

Student Academic Development Research Associate Scheme SADRAS 

Undergraduate UG 

 

Introduction 

Holbrook1 defines conventional research supervision as a one-to-one supervision process between a 

single supervisor and a student. However, conventional supervision is no longer compatible with the 

current and ever changing Higher Education (HE) sector. Diverse background and interests of 

research, the need of having multidisciplinary research supervisory teams to respond to more 

complex research questions, and the pressure for high completion rates within tight timelines are 

amongst the challenges research supervision is facing nowadays.2,3 These, together with the lack of 

supervisory time to guide and follow individual projects, can result in a sense of isolation for 

research students, even if they have the research lab and a supervisor in common. As a result, 

students might not fully use their potential, thus underperforming. All of these might result in a 

breakdown of the supervisor-student relationship as suggested by Wisker4. This relationship is of 

paramount importance to ensure success and progression; Lee5 believes that the relationship 

between the student and the supervisor should be personalised. A report presented by Metcalfe6 

showed that the quality of supervision is directly correlated with boosting the postgraduate 

students’ experience and achieving high success rate. Nonetheless, this relationship is under 

challenge because of the various changes taking place at the HE sector, which are associated with 

governmental agenda, the emerging of new degrees and universities, and the increased diversity of 

students.7  

In order to maintain good research supervision quality under these challenges, many approaches 

have been proposed by researchers and universities, such as the introduction of progresses reports, 

symposia on research studies and departmental presentations. Although submitting interim reports 

can be useful at PhD level, this approach is seldom feasible and/or effective at undergraduate or 

Master levels as projects may run for few weeks or months and students may not have enough data 

and/or time to generate an interim report. Co-supervision is another approach that could be 

adapted to enhance students’ experience during their degrees.8 Co-supervision provides the 

opportunity of having an extra academic input offering different expertise and perspectives to the 

student. Although co-supervision is recognised and used in universities’ guide or codes of practice, 

there are no established guidelines or procedures that guarantee the process works in practice.9 

Moreover, co-supervision enriches discussions around the research topic, but it also adds complexity 

to the process and to the student-supervisors relationships as discussed by McMorland.9 Similarly, 

Olmos-López10 revealed that conflicts might take place between supervisors because of varying 

research interest, personality and professional competition. Besides, research students believe that 

co-supervision is associated with lack of continuity as each supervisor pays attention to their own 

field of expertise and as a result the student may feel a push towards two contrasting magnetic 

poles. This becomes even more challenging if supervisors’ perspectives or interests are different.10  



 

 

 

Community of practice (CoP)  

As referred in previous studies, research supervision models are changing.11 The supervision process 

is no longer focused on the individual, centred on private top-down student-supervisor relationships, 

but on formal or informal CoP where supervisors and students develop collaborative work, support 

and inquire each other. CoP has been researched as a tool to mitigate isolation by facilitating 

informal interaction with peers and other networks of support. The term CoP was coined in 1991 by 

Lave12 and defined as a group of people sharing a passion about certain topics and deepening their 

expertise and knowledge through continuous interaction. A CoP flourishes by joint commitment, 

shared innovativeness and repertoire of actions from their participants. A CoP also enables 

embedding expertise and knowledge within the larger population, which facilitates access to expert 

opinion, in turn ensuring quality, retaining knowledge and increasing potential for innovation.  

Over the years, CoP have been used in many disciplines such as business, the social sector, 

education, government and professional associations. A study by Orr13 revealed that Xerox 

photocopy repairmen co-built their knowledge by sharing stories and troubleshooting problems 

within a community, rather than reading standard operating procedures and manuals, or relying on 

what they had been previously taught.13 This approach enabled repairmen to develop more skills on 

repairing copiers. Similarly, by using a CoP research students can share their experiences on using 

certain techniques, practice in conducting an experiment and even troubleshooting some of the 

issue that arise during project work. Similar approaches have been adapted to the education sector 

to improve teachers training. Dunne14 compared the practices of teachers who participated in a CoP 

to those who did not. The study revealed that the CoP members adapted new techniques during 

their teaching, for instance changing the pace of instructions and the arrangements of classrooms. 

