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Particulars of Practice: A Collaborative Self-study of 
Mentoring Practicum-based Seminars 
 

Abstract 
This paper documents research regarding the roles, practices, and identities of three faculty members 
who mentor teacher candidates during practicums. Using a collaborative self-study (Hamilton, 1995), 
the authors examine the implications of implementing “particulars of practice seminars” (POPS) where 
practice issues are surfaced by candidates and examined collaboratively through focused 
conversation. The POPS are designed to develop candidates’ authority of experience (Munby & Russell, 
1994) and foster candidates’ agency in professional learning yet these aims are highly dependent upon 
the faculty mentors’ practices and how these seminars are conceived and enacted. Using reflections, 
email threads, and meetings, this self-study focuses on the authors’ conceptions of their practice, 
identities, and roles as faculty mentors participating in the POPS and introduces “braiding” as a 
metaphor to illustrate the weaving together of multiple data sources. Results include assertions 
regarding programmatic recommendations, faculty development, and methodological approaches 
used in self-study research. 
 
Cet article documente la recherche portant sur les rôles, les pratiques et les identités de trois membres 
du corps enseignant qui encadrent des candidats et des candidates à l’enseignement durant les stages. 
À l’aide d’une auto-étude collaborative (Hamilton, 1955), les auteurs examinent les implications de la 
mise en oeuvre de « séminaires portant sur les détails de la pratique » quand des questions de pratique 
sont mises en lumière par les candidats et les candidates et sont examinées en collaboration par le 
biais de conversations ciblées. Les séminaires portant sur les détails de la pratique sont conçus pour 
développer l’autorité d’expérience (Munby & Russell, 1994) des candidats et des candidates et pour 
favoriser la participation des candidats et des candidates à l’apprentissage professionnel, toutefois ces 
objectifs dépendent grandement des pratiques des professeurs et des professeures mentors ainsi que 
de la manière dont ces séminaires sont conçus et mis en oeuvre. À l’aide de réflexions, de fils de 
courriels et de réunions, cette auto-étude se concentre sur les conceptions des auteurs de leur 
pratique, de leur identité et de leur rôle en tant que professeurs mentors qui participent à des 
séminaires portant sur les détails de la pratique et elle présente le « tressage » en tant que métaphore 
pour illustrer le tissage de diverses sources de données. Parmi les résultats, citons les assertions 
concernant les recommandations programmatiques, le développement des professeurs et des 
professeures et les approches méthodologiques utilisées dans la recherche par auto-étude. 
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Preservice teachers’ learning during practicum has been the focus of numerous studies in 
recent decades (Beck & Kosnik, 2006; Bullock, 2009, 2012; Dillon, 2017; Kitchen & Russell, 
2012; Korthagen, 2001; Martin & Russell, 2010; Thomas, 2017; Zeichner, 2010). The research 
consistently alludes to the issue of “the perpetual struggle to integrate theory and practice” 
(Hirschkorn et al., 2009, p. 7). This struggle is accentuated by what Zeichner (2010) refers to as 
the third space of practicum resulting in the implementation of a variety of structures, such as in 
school seminars, realistic approaches (Korthagen, 2001), and practicum-integrated coursework 
(Dillon, 2017; Sivia & MacMath, 2016). Such structures are designed to maximize teacher 
candidates’ opportunities to link theory and practice and to reflect on their experiences (Schön, 
1987) as they develop their pedagogies. However, in the context of these innovations, very few 
studies focus on the teacher educators’ identities, practices, and beliefs in the context of enacting 
these varied approaches. As Thomas (2017) reminds us, few self-studies have focused on teacher 
educators’ learning during the practicum experience, apart from Bullock (2012) and Cuenca 
(2010). Consequently, the purpose of this study is to examine teacher educators’ practices of 
working with teacher candidates in in situ seminars during practicum.  

In teacher education, when we refer to an in situ seminar, we are referring to a seminar that 
takes place within the field (Kindergarten (K) to Grade 12 schools in Canada). It is connected to 
the field experience (or practicum) completed by teacher candidates. In all levels of education (K 
to post secondary), field experiences take place outside of the classroom, in the community. This 
may take the form of cooperative programs (Reinhard et al., 2020), apprenticeship models (Arrieta 
et al., 2018), volunteer placements (Hughes, 2017), or clinical practica (Giess et al., 2020; 
Kaihlanen et al., 2020), depending on your discipline. This participation in the field is then 
augmented by a seminar that involves students/candidates/participants of the field experience 
meeting together with a facilitator to debrief their experiences. In clinical professions, this is often 
referred to as reflective practice groups (Biggins, 2019; Mann et al., 2009) or Balint groups (Monk 
et al., 2018). This article focuses on the role of the facilitator within these groups or seminars and 
the findings could be applied to a variety of areas. 

The “Particulars of Practice Seminars” (POPS) are an innovation in a teacher education 
program within a small western Canadian university. The POPS are structured as small group 
collaborative discussions that take place between candidates and faculty mentors during the two 
practica that are part of the program. During these discussions, candidates are responsible for 
bringing forward particulars that they are either concerned with or curious about with regards to 
their practicum experience. There would be multiple candidates involved in these discussions, with 
the candidates taking the lead role in responding to each other. Candidates are encouraged not to 
see this simply as a problem solving discussion, but as an opportunity to reflect. As such, they are 
encouraged to ask more questions than provide answers. Example POPS topics include: discussing 
what kind of teacher a candidate wishes to be, brainstorming around how to increase student 
involvement in assessment, supporting students with behaviour challenges in class, 
communicating clearly with parents, or improving one’s scaffolding of concepts. Sometimes these 
topics arise out of a specific incident or challenge a candidate is experiencing, while other times 
topics are a general inquiry a candidate is considering. 

