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Introduction

The London Providers Mentoring Group is one of four working groups of providers of initial teacher education and training in London. 

The London Providers initiative saw its inception in the academic year 2001-02 as a direct result of an urgently perceived need, particularly amongst HEIs, to harmonise provision across London and across the different routes into teaching and different types of provision in order to develop a more coherent and manageable framework for London schools with a view to maximising their participation in partnership arrangements to increase teaching capacity and, thereby,  the quality of teaching and learning in London school. It also grew out of the strong desire amongst the 30 or so providers in London, again predominantly HEIs, for less competition and for more collaboration, inter alia to enable organisational and intellectual synergies leading to potentially richer experiences for student teachers, their (HEI) tutors and/or mentors as well as pupils.

The mentoring group, comprising some 15 representative but self-selecting members from different providers across London’s HEIs, SCITTs and school-based provision,  decided to operate on a cross-phase and interdisciplinary basis which, with the benefit of hindsight, can be argued to have afforded the group a rich and diverse pool of experience and expertise to draw on including conceptual/theoretical as well as more practical perspectives. In order to enable the group to develop into a community of practice conducive to collaborative working practices and to producing high quality and useful outcomes, the decision was taken early on to keep the membership of the group confined to a finite, manageable number of people. To ensure transparency of its work and to avoid disenfranchisement of instituions not represented, a core strand of the group’s work has consists of organising and taking part in dissemination events and activities, including the development of a website at:

http://www.LondonMentors.net/
The group normally meets on some ten occassions a year. The frequency of the meetings (for rather modest financial recompence) clearly shows the level of commitment of participating institutions and individuals, intellectually and financially, to achieve the agreed outcomes. Initially, in order to develop a joint conceptual understanding of the issues facing the group and whilst working on its first major outcome, namely the London Providers Mentoring Framework, meetings brought together all group members and focussed on getting to know each other personally, finding out about each others’ courses, institutional structures and mentor training/development activities as well as on exploring the intellectual and other precepts underpinning provision. Increasingly, the modus operandi has oscillated to the formation of subgroups dealing with different aspects of the agenda set by the group with the authors of the present paper forming one such subgroup concerned with the articulation of a pedagogy for mentor education and development. 

The work of the subgroup to be discussed here was governed by the tenet that in the final analysis the outcome of mentoring activities has to be measured in terms of its effectiveness in enhancing the pedagogical approaches of mentees, in our case student teachers. This, however, is not the focus of our investigation. And whilst there is a growing body of literature about what might be called a pedagogy of mentoring, i.e. possible approaches to the work of mentors with their mentees, this is not our concern here either. Instead, by ‘pedagogy of mentor education’ we mean a systematic examination of activities by mentor educators designed to enhance learning in mentors, in our context teacher educators and school teachers respectively (see e.g. Watkins and Mortimore 1999: 17). The field of mentor education to the best of our knowledge is still relatively unchartered and we hope that through the study of mentor education practices in the London region we will be able not only to raise awareness of the importance of the field but also to push back the boundaries of what is currently known and how mentor education is perceived.

This paper, written by members of the subgroup of the London Providers mentoring group, sets out to describe the pedagogical approaches used by members of the group routinely in their work with mentors and the process by which these approaches were made explicit and shared across the group with a view to identifying common underlying principles of pedagogy in order to develop them into a coherent model. The paper is intended to inform the communities of mentor education within London and beyond by providing a developing principles of pedagogy that enable colleagues to operationalise the London Providers’ Mentoring Framework of training outcomes. A futher intention behind the paper is to provide a baseline for further development of the emerging model of pedagogy and the attendant Framework.

The process

The mentoring group initially set itself the challenging task of articulating the skills and to some extent also the understanding and knowledge required of teachers to discharge the roles and responsibilities of effective mentoring at three broad stages: beginner, intermediate and advanced, moving from mentor training to mentor education and development linked to portable certification and accreditation across the region. In other words, the group’s aim was to develop a set of descriptors characterising desirable practice at the various stages recognised by all providers. In so doing the possibility of ‘accreditation’ of prior learning and the need for retraining in the case of a change of provider or school would be minimised and the emphasis could be put on a developmental trajectory for mentors possibly leading to recognition through award-bearing activity. 