Similar findings were suggested by Englert15 as teachers within the CoP implemented new group 

story method and choral reading strategies rather than literacy instructional practices. CoP also 

demonstrated success in sharing knowledge between nurses16, radiotherapy physicists17 and 

amongst professors in academia18.  

The CoP approach was first introduced to support research students at the University of Anglia 

Ruskin4 with the aim of enhancing learning between research students. This strategy showed great 

success. The community was composed by research students, supervisors and distance supervisors. 

Regular meetings between members of the CoP helped in establishing the relationships within the 

CoP and also helped to identify students’ skills and weaknesses. Communication was established 

through series of dialogues, initially with supervisors then with peers, in order to clarify processes 

and show logical links. Alongside this community, another online community was established to 

support supervisors. Interaction between the two communities made considerable contribution to 

success of all members. After developing this framework at Anglia Ruskin University, Shacham et 

al.19 evaluated how research students perceived their learning characteristics within the CoP. Upon 

interviewing, students praised CoP as a mean for knowledge diffusion by inputting members’ ideas 

and different point of views.19  



Duncan-Hewitt and Austin20 reported that the role of CoP in pharmacy education was more 

pronounced in the past when pharmacy education was achieved via apprenticeships. The study 

proposed restructuring the Pharmacy education by implementing CoP to optimise learning. It is 

believed that students will benefit from each other by sharing their implicit knowledge via 

conversation, coaching and demonstration. All are facilitated by the close proximity within the 

community. The study argued that implementing CoP in Pharmacy education would provide an 

authentic environment for learning pharmacy students and subsequently add a meaningful role to 

the graduate professional practice and better provision of patient care 21. Austin and Duncan-Hewitt 

proposed a potential curricular model around the notion of CoP. The designed curriculum was not 

definitive and was open for discussion with other pharmacy education experts 21. The model has not 

reported the logistics to support and sustain communication within the community. Hence, the aim 

of the current study is to focus on evaluating the role of the CoP in enhancing project supervision 

and students’ experience in Pharmacy course using face-to-face and VLE to initiate and sustain 

communication and knowledge exchange between students. 

Communication within a CoP 

It is of paramount importance for members within a CoP to communicate, share information and 

provide feedback with a certain lexis and to be able to learn from one another.13 Hoadley et al.22 

discussed a new framework on how learning takes place in online communities. The framework is 

called content, conversation, connections and context for purpose (C4P). The five elements are non-

linearly connected within the CoP, in another word; an increase in any of these elements reinforces 

the remaining elements.  

CoP members can communicate face-to-face (f2f), through chat rooms, teleconferences and web-

based meetings. Wesely23 investigated the role of social media on professional development by 

using Twitter to support a community of world language educators. The study argued that an online 

CoP dedicated to the professional development of teachers can support their learning in various 

ways, for instance developing debate and discussion, which enable deep learning amongst the 

members of the community. Nonetheless, the study did not evaluate the engagement of teachers in 

the online community, as some members might be passive or reluctant to join online communities 

because of social-psychological factors as suggested by Brass24. Moreover, social media is commonly 

associated with safety and privacy concerns and an uncritical use might be associated with 

abolishing the professional boundaries between the teacher and students25, cyberbullying, online 

grooming and even self-destructive behaviours26. Some constrains associated with using social 

media in learning could be avoided by using social bookmarking tools such as Delicious or Diigo26. 

These tools offer numerous benefits such as generating and managing contents and enabling social 

engagement with other learners. They were also employed in the past as a tool to create 

communities of shared interest and expertise. Diigo was used in a study by Im27 as a bookmarking 

tool to enable students to create a collaborative knowledge platform by sharing relevant links 

around course topics.27  

Rational/objectives 

Undergraduate students have to undertake a research project in their final year. Projects run 

throughout the academic year which makes it challenging for both supervisors and students. 

Additionally Master students must undertake a research project at the end of their course of studies. 



Teaching and administrative commitments of academic members of staff during term time make 

one-to-one meetings more difficult. Disengagement and isolation may be observed in some students 

as a consequence of poor interaction with their supervisor.  Forming a CoP with a shared passion 

between students of different levels can be a strategy to enhance students’ learning experience. 