This paper details a year-long, collaborative self-study of our roles, practices, and identities 
as faculty mentors engaged in these POPS. As a relatively new innovation, and given our limited 
experience with such structures, we were prompted to ask: What are our conceptions of the POPS 
and how can this inform our and other teacher educators’ practice as mentors? As a component of 
the program designed to respond to concerns and tensions of practicum as a third space (Korthagen 
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et al., 2006; Martin et al., 2011; Zeichner, 2010), the POPS provided us with opportunities to 
understand whether and how our roles and practices could foster deeper learning, facilitate 
connections regarding theory and practice, and build stronger relationships between candidates 
and faculty mentors.  

 
Literature Review 

 
The idea for the POPS originally came from Naested et al.’s (2010) use of “cooperative 

learning groups or cohorts in their school field-experience…to assist students to understand and 
apply course content in an atmosphere of open-minded collegiality…[where] the aim is to develop 
shared praxis” (p. 332). We viewed this notion of shared praxis as relating to two critical concepts. 
First, we valued the focus on potentially developing candidates’ authority of experience (Munby 
& Russell, 1994) through these conversations. Second, we were interested in the effects of sharing 
with peers as a way to develop collegiality. Both of these concepts, authority of experience and 
sharing with peers, are well situated in teacher education literature. 
 
Authority of Experience 

 
The authority of experience (Munby & Russell, 1994) refers to the ability of seasoned 

teachers to learn from their own experience; their ability to use what Schön (1991) refers to as 
knowledge-in-action. Schön postulates that learning from experience involves its own 
epistemology or coming to understand how we know something. We can learn from others who 
know more than us (authority of position) and we can learn declarative knowledge (authority of 
reason), but how do we give ourselves permission to consider our own experience as a reliable 
source of knowledge? How do we learn to value this way of knowing such that we consider it to 
be just as important as what we learn from others already in a position of authority? 

Munby and Russell (1994) are correct in noting that this is challenging for teacher 
candidates in a teacher education program. How do teacher candidates move from being students 
who rely on the authority of instructors to being the teacher who has authority over others? 
Fundamentally, how do you move from being a student to a teacher? hooks (2009) shared that, 
“many students often feel that they have no voice, that they have nothing to say that is worthy of 
being heard” (p. 45). It is critical for teachers to give authority to their own voice. Munby and 
Russell (1994) argue that candidates need to learn how to value their own experiences and learn 
from them in ways that are qualitatively different than learning from direct instruction; they need 
to recognize the authority of their own experience. This is often challenged by the structure of field 
experiences wherein candidates are consistently observed and evaluated by teacher mentors and 
faculty mentors. This very structure, according to Munby and Russell, reinforces the authority of 
position and can erode the authority of experience. Consequently, some other mechanism needs to 
be put into place that reinforces candidates’ authority of experience; not that formal observations 
are to be removed, but something in addition is needed.  

In support of this idea, when Korthagen et al. (2006) described the critical principles for a 
sound teacher education program, they recognized how important it was to ensure that candidate 
reflections were “built as much as possible around their experiences, questions, and concerns” (p. 
1025), reinforcing the centrality of candidate experience. Martin and Russell (2010) specify this 
even further by identifying the field experience as the focal point for the development of 
candidates’ authority of experience. Consequently, we viewed these POPS as sites for learning in 
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which the central focus was to illuminate candidates’ experiences within the schools (Cuenca et 
al., 2011; Sivia & MacMath, 2016). As discussed by Dillon (2017) in his self-study of teacher 
education seminars, it was critical for seminars to focus on candidates’ experiences in the field. 
This type of situated learning (Barab & Plucker, 2002) aimed to move beyond learning by doing, 
to being able to reflect within communities of practice (Sanford et al., 2010). In contrast to other 
school based seminars (e.g., Mount Royal University) that situated an entire course in connection 
with practicum (O’Connor et al., 2015), POPS were coordinated by faculty mentors involved as 
supervisors during practicum. Our POPS occurred with the caveat that the particulars needed to 
relate to each candidate’s own practice as a condition of reinforcing the authority of experience. 
 
Sharing with Peers 

 
Korthagen et al.’s (2006) fifth principle for an effective teacher education program states 

that: “Learning about teaching requires an emphasis on those learning to teach working closely 
with their peers” (p. 1032). The importance of this relates to both the value of working with peers 
and the value of regular conversations. Pajares’ (1992) examination of teacher beliefs resulted in 
several key assumptions, one of which is that, “Belief change during adulthood is a relatively rare 
phenomenon, the most common cause being a conversation from one authority to another” (pp. 
325-326). The key phrase we pick up on is one authority to another. A conversation between a 
candidate and a mentor is not one authority to another. The only way to achieve this, in our mind, 
was via candidate-to-candidate discussions. In this case we regard their voices as equal, their 
authority as equal, and suggest that they value what each other has to say. This then relegates 
faculty involvement to the background: faculty only become involved if candidates need assistance 
in “finding patterns in learning to teach” (Korthagen et al., 2006, p. 1033). 

