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Belongingness 

Your own village means 

that you´re not alone, that 

you know there´s 

something of you in the 

people and the plants and 

the soil, that even when 

you are not there it waits 

to welcome you. 

C. Pavese 
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Abstract 

This doctoral dissertation examines in what ways professional development of school-

based teacher educators (SBTE) can promote collaboration between partner schools and 

universities. To answer the research question, a qualitative-dominant mixed methods 

case study was applied. This doctoral dissertation comprises three research articles and 

a synopsis. In the synopsis, the empirical, theoretical, and methodological background 

for the research study is presented. Each of the substudies makes independent 

contributions to the research field, in addition to providing knowledge and perspectives 

that can answer the doctoral dissertations´ research question.  

Substudy 1 involved a scoping review of 52 empirical studies to determine what 

teachers find important during their participation in formal online teacher professional 

development (OTPD) programmes. Mapping and synthesising the studies revealed that 

a one-size-fits-all design is merely an illusion in the context of professional 

development. The importance of focusing on participants´ interests and practically 

relevant content in the OTPD programme design process was highlighted. A facilitator 

was deemed crucial for scaffolding OTPD activities. While scaffolding was the 

overarching category in the study results, internal factors constituted a core category of 

teachers’ professional development. Gaining insights into the participants’ internal 

factors was found to be the facilitator’s most important task. The findings also revealed 

that the most amount of effort should be put into the startup phase of OTPD, with the 

participants facilitating a shared understanding of the activity.  

Substudy 2 aimed to investigate how an OTPD mentoring program for new 

SBTEs can enhance their professional development as teacher educators and promote 

coherence between a university and its partner schools. The main focus was on 

examining the role of a boundary artefact in achieving these objectives. Partner school 

is understood as the schools in which preservice teachers (PST) are involved in field 

practice. As participants in the OTPD programme they wrote six reflective diaries about 

their experiences during the process. A constant comparative analysis was used to 

examine 21 new SBTEs experiences with an OTPD programme in mentoring. The 

participants found the OTPD programme useful for their professional development and 

reflected upon how they grew into, engaged in, and connected to their new role, 

indicating that the programme served as a boundary artefact. Through their 

participation, the new SBTE felt like they were part of a community and could identify 
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as teacher educators. Despite their positive experiences, the participants paid attention 

to the challenges involved in online collaborations with SBTE at other schools. In 

addition, varying technologies at the partner schools and the university were reported to 

disrupt the participants’ experiences. Overall, this substudy highlighted the value of a 

university facilitator who can support participants’ development in the OTPD 

programme. 

In Substudy 3, the experiences of SBTEs in regard to collaboration within field 

practice in teacher education were examined, along with the arenas provided to them in 

their role as SBTEs. A total of 242 SBTEs answered a survey. In addition, 21 SBTEs 

maintained reflective diaries. The findings revealed a considerable discrepancy between 

intentions and practices, despite government directions regarding coherence and 

collaboration between partner schools and universities. Most SBTEs were found to 

work alone and lack collaboration, both within their partner school and with the 

university.  

The findings of this dissertation highlight that professional development among 

SBTEs can help promote collaboration between partner schools and universities in 

different ways, for example by participating in an OTPD programme in mentoring. 

Professional development must be facilitated, and willingness stood out as the 

overarching category when summarising the substudies. The overarching category 

captured the importance of all actors in field practice embracing the activity, both 

through showing a willingness to invite to the activity, interact in the activity, and a 

willingness to be included in the activity.  

By focusing on SBTEs’ experiences and activities as teacher educators, the three 

substudies revealed a bias in the activities between the two arenas partner schools and 

universities. The SBTEs are mentoring PSTs in field practice at their partner schools 

and have limited contact with the associated universities. The main contribution of this 

dissertation is that it provides increased knowledge about the importance of universities’ 

awareness of their role in field practice collaboration, which should be more than being 

deliverers of information. The findings revealed that there is still a gap between 

intentions and reality about collaboration between the two actors being responsible for 

teacher education.  
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Sammendrag (Norwegian) 

Denne doktorgradsavhandlingen undersøker hvordan profesjonell utvikling av 

praksislærere kan fremme samarbeid mellom praksisskoler og universitet. Ulike 

metoder er brukt for å besvare problemstillingen, og den metodiske tilnærmingen kan 

beskrives som en kvalitativt-dominerende kasusstudie. Avhandlingen er artikkelbasert, 

og består av ei kappe og tre forskningsartikler. I kappa presenteres studiens empiriske, 

teoretiske og metodologiske bakgrunn. Hver av forskningsartiklene er selvstendige 

bidrag til forskningsfeltet, men bringer også ny kunnskap og nye perspektiv for å 

besvare avhandlingens overordnede forskningsspørsmål. 

Første artikkel er en litteraturgjennomgang av 52 empiriske studier som viser 

hva lærere fremhever som viktig når de deltar i nettbaserte profesjonelle 

utviklingsprogram. Gjennom kartlegging og syntetisering av studiene viste resultatene 

at lærere foretrakk ulike design på nettkursene. Derfor anbefales fleksible utforminger. I 

tillegg var et interessant og relevant innhold viktig for å få fornøyde deltakere. Mens 

stillasbygging framsto som overordnet kategori i læreres profesjonelle utvikling, fikk 

kjernekategorien navnet interne faktorer. En fasilitator med hovedansvar for å 

tilrettelegge for lærernes utviklingsprosesser var av stor betydning for deres deltakelse. 

Den viktigste oppgaven for tilretteleggeren var å få innsikt i deltakernes interne 

faktorer. Oppstartsfasen ble vektlagt som spesielt viktig i læreres profesjonelle 

utvikling, der deltakerne i en tidlig fase fikk mulighet for å utvikle en felles forståelse 

for hva de sto overfor.  

 Det overordnede fokuset i den andre studien er hvordan nettkurs om veiledning 

kan fungere som en medierende artefakt for å styrke sammenhengen, eller koherensen, 

mellom universitet og praksisskoler. Praksisskoler er skolene der lærerstudentene 

gjennomfører praksisstudiet. Underveis i arbeidet med nettkurset skrev deltakerne seks 

refleksjonsnotat. 21 praksislærere gjennomførte nettkurset, og en konstant komparativ 

analyse ble benyttet for å få innsikt i opplevelsene deres mens de jobbet med nettkurset. 

Deltakerne opplevde nettkurset som nyttig for deres profesjonelle utvikling, og de 

reflekterte over hvordan de vokste inn i, at de lot seg engasjere, og hvordan de ble 

knyttet til den nye rollen. Gjennom å delta i nettkurset opplevde de å bli en del av et 

fellesskap, og de identifiserte seg som lærerutdannere. Disse tilbakemeldingene viser at 

nettkurset fungerte som et brobyggende artefakt mellom det å være lærer og det å bli 

praksislærer. De fleste av praksislærerne uttrykte en skepsis til å samarbeide med andre 
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praksislærere på nett. I tillegg opplevde deltakerne ulike teknologiske løsninger på 

praksisskole og universitetet som forstyrrende og utfordrende i utviklingsprosessen. 

Artikkelen framhever betydningen av en tilrettelegger fra universitetet som støtter 

deltakernes utvikling underveis i arbeidet med nettkurset.  

 Den tredje studien retter søkelys på praksislæreres opplevelser av samarbeid i 

praksisstudiet og hvilke samarbeidsarenaer de har for profesjonell utvikling i rollen som 

praksislærer. I tillegg til at 242 praksislærere besvarte et spørreskjema, skrev 21 

praksislærere refleksjonsnotat gjennom skoleåret. Til tross for nasjonale bestemmelser 

om sammenheng og samarbeid mellom praksisskoler og universitet, viser funnene en 

forskjell mellom nasjonale intensjoner og lokal praksis. Det meste av 

praksislærerarbeidet foregår individuelt, uten samarbeid med verken praksisskole eller 

universitet.  

 Funnene i avhandlingen viser at profesjonell utvikling av praksislærere kan 

fremme samarbeid mellom praksisskoler og universitet på ulike måter. For eksempel 

kan dette gjøres gjennom deltakelse i et nettkurs om veiledning. Noen må ha ansvar for 

å fasilitere den profesjonelle utviklingen. Det å være villig til å delta i aktivitetene 

framsto som den overordnede kategorien da funnene fra de tre studiene ble sett i 

sammenheng. Den overordnede kategorien viser betydningen av at alle deltakere i 

praksisstudiet omfavner aktiviteten, både gjennom å være positive til å invitere til 

aktivitet, at de deltar i aktiviteten, og at de er villige til å la seg inkludere.  

 Gjennom å sette søkelys på praksislæres erfaringer og aktiviteter som 

lærerutdannere, synliggjorde de tre studiene en skjevhet i aktivitetene mellom de to 

arenaene praksisskoler og universitet. Praksislærere veileder studenter i praksisstudiet, 

og dette foregår på praksisskolene der praksislærerne jobber. I dette arbeidet har de 

svært liten kontakt med universitetet. Denne avhandlingen bidrar i hovedsak til økt 

kunnskap om betydningen av at universitetene er bevisst rollen de har i samarbeidet om 

praksisstudiet. Dette samarbeidet bør bestå av mer enn å gi fra seg informasjon. 

Avhandlingen viser at det fortsatt er en avgrunn mellom intensjoner og realitet om 

samarbeid mellom de to aktørene som er hovedansvarlige for lærerutdanning.  
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Outline of the Dissertation  

This article-based dissertation consists of two parts: Part I provides a synopsis of the 

study, and Part II describes the three research articles on which this study is based 

(Substudies 1–3). The synopsis spans seven chapters: 

 

Chapter 1 introduces the study, with a particular emphasis on Norwegian teacher 

education and field practice. The gap between intentions of field practice and the reality 

of the situation is given main attention.  

Chapter 2 contextualises the doctoral study by discussing current knowledge in the 

field. Relevant studies were identified based on three core concepts: field practice, 

professional development, and community.  

Chapter 3 highlights how the paradigms and theoretical models chosen guided the 

project.  

Chapter 4 elaborates on the methodological considerations in this study, specifically the 

qualitative-dominant mixed methods design, and the researcher’s role, data collection 

and data analysis processes, trustworthiness, and ethics.  

Chapter 5 presents the results of each of the substudies, which are then combined and 

summarised.  

Chapter 6 contains a discussion of the research problem and the results presented in the 

articles, along with the theoretical framework and relevant research.  

Chapter 7 rounds off the synopsis with concluding remarks regarding the study’s 

implications and limitations and suggestions for future research.  

 

Part II presents the results of each of the three articles, synthesised findings, a 

discussion, and concluding remarks. The references, the three articles (I–III) in their 

published formats, and appendices can be found at the end of this dissertation.  
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1. Introduction 

Teacher education is aimed at offering preservice teachers (PSTs) professional learning 

opportunities that will enable them to deal with and develop the needs they will meet 

during their education and once they graduate as teachers (Raaen & Thorsen, 2020). 

PSTs ‘need the modelling, coaching, scaffolding, reflection, articulation, and 

exploration that more naturally comes from collaboration and communication with their 

mentor’ (Waters et al., 2021, p. 70). Two main arenas share the responsibility of teacher 

education: universities and their partner schools.1 In Norway, these were juxtaposed as 

different but equal learning arenas in teacher education in 2010 (Ministry of Education 

and Research, 2010a, 2010b). This understanding of equality indicates that  

[…] the campus is no longer merely to be seen as an arena for the acquisition of 

scientific knowledge and skills, and the practice placement institution as a place 

only to apply what is learned. Rather, the partners will see both fields as arenas 

for mutual exploration, negotiation, training and learning. (Raaen & Thorsen, 

2020, p. 110)  

The quote above illustrates that teacher education is perceived as a responsibility shared 

by universities and partner schools. Even if the arenas have complementary roles (Ulvik 

et al., 2017), universities are mainly responsible for facilitating the progression of PST 

development and for the content, quality, and assessments of field practice (Universities 

Norway [UHR], 2016a, 2016b). Despite this, partner schools must be aware of their role 

as an arena for PST development (Ministry of Education and Research, 2017).  

Despite the perception of equality, several studies have revealed a lack of a 

shared vision among those responsible for teacher education (Cavanna et al., 2021; 

Hammerness, 2013). Teacher education 2025, the national strategy for quality and 

cooperation in teacher education, claims that one of the main challenges in Norwegian 

teacher education is the weak relationship between these arenas (Ministry of Education 

and Research, 2017). One example is the study conducted by Sandvik et al. (2019), 

 

1 While the term partner schools describe schools in which PSTs are involved in field practice, 
the term university describes institutions where PST education takes place on campus. In this 
dissertation, the term university also captures the administrative tasks connected to organising 
qualitatively good teacher education.  
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where experienced teachers for PSTs did not describe themselves as integrated mentors. 

At the international as well as national levels, there are reports of a broad variation in 

how actors involved in field practice experience teacher education (e.g. Canrinus et al., 

2019; Munthe et al., 2020). PSTs’ experiences of field practice have been described as 

random in the literature, which illustrates the broad variation between partner schools 

and universities (Ulvik et al., 2018).  

This brief introduction forms the backdrop for the present dissertation, indicating 

that there is a need to further develop collaboration between the arenas responsible for 

teacher education. Even though several actors are involved in teacher education activity, 

the present dissertation focuses on the teachers in schools as being responsible for 

PSTs’ field practice. This scope has given me an opportunity to go more in depth into 

their experiences. 

 Chapter 1 presents an overview of the background of the situation (1.1), 

followed by my personal stance and motivations (1.2) and the study’s aim, research 

question, and design (1.3). The chapter ends with an overview of the synopsis structure 

(1.4).  

1.1  Background 

Teachers engaged in teacher education are considered teacher educators (The European 

Commision, 2013). Among them, school-based teacher educators (SBTE) and 

university-based teacher educators (UBTE) have the most central roles in field 

practice.2  

School-based teacher educators are those teachers who welcome student 

teachers into their classrooms and guide them in the beginning stages of a long 

professional development process. […] University-based teacher educators are 

the academic staff who teach educational courses such as didactics and 

pedagogy at the university, supervise the students’ Practicum by visiting them 

[…]. (Smith, 2007, p. 280)  

 

2 Different terms are used to describe the role of the teachers who supervise PSTs during field 
practice. In this synopsis, I use the terms school-based teacher educators (SBTEs) and 
university-based teacher educators (UBTEs) to emphasise the equality of their roles and that 
both roles are teacher educators. Other terms are used in the substudies to meet their respective 
requirements and to align with the audience of the different journals. 
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While universities are responsible for the overall education of PSTs, SBTEs are mainly 

responsible for mentoring PSTs during field practice (Helleve & Ulvik, 2019; White & 

Berry, 2022). In this dissertation, the role of a UBTE is primarily considered in relation 

to field practice.  

One central goal of Teacher education 2025, is to mobilise the participants 

involved in teacher education so that they develop a shared understanding of teacher 

education’s core elements and how they can be implemented (Ministry of Education 

and Research, 2017). The term coherence is central to such development processes. 

Several studies have focused on the importance of coherence in teacher education 

programmes over the last decades (e.g. Cavanna et al., 2021; Grossman et al., 2008). 

Coherence has been described as a process that reduces fragmentation or the gap 

between theory and practice or between the arenas and persons responsible for teacher 

education (Grossman et al., 2008). The enhanced focus on coherence is in line with the 

traditional understanding of the dichotomy between the two arenas, with universities 

taking care of theory and partner schools taking care of practice (Palazzolo et al., 2019). 

A stronger connection between the arenas is captured in this quote: ‘From an 

institutional perspective, coherence refers to the cooperation among the university, 

induction school, state ministry, and other institutions involved in teacher education’ 

(Alles et al., 2019, p. 91). Despite both research and government emphasis coherence, 

one in three Norwegian SBTEs described a lack of coherence between the two learning 

arenas in Flaget´s (2021) study. 

Coherence can be strengthened if the actors involved in teacher education have a 

shared arena where they can meet, get to know each other, and share their visions, 

goals, purposes, and mutual expectations to align, design, and implement teacher 

education programmes (Cavanna et al., 2021; Hammerness, 2013; Smith, 2016). In this 

dissertation, the terms coherence, third spaces, and partnership are tightly connected. 

Based on the understanding that a third spaces provides opportunities to negotiate and 

find solutions to strengthen the coherence between the two arenas (Canrinus et al., 

2019), third spaces in this study is understood as arenas where activities are dynamic 

rather than intended to overcome barriers (Akkerman and Bakker (2011a).  

To enhance the understanding of third spaces, Zeichner (2010) defined this 

arena as ‘the creation of hybrid spaces in preservice teacher education programs that 

bring together school and university-based teacher educators and practitioner and 
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academic knowledge in new ways to enhance the learning of prospective teachers’ 

(Zeichner, 2010, p. 92). Third spaces where different actors meet can be aligned with 

how partnerships are understood: ‘a partnership is an agreement between teacher 

education institutions and stakeholders of education who work together towards a 

shared goal, to improve education at all levels.’ (Smith, 2016, p. 20). According to 

Smith (2016), partnership in third spaces enables different levels of theories and 

experiences to come together and all participants involved in teacher education to 

further develop as professionals. Third spaces have been broadly discussed in terms of 

its complexity and challenges (Emstad & Sandvik, 2020; Helleve & Ulvik, 2019; 

Jackson & Burch, 2019; Smith, 2016). Zeichner et al. (2015) illustrated the challenges 

as follows: ‘even when school and universities are aware of each other’s world, they do 

not necessarily share a vision of quality teaching and teacher preparation.’ (p. 23).  

During the last decades, we have witnessed what is described as a practice turn 

in teacher education, with the practicum gaining more interest (Smith, 2018; Zeichner, 

2012). With the overall intention of strengthening teacher education and teacher quality, 

changes have been implemented in Norwegian teacher education (UHR, 2016a, 2016b). 

In 1999, the Bologna Declaration introduced what is known as the Bologna Process, 

through which European countries developed shared principles to ensure high-quality 

higher education (European Higher Education Area, 2021). The results of Programme 

for International Student Assessment (PISA) in 2000, which included negative results 

for Norway, and the implementation of the Quality Reform in 2003 are two often-used 

explanations for implementing new reforms in Norwegian teacher education (Dahl et 

al., 2016; Jenset et al., 2019).  

By introducing the term partner school in 2005, individual agreements between 

universities and SBTEs were replaced in favour of school leaders holding the main 

responsibility for facilitating field practice at partner schools (Ministry of Education and 

Research, 2005). The intention behind transferring the responsibility from SBTEs to 

partner schools was to ensure that each school would be used in its entirety as a 

collective arena for PSTs’ professional development (Nilssen, 2014). Today, 

universities, school owners, and headmasters in partner schools sign contracts clarifying 

their responsibilities for field practice. Principals of partner schools are responsible for 

field practice and are committed to participating in meetings between the arenas (UHR, 

2016a, 2016b). Nevertheless, Teacher education 2025, points out that many partner 
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schools downgrade field practice activity, as they do not experience being part of 

teacher education (Ministry of Education and Research, 2017).  

The role of partner schools in field practice is important in determining how 

SBTEs experience their role as teacher educators (Andreasen et al., 2019). The role of a 

school leader, the collaboration process for assessments of PST, and whether SBTEs 

enjoy being teachers are factors that significantly predict SBTEs’ identities as teacher 

educators (Andreasen et al., 2019). Munthe and Ohnstad (2008) reported that, in certain 

partner schools, a few teachers were involved in field practice preparations. However, 

according to the fifth report from Munthe (2015), partner schools have developed a 

greater awareness of being teacher education institutions. School leaders are primarily 

responsible for this change; nevertheless, Heggen et al. (2018) revealed variations 

among partner schools and reported that school leaders were not sufficiently involved in 

the development process. In addition, Heggen et al. (2018) highlighted the challenges 

that principals face when they are responsible for field practice when their main activity 

is to establish learning arenas for students and teachers at their schools.  

The role of an SBTE is important in a third space because mentoring 

competence is one of the core tasks and challenges of teacher education (Advisory 

Panel for Teacher Education, 2020). The SBTEs have dual roles: they are both teachers 

of their school students, in addition to being mentors for PSTs located at their partner 

schools (Helleve & Ulvik, 2019; White & Berry, 2022). White and Forgasz (2017) 

described these two roles as follows: 

Although this professional group do not change their location, they can 

nevertheless become ‘second order practitioners’ by working with pre-service 

teachers alongside university-based teacher educator colleagues. The additional 

complexity they face is that they do so while continuing in their roles as first 

order practitioners with responsibility for teaching school students. (White & 

Forgasz, 2017, p. 287). 

Inspired by White and Forgasz (2017), the term first order practitioners will be used in 

this dissertation when referring to SBTEs as teachers and the term second order 

practitioners when referring to SBTEs as mentors for PSTs.  

Although the SBTEs who participated in Heggen et al.´s (2018) study described 

the two roles as complementary, other studies have shown that the SBTEs´ mentoring 
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role is of less priority than their teaching role (Jackson & Burch, 2019; Jaspers et al., 

2014). Exemplifying the competition between the roles, studies have revealed that the 

national curriculum Kunnskapsløftet and partner schools’ local plans were emphasised 

instead of the national guidelines for teacher education (Moen & Standal, 2014; 

Thorsen, 2016).  

Notably, experienced teachers involved in Thorsen´s (2016) study believed that 

they could use their experiences to develop their teacher educator roles. Despite their 

positive attitudes, various studies have shown that there is no automaticity in good 

teachers becoming good teacher educators; the transition from being a teacher to 

becoming an SBTE is not something that happens automatically (e.g. Jaspers et al., 

2014; Orland-Barak, 2001). Articulating tacit knowledge is found to be one of the main 

differences between first- and second-order practitioners (Smith, 2005). One example of 

tacit knowledge is teachers who ‘just know what to do’ to motivate their students to 

work with tasks.  

Parker et al. (2021) reported of SBTEs who struggled ‘to make that identity 

shift’ ( p. 73). A number of factors can explain this struggle: several SBTEs reported 

feeling insecure in their role as teacher educators (Bullough Jr, 2005; Nilssen, 2016) and 

that they did not identify themselves as teacher educators (Heggen & Thorsen, 2015; 

Helleve & Ulvik, 2019). SBTEs have described a lack of time as a recurring challenge 

to do their jobs as well as they want to (Nilssen, 2014; Raaen, 2017; Sandvik et al., 

2019). In addition, many SBTEs have stated that they feel like they stand alone in their 

jobs as teacher educators (e.g. Heggen & Thorsen, 2015; Munthe & Ohnstad, 2008; 

Nilssen, 2016). The tension is further elaborated upon in Chapter 2, where the current 

state of knowledge is presented.  

NOKUT (the Norwegian Agency for Quality Assurance in Education) has 

identified the development of mentoring competence as one of the core challenges in 

teacher education to meet the new national standards (Advisory Panel for Teacher 

Education, 2020). As the job of a second order practitioner is quite different from that of 

a teacher for school students, the Norwegian government decided in 2010 that SBTEs 

should have at least 15 European Credit Transfer System (ETCS) in mentoring to be 

qualified as teacher educators in partner schools (UHR, 2016a, 2016b). SBTEs receive 

financial support from the Norwegian government to study mentor education (Ministry 

of Education and Research, 2015). The importance of ECTS credits in mentoring has 
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been highlighted by, for example, Helleve and Ulvik (2019) and Ulvik and Smith 

(2011), who stated that SBTEs with ETCs in mentoring described themselves as 

responsible teacher educators. In addition, they valued the theoretical approach to 

mentoring and aimed to contribute to creating coherence between the arenas. Although 

government directions were implemented more than a decade ago, the goal of educating 

SBTEs is far from being reached (e.g. Andreasen et al., 2019).  

1.2  Personal stance and motivation  

My personal stance and motivations have been essential for the research process. An 

SBTE I worked with once expressed ‘Why answer? The university never listen[s] to me 

anyway!’ when I, some years ago, I asked for suggestions to develop the field practice 

of our department. This answer served as a wake-up call for me and, although I was not 

aware of it at the time, became the starting point for the present dissertation. I started to 

reflect upon meetings that our department organised between the university and its 

partner schools, which could be described as meetings in the third space; they involved 

the transfer of information rather than the intended dialogue. The meetings gave no 

room for actors to share their visions, goals, purposes, or mutual expectations to meet 

what Cavanna et al. (2021), Hammerness (2013), and Smith (2016) described as the 

intention of third spaces. Thus, my experiences were similar to the reports of previous 

studies (e.g. Heggen et al., 2018; Kalgraf & Lindhardt, 2018; Lillejord & Børte, 2016).  

My background has also been an important factor in the research process. After 

15 years as a schoolteacher, I started working in teacher education in 2013. I have 

experienced intense workdays as a first order practitioner and as a second order 

practitioner, and during these years I have gained an enhanced understanding of the 

importance of collaboration between the two arenas. The last few years before I started 

the PhD journey, I have especially raised my awareness of and interest in this area of 

teacher education, as I have had some responsibility for my department’s field practice. 

In addition, as a mother, I have obtained another perspective on how important good 

teachers are, raising my awareness of the need for further development in teacher 

education.  

Complexity is a recurring term in the literature when field practice and teacher 

education are described. Therefore, I had to sort out and prioritise my objectives for this 

project. Zeichner et al.´s (2015) explanation of the challenges in teacher education 
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raised my curiosity about the tensions between SBTEs in partner schools and those of 

us working at universities. Several studies have called for more research into how 

participants in the two learning arenas can contribute to strengthening the coherence 

between the arenas (Cavanna et al., 2021; Hammerness, 2013).  