Communication within this community can nourish either f2f or online11. In this perspective, the 

online CoP serves the purpose of (i) facilitating an online research supervision, where the academic 

promotes and facilitates some of the group discussions and shares relevant resources, and of (ii) 

creating a formal environment where students feel free to communicate with each other, 

exchanging relevant information and sharing common problems. An online CoP can serve the 

purpose of facilitating students’ learning by promoting the collaboration between students from 

different levels of study. By students learning we refer to the capacity of students in conceptualising 

a research project, developing it, interpreting the results and writing-up the research findings.  

The aim of this research is to investigate the impact of a formal CoP for students from different 

levels of study on supporting and enhancing each other’s learning experience during a research 

module. The research was underpinned by the following research questions  

1. How can a CoP help students from different level of study to support each other? 

2. How can a social bookmarking tool help in establishing and sustaining communications 

within the CoP? 

 

Research methods 

A qualitative evaluation study was conducted with the purpose to evaluate the impact of the CoP on 

the students’ learning experience. The data was generated from two focus-groups and an in-depth 

analysis of online interactions of the VLE to support the CoP activity, a social bookmarking tool – 

called Diigo (https://www.diigo.com/). Diigo was used to support students to share and 

communicate online. 

The study ran over five months between April and September 2014. Ten participants undertaking 

three different degrees at various levels were recruited for the current study. Two students 

undertaking a PhD in Pharmaceutical Sciences (i.e. SM, UB), 5 students conducting a Master of 

science in Pharmaceutical Sciences and Pharmaceutical Analysis (i.e. AW, RA, BB, MK and AD), 2 

undergraduate students enrolled at M Pharmacy program (i.e. FR, ZA) at level 6 and the main 

supervisor (i.e. AE), all from the School of Pharmacy and Chemistry at a University in the UK. All 

participants worked under supervision of AE and worked on pharmaceutics or pharmaceutical 

analysis related research project. The supervisor was involved in the CoP to embed expertise within 

the community, identify gaps in students’ learning and guide students throughout the project.  

An induction session was delivered before students started working on their projects aiming to 

introduce the CoP and to help initiating the communication. During the induction, students 

introduced themselves and talked about their research. Furthermore, they were introduced to Diigo 

and received guidance on how to use it. An approach similar to Wisker et al.4 was adopted. After the 

induction session, two focus groups took place: one prior to the start, and a second one at the end 

of the project. The emphasis of the first focus group was to assess students’ previous experience in 



working within a group or a community, and to understand their perception of a CoP. This was also 

designed to gauge students’ use of technology and social media as communication tools as their 

ability and confidence in using computer technology and interaction with social media may differ. 

The second focus group was organised after submission of students’ dissertations. This focus group 

scrutinized two aspects: firstly, students were asked questions to assess their experience of working 

within a CoP in regards to the impact on the quality of the learning experience and research. The 

second dimension explored the impact Diigo had on learning and the degree of satisfaction for using 

this tool.  

Focus groups were used for data collection, as they can provide useful information such as feelings, 

attitudes and experiences of participants of the CoP. These experiences and attitudes might be 

difficult to be explored by questionnaires or one-to-one interviews. Focus groups enable social 

engagement amongst participants, which in turn elicit multiplicity of views.28 Focus groups also allow 

the observation of salient issues that might arise prior to or after setting up a CoP, therefore the CoP 

can be better set and managed. A pre-prepared list of questions was used to collect data from the 

focus groups. Both focus groups were set to run for 90 minutes.  The data collected from the two 

focus groups were analysed qualitatively using Nvivo10 software using a thematic approach. After 

data collection from the focus groups, data was transcribed by the research team, added to Nvivo10 

and themed under various nodes according to similarity in patterns and meanings. Creating nodes 

will help in simplifying the data in a more intelligible fashion. Thereupon, themes are reviewed and 

refined prior to generating the final report. No names were used that could identify the participants.  

As the study involved human participants, ethical approval was sought and obtained by an 

independent ethics committee prior to commencing the study. Both focus groups were attended by 

a second researcher to moderate the sessions. All collected data was treated under high degree of 

confidentiality and anonymity.  