Of import is that this work is located within a conversation. hooks (2009) recognized that 
in “learning and talking together, we break with the notion that our experience of gaining 
knowledge is private, individualistic, and competitive” (p. 43). Too often, teachers view their work 
as isolated, often leading to early burn-out (Prilleltensky et al., 2016). As a result, it is important 
to use “teacher talk to develop and maintain professional relationships” (Williams, 2012, p. 294). 
This then represents what Iverson et al. (2008) refer to as a high-quality task as it helps to “nurture 
organizational problem-solving and judgment” (p. 295) while “promoting knowledge of the 
practice of teaching” (p. 297). 

Consequently, as faculty in a teacher education program, we understood the theoretical 
value of engaging in POPS because they drew attention to candidates’ authority of experience in 
solving problems with their peers. We hoped that this would enable candidates to address the very 
complex issues that arise during practicum. As discussed by Thomas (2017) in her self-study of 
practicum experiences from multiple lenses, we aimed to provide a community in which to reflect 
on the immediate areas of need for candidates.  

The next challenge was developing our own authority of experience in relation to the POPS 
themselves. This year represented the first time that we would be working with and facilitating 
POPS. Given our limited experience with this particular kind of practice, we decided to engage in 
a collaborative self-study to learn from our own experiences as faculty mentors. We drew on this 
literature to reinforce our own authority as mentors engaged in the POPS, as well as from our study 
as a collaborative team of co-researchers. 
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Methodology 
 

Collaborative Self-study and Intimate Scholarship 
 

At the outset, our research adheres to principles of studying professional practice settings 
using self-study criteria (Dinkelman, 2001; LaBoskey, 2004; Loughran & Northfield, 1998): It is 
self-initiated, problem-centred, focused on inquiry into our practice, collaborative, aimed at 
improving practice, and used in multiple and primarily qualitative means of inquiry. Coupled with 
the collaborative component of our study is that we approach this research as intimate scholarship 
(Hamilton, 1995; Pinnegar & Hamilton, 2015). Intimate scholarship is characterized as subjective 
and vulnerable, fundamentally relational, grounded in ontology, and developed from being in 
dialogue with ourselves, with research literature, with past experiences, and with colleagues and 
participants in the research community as ways to generate knowledge (Hamilton & Pinnegar, 
2014). Intimate scholarship takes up an ontological stance where “recognition of the 
individual/collective relation has value, uncovers embodied knowing through autobiography and 
action, and explores the coming-to-know process based in dialogue that captures particularities 
…reveal[ing] the vulnerabilities and passions that most often remain hidden in talk about 
experience” (Hamilton & Pinnegar, 2014, p. 153). Such an approach brings our vantage as teacher 
educators and our voices as researchers in this self-study into sharper focus and greater 
prominence—this is integral to developing knowledge that may have been previously hidden and 
could otherwise be useful in developing a pedagogy of teacher education (Loughran, 2006). In 
keeping with this notion, our self-study grounds our learning in the spaces between self and the 
practices in which we engage, between activity and theorizing, data and application, explicit 
knowledge and implicit knowing, and, perhaps most importantly, belief and action (Pinnegar & 
Hamilton, 2009) with the goal of transforming our inquiry into knowledge about practice. Finally, 
our research prompts us as researchers to stand “outside of ourselves” in order to illuminate 
previously unexamined and hidden knowledge of our practices as teacher educators (Shields et al., 
2011). This is made easier through the collaborative nature of our research where we bounce ideas 
off of each other and co-construct meaning through dialogue. 
 

Data 
 
Three Entry Points 

 
Data was collected over a period of nine months during the Bachelor of Education degree 

program at our institution. There were three entry points to our research: (a) initial discussions 
about the scope, aims, and sequence of the study; (b) the writing of the email thread and personal 
reflections; and (c) meetings to discuss our experiences and share aspects of our writing. All of 
these data emerged from the authors’ own reflections, experiences, and conversations. As a result, 
we did not need to seek informed consent from third parties. At our initial meeting, we articulated 
the driving question for this study: Through collaborative self-study, what can we learn about our 
conceptions of the POPS, and how can this inform our and other teacher educators’ practice? This 
question provided the starting point for our personal reflections as well as our email thread. We 
mapped out our study as requiring each author to write three individual reflections. Awneet Sivia 
and Sheryl MacMath, both of whom mentored, wrote one reflection after the POPS in initial 
practicum, one after the POPS at the start of final practicum, and one after the POPS towards the 
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end of final practicum. Vandy Britton, who introduced the vision for the POPS in her role as 
administrator, wrote three reflections: one prior to the first practicum focusing on the rationale for 
including POPS into the BEd program; one during the final practicum regarding challenges related 
to the implementation of the POPS; and, one that summarized feedback on the POPS from other 
mentors in the BEd. The second entry point, the email thread, began at the start of the initial 
practicum and included a minimum of five entries from each of the authors. The email thread 
lasted until the start of the second practicum, when we realized that meeting was more engaging 
and productive in terms of discussing our experiences in relation to the POPS. The third entry point 
was the collaborative meetings. We met a total of four times as co-researchers: November after 
the first set of POPS in initial practicum; April after the second set of POPS at the start of final 
practicum; May after the third and final set of POPS; and then, once more in June. During each 
meeting, we discussed our experiences, expressed ideas that were part of the email thread, and 
brought forward our learning from our personal reflections.  