As discussed in the previous section, international and national studies have both 

revealed that universities struggle to include participants in collaborations for field 

practice in third spaces. To narrow the scope of this dissertation, I decided that the 

overall intention could be to gain more insights into in what ways professional 

development of SBTEs can promote collaboration between the two arenas. Andreasen 

et al. (2019) highlighted that SBTE ‘must claim their membership status’ in third spaces 

(p. 228); however, considering the challenges presented above, it is not easy for SBTEs 

to raise their voices during university activities.  

Strengthening SBTEs’ voices is challenging if they are unprepared when 

entering an unknown arena. Both international and national studies have shown that 

SBTEs are not well prepared for their role as second order practitioners (Bullough Jr, 

2005; Feiman-Nemser, 2001; Nilssen, 2014, 2016). Not being prepared indicates that 

universities cannot expect them to participate as equal partners in a third space. Due to 

the differences between the roles of a teacher and teacher educator, or a first- and 

second order practitioner, several researchers have outlined the need to provide 

opportunities for SBTEs to develop in their roles as teacher educators (Bullough Jr, 

2005; Palazzolo et al., 2019; Smith, 2017). Butler and Cuenca (2012) even described the 

situation for new SBTEs as a ‘sink-or-swim approach’ (p. 35) – that is, the teacher 

education institution leaves them alone to discover their role. With these previous 

studies in mind, I became interested in what this doctoral study could do to facilitate 

processes for raising SBTEs’ voices in third spaces.  

Professional development is crucial for voices to be heard. In this study, 

professional development is understood on the basis of sociocultural learning 

perspectives, specifically the cultural-historical activity theory (CHAT) and boundary 

crossing. These theories are presented in Chapter 3, but the overall idea is that learning 

first takes place during encounters between people and processes on an 

interpsychological level before it becomes part of everyone’s independent learning 

processes on an intrapsychological level (Vygotsky, 1978). The SBTEs at my university 

work at partner schools in a broad area, so they find it challenging to visit the university 
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and participate in meetings. Considering this, the idea of developing an online teacher 

professional development (OTPD) programme in mentoring to strengthen new SBTEs 

in their role as teacher educators started to grow. I participated in the digitalisation 

project in teacher education, DigGiLU, before I started my PhD.3 The OTPD 

programme was then supported by the DigGiLU project and by the Department of 

Teacher Education at the Norwegian University of Science and Technology (NTNU). I 

intended the OTPD programme to be an activity in the third space with other SBTEs, 

and a part of the larger goal of partnership in teacher education.  

1.3  Aim, research questions, and design 

The motives presented above gave rise to a need for more research on SBTEs’ learning 

processes (e.g. Langdon, 2014) and perspectives on their new roles (e.g. Helleve & 

Ulvik, 2019) as well as the importance of mentor training (e.g. Sandvik et al., 2020). 

According to Czerniawski et al. (2017) there is a lack of research on SBTEs 

professional learning (as second order practitioners), because research has mainly 

focused on teachers continuing their professional development in schools (as first order 

practitioners). According to Sandvik et al. (2020), there is a need for more research on 

collaboration and how new models for partnerships in teacher education work. In 

addition, Andreasen et al. (2019) claimed that there is a need for more empirical 

research involving both qualitative and quantitative data on field practice. 

This doctoral study strives to answer the main research question In what ways 

can professional development of school-based teacher educators promote collaboration 

between partner schools and universities? An overview of this dissertation and its 

substudies is presented below in Table 1.  

 

 

 

 

3 Digitalisering av grunnskolelærerutdanningen ved institutt for lærerutdanning NTNU 
(DigGiLU) was funded by the Norwegian Agency for International Cooperation and Quality 
Enhancement in Higher Education (formerly Norgesuniversitet, now Diku) and the Norwegian 
Ministry of Education and Research. For further reading, see Arstorp & Røkenes (2022) and 
Røkenes et al. (2022). 
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Table 1  

An Overview of the Dissertation and Substudies 

 
Chapter Description 

1 Study purpose To develop knowledge about how SBTEs´ professional development can enhance 
collaboration between partner school and universities 

Main research 
question  

In what ways can professional development of school-based teacher educators 
promote collaboration between partner schools and universities? 

2 Current state 
of knowledge 

Broad variations and complexity across studies presenting different interventions or 
activities that focus on SBTE professional development, with several reports of SBTEs 
who struggled in their new second order practitioner roles 

3 Theoretical 
framework 

3.1. Ontology and epistemology: Constructivism and the social constructivist 
perspective  
3.2–3.4. Cultural-historical activity theory, third space, and boundary crossing  

4 Methodology 4.1. Research design and methods: Qualitative-dominant mixed methods study  
4.2. Data collection: Scoping review, reflective diaries, and a survey 
4.3. Data analyses: Abduction, the constant comparative approach, and numerous 
data 
4.4.-4-5. Trustworthiness and ethical considerations 

5 Summarising 
the findings 

Substudy 1  Substudy 2  Substudy 3  

Substudies’ 
research 
questions 

S1: What does previous 
research reveal about 
teachers’ formal online 
professional development? 
 

S2: I: How do new school-
based mentors experience an 
OTPD in mentoring to 
develop in their new roles? II: 
How does an OTPD 
programme serve as a 
boundary artefact for new 
school-based mentors’ 
professional development? 

S3: I: How do school-based 
teacher educators 
experience collaboration in 
teacher education? II: Which 
arenas are teachers given for 
professional development in 
their role as school-based 
teacher educators? 

Central 
findings  

A one-size-fits-all design is 
an illusion in OTPD. 
Considering the 
participants’ interests and 
providing content that’s 
relevant to practice is 
crucial for OTPD. In 
addition, a facilitator who 
can scaffold OTPD 
processes is important.  

The OTPD programme was 
useful and the SBTE grew 
into, were engaged in, and 
connected to their roles. 
Technology fostered negative 
tension, and the SBTEs 
showed resistance to online 
participation, which limited 
the intended third-space 
activity. 

SBTEs report of broad 
variations with limited third 
space activity and a lack of 
coherence. Field practice 
activity is still a job for the 
individual SBTE, which 
indicates that their 
professional development 
relies on their autonomy. 

Summary of 
the results 

Willingness stood out as an overarching category when answering the research 
question. SBTEs were engaged in the third-space activity, but the university’s main 
role was to deliver information rather than invite SBTEs to collaborate. Therefore, 
the intended third-space activity was biased and took place near the SBTEs and their 
partner school’s activity system.  

6 Discussion In this chapter, the overarching category of willingness is discussed in combination 
with three words: willingness to invite (6.1), willingness to interact (6.2), and 
willingness to (be) include(d) (6.3). Willingness to invite is related to the university as 
deliverers of information (the right activity systems); willingness to interact is 
connected to SBTE engagement (the left activity system); and willingness to be 
included can be seen as a category where third space activity takes place.  

7 Concluding 
remarks  

Empirical, theoretical, methodological, and political implications are first presented 
(7.1), followed by the limitations of the study and suggestions for further research 
(7.2).  
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1.4.  Structure of the synopsis 

CHAT and boundary crossing were chosen to form the theoretical framework and 

provide knowledge and an understanding of SBTE professional development processes. 

In addition to relevant research, these theories are drawn upon in the discussion to gain 

a deeper understanding of the study topic. This doctoral study involved three substudies, 

as illustrated in Table 1. Chapters 1–4 introduce the purpose of this doctoral project, the 

current state of knowledge, the theoretical framework and methodology adopted in the 

study. In Chapter 5, the substudies are first presented, and the chapter ends with a 

summary of the results. While Substudy 1 was conducted to determine what teachers 

find important for their professional development via participation in formal OTPD 

programmes, the focus of Substudy 2 was on professional development for new SBTEs 

through the activities in an OTPD mentoring programme. In Substudy 3, attention was 

directed to SBTEs’ experiences with collaboration in third spaces and which arenas they 

were given for professional development in their role as teacher educators. The 

dissertations research question is discussed in Chapter 6, followed by concluding 

remarks elaborating on the implications and limitations of the study and suggestions for 

further research. 
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2. Current state of knowledge 

Guided by the overall research question, the aim of this chapter is to contextualise the 

doctoral study by describing the currently available knowledge in the research field 

about SBTE professional development and collaboration between partner schools and 

universities in field practice. This chapter provides a broad overview of studies focusing 

on how SBTEs’ professional development can enhance collaboration between partner 

schools and universities. The database search process and inclusion of relevant studies 

are described in Section 2.1. The findings are then presented and organised in relation to 

the research question: professional development of SBTEs is discussed in Section 2.2 

and activities mediating professional development in Section 2.3. The chapter is 

summarised in Section 2.4.  

2.1 Selection of studies 

To uncover relevant research, two main search processes were conducted: First, Arksey 

and O'Malley (2005) steps for a scoping review were followed, and then handsearching 

and snowballing were conducted to find studies written in Norwegian. In the first phase, 

relevant studies were identified by developing three core concepts that were central to 

the research question: field practice, professional development, and community. Table 2 

presents the terms covered by these concepts.  

 

Table 2  

Keywords that Facilitated the Search for Relevant Studies (Major et al., 2018, p. 2000) 

 Concept A 
Field-based practice 

(and associated terms) 
Concept B 

Professional development 
Concept C 

Community 
(and associated terms) 

 
 
 
 
 
OR 

School-based mentor 
School-based supporting teacher  
School mentor 
Mentor teach* 
Field-based mentor 
Field-based supervisor 
School-based teacher educator  
Supervising university tutor 
Cooperative teacher 
Associate teacher 
School placement 
Field placement 
School-based field experience 
School-based experience 
Practicum 
Classroom placement 
Placement tutor 

Professional development 
 

Professional learning community 
Professional learning network 
Third space 
Partnership 

 AND 
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Since different terms are used in research on field practice, I included all the terms I 

knew under Concept A. The terms used in concept C are chosen because they could 

help me find relevant studies where SBTEs professional development took place in a 

community. With respect to concept C, I realised in hindsight that the term ‘community 

of practice’ was not included in the search string. Although inexhaustive, the chosen 

terms were sufficient to capture relevant research.  

With help from experienced librarians, I ensured that the first phase was done 

correctly. The scoping process was similar to the process followed in Substudy 1 (Dille 

& Røkenes, 2021), and the experience I gained was helpful during the process of 

reviewing studies for this chapter.  

English-written peer-reviewed articles published in journals in the period 2017–

2021 were included in the initial search. The Scopus, Web of Science, and Education 

Resources Information Center (ERIC) databases were searched, resulting in 874 studies. 

The inclusion and exclusion criteria are presented in Table 3.  

Table 3  

Inclusion and Exclusion Criteria in Chapter 2 (Based on Røkenes and Krumsvik, 2014, 

p. 256) 

 

During the eligibility phase, I focused on the methodology chapter of each identified 

journal article to ensure that the studies were about activities that mediate SBTEs’ 

professional development. Similar to Substudy 1, a criterion was that professional 

development should take place in formal situations.  

 Inclusion criteria Exclusion criteria 
Databases ERIC, Web of Science, Scopus Other databases  
Time frame 2017–2021 Articles published before 2017 
Publication type Articles in journals  Books and book chapters, conference 

proceedings, grey literature, PhD dissertations 
Focus Formal interventions or activities to enhance 

quality in field practice in teacher education  
Not peer-reviewed articles focusing on other 
aspects  

Activities Interventions, mentoring, assessment, 
collaboration, preparation, development, methods 

  

Language English Other languages  
Target teaching level Primary and secondary school, middle school, 

high school, lower and upper secondary school 
Kindergarten, preschool, adult learning 
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Table 2 illustrates that Concept C incorporated terms that were partly 

interrelated but also distinct from each other. Rather than diving into the theoretical 

nuances of these terms, my emphasis was on the activity that facilitated the SBTEs’ 

professional development. These sentences aimed at elucidating my intended focus. The 

terms selected in Concept C are useful in identifying pertinent studies where SBTEs’ 

professional development occurred within a community. Examples of related activities 

are mentoring programmes, interventions, and pilot studies. 74 studies were included 

when I read through the whole texts the first time. Finally, 29 studies were found to fit 

all criteria and were included in the analysis.  

As it was not possible to use the same search strategy for studies written in 

Norwegian, I used snowballing and handsearching approaches in the second phase. 

These strategies can be used as supplementary activities (Booth et al., 2016). ‘Focus’ 

and ‘activities’ were the criteria that guided the second search. Because I wanted a 

broad scope of national studies, I did not include any particular time frame, publication 

type, or target teaching level as criteria when searching for Norwegian studies. In the 

handsearching process, I started with the Norwegian studies on field practice presented 

in Munthe et al. (2020) report. I read the full texts of these studies to determine whether 

they fit the criteria. Next, I read through two journals – Nordisk tidsskrift i 

veiledningspedagogikk (NORDVEI) and Acta Didactica Norden (ADNO) – to find 

relevant studies. During the snowball search, I used Google Scholar to find studies that 

referred to the Norwegian studies identified via handsearching. In addition, I received 

tips about relevant studies from experienced colleagues and supervisors. This phase led 

to 17 Norwegian studies being included. The scoping process is presented in Appendix 

VII, and the 46 studies are listed in Appendix VIII.  

As mentioned above, this chapter focuses on findings related to SBTEs’ 

experiences of professional development in third spaces as second order practitioners. 

The results below are from a mixture of international and national studies. The intention 

is to provide an overview of the literature, but the presentation may pose the challenge 

of simplifying the results of a wide range of studies. Overall, the reviewed studies 

revealed broad variations in the number of participants included. While some studies 

only had SBTEs as participants (Campbell et al., 2019; Denton & Heiney-Smith, 2020; 

Holland, 2018; Land, 2018; Nilssen, 2016), others combined the experiences of both 

SBTEs and PSTs (Kiviniemi et al., 2021; Lammert et al., 2020). SBTEs and UBTEs 
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were the participants of other studies (Aderibigbe et al., 2018; Berg & Rickels, 2018; 

Betlem et al., 2019; Näykki et al., 2021), and some studies included the whole triad 

(Jakhelln & Postholm, 2022; Lloyd et al., 2020; Molitor et al., 2018; Palazzolo et al., 

2019; Wetzel et al., 2019).  

2.2  Professional development of SBTEs 

According to the reviewed studies, the professional development of SBTEs takes place 

alongside individual work in different communities, such as with UBTEs, within their 

partner schools, and with their PSTs. SBTEs were reported to appreciate getting the 

opportunity to share and exchange their experiences about their role as teacher 

educators, or second order practitioners, in constructive communities (Berg & Rickels, 

2018; Kiviniemi et al., 2021; Margevica-Grinberga & Odiņa, 2021). Langdon (2017) 

described the activities involved in a development process as a ‘nuanced dance’ (p. 

541). 

Their engagement in third spaces led to changes in many SBTEs’ understanding 

of their roles and of themselves as professional educators; they began describing 

themselves as teacher educators and second order practitioners (e.g. Grimmett et al., 

2018). Grimmett et al. (2018) illustrated an SBTE’s professional development as 

follows:  

[…] at that conference at the beginning of the year where we had the time to sit 

and talk about some of those issues. There were pivotal points in that conference 

where I went, ‘Hang on a minute, there’s a bigger thing at play here. It’s not the 

universities, it’s not just us, there’s middle ground’. And that’s where it started 

to change my thinking about, ‘What can we do?’ (Grimmett et al., 2018, p. 346) 

Langdon (2017) used the term ‘shifting identities’ to explain the development the 

SBTEs described. Several studies have also reported an increased understanding and 

development of mentoring strategies (e.g. Berg & Rickels, 2018; Palazzolo et al., 2019; 

Walters et al., 2021).  

SBTEs’ attitudes and willingness to open up about what they needed for their 

professional development were highlighted by Trevethan and Sandretto (2017) and 

Sewell et al. (2018). Further, Richmond et al. (2017) and Sewell et al. (2018) claimed 

that participants who showed a willingness to engage in the activity of redefining and 

sharing goals, values, purposes, and practices constituted a prerequisite for coherence. 
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This willingness led to conditions for developing a commitment to the partnership in 

third spaces. Not all studies reported of participants showing a willingness to 

participate. While, for example, Aderibigbe et al. (2018) and Land (2018) described 

noncollaborative activities, Margevica-Grinberga and Odiņa (2021) reported that some 

SBTEs either did not submit any assignments or gave one-word responses that were 

given in the interventions.  

Both SBTEs and UBTEs claimed that their ‘time together was very inspiring 

and brought many ideas to the table’ when they shared and extended ideas (Palazzolo et 

al., 2019, p. 331). Another example of collaboration between these two roles was given 

by Klemp and Nedberg (2016): the PSTs received assignments from the university to 

collect and reflect upon data during field practice, whereas the SBTEs valued 

assignments that connected theory and practice. However, Amdal and Mastad (2022) 

highlighted the need for SBTEs to show more interest in collaborating with UBTEs.  

Researchers claimed that open communication between the actors was crucial 

for development to take place, but challenges were reflected upon in several studies: 

Marsh (2021) revealed an asymmetry in power between the two actors, which resulted 

in SBTEs’ reduced ownership in their professional development. This imbalance in 

power was also an important finding in other studies: Olsen (2020) showed that the 

UBTE talked for more than 70% of a mentoring session. In another study, an SBTE 

withdrew from online activity because they would not be a part of what they 

experienced as a competitive situation and described the participants from university 

dominating the activity (Klemp & Nilssen, 2017). The asymmetry was also exemplified 

by Palazzolo et al. (2019), who reported that SBTEs wanted more information about 

what happened at the universities. The following quote exemplifies the imbalance 

between SBTEs and universities: ‘Rather than being empowered they were, to an 

extent, controlled’ (Marsh, 2021, p. 251). 

However, Langdon (2017) emphasised the presence of supportive communities 

in schools that valued SBTEs’ work. In Jackson and Burch (2019) study, an SBTE 

claimed that meetings with colleagues to discuss field practice were ‘the most powerful 

meetings I have in school’ (p. 146), and disagreements between the participants were 

valued and considered a strength for professional development. Fauskanger et al. (2019) 

reported that SBTEs who participated in a mentoring education programme performed 

an assessment to create plans for field practice at their schools. This shared activity 
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resulted in engaged headmasters and colleagues, and the partner schools developed a 

shared language about field practice.  

While some participants reported pedagogical development at their schools 

(Näykki et al., 2021), other SBTEs did not experience a feeling of community within 

their schools. Those who were alone appreciated meeting likeminded people outside 

their partner schools ‘who respected their passion for mentoring’ (Holland, 2018, p. 

117). Activities in this common space transcended geographical boundaries (Holland, 

2018; Näykki et al., 2021). When participating in an intervention, one of the SBTEs in 

Lammert et al.´s (2020) study realised that the culture at her school could be described 

as involving authoritative discourse. Being part of an intervention outside the partner 

school gave this SBTE the courage to challenge the culture at her school.  

Trevethan and Sandretto (2017) and Parker et al. (2021) claimed that matching 

PSTs and SBTEs is the single most important factor for successful activities. Several 

studies have reflected on how interventions support SBTEs in their relationships with 

PSTs (Grimmett et al., 2018; Morud & Engvik, 2019; Sewell et al., 2017). For example, 

the SBTEs in Hvalby and Thortveit (2022) were organised into mentoring teams and 

appreciated structured mentoring sessions with PSTs. Before the mentoring sessions, 

the PSTs sent questions to the SBTEs, who prepared answers and decided on 

perspectives to be used as starting points in the mentoring sessions. 

Although SBTEs reported an imbalance when collaborating with UBTEs, they 

described themselves and PSTs as partners (Olsen, 2020). However, not all SBTEs 

experienced good development processes with PSTs. The SBTEs and PSTs in the 

studies of Näykki et al. (2021) and Kiviniemi et al. (2021) reported different 

experiences when working together in professional development groups: homogenous 

groups consisting of either SBTEs, or PSTs worked out better than mixed groups. The 

SBTEs explained that challenges arose because of differing experience levels.  

Trevethan and Sandretto (2017) claimed that ‘the relationship between 

mentoring and opportunities for professional learning cannot be taken for granted’ (p. 

131). Lack of time was a recurring challenge reported in several studies (e.g. Betlem et 

al., 2019; Näykki et al., 2021). The SBTEs in the studies of Langdon (2017) and Waters 

et al. (2021) illustrated that they needed time to understand that they, too, were learners 

and could learn from each other. Time was also a factor when, among others, Berg and 

Rickels (2018) reflected upon the challenges faced by SBTEs with dual roles and 
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several tasks to fulfil. An SBTE in White´s (2019) study described a tension between 

his teaching and SBTE roles, stating that he lost important time that he should have 

spent with his students. Lack of time may explain why some of the SBTEs described 

themselves as first order practitioners.  

2.3  Activities mediating professional development 

While some of the programmes covered in the reviewed studies paid attention to the 

SBTE role (Aderibigbe et al., 2018; Denton & Heiney-Smith, 2020), peer group 

mentoring, mentoring approaches, mentoring strategies, and coaching models were 

focused on in other studies (e.g. Amdal & Mastad, 2022; Kiviniemi et al., 2021; Lloyd 

et al., 2020). For instance, Hvalby and Thortveit (2022) studied SBTEs working in 

teams to mentor PSTs. Two methods appeared frequently in the literature: lesson study 

(Gruber, 2019; Helgevold & Munthe, 2016; Morud & Engvik, 2019) and action 

research (Betlem et al., 2019; Holland, 2018; Langdon, 2017; Steele & Danielsen, 2014; 

Steele, 2017). In Langdon´s (2017) study, the SBTEs had opportunities to view 

themselves as learners in a professional development process via action research. In 

addition to knowledge building and collecting and analysing data, the participants 

shared their observations and experiences in a community that was open to questions 

and reflection. 

Developmental activities took place at universities, partner schools, or both. In 

several studies, participants discussed topics on university campus, tried them out at 

their respective schools, and returned to campus to discuss their experiences (e.g. 

Holland, 2018; Näykki et al., 2021). In the studies of Helgevold and Munthe (2016) and 

Jakhelln and Postholm (2022), the interventions started with physical seminars. In the 

startup phase of their professional development, the participants developed a shared 

understanding about the content and processes involved (Jakhelln & Postholm, 2022). 

The SBTEs in Jakhelln and Postholm´s (2022) study appreciated being involved in the 

third space from the very beginning of the project. Dialogue around what each 

participant could bring to the third space, which included both knowledge and 

experiences, and their qualities were built on further in the development processes 

(Kiviniemi et al., 2021; Sewell et al., 2018). Heggen et al. (2018) reflected upon how 

SBTEs’ personal factors affected developmental activities. 
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Central to both third spaces and the partnerships between the actors was the 

intention to build equality, mutual trust, and symmetric participation. Richmond et al. 

(2017) illustrated the importance of including SBTEs in the processes: In an initial 

workshop, someone from outside of the organisation designed and implemented the 

interventions. Because of a distance between the content and the participants needs, the 

conclusion was that the workshop failed. Based on this experience, SBTEs were invited 

to contribute to the content and activities when planning the second workshop. Due to 

the feedback obtained from the participants, the latter workshop was much more 

successful than the first. 

In conjunction with involving SBTEs in such processes, Holland (2018) 

highlighted the importance of SBTEs feeling a sense of ownership over the 

development processes. By paying attention to their own interests and what they wanted 

to develop (e.g. Parker et al., 2021), the participants determined common values, goals, 

and beliefs that led to opportunities for professional development in third spaces 

(Betlem et al., 2019; Richmond et al., 2017; Sewell et al., 2017). In addition, paying 

attention to the information and materials involved in the developmental activities 

helped clarify what the role of an SBTE consists of and what happens at a university, as 

highlighted by Margevica-Grinberga and Odiņa (2021) and Molitor et al. (2018). The 

SBTEs in Klemp and Nilssen´s (2016) study appreciated having opportunities to draw 

from their experiences during online mentoring. 

Wetzel et al. (2019) focused on the importance of establishing supportive spaces 

and reported good experiences with collaborative mentoring processes, as SBTEs 

supported each other in addition to mentoring PSTs. Furthermore, Sewell et al. (2018) 

highlighted the importance of paying attention to what the participants had in common, 

rather than focusing on the differences. Although most studies reported positive 

developmental outcomes for SBTEs, the SBTEs in, for example, Parker et al.´s (2021) 

study struggled with their professional development. Although they were invited to 

participate as equal partners in a third space, they found it hard to change from first- to 

second order practitioners. 

Several SBTs highlighted the importance of a facilitator for interventions. An 

SBTE in Jackson and Burch´s (2019) study described the intervention facilitator as a 

boundary broker who would ‘kind of fuelling our energy and fuelling our enthusiasm’ 

(p. 148). Further, the participants in the study found value in the facilitator being 
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someone who did not belong to their school, as it gave them opportunities to maintain 

what they described as a needed distance. According to Betlem et al. (2019), scaffolding 

should be reduced over time as participants gain ownership of the development 

processes.  

Technology was a central aspect of several studies, and a broad variety of tools 

and processes were presented. The programme in Parker et al. (2021) consisted of five 

modules closely connected to the national requirements and the gap between the arenas 

presented in the literature: the importance of partnerships, planning and teaching 

together, mentoring, and handling difficult conversations. In the studies of Chilton and 

McCracken (2017) and Klemp and Nilssen (2016), new technologies supported the 

SBTE mentoring processes, and in the study of Campbell et al. (2019), the focus was on 

a web-based learning environment. While Land (2018) and Lammert et al. (2020) 

video-recorded the mentoring cycles, Mathisen and Bjørndal (2016) examined how 

tablets worked during mentoring sessions.  

