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CHAPTER 14

SOTL MENTORING FOR  
THE MIND AND THE HEART

Brett McCollum, Thompson Rivers University, Canada

Nearly one hundred years ago, Patrick (1924) argued that institutions 
promote a culture of teaching excellence—what we now call 
scholarly teaching (Potter and Kustra 2011)—not “by requiring 
the teacher to show his worth as an investigator but by making 
him prove that he is a teacher and in stating that the profession of 
teaching be given its proper recognition” (Patrick 1924, 16). Despite 
these acknowledgements of the centrality of teaching within the 
mission of the university, most faculty engaged in the dual roles 
of educator and researcher are primarily evaluated on the latter. A 
turning point came in the form of Boyer’s seminal work (1990), 
which laid the foundation of scholarship of teaching and learning 
(SoTL) and scholarly teaching.

SoTL both investigates and informs scholarly teaching practices 
through systematic inquiry and dissemination, two hallmarks of 
academic scholarship (Glassick, Huber, and Maeroff 1997). SoTL 
provides a way for scholars of teaching and learning in higher educa-
tion to gather from across the academy, to learn and contribute to 
our methodological plurality (Divan et al. 2017). Yet, to respectfully 
engage with SoTL colleagues that come from different disciplinary 
traditions we must be prepared to “unlearn” our discipline’s method-
ological biases. For example, intentionally or not, my undergraduate 
training as a chemist instilled in me a perception that only quanti-
tative inquiry is research—the rest is all opinions and feelings. Even 
though I have “unlearned” this bias against qualitative research, I 
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routinely have other chemists encourage me to do “real research” 
by obtaining quantitative metrics to support my findings. SoTL 
mentors who respected where I was coming from, and understood 
where I wanted to go, helped me in my journey of “unlearning” 
my disciplinary traditions as the universal academic norms I thought 
they were. The biases that I had may not be the same as those you 
have/had, but we all adopt research culture and traditions from 
our disciplines. Mentoring across the disciplinary divide, as often 
happens in SoTL, prepares us to navigate the methodological plural-
ism landscape of SoTL.

In this chapter, I will explore my own journey of learning 
about SoTL, becoming a SoTL scholar, and my current role as a 
SoTL mentor. I will position my journey within the contexts of 
my academic training as a chemist and my faculty position at an 
institution with a centre for SoTL, using my teaching journal as 
a research artefact. The dates in my journal, and the narrative it 
captures, reveals that my transition into SoTL was not a moment in 
time, but a multi-year process. It involved incremental awareness of 
the field and its practitioners (addressing the scholarly mind) as well 
as a consistent message of methodological pluralism that celebrated 
diverse ways of thinking (addressing the scholarly heart).

I aim to convince you, the reader, that the unlearning journey 
necessitates more than just expanding our scholarly framework to 
include new content knowledge or pedagogical content knowledge. 
It involves more than training or retraining of the scholarly mind. 
It challenges our established identity. It threatens the expertise that 
we have devoted years to cultivate. Exploration and acceptance 
of different traditions for discovering, validating, and establish-
ing knowledge—in other words, becoming capable of critically 
evaluating scholarly work that can inform our own research and 
practice but draws upon unfamiliar methodologies—requires an 
open scholarly heart. Thus, as established SoTL scholars engaged 
in mentoring of new SoTL scholars, we must address both the 
scholarly mind and heart.
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Framework and Methodology
Drawing upon Cant and Higgs’ study of professional socialization 
(1999), Paterson et al. (2002) identified themes related to professional 
identity formation in their study of professional reasoning and self-
directed learning in a clinical setting. Through careful reading and 
comparisons across disciplinary boundaries, Skagen et al. (2018) 
reframed, positioned, and explored the findings of Paterson et al. 
in the context of undergraduates discovering their professional 
community through online collaborative learning with peers in 
international settings. The key professional identity requirements 
(PIRs) that carried across the disciplinary boundary between nursing 
education and chemistry education were the abilities to:

1.	 successfully employ the technical skills and reasoning 
processes of the discipline—doing and thinking like experts 
in the discipline/field;

2.	 identify and understand the expectations and norms in the 
discipline—mastery of the hidden curriculum; and

3.	 self-reflect and evaluate one’s own learning within the disci-
pline—metacognitive practices.

Using this model of professional identity, I will explore my own 
journey of discovering SoTL, becoming a SoTL scholar, and my 
current role as a SoTL mentor. I will connect the PIRs to the targets 
of SoTL mentoring: the scholarly mind and heart. In this effort, I 
draw from my personal reflections (journaling) of my SoTL journey. 
Quotations from my teaching and SoTL journal will appear in this 
text indented and in italics. I aim to facilitate your own “unlearning” 
of disciplinary norms so that you can better support new SoTL 
scholars that come from scholarly backgrounds with methodological, 
epistemological, and social traditions far from your own.