There were two changes to the data gathering process. By the time we began mentoring in 
the final practicum, and preparing for the final two POPS, we realized that the email thread was 
becoming difficult to maintain so we shifted our focus to the collaborative conversations we were 
having. These discussions built on our individual reflections and emails, and offered more 
opportunities for co-learning and meaning-making. The data set also changed slightly towards the 
end of the study when we realized the need to bring the study to a close by returning, appropriately, 
to the “self as teacher educator.” While the first two reflections centered on the POPS and the 
vision behind the POPS, the final reflection was centred on “self as teacher educator.” We each 
wrote about our identities as teacher educators and what we learned about ourselves and our 
practices as a result of this collaborative self-study. The administrator reflected on questions she 
had presented to the other mentors regarding the POPS and reported on those responses.  
 
Analytic Approaches 
 

The qualitative research method of thematic analysis (Saldana, 2011) was used to analyse 
our email threads, reflections, and meeting transcripts. By adhering to a process of grouping the 
raw data into our three subsets (email thread, reflections, and meeting transcripts), employing a 
combination of a priori categories and emergent coding, and establishing patterns of convergence 
and salience, we introduced rigor into our analyses and strengthened the integrity of our outcomes. 
Coding of the email thread involved the use of the following a priori codes: teacher educator role, 
practice of the POPS, and self-study researcher role. While our preliminary analysis of the 
reflections began with the same a priori codes, we found that they were not as relevant. We then 
chose to use emergent coding to arrive at themes and visuals to provide snapshots of the data. 
Finally, the meeting transcripts represented the collaborative element of our self-study. Coming 
together to discuss our reflections and experiences on the POPS during these meetings allowed us 
to tangibly step outside of ourselves as researchers and illuminate our diverse epistemological 
commitments as researchers, our views of teacher education, and our vulnerabilities as researchers. 
We considered the meeting transcripts as our “coming-to-know” aspect of the research—the site 
of collaborative meaning-making that was a qualitatively different process of generating data, thus 
warranting a different analytic approach; it made sense to what this subset of data was revealing 
that was missed in the other two subsets of data. We chose to look for “epiphanies” and “new 
insights” as they were represented in the meeting transcripts in order to honour not only the unique 
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learning that occurs through collaboration (in contrast to the individual activities of writing email 
responses and reflections), but also to identify salience in our data.  
 
Braiding as a Methodological Tool 

 
By the end of the June meeting, we recognized the degree to which we had interwoven our 

ideas from the three subsets of data regarding our roles, practices and identities as researchers. 
What began as three separate data sources (email thread, individual reflections, and meeting 
transcripts) became increasingly meshed together over the course of this study. We considered the 
metaphor of “braiding” as an effective methodological tool to weave together our three subsets of 
data as a means to value each ‘strand’ and all three of our voices equitably in the analyses. This 
created a greater opportunity to expose the synergy between our personal beliefs, experiences, and 
collective understandings about the POPS. We found ourselves overlapping (drawing strands of 
thinking together) what was written in our reflections with our email threads and our discussions 
during our collaborative meetings. In doing so, we were able to attend to the central tenet of 
intimate scholarship—dialogue with each other was our “coming-to-know process” (Hamilton & 
Pinnegar, 2014, p. 153). Thus, after analysing these subsets of data independently as described, we 
braided all three “strands’ in order to expose synergies and develop knowledge about our roles, 
practices, and identities as researchers. 

Braiding, as a methodological tool, is somewhat distinct from triangulating. Rather than a 
focus on demonstrating convergence and validating findings through a prism of comparison, 
braiding is predicated on believing that “what is” is worthy and valid regardless of prevalence 
across all data. This enables us to respect ontological commitments driving self-study research and 
situates our study in the spaces of intimate scholarship where we value vulnerability, generativity, 
and emergence. Through braiding we regard all data equitably, even as we employ different 
analytic mechanisms to the data in the analysis. For instance, rather than identify a priori codes for 
all three subsets of data, we considered what methods would honour the data in the best way 
possible. Thus, rather than triangulate across the three subsets of data, we used braiding to show 
how data analyses can be generative and additive, where the whole of what emerges is greater than 
the sum of the parts.  

 
Results 

 
Our results are multi-levelled given our three different data sources, our different inquiries, 

and our personal learning with regards to self-study research. In this section we examine our three 
data sources (email thread, reflections, meetings) separately. Within each of these data sources we 
follow three strands of inquiry: (a) what we learned about POPS, (b) what we learned about our 
roles as teacher educators through this process, and (c) what we learned about ourselves as self-
study researchers. Then, in the discussion, we examine the intersections of these three data sources, 
along with how our work with self-study progressed. 
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Email Thread 
 
Understanding the POPS 
 

This strand of the email thread moved through three distinct phases. At the beginning, 
before any of us had been involved in POPS, our emails focused on what POPS actually were. Our 
first view was that the POPS were “learning conversations” (Sivia, Oct9). We wondered what 
conditions were needed for the POPS to be successful; as in, “what makes a vibrant POP 
conversation” (Sivia, Oct9). This led to the possibility that the POP seminar was a meeting of 
boundaries. We questioned whether the POP seminar was a thing (meeting place) or a process? In 
response to this question, we contemplated whether the POP seminar was a way to move “from 
reflection on practice to reflection as practice” (MacMath, Oct23), making it a process. Britton 
clarified this further, referring to “the shifting and changing of understanding as a result of 
contemplation on teaching practice” (Oct25). She used the metaphor of a “shapeshifter” to describe 
this movement in understanding, recognizing the inherent risk-taking that was needed for these 
shifts. 