Results and discussion 

Students’ previous experience and expectations of a CoP and the use of social media 

Domain, community and project are the three elements imparting shape to a CoP16; these elements 

need to be developed simultaneously in order to nurture such a community. The domain defines the 

identity of the community. Research students not only share interests but also practice as some of 

them use the same or similar techniques and equipment during their project. In this study, the 

domain is represented by the role of polymers in drug delivery and the effect of particulate systems’ 

properties in developing pharmaceutical preparations. Sharing interest and practice encourages 

discussion which helps students to learn from each other. Hence, learning takes place by immersion 

into practice as suggested by Burkitt et al.29  

During the first focus group, participants were asked whether they had any previous experience of 

collaborative work with colleagues or other students from different levels of study. Most of the 

participants collaborated by one way or another with their colleagues in the past. Some worked 

closely with PhD students during their undergraduate projects, another student collaborated with 

colleagues while working as a community pharmacist. One student worked on a research project 

funded by the Student Academic Development Research Associate Scheme (SADRAS) at the same 

Institution for two years and worked with students from different educational backgrounds. 



Participants believed that working in a group would boost their learning experience, as everyone is 

in the position to share their own knowledge and experience within the group. During the first focus 

group, MK-Master said “Two brains are better than one”. BB-Master said that he had never done 

any collaborative work before but he assumed that if they were to work in a group or a community it 

would have been a good experience. It seems that all students but one had done some collaborative 

work in the past and they believed the outcomes were positive and would like to repeat this 

experience again. Students below PhD level expected a CoP to help them exchange information and 

expertise as well as build-up friendship. PhD level participants also believed it was a good 

opportunity for them to learn. As an example, SM-PhD said: “Definitely. I am an expert in my field so 

if you ask me about my polymers or my drugs, I can help you with that, but I know you can contribute 

with experience of projects and labs… so I don’t think I am an expert in everything”. This statement 

suggested that PhD students were open to learn with students in lower levels and, in doing so, able 

to truly take advantage of the CoP. The willingness to learn and deepen their expertise from working 

in a group is considered a critical factor for a CoP to be effective as suggested by Lave12. 

In terms of technology and social media usage, all participants were active on social media and used 

mobile phone applications to keep in touch with their families and friends. Some of the students 

used Facebook for educational purposes; ZB-UG commented “I used to use Facebook a lot when it 

was new but now it is boring so I don’t have time for Facebook. The only reason I use it is because of 

our university group, during the exam time a lot of questions are asked and a lot are answered, and 

so you develop a level of understanding of things you don’t know”. This was a relevant statement 

specially having in mind the relevance given to social networks and how they are used according to 

their purpose. Students seem to be able to choose different social media according to the purpose of 

use and so they would be able to adapt to a new social bookmarking with a different purpose. This 

idea was shared by other students. MK-Master said “I don’t use Facebook for social reasons … more 

WhatsApp”. RA-Master said “I do use Facebook when I get back to University so I can see what 

everyone is up to. I don’t chat on it. Just if someone doesn’t have my number in WhatsApp or Viber, 

we can exchange messages via Facebook”. A mature level of using technology for learning was seen 

as an important factor for taking advantage of the CoP as students are able to act naturally in an 

online environment. This is widely explored by the literature11. 

Although Facebook was used extensively as a communication tool between students and their 

family/friends, they refused to use it as a communication tool with their colleagues. “I think it would 

be confusing to use Facebook” another participant said “You would be distracted by social aspects”. 

In-depth analysis of online interactions 

In-depth analysis of the interactions on Diigo showed that 95 posts had been shared on the website 

over a five month period (i.e. mid-April to mid-September) (Figure 1).  

Looking at Figure (1), three peaks are observed during the course of the CoP: weeks commencing 

19th of April, 28th of June and 19th of July. The graph showed that students were enthusiastic about 

the concept of learning together and this can be reflected by the high number of posts during April. 

Besides, during this period students were preparing their research proposal and were sharing review 

and research articles with their peers on Diigo. In June- where the second peak is seen- students 

shared a lot of literature articles to support their research. By that time students spent one month in 

the laboratory and had a better understanding of what they were doing and this is reflected by the 



relevance of the posted articles and their ability to identify peers who were working in a similar 

research area, despite the early findings suggested by Im27. Posting was sustained after that period 

and extended between July and August and this is possibly because they started to put their results 

together and interpret their data, hence a lot of engagement on VLE was observed at the week 

commencing the 9th of August. From August, most of the shared links were dominated by structuring 

dissertation, anatomy of scientific posters and articles to support data generated by students. During 

the course of the study, students have shared links, commented on them and asked questions on 

Diigo (Figure 2). Most of the shared links were research articles (32%), literature review articles 

(12%) and websites (9%) to help students to develop their research knowledge and writing skills. 