Upon the development and trialling of the Mentoring Framework in 2002-03 the group has moved its attention to the development of materials exemplifying desirable practice, in particular through the development of digital video based resources against the background of an emerging conceptual framework for mentor education and development around notions of communities of practice, shared knowledge construction and situated learning on the basis of needs analysis – the focus of later sections of this paper. In parallel, the group has worked on the development of quality assurance procedures to safeguard the quality of provision associated with the Mentoring Framework across the region.

Since its inception, the work of the mentoring group has, amongst others, faced the following issues and tensions:

Competition v. collaboration:

Bringing together a number of different practices informed by distinctive historical, cultural and educational histories, there has invariably been discussion about how to retain distinctiveness and individuality of the work of various providers. Also, although in all faireness hardly noticeable, there is at times a subtext around retaining ‘market share’ whilst increasing capacity through collaboration. And, of course, the process of developing knowledge about and understanding of a great number of other providers at once has invariably not been an easy one.
Process v. product:

It would probably be disingenuous not to note that the provision of external funding from the Teacher Training Agency (TTA) has put pressure on the group to focus on tangible products. This has created certain tensions as the perceived need of the group was to foreground the developmental process, e.g. the development of conceptual clarity through the development of a framework informed by a clear pedagogical process rather than any training manual.

Training v. development model:

Linked to the above is the perceived need to engage with the prevailing competence / standards-based model espoused by policy makers whilst wishing to emphasise and acknowledgment the intrinsic, professional development orientation that was felt to make mentoring attractive to teachers.  

Certification v. accreditation:

Also, in addition to concerns about quality assurance across a large number of institutions, the group had to wrestle with questions around how to reward engagement in ITE and how, if it were through accreditation rather than certification, to ‘harmonise’ award-bearing provision across a range of providers who are in straight competition with each other. 

Research methods:

In research methods terms, the basic tenet of the approach taken by the London Providers Mentoring Group is that of participant researcher and what might be called an ‘exploratory-interpretive’ approach based on qualitative data and an interpretive analysis (Grotjahn 1987: 59-60). 

In terms of Seliger and Shohamy’s research paradigm (1985) our approach is best described as heuristic rather than deductive in so far as it sought the discovery and description of mentor education and development practices by members of the group. Our work was guided by a tentative conceptual model, the pedagogy of mentor education framework developed by group members as a working document through various workshops. The model aimed to take account of contextual factors governing the work of individual providers within the statutory framework as well as issues specific to mentor education in London. The overall approach, therefore, can best be decribed as synthetic and holistic, i.e. covering a representative sample of all of London providers, rather than analytic and relating to constituent parts, i.e. the work of individual providers. The view of knowledge underpinning our work can best be described as a priori, rather than empirical, knowledge, i.e. our work started on the basis of a set of axioms about mentor education and development based on experiences and systematic observations made through years of collective practice rather than on the basis of previous relevant studies, for the simple reason that very few if any appear to exist.

The data set examined for the purposes of this paper, in addition to desk-based literature study and record review, unsurprisingly is drawn from the professional practice of group members as well as semi-structured conversations, presentations and open observation of presentations of it. The data gathered was transcribed and described and analysed; tentative categories were assigned and hypothesis formulated which were relayed to and discussed with the group following the original data gathering and subsequent analysis by the main researchers. This allowed for clarifications and minor revisions of the researchers’ understanding of the views expressed by the whole group. Whilst most of us are currently working as school mentors, virtually all group members have been school mentors in the past and more recently, in our role as HEI tutors, act as personal tutors to student teachers and plan and conduct mentor professional development activities for and work with mentors.  

A pedagogy for mentor education (C) and the associated knowledge base needs to be examined in the context of a pedagogy for school teaching and learning (A) and a pedagogy of mentoring (B).  
A Pupil learning communities

Purpose: Teaching and learning of school pupils

Pedagogy of pupil learning and teaching

B Mentoring Communities

Purpose: Professional development of trainee teachers

Pedagogy of Mentoring 

C Mentor development communities

Purpose: Professional development of mentors

Pedagogy of Mentor education 


As can be seen from the above, our research approach is an inductive one that has involved the following stages:

Stage 1. Group members were asked to identify at least one activity associated with mentor development and to reflect on its underlying philosophy, principles, context and purpose.

Stage 2. Group members were asked to present a description of the activity and their reflections at a group meeting. Proceedings were recorded using audio tapes and transcribed.

Stage 3. The group discussed common practices and principles that emerged from Stage 2. A member of the group and the present research team lead the discussion which was also recorded using audio tapes and transcribed.