After Sivia and MacMath had completed their first POPS with candidates, the email 
conversation shifted from a focus on what the POPS were to how they affected the candidates 
involved. MacMath noted that candidates were “traversing two roles in a variety of situations: 
student and teacher…but with mentors, with peers, and with their own students” (Dec14). We 
wondered if the candidates were aware of these multiple roles and “what were the cues for them 
as they move in and out of these roles” (Britton, Dec14). It was recognized that the candidates 
were viewed as teachers by their peers, a benefit of the POPS. However, this then raised the 
question regarding whether the faculty mentor needed to be present. Britton responded by noting 
the pivotal role of the faculty mentor in the POPS, “to model the language and to help support the 
development of an environment that would be conducive to productive conversation” (Jan18).  

Coupled with the completion of two more POPS, this reference to authority of experience 
signalled a shift in the conversation to looking at what a successful POP seminar actually was. 
This then led to our current understanding of the POPS as involving a process by which teacher 
candidates move from following the lead of the faculty mentor (the first POPS), to recognizing 
that they have learned a great deal and can contribute meaningfully to problem solving (the second 
POPS), to working independently as they examine their practice as a whole (the third and final 
POPS). However, as noted by MacMath, the independence for the final POPS had not necessarily 
occurred for all of the teacher candidates of either authors. 
 
Our Roles as Teacher Educators Within the POPS 
 

Simultaneous to our burgeoning understanding of what the POPS were, our email thread 
also served to understand the role of the faculty mentor within the POPS. Interestingly, the flow 
of this strand was similar to the first strand: our conversation shifted from trying to identify the 
role of the faculty mentor prior to completing our first POPS to focusing on what a faculty mentor 
should not do after the first POPS had been completed. This then led to a discussion regarding 
leadership versus mentorship and where the faculty mentor role fits into these two concepts. In the 
beginning the email thread recognized that the faculty mentor would need to “relinquish their 
positions of power” (Sivia, Oct9) while supporting teacher candidates in their ability to connect 
“theory…to practice” (MacMath, Oct23). This would include having faculty mentors “model the 
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language and…help with the accountability piece” (Britton, Jan18). In this way Britton used the 
metaphor of “mentor as mirror” (Jan18).  

It is at this point that our concerns over how to authentically enable a “shared power” 
(Sivia, Jan21) arose. To do this, faculty mentors would need to “hold our tongues…and get out of 
the way” (Britton, April6). However, this was a significant problem. This created a tension for the 
faculty mentors “between being involved in the leading the POPS as a facilitator and stepping out 
and away enough to allow for self-direction to flourish” (Sivia, May7). It was at this point that 
Britton connected this tension to the challenge experienced by all three of us to “articulate how 
leadership and mentorship are different and yet inexplicably entwined” (May7). When to lead? 
When to mentor? How do these look different in the POP seminars? As well, similar to our strand 
where we looked at the purpose of the POPS, is there a progression as we move from leader to 
mentor? 
 
Knowledge of Self as Teacher-Researchers 

 
In contrast to the previous two strands, our email discussion around what we were learning 

as teacher-researchers through this process did not emerge until after all three POPS had taken 
place. At this point we were able to reflect back on the totality of our experiences to examine how 
we went about investigating the POPS and our roles within it. This emerged when Sivia shared 
that “self-study, which is supposed to be collaborative/generative … it isn’t feeling much like that” 
(April6). She referred to the lack of “organic conversation” (April6), possibly linked to the very 
different perspectives, ontologies, and epistemologies of the three of us. However, in the process 
of using the email thread to work through this concern, a solution and reinvigoration occurred. We 
needed to add more in-person conversations as that felt like a more generative space. All three of 
us were in agreement and initiated that change to our methods. This enabled us to work through 
our experiences together rather than as an email thread. It was at this point that we began to “see 
places of convergence…; the ‘braid’ [was] coming together” (Sivia, May7). 
 
Reflections 
 

We each generated three reflections. Sivia and MacMath completed a reflection after each 
of the three POPS, whereas Britton focused on the vision, implementation, and feedback on the 
POPS. In contrast to our email thread, our individual reflections provided a space to document our 
personal insights and engage in reflexive, praxis-oriented cognition on our experience with the 
POPS. What was our vision? How did they go? What did we learn? What would we do differently? 
Britton reflected on the vision of the POPs, while Sivia and MacMath reflected individually on 
their experiences of engaging in the POPS. We then came together to discuss what we wrote during 
our meetings. In analysing the individual reflections, we considered the emergence of these four 
strands in our writing: learning to teach progression, troubleshooting the POPS, the possibilities 
of the POPS, and the “self” in the study of the POPS. 
 