By using video tools in the mentoring processes, the participants got 

opportunities to analyse and decompose the activities involved, and the SBTEs reported 

that it helped them gain a meta-perspective of the activities (Høynes et al., 2018; Land, 

2018). According to Mathisen and Bjørndal (2016), the use of digital tablets enhanced 

the quality of mentoring processes, and both SBTEs and PSTs experienced a better 

structure, more honest feedback, and deeper reflection. However, not all technological 

activities facilitated professional development. One of the explanations for minor online 

activity was connected to SBTEs’ low technological skills. The participants in Mathisen 

and Bjørndal´s (2016) study reported a need for customised technological tools and that 

they had doubts about their technical skills before the intervention began.  

2.4  Summary 

For the purpose of this chapter, 46 studies were reviewed, each focusing on SBTEs’ 

experiences with professional development in teacher education. An overall finding was 

that the activities conducted varied broadly. Although most SBTEs appreciated the 

opportunity to participate in field practice with others, this was not automatically 

successful. SBTEs’ willingness to develop as second order practitioners was put 

forward as a crucial factor to succeed. Several studies reported that SBTEs struggled in 
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their new role as second order practitioners even when professional development 

interventions were facilitated based on SBTEs’ interests, needs, and experiences.  

Different technological artefacts mediated the activities. Professional 

development involved broad variations in terms of the UBTEs, the PSTs, and their 

partner schools. Those SBTEs who were not supported in their schools highly 

appreciated meeting others who shared their interest in field practice.  
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3. Theoretical framework 

This chapter presents how the chosen paradigms and theoretical models as well as my 

own beliefs guided the project. First, presenting the study’s paradigms will reveal my 

perception of reality (Postholm, 2019). Paradigms can be defined as ‘a basic set of 

beliefs that guides action’ (Guba, 1990, p. 17). The substudies were highly conceptual 

and related to practice, so there was little room for theoretical presentation and 

discussions. Therefore, the aim of this chapter is to make the assumptions of the study 

explicit and to clarify how the chosen theories have inspired and influenced the research 

process.  

An overview of the study’s theoretical paradigm is presented in Figure 1, and an 

overview of each subchapter is presented in the left column.  

Figure 1 

An Overview of the Theoretical Paradigms in this Study (Inspired by Prawat, 1996, and 

Postholm, 2019) 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

The chapter starts with a discussion of the overarching paradigms. I clarify the 

relevance of positioning the study under constructivism and social constructivist 

theories using the ontological and epistemological stances (3.1). Next, the cultural-

historical activity theory is discussed as a theoretical model (3.2.), first with a brief 

presentation of the development of the sociocultural theory and then an in-depth 

presentation of the third-generation model. Following this, my understanding of the 
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shared object as a third space is clarified (3.3), and then the theories of boundary 

crossing are presented (3.4). The chapter ends with a summary (3.5).  

Figure 1 illustrates how an overall worldview of theoretical paradigms was 

narrowed down to substantive theories. The study’s positioning can be compared to a 

funnel: the ontological and epistemological perspectives capture the width, and several 

theories are included in the paradigm. As Figure 1 shows, the grey areas are the chosen 

theories in this study. Postholm (2019) stated that there is no clear line between 

ontology and epistemology; therefore, I have chosen to present these phenomena 

together in the first section. 

3.1 Ontology and epistemology: Constructivism and social constructivist 

perspectives  

My perception of reality is inspired by Leontév’s claim that a situation can be described 

in different ways (Wertsch, 1981). This complexity is also reflected in the following 

quote: ‘Experience, learning, knowledge, and the social are dynamic, intertwined and 

very difficult to untangle’ (Ertsås & Irgens, 2021, p. 5). This indicates that development 

processes are dynamic, rather than static or uniform, which forms the backdrop for this 

dissertation’s ontological and epistemological positioning. While ontology can be 

described as a researcher’s view of reality, epistemology describes how a researcher 

knows or understands reality (Creswell & Poth, 2018). This study’s ontological and 

epistemological viewpoints are grounded in my perception of reality, my beliefs, the 

activities I conducted during the research process, and how I present the results at the 

end of the process (Charmaz, 2014).  

Grounded in a worldview that is neither objective nor predictable (Engeström & 

Sannino, 2010), it was natural for me to position this study under the ontological 

perspective of constructivism, with a social constructivist perspective as the 

epistemological paradigm (Postholm, 2019). Constructivism is expressed in various 

ways; I have chosen to adopt the same understanding as Prawat (1996) and Postholm 

(2019), as illustrated in Figure 1. The horizontal arrow on top illustrates that reality can 

be described as a continuum between the mind (cognitivism) and the world (positivism) 

(Wertsch, 1981).  

The study’s positioning under the social constructivist paradigm justifies its 

overall aim: the interpretations are based on how I perceive and understand the research 
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question this study strives to answer – that is, in what ways can the professional 

development of SBTEs promote collaboration between partner school and universities? 

– rather than striving to find ‘the truth’. My objective was to gain insights into SBTEs’ 

experiences, and the constructivist paradigm provided the opportunity to develop a 

broad and open-ended research question for this doctoral study (Creswell & Poth, 

2018).  

Similar to Postholm (2019), I believed that the participants would be active and 

responsible for their professional development and that they, along with the researcher, 

are capable of constructing meaning. The I-positioning in this section illustrates that my 

decisions affected the various phases of the research process. Creswell and Poth (2018) 

stated that researchers always bring their knowledge and experiences to a research 

study. During interactions with participants, being someone who has knowledge about 

the situation, and is part of the research activity, it is important to be aware of the 

researcher role (Denzin & Lincoln, 2011). The active researcher role is discussed in 

Chapter 4.1.3.  

In addition to the researcher’s role, the epistemological perspectives are also 

influenced by the context and history where the research is located. In this dissertation 

the context is understood as the arenas where activity takes place, both in concrete 

situations (such as the SBTEs' partner schools) and abstract activity (such as online 

participation). According to Wertsch (1981), knowledge and culture are tightly 

connected and continually evolving. Further, Engeström highlighted the importance of 

history by claiming that ‘problems and potentials can only be understood against their 

own history’ (Engeström, 2001, p. 136). Langdon (2017) reflected upon epistemological 

beliefs and what he described as an epistemological shift in teacher education. One 

example of this shift is when partner schools became equal learning arenas, as described 

in the Introduction. SBTEs no longer stand alone as being responsible for field practice. 

The conflict around what and whose knowledge counts, as Zeichner (2017) has 

reflected upon, also illustrates epistemological tensions. Is it what PSTs learn at partner 

schools or at universities that is most important?  

The epistemological discussion revealed that complexity is a central aspect of 

the situation. To embrace this complexity cultural-historical activity theory (CHAT) 

was found as appropriate theoretical perspective for the study. The theory can capture 

the interaction between people’s mental processes (mind) and circumstances (world). In 
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addition, the theory is suitable when trying to understand how coherence between 

universities and partner schools can be promoted, as presented in the introduction.   

3.2  Cultural-Historical Activity Theory  

CHAT provides the opportunity to study different forms of professional development 

processes and, according to Nardi (1996), can be used to capture the participants’ views. 

In addition, Kuutti (1996) found CHAT to provide a useful theoretical background 

when studying social levels. As illustrated in Figure 2, CHAT has developed through 

three generations of research (Akkerman & Bakker, 2011a). 

Figure 2 

The Development of the Cultural-Historical Activity Theory 

 

Vygotsky (1978) was the founder of the theory, representing the first generation. 

He emphasised that the mind develops through activity. The core of the theory was that 

a subject (which can also be a group of persons) works towards an object. Engeström 

(1995) described the object as ‘a horizon of possible actions’ (p.397). An activity’s 

object provides the direction for the activity (Engeström & Sannino, 2010), and 

Leont'ev (1974) described the object as the true motive of an activity. The activity 

between the subject and the object is mediated by a tool or artefact, and the concept of 

mediation has been described as revolutionary in how it connects participants’ activities 

to their surroundings (Engeström, 2001). Both Prawat (1996) and Vygotsky (1978) have 

described artefacts as dialectic with one’s surroundings and stated that they should not 

be considered causal. In the studies discussed in Chapter 2, the interventions used are 

examples of different artefacts that mediated SBTEs’ activities towards an object.  
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The first stage of professional development takes place in the space between 

people on an interpsychological level. Afterwards, it becomes part of individual and 

independent learning processes on an intrapsychological level (Vygotsky, 1978). As 

presented in the introduction, many SBTEs tend to be insecure in their roles. According 

to Vygotsky’s theory, this insecurity might be a result of limited opportunities for SBTE 

to be active at the interpsychological level.  

Leontév was a student of Vygotsky, and he transferred the ideas into what is 

featured as the second-generation sociocultural theory or CHAT. As illustrated in 

Figure 2, Vygotsky’s triangular model was expanded to include context. Context in 

second-generation CHAT includes rules, community, and division of labor (Engeström, 

2001). In this doctoral study, SBTEs were the subjects. Accordingly, the context 

involved government directions (rules) and PSTs (community). UBTEs could be 

associated with both the community and the division of labor, depending on their roles 

during field practice. Based on Chapter 2, the SBTEs who experienced close 

collaboration with their colleagues for field practice could be placed in the division of 

labor node, whereas SBTEs who felt alone and insecure around their colleagues played 

a more peripheral role, indicating that they were part of the community. 

The third generation of CHAT builds upon the idea that learning occurs in a 

range of contexts and situations and is embedded in two or more activity systems 

(Engeström, 2001; Engeström & Sannino, 2010). Since the national guidelines for 

teacher education are clear about the responsibility shared between the two arenas, I 

decided to adopt the third-generation CHAT. The arenas represent two activity systems, 

as illustrated in Figure 2. Considering the focus on SBTEs’ experiences, the second-

generation model could also have been appropriate, but it would have reduced the 

symmetry and equality of the arenas. In the second-generation model, UBTEs would be 

part of the division of labor node, and the university context would be reduced to rules 

or community.  

In this doctoral study, the context encompasses the second-generation CHAT, as 

described earlier, as well as the third space activity which will be elaborated upon next. 

All three generations of the sociocultural theory emphasise the object that subjects work 

towards. A crucial aspect of the third-generation CHAT is that part of the object is 

shared between the different activity systems; this is discussed in-depth in the following 

section.  
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3.3 The shared object as a third space  

Partner schools and universities share the responsibility of teacher education. The two 

arenas can be illustrated as two activity systems. As described in the first-generation 

model of the sociocultural theory, the subjects within each of the activity systems act 

towards an object, (Engeström, 2001). A novel aspect of the third-generation model is 

that subjects, despite belonging to different activity systems, work towards a shared 

object. Figure 3 illustrates the activity systems involved in this doctoral study.  

Figure 3 

The Two Interacting Activity Systems in this Study (Inspired by Engeström, 2001, p. 

136) 

 

 

 
As the figure shows, different subjects work towards different objects. Object 1 

is what Engeström (2001, p. 136) calls ‘raw material’. Object 2 represents a collective 

object, and Object 3 depicts the shared understanding that arises when subjects from 

different activity systems have a shared understanding of the activity. While Object 1 

has a short-term perspective, the other two objects have longer perspectives. A 

collective object (Object 2) does not necessarily result in a shared understanding 

(Object 3) between the activity systems, as seen in the figure. A relevant example is the 

activity of mentoring PSTs. The ‘raw material’ in this study is what the SBTE does in 

short-term perspective, as for example a mentoring session reflecting upon the previous 

lesson. Object 2 can be ‘good mentoring’ in both activity systems, but the subjects from 

the different activity systems (e.g., SBTE and UBTE) may not necessarily have the 

same understanding of what ‘good mentoring’ is. Their shared understanding is Object 
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interchangeably to convey the same meaning. A shared understanding, illustrated by the 

yellow circle in Figure 3, is important to reduce the gap between the subjects involved 

in the activity systems and to develop a better quality of teacher education. The 

challenges presented in the introduction were exemplified by studies that presented 

limited shared objects between participants in field practice. For instance, Palazzolo et 

al. (2019) described field practice activities as involving someone who takes care of 

theory and someone who takes care of practice. 

Objectives 2 and 3, which constitute goal-directed activities, emphasise the 

significance of mutual engagement and a shared vision in the context of development. 

As depicted in Table 2, Concept C underscores the importance of community 

membership and encapsulates the various terms mentioned earlier, thereby 

encompassing the diverse facets of a collective activity. To simplify the terminology, 

the term ‘third space’ will be further utilised to refer to communities. 

In Figure 3, the third space is illustrated by the yellow circle between the two 

activity systems; the first space represents partner schools and SBTEs, forming the left 

triangle, while the second space to the right of the figure depicts university activities 

and UBTEs (Helleve & Ulvik, 2019). A third space consists of a hybrid activity wherein 

‘people’s ideas and practices of different communities meet, collide and merge’ 

(Engeström, 2005, p. 46). According to Zeichner (2010), successful third spaces involve 

actors with different competencies who are willing to merge their cultures. Third spaces 

raise the ‘potential for dialogue, reflection and transformation, all of which are seen as 

key competencies for teacher professionalism.’ (Emstad & Sandvik, 2020, p. 3). 

Through this hybrid activity, new knowledge might be developed (Helleve & Ulvik, 

2019). ‘Collaboration in third spaces means to create new roles for teacher educators 

focusing on student teachers’ learning and deals with more than organization and 

reorganization of teacher education’ (Helleve & Ulvik, 2019, p. 92). Therefore, it is 

important to go beyond merely facilitating information delivery, as some of the studies 

in Chapter 2 described. Tightly connected to third spaces is coherence, as presented in 

the Introduction chapter. 

Equality and mutual confidence among the participants are important in third 

spaces (Helleve & Ulvik, 2019; Zeichner, 2010). Participants might have different 

contributions during the activity towards a shared object in a third space. It is important 

for teachers to be considered experienced and important contributors to such activities. 
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According to Engeström and Sannino (2010), teachers must not be seen as incompetent 

and having to develop competence. Although several of the SBTEs in this study were 

new teacher educators, they did not enter this role without any experience. They are 

employed as teachers, they have been PSTs, and most of them have experience with 

field practice at their partner schools. Their experiences indicate the importance of 

emphasising both history and culture in this study and of not isolating SBTEs without 

specific backgrounds. 

Engeström and Sannino (2010) categorised the division of labor, or who the 

subjects participate with, into two groups: horizontal and vertical. While a horizontal 

activity involves tasks where participants are of equal status, a vertical activity reflects 

asymmetry in their positions. Although both vertical and horizontal activities are 

important across and within activity systems (Akkerman & Bruining, 2016), vertical 

approaches place less emphasis on participants as learners in a community. Instead, 

participants are described as peripheral or inexperienced (Akkerman & Van Eijck, 

2013). Akkerman and Van Eijck (2013) claimed that vertical activity reduces 

participants’ ability to be active in more than one activity system. An example in the 

context of this doctoral study is if SBTEs are not met in a third space as teacher 

educators, universities either treat them as strangers who do not belong there or the 

SBTEs do not understand that they are teacher educators and have colleagues who they 

can meet at universities.  

Engeström (2001) emphasised that the intention of horizontal professional 

development is not to ‘lift’ participants to new vertical dimensions but to expand their 

knowledge. By using horizontal approaches, participants get opportunities to shift 

between different activity systems, with previous experiences and knowledge being 

central to their development (Akkerman & Van Eijck, 2013). As discussed in Section 

3.1, horizontal learning processes involving active and engaged learners are positioned 

in a social constructivist perspective on learning.  

Even if the space between the activity systems provides opportunities for growth 

(Akkerman & Bakker, 2011a), the participants face ‘different, possibly conflicting, 

contexts and perspectives’ (Akkerman & Van Eijck, 2013, p. 60). As shown by the 

bidirectional arrows in the CHAT triangle in Figure 3, all nodes interact with each other 

(Engeström, 1987) and are potentially imbalanced. Positive or negative loaded 

discontinuities, or imbalances, are described as tensions or contradictions that appear 
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when participants are involved in activity system(s) (Akkerman & Bakker, 2011a; 

Engeström, 2001; Engeström & Sannino, 2010). The two activity systems in this study 

represent different traditions that result in activities involving constant negotiations 

about what kind of expertise is most relevant (Daza et al., 2021). It is important to 

identify the contradictions because these indicate the points for development and the 

support that is needed (Akkerman & Bakker, 2011a; Engeström & Sannino, 2010). In 

Chapters 1 and 2, the tensions and contradictions revealed by previous studies on 

collaboration in field practice were discussed. 

Imbalance is a prerequisite for professional development, and according to 

Engeström (2001) conflicts may lead to positive changes in the participants activity. 

Engeström and Sannino (2010) presented four forms of contradictions that promote 

development. The first consists of primary contradictions that take place within the 

subject, such as when SBTEs do not identify themselves as teacher educators (e.g. 

Helleve & Ulvik, 2019). The second involves contradictions between factors such as a 

subject and different artefacts; for example, this arises with technological challenges 

(e.g. Mathisen & Bjørndal, 2016). The third type of contradiction takes place between 

activity systems, such as when SBTEs perform dual roles (e.g. White & Berry, 2022). 

The last factor consists of contradictions between old and new practices, such as when 

the SBTE in Lammert et al. (2020) study deemed that the culture at her school was not 

as intended.  

3.4 Boundary crossing 

The overall aim of this study was to gain an in-depth understanding and further 

knowledge of how SBTEs’ professional development can promote collaboration in field 

practice. The focus on professional development can be described using theories on 

boundary crossing (Akkerman & Bakker, 2011a). Boundaries are ‘sociocultural 

differences between practices leading to discontinuities in action or interaction’ 

(Akkerman & Bruining, 2016, p. 133). The definition is tightly connected to the 

contradictions and tensions discussed in the previous section. In sum, professional 

development is a result of boundaries that have been crossed (Tsui & Law, 2007).  

Boundaries constitute a complex and porous theoretical phenomenon 

(Akkerman & Van Eijck, 2013). Several terms, such as boundary spaces (Sewell et al., 

2018) or boundary zones (Tsui & Law, 2007), are used to describe where an activity 



 

33 
 

takes place. Jakhelln and Postholm (2022) described the activity itself as boundary 

work. The results of the substudies shed light on boundary crossing in different ways. 

For instance, the SBTEs in Substudy 3 described their experiences of collaboration in 

the third space. The focus in Substudy 3 was the third space or Object 3 depicted by the 

yellow circle in Figure 3. In Substudy 3, boundary crossing was part of the SBTE role 

as teacher educators. Although the focus of Substudy 2 was also on the third space 

(yellow circle in Figure 3), the professional development process emphasised becoming 

an SBTE via an activity involving a mediating artefact (the OTPD programme in 

mentoring). Substudy 1 involved teachers’ professional development (as first order 

practitioners) and, like Substudy 2, focused on boundary crossing through online 

professional development.  

In Akkerman and Bakker´s (2011a) review, four learning mechanisms were 

identified as a result of boundary crossing: identification, coordination, reflection, and 

transformation (Figure 4).  

Figure 4 

Learning Mechanisms at the Boundary (Inspired by Akkerman and Bruining, 2016, p. 

246)  

 

 

   

 

 

Identification Coordination Reflection Transformation 
 

Identification leads to new knowledge related to the other activity system. 

Participants either legitimise the other activity system through coexistence, by justifying 

the differences, or by othering, which appears when activities of one system are defined 

in comparison to those of the other system (e.g., ‘this versus that’ or ‘us versus them’). 

As a learning mechanism, identification indicates that practices are (re)defined in light 

of one another (Akkerman & Bruining, 2016). The SBTE in Palazzolo et al.´s (2019) 

study who wanted more information about what PSTs learned at university serves as an 

example of this learning mechanism.  

Coordination is revealed through dialogue and cooperation between the activity 

systems with the intention of organising an activity with minimal friction (Akkerman & 
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Bakker, 2011a). Akkerman and Bruining (2016) claimed that coordination as a learning 

mechanism often appears in the first phase of a development process because 

connections are organised between the involved parts. An example of coordination 

arises from the dual role of SBTEs. As presented in the first two chapters, a recurring 

challenge is to coordinate the teaching and SBTE roles (e.g. Berg & Rickels, 2018).  

The reflection learning mechanism involves participants forming perspectives of 

their own practices while considering others’ viewpoints. Akkerman and Bruining 

(2016, p. 245) used the terms ‘perspective making and perspective taking’ to describe 

this learning mechanism. Several studies reviewed in Chapter 2 contain examples of 

development processes involving reflection, such as when SBTEs and UBTEs work 

together to respond to PSTs’ learning processes.  

Transformation ‘leads to changes in practices or even the creation of a new in-

between practice’ (Akkerman & Bakker, 2011b, p. 3). Learning at the transformation 

level is desired because it is considered the most sustainable of all mechanisms 

(Akkerman & Bakker, 2011a). Akkerman and Bruining (2016) claimed that participants 

‘own’ the process when using the transformation learning mechanism.  

The situation, time, and perspective affect which learning mechanism takes 

place; therefore, the four learning mechanisms are not sequential or hierarchical, 

(Akkerman & Bruining, 2016). However, according to Hartmann and Decristan (2018), 

identification and coordination can stand alone, while reflection and transformation are 

mediated by the first two. Akkerman and Bruining (2016) claimed that the latter two 

mechanisms are direct results of the identification process. This indicates that 

identification is a prerequisite for the other learning mechanisms, apart from 

coordination, and more sustainable for professional development (Vesterinen et al., 

2017). The four learning mechanisms presented above are not necessarily evenly 

represented across these levels (Akkerman & Bruining, 2016).  

While Emstad and Sandvik (2020) used the term boundary-spanning champions 

to describe those who scaffold the activity between participants and, for example, the 

content in a programme, Akkerman and Bruining (2016) described the persons that 

manage to cross boundaries as boundary brokers. The literature in this area suggests 

that crossing boundaries is often challenging because it requires people to ‘entering onto 

territory in which we are unfamiliar and, to some significant extent therefore, 

unqualified’ (Suchman, 1993, p. 25) or ‘face the challenge of negotiating and 
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combining ingredients from different contexts to achieve hybrid situations’ (Engeström 

et al., 1995, p. 319). In addition, participants belonging to two or more activity systems 

might become strangers in both worlds (Akkerman & Van Eijck, 2013). This is a 

possible explanation for why SBTEs may struggle to become second order practitioners, 

as discussed in the Introduction.  

A multilevel approach can provide ‘a more nuanced description of how activity 

unfolds and how changes may or may not come about’ (Akkerman & Bruining, 2016, p. 

247). Boundary crossing can take place on the three different levels intra-personal, 

inter-personal, and institutional levels (Akkerman & Bruining, 2016). When boundary 

brokers ‘embody’ the boundaries, boundary crossing takes place on an intrapersonal 

level (Vesterinen et al., 2017). The ways in which SBTEs understand and implement 

knowledge are crucial for their professional development (Akkerman & Bruining, 

2016). For example, the interventions described in Chapter 2 revealed SBTEs’ 

experiences of developmental activities. Further, Substudies 1 and 2 both focused on 

teachers’ professional development, making boundary crossing on an intrapersonal level 

central to these studies.  

Boundary crossing on an interpersonal level occurs when people from different 

activity systems meet and establish a shared understanding of the activity with the 

intention of merging or changing their existing practices (Akkerman & Bruining, 2016). 

Boundary crossing on an interpersonal level was central to Substudy 3 because it 

examined SBTEs’ experiences with collaboration in the third space. In Substudies 1 and 

2, the participants’ collaboration and their being part of a community were central 

factors.  

Boundary crossing on an institutional level takes place when institutions develop 

and align their practices in third spaces (Vesterinen et al., 2017). As highlighted in the 

introduction, it is not enough for stakeholders to implement rules, such as the national 

decision of partner schools being mainly responsible for field practice. More than a 

decade has passed since school leaders became main responsible for field practice at the 

partner school, but as presented in the introduction many SBTEs still report that they 

stand alone for field practice at their partner school. Akkerman and Bruining (2016) 

claimed that boundary crossing on an institutional level requires boundary crossing on 

the other two levels. In addition, Akkerman and Bruining (2016) also stated that 

‘boundary crossing at an interpersonal level does not necessarily reflect boundary 
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crossing at an institutional level’ (p. 248). Boundary crossing on an institutional level 

applies to all three substudies in this dissertation. In Substudy 1, the institutional level 

is, for example, represented by the designers and facilitators of the programmes. When 

describing their experiences in a third space, the SBTEs in Substudy 3 reflected upon 

how their partner schools and university organised field practice. In Substudy 2, the 

university was responsible for implementing and facilitating the boundary artefact. The 

new SBTE experiences became indicators of whether boundary crossing on an 

institutional level was successful.  

3.5  Summary 

This chapter presented the study’s theoretical perspectives. The importance of context 

and history and the fact that a phenomenon can be described in multiple ways were 

highlighted to position the study under the constructivism and social constructivist 

paradigms. Further, CHAT was deemed appropriate to interpret the findings of the 

study and explain the complexity of SBTE professional development in promoting 

collaboration between partner schools and universities. The third-generation 

sociocultural theory, which emphasises the shared object in third spaces, is a suitable 

theoretical lens for explaining and illustrating the study topic in this doctoral project. 

CHAT also makes it possible to explain coherence in teacher education.  

Horizontal and vertical divisions of labor exemplify how professional 

development can be facilitated; of these, a horizontal approach is preferred to meet 

SBTEs’ experiences, needs, and interests. In an activity towards an object, when 

striving for professional development, tensions and contradictions may arise. It is 

important to gain insights into what these tensions are to support the need for 

development. Professional development processes happen through boundary crossing. 