A Chemist Discovers SoTL
My beginnings are rooted in radiation chemistry. Joining an 
academic research team during my first year as an undergraduate, 
I was the youngest researcher to have worked at Canada’s national 
facility for particle and nuclear physics, TRIUMF. Thus, from an 
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early stage of higher education, my specialization in using antimatter 
for spectroscopy has had a strong influence on my ways of thinking. 
Studying the unseeable world forced me to question how knowledge 
is established in a discipline. I marveled at debates long unsettled 
over models that could not be proven or disproven based on current 
understanding. Most of all, without knowing it, I had become a 
cognitive constructivist (Piaget 1953).

Despite the call from Hutchings and Clarke to position scholar-
ship of teaching and learning “at the very heart of graduate education 
reform efforts” (2004, 166), few graduate-level courses or programs 
focus on the scholarship of teaching and learning (Reano, Masta, and 
Harbor 2019; Auten and Twigg 2015; Chick and Brame 2015). I 
was unaware that there were research teams investigating teaching 
and learning outside of schools of education. It was midway through 
my graduate training that I learned about the field of chemistry 
education research (CER), a field that fits within the broader disci-
pline-based education research (DBER) landscape. Although there 
are distinctions between CER and SoTL (and between DBER and 
SoTL), those differences are beyond the scope of this chapter. For 
current purposes I will treat CER, DBER, and SoTL collectively, as 
many of the aspects of mentoring apply across the fields described 
by these three terms.

My interest in epistemology and its connections to teaching 
and learning led me to participate in a three-day instructional skills 
workshop (ISW) as a graduate student at Simon Fraser University led 
by Nadine Wicks (then a MSc candidate), followed by a year-long 
program. The ISW was not part of my graduate program. Fortu-
nately, my supervisor provided assistance with the associated fees.

The ISW programs provided an entry point for me to the 
teaching and learning literature. The mentoring I received was on 
scholarly teaching not SoTL, yet it helped lay the foundation to 
my SoTL identity. In my observations, these two ISW programs 
emphasized technical teaching skills (PIR-1) and metacognitive 
practices (PIR-3).
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I had a great time with the mini-lesson practice today, 
teaching nuclear transmutation. The two criminologists were 
really excited when they successfully predicted the product. 
The flow of explicit learning objectives, focused instruction, 
and active learning worked great. I wish I had experienced 
more of this in my learning. Then again, it’s one thing to 
provide direct support for active learning with only a hand-
ful of learners. How would you do this for a class of 600 
students?

Prior to the ISW, I had been a successful student in didactic 
learning environments. Exposure to new pedagogical methods was 
exciting, but also unnerving due to my lack of experience with 
these other approaches. During the ISW, I learned technical skills 
associated with teaching and the application of SoTL literature in 
practice. Perhaps the most influential aspect of the ISW program for 
me was its structure as a learning community. The facilitator and 
the participants were engaged as a group to support one another as 
colleagues. At no time did the mentoring and peer-mentoring feel 
like an expert-novice hierarchy.

Seeking to learn more about pathways for research on teaching 
and learning in chemistry, I reached out to a professor in the faculty 
of education with a science background. I was actively advised 
to not pursue my interest of CER in higher education contexts. 
My mentor’s position was that federal research funding agencies in 
Canada were inadequately supporting inquiry of STEM learning 
in higher education, and thus a successful faculty career would be 
unlikely. While I appreciated the mentoring, you might say that I 
didn’t heed the advice.

Unlike my situation, some individuals have benefitted from 
opportunities to develop as scholars of teaching and learning during 
their formal academic training. However, in the relative absence 
of doctoral programs and broad national funding for SoTL, many 
scholars join SoTL networks after employment as faculty or staff in 
a higher education. This peri-employment migration from disci-
plinary research to SoTL takes courage and perseverance, with new 
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SoTL scholars taking as long as a decade to develop professional 
identity in their new field (Webb 2019). This explains the popularity 
of community-focused training initiatives in SoTL, as well as the 
discomfort of the migrants due to “contrasts between SoTL and their 
discipline’s epistemology” (Miller-Young, Yeo, and Manarin 2018, 
3). For established disciplinary researchers, regression or reversion 
to a less developed self-efficacy has been documented as a barrier 
to becoming a SoTL scholar (Webb 2016). 

Choosing to continue my journey into CER, I attended a large 
(>1,000 attendees) conference devoted to the field. I gravitated 
toward presentations that were in my comfort zone—projects that 
had used quantitative methods and sessions on teaching physical/
computational chemistry. Still, I felt overwhelmed in several ways: 
novel research jargon, unfamiliar research methods, and a commu-
nity where I knew no one but they all seemed to know each other. 
I was an outsider. Fortunately, the community was inviting, and 
I didn’t retreat back into my comfort zone as a chemist working 
solitary night shifts at the particle accelerator.