Learning to Teach 
 

Britton remarked that teaching can be perceived as easy, such as riding a bike, yet knowing 
and learning how to teach is infinitely more complex than “merely practicing a skill” 
(September30) and requires sustained inquiry and examination. This perspective was echoed by 
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Sivia when describing the importance of the POPS to “model community that fosters reflection” 
to illuminate the intricacies of teaching in the practicum. All three authors commented on the 
potential for candidates to explore their practices and for faculty mentors to foster this learning 
during the POPS, envisioned as a “vibrant discussion with lots of jumping in with ideas and 
examples” (Sivia, reflectionA). However, Sivia and MacMath both expressed disappointment, 
noting the POPS resulted in a “loss of valuable teaching time” (MacMath, reflectionA) and feeling 
that the POPS were not as “‘amazing’ in the ways expected” (Sivia, reflectionA). The POPS were 
envisioned to include vibrant discussions, yet both Sivia and MacMath acknowledged that they 
each had to prompt the discussions. This was partly due to the candidates’ “limited abilities to 
reflect” (MacMath, reflectionA). Learning to teach required asking questions to engage with the 
‘particulars’ that the candidates brought forward; yet, MacMath expressed that “perhaps there are 
only so many questions to be asked before you start providing solutions” (reflectionA), suggesting 
that in this early stage of the practicum that candidates were viewing teaching as a set of “quick 
fixes.”  
 Subsequent reflections noted a shift towards more learning emerging during the POPS. 
MacMath expressed that there was less prompting needed while Sivia witnessed more questions 
being asked by candidates. Britton, reflecting on the original vision of the POPS and on the 
feedback from other mentors in the program, reiterated the learning objectives of the POPS as 
“seeing ‘another side’ to a candidate” and “making thinking plain” (Britton, reflectionB), 
capacities of candidates to “respond in ‘real time’” (Sivia, reflectionA) , and the potential for 
“relationship-building” (Britton, reflectionB). These visions were echoed by Sivia who described 
POPS as requiring a “passionate commitment” to “posing questions,” “candidate-led discussion,” 
and “a culture or context of ‘it’s okay to not know’” (Sivia, reflectionB). This strand of learning 
to teach was evident across all three authors’ reflections, although less so in the final (third) 
reflection which focused more on self-as teacher educator/researcher. Even so, reference was made 
in the final reflection to the POPS as sites for creating “deliberate space for the reflective meaning-
making and constructing of practice” (Sivia, reflectionC). An outcome of the reflections was a 
recognition of the safe space that the POPS provided, despite the fact that faculty mentors were 
also evaluators and course instructors. All three authors noted the “candidates felt safe enough to 
be vulnerable with each other” (Britton, reflectionC) and that it was “gratifying that candidates felt 
it was safe…even with course instructors there” (MacMath, reflectionB). Learning within the 
POPS became characterized by Sivia as candidates “coming to their own terms and using their 
own language to talk about their practices” (reflectionA). The POPS were a “window into their 
meaning making as burgeoning teachers” (Sivia, ReflectionC), thus solidifying the vision of the 
POPS as a learning space for developing knowledge about teaching and about teachers’ identities.  
 
Troubleshooting the POPS 
 

Despite the strong vision behind the POPS as sites for learning, all three authors identified 
instances when learning (the candidates’ and/or their own) was impeded. One set of limitations 
had to do with the structural arrangement of the POPS. As Sivia wrote, going “around the circle 
as though it was a class” (reflectionA) created a different dynamic from that of a vibrant and fluid 
conversation. MacMath commented that candidates coming in with a question “to be solved” 
(reflectionA) made it difficult to remain “quiet and removed” (reflection A), creating a sense that 
the first POP seminar was not much different than post-lesson discussion where candidates and 
mentors reflect on lessons through dialogue. Confusion about the authors’ roles as faculty mentors 
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such as when to ask questions, when to sit back, and when to offer advice, was a concern in early 
stages of the POPS. Sivia reflected on feelings of “doing it wrong” (reflectionA) and MacMath 
noted having “mixed, mostly negative, feelings” (reflectionA) about the first POPS. This spoke to 
the need for the authors to understand the “space” of the POPS differently than the learning spaces 
of campus coursework.  

As the POPS progressed, Sivia reflected on the fact that candidates simply “had more 
[practice] to chew on” and that grouping secondary candidates with other secondary candidates 
resulted in more interrelated practice issues (reflectionB). Similarly, MacMath noted that 
candidates were quick to pose questions in the second POP seminar because she clarified for 
candidates “that the focus was not so much about solving a problem…but using questions 
to…probe deeper and think broader about their own problems” (reflectionB). Britton summarized 
the challenges as faculty may feel “pressured to be something other than mere facilitator” 
(reflectionB) due to the dual hats that faculty wore and that candidates’ lack of experience and 
ability to ask the “right questions” (Britton, reflectionB) limited learning in the POPS. Despite this 
awareness, and changes to the structural arrangement of the POPS, the limited capacity of some 
candidates to reflect deeply and complexly about their practice continued to be a concern for the 
authors. 
 