Stage 4. The mentor pedagogy sub-group held a series of meetings to discuss and analyse the findings and wrote an account based on Stages 2 and 3 focusing on common features and identifying outstanding issues.
Stage 5. The account was shared with the whole group to ensure a sufficient level of joint understanding and to clarify some issues further.

In all five partnerships in training, including both tutors and mentors, were represented during Stages 2 and 3 which took place in the morning and afternoon of the same day. The discussion following the presentation of activities was facilitated by the following questions:

· What are the key generic principles for pedagogy of mentor education?

· What principles apply at C that don’t apply at A and B (see Figure 1)?

· What is your understanding of the community of mentor education?  
· How do you want the community to develop?

· What are the issues and challenges for the community?

We set out to determine what is involved in mentoring and how good teachers are enabled to become mentors and to develop into good mentors.  We did this by reflecting on and analysing our own experience.  Some of us are currently working as school mentors but most of us have been school mentors in the past and more recently, in our role as college tutors we act as personal tutors to trainees and plan and conduct in mentor professional development activities and work with mentors.  

From our early discussions we realised that we would not be writing a training manual or “blueprint” for mentor development because that would be of extremely limited value.  Both mentoring and the development of mentors are complex and variable depending on a whole range of different factors and neither can be captured in a simple blueprint.  Instead we identified benefits for ourselves and others in similar situations of describing: a) the knowledge, skills and processes that are characteristic of good mentor and b) a pedagogy of mentor education.

Our first goal was achieved through reflections and discussion based on our experience of supporting a large number of trainees who were being mentored in primary and secondary schools as well as our shared knowledge of the research base for mentoring.  This resulted in the London Providers Framework that not only identifies knowledge skill and processes of mentoring but also lists them as outcomes in a stage model of mentor development.  Our second goal remained in the background during our work on the framework and surfaced as an important element in our discussions.  This paper is based on our recent drive to define our pedagogy for mentor education by sharing examples of our practice, reflecting on the planning, thinking and actions involved and discussing commonalities and differences.  

Findings:
The activities described comprise of two main types:

Type 1. Activities associated with learning through being a mentor

Type 2. Activities engaged in by groups who have come together to focus on professional development 

Most of us chose to describe the second type although we all agreed that both types of activity are crucial for both the early stages of becoming a mentor and for more advanced development of mentoring.  

Type 1. Activities associated with learning through being a mentor

Through carrying out the processes of mentoring trainee teachers, including joint planning, observing lessons, evaluating teaching, assessing progress etc., mentors certainly develop their knowledge of the procedures and frameworks of mentoring.  However development of deeper understanding of how trainees develop and how mentors can plan for and facilitate this process involves reflection and analysis that does not automatically follow from mentoring practices particularly within the busy school environment.  Some activities support mentors in learning from each other while they are mentoring and these may enable the reflection that is required to develop deeper understanding.  These include joint planning for trainee development, carrying out joint observations of trainees and observing each other conducting post-observation discussions with trainees.

We believe it may be possible for some teachers to develop into reasonable mentors purely through learning on the job with some support, interaction and planned activities involving a small number of other colleagues in the school.  However we believe that for many new mentors this process is too slow and to rely on this would be disadvantageous to trainees.  Furthermore, more experienced mentors need the additional stimulus, interaction and collaborative support that is provided by Type 2 activities.

Type 2. Larger group professional development activities

From a range described by participants we have identified the following categories of type 2 activities.

· Small group discussions focused on:

· specific questions 

· controversial statements

· comments made by trainees

· research evidence

· case studies

· identifying critical incidents and strategies to deal with them

· Summary short presentations to the whole group by a representative of a small group

· Large group brainstorms

· Small group role-plays

· Role-play presentation to the whole group

· Small group collaborative analysis of example documents

· Small group analysis of video extracts

· Small group collaborative writing of documents

· Mini-lectures on specific aspects of mentoring or areas of research in mentoring.

The activities are designed to draw on mentors’ experiences and to enable them to reflect on those experiences.  Some are designed to encourage mentors to reflect on their own development as a teacher, particularly those in Stage 1 of the development programme.  For example, a small group discussion started with questions about their own initial training: “What did you enjoy about it?  What kind of student were you?  What were your needs as a student?”  Later activities draw on participants experiences of mentoring, e.g. for example by identifying critical incidents in a trainee’s development.