Only 2% of the shared links were videos that focused mainly of the structure and format of the 

literature review. Data analysis of the communications on Diigo, demonstrated that students have 

communicated effectively to develop different aspects of their research including: (i) literature 

survey to build up their background and knowledge on the research area; (ii) setting up the 

laboratory experiments by sharing links to cover different methods they will adopt; and (iii) articles 

that could help to interpret their results and explain some of the trends observed in the generated 

data (Figure 3). Members of the community also learned about the format of dissertation and how 

to design a poster via sharing relevant links with their peers on Diigo (Figure 3). Because of the 

nature of the domain, the majority of keywords retrieved from within the posts shared on Diigo by 

students were related to pharmaceutical formulations and analysis as depicted in Figures (4). 

Most of these posts were shared by students at Master’s level with minimum contribution by 

undergraduate and PhD students as indicated in Figure 5. When students at PhD level were asked 

about their contribution on Diigo, SM-PhD replied “In terms of using the website, honestly I didn’t 

get the chance to use it as much. I did get a chance later to go over all the articles. I was in lab and I 

really knew what I was doing”. Looking at the demographics of the members of the community of 

practice, 88.8% of the participants were younger than 35 years old. The average age of 

undergraduate, Master and PhD student was 23±0, 29.6±7.4 and 28.5±2.1. The data demonstrated 

that age of participants did not play any role in their engagement on Diigo as PhD students were 

younger compared to Master participants but their contribution was lower. 

Although PhD students did not take part in posting and sharing information on Diigo (Figure 5), they 

found it useful later on when they were researching analytical techniques such as high performance 

liquid chromatography (HPLC). Students at Master level had a different view as they believed that 

Diigo helped them to build-up their research knowledge by sharing information online. Furthermore, 

Diigo helped students to improve their writing skills. RA-Master said “If I am stuck with the write-up, 

I find many things useful through Diigo”. BB-Master has also confirmed that he could find useful 

information on Diigo regarding data interpretation and the writing-up of discussions, as students 

have shared a considerable amount on literature review, research proposal and thesis writing-up, 

and posters preparation. Hence, although the CoP was driven by the domain related with the role of 

polymers in drug delivery and the effect of particulate systems’ properties in developing 

pharmaceutical preparations there was scope for sharing resources about academic writing and how 

to do research. 

Students also used the CoP to share problems they encountered during their projects; an example is 

shown in table (2) where two students were working on the same drug and one of them had some 

issues with the dissolution study. Their colleague, AW-Master, tried to help to find a solution to this 



problem by sharing an article and giving some constructive comments. In another occasion (Table 3), 

a student had an issue with his microbiological test, his colleague found a relevant article 

highlighting the concentration range that should have been used in the experiment.  

Students also found Diigo easier for sharing information when compared to phones and emails. Four 

participants preferred Diigo over face-to-face as this gave the flexibility to seek advice and support 

from more than one person; MK-Master says “I think Diigo is better than  face-to-face because  face-

to-face is one-to-one, while on Diigo you have more than one opinion that you can adopt”. Also 

students supported their face-to-face meetings by referring to papers shared on Diigo. 

Students’ perception of the CoP and using Diigo 

After finishing the lab work and submission of dissertations, a second focus group was organised in 

order to evaluate students’ perception of working within a CoP. Students were asked whether the 

CoP had helped them in their learning and in developing their research expertise. All students 

agreed that working within a group deeply helped them in their learning by sharing knowledge and 

laboratory skills. MK-Master said “At first I thought it was not going to be useful as every student is 

working on a different topic, but when we find something relevant to our colleagues or encountering 

the same problem we share it”. PhD students shared a similar perception of the relevance of the 

CoP. However, these students rather prefer to highlight the relevance of being able to help students 

at lower level than learning from being in the CoP.  