Four learning mechanisms can take place during boundary crossing: identification, 

coordination, reflection, and transformation. Boundary crossing takes place on three 

different levels: intrapersonal, interpersonal, and institutional. These different levels and 

mechanisms can be used to understand how and where development occurs and where 

to direct further attention if participants should be scaffolded in their development 

processes.  
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4. Methodology 

This chapter discusses the study’s methodological considerations and procedures. Table 

4 outlines the methodology of the study.  

 Table 4 An Overview of the Methodology 

 

4 Substudy 1 is not defined as a case study, but in the column, the study´s scope is written to 
illustrate that all three substudies are focusing on participants experiences. 

 Research 
question(s)  

In what ways can professional development of school-based teacher educators promote 
collaboration between partner schools and universities? 

S1: What does previous 
research reveal about teachers’ 
formal online professional 
development? 
 

S2: I: How do new school-based 
mentors experience an OTPD in 
mentoring to develop in their 
new roles? II: How does an OTPD 
programme serve as a boundary 
artefact for new school-based 
mentors’ professional 
development? 

S3: I: How do school-based 
teacher educators experience 
collaboration in teacher 
education? II: Which arenas 
are teachers given for 
professional development in 
their role as school-based 
teacher educators?  

4.1. Research  
design 

Qualitative-dominant mixed methods case study 

Scoping review  Case study  Case study 

4.1.1.  Cases Experiences of professional development 

Teachers’ experiences of 
participating in formal OTPD 
programmes4 

New SBTEs’ experiences of 
participating in an OTPD 
mentoring programme  

SBTEs experiences of 
collaboration in teacher 
education 

4.1.2. The context  SBTEs at one university 

Studies presenting 
international formal OTPD 
programs  

New SBTEs activity when 
participating in an OTPD 
programme in mentoring.  

Field practice activity  

4.1.3 Researcher´s 
role  

Researcher on the sideline Interactive researcher  A mix of being on the 
sideline and an interactive 
researcher 

4.1.4 Sampling 52 peer-reviewed empirical 
articles written in English, 
published between 2015 and 
2019 

New SBTEs participating 
fulfilling an OTPD programme 
(n = 21) 
 

SBTEs from two programmes 
at one university (n = 242). 
New SBTEs in an OTPD 
programme (n = 21)  

4.2. Data  
collection  

Scoping review. Database 
searches: August 2019; 
additional search May 2020. 
Inclusion and exclusion 
criteria  

Reflective diaries: August 
2019–July 2020 

Survey: April–May 2020 
Reflective diaries: August 
2019–July 2020 

4.3. Data  
analysis  

Analysing the overall research question: abductive approach 

Constant comparative 
approach, abductive 
analysis 

Constant comparative 
approach  

Descriptive statistics analysis 
Constant comparative 
approach  

4.4. Trust-
worthiness  

Inclusion and exclusion 
processes. Constructing 
knowledge based on 
published studies with 
coresearcher 

Constructing knowledge with 
the participants  
 

Constructing knowledge 
using qualitative and 
quantitative data with 
coresearchers.  

4.5.  Ethics The reviewed studies and 
the researcher’s ethics 

Participants’ ethics Participants’ ethics 
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Positioning the study in a social constructivist paradigm and using CHAT and boundary 

crossing as the main theoretical frameworks influenced all phases of the methodological 

framework: the design, data collection, and data analyses. It has also been central when 

discussing the study´s trustworthiness and ethical considerations. First, the research 

design and methods chosen are justified (4.1), before the data collection approach is 

presented (4.2). Third, the data material is compared and contrasted for the analysis 

(4.3), and then the study´s trustworthiness (4.4), and ethical considerations (4.5) are 

discussed. The chapter ends with a summary (4.6). 

4.1  Research design 

The study’s research question provides the direction for determining an appropriate 

research design (Creswell & Plano Clark, 2011; Krumsvik, 2014). A research design 

can be described as involving ‘procedures for collecting, analyzing, interpreting, and 

reporting data in research studies’ (Creswell & Plano Clark, 2011, p. 53). This study 

followed a qualitative-dominant mixed methods case study design positioned under a 

constructivist paradigm. In the current section, the context about field practice in 

Norwegian teacher education is presented (4.1.1), before the mixed methods case design 

is justified (4.4.2). Because I was central in developing and facilitating the OTPD 

programme, I chose to discuss the researcher role (4.1.3) before the sampling procedure 

is presented (4.1.4). As presented in Chapter 3, the study context is important to the 

social constructivist paradigm as well as CHAT. Therefore, the following section 

contextualises field practice in Norwegian teacher education and presents an overview 

of the current guidelines. 

5.1.1. The context: Field practice in Norwegian teacher education 

Looking at the national context, the Norwegian government decided in 2010 that 

teachers should have at least 15 ECTS credits in mentoring to qualify as SBTEs 

(Ministry of Education and Research, 2010a, 2010b). This requirement was introduced 

because of the argument that being an SBTE for a PST differs from being a teacher. The 

formal mentoring education system is ‘unique in the European and international 

context’ (Smith & Ulvik, 2014, p. 265). SBTEs receive financial support from the 

Norwegian government to undergo mentor education (Ministry of Education and 
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Research, 2015). As running a partner school takes time and effort, school principals get 

money from their affiliated university.  

In 2017, master’s education programmes were implemented for teachers at the 

primary (Years 1–7) and lower secondary (Years 5–10) schooling levels (UHR, 2016a, 

2016b). This reform mandated a minimum of 115 days of field practice over the course 

of five years. Learning outcome descriptions provided direction for the assessment of 

PSTs, with fail or pass results assigned after each year. 

National guidelines provide direction for both the content and organisation of 

Norwegian teacher education. Regulations relating to the framework plan for primary 

and lower secondary teacher education 1–7 (UHR, 2016a), Regulations relating to the 

framework plan for primary and lower secondary teacher education 5–10 (UHR, 

2016b), and Teacher education 2025 (Ministry of Education and Research, 2017) were 

the three most relevant documents for this dissertation. The first two documents provide 

guidelines for teacher education programmes for PSTs at the primary and lower 

secondary schooling levels.  

In brief, the guidelines provide information about the overarching organisation 

of the programmes and subject-related content for universities to adopt. The guidelines 

highlight that field practice should be integrated into all university subjects (UHR, 

2016a, 2016b). Dahl et al. (2016) and the Ministry of Education and Research (2017) 

claimed that the the national guidelines limit the autonomy of universities. Therefore, 

they have suggested that the guidelines should be reduced, allowing universities and 

partner schools to take up the responsibility of organising developent programmes for 

PSTs. 

5.1.2. A case study design 

A research study can take various forms depending on the choice of design, as presented 

in Figure 5, in which five different qualitative approaches are illustrated based on the 

research focus and research problem (Creswell & Poth, 2018).  
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Figure 5 

A Flowchart for Assessing Fit of Five Qualitative Approaches with Various Research 

Needs (Creswell & Poth, 2018, p.67)*  

 

*I have added the circle 

The present study has aimed to explore SBTEs’ experiences and answer the 

following research question: In what ways can the professional development of SBTEs 

promote collaboration between partner schools and universities? With this research 

question, a case study was found to be the most appropriate. According to Hyett et al. 

(2014), clarifying the study’s ontology, epistemology, theoretical and methodological 

positioning are important when conducting a case study. A case study can be explained 

as ‘a study that investigates a contemporary phenomenon in depth and in its real-world 

context’ (Yin, 2014, p. 237). Miles and Huberman (1994) describe that defining the case 

is the ‘heart’ of the study, and by defining the case, the researcher is ‘bounding the 

territory’ (p. 25).  

In case studies it can be challenging to bounding territory, or to decide the 

frames like time, place, and activity (Creswell, 2013). In the present doctoral study, the 

context has been limited to experiences situated within a school year and SBTEs located 

at their workplace. Choosing SBTEs at one university provided an opportunity to gain 
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in-depth insights into their situations. Although including SBTEs from other teacher 

education programmes or universities could have provided valuable perspectives, 

focusing on a real-world context that the researcher was familiar with was deemed the 

most interesting. Despite being limited to a single university, the fact that the two 

teacher education programmes had SBTEs located in about 100 partner schools during 

the study presented an opportunity to gain insights into the contextual complexities 

suitable for case studies, as Yin (2014) suggests. 

Table 4 presents an overview of the different cases, methods and samples chosen 

to answer the overall research question. To address the critique against case studies 

regarding the challenge of measuring quality (Yin, 2009), the researcher followed the 

recommended criteria for case study research. This included identifying the case and 

developing theory simultaneously because theory development gives direction for the 

design and research question. The theory development, which has been presented in the 

first three chapters of the present thesis, was informed by previous studies, national 

guidelines, and the researcher’s own experiences, and formed the backdrop for the 

study. The case in this doctoral study is classified as an abstract case, specifically 

‘experiences of professional development’, as noted by Yin (2014). Simultaneously 

with identifying the case, I started to develop theory, which Yin (2009) highlight as 

important because it gives directions for the design and research question. Theory 

development became more important because of the abstract case.  

In line with Schoonenboom and Johnson (2017), different cases can address 

different parts or perspectives of a doctoral dissertation. Qualitative and quantitative 

data can be mixed in a case study if doing so is the best approach to answering the 

research question (Schoonenboom & Johnson, 2017; Walton et al., 2020). ‘The primary 

reason for mixing the methods, of course, is to improve the quality of the evidence.’ 

(Stake 2010, p.125). Considering the purpose of this study, a mixed methods design was 

deemed the most appropriate approach (Schoonenboom & Johnson, 2017; Tashakkori & 

Teddlie, 2009).  

Mixed methods research is the type of research in which a researcher or team of 

researchers combines elements of qualitative and quantitative research 

approaches (e.g., use of qualitative and quantitative viewpoints, data collection, 

analysis, inference techniques) for the broad purposes of breadth and depth of 

understanding and corroboration. (Johnson et al., 2007, p. 123) 
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Combining quantitative and qualitative data provided the opportunity to explore the 

depth and breadth of the research area (Tashakkori & Teddlie, 2009; Walton et al., 

2020). While a quantitative design reveals that something happens in a large sample, a 

qualitative design strives to explain how it happens in smaller samples (Krumsvik, 

2014).  

Walton et al. (2020) explained the importance of determining the aspects that 

can be explored qualitatively and measured quantitatively when designing a study. A 

mixed methods design was chosen for this doctoral study with the intention of 

‘comparing different perspectives drawn from quantitative and qualitative data’ 

(Creswell & Creswell, 2018, p. 216). Johnson et al. (2007) stated that a mixed methods 

research design can be explained as a continuum instead of a neither–nor or 

dichotomous distance between the two approaches, as illustrated in Figure 6. 

Figure 6 

A Graphic of the Doctoral Study Positioned in the Mixed Methods Continuum (Based 

on Johnson et al., 2007, p. 124) 

 

As Figure 6 illustrates, the components of the substudies come together to 

answer the main research question and provide a holistic picture of the research topic 

(Tashakkori & Teddlie, 2009). The figure also shows why this study can be described as 

a qualitative-dominant mixed methods case study (Creswell & Plano Clark, 2011; 

Tashakkori & Teddlie, 2009; Walton et al., 2020). As seen in Figure 6, although the 
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study followed a mixed methods research design, the substudies did not give ‘equal 

status’ to both qualitative and quantitative methods, which Johnson et al. (2007, p. 123) 

discussed as unproblematic. However, despite the dominance of qualitative methods, 

both approaches interacted throughout the research process.  

The textboxes illustrate the cases and how the different substudies are positioned 

in the mixed methods continuum. Substudy 1 focuses on teachers experiences of 

participating in formal online professional development programmes, and 52 studies 

were included to answer the research question. The design of Substudy 1 is a scoping 

review, and I have chosen not to define it as a case study. Further, the study can be 

described as qualitative-dominant mixed methods because the scoping process, where 

studies were included or excluded involved a combination of qualitative and 

quantitative approaches. In addition, both quantitative and qualitative strategies were 

used during the analysis in Substudy 1.  

In the following section, I describe the two other substudies by presenting their 

cases and contexts. The participants in Substudies 2 and 3 were SBTEs representing two 

teacher education programmes at the same Norwegian university. Substudy 2 included 

only the new SBTEs, while Substudy 3 included all the SBTEs involved in the two 

programmes. 

The case in Substudy 2 concerns SBTEs’ experiences when participating in an 

OTPD mentoring programme. The research case in the present study was a qualitative 

holistic single-case study because the sample was a small, specific group of SBTEs who 

volunteered to participate in an OTPD programme (Yin, 2009). The OTPD programme 

was considered the central boundary object, while the activity surrounding it was the 

context of the study. Initially, during the entire school year when the SBTEs were 

enrolled in the OTPD programme, the research design for Substudy 2 was unclear. At 

the beginning, when there were 59 SBTEs enrolled, a holistic multiple-case design was 

the goal (Yin, 2009). As the programme progressed, however, it became apparent that a 

multiple-case design was not feasible for three reasons: the high rate of dropouts, the 

unanticipated failure of online collaboration, and some participants completing the 

programme as a process only at the end of the year. As a result, a holistic single-case 

study design was the most suitable. By focusing on those participants who completed 

the programme and treating them as a unit, ethical criteria, such as anonymity, were also 

met. 
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While the case in Substudy 2 were the SBTEs experiences, the context was an 

OTPD programme designed as a continuing education course without credits. The 

overall purpose was to facilitate SBTEs’ professional development within a community 

and address the challenges detailed in Chapter 1. Because the intention of the OTPD 

programme was to facilitate professional development for the participants, it can be 

described as an intervention (Krumsvik, 2014). Studies have identified theory as a 

strong predictor of an SBTE’s identity (e.g. Sandvik et al., 2019); accordingly, the 

OTPD programme consisted of theories and recent research, with Klemp and Nilssen´s 

(2018) book as the main resource.5  

Relevance, flexibility, and an opportunity for the participants to establish 

connections have been highlighted as important for teachers’ OTPD, so these served as 

the main goals when designing the OTPD mentoring programme. The need for a 

facilitator who could scaffold the processes was also considered. As the facilitator, I 

was personally responsible for the physical start-up seminar. In the autumn of 2019, I 

was concurrently involved in two processes: reading the included studies in Substudy 1 

and facilitating the OTPD programme. The significance of the facilitator’s role became 

apparent as I read the included studies. One example of how the processes affected the 

online programme was that I decided to become more actively involved in the SBTEs’ 

OTPD processes. When I started the OTPD programme in August 2019, my intention 

was to facilitate the start-up seminar and ensure that the SBTEs’ further professional 

development would take place without me. The studies in the scoping review 

emphasised the crucial role of the facilitator, which I also soon realised was important 

in the OTPD programme that I facilitated. Therefore, I contacted the participants during 

the school year, both to obtain insights into potential challenges in their OTPD and 

encourage them for further activity with the programme. In addition, I opened up for 

answering questions. This is discussed in depth when reflecting on the researcher’s role 

in section 4.1.3.  

Inspired by Reinhardt (2017), dynamic processes were favoured over static 

models during the programme. This could be seen in the tasks given at the end of each 

module; the participating SBTEs could choose what they wanted to reflect upon. 

 

5 English translation: Field practice in teacher education (own translation) 
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Throughout the study, I made decisions related to content development and design 

based on the reflections and inputs of experienced colleagues.  

As Figure 7 illustrates, the OTPD programme followed a blended mode of 

instruction. Two physical seminars on the university campus were supposed to be held 

at the start and end of the school year. Over the course of the year, the new SBTEs 

worked on four online modules. Participation in the physical seminars was mandatory, 

whereas the modules were voluntary. 

Figure 7 

The OTPD Mentoring Programme for New SBTEs  

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

As shown in the figure, the modules were designed according to different 

contents. At the startup seminar, the participants were introduced to the overall aims of 

field practice. As Baran and Cagiltay (2010) emphasised, being part of a community is 

crucial for professional development. Therefore, the startup seminar was important for 

establishing relationships between the participants. The participants were divided into 

groups within which they had to work online during the school year.  

According to White and Forgasz (2017), participants must be given 

opportunities to reflect on and discuss authentic examples tightly connected to their 

practice. Therefore, the modules combined Klemp and Nilssen´s (2018) theory with 

relevant research. Module 1 focused on the importance of facilitating good relations, 
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and Module 2 presented the most important tools for the same, such as observation and 

writing reflective diaries. Module 3 focused on mentoring and assessment, and Module 

4 highlighted that SBTEs are teacher educators and that their schools are partnered with 

the university.  

Each module began with individual work, following which the participants met 

online in small groups to discuss the assignments. After the completion of each module, 

the participants wrote their individual reflective diaries, connecting theory from the 

module with experiences from their new role. These diaries were used as data materials 

and are further discussed in Section 4.2.2. The estimated time for each module was four 

hours. The department where this study is located wanted to use the feedback from the 

participants for further development of the OTPD programme; therefore, the department 

leaders decided to pay those SBTEs who fulfilled the OTPD programme requirements. 

The evaluation seminar was cancelled because of COVID-19. 

Substudy 3 comprises two samples, but it can be considered a single case 

because of the participants working in different partner schools while still being 

associated with teacher education programmes at one university. Initially, only the 

survey was planned as the data source for Substudy 3, but during the parallel work with 

Substudy 2, it was found that including the reflective diaries could also assist in 

addressing the research questions of Substudy 3. Integrating the reflective diaries 

provided a broader understanding of SBTEs’ experiences. Thus, the design of Substudy 

3 could be described as an embedded single-case design (Yin, 2009), with equal 

emphasis on the qualitative and quantitative data by conducting a mixed methods study 

(Schoonenboom & Johnson, 2017) to prevent bias towards one of the subunits. 

Case studies are appropriate when ‘the boundaries between phenomenon and 

context are not clearly evident’ (Yin, 2009, p. 18). Furthermore, Yin (2014) notes that a 

case study design is preferable when the researcher has limited control over an event, or 

the research focus has a real-life context. The constructivist paradigm allowed for 

choosing a partly planned and partly emergent design (Creswell & Plano Clark, 2011; 

Schoonenboom & Johnson, 2017). The advice ‘to be prepared for the unexpected’ 

(Schoonenboom & Johnson, 2017, p. 122) was important for the study’s design: in 

addition, when making adjustments to the design of Substudies 2 and 3, the flexibility 

became especially important with the occurrence of COVID-19. As described above, I 
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also needed to change the design because of the withdrawal from the OTPD programme 

and because the participants’ online activity did not take place as intended.  

The single cases in Substudies 2 and 3 were important components in this 

doctoral study. I do not think using a single-case design, which represents something 

specific without breadth, has been a challenge when answering the overall research 

question. ‘Case studies can cover multiple cases and then draw a single set of ‘cross-

case’ conclusions’ (Yin, 2009, p. 20). I believe that cross-case conclusions and the 

abductive processes used when analysing the overall research question (4.3.3) can be 

broadly understood as the same concepts. Additionally, single-case studies ‘can 

represent a significant contribution to knowledge and theory building’ (Yin, 2009, p. 

47). The scoping processes in both Substudy 1 and Chapter 2 show that the single cases 

in Substudies 2 and 3 were important contributors to knowledge development because it 

added valuable insight, which for example could be compared with previous studies. 

Choosing a longitudinal design in Substudy 2 also strengthened the study’s quality 

(Yin, 2009).  

5.1.3. Researcher’s role 

Historically, ‘good’ research has been connected to a neutral researcher who treated the 

data with objectivity. However, because the researcher’s background and interests 

formed a central part of the process—as presented in Section 3.1—and the social 

constructivist paradigm was adopted, there was no intention to strive for neutrality and 

distance. An ‘social constructivist approach to qualitative case study research supports a 

transactional method of inquiry, where the researcher has a personal interaction with the 

case’ (Hyett et al. 2014, p. 2). Positioning under a social constructivist paradigm and 

using CHAT as the theoretical framework gave me the opportunity to take an active role 

in the research process. Inspired by the constructivist tradition, the results of the current 

study present the researcher’s perceptions of reality, not reality in and of itself 

(Postholm & Jacobsen, 2018). ‘[Q]ualitative research is interpretative research; the 

inquirer is typically involved in a sustained and intensive experience with participants’ 

(Creswell & Creswell, 2018, p. 183). Denzin and Lincoln (2011) described the active 

researcher as one who has knowledge about the situation and is part of the research 

activity, which is an advantage.   
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Similar to the SBTEs, I also had a dual role: I conducted research on the same 

programmes that I work on. Therefore, my perspective was that of a university-insider. 

In addition, I also have experience in being a university-outsider because I worked as a 

teacher in primary and secondary school for 15 years. Throughout the research process, 

the outsider perspective – that is, knowledge about the everyday situation of teachers – 

was important. However, the role of a university-insider made it possible for me to gain 

insights into the experiences of SBTEs participating in the third space as teacher 

educators (Jackson & Burch, 2019).  

A strength of the present doctoral study is that the design of the substudies gave 

me opportunities to take on different researcher roles. A scoping review does not 

involve active participants. Therefore, my role in Substudy 1 can be described as that of 

a researcher on the sideline (Postholm & Skrøvset, 2013). Being positioned in the 

research field might challenge awareness of the unexpected during the research process 

(Postholm, 2019). Therefore, I have tried to be aware of my own position and 

preconsumption during all of the research processes. In Substudy 2, I undertook the role 

of an interacting researcher (Postholm & Skrøvset, 2013). This role was appropriate 

because I strove to be open to the participants’ feedback and prepared for unexpected 

events, as Postholm and Skrøvset (2013) suggest. Substudy 3 involved a combination of 

these roles. When collecting data from the survey, I held a sideline position, but when 

obtaining the qualitative material in the reflective diaries, I was in an interacting 

position.  

As the creator and facilitator of the OTPD programme, I intended to reduce or 

bridge the gap between SBTE as first and second order practitioners, as well as the gap 

between the two arenas sharing responsibility for teacher education. Thus, the intention 

was to facilitate a shared understanding in the third space. Since I was responsible for 

the OTPD programme, the relationship between me and the participants was vertical in 

nature. However, I tried to use a horizontal approach when listening to their interests 

and needs (as explained in Section 3.2). From the CHAT perspective, my researcher 

position can be described as a boundary broker (Jackson & Burch, 2019) or boundary 

spanner (Emstad & Sandvik, 2020).  

Due to my position as an interactive researcher, it was neither possible nor of 

interest to eliminate the researcher’s influence in this study (Postholm & Jacobsen, 

2018; Postholm & Skrøvset, 2013). An awareness of the researcher’s role is important 
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for study quality, and therefore I needed to be aware of my philosophical assumptions 

and how they could affect the study design. As someone working with field practice at 

the university, I had prior knowledge of the context, and as I explained in section 1.2, 

my motivation for conducting the present study was clear. This familiarity with the 

context made it easier for me to scope the study and envision how it could contribute to 

improving field practice. However, the research period also broadened my 

understanding of the topic and research quality. One of the strengths of a doctoral study 

is that it spans several years, allowing for reflection and distance from the research. 

Being a novice researcher in this field has also influenced the research process. 

At times, I have felt unsure about the quality of different processes and may have found 

myself repeating certain steps. However, these insecurities have also prompted me to be 

more careful and avoid relying on preconceptions or biases when analysing the data. 

Therefore, I believe that my experiences with these processes have ultimately 

strengthened my studies. For example, to get the needed distance, as highlighted in 

different places in this thesis, I took notes throughout the study. These memos helped 

me throughout the process. Ortlipp (2008) states, ‘[k]eeping and using reflective 

journals enabled me to make my experiences, opinions, thoughts and feelings visible 

and an acknowledged part of the research design, data generation, analysis and 

interpretation process’ (p. 703). I discovered that notetaking was particularly crucial 

because it allowed me to move back and forth in my comprehension, not only as a 

researcher, but also as someone accountable for field practice at the university. 

Postholm and Skrøvset (2013) emphasise the importance of honesty in research 

processes. One way I strived for honesty was through transparent descriptions of the 

research design and developing thick descriptions. I found these processes to be 

straightforward. However, I faced challenges regarding the potential impact of my role 

as a researcher on participants in Substudies 2 and 3. The interactive role I played in 

Substudy 2, where I spent a whole day with participants at the beginning of the school 

year, may have influenced subsequent processes. Despite this potential impact, the 

participants in the OTPD programme highlighted the importance of the facilitator role 

in their professional development. They gave both positive and negative feedback, 

indicating that they felt comfortable sharing their thoughts with me. I believe they 

viewed me more as a facilitator who could assist them in their development than as a 

researcher evaluating them. Although many SBTEs withdrew from the programme, it 
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seems like their reasons were not related to my role. Similarly, with the survey, the 

participants provided constructive feedback on their experiences, and I believe they saw 

me as ‘someone responsible for field practice’. However, I cannot be certain if their 

feedback was entirely honest. 

4.1.4. Sampling 

The mixed methods case study approach enabled me to explore the depth and breadth of 

SBTEs’ professional development, which is in line with Schoonenboom and Johnson 

(2017) and Tashakkori and Teddlie (2009) explanations of this apporach. A sample can 

be understood as a set of subjects or informants from a larger population, and ‘[a]ll 

sampling is done with some purpose in mind’ (Lincoln & Guba, 1985, p. 199). A 

sample of participants is typically determined to enhance understanding of the study’s 

research problem (Creswell, 2013; Postholm, 2019). Different sampling strategies were 

found to be appropriate for answering the research question in the present doctoral 

study.  

The study sample consisted of SBTEs with the dual role of being SBTEs for 

PSTs and teachers for students in primary and lower secondary schools. The substudy 

samples were selected using three sampling strategies. First, to obtain an overview of 

relevant research on teachers’ OTPD via formal programmes, the sampling strategy in 

Substudy 1 involved a scoping process guided by a set of inclusion and exclusion 

criteria; 52 relevant studies were found eligible (Arksey & O’Malley, 2005). In a 

scoping review, the sampling process and data collection are tightly connected; the 

process is further described in 4.2.1.  