Working in small groups enables participants to share their experiences and to begin to build constructs collaboratively that are based on a broader range of experiences than are available to an individual working alone.  In this way, for example, participants may identify a range of strategies for dealing with a particular set of problems that trainees have been found to encounter during their development. 

Collaborating in small groups also enables participants to apply the new knowledge that has been constructed in their group to their own situation and to test their own interpretations of their situations in the light of the new knowledge.  This is enabled by supportive colleagues and the time and opportunity provided away from the pressures of the classroom.  We find that mentors often feel high anxiety about working with the QTS standards and need to be supported to draw on their own experience and use their professional judgment.

Using small group discussions within a larger group is beneficial as it enables a wider mixing of people and supports the generation of more extensive and comprehensive sets of ideas or examples.  This is important because of the large number of factors that affect the mentoring process, including variations in the trainees’ personalities, experience and attributes, the varying school situations and differences in mentor-trainee relationships.  

Small group discussion activities are used to support the development of most aspects of mentoring and can be stimulated by various different means, including key questions, controversial statements such as “Mentoring is a HIGH RISK ACTIVITY”, video clips, case-studies.  

Whole group sessions are used for brain-storming ideas, presenting mini-lectures and for enabling sharing of a wider set of ideas, examples, issues and solutions.  Mini-lectures expose participants to new knowledge that may come from outside their own community.  They may then reflect on this knowledge and how it may apply to their own situation.

A particularly fruitful type of activity that we all use quite regularly for many different purposes in mentor education is role-play.  Two different ways in which role-play is used are 1) as a demonstration to the group and basis for discussion and 2) as an activity in groups of 3 where the roles are usually trainee, mentor and observer.  For example one activity was described in which the session leader role-played a trainee and asked for a volunteer to role-play a mentor.  The whole group watched and then discussed issues that emerged about the mentor’s role.  

A whole range of activities are built around small group role-plays as these enable simulations of mentoring situations such as discussions with the trainee about lesson plans, targets, pre-lesson observation discussions and post-lesson observation discussions.  The role-plays can be designed for a whole range of purpose including developing empathy with the trainee, exploring questioning strategies, obtaining feedback about non-verbal communication etc.

Planning activities:

The activities described above are planned by us, sometimes in collaboration with the mentors who will participate in the activities.  We believe, as will be discussed later, that both planning for mentor development and enabling development through shared activities are collaborative processes.  However the extent to which mentors collaborate in the planning depends on their experience.  Planning for new mentors is carried out predominantly by tutors in higher education institutions but as mentors develop and become more experienced planning becomes shared to a greater extent.  When the group shared their ideas for activities for a new mentor training day it became clear that the types and range of activities they were already using were very similar.  They were derived from developing and evaluating these activities with mentors over a number of years.

A typical approach used for planning mentor development days for more experienced mentors was:

1. identify mentoring issues and subject based topics to address by asking college tutors and mentors for suggestions and reviewing trainee evaluations.

2. plan the agenda for the day to involve a combination of inputs from mentors or tutors based on specific areas of knowledge, expertise or experience together with activities or focused discussions in groups.  

3. undertake activities and discussions within the group of mentors and tutors, and distill and agree a set of outcomes / strategies.

Planning requires pedagogical reasoning (Shulman, 1987) using a range of knowledge that is discussed later.  This knowledge is reconstructed within the community as they participate to varying degrees in the pedagogical reasoning involved in planning for mentor professional development.

Working towards some principles of pedagogy for mentor education:

Communities of practice: 

The pedagogy underpinning practice described here reflects theories which emphasise learning’s situatedness and recognise both the non formal and formal qualities of learning processes. The pedagogy is based on the view that preparation for mentoring is not a technical issue that can be enabled by a simple training programme, but rather an interpretative issue that is enabled through collaboration, challenge and reflection.
We believe that the way in which mentor development proceeds through the types of activities and practice described here is consistent with participation in a "community of practice" (Lave and Wenger 1991) that provides support for the elucidation of meaning and generation of knowledge.