I left the conference knowing that I needed to seek out addi-
tional mentors. Although I felt confident that I could engage with 
the literature to learn appropriate theory and begin developing new 
technical skills (part of PIR-1), I wanted guidance on the exper-
imental design and reasoning processes (the remainder of PIR-1) 
used in teaching and learning research. I needed a SoTL mentor 
for my scholarly mind.

My Journey as a SoTL Mentee
Shortly after I began my position as an assistant professor at Mount 
Royal University, the Institute for SoTL (now the Mokakiiks 
Centre for SoTL) facilitated its first cohort of the new SoTL scholar 
program. The institute and its programming established a highly 
successful SoTL mentoring community at MRU. Instrumental to 
its impact was support from administration, allocation of funding, 
and recruitment of a SoTL expert who would cultivate the peer 
mentoring community that we now have. I was already engaging 
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in discipline-based educational research and attended the Biennial 
Conference on Chemical Education, so I had begun to understand 
the expectations and norms in chemistry education research (CER). 
However, SoTL was still unclear to me. It appeared to emphasize 
rigorous scholarly methods, but I had heard a range of opinions on 
what was, and what was not, scholarly output in SoTL. The situation 
was similar to that described by Tierney et al. (2020).

One of the individuals who participated in the SoTL scholars 
program early on was Dr. Janice Miller-Young. She shared her 
experience with her colleagues in the faculty of science and tech-
nology at our faculty council. I journaled my reflections after her 
presentation.

Engineering prof (JMY) spoke at FC [Faculty Council] 
today on how she designed and refined her RQ [research 
question] for Engineering Ed. SoTL very similar to CER. 
Differences? New silo or will it inform and draw from other 
T&L research? Hearing everyone talk about it on campus, 
it sounds like there is a greater range of methods being used 
in SoTL (certainly in qualitative stuff) than I’ve ever done. 
Benefit of other methods – you can explore very diff type 
of RQs.

These early exposures to SoTL scholarship came in short inter-
actions, so they felt less threatening than they might otherwise 
have. The tone was always one of invitation, not expectation. I felt 
I had space to reflect on my interests, and my career, in relation to 
SoTL prior to making any commitment. As my interest grew, I was 
able to observe others in their own journeys to take measure of the 
expectations and norms of the field. I appreciated the opportunities 
represented by the broad range of methodological traditions within 
the SoTL community, while simultaneously feeling daunted. I also 
felt more comfortable taking my time to learn the hidden curricu-
lum of SoTL, so as to avoid a spectacular methodological or schol-
arly-culture failure that could undermine the scholarly credibility 
I had built up in my discipline. While observing SoTL from the 
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sidelines may not be the steady-state we desire for others, it was a 
safe starting point for me as I developed my confidence and profes-
sional identity in SoTL (PIR-2).

After publishing a quantitative research paper in the Journal of 
Chemical Education (McCollum et al. 2014), I knew I needed to 
learn more about other research traditions, particularly qualitative 
research. I was able to learn about different methodologies through 
reading, which improved my ability to employ scholarly approaches 
found in SoTL (PIR-1). However, on my own and without mentor-
ship, I recognized that I wasn’t able to fully develop familiarity with 
the norms and standards of the field (PIR-2) no matter how much 
observation I did from the sidelines. Furthermore, I had begun to 
consider that my limited familiarity with the cultural and method-
ological norms of SoTL may be limiting my ability to reflect and 
effectively evaluate my competencies with new ideas and methods 
(PIR-3).

In contrast to the expert-novice mentoring structure common 
between a faculty member and their graduate student trainees, SoTL 
training initiatives generally involve a peer mentoring collabora-
tive structure (Kahn et al. 2013). This model reflects the academic 
experience and established scholarly profiles of many SoTL novices. 
While SoTL-curious individuals may seek mentoring with regards 
to research design, methodologies, or appropriate entry points into 
the literature, these scholars bring a rich array of skills and traditions 
with them to their inquiries on teaching and learning. Each SoTL 
scholar undertakes a highly personal journey, framed by their expe-
riences, environment, and the SoTL questions that brought them 
to the field (Hutchings 2000). Navigating this journey requires 
motivation to learn new scholarly approaches, embrace new ways 
of thinking, and manage their time and emotions (Kelly, Nesbit, 
and Oliver 2012). Community-focused training initiatives that draw 
upon expert and peer mentoring have been found to be effective 
for supporting individual scholars during the initial stages of their 
SoTL journey (Simmons et al. 2013).
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Hubball, Clarke, and Poole (2010) found that mentoring through 
communities of practice supported new SoTL’ers in navigating key 
epistemological and methodological questions, ultimately attaining 
publication. I had reached the point where to continue growing, 
I needed a mentor and a community of peers to grow, fail, and 
succeed alongside. I desired mentorship to help me navigate the 
“hidden curriculum” of teaching and learning inquiry. I applied for 
and was accepted into the Nexen SoTL Scholars program. At the 
same time, Janice Miller-Young was appointed as the new director 
of the institute and Deb Bennet was partially seconded to support 
the Nexen SoTL Scholars program. My journal contains an entry 
from the first on-campus retreat where Bennet mentored me in 
identifying which theoretical frameworks might be effective choices 
to explore my research interests.