Second, the participants in Substudies 2 and 3 were limited by time and place; 

the SBTEs were employed in the same department. Because all SBTEs in the two 

programmes were asked to participate, a homogenous sampling process was adopted in 

these studies (Tashakkori & Teddlie, 2009). In Substudy 3, the SBTEs involved in the 

two programmes at a single university (N = 372) received an email with an invitation to 

participate in the survey. In total, 248 (66.7%) SBTEs answered the survey for 

evaluating the school year. Of them, 242 (65.1%) agreed that their responses could be 

used. In Substudy 2, the sample was narrowed down to all new SBTEs in the same 

programmes. Specifically, 97 new SBTEs participated in the physical start-up seminar 
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(N = 97), and 59 of them participated in the programme; among them, 21 fulfilled the 

programme requirements (n = 21).  

Third, my intention was to focus on those who completed the programme, not all 

59 who participated in it. Because of the selection, purposeful sampling was used in 

Substudy 2 and the second sample in Substudy 3 (Creswell & Poth, 2018; Tashakkori & 

Teddlie, 2009). Table 5 gives an overview of the participants (numbers 1–59) in the top 

line and the six reflection logs in the left column.  

Table 5  

Participants in the OTPD Programme 

 

 

Table 5 shows the submission of the reflective diaries (coloured green). The grey 

colour reveals when the SBTE withdrew from the programme, the white colour shows 

when and which of the participants became silent.  

All except two SBTEs wrote reflection diaries after the start-up seminar 

(reflection diary 1). Those who did not send in their diaries obtained information from 

the university the day after the start-up seminar that they would not get any PSTs that 

school year. Hence, they lost their motivation and chose to withdraw from the OTPD 

programme. Other SBTEs who received the same information some weeks later also 

withdrew before they started with the first module (reflection diary 2). Other reasons for 

withdrawing were personal situations or factors at their partner school taking too much 

time. These participants felt they could not prioritise the online activity ‘coming on top’ 

of already busy and chaotic days.  

Even if most of those who withdrew sent me an email where they explained their 

situation, as many as 16 participants did not respond to my emails. If fewer individuals 

had signed up to participate, this high number of participants withdrawing or becoming 

silent could have caused problems. I decided to focus on those who went through the 
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study; therefore, the dropouts did not become a problem. However, I must admit that I 

had hoped for a larger number of participants. It is interesting that the dropout was this 

high, even if I, in the role as facilitator, strived for building relations with the 

participants at the start-up seminar and sent several reminders during the school year 

while also trying to scaffold their development processes. This finding indicates that the 

participants’ context or personal situation is crucial for professional development, 

regardless of the presence of an active facilitator.  

4.2 Data collection  

In line with the mixed methods case study design, I collected data from multiple sources 

to achieve an in-depth understanding of the activity/phenomenon being studied 

(Creswell, 2013). According to Creswell (2015), the use of different data collection 

methods and the integration of different types of data and their results constitute 

strengths compared with the use of a single method. The data were collected using what 

can be described as between strategies, which ‘involves the gathering of both QUAL 

and QUAN data using more than one data collection strategy […].’ (Teddlie & 

Tashakkori, 2009, p. 2018). The between strategies formed the backdrop for why I 

chose to collect different data, and in this section, the data selected to answer the 

research question are presented. This section is organised according to the timeline of 

the data collection process to discuss the scoping review (4.2.1), reflective diaries 

(4.2.2) and survey (4.2.3). After each of the sections, the limitations of the chosen data 

collections are discussed.  

5.1.4. The scoping review 

A scoping review is a retrospective process of mapping existing studies and is 

appropriate when examining studies within educational research (Arksey & O’Malley, 

2005; Krumsvik & Røkenes, 2019; Major et al., 2018). Systematic reviews ‘follow a 

structured and predefined process that requires rigorous methods to ensure that the 

results are both reliable and meaningful’ (Munn et al., 2018, p. 2). For example, the 

predefined process involves developing a search protocol before the search starts, and 

during the search process this protocol is the starting point for the entire review process. 

Scoping reviews are useful for mapping the breadth and depth of a field of literature, 

and they follow systematic, transparent and replicable procedures (Levac et al., 2010). 
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Even if the procedures are similar processes when conducting systematic reviews, a 

scoping review does not have the same requirements for assessing bias (Munn et al., 

2018). Scoping processes have been criticised for their focus on the breadth of studies 

rather than evaluating their quality, which is in contrast to methods such as systematic 

reviews. Inspired by systematic reviews, I used Critical Appraisal Skills Programme 

(CASP) (2018) to assess the quality of the study (Attachment IX). Even if CASP was 

developed to assess qualitative research, it also worked out for the other included 

studies. The 209-page CASP document helped us sort out and obtain an overview of the 

studies and the upcoming analysis.  

For the reviews in Substudy 1 and Chapter 2, the five steps given by Arksey and 

O’Malley (2005) were followed. First, the research question and relevant studies were 

identified. This process was done through inclusion and exclusion criteria, as presented 

in Table 6.  

Table 6  

Inclusion and Exclusion Criteria in Substudy 1 (Based on Røkenes and Krumsvik, 2014, 

p. 256) 

  

Two former reviews gave inspiration during the process: Lantz-Andersson et 

al.’s review from 2018 focused on formally organised and informally developed 

professional learning groups, Macia and García’s review from 2016 analysed informal 

online communities as a source of teacher professional development. The time frame in 

Lantz-Anderssons’ review was 1996–2016. Because they had reviewed the literature 

until 2016, we chose to limit the time frame to five years (2015–2019). A limited time 

frame was important because we were only two researchers, where one was new to the 

methods and the time was limited; it was important to be able to manage the number of 

 Inclusion criteria Exclusion criteria 
Databases ERIC, Web of Science, Scopus, Ebscohost Other databases  
Time frame 2015–2019 Articles published before 2015 and after 2019 
Publication type Peer-reviewed articles  Not peer-reviewed articles  
Methodology Empirical studies with primary focus on in-service 

teachers online working 
Not peer-reviewed articles focusing on other 
aspects, e.g., conceptual papers, reviews 

Activities Blended/ digital learning Not digital 
Language English Other languages  
Target teaching level In-service teachers Students, pupils, other groups of workers, 

teachers in higher education 
Spaces Formal learning situations Informal learning situation 
Purpose of the study Personal professional growth Other benefits/results 



 

54 
 

included studies. Another important factor for choosing the time frame was that the 

development of online tools and systems is rapidly changing, so we decided that the 

newest studies would yield the most important results. A critique of limiting the 

searches to studies published from 2015 onwards is that relevant studies published 

before 2015 were not included and important results might have been lost. However, 

Lantz-Andersson’s study summarised previous studies.  

The purpose of the first phase of the study was to get an overview of SBTEs’ 

professional development via formal OTPD programmes. However, initial database 

searches revealed that there was a lack of relevant studies in this focus area. To gain 

more knowledge on the research topic, a scoping review of formal OTPD programmes 

for teachers’ professional development was conducted. Attention was paid to teachers in 

schools rather than to teachers at universities, considering that SBTEs are located at 

their partner schools. The scoping process was conducted in collaboration with the 

coauthor and university librarians. Then, the studies were selected, and the data were 

collected. The results were then collated, summarised, and reported.  

Boote and Beile (2005) and Maxwell (2006) have suggested that scoping 

processes should be performed collaboratively because doctoral students need training 

in understanding and searching for published studies. The coauthor and I worked 

together throughout this process, and the librarians suggested relevant databases, 

provided feedback on the search terms, and conducted the database searches. With the 

librarians’ help, we felt confident that the initial searches were conducted correctly, 

strengthening the study’s trustworthiness.  

Maxwell (2006) described two types of reviews: reviews for research and 

reviews of research. The review in Chapter 2 was required to obtain an overview of the 

research field as well as to facilitate the discussion of the dissertation’s results in 

Chapter 5. Therefore, this can be described as a review for research. Substudy 1, too, 

consisted of a review for research because the results were important for understanding 

the results in Substudy 2. However, this was also a review of research because it 

involved synthesising previous research into an article that would be published in a 

journal.  

All criteria in Table 6 were developed before we started the scoping process, 

which might contradict the following quote in Substudy 1: ‘Inclusion and exclusion 

criteria were developed during the whole scoping process, narrowing and maintaining 
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the intention of answering the research question’ (Dille & Røkenes, 2021, p. 4). The 

intention behind this sentence in Substudy 1 was that, even if the criteria were simple 

and clear, we realised that it was not easy to define what a formal OTPD programme 

was. One example is online discussion forums, such as Twitter. Because the online 

component varied in the different programmes, it took time to decide whether the 

programme could be described as OTPD. Just reading these studies’ titles or abstracts 

did not clearly identify if the studies should be included, but what should be included 

became clearer through the scoping process. During the eligibility phase, we realised 

that the 78 studies that were still included could be divided into three main groups. 

Studies with a main focus on informal learning (e.g., Twitter) and the implementation of 

different tools were excluded because they did not fit the scope.  

One limitation of the present study is that we did not incorporate the consultation 

stage, which is an optional stage described by Arksey and O’Malley (2005) that 

includes discussing the findings with relevant stakeholders, such as teachers. The 

inclusion of this stage would have added significant value to the review. Additionally, 

we could have broadened our identification process by including other databases and 

conducting a more extensive hand search by reading other relevant journals. However, 

because of time constraints, we were unable to undertake these additional steps. 

5.1.5. Reflective diaries in the OTPD programme  

In this synopsis, I use the term reflective diaries, which can be described as ‘containers 

for writing that provides students with a framework to structure their thoughts and 

reflections’ (Wallin & Adawi, 2018, p. 511).6 Reflective diaries can promote 

participants’ engagement in developmental processes (Tang, 2002), which is suitable 

for new SBTEs participating in an OTPD mentoring programme. According to Wallin 

and Adawi (2018), ‘the reflective diary can provide valuable insight into conceptions of 

knowledge, conceptions of learning, and strategies for monitoring and regulating 

learning’ (p. 517). Klemp and Nilssen (2018), who wrote the main textbook in the 

OTPD programme in Substudy 2, highlight the importance of giving PSTs experiences 

 

6 Several terms were used to describe this phenomenon, such as learning diaries and learning 
logbooks. Although the term log was chosen for Substudy 2, reflective journal was chosen for 
Substudy 3. Other terms were used in the substudies to meet their respective requirements and 
to align with the audience of the different journals. 
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of reflections through written texts. Therefore, I found it appropriate to give the 

participants opportunities to reflect on their own professional development using 

reflective diaries.  

Tang (2002) emphasises the need to reflect upon experiences in light of theory 

and that using written texts and theories might improve practice. Accordingly, the 

questions the participants were asked to answer were connected to the content in each 

module, and the questions were related to how they had performed or planned to 

perform their roles. The reflective diaries also provided the opportunity for the 

participants to reflect on their beliefs and values and connect their experiences with 

goals to work towards. The tasks are presented in Appendix VIII.  

Each SBTE maintained six reflective diaries during the school year: after the 

physical start-up seminar, after each of the four modules and when evaluating their 

participation in the OTPD programme. The extent of the reflective diaries is presented 

in Table 7. Table 7 summarises and presents the average words written by each 

participant (horizontal rows). The columns reveal the words and averages of each of the 

reflection diaries. The average was calculated based on the total number of reflection 

diaries. The participants wrote the longest texts in the fourth reflection diary, which 

focused on mentoring and assessment (507 on average). The shortest logs were written 

after the start-up seminar (308 words on average).  

Table 7  

Overview of the Number of Reflective Diaries 
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The participants wrote reflection diaries in the OPTD programme in Forms 

(Office 365). Using Forms presented some challenges. One example is that some of the 

participants reported that this was not a good choice because of word limitations. A 

couple of them chose to send their reflective diaries directly to me via email. By doing 

this, they could write as much as they needed.  

5.1.6. The survey 

Survey research is a quantitative method that is suitable for large samples. The main 

data source in Substudy 3 was a survey that the SBTEs answered when they evaluated 

their field practice in the school year 2019/2020. The original plan was to evaluate field 

practice at a physical seminar in April. However, this was cancelled because of COVID-

19. Together with the department, I developed a survey. Five colleagues at the 

university and partner schools’ quality-checked if the items were understandable and to 

avoid that they could be interpreted in different directions. Two previous standardised 

surveys were used as references when the survey was developed (Finne et al., 2014; 

Munthe & Ohnstad, 20087). The survey can be found in Appendix V. 

Survey data were collected via Nettskjema.no and carried out in Norwegian to 

avoid miscommunication. The participants filled out the survey online. It covered 

several areas related to evaluating field practice, and both closed-ended and open-ended 

questions were used. Most items involved a five-point Likert scale (1: strongly disagree; 

5: strongly agree) and the alternative ‘I have not reflected about this’. The alternative 

option was to gain insights into whether the participants had reflected upon the items. 

The survey consisted of eight sections. In developing the survey, five sections were 

considered relevant to Substudy 3: Biographical (A), participants’ experiences of being 

part of a partner school (D), the assessment (F), collaboration with the university (G), 

and an overall evaluation of the school year (H). The open-ended items allowed the 

participants to provide information on what they found important, and their responses 

contributed to the qualitative data material used in Substudy 3.  

 

7 Munthe and Ohnstad (2008) is a part of the project ‘Nyutdannede læreres mestring av yrket’ 
(NYMY-project). Heggen and Thorsen (2015) have used parts of the original data material 
from 2008 in their studies. Andreasen et.al., (2019) have used some of the items in their 
studies.  
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Twenty-three items were relevant to the current paper and were included in the 

statistical analysis. The items are presented in Table 8.  

 

Table 8 

Overview of Items 

Themes Items Item 
Being an SBM B5 Being a school-based mentor is important work (MO) 

B7 I have chosen to become an SBTE because I want to train good future teachers 
B8 I have chosen to become an SBTE because I like contributing to preservice teachers’ 

understanding of the teacher’s role (MO) 
Teaching in two 
arenas 

C1 The teaching at the campus and the practice period is well connected (F) 

Being a partner 
school  

D1 Preservice teachers are considered a resource in this school (MO) 
D3 Being a partner school is a collective responsibility at our school (MO) 
D4 Leadership at my school follows up my work as an SBTE in a good way (MO) (F) 
D5 The annual plan for practice works well 
D6 The work environment at the partner school motivates preservice teachers (F) 
D7 The teachers at my school are good role models for preservice teachers (F) 
D9 Preservice teachers get to participate in subject-related discussions with school employees 
D11 The SBTE and coordinator at my school have useful collaboration meetings 
D12 Employees at our school discuss ‘what it means to be a partner school’ 

University 
collaboration 

G1 Teacher education collaborates well with the partner schools to ensure good practice periods for 
preservice teachers (MO) 

G3 The university does a good job in preparing the practice period for preservice teachers (MO) 
G5 The UBTE contributes to increased learning in the practice period for preservice teachers this 

school year 
G6 The UBTE and I have collaborated well this school year 

Assessment of 
PSTs 

F4 My school has worked hard on assessing preservice teachers (MO) 
F5 The UBTE and I have collaborated in assessing preservice teachers (MO) 

Assessing one’s 
efforts as an 
SBTE 

H1 I am certain preservice teachers have learned a lot from me (MO) 
H2 I am certain that I have the necessary skills for teaching preservice teachers (MO) 
H3 I am certain that my knowledge about education is sufficient to ensure good education for 

preservice teachers (MO) 
H4 Preservice teachers who have their practice period with me learned a lot by spending time with me 

and my pupils (MO) 
Note: (MO) = Munthe and Ohnstad (2009), (F) = Finne et al. (2014) 

 

The left column in Table 8 shows the themes in the survey. The researcher’s 

initials are noted in parentheses next to the items taken from Finne et al. (2014) and 

Munthe and Ohnstad (2008). The university where the current study was situated 

organised all partner schools in partnerships a few years before the study took place. 

New items were added to take the field practice context into account.  

The survey was sent to the participants (N=372) at the end of April 2020. The 

time was chosen because all SBTEs had finished field practice and that their 

experiences would be relatively clear in their minds. A high response rate was expected 

because an online survey could be completed from one’s home office during the 

COVID 19 pandemic and would not take much time, especially when compared to the 

half-day physical seminar to which the participants were originally invited. The 

introduction of the survey provided information about the survey and stated that the 



 

59 
 

survey data would be used in this study. The participants had the option of answering 

the survey without participating in the study, and six of the SBTEs chose that option. In 

total, 242 SBTEs (n = 242, 65,1%) expressed their willingness to participate in the 

study. High response rates were conducive to analysis, as they increased the probability 

of correlations between groups and variables being statistically significant, making it 

possible to draw reliable inferences about the population from the sample.  

The open responses gave the participants the opportunity to comment using their 

own words. These comments were collected in a word document consisting of 57 pages, 

containing all the comments from the whole survey, not only the items chosen for the 

quantitative analysis. The reason for choosing all responses was because I wanted to get 

insights into all the feedback on their experiences of collaboration and arenas for field 

practice activities.  

4.2. Data analyses  

The mixed methods case study design gave me the opportunity to gain deep and unified 

data material (Walton et al., 2020), and rich data from different data sources were 

included (Tashakkori & Teddlie, 2009). According to Creswell and Plano Clark (2011), 

each strand or method used should be clearly described. In the substudies, word 

limitations resulted in brief and superficial descriptions of the analysis, giving the 

impression of linear processes. The synopsis gave me an opportunity to go more in 

depth and reflect on the analysis processes. This section is organised based on three 

main themes: the constant comparative approach (4.3.1), descriptive analysis with 

numerous data (4.3.2) and abductive approach when analysing the thesis’ main research 

question (4.3.3). 

5.1.7. Analysis of qualitative data: The constant comparative approach 

The aim of data analysis in qualitative research is to structure the collected material into 

themes or patterns (Creswell, 2013). In all three substudies—and when analysing the 

main research question—a constant comparative approach was used to analyse the 

qualitative data material. Constant comparisons are defined as ‘(t)he analytic process of 

comparing different pieces of data against each other for similarities and differences’ 

(Corbin & Strauss, 2015, p. 85). The constant comparative approach (Charmaz, 2014; 

Corbin & Strauss, 2015) inspired and guided the analysis of qualitative data material in 
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the present doctoral project; it helped me to keep the content ‘open’, striving to stay 

close to the data material without interpretations (Corbin & Strauss, 2015).  

Overall, the constant comparative approach involves dividing the data into 

smaller parts and comparing the similarities and inequalities between them; then, the 

parts that fit together are assigned to categories (Corbin & Strauss, 2015; Langdridge, 

2015). The analysis process consists of three main phases: open coding, axial coding 

and theoretical coding.  

Next, I describe and reflect on the process of the constant comparative analyses. 

Figure 8, which is presented on the next page, was developed in Substudy 3. The figure 

will be used to give examples and illustrate the process. In the first phase, open coding 

involves ‘[b]reaking data apart and delineating concepts to stand for interpreted 

meaning of raw data’ (Corbin & Strauss, 2015, p. 239). All reflective diaries and open 

responses in the survey were read through several times.  

I marked the keywords in the text that were closely related to the content. Then, 

using the keywords and sentences’ meaning, I colour-coded the responses as the next 

step. By marking these with different colours, simple sentences were united with longer 

phrases concerning the same topic (Corbin & Strauss, 2015). This process can be 

described as line-by-line coding, which ‘enables you to take compelling events apart 

and analyse what constitutes them and how they occurred’ (Charmaz, 2014, p. 125). 

Strategies given by Corbin and Strauss (2015) to create, compare and combine 

preliminary codes were used to reveal both similarities and differences in the data 

material. As a next step in the line-by-line coding process, phrases with similar colours 

were united. Up to this point, the data material provided me with information without 

any interpretation.  
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Figure 8 

The Process of Categorisation of the Qualitative Data Material in Substudy 3 

 

To avoid hasty analysis, I followed the strategies outlined by Corbin and Strauss 

(2015). At times, it was challenging not to rush ahead, but I appreciated the process. 

During the initial phase, I used multiple colours to mark keywords and phrases tightly 

connected to the text, including red for utterances about partner schools, blue for 

activity with PSTs and green for university collaboration. Although Figure 8 provides a 

simplified impression of the process because numerous colours were used during the 

early phase, going back and forth in the data material led to the grouping of similar 

utterances and removal of less relevant colours. This phase resulted in several 

‘containers’ filled with different content, which served as the starting point for the 

second main phase. 
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The second main phase was axial coding, where the characteristics and 

dimensions that were revealed during the initial phase became clearer. ‘Axial coding 

relates categories to subcategories, specifies the properties and dimensions of a 

category, and reassembles the data you have fractured during initial coding to give 

coherence to the emerging analysis’ (Charmaz, 2014, p. 147). When conducting axial 

coding, I engaged in a dialogue with the utterances (Thornberg & Frykedal, 2015). 

Nilssen (2012) emphasises the significance of asking effective questions in this dialogue 

because it impacts the quality of the analysis. I asked the data material about similarities 

and differences and the ways in which they could be categorised and stored (Thornberg 

& Frykedal, 2015). The responses provided me with fresh ideas and thoughts, and I was 

able to discern patterns in the data material (Nilssen, 2012). 

Overlapping data such as codes, categories and themes can be a challenge in 

qualitative analysis (Miles et al., 2014). The present study’s focus on different actors 

and arenas’ challenges with overlap was not something I noticed. However, I 

experienced that I was tempted to split the data material into groups where they were 

connected in the tripartite collaboration. I realised that this categorisation was bounded 

in my need to organise the data material in preorganised containers, not as categories 

grounded in what the data material actually contained. After going back and forth 

between the different reflection diaries, I managed to shift my focus from my 

preconceptions to what the SBTEs said.  

The names of the categories and subcategories were preliminary, and they were 

changed throughout the entire process. Postholm (2005) claims that changing names is 

an important part of the process because it helps develop logical connections. I found it 

challenging to find appropriate names for the categories without losing relevant 

information. Charmaz (2014) suggests that giving preliminary category names that are 

tightly connected to the participants’ utterances helps avoid being ‘stuck’ with 

theoretical category names. Inspired by Charmaz, I understood that enjoying mentoring 

was better in an early phase compared with motivation because, while motivation is a 

theoretically loaded construct, enjoying mentoring described the data material in a more 

concrete manner. Another example is when I first labelled a category partner school; 

here, I became aware that it was important to include the breadth and variation in the 

SBTEs’ experiences, so the category ended up being labelled a variation in availability. 
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As Figure 8 illustrates, the axial coding process resulted in categories with 

different strengths and power. During the process, the codes became more abstract and 

tighter connected to more general categories (Charmaz, 2014). The three subcategories 

of learning community dynamics, a variation in availability and challenges in 

collaboration were developed from the codes, and they became clearer using axial 

coding and scrutinising characteristics and dimensions (Charmaz, 2014). The 

subcategory learning community dynamics was connected to how the SBTE valued the 

activity with their PSTs. Variation in availability was connected to collaboration at their 

partner schools. The category was divided into two groups: colleagues and school 

leaders. The last subcategory, challenges in collaboration, concerns their collaboration 

with the university. This category also contained two groups: administrative work and 

UBTEs. Autonomy stood out as the main category, having the greatest strength, being 

connected to the subcategories (Corbin & Strauss, 2015).  

Discovering the different strengths indicated that the data analysis had reached 

the third main phase: theoretical coding. The purpose of this phase was to relate the 

categories to each other and put together the different parts of the research to form a 

whole, which enabled me to answer the research question (Postholm & Jacobsen, 2018). 

According to Strauss and Corbin (1998), theories are built when the researcher 

understands how the categories are connected. The process in which preliminary 

categories are connected to a main category is described as integration, which is crucial 

for theory development (Corbin & Strauss, 2015). Corbin and Strauss (2015) emphasise 

that this does not only happen at the end of the analysis, but it grows throughout the 

process when going back and forth with the data material (Postholm, 2019). Although 

Figure 8 might seem to depict a linear process and that the figure indicates 

subcategories being developed during the axial coding, the development of the 

categories was also central during the theoretical coding.  

A theoretical model can be the result of the analysis (Thornberg & Frykedal, 

2015). Because of the reduction of details through constant comparative analysis, the 

theory became more abstract. However, as highlighted by Corbin and Strauss (2015), 

even if analysis is becoming more abstract, it is important that the theory is anchored to 

the data. According to Corbin and Strauss (2015), the main category should be abstract 

so that it can be used for the development of theory. The development of theory will 

also be presented when presenting analyses of the overall research question (4.3.3). The 
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main category in Substudy 3, Autonomy, reflects both an abstract theory and individual 

responsibility that the SBTEs are given in their role as teacher educators, which are the 

core of the data material.  

As previously described in section 4.1.3 regarding the researcher’s role, one of 

the strengths of the present study was the ample time available for the research process, 

which also proved to be an advantage in the data analysis. Despite having an active 

researcher role and possessing contextual knowledge, it would have been easy to add 

personal information and interpretations to the participants’ explanations. Therefore, I 

made a conscious effort to be aware of my preconceptions and theoretical knowledge 

while analysing the data (Thornberg & Frykedal, 2015); this will be further discussed in 

relation to the study’s trustworthiness in section 4.4. I believe that I managed to balance 

my own background and maintain an awareness of my close relationship with the 

research. 