The community of practice is a set of relations among persons, activity, and world, over time and in relation with other tangential and overlapping communities of practice.  A community of practice is an intrinsic condition for the existence of knowledge, not least because it provides the interactive support necessary for making sense of its heritage.  Thus, participation in the cultural practice in which any knowledge exists is an epistemological principle of learning. (Lave and Wenger 1991: 98)
Learning in the community of practice is regarded as an aspect of participation in the community which is at first “legitimately peripheral”, and then increases gradually in engagement and complexity. Learning is seen as a process of acculturation into established practices and is located in the process of co-participation rather than within the individual. It is an ongoing social activity, integral to the context in which it takes place, and is the process of contributing to, and becoming a member of, a certain community. Understanding is located in the increased access of learners to participating roles in expert performances. 

Understanding the nature of our communities is not straightforward.  We agree that there is a bounded community of mentoring practice in initial teacher education (ITE), where the boundary is perforated to allow movement in and out of the community. Within the boundary there are smaller more localised communities which operate on the level of partnership between schools, HEIs and LEAs, and which allow for flexibility of interaction and varying levels of engagement within and between localised communities. 
Membership of a community is attained at its most basic level through participation in a common practice towards common aims. This may be practice in the community of ITT mentors, the community of mentors for a specific HEI or GTP training programme, the community of science mentors or NQT mentors and so on. Individuals may well belong to several communities depending upon the specificity of practice which defines the community, and their professional roles. Full membership is attained through participation in collaborative activities across the community. Many type 2 activities are concerned with developing and understanding shared practice and thus support a community of practice ethos. The extent to which individuals identify themselves as members of a community or feel a sense of belonging can vary, and may depend upon the extent to which membership is a conscious focus of the community. 

Participants of the mentor education communities develop shared principles and practices through engaging in common activities such as those described earlier. The communities are organic and develop continuously through processes that are:

· empowering

· evolving

· planned

and involve

· reflection

· challenge

· evaluation 

· self-renewal

· bringing in new participants

· reviewing.

We agree that communities at all levels need to be outward looking and to actively find out about practice, theorising and concepts from outside their localised context. This notion of community gives participants a wider identity than one which is defined by their local partnership.  It also provides richer structures for reflection, challenge, evaluation, self renewal and review. Learning in the community of mentoring practice can thus be located in both macro and micro participatory contexts.
The extent to which participants share values is uncertain. It is clear that unless there are shared values there is tension. However, in order for communities to be organic and contain a potential for the evolution of new thinking and practice they need to be able to accommodate both diversity and individuality. We agree that the inclusion of diversity within and between communities counters the danger of them becoming closed cultures. The recognition of individuality is also necessary as it is individuals who develop through participating in the community of practice.

Participation and collaboration:
Our discussions lead us to define the following principles of participation which were also derived in part from Brookfield’s (1986) principles of effective practice in adult learning:

· participation in learning means opting in and readiness to engage

· participation in learning is active

· participants respect and value all shared contributions.

· participants build a shared context and understanding.

· knowledge is built from evidence, experience, discussion and ideas within and beyond the participating group.

· contestation is based on evidence.

We identified collaboration and collegiality as central to the participatory learning process. We see collaboration as a means of:

· promoting professional growth, mentor empowerment and reflective practice

· bringing about change and development

· developing knowledge

· providing opportunities to practice in a safe environment

· working in partnership

Collaboration supports emancipatory rather than routinised learning through:

· sharing experience and ideas

· giving and receiving aid and assistance

· jointly reflecting upon practice

· shared observations in schools

· mentor involvement in setting the agenda/focus of training sessions

Following Hargreaves (1994:192-6) we identified a tension between the desirability of collaborative practice which is development orientated and the need for collaborative practice which is implementation orientated. We believe that activities should enable development of mentors deeper understanding of the mentoring process as far as possible. However, constraints of time and funding mean that some sessions focus on familiarisation with procedures and documentation. The practicality of engaging participants in collaborative learning is further complicated by government intervention to promote a diversity of routes into teaching. Mentors supporting trainees on different initial training routes are working in increasingly different instructional contexts (Wang 2001); they work to different patterns of school placements with different practice expectations and different types and levels of responsibility for evidence collection and assessment. Opportunities for mentors to learn collaboratively across training routes is difficult to organise and fund. The increasing individualisation of programmes for trainees on fast track, flexible and part time routes also leads to more complex and diverse documentation, and this requires more curriculum time in mentor education sessions.
Enabling participation in activities is collaborative. We see ourselves as learners alongside mentors and as learners we are engaged in a cooperative process in which, at different times and for different purposes, different roles will be assumed by different group members.  This collaboration is necessary in the diagnosis of needs, in the setting of objectives, in curriculum development, in methodological aspects, and in generating evaluative criteria.  This collaboration is also constant, so that the group process involves a continual renegotiation of activities and priorities in which competing claims are explored, discussed and negotiated.
The enabling process includes:

· reflection

· co-learning

· cooperative and collaborative enterprise

· negotiation and renegotiation

· ownership of learning

· recognising and providing opportunities for the use of expertise within the community

· uncovering and revealing rather than transmitting knowledge.