Possibilities of the POPS 
 

Several possibilities emerged from our reflections on the POPS. As a noticeable shift in 
our reflections, all three authors began to think ahead about how POPS could be strengthened and 
possibly connected to future practices. MacMath surfaced the idea that the POPS were a 
“progression” (reflectionC) with the first set of POPS centered on “how to pose questions” 
(MacMath, reflectionC), the second set of POPS on a “particular” from practicum, and the third 
set of POPS being about “a practice rather than a ‘particular’” (Britton, reflectionC). This was 
echoed by Sivia in reflecting on the value of bringing artifacts to the final POP seminar as a way 
to facilitate deeper conversations. The POPS also opened up the possibility for emerging 
“particulars” to be linked into a research course in the final semester of the program where the 
issue could be further researched in more formal ways. POPS were being seen as models to 
“practice [developing] a professional learning community” (Britton, reflectionB). MacMath 
commented on making a “direct connection” (reflectionC) to future professional learning as the 
graduates enter the workforce. This connected with the idea of the POPS creating unique 
opportunities—difference from campus coursework—for candidates to take ownership over their 
own learning. As Sivia states, “we create a deliberate space of the reflective meaning making and 
constructing of practice that…doesn’t happen so well on campus because of…only approximating 
practice” (reflectionC). Both  Sivia and MacMath reinforced that POPS created possibilities to 
value the authority of experience and located the learning within the milieu of practice as opposed 
to theoretical knowledge. Our reflections also noted that the POPS innovation “bolsters candidates’ 
mentorship and leadership abilities” (Britton, reflectionC) as candidates “come to understand their 
roles and voices” as integral to their professional learning (Sivia, reflectionB). Britton’s final 
reflection noted the possibility of organizing POPS around specific school subjects to deepen the 
conversations, yet recognized that this might “continue to divide based on the old paradigms of 
schooling” (reflectionC).  
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The “Self” in the Study of POPS 
 

While we explored our roles as faculty mentors within the POPS, reflections also allowed 
us to delve into our roles as self-study researchers. The final reflection prompted us to look back 
on our study in its entirety. Sivia noted “it’s been an interesting space to hold – this space between 
the researcher and researched – in coming to terms with what I was able to learn about my practice 
from the POPS” (reflectionC). Understanding her role as a researcher and faculty mentor through 
the lens of tensions allowed Sivia to be open to the “unwelcome truths…and naming those tensions 
in our practice” (Sivia, reflectionC). MacMath described being a self-study researcher as 
“researching beyond my own practice” (reflectionC) and stated that “it creates a wider landscape 
for me to learn from and bring into my own practice” (MacMath, reflectionC). The process of 
reflecting on our roles also led to conceptualizations about our identities. MacMath wrote about 
her realization that she needed to acknowledge other dimensions of her identity as a teacher 
educator and named this as the “trifecta of teacher, mentor, and researcher” (reflectionC). Finally, 
Britton noted how this self-study affirmed her vision of the POPS and the power of reflection as a 
continuous thread through the program: “I stand by my original rationale for including the POPS 
into the BEd. I think it has significant value” (Britton, reflectionC).  

Sivia noted that self-study research has an “interweaving nature to it…that speaks to the 
fluid, emergent, organic and interconnected/overlappedness of the data” (reflectionC) based on her 
reflections on the process. MacMath reflected on self-study by posing questions about whether she 
was a good mentor, a teacher educator, or an exemplary teacher and how these identities did or did 
not come together in various situations. This was extended in her comment that “the researcher in 
me also moves beyond participating in the POPS to seeing them big picture” (MacMath, 
reflectionD), thus solidifying her realization that being a teacher educator was inextricably linked 
to being a “teacher-mentor-researcher” as an integrated identity. Britton reflected on how POPs 
would have been a great benefit to her own practicum as a candidate where she could have used 
“an outside ear to help me see situations more objectively…I needed a more elevated conversation 
in a collaborative and collegial environment, with people I trusted” (reflectionC).  
 
Meeting Transcripts 
 
 There were three meetings in total, one occurring after each of the POPS. First, all 
authors shared their written reflections. This was followed by a discussion.  
 
Collaborative Epiphanies 
 

The meeting transcripts revealed several epiphanies—important realizations that emerged 
because of collaboration and that were perceived as unique and transformative. The first had to do 
with the nature of self-study research and our roles as researchers. We shared vulnerabilities as 
researchers who felt at times frustrated by the process and “negatively judged around the idea of 
reflection” (MacMath). Vulnerability was expressed in terms of differences in ways of being and 
knowing between researchers, as noted in the statement, “the things that you would put structures 
to are the very things that I, or maybe someone who is like me or has my perspective, don’t; and 
the things that I put structures to are things that you wouldn’t” (Sivia). This presented an 
opportunity for us as self-study researchers to confront epistemological differences in our research 
processes, in how we come to know, and in how we view knowledge. Sivia noted that part of her 
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role was to, at times, “hold my ground” and to “defend this type of approach” (Sivia) while 
acknowledging that she may not have articulated the tenets of self-study research as well to her 
co-researchers as she could have.  

 A second epiphany was that, unlike other studies that focused largely on the experiences 
of candidates, this study centered on the authors’ practice as faculty mentors and their emerging 
understandings of self-study research. The authors realized that through the course of this research, 
their own practice as faculty mentors was changing, although MacMath responded that she was 
“not ready to agree with that yet, we will see where we get to” (MacMath). Britton noted that the 
research process itself changed involving the need “to blend things as opposed to keeping them so 
separate.” Connecting to this, it was noted by MacMath that “It might change what I’m thinking, 
but does it change my action, and do we have evidence of that change? I don’t know…it becomes 
a constant thread of our development…I think I am more comfortable with it as a development or 
progression rather than a change.” Of import was that the authors also learned about their practice 
as faculty mentors: “Next year I’m not going to be so hard on myself, we are developing…and I 
would share that with candidates” (MacMath). Sivia stated, “I’m learning that about 
myself…peeling myself so far back…sometimes I worry if I step back too far…it’s still nebulous 
to me but I have a clear purpose for it.” 