Given my familiarity with the research field, spending ample time in the first 

main phase was particularly important to detect nuances in the data without imposing 

interpretations, as highlighted by Langdridge (2015). For instance, with this awareness, 

I tried to maintain some level of objectivity by illustrating the data material through 

figures. These dynamic processes also helped me become more confident with the 

categorisation and determine how they could or could not answer the research 

questions. Additionally, while establishing the categories and linking them to the 

content described earlier, I reflected on the effectiveness and suitability of the labels 

used. In addition to working on the computer, I also wrote down keywords and 

reflections by hand and created figures capturing both strengths and dynamic processes. 

Memos were used to document the processes involving me and the study’s data 

material; they helped me be curious about the activity involved in conducting the 

analysis and, thus, were important analytical tools (Corbin & Strauss, 2015). 

I learned that getting to know the data material takes time. The different 

processes gave me time to stay close to the participants’ responses, and I focused on 

treating all responses equally. According to Corbin and Strauss (2015), qualitative 

research should be interpretive and dynamic, relaxing and flexible; thus, a static 

approach can be avoided. In the processes of facilitating dynamic flexibility, creativity 

became important. When I went back and forth in the analysis, new perspectives were 

added, and others were removed. To get an overview of the processes, Corbin and 
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Strauss (2015) recommend creating visual connections between categories and codes. 

Through visualisation of the data material, which in Substudy 3 resulted in Figure 8, I 

managed to store and find patterns that gave direction for the analysis (Charmaz, 2014). 

The creative processes were also helpful in deciding which data material should be 

taken for further processes (Corbin & Strauss, 2015). The creative approaches helped 

me find connections in the data material and store and sort the information. These 

processes made it easier for me to visualise, reflect upon and gain new insights into 

SBTEs’ experiences. These processes were helpful in understanding and seeing 

connections in the data material (Strauss & Corbin, 1998).  

5.1.8. Analysis of quantitative data 

This brief section describes how the survey data were prepared for analysis and how the 

analysis was conducted. In Substudy 3, the data were analysed through descriptive and 

inferential statistics and factor analysis using the Statistical Package for the Social 

Sciences (SPSS Version 29) (IBM Corp, n.d.).  

Descriptive statistics provided contextual information about the participants and 

general response trends. Survey data were subjected to a distribution analysis, factor 

analysis, and bivariate correlation analysis using SPSS. The items were normally 

distributed, particularly when skewness was reduced by treating the option ‘I have not 

reflected about this’ as the neutral score of 3 on the Likert scale. This resulted in 

leptokurtic distributions, but only the items concerning the role of an SBTE were 

skewed towards higher values, as shown in Figure 9. The distribution of the items 

allowed for visualising the findings and provided a basis for discussion. Missing was 

handled by averaging the informants' responses before and after on the same item. 

An exploratory principal component analysis (PCA) factor analysis and 

correlation analyses supported the validity of the quantitative data and the identified 

areas of interest. The Kaiser–Meyer–Olkin measure of sampling adequacy (0.799) and 

Bartlett’s test of sphericity (< 0.05) showed the sample to be appropriate for factor 

analysis. After six iterations of oblimin rotation with Kaiser normalisation, the resulting 

factors coincided with the question groups in the survey and revealed the four areas of 

importance, as illustrated in Figure 9.  

Figure 9 provides an adapted visualisation of Pearson’s r correlations on 

Microsoft Excel, with correlations significant at the 0.01 (**) and 0.05 (*) levels (two-
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tailed). The colours indicate the correlations, and the darker colours represent higher 

significant correlations (ρ > 0.3). A concurrence of factors and areas of high correlation 

were found, as illustrated in red. Four areas of importance were derived from the 

analysis: motivation for being a SBTE, being part of a partner school, collaboration 

with the university, and general attitudes towards their competence and practices. The 

factor´s labels were tightly connected to the themes in the survey, and we chose to label 

the second and third factor based on the arena they belonged to. The two other factors 

were connected to SBTEs work, where motivation for having the role captured the first 

factor, and their general attitude towards their competence described the other factor.   

The factors showed high internal consistency (Chronbach’s α = [0.777, 0.851] ≥ 

0.6). Finally, the bivariate correlation analysis showed that items in the same factors 

were significantly correlated and had high Pearson’s r values, confirming the identified 

areas of importance. 
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Figure 9 

Factors and Correlations in the Quantitative Analysis 
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5.1.9. Analysing the main research question: Abductive approach  

When analysing the main research question, the data material consisted of the three 

substudies. The approach can be described as abductive. Abductive approaches enable a 

researcher to go back and forth with the data material and compare wholes and parts 

during the research processes (Alvesson & Sköldberg, 2008). This contrasts with 

inductive processes, which are grounded in the data material (e.g., constant comparative 

methods), and deductive processes, which are tested using predefined codes (e.g., factor 

analysis) (Langdridge, 2015; Schoonenboom & Johnson, 2017). In abductive processes, 

it is prudent for the researcher to continually shift between the steps involved (Postholm 

& Jacobsen, 2018). The opportunity to go back and forth with the data material helps to 

reduce researcher subjectivity (Postholm, 2019). Abductive processes were deemed 

important in this study, as they helped combine different data sources, ensure their 

closeness to the context in which the study took place, and use previous studies and 

theories as active contributors in the analysis.  

Although the analysis had an abductive approach, the constant comparative 

method provided inspiration throughout the analysis process. Codes and categories were 

formed as I repeatedly reviewed the studies. Initially, I read through the sub-studies and 

compiled the main findings in a document. Then, I attempted to identify similarities and 

differences in the data between the sub-studies. To gain a comprehensive understanding 

of the findings, I created figures.  

The challenge of simplifying the findings was central in the process of 

developing a figure to illustrate the study. Similar with developing the figure, I also 

developed Table 9 (presented in Section 5.4). The table shows which theories are 

connected to each category. This kind of tabular presentation might indicate a static and 

dichotomous situation, which was not my intention. I have chosen to organise and 

connect the findings of each study to theory in the table to make it easier to get an 

overview of the findings. I was aware that organising the findings in tables or figures 

also might reduce complexity; some of the findings were not included because they 

were not considered strong enough to be prioritised in the discussion.  

As presented in Chapter 3, CHAT was an inspiration in the development of 

Figure 11 and Table 9. The abductive processes in the interaction between the 

substudies’ findings and CHAT gave insights into theories that were tightly connected, 

as, for example, that different types of contradictions could be connected to each of the 
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categories: while the primary contradiction dealt with SBTEs’ engagement, the second 

and third contradictions were appropriate in the two subcategories belonging to 

connecting, and the fourth contradiction could be placed in university activity.  

When creating categories during the abductive analysis, difficulties can arise in 

trying to fit them into existing theories. However, it is crucial to identify similar patterns 

to make the study relevant and useful to other readers. To ensure a coherent thread 

throughout the analysis process, I wrote memos, which Postholm and Jacobsen (2018) 

also emphasise as significant. The significance of writing memos was also highlighted 

in the constant comparative approach (4.3.1) and will be central when discussing the 

study’s dependability (4.4.4).  

4.4.Trustworthiness 

The social constructivist perspective emphasises that knowledge evolves through 

interactions between those involved in professional development activities while also 

stating that the context and history of the situation are important (Postholm, 2020). 

Specifically, situations change and develop according to context and history (Postholm, 

2020). ‘Qualitative research is subjective. It is personalistic. Its contributions towards an 

improved and disciplined science are slow and tendentious’ (Stake, 2010, p. 29). 

Because a case study cannot be measured, Yin (2009) reflects on what a good case 

study is. Despite the insecurity about case study quality, the opportunities for 

subjectivity and the important contributions from the context and history, several 

criteria must be followed when conducting a research study. In this chapter, I have 

strived to describe and discuss the research processes and the quality assurance as 

transparently as possible. However, as in all research, uncertainty must be considered.  

Because the present research followed a qualitative-dominant mixed methods 

case study design, qualitative terms are used in the explanations. Lincoln and Guba 

(1985) highlight four crucial criteria for a study’s trustworthiness: credibility (4.4.1), 

transferability (4.4.2), confirmability (4.4.3) and dependability (4.4.4). I also chose to 

add a fifth criterion: utilisation (4.4.5) (Miles & Huberman, 1994).  

5.1.10. Credibility   

Credibility can be described as the internal validity, authenticity or true value of the 

research (Miles & Huberman, 1994). The present study’s design consists of different 
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components, and by using a mixed methods case design, the processes working with 

different data material have enhanced the current study’s credibility (Yin, 2009). 

Despite the strengths of combining different methods, weakness can, as in all research, 

also be found in the present study. One example to illustrate potential weaknesses is the 

items used in the survey. Even if several items have been standardised and used in 

previous studies (Munthe & Ohnstad, 2008; Finne, 2014), items were added, removed 

and adapted to the context (Figure 8). These processes might have reduced their 

credibility. It was tempting to add more items to strengthen credibility, but a survey 

should not be too extensive for the participants. Additionally, because the survey was 

also used for evaluating field practice during that school year, a middle ground had to 

be found to balance items relevant to both parties. 

5.1.11. Transferability  

Transferability, which can also be explained as the external validity of a study, asks 

whether the study is transferable and whether the findings can be applied in other 

contexts (Lincoln & Guba, 1985). The transferability of findings relies on the study’s 

methodological transparency and rich, thick descriptions of the phenomenon being 

studied (Teddlie & Tashakkori, 2009). Postholm (2019) emphasises that thick 

descriptions must be context rich. Because translating the data from Norwegian to 

English could affect transferability, I tried to keep the content of the translated versions 

as close to the original texts as possible. A native speaker translated the content from 

Norwegian to English to maintain the intended meaning. The discussions I had with 

other researchers during the research process also strengthened the transferability. The 

transferability was strengthened because the thick descriptions gave other researchers 

the opportunity to make sense of the study, and they also obtained insights into how this 

study could be transferred to their own contexts (Miles & Huberman, 1994). 

A challenge related to the present study’s transferability was that field practice 

and teacher education varied between local programmes at universities and between 

Norwegian and international contexts. The current study’s sample was from one 

university, with SBTEs who were working in different types of schools, both in rural 

and central parts of the district, and the size of their schools varied. Therefore, the 

sample cannot be generalised to other contexts. Despite these limitations, the findings 

contribute to research on field practice in higher education. The present study adds 



 

71 
 

some new perspectives, such as the opportunity to use OTPD programmes in SBTEs’ 

professional development. Mostly, the current study confirms previous research 

highlighting different aspects of the importance of a stronger connection between 

universities and partner schools. Even if single-case studies have their limitations 

because they represent a small scope, comparing the results with previous research and 

broader theory indicates that analytic generalisation is an opportunity, as highlighted by 

Yin (2009).   

 

4.4.3. Confirmability 

High confirmability refers to objective research in which the researcher’s motives have 

not affected the process (Lincoln & Guba, 1985). Andersen (2013) argues that having 

knowledge about the research field is crucial for obtaining in-depth insights into the 

case. However, my close connection to the context presents a dilemma in the current 

doctoral study. In section 4.1.3, the researcher’s central role is presented and reflected 

upon. By combining experiences from my own work and the reviews conducted in 

Substudy 1 and Chapter 2, I have gained a comprehensive understanding of the 

complexity surrounding field practice and SBTEs’ professional development. These 

processes aided in obtaining the necessary distance from my own study. As Stake 

(2010) notes, ‘Becoming a researcher, especially for a person doing qualitative research, 

is partly a matter of learning how to deal with bias’ (p. 164). This quote reveals that, 

despite being aware of the researcher’s position and the research process, subjective 

assumptions, values, and biases may still have affected the results. 

Even if objectivity and neutrality are not the objectives of a researcher following 

a constructivist perspective, it is important to reflect on the criteria of confirmability. As 

described above, discussing the study with others strengthened its credibility and 

transferability, and it has also been central to assess the study’s confirmability. 

Discussions have given me a distance—or objectivity—from the study. Parts of the 

study were presented at national and international conferences, discussed with peers 

from the national researcher school and in masterclasses with experts. Experts familiar 

with the field and those who were novices provided honest responses to my research, 

which is important for enhancing the study’s validity (Lincoln & Guba, 1985). The 

reviewers of journals also provided responses that strengthened the study’s 
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confirmability. The feedback I received showed that the responders recognised the 

findings, indicating a good level of confirmability. Further, Stake (2010) claims that, 

even when including others and describing the processes’ transparency, their research 

will still be biased.  

When reflecting on confirmability, Postholm (2019) emphasises coherence and 

cohesion between the different components in a study. My experiences were that 

coherence and cohesion in the substudies were mostly easy to describe. However, 

several times, I needed to follow up on surprises (Miles & Huberman, 1994). One 

example is when I, during the qualitative analysis in Substudy 3, realised that the new 

SBTEs only described working with the OTPD programme as their contact with the 

university. In addition to going through the data material once again, I created figures of 

different sizes, depending on different occurrences. The figures helped me illustrate the 

lack of collaboration between the new SBTEs and university. Software programmes 

analysing the data also helped identify any errors or inconsistencies.  

4.4.4. Dependability 

Dependability refers to the study’s reliability—whether the results can be reproduced in 

other contexts, at other times and by other researchers (Kvale & Brinkmann, 2015). The 

strengths and weaknesses of qualitative research are an opportunity to develop the 

research question(s) during the research process (Yin, 2009). The original plan was to 

meet the new SBTEs at an evaluation seminar in April 2020. Because of COVID-19 

restrictions, physical meetings were not allowed. Therefore, I was forced to change the 

study’s design. I also added research questions in both Substudies 2 and 3. Because the 

design changed, it is not possible to replicate the original design. However, according to 

Yin (2009), I have strived to describe the different processes during the research 

process, and hopefully, this transparency can inspire other researchers in their studies.  

Researchers’ subjective individual theories influence research processes 

(Postholm, 2019). As described above, to reduce eventual researcher bias, I aimed to 

maintain a reflective position and remain aware of my prejudices and subjectivity 

throughout the study (Creswell & Poth, 2018; Kvale & Brinkmann, 2015). One artefact 

used in this process was to write memos and create figures, which helped me be aware 

of my own subjectivity (Postholm, 2019).  
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Dependability can also refer to a study’s consistency (Lincoln & Guba, 1985). 

An example is how Cronbach’s alpha was used to measure the internal consistency of 

the factors in the survey. Being able to use a measurement tool became important for 

me to feel more secure about reliability. Although challenges related to dependability in 

case studies arose in Substudies 2 and 3, the scoping process in Substudy 1 should be 

easy to replicate if other researchers follow the five steps suggested by Arksey and 

O’Malley (2005). Because I was a novice in conducting reviews, I experienced 

challenges in conducting the first step of the scoping process. I carried out several pilot 

searches, with different results each time. For example, I experienced that the technical 

aspects of developing the search string offered some challenges: one extra space 

between words or an extra parenthesis in the search string led to different results. 

Therefore, involving the coauthor and librarians in the first phase became important to 

ensure dependability. Further, as reflected upon in Chapter 2, it was challenging to 

include all relevant terms and nuances in the research field when developing the search 

concepts.  

I aimed to understand SBTEs’ experiences as teacher educators; therefore, there 

was no reason to doubt their experiences. Kvernbekk (2005) highlights the importance 

of trusting the participants’ voices. Some researchers claim that member checking is 

important during the research process (e.g., Postholm, 2019). Although I could have 

invited the participants to discuss both the analysis and results, I chose not to do this for 

two reasons. First, there was limited time, and second, the pandemic gave reduced 

opportunities for meetings. In addition, the analysis emphasised my understanding of the 

data material, which is emphasised as being positioned under a social constructivist 

paradigm. Eight focus group interviews were held: four at the beginning and four at the 

end of the school year. The data from these interviews were not used as intended, as 

explained when discussing ethical considerations (4.5). However, the conversations 

were important for informing my facilitator role in the OTPD programme, making me 

aware of what I could ask in the survey in Substudy 3 and in mail correspondence with 

the new SBTEs. The participants told me that they appreciated the email reminders I 

sent about the OTPD programme, and this gave me the confidence to send further 

emails.  
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4.4.5. Utilisation 

Summarising the four themes above indicates that, despite some challenges during the 

process, the trustworthiness of the present doctoral study is satisfying. It is crucial to 

consider the implications of the current study for the individuals who participated in it, 

as well as for other stakeholders (Miles & Huberman, 1994). Throughout the research 

process, I strove to conduct a study that would be relevant and important for the 

involved actors—that is, the SBTEs and their partner schools, leaders and policymakers 

at various levels of teacher education, as well as national and international researchers. 

Miles and Huberman (1994) highlight the importance of presenting findings that 

are accessible to readers. Being familiar with the field being studied is a strength of case 

studies. However, it is important to describe the study so that it can be analysed and 

understood by others who are not that familiar (Postholm, 2019). Given my background 

as a classroom practitioner, I initially faced a disconnect with the academic world. My 

aim in pursuing academia was to make research more approachable for individuals who 

may not be well versed in academic jargon. However, despite my intentions, I have 

received feedback that my use of academic language can be overly complex. 

Furthermore, my decision to write in English could pose a challenge when it comes to 

accessibility for practitioners. 

4.5. Ethical considerations 

Ethical principles are intertwined with the entirety of a research process (Postholm, 

2019). In line with Creswell and Creswell (2018), the ethical aspects in this section are 

presented based on the study’s timeline. In the first phase of the research process, it was 

important for me to determine what I felt confident about focusing on in the study. 

Instead of focusing on the UBTEs, who were my colleagues, I found it easier to 

collaborate with the SBTEs. Activities with the SBTEs allowed for maintaining the 

needed distance between me and the study topic.  

It was important to consider all relevant actors when developing this research 

project. First and foremost, this included the SBTEs and their partner schools. However, 

I also needed to be aware of the UBTEs and the department in which I work, because 

they would play a central role. Since they did not have an opportunity to be heard, they 

had an indirect role in this study.  
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I filled in and sent a notification form for how personal data were going to be 

processed in the study. The notification form was sent digitally to the Norwegian Centre 

for Research Data (NSD), which was subsequently accepted (Appendix I). Since I 

changed the research design following the advent of COVID-19 and developed a 

survey, I needed to inform the NSD and gain their approval. In the early stages of the 

research, the order of authorship was also declared (Creswell & Creswell, 2018). Each 

of my supervisors became the coauthor of a substudy. Authors could also be included 

later on in the process (Creswell & Creswell, 2018), so a third coauthor was invited to 

help me with the quantitative analysis in substudy 3 when the study´s design were 

changed.  

The next step involved meeting the participants. Denzin and Lincoln (2011) 

wrote about the challenges related to the close relationship between the researcher and 

participants when following the constructivist paradigm. I reflected upon these 

challenges at the beginning of the research process. It is not possible to know for certain 

whether the participants experienced any issues with the relationship. However, the 

participant feedback I gathered via the reflective diaries and the survey did not contain 

only positive descriptors of the activities, suggesting that they were honest in their 

responses.  

Trust building was important in the initial phase of the study (Creswell & 

Creswell, 2018). I conveyed the purpose of the project and potential outcomes, both 

positive and negative, to the participants orally and via information letters. The 

information letters are presented in Appendices II–IV. The 59 SBTEs who wanted to 

participate in the project signed a contract, and data collection was based on the 

participants’ informed consent. By sending me an email, the participants could 

withdraw from the project whenever they wanted. The participants who answered the 

survey could decide whether they wanted their responses to be used in the study. As 

presented in 4.2.3, six participants chose to answer the survey with the purpose to 

evaluate the school year without being interested to participate in the study.  

The participants were also informed about my dual role in the study. According 

to Creswell and Creswell (2018), ‘Selecting a site to study in which you have an interest 

in outcomes is not a good idea’ (p. 92). Therefore, I emphasised the overall focus of my 

doctoral study. Further, in line with Creswell and Creswell (2018) and Polit and Beck 

(2004), my intention was to identify the happenings in an interactive process rather than 
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to look for causes and effects, prescribe changes, or predict outcomes. With this focus 

on the interactive process, the participants could pay attention to the content and 

activities involved in the OTPD programme without having to assess the knowledge 

they had gained through the process. For instance, all the reflective diaries provided 

during the OTPD programme included information about their purposes (Appendix VI). 

Throughout the research process, I attempted to provide information in a simple and 

unequivocal manner. 

Third, anonymity was of importance and a core focus during the research 

process. The participants wrote their names in their reflective diaries during the OTPD 

programme. As mentioned in the application form submitted to the NSD, I anonymised 

the participants when storing their responses in an MS Word file. The participants were 

assigned numbers, and a document with the key to the numbers was stored separately. 

At the end of the process, the 21 participants in Substudy 2 were given fictitious names.  

As previously mentioned in this chapter, four groups participated in focus group 

interviews in autumn and spring. Only a few of these participants fulfilled the OTPD 

programme requirements, so I was unsure whether I should anonymise and include only 

their responses. Based on the ethical considerations in this scenario, I decided not to 

include the interview data. My supervisors and I made this decision collectively and 

agreed that the reflective diaries provided enough information to answer the research 

question in Substudy 3. Another challenge that appeared during the process was my 

connection to the OTPD programme. I wanted all the participants to be active in the 

programme and sometimes found it difficult to maintain a balance between encouraging 

and pushing their involvement; however, the focus group interviews negated my 

worries in this regard.  

I endeavoured to obtain multiple perspectives and be honest during the analysis, 

when describing the findings. This awareness of the need to report multiple perspectives 

can also be described as an intention to avoid ‘going native’ (Creswell & Creswell, 

2018, p. 94). To this end, when presenting the results of Substudy 3, I included both the 

positive aspects and the challenges the participants faced during the OTPD programme. 

I also shared and discussed the results with other experts, as explained in Section 4.4.1.  
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4.6.  Summary 

This chapter presented the study’s methodological considerations and procedures. The 

qualitative-dominant mixed methods case study design was presented, revealing how 

the methodological choice was strongly affected by the constructivist positioning. The 

positioning in a constructivist paradigm was specifically central when discussing the 

processes and deciding upon the design to be changed or adapted during the research 

process.  

A mix of approaches were presented in this chapter, and various interactions – 

such as those between the researcher and data material or the researcher and participants 

and others invited to discuss the study – were highlighted throughout it. The various 

sampling strategies used in this study were presented. This resulted in an opportunity to 

use different ways of collecting data. The abductive approach and the constant 

comparative method dominated the analysis. Further, creative processes contributed to 

the development of codes and categories.  

In addition to presenting transparent processes in the first part of this chapter, 

the study’s quality was highlighted by discussing its trustworthiness, and the ethical 

considerations.  
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5. Summarising the findings  

Chapter 5 presents the findings of the three substudies and a summary of the results. 

The articles containing the substudies have been provided as appendices to be found in 

Part II. Here, I first describe the main findings of the substudies and focus on the 

aspects most relevant for answering the overall research question (5.1.–5.3.). Then, I 

will connect the findings to the theoretical framework guiding this dissertation (5.4). 

Figure 10 provides a procedural diagram of the dissertation as a mixed methods case 

study that intersects the three themes in the substudies. 

Figure 10 

A Procedural Diagram of the Dissertation (Inspired by Walton et al., 2020, p. 449)  

 

 
 

As illustrated in the figure above, each of the substudies makes independent 

contributions to the research field and enlightens the study topic from different angles 

(Tashakkori & Teddlie, 2009). The area in which the circles coincide shows how the 

three substudies provide new knowledge and perspectives and answer the overall 

research question. The figure also shows that Substudies 1 and 3 do not directly affect 

each other, but they are both connected to Substudy 2 and the overall research question.  
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5.2. Substudy 1: Teachers’ professional development in formal online 

communities  

 (Dille & Røkenes, 2021) 

RQ1: What does previous research reveal about teachers’ formal online professional 

development? 

The purpose of Substudy 1 was to examine the literature on formally organised OTPD 

programmes. The findings revealed that a one-size-fits-all design is an illusion for 

teachers’ professional development. A focus on participants’ interests and content that’s 

relevant for practice is crucial for OTPD. Participants were found to appreciate flexible 

designs, and a facilitator who could scaffold the processes was also highlighted as 

important. The findings revealed that significant effort should be put into the startup 

phase of teachers’ professional development. Helping/scaffolding participants during 

the initial phase can, for example, prevent them from displaying negative attitudes 

towards online activities.  

The results of Substudy 1 are indicative of the experiences of participants 

(subjects in the CHAT triangle) in OTPD programmes. First and foremost, OTPD 

programmes can be considered mediating artefacts based on the CHAT triangle. The 

teachers who were active in the OTPD programmes held in the 52 reviewed studies 

needed to be scaffolded when standing at the boundary of their professional 

development.  

As presented in 4.2.1, the participants in Substudy 1 were not SBTEs. 

Nevertheless, this substudy provides knowledge about what teachers, as first order 

practitioners, deem important in OTPD programmes. Both the design of the OTPD 

programme and the community were found to be important for teachers’ professional 

development. The participants´ context, including both the facilitator, the OTPD 

programmes design, and their communities were valuable for their professional 

development. For the teachers who participated in the OTPD programme, scaffolding 

stood out as crucial for crossing boundaries in their professional development.  

 



 

80 
 

5.3.  Substudy 2: An OTPD programme as a boundary artefact for 

new school-based mentors8  

 (Dille, 2022) 

RQ2:  

a. How do new school-based mentors experience an online teacher professional 

development programme to develop in their new role? 

b. How does an OTPD programme serve as a boundary artefact for new school-

based mentors’ professional development?  

Substudy 2 had two purposes: The first was to understand how new school-based 

mentors’ experiences with an OTPD mentoring programme helped them in their new 

role. The second was to pay attention to how an OTPD programme works as a boundary 

artefact to strengthen the coherence between a university and its partner schools. The 

participants found the programme useful and reflected upon how they grew into, were 

both engaged in, and connected to their new role.  