Contestation and challenge:

The mode of collaborative learning we identified is practice-oriented, mainly by problematising current mentoring experiences, and contesting mentor’s basic assumptions about learning to teach, through a dialectical process of reflection in the group (Keiny & Dreyfus, 1989). Collaborative discourse is typified by talking, listening, questioning, arguing and speculating. The nature of the variability in mentors’ experiences and understanding is such that discussions are likely to reveal disagreements and differences in interpretation.  The challenges and contestations that result from these are an important aspect of mentors’ learning and discussions of this kind can trigger reflection and critical thinking. A group reaches this stage, only when mentors feel safe enough to challenge each others ideas and practice. We agreed that respect for persons and the valuing of shared contributions is a necessary condition for collaborative discourse to be effective as a means of development through critical reflection, and for the construction of professional knowledge. However, we recognise the difficulties of maintaining critical and collaborative relationships, reported by Cochran Smith (2003) in her study of the processes groups of teacher educators went through in identifying knowledge for teaching as participating in a community of inquiry.

Part of what this project pointed out, then, is that the considerable tension between a commitment to collaboration, on the one hand, and genuine critique of others’ ideas and positions, on the other, is a tension that is always operating in this kind of group inquiry —sometimes just beneath the surface of conversations, at other times bubbling up and breaking through the surface, and in a few instances erupting into confrontations or withdrawals from the group. (Cochran Smith 2003: 18) 
Whilst collaborative activities aim to support mentor autonomy and self directed criticality, there are occasions, particularly in the earlier stages of mentors’ development, when we feel that it is necessary for us as group leaders to contest ideas in order to model collaborative criticality in the group.

Planning and professional knowledge:

There is much debate about the codification of professional knowledge (Eraut 1994: 15, Thiessen 2000: 528). For the purpose of this paper, ‘professional knowledge’ refers to a cluster of forms including:

· propositional knowledge: theories and concepts, pedagogical principles, situation-specific propositions

· practical knowledge: routines, procedures, processes

· tacit knowledge: what we know but can’t tell

and 

· ‘know-how’: any combination of the above working in action (Eraut 1994)

Our discussions about planning for mentor education revealed a common view that the different forms of knowledge listed above, mutually inform our own practice as mentor educators, and mutually inform the practice of mentors.  Our professional knowledge as mentor educators therefore needs to include a knowledge and understanding of the propositions, practice and know-how of teaching and mentoring as well as the propositions, practice and know-how of Initial Teacher Education and mentor education. In drawing upon our professional knowledge to inform planning, we participate in a process of what Shulman (1987: 92) defines as ‘pedagogical reasoning’. Shulman’s model is articulated in relation to the teaching of pupils but is also relevant to the more collaborative practices of knowledge construction and reconstruction that we are concerned with here.  Shulman’s concept of pedagogical reasoning recognises the interrelationship of different forms of knowledge, and the importance of focusing upon the subject matter (of teacher education), when planning for learning. 

As mentor educators the process of pedagogical reasoning includes using our professional knowledge to:

· identify needs and guide what mentors learn

· explore mentors’ beliefs about the mentor role and how trainees learn

· understand the content of learning and the interactions which enable content to be understood

· provide a range of perspectives through which mentors can analyse and understand their practice

· provide a departure point for more personalised theories about mentoring

· assess the application and effectiveness of particular approaches to both mentor education and practice.
The overarching aim of pedagogical reasoning, exemplified in type 2 activities (engaged in by groups who have come together to focus on professional development), is to enable the planning of learning activities which interrelate mentors’ use of all forms of their professional knowledge and which maximise the learning opportunities from type 1 activities (learning through being a mentor). Type 1 activities are generally concerned with practical knowledge such as carrying out observations, giving feedback, planning and the management and organisation of resources. Type 2 activities include the introduction and development of propositional knowledge, and recognise the value of reflection in raising awareness of tacit knowledge and transforming knowing-in-action to knowledge-in-action. (Schön 1987). 