In order to evaluate the role of Diigo for establishing communication within the CoP, when 

compared with the lab interactions, participants were asked whether Diigo helped them improving 

their interactions with their colleagues during the research project. PhD students were of the 

opinion that face-to-face interaction was the best way to communicate and share knowledge with 

their peers in the community and they did not get the chance to share any research articles on Diigo. 

SM-PhD argued that “For me, I like face-to-face, for example when I need help with calculation it is 

easier to do it f2f. However, writing papers, literature reviews or methodology […] I can get it from 

articles (referring to the articles found in Diigo)”. This was also reflected on Diigo as analysis of the 

data on Diigo showed the absence of participation from PhD students who were added to Diigo as 

experts. Despite not sharing articles, PhD students found some of the shared papers relevant to their 

work. On the other hand, most students at undergraduate and master level believed that Diigo was 

very helpful. MK-Master argued that “Diigo is much better than face-to-face interaction”. And AW-

Master supported this by saying that “Even if we have face-to-face interaction, we just say I found an 

article that supports that, and I will share on Diigo”. Moreover, all the students found it easy and felt 

comfortable to share information on Diigo and this was attributed to knowing each other through 

the community. Students were also confident in using Diigo’s various tools such as “like”, “tag” and 

“comment”. Nonetheless, some of the participants found Diigo rigid and felt it was difficult to 

initiate discussions. Receiving notification was another issue; some students never received 

notification via email while others did not receive notifications when downloaded the mobile 

application. Some of the participants found it difficult to search the shared articles and comments 

and it took them sometime to find the relevant information they were after. Furthermore, some of 

the students suggested that Diigo should have a “favourite” function, which will help them to build 

their own library of articles according to the relevance to their work. Diigo limitations are also widely 

explored by Estellés et. al. 30. 



 

Limitations 

Due to the nature of this study, the sample was not large enough to provide a data set suitable for a 

quantitative study. By introducing a larger sample of students, the integration in the CoP of students 

from other supervisors would be necessary, which could bring competitive domains and disperse the 

focus of the CoP.  However, it is understood this study would require more participants and thus 

more editions of the CoP. Another possible limitation relates with the heterogeneity of the CoP, 

which was seen by the researchers has one of study’s biggest virtue. By having students coming from 

different cycles of study students with a semester of research were blended in the same community 

with students with three years of research. Also a door was open for students that belong to a 

consolidated community (Master or undergraduate cohorts) and to students that live in individuality 

(PhD). Perhaps the reason why PhD students were not so active in the CoP was that they did not 

have time to consolidate themselves in the community as they act knowing that they have more 

time to consolidate their evidences and findings. Perhaps Master and undergraduate students have 

a level of engagement with research that is less deep therefore they were able to read and share 

more documents without reflecting on the real value each of these would have for their own 

research.  In future studies, the researchers agree that more time is needed to create this sense of 

CoP and perhaps use the PhD students as the glue between the different Master and 

Undergraduates cohorts.  

Conclusion 

Students’ learning experience can be boosted by working with their peers within a research 

community and Diigo can be used to facilitate communications besides face-to-face interactions. 

Students can share and discuss issues they encounter during or at the end of their research, and help 

each other to solve some of these issues. Although some students may not be actively partaking to 

the exchange of information via Diigo, the same students can find this resource helpful to consult in 

the future. Students might face some issues especially using Diigo. This is a new tool and it requires 

setting up a username and password before use. Participants who prefer to receive instant 

notification from Diigo need to download a mobile phone application and some of the participants 

might not have smartphones to facilitate this, which could result in disengagement. Although the 

CoP has been studied as a tool for learning at undergraduate, postgraduate and even professional 

level, most of these studies recruited participants of at same level. The current study recruited 

participants of diverse levels and thoroughly evaluated their interaction within the community. The 

current study demonstrates that small group of researchers can communicate effectively but it is not 

evident how the community will interact at a broader scale. Although adapting CoP as a research 

supervision tool will help academics a lot, researchers should be careful with what they are sharing 

and discussing online especially if the data generated are distinctive and patentable. Our future 

investigations will look at bigger samples and also evaluate whether running an induction session 

will have an impact on students’ interactions.  
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