Despite their positive experiences, the participants also paid attention to the 

challenges related to online collaboration with school-based mentors at their partner 

schools. Several highlighted the importance of seamless technologies at their partner 

schools and the university. The necessity of handling two technological systems was 

regarded as an overload, as they were being spread between their two roles – that is, the 

role of a teacher for school-going students (as first order practitioners) and that of a 

school-based mentor for PSTs (as second order practitioners). 

Even though the reflection logs showed variations in how the new school-based 

mentors handled the OTPD programme and how their first year as teacher educators 

went, the participants in Substudy 2 were found to have used all four learning 

mechanisms when standing on the boundary of becoming teacher educators. The 

following examples illustrate their learning mechanisms: 

Identification: ‘Sending my regards in your direction, it has been very useful to 

have this OTPD programme as a tool in the work of mentoring.’ (Una)  

Coordination: ‘Online collaboration does not work out as intended. Maybe the 

university [facilitator] could follow up so we can get started?’ (Carol) 

 

8 Because the term school-based mentor is used in Substudy 2, I chose to use the term when 
summarizing the substudy.  
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Reflection: ‘What I learned in this OTPD programme became useful. Reflection 

on how theory and practice are related taught me a lot. Working in groups with 

assignments was instructive. Exchanging experiences [was] very useful. We, 

who are school-based mentors, do not have time to do this at school.’ (Ingrid) 

Transformation: ‘I can’t wait to receive preservice teachers in February. I 

believe and hope I will be well prepared thanks to this great OTPD programme. 

With help from this programme, I feel that I am well prepared.’ (Ingrid) 

The findings revealed that the OTPD mentoring programme facilitated the participants’ 

understanding of their role in teacher education.  

Despite these positive results, the findings also revealed that the OTPD 

programme and the facilitator represented the university’s activities, which led to few 

SBTEs considering other university activities as important during their first year as 

teacher educators. Overall, the school-based mentors activity took place within their 

well-known context, their partner schools. Most of the participants collaborated with 

their colleagues, which shows that their activities mainly took place in one activity 

system: their partner school. The school-based mentors also reflected upon their 

resistance to participating online with other school-based mentors, which reduced the 

intended third-space activity.  

5.4.  Substudy 3: School-based teacher educators’ experiences of 

collaboration in teacher education  

 (Dille et al., minor revisions) 

RQ3:  

a. How do school-based teacher educators experience collaboration in teacher 

education?  

b. Which arenas are teachers given for professional development in their role as 

school-based teacher educators? 

The aim of Substudy 3 was to explore how SBTEs experience collaboration in field 

practice and which arenas they are given for professional development. The finding 

reflected broad variations with limited third space activity and a lack of coherence 

between the involved parties. The overall conclusion was that field practice activity is a 

job for the individual SBTE, and their professional development relies on their 
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autonomy. The SBTEs describe an autonomous role and think they have the necessary 

skills and knowledge for their role as teacher educators.  

Despite their satisfaction in their role as second order practitioners, the results in 

substudy 3 revealed some challenges: Just over half of the participants (55%) had the 

required ECTS credits in mentoring and most of them performed the job individually. 

Even if partner schools are main responsible for PSTs field practice, the results revealed 

that school leaders took a passive role. The SBTE described themselves as passive 

recipients in the communication with the university, and the UBTEs stood out as 

random partners. Not surprisingly, with the reported limited field practice activity both 

within their partner schools and with the university, the findings revealed that the 

SBTEs did the assessment of PSTs on their own.  

The shared object between the two arenas responsible for field practice was 

found to be limited, indicating that the third space was closely tied to the SBTEs partner 

schools. The finding is also important for understanding the context of field practice 

activity: SBTE are not participants in a third space consisting of different activity 

systems but, instead, are active in their respective activity systems and partner schools, 

mainly with their PSTs. The SBTE described a professional development, both in their 

roles as first and second order practitioners, together with the PSTs. Because SBTEs are 

mentors and responsible for assessing the PSTs, they have different roles, which 

indicate that SBTEs and PSTs are not equal partners in third space activities. 

With the limited collaboration in third spaces, the learning mechanisms that 

were adopted most frequently by the participants were identification and coordination. 

The SBTE expressed they were aware of what the role of a second order practitioner 

entails, and they coordinated their activities based on the information they obtained 

from the university and their everyday life at school. Summarised, the SBTE 

experiences of collaboration in third space activities, their activities can be described in 

terms of the second-generation sociocultural theory. Substudy 3 does not give any 

information on the quality of field practice. Neither does it reveal how the SBTE 

understand their role. Based on previous research on the importance of professional 

development when becoming second order practitioners, it is likely to believe that field 

practice is based on SBTEs individual understanding of the role.  
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5.5.  Summary of the substudies 

By summarising the findings of the three substudies, this part of the synopsis answers 

the overall research question: In what ways can professional development of school-

based teacher educators promote collaboration between partner schools and 

universities? Table 9 reveal the categories and how each of the substudies contributed to 

answer the research question.  

Table 9  

An Overview of the Categories that Summarise the Findings  
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As shown in Table 9, willingness was revealed as the overarching category in this study, 

and it was derived from an analysis of the broad variations in how the participants’ 

reflected upon their experiences with professional development and the collaboration 

between partner schools and the university. In addition, three main categories were 

identified: engagement represented the SBTEs’ activities, deliverers indicated the 

dominant activity among the university´s activities, and the connecting represented the 

activities that took place in the hybrid space. Because the connecting category captured 

activities involving other actors as well as artefacts, I’ve divided this category into two 

columns. Table 9 also reveal which theories that was found appropriate to understand 

the categories. The categories derived from the analysis, appropriate theories, and 

previous research will be compared and discussed in chapter 6.  

The abductive approach presented in Section 4.3.3 resulted in Figure 11, which 

summarises the findings. 

Figure 11 

Professional Development of SBTEs to Enhance Collaboration in Field Practice 

 

 

The bias in Figure 11 reveal that field practice activities are mostly connected to 

SBTEs’ partner schools. The bidirectional arrow from the left activity system indicates 
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that SBTEs use the third space activity in their work with field practice and their 

professional development. Despite their participation in third spaces, the university in 

the other activity system is not an active contributor in the SBTEs professional 

development. Because vertical activity is dominating, the right activity system is 

positioned higher up than the left activity system. The passive university contribution is 

illustrated with the one-way arrow. The arrow is not bidirectional because the university 

activities in the third space mostly involved sharing directives or information. The first 

two categories – engagement and deliverers – indicate that there are different strengths 

associated with the participation of subjects in the activity systems. Since the 

university’s main activity was to deliver information about field practice rather than to 

invite SBTEs to collaborate, the activity (shown in the big yellow circle) is biased 

towards and placed closer to the SBTEs and their partner school’s activity system. As a 

result, the third space (see Figure 3 on page 29) has ‘disappeared’ behind the arrow 

illustrating the university’s delivery. 

The findings are discussed in relation to this study’s theoretical framework and 

past research in the following chapter.  
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6. Discussion 

The overarching category willingness highlight the aspect with overall importance for 

SBTEs’ professional development in order to promote collaboration between partner 

schools and the university. The overarching category will first be presented (6.1) before 

the three types of willingness are discussed: willingness to invite (6.2), willingness to 

interact (6.3), and willingness to (be) include(d) (6.4). These are connected to the main 

categories developed when I summarised the findings of the three substudies (Table 9). 

Willingness to invite mirrors the deliverers of a university context (the right activity 

system), willingness to interact is connected to SBTEs’ engagement in the context at 

their partner schools (the left activity system), and willingness to be included can be 

seen as a category that connects to the third space context. The findings are in 

accordance with previous research, where for example Postholm (2019) highlight that 

interactions with the context are crucial for professional development. The discussion is 

grounded in the understanding of the context as crucial for professional development 

through boundary crossing. My understanding of context in the discussion is that the 

context refers to the arenas where activity takes place, such as the SBTEs' partner 

schools (concrete contexts) and online activity (abstract third space activity). Although 

the context does not have a prominent role in the discussion, it plays a crucial role. 

6.1.Willingness for professional development  

The importance of the willingness of third space activities of all involved actors is in 

line with Zeichner (2010), who report that successful third spaces involve actors with 

different competencies who are willing to merge their cultures. Willingness is tightly 

connected to embodying boundaries, which is central to boundary crossing and 

professional development (Vesterinen et al., 2017). The findings revealed that 

willingness depended on the situation or context, and some key factors stood out as 

important for enhancing collaboration between the two arenas.  

Overall, this study’s results reveal that third space activities are not seamless, 

intertwined, or in line with national guidelines. The activity bias indicates that the third 

space activity was limited in this study when considering Emstad and Sandvik´s (2020) 

description of a third space as a ‘potential for dialogue, reflection and transformation, 

all of which are seen as key competencies for teacher professionalism’ (p. 3). 



 

87 
 

Furthermore, the study's findings differ from those of Wenger (1998), who posited that 

mutual engagement is crucial for development when striving towards a shared object.  

How the three types of willingness are crucial for promoting collaboration 

between the two arenas is discussed next. The key factors guide the following 

discussion, with tensions and contradictions indicating points of development and the 

kind of support that is needed (Akkerman & Bakker, 2011a; Engeström & Sannino, 

2010). Both Akkerman and Bakker (2011a) and Engeström (2001) claimed that tensions 

and contradictions are important for development when participating in different 

activity systems. However, this study highlighted the importance of understanding the 

context behind contradictions to gain an understanding of the kind of support needed for 

professional development, as Akkerman and Bakker (2011a) and Engeström and 

Sannino (2010) have emphasised.  

6.2. Willingness to invite 

Willingness to invite emphasises the importance of facilitating activities in third spaces, 

with the startup phase being especially significant. When universities invite teachers to 

participate in third spaces, it should be with the intention of developing a shared 

understanding among the participants. The importance of developing a shared 

understanding has previously been highlighted by Engeström (2001). Two factors stood 

out as crucial in the startup phase for how SBTEs’ professional development can 

enhance collaboration in field practice: Engaging participants´ interests (6.1.1) and A 

welcoming atmosphere (6.1.2).  

6.2.1. Engaging participants´ interests 

As highlighted in Substudies 1 and 2, the startup phase is important when boundaries 

are to be crossed. The importance of the startup phase has also received attention in 

previous studies (Postholm, 2020; Reinhardt, 2017). The SBTEs in Substudy 2 

appreciated the physical startup seminar and the online work for the OTPD programme 

during their first year in the role. The opportunities provided to identify what their new 

role entailed made it easier for them to be open to collaboration with other actors for 

field practice. Also the SBTEs in Jakhelln and Postholm´s (2022) study appreciated 

being invited and treated as equals in the third space from the very beginning of the 

project. 
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The blended design of Substudy 2, which began with a physical seminar, was 

considered valuable. Physical meetings were also found to be appreciated in the studies 

of Helgevold and Munthe (2016) and Jakhelln and Postholm (2022). The results from 

the overall doctoral study emphasised the importance of an early invitation to 

participate in the third space as second order practitioners so that the university and 

SBTEs could collectively determine what the latter’s role should involve. The invitation 

sent by the university during the startup phase in the Substudy 2 seemed to have 

reduced what Butler and Cuenca (2012, p. 35) problematised as a ‘sink-or-swim 

approach’, and the professional development of SBTEs helped promote collaboration 

between the partner schools and university.  

A central finding of this study is that the two roles – teacher and SBTE – involve 

the need for different types of knowledge and competencies, and as newcomers in third 

spaces, they enter an unfamiliar arena. They do not know the context. However, 

Substudy 2 revealed the importance of how SBTEs understand and implement 

knowledge about their new role, which Akkerman and Bruining (2016) highlighted as 

crucial for professional development. Identification as a learning mechanism led to new 

knowledge about the other activity system, indicating that this boundary-crossing 

learning mechanism is important and appropriate in the startup phase. This finding 

aligns with theories on boundary crossing (Akkerman & Bakker, 2011a). Further, in 

Substudy 3, where most participants were experienced SBTEs, the findings indicated 

that boundary crossing occurred with the same learning mechanisms. Using the 

explanation given by Akkerman and Bruining (2016), the SBTEs legitimised the 

university (the other activity system) through coexistence, with the activities defined in 

comparison to those of the other system (e.g., ‘this versus that’ or ‘us versus them’). 

The findings also indicate that even though half of the participants had the required 

ECTS credits in mentoring, the professional development of SBTEs was not enough to 

promote collaboration between the partner schools and the university.  

This study highlighted the importance of understanding the participants’ 

backgrounds to determine who the SBTEs are and what they need in their development 

processes. Considering SBTEs’ backgrounds during professional development reveals 

the value of their contexts, and the findings are clear that both history and culture can 

promote collaboration between the two arenas (Engeström, 2001). The findings of 

Substudies 1 and 2 make it clear that listening to the participants’ needs and interests at 
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an early stage of their professional development is crucial to bridge the gap between the 

persons standing on the boundary. Dialogue around the kind of knowledge and 

experiences the participants bring into third spaces and how these qualities should be 

further built upon during the development processes are factors that Kiviniemi et al. 

(2021) and Sewell et al. (2018) have reflected upon in their studies.  

Further, both personal and emotional aspects must be considered when SBTEs 

are included in partnerships in third spaces, which was also highlighted by Zeichner 

(2010). With regard to professional development processes, the findings reveal that 

SBTEs appreciate getting opportunities to chart the direction for their professional 

development by operationalising how they understand the guidelines and which 

activities they should perform to reach the intended outcome. Allowing participants to 

create goals that could guide their professional development processes and be modified 

through discussions and reflections stood out as important. When teachers clarify their 

needs and formulate appropriate goals in an early phase, it is easier for them to 

understand the purpose of the professional development process and take control of 

their activities (Jakhelln & Postholm, 2022). As discussed in Chapter 3, working 

towards goals can provide direction and clarity for the objects. In the present study, the 

professional development process was found to enhance the SBTEs’ understanding of 

their new roles, which could be used to enhance the collaboration between the two 

arenas.  

Internal factors are personal conditions within the subjects´ control and represent 

the first contradiction (Engeström & Sannino, 2010). As Substudy 1 highlighted, it is 

unrealistic to expect all participants to meet the same goals. For example, the SBTE in 

Substudy 2 who was afraid of technological struggles chose to join her peers instead of 

participating in the intended online collaboration across partner schools. Some of the 

participants in this doctoral study met contradictions with the intent and willingness to 

solve them. For instance, one of the new SBTEs who tried the online collaboration was 

positively surprised. In contrast, other participants did not even try to collaborate online 

and, instead, worked on the OTPD programme individually or with their peers at the 

partner school. Further, a group of participants talked about previous challenges they 

had faced and were not willing to ‘struggle’ with the technology. This illustrates how 

previous experiences and learning patterns affect the activities of new SBTEs. This 

finding aligns with the central finding of the review in Substudy 1: participants reflected 
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upon the feeling of being overwhelmed, which led to chaos, confusion, and resistance to 

participation in several studies (e.g. Graham & Fredenberg, 2015), and the participants 

struggled to be active participants (e.g. Ciampa & Gallagher, 2015).  

In sum, when SBTEs are invited to third spaces, it is crucial to focus on their 

existing knowledge and interests. In addition, their history and culture must also be 

considered when designing the activities. The examples above illustrate in what ways 

professional development of SBTEs can promote collaboration between the two arenas 

– that is, partner schools and universities.  

6.2.2. A welcoming atmosphere 

This study highlighted the importance of facilitators who welcome and introduce 

SBTEs to their role in third spaces. Substudies 1 and 2 revealed that a facilitator’s 

guidance enables participants to develop a shared understanding, or a shared object, and 

work towards both individual and common goals. The importance of a facilitator 

meeting the SBTEs in an early phase is in line with Vygotsky´s (1978) explanations 

about how learning starts with external processes before it transforms into internal 

processes.  

The findings emphasise the importance of a vertical role, similar to what 

Engeström and Sannino (2010) have described. The facilitator was important because of 

the participants being unfamiliar with the contexts, helping them when they faced 

‘different, possibly conflicting, contexts and perspectives’ (Akkerman & Van Eijck, 

2013, p. 60). The facilitator took on different roles, from experts, with vertical 

approaches, to a more horizontal and equal approach, capturing both affective and 

cognitive roles. A challenge associated with the vertical approach is that it can reduce 

the participants to being seen as peripheral or inexperienced in the community, which 

Akkerman and Van Eijck (2013) have also reflected upon. An example of a lack of 

vertical roles is when the participants in Substudy 3 raised questions about the role of a 

UBTE. Their uncertainty about this role indicated that they did not receive the required 

knowledge about what this role consisted of or that the role did not work out as 

intended. Either way, the professional development of SBTEs can promote 

collaboration between the two arenas.  

The findings showed that the facilitators supported the participants to a large 

degree in understanding, identifying, and coordinating their roles. Coordination as a 
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boundary-crossing learning mechanism was revealed through dialogue and cooperation 

between the activity systems, the aim of which was to organise activities with minimal 

friction, as Akkerman and Bakker (2011a) claimed. In addition, Akkerman and 

Bruining (2016) described coordination as a learning mechanism that often appears in 

the first phase of a professional development process because it helps organise 

connections between the involved parts. Closely connected to this learning mechanism 

are technological tensions, which posed recurring challenges in all three substudies. One 

of the challenges in Substudies 2 and 3 appeared because of different technological 

programmes being used at the partner schools and university. Some of the new SBTEs 

in Substudy 2 showed a willingness to solve the problem, and the tensions were 

resolved with vertical help from the facilitator. This indicates that tensions and 

contradictions can be important for professional development (Akkerman & Bakker, 

2011a). However, technological tensions also reduced the SBTEs’ willingness to 

interact during the activities. The facilitator played an important role in handling this 

contradiction. Since the contradictions took place between the subjects and artefacts, the 

challenges presented in this section can be described as constituting a second 

contradiction (Engeström & Sannino, 2010). 

The activity bias illustrated in Figure 11 highlights the importance of 

understanding that being invited and getting information is not automatically the same 

as being included and understanding what a role should entail and how to handle tasks. 

An invitation from a university does not mean that SBTEs are invited as guests in the 

arena of teacher education but as active participants and contributors. Several studies, 

such as those of Helleve and Ulvik (2019) and Zeichner (2010), have emphasised the 

need for equality and mutual confidence between participants in third spaces. The 

SBTEs in this doctoral study, as mentors of PSTs in their schools, gave the impression 

of having control over field practice activities, thus indicating that they did not consider 

themselves guests in collaboration with the university. Neither did they perceive 

themselves as strangers in both worlds because of being connected to the two activity 

systems, which is in contrast to that of Heggen and Thorsen´s (2015) study. Enhanced 

collaboration in field practice is important to avoid a situation of participants ending up 

as strangers (Akkerman & Van Eijck, 2013). The guest metaphor illustrates a challenge 

that Ellis et al. (2020) problematised, highlighting the importance of relationships 

between SBTEs and UBTEs, which forms the backdrop for the upcoming section.  
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6.3. Willingness to interact  

It seems like the SBTEs in this study visited third spaces for a short period and then 

returned to their activity system. The SBTEs in Substudies 2 and 3 reported limited field 

practice participation together with the UBTEs. This is exemplified by the SBTEs in 

Substudy 3 being satisfied with their jobs as teacher educators. Not knowing what is 

required for an activity due to limited third-space collaboration results in the activity 

proceeding in different directions, as described by Akkerman and Van Eijck (2013).  

Shifting between different activity systems, such as between partner schools and 

universities, is known to be challenging (Akkerman & Bruining, 2016). The two activity 

systems in this study represent different traditions, which results in constant 

negotiations about what kind of expertise is most relevant (Daza et al., 2021). Even if 

SBTEs are invited to participate and develop in third spaces, as discussed in the 

previous section, their willingness to interact is essential for professional development 

and collaboration between partner schools and universities. The following sections 

discuss the need to facilitate interaction (6.3.1) and have someone to interact with 

(6.3.2).  

6.3.1. To facilitate interaction  

The findings of Substudies 1 and 2 clearly revealed that the SBTEs appreciated 

professional development as a horizontal approach to learning, as Engeström and 

Sannino (2010) suggested. Since the teachers in this study were educated and 

experienced, it was important to keep in mind that they entered the development process 

with a lot of knowledge and experience. They were not blank slates that needed to be 

filled with knowledge. Central to the third spaces and partnerships in both these 

substudies was the intention to maintain equality, mutual trust, and symmetric 

participation among the participants (Helgevold & Munthe, 2016; Jackson & Burch, 

2019; Jakhelln & Postholm, 2022; Marsh, 2021).  

Substudy 2 revealed that the new SBTEs in the OTPD program valued their 

involvement in the developmental process. Likewise, Holland (2018) highlighted the 

importance of SBTEs feeling ownership of their development processes. Similar to 

Akkerman and Van Eijck´s (2013) study, the findings of this doctoral study emphasised 

that horizontal approaches gave the participants opportunities to shift between the 

different activity systems. In addition, horizontal approaches allowed the participants to 
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make use of their previous experiences and knowledge. Finding the content relevant 

was crucial for the participants’ professional development. For example, the 

participants’ second order practitioner role was highly affected by their first order 

practitioner role in Substudy 2. A similar finding was presented in Klemp and Nilssen´s 

(2016) study, wherein the participants appreciated the opportunity to use their 

experiences during online mentoring.  

When SBTEs get opportunities to create a shared understanding, or a shared 

object, as emphasised in Substudies 1 and 2, they are also able to develop the language 

used in field practice activities. Developing a shared language is crucial for reducing 

tensions between the two arenas (Butler & Cuenca, 2012). The OTPD programme in 

Substudy 2 gave the participants opportunities to negotiate their understanding of their 

new SBTE role. With limited university involvement, the OTPD programme stood out 

as important for new SBTEs crossing the boundary to becoming teacher educators. The 

OTPD programme, similar to other interventions (e.g. Parker et al., 2021), showed how 

participants’ knowledge and understanding of their new role went from interpersonal to 

intrapersonal or from externalisation to internalisation, in line with Vygotsky´s (1978) 

argument. Raising one’s voice in an unfamiliar arena is not easy, but the OTPD 

mentoring programme helped mediate the SBTEs’ voices and understanding of their 

role as second order practitioners, making it easier for them to claim their membership 

status, which Andreasen et al. (2019) highlighted as important.  

Boundary artefacts were important for SBTEs’ professional development as well 

as for promoting collaboration between partner schools and universities in this study. 

Substudy 2 demonstrated that an OTPD programme can serve as a boundary artefact for 

SBTEs’ professional development and for enhancing the partnership between schools 

and universities. This strengthened connection can be compared with infrastructure, 

which Smith (2017) deemed as critical for developing effective teacher education. 

Interestingly, the new SBTEs in Substudy 2 did not encounter difficulties in their 

professional development from first- to second-order practitioners, which is in contrast 

to the participants in Parker et al. (2021), who faced challenges. This could be attributed 

to the SBTEs having the chance to reflect on and discuss authentic examples closely 

related to their role as both first- and second-order practitioners (White & Forgasz, 

2017). Notably, the OTPD programme achieved the objective of horizontal 
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development, which, according to Engeström (2001), involves expanding what the 

participants already know rather than elevating them to new vertical dimensions. 

6.3.2. Someone to interact with 

The participants in Substudies 1 and 2 appreciated getting opportunities to collaborate 

and share their experiences related to being teacher educators, or second order 

practitioners. The findings are similar to those of other studies (Berg & Rickels, 2018; 

Kiviniemi et al., 2021; Margevica-Grinberga & Odiņa, 2021). In Substudy 2, horizontal 

development processes took place with SBTEs from the same or other partner schools. 

From the perspective of the third-generation CHAT, the new SBTEs in Substudy 2 were 

found to prefer collective development with their colleagues, representing the left 

triangle in the activity system. The OTPD programme and facilitator represented the 

university and were responsible for facilitating the development.  

Meeting in a shared space gave the SBTEs in Substudy 2 various opportunities 

to discuss and reflect upon contradictions and tensions together with other SBTEs, 

which, according to Akkerman and Bakker (2011a) and Engeström and Sannino (2010), 

drives professional development. The third space facilitated development processes via 

the learning mechanisms of reflection and transformation, as Akkerman and Bakker 

(2011a) described. The findings of Substudy 3 did not indicate whether the SBTEs’ 

identities shifted. Although these participants were satisfied with their contact with the 

university because they could get help when needed, their experiences were not in 

accordance with the national directions for field practice. Even though the national 

government has focused on partner schools rather than individual SBTEs over the last 

few decades, both quantitative and qualitative studies have shown that being an SBTE is 

still perceived as a lonely activity (Heggen & Thorsen, 2015; Munthe & Ohnstad, 2008; 

Nilssen, 2016).  

Transformation as a boundary-crossing mechanism ‘leads to changes in 

practices or even the creation of a new in-between practice’ (Akkerman & Bakker, 

2011b, p. 3). Therefore, transformation is a suitable learning mechanism for crossing 

boundaries. The satisfied SBTEs who participated in the OTPD programme stated that 

transformation in teachers’ professional development is something that universities and 

partner schools should strive for. Through their participation in the OTPD mentoring 

programme, the SBTEs reflected upon owning the professional development process. 
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These findings are in contrast with those of Parker et al.´s (2021) study, in which 

SBTEs struggled with their professional development. Although they were invited to 

participate in a third space as equal partners, these SBTEs found it hard to change from 

being first- to second order practitioners.  

The SBTEs in Substudy 2 who chose to take part in the online collaboration 

created their own third spaces with participants representing different partner schools. 