The main principle underlying the approach to type 2 activities is that practical knowledge can be derived from propositional and tacit knowledge through discourse. (Thiessen 2000: 530) For example, type 2 activities which focus upon the assessment of trainees place considerable emphasis upon the development and use of mentors’ professional judgement. Mentors need to be able to make holistic assessments of trainee development which are more complex than the QTS standards and which are informed by propositional and tacit knowledge of trainee learning and assessment. Anxiety about making such judgements public, and fear of accountability can lead mentors to rely predominantly upon their practical knowledge and to make judgements which are technical rather than professional.  Opportunities to carry out shared observations and to discuss assessments with reference to propositional and tacit knowledge can lead mentors to derive their practical knowledge of assessment from a broader professional basis.

The influence of mentor’s beliefs about their role and how trainees learn has a significant impact upon the outcome of planned learning activities. (Korthagen & Lagerwerf 1996, Day 1999, Martin 1996, Wang 2001). Wang’s study of US, UK and Chinese mentors indicates that the ‘instructional contexts (the structures of school curriculum, teaching and mentoring work) had a strong influence on mentors’ conceptions and practices of mentoring’ (Wang 2001: 72) and suggests that beliefs about the mentor role and how trainees learn is significantly shaped through the ways in which teaching and mentoring are structured in the ITE programme as well a by the structures of the mentor’s school. The process of pedagogical reasoning thus needs to include critical attention to the influence of instructional contexts both for mentor educators and mentors. The LP mentor group provides a forum for critical discussion and understanding of the ways in which teaching and mentoring are structured in ITE programmes, and the statutory contexts which influence this. Type 2 activities provide opportunities for mentors’ beliefs to be explored through contestation and challenge. However, the extent to which this extends to the collaborative reconstruction of school contexts proposed by Wang, can be constrained by the statutory requirements for the school curriculum and teaching.

Change and development:

Our group started with the specific purpose of developing consistent, effective mentor development.  This was achieved through participating in this community of practice in which we shared, negotiated and reconstructed knowledge.  This community might more specifically be described as a having “inquiry as stance” or being a “community of inquiry” (Cochran-Smith 2003) because the group set out to investigate how we enable mentors to develop and to envision and theorise about our practice so that we could negotiate an agreed approach to mentor development.

We set out with a view to design mentor development but as Wenger (1999) suggests the relationship of design to practice is indirect and therefore we see our design as an ongoing aspect of our practice.  Wenger (1999: 233) argues that: 
… the structure of practice is emergent, both highly perturbable and highly resilient, always reconstituting itself in the face of new events.  Similarly, the structure of identity emerges out of the process of building a trajectory.  It is this emergent character that gives practice and identity that ability to negotiate meaning anew.  In a world that is not predictable, improvisation and innovation are more than desirable, they are essential.  The relation of design to practice is therefore always indirect.  It takes place through the ongoing definition of an enterprise by the community pursuing it.  In other words, practice cannot be the result of design, but instead constitutes a response to design.

We expect that the mentor development framework and pedagogy that have emerged from our participation in this community of practice will continue to develop as they are used in practice.

Conclusion:

Our community of inquiry into the pedagogy of mentor education has enabled us to explain how mentor development can proceed through participation in communities of practice. Within our communities mentors share, negotiate and reconstruct knowledge. These processes are enabled through activities that can be categorised into two types both of which are important for continuing development.  These different types of activities tend to lead to different types of knowledge: propositional, practical, tacit and ‘know-how’; all these types of knowledge are needed by mentors. Practical knowledge of procedures, processes and frameworks is relatively easily developed and is crucial for mentors to begin their mentoring.  Hence some mentor development sessions focus on this type of knowledge for such pragmatic reasons.  However, in order for mentors to perform their complex role adequately with trainee teachers from varying backgrounds and prior knowledge and expertise, mentors need the prepositional knowledge that develops through reflection, negotiation and contestation within the community of practice.
Transfer across contexts

Structure of communities

In planning and enabling these activities participants in the mentor development community need a range of types of knowledge that we have begun to identify here.  Both the planning of activities and the activities themselves involve collaboration.  As mentors develop they collaborate increasingly in the planning.

Comment on process: research and development of community – develop community of practice of mentor educators through research and the sharing of practice

Further work 
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�Mary, can you add the bit on this?
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