A third epiphany that emerged during our meeting was the realization that learning was 
mirrored: “What things have spoken to you in your process that have driven you in a certain 
direction and then the students that you’ve encountered along the way they’ve also shaped and 
molded you too. So it’s a mirroring…” (Britton). This solidified for the authors the parallel 
trajectories of the learning journey of candidates and mentors. While candidates’ knowledge and 
practice were impacted by the sharing with peers during the POPS, the authors learned from their 
own experiences of mentoring and researching this innovation with each other. 

A final epiphany was our meaning-making around the process of enacting self-study 
research. The authors experienced “big shifts” through discussions about research, identities, and 
roles as teacher educators and faculty mentors. Sivia responded “I think you’ve just identified, 
you’ve just captured for me the benefits of doing self-study research…recognizing you know that 
journey of self…and [that] the person is the goal.” These big shifts were associated with “mulling 
around and having us be…so focused on making the unclear clear and to track it” (MacMath). This 
was the articulation of the nature of self-study research for the authors. 

 
Discussion 

 
At the beginning of the study we posed a driving question: What are our conceptions of the 

POPS and how can this inform our and other teacher educators’ practice as mentors? We started 
with our email thread, wrote reflections, and met to collaboratively discuss what we learned about 
the POPS, about our roles, our identities, and our practice as both teacher educators and faculty 
mentors. The metaphor of braiding, used to describe how we brought together three subsets of 
data, enabled us to effectively respond to this question. Through analysing each data set differently, 
identifying threads of thinking within each, and then interweaving them to identify synergies, we 
developed valuable knowledge about practice and about ourselves as researchers. Through 
intimate scholarship, we valued our dialogues and collaborative moments as our “coming-to-know 
process” (Hamilton & Pinnegar, 2014, p. 153). In doing so, we attended to the importance of 
learning about the self as much as about the study.  
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Conceptions of the POPS 
 

In the beginning we were unsure what the POPS were going to look like. We considered 
them to be vibrant conversations and full of engaged questions and discussion. However, we 
discovered that students needed to feel safe in order to share; they needed practice experiences in 
order to be able to reflect on some “thing” or a “particular”; and, that having similar grade 
groupings were needed to facilitate deeper discussions about practice. We realized that Munby and 
Russell’s (1994) notion of authority of experience, while desirable, requires time, specific 
arrangements and purposeful modeling. When the time and modeling are occurring, thinking is 
made visible, relationships are built, and learning conversations flourish. This connects to hooks’ 
(2009) valuing of student voice to build collaborative, non-judgemental learning spaces. 
Experience in these kinds of innovations can also lead to possibilities for connecting to university 
coursework and future professional learning communities.  
 
Role of Faculty Mentors 
 

As teacher educators, we felt challenged about our roles in relation to the POPS and, quite 
frankly, lost. This was a new innovation and our journey was not unlike that of our candidates as 
they embarked on practicum. Over time, we learned that our roles as facilitators of the POPS and 
faculty mentors in practicum involved explicit modeling of conversations, questions, and 
reflecting. Similar to the “coming-to-know” (Hamilton & Pinnegar, 2014, p. 153) process of self-
study research, we realized that our roles were to engage candidates in their own coming-to-know 
processes. Our challenges continue to revolve around the sharing of power. How do we relinquish 
authority when we are perceived to be an authority in the eyes of our candidates? How do we learn 
when to hold our tongue instead of model? What is the line between leading and mentoring and 
how do we navigate that in the POPS? These questions we take with us into future research and 
practice. 
 
Our Identities as Self-Study Researchers 
 

Clearly, when we set out to do this as a collaborative self-study, we knew that our focus 
was on clarifying our identities as faculty mentors in the context of the POPS. An unexpected and 
valuable benefit of this research was not only learning about ourselves as researchers but also about 
each other’s epistemological commitments. This required us to become vulnerable in a way that 
was unique to this kind of study. Even the design of the study changed to focus more on the 
collaborative components as we realized more face-to-face meeting time could lead to more new 
epiphanies. As the study came to a close, it became evident that our journey of learning as faculty 
mentors and self-study researchers mirrored the journeys of our candidates as they navigated their 
new terrain of practicum. We experienced conversations where we had to articulate our positions, 
take risks, explore our preconceived conceptions of each other as researchers, and expose gaps in 
our knowledge base. We required a safe space to learn just as much as our students did. And, we 
entered into this research knowing that self-study would lead to change in our practice (as a 
condition of self-study research). We leave now with a deeper appreciation for each other as 
researchers; greater trust in our work together as educators; and a profound respect for making our 
thinking public, collaborating with colleagues, and being open the development of new 
methodological tools in self-study research. 
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Implications 
 

We believe that this work is significant to researchers, teacher educators, and those working 
broadly within teacher education programs, as well as disciplines that include a reflective 
discussion, seminar, or cooperative learning opportunity within their training and development. 
The introduction of a methodological tool of braiding may be seen as a worthwhile approach to 
negotiate the multiple forms of often amorphous data that constitutes self-study research. 
Recommendations for the placement and enactment of seminars in practicum, the articulation of 
practices of teacher educators mentoring during practicum, and the reconceptualising of teacher 
educator identities are all valuable contributions to the fields of self-study research and teacher 
education. In relation to disciplines that incorporate field-based, reflective discussions, we 
encourage facilitators to consider the multiple identities they bring to these seminars and 
discussions. We encourage facilitators to consider how these experiences may also be shaping 
them. 
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