The importance of OTPD for SBTEs to promote collaboration between the two arenas 

was emphasised, especially among the SBTEs who reported a lack of support at their 

partner schools. These findings are similar to those of previous research (Karam et al., 

2018; Trust & Horrocks, 2019). The activities in the shared or common space 

transcended geographical boundaries, as revealed by the studies of Holland (2018) and 

Näykki et al. (2021). Substudy 1 also revealed the importance of horizontal activity, as 

the participants were able to meet fellow SBTEs with mutual interests, without any 

economical or geographical hindrance. The university was minimally involved in the 

OTPD programme activities, but participants were encouraged to engage in online 

collaboration or what Wetzel et al.´s (2019) described as establishing supportive spaces. 

The SBTEs in Substudy 2 supported each other and reported having good experiences 

with collaborative mentoring, which aligns with the results of Wetzel et al. (2019) 

study.  

The activities conducted with UBTEs varied in Substudy 3. While some SBTE 

in this substudy described positive collaboration with the UBTEs, several raised 

questions about the purpose of the UBTE role. The participants revealed broad 

variations in the UBTE role and described the limitations of activities that affected their 

jobs as teacher educators. Several SBTEs reported that it was not necessary to arrange 

visits with the UBTEs and provided examples of UBTEs lacking knowledge of and 

interest in the schooling system, PSTs, and the purpose of field practice. The results 

regarding the blurry role of UBTEs and the reliance on individuality are similar to those 

of other studies (Amdal & Mastad, 2022; Heggen et al., 2018). The UBTEs did not have 

a role in the OTPD mentoring programme in Substudy 2. Therefore, the SBTEs’ 

professional development took place without UBTE collaboration.  

The qualitative analyses in Substudies 2 and 3 revealed that PSTs are crucial 

determinants of how an SBTE’s job works out, and they form the most important 

community for teacher educators. The findings indicate that they have developed a 
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learning community together. Their activities were found to have collided and merged, 

as Engeström (2005) described. Based on Zeichner´s (2010) understanding of third 

spaces, it can be stated that the activities between the SBTEs and PSTs formed a 

successful third space because both parts were willing to merge their cultures. Using 

these learning mechanisms are possible when being stated in their familiar context, their 

partner schools. The results can be seen in relation to the studies of Trevethan and 

Sandretto (2017) and Parker et al. (2021), who emphasised the importance of matching 

PSTs and SBTEs and claimed that this is the most important factor for successful field 

practice activities.  

6.4. Willingness to (be) include(d)  

This study revealed broad variations in how SBTEs experience third-space activities, 

which is in line with the results of both international and national studies (e.g. Canrinus 

et al., 2019) and reports (e.g. Munthe et al., 2020). Overall, the findings indicate that the 

two arenas are not in a ‘true’ partnership with equal participants as Smith (2016) has 

called for. A willingness to (be) include(d) is the third factor that’s important when 

discussing the research question guiding this doctoral study. According to Akkerman 

and Bakker (2011a), the space between activity systems can provide opportunities for 

growth. As presented above, inviting and interacting with participants is crucial for 

professional development and enhanced collaboration between the arenas. While 

interactions involve a focus on horizontal activities, inclusion, which is discussed in this 

section, focuses on the importance of participants’ willingness to put effort into the 

activities. 

Not all participants experienced mutual engagement when working towards a 

shared object, which Wenger (1998) highlighted as important for professional 

development in a community. In this section, the importance of SBTEs’ willingness to 

be included (6.4.1) is discussed, followed by the importance of universities’ (6.4.2) and 

their partner schools’ (6.4.3) willingness to take responsibility for SBTEs’ professional 

development and thus promote collaboration between the arenas.  

6.4.1. The SBTEs 

For the professional development of SBTEs to promote collaboration between the two 

arenas, SBTEs must show their willingness to be included in the process and to cross 
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boundaries in third spaces. Overall, the SBTEs in this study described positive 

engagement in their role as second order practitioners. The SBTEs in Substudy 2 used 

terms such as looking forward to, being excited, and looking interesting when 

describing field practice activity, which indicated a willingness to engage in their role. 

Their utterances revealed that the SBTEs were active participants who wanted to be 

included in third spaces. The participants in Substudies 2 and 3 felt connected to the 

SBTE role and described themselves as teacher educators. However, these findings are 

in contrast with those of other studies, which have reported challenges related to 

SBTEs’ self-identification as teacher educators (Heggen & Thorsen, 2015). 

Based on the findings of Substudies 2 and 3, it can be stated that SBTEs are 

mainly responsible for facilitating field practice and can be described as boundary 

brokers. Boundary brokers are persons who embody boundaries (Vesterinen et al., 

2017). The results indicate that the substudy participants crossed boundaries and moved 

from being first- to second order practitioners (White & Berry, 2022). The bidirectional 

arrow in Figure 11 illustrates the SBTEs professional development: they used the 

knowledge gained in the third space when working with field practice at their partner 

school. Comparing the SBTEs in these two substudies revealed that the SBTEs in 

Substudy 3 were individual boundary brokers, working independently, whereas the new 

SBTEs in Substudy 2 were brokers in a community due to collaborating with others 

about the OTPD programme. The contradictions among the SBTEs who stood alone 

were solved in the first space without support from others, indicating that boundary 

crossing took place on an intrapersonal level. The results of Substudy 3, in which 

SBTEs stood alone, are similar to those of previous research (Heggen & Thorsen, 2015; 

Munthe & Ohnstad, 2008; Nilssen, 2016).  

SBTEs’ days as teachers for their students and as mentors for PSTs are hectic, 

and this dual role regulates their willingness to be included in a third space. While the 

participants in Substudy 2 reported that the OTPD mentoring programme helped them 

handle the dual role (similar with Jaspers et al., 2014), others withdrew from the 

programme because of the dual role. The latter group stated that work for the OTPD 

programme came on top of all other tasks and that they had to prioritise their teaching 

job. A successful factor of the OTPD programme was its design. Due to their dual role, 

the participants appreciated flexibility in the design and content of Substudy 2. Dynamic 

processes were found to be preferred, similar to the results of previous studies 
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(e.g.Reinhardt, 2017). Enhanced flexibility helped balance the participants’ individual 

needs and the online programme’s contents; thus, the OTPD programme met the needs 

of diverse participants. For instance, an SBTE in Substudy 2 preferred to work on the 

OTPD mentoring programme at night when their children were asleep. The tensions 

related to the dual role are further discussed in Section 6.4.3. 

The SBTEs in Substudy 3 were satisfied with the activities, which indicates that 

they reached their object or achieved their goal. Since they had limited contact with 

UBTEs and the university delivered most of the information, it can be said that the 

SBTE knew their responsibilities, whereas the university had other tasks. The SBTEs 

claimed that as long as they knew who the PSTs were and when they would arrive, they 

could handle the role. Despite the positive attitudes of these experienced teachers, 

Substudy 2 highlighted that the new SBTEs appreciated the OTPD programme because 

of the activities involved. Previous studies have revealed that there is no automaticity in 

good teachers becoming good teacher educators, and the transition from being a teacher 

to being an SBTE is not something that happens automatically either (e.g. Jaspers et al., 

2014; Orland-Barak, 2001). In addition, Bullough Jr (2005) claimed that different 

competencies are required for teaching students in schools and mentoring PSTs in field 

practice. Based on these studies, it is likely that SBTEs find it difficult to work 

individually and to use boundary-crossing learning mechanisms on a reflection or 

transformation level. Rather, the learning mechanisms tend to be on an identification or 

coordination level, as Akkerman and Bakker (2011a) stated. Using these learning 

mechanisms are possible when being stated in their familiar context, their partner 

schools without having someone to collaborate with. 

6.4.2. The university 

The results of this doctoral study revealed that field practice in teacher education does 

not fit the criteria for a partnership. Despite participants’ positive descriptions of the 

university collaboration in Substudy 3, the university was described as a ‘black box’ by 

other SBTEs. The university controlled what information was delivered and when that 

information was given. Therefore, the SBTEs described themselves as passive 

recipients. Notably, the responsibility of conducting field practice activities lies with the 

participants. Akkerman and Bakker (2011a) discussed the importance of individual 

activity when structures for collaboration are not established. The SBTEs’ experiences 
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in this doctoral study were not in line with partnership theories that define partnership 

as ‘an agreement between teacher education institutions and stakeholders of education 

who work together towards a shared goal, to improve education at all levels.’ (Smith, 

2016, p. 20). Similar to Raaen (2017), the lack of university involvement resulted in an 

increase in SBTEs’ responsibility to integrate what the PSTs learned at the university, 

such as theories and relevant research, and to connect these to field practice.  

The university activities in third spaces mostly involved sharing directives or 

information. One example is the OTPD programme, which mediated the SBTE 

professional development. However, it was minimal activity from university when the 

SBTEs participated in the programme. Therefore, the findings of Substudy 3 indicate 

that the arrow from university in the activity system are not bidirectional, in contrast to 

the CHAT triangle (Figure 3). In the CHAT triangle, the bidirectional arrows illustrate 

that all nodes interact with each other (Engeström, 1987). The bias in Figure 11 

illustrates that field practice activities are mostly connected to SBTEs’ partner schools, 

their familiar context. Since the activities often took place in a single activity system, 

the field practice activities in this study can be described as following the second-

generation sociocultural theory. By directing questions to the OTPD programme 

facilitator, UBTEs, or university administrators when needed, the activities could be 

described as vertical and in the division of labor node, as described by Engeström and 

Sannino (2010). Despite the low levels of activity between the two arenas responsible 

for field practice, a majority of the SBTEs were satisfied with the university’s 

communications. 

Communication, rather than collaboration, seemed to dominate the activities, 

indicating that SBTE professional development takes place on an identification or 

coordination level, as Akkerman and Bakker (2011a) described. Two examples 

illustrate this situation: First, several participants in Substudies 2 and 3 expressed that 

they aimed to connect the theories that PSTs learn at university with field practice. They 

stated that if they could gain insights into these theories, they could use them when 

planning lessons and thus improve their focus during mentoring sessions. However, this 

was impossible when there was insufficient time between their receiving information 

and the scheduled field practice. Second, they wanted to obtain information on which 

PSTs would arrive to their partner school as early as possible. They appreciated the PST 

community and were very curious about who the PSTs were because PSTs´ approaches 
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to learning affected the SBTEs´ role. For instance, insecure PSTs and PSTs with more 

solid knowledge needed different help. Meeting PSTs early in the school year would 

give SBTEs information on how they needed to perform their role. Receiving 

information in a timely manner has also been presented as important in other studies 

(Heggen et al., 2018; Heggen & Thorsen, 2015). 

The findings presented in this section make it clear that merely delivering 

information is not enough, but it is still crucial for the professional development of 

SBTEs and for promoting collaboration between partner schools and universities. The 

SBTEs in this doctoral study were interested in strengthening the connection between 

the two arenas. The literature on boundary crossing has revealed that crossing 

boundaries is often challenging because it ‘face[s] the challenge of negotiating and 

combining ingredients from different contexts to achieve hybrid situations’ (Engeström, 

1995, p. 319). This quote highlights the importance of facilitating SBTEs’ professional 

development. Even if it is challenging to compare, most of the participants in Substudy 

2 reflected upon boundary crossing on an interpersonal level, and only a few of the 

participants in Substudy 3 did the same. A non-hierarchical collaboration between the 

actors, in line with Zeichner´s (2010) descriptions, could be seen in Substudies 2 and 3, 

which involved SBTEs and their peers at partner schools and PSTs.  

Not preparing SBTEs in their role as second order practitioners indicate that the 

university cannot expect participants to be equal partners in third spaces. The findings 

of all three substudies show that a lack of time was a recurring tension, which is not a 

surprise when considering past research. The findings of Substudy 2 did not provide any 

answers for why some SBTEs did not sign up for the OTPD programme. A total of 97 

new SBTEs participated in the mandatory startup seminar, and of the 59 who wanted to 

participate in the programme, only 21 completed it. The participants failure to complete 

the programme is not unique to this study (e.g. Palazzolo et al., 2019). The professional 

development of SBTEs in field practice takes time (Langdon, 2017; Walters et al., 

2021).  

6.4.3. The partner schools  

The results of this study shed light on Zeichner et al.’s (2015) statement that ‘even when 

school and universities are aware of each other’s world, they do not necessarily share a 

vision of quality teaching and teacher preparation’ (p. 23). Therefore, SBTEs’ 
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professional development must be seen in accordance with their partner schools. The 

principals of partner schools are responsible for field practice and are committed to 

participating in meetings involving the arenas (UHR, 2016a, 2016b). As seen in 

Substudy 3, there are broad variations in principals’ activities during field practice as 

well as in their assessment approaches. The survey findings revealed that most of the 

SBTEs in Substudy 3 worked alone when assessing PSTs. Few SBTEs collaborated to 

perform assessments in this study compared to those in the study of Munthe and 

Ohnstad (2008).  

When SBTEs are invited to cross boundaries and go from being first to second 

order practitioners, they are part of their respective partner schools. Overall, the SBTEs 

in Substudy 3 were satisfied with the professional development process, although many 

reported a lack of engagement among their school leaders. This result is in contrast to 

that of Andreasen et al.’s (2019) study, in which the partner schools highly affected how 

the SBTEs experienced their role as teacher educators. Notably, Munthe (2015) showed 

that partner schools are more aware about being an arena in teacher education. The 

results of Substudy 3 are in agreement with Munthe and Ohnstad (2008) study; the latter 

reported that few teachers were involved in the preparation of field practice at their 

partner schools.  

Tension around the dual role of SBTEs was a central finding of Substudies 2 and 

3. Although many SBTEs in Substudy 2 were willing to participate in the OTPD 

mentoring programme, some withdrew because of a work overload. Another challenge 

was that the participants were exposed to many development programmes at their 

partner schools, which reduced their focus on their professional development as SBTEs. 

To reduce some of the tensions experienced by new SBTEs, they could be given the 

opportunity to participate in an OTPD programme instead of being active in other 

development programmes during their first year as teacher educators (Denoyelles & 

Raider-Roth, 2016; Varanasi et al., 2019). This finding aligns with those of previous 

studies (e.g. Berg & Rickels, 2018). It has been shown that when SBTEs experience 

tension between the two roles, their attention is directed towards their students’ best 

interests (e.g. Jaspers et al., 2014). Another example showing that students are ‘winners’ 

in this tug of war is the emphasis on the national curriculum Kunnskapsløftet and 

schools’ local plans instead of the national guidelines for teacher education (Thorsen, 

2016). 
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Boundaries between activity systems tend to be porous and complex (Akkerman 

& Van Eijck, 2013). This study revealed the presence of complex boundaries between 

the SBTEs and their partner schools. Even though they belonged to the same activity 

system, shared activity levels were low in Substudy 3. The activity systems for these 

SBTEs were connected to their classrooms and the PSTs. In contrast, the SBTEs in 

Substudy 2 were active in their collaboration with others. Although this was not in line 

with the intentions of the OTPD mentoring programme, the findings of Substudy 3 

revealed limited field practice collaboration within the partner schools, which may 

explain why the SBTEs in Substudy 2 chose to work with colleagues. The activities 

within the OTPD programme might have strengthened the field practice activities at the 

partner schools. Other studies have described relational aspects as crucial to SBTEs’ 

engagement and achievement (Sandvik et al., 2020). The current study’s findings 

revealed that the participants appreciated getting to know their colleagues better through 

the OTPD programme. Another explanation for this preference may be the need for 

enhanced focus on field practice at their respective partner schools. 

The SBTEs appreciated being able to collaborate with colleagues at their partner 

schools, which aligns with the findings of previous research. One example of collegial 

collaboration is Jackson and Burch´s (2019) study, where one SBTE claimed that 

meetings with colleagues to discuss field practice were ‘the most powerful meetings I 

have in school’ (p. 146). Some of the challenges revealed in this study can be described 

as constituting the fourth form of contradictions presented by Engeström and Sannino 

(2010), namely the contradiction between old and new practices. An example of this in 

Substudy 3 is that the annual plan for field practice at the partner schools correlated 

with the partner schools and field practice. This indicates that concrete activities might 

strengthen the focus of field practice because participants get a shared understanding of 

the activity. This finding is in line with that of Fauskanger et al.’s (2019) study, wherein 

SBTEs had positive experiences when creating plans for field practice at their partner 

schools. The shared activity resulted in engaged headmasters and colleagues, and the 

partner school developed a shared language about field practice. Notably, an SBTE who 

participated in the OTPD programme in Substudy 2 aimed to reorganise the field 

practice at his partner school, which shows that professional development of SBTEs can 

promote collaboration between partner schools and universities.  
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6.5. Summary  

This chapter discussed the findings that indicate the ways in which SBTEs’ professional 

development can promote collaboration between partner schools and universities. In the 

next chapter, the implications of the study are presented, followed by the study’s 

limitations and suggestions for further research.  
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7. Concluding remarks  

This doctoral study revealed that the professional development of SBTEs can promote 

collaboration between partner schools and universities in different ways. The originality 

of this study lies in its qualitative-dominant mixed methods design and its consideration 

of SBTEs’ experiences of being teacher educators. In this section, the research 

implications are first presented (7.1), followed by the limitations of the study and 

suggestions for further research (7.2). 

7.1.  Implications  

This dissertation has several implications for partner schools and universities. An 

overall implication of this doctoral dissertation is that it contributes with knowledge 

about different ways to strengthen SBTE professional development and collaboration 

between the actors in field practice. The findings can contribute to enhanced quality of 

teacher education, which can lead to better conditions for all participants involved in a 

development programme. In the long term, the implications of this study can result in 

better-qualified, newly educated teachers, which will lead to a better learning 

environment for students. The contribution can be explained through four different 

implications: empirical, theoretical, methodological, and political.  

The primary empirical contribution of the present dissertation is an enhanced 

understanding of the SBTEs’ experiences with extensive variations in coherence in third 

spaces. The results demonstrate that merely emphasising the significance of coherence 

between a university and its partner schools, such as through national guidelines, is 

insufficient. The SBTEs in the current research had diverse experiences concerning 

coherence in third spaces, indicating that the quality of teacher education still relied on 

individualised field practice. 

A willingness, both to invite, interact, and include others, stood out as crucial in 

activities taking place in third spaces. These activities should involve both vertical and 

horizontal activity. A facilitator being responsible for organising collaboration was 

found crucial for vertical activity, and collaboration with peers exemplifies horizontal 

activity.  However, the tension between the SBTEs roles as first order practitioners for 

their students and second order practitioners as mentor for PSTs was found challenging. 

Further, the findings revealed that OTPD programmes can function as boundary 

artefacts to strengthen the connection between the two learning arenas. However, an 
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important implication is that technological tensions must be taken into consideration if 

collaboration between the two arenas is to be promoted. Relations between actors are 

crucial for collaboration. Therefore, physical meetings at the university are important 

for further online collaboration of SBTEs from different schools. The low number of 

participants who collaborated online in this study indicates that both the facilitator and 

the school leaders should have taken more responsibility for encouraging and promoting 

collaboration between colleagues instead of leaving participants alone in the OTPD 

programme.  

The SBTE highly valued the activity with PSTs. The findings revealed that field 

practice activities mostly took place in classrooms; therefore, the corresponding activity 

system is a classroom rather than a partner school. However, PSTs should not be the 

only group with which SBTEs work during field practice. 

The implications of this study are mostly related to boundary crossing on an 

institutional level; universities and partner schools need to develop and align their 

practices. Overall, boundary crossing on an institutional level is crucial for further 

development of field practice in teacher education. Universities are responsible for 

facilitating PSTs’ development, and they are also responsible for the content, quality, 

and assessments involved in field practice (UHR, 2016a, 2016b). However, since 

universities and partner schools ‘are partners pursuing the same goal, educating teachers 

to improve education at all levels’ (Smith, 2016, p. 27), the two actors must strengthen 

their collaboration. Although the term partner school was implemented almost 20 years 

ago, this doctoral dissertation has revealed that the partner school is not used in its 

entirety as a collective arena for PSTs’ professional development.  

Second, a theoretical implication of this dissertation is that using CHAT and 

boundary crossing as theoretical framework is helpful for understanding the results of 

the present dissertation. The SBTEs mostly conduct field practice at their partner 

schools and have limited contact with the associated universities, and this lack of 

collaboration also results in bias in the activities involved. The figure illustrating third 

generation CHAT (Figure 3) was helpful to get an understanding of the intended 

balance between two activity systems. The substudies findings resulted in a figure 

inspired of third generation CHAT (Figure 11). The figure illustrates the bias in the 

activity and revealed that despite an intention to promote equal and intertwined 
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collaboration between the two activity systems, universities are deliverers of 

information.  

Theories of boundary crossing enhanced the understanding of SBTE 

professional development. The theory was helpful to reveal how different professional 

development mechanisms took place in third spaces. The findings indicate that an 

established direction and an intention to be in a partnership are not enough to facilitate 

coherence and collaboration. It is not sufficient to merely identify and coordinate 

activities; boundary crossing must take place on a reflection or transformation level as 

well. A third space, such as the OTPD mentoring programme in Substudy 2, can 

facilitate development processes by using reflection and transformation as learning 

mechanisms. The participants in Substudy 2 reflected upon boundary crossing on an 

intrapersonal level. Nevertheless, the activities of the university and partner schools 

were still found to take place in two different worlds, as Ulvik and Smith (2011) 

described more than a decade ago.  

Third, this doctoral dissertation uses a qualitative dominated mixed methods 

case study design. By implementing an intervention in a doctoral study gives 

opportunities to the university where the dissertation is located. In addition to personal 

qualification of the PhD candidate, this doctoral dissertation can contribute to a 

development of the department. In this study, field practice at the department has got a 

new artefact that can be used for new SBTE. In the mixed methods design, a scoping 

review was implemented as Substudy 1. To combine a review in the design gave a 

broad overview over relevant studies and became an important contributor. In addition, 

the review has become an important contributor on the research field for other 

researchers. Overall, throughout the process, an underlying intention about transparency 

opened for opportunities for other researchers to replicate the study. The emphasis on 

how illustrations have been helpful during the analysis is a concrete example that can be 

found interesting in further research.  

Last, but not least: political implications are central because of this dissertations 

results. The Norwegian national guidelines provide clear directions for collaboration, 

routines, and educational demands for participants in field practice. An implication of 

this study is to involve actors from the government level, both from teacher education 

and partner schools, in third-space activities may enable a greater level of shared 

understanding among the actors. The government also has the money required to 
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strengthen coherence. Many studies have shown that education of SBTEs can contribute 

to better coherence in teacher education. Nevertheless, my study shows that a lack of 

financial support to carry out mentoring education means that many SBTEs do not 

prioritize this. Having leaders who support mentoring education, also financially, can 

contribute to better qualified SBTE, and again, better field practice for PST. Because 

the results from this study are in line with international studies, the political 

implications can also be drawn into an international perspective.  

7.2. Limitations and suggestions for further research 

There are some limitations to this study. Field practice in teacher education is complex, 

and methodological choices are not without their limitations in the research process. 

Even so, the main findings are important in relevant contexts. Because this study is a 

small case study that drew on data gathered from two programmes at one university 

providing teacher education, it does not search for universal knowledge. Although the 

study focused on two programmes, the results should be of interest to all programmes 

that include practical components. SBTEs’ views and how they experienced the 

situation were focused on in this study. Including other samples might have added other 

perspectives. In the future, it will be valuable to understand the viewpoints of other 

participants in teacher education. 

The activities were conducted locally with SBTEs. Nevertheless, because both 

the SBTEs and the programs are linked to historical and cultural resources, I believe 

they may also be applicable and can be generalised to a larger population. The findings 

are also potentially applicable to other contexts and professions and might be 

considered when designing and implementing new OTPD programmes. Since the 

national guidelines provide directions for teacher education in Norway, the results of 

this study may also be relevant for other universities. It would be interesting to replicate 

this study in different contexts, both nationally and internationally. To gain further 

insights into the professional development of SBTEs to promote collaboration between 

the two learning arenas, studies could be conducted in other contexts with a longitudinal 

design and quantitative data. New perspectives will help strengthen this important field. 

An objective of this study was to gain insights into the established routines 

involving collaboration between partner schools and universities. It seems like the 

COVID-19 pandemic did not affect the professional development of SBTEs or the 
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promotion of collaboration between the arenas. In this study, the SBTEs took part in 

field practice during different periods of the school year, depending on the PSTs 

different stages in their education. SBTEs mentoring first-year PSTs were the most 

affected by COVID-19 because three weeks with field practice were cancelled. These 

weeks were half of their field practice period. The second-year PSTs only lost one 

week. For the third-year PSTs, field practice was reduced by one day. Field practice for 

fourth-year PST was not affected by the pandemic because field practice took place in 

November 2019. The new SBTEs did not mention the pandemic affecting their 

activities during the OTPD programme. Therefore, even though there was a pandemic at 

the time of this doctoral project, it was not given attention when answering the research 

question. However, since the participants responded to the survey in May 2020, they 

might have been influenced by the special circumstances. Their role as first order 

practitioners, might potentially have limited their focus on their role as second order 

practitioners. COVID-19 has resulted in a paradigm shift and changes in teachers’ 

online competencies and experiences; it would be interesting for future research to 

investigate whether the pandemic affected OTPD.  

My role as a researcher and the local context of this study were valuable, but 

they may have affected the results. I was aware of my role, preconceptions, and 

understanding of the context throughout the project. Nevertheless, for example the 

formulations in the reflection logs and the survey, as well as the search strings in the 

scoping process, may have affected the results. I tried to address this by giving some 

participants opportunities to make comments about what they found relevant throughout 

the process. Considering my active role in this research, it would be interesting for other 

researchers for comparative purposes. The limitations of this study open promising 

avenues for further research in this area.  
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