I’m having trouble trusting that these approaches are suffi-
ciently rigorous. I can only imagine what Paul [my doctoral 
supervisor] would have to say about these ‘mushy’ methods. 
If you can’t quantify it, how can you trust it? I’m thinking 
back to the years collecting data, struggling, and discarding 
failed models before generating a successful model that could 
successfully ‘predict the future’.

I kept seeing opportunities for confirmation bias in quali-
tative work. How do researchers avoid this? I still haven’t 
figured it out.

I appreciate that Deb didn’t get offended by my concerns/
interrogation. She also didn’t give me an answer. Instead, she 
prompted me to think about what limitations my methods 
have and how I address or acknowledge them. More thinking 
to do on this! And more reading to do. Hmm. [Crude sketch 
of a person looking at a computer screen, with speech bubble 
“If I squint the right way I can see a signal in my data . . .”]

Deb Bennet skillfully practiced effective SoTL mentoring by 
guiding me to resources that would nurture my scholarly mind 
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and by disarming my frustration and discomfort with new ways of 
thinking through thought-provoking questions that expanded the 
capacity of my scholarly heart. Not only was I coming to better 
understand the logical considerations of qualitative research (PIR-1) 
and developing appreciation for the diversity of norms within the 
broad SoTL community (PIR-2), but I was also less dismissive of 
scholarly approaches and traditions different from my own. Without 
abandoning the scientific lens through which I had come to make 
sense of the universe, SoTL mentoring had positively influenced me 
so that I was better able to appreciate other ways of investigating 
and understanding knowledge.

Navigating the Hidden Curriculum
With SoTL mentoring, and through my own perseverance, I felt 
I was successfully employing the technical skills and reasoning 
processes found in SoTL (PIR-1). However, the SoTL journey 
involves more than just learning new skills. Educational settings 
have unspoken social norms, expected behaviours, and implicit 
values referred to as hidden curriculum (Cornbleth 1984). Conveyed 
and expected without explicit intent, or perhaps even awareness, 
by established members of a community—such as educators in a 
teaching and learning setting—the hidden curriculum shapes social 
interactions and influences the success of inductees—learners—within 
the community. Learners unfamiliar with the hidden curriculum 
face barriers to participation and success, impeding their progress 
with respect to PIR-2.

Hidden curriculum exists within my discipline of chemistry. 
It can be representations of established social structures, such as 
“textbooks using illustrations which only showed chemistry being 
undertaken by men, might communicate an implicit message that 
chemistry is primarily suitable for males—even if no such claim 
was ever made in class” (Taber 2020, 310). It can be physical safety 
oriented, such as the time that I carried a miniature Erlenmeyer flask 
out of a fumehood before rinsing it and I immediately collapsed 
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from the vapors rising from a single drop of concentrated ammonia. 
You only make that mistake once.

Among the hidden curriculum of my chemical training was the 
message that research on the natural world involves quantitative 
metrics that are reproducible using different instrumentation by 
different researchers. I learned that results must have the demon-
strated properties of validity and reliability. Thus, as discussed earlier, 
the implicit corollary was that conclusions that are not based on 
quantitative data are questionable at best. The Claim-Evidence-Rea-
soning method of instruction in chemistry has become even more 
explicit in recent years (Moon et al. 2019, 484). The emphasis on 
evidence and falsification is important in the sciences. It frames how 
observations are collected, hypotheses are tested, and models, laws, 
and theories are established, used, refined, or replaced.

The SoTL community too has hidden curriculum with cultural 
and methodological traditions different from my experiences as a 
chemist. Uncovering and mastering the hidden curriculum of SoTL 
has been a significant part of my SoTL journey. It is not out of 
the ordinary to see friends meeting at the annual ISSOTL confer-
ence hug when they see each other. While culturally normal in the 
SoTL community, hugging is not a cultural norm when chemists 
and physicists meet at the international muon spin spectroscopy 
conference. Similarly, the mannerisms expected when challenging 
a colleague’s work at a SoTL conference are vastly different than 
the approaches I observe within a physical chemistry symposium. A 
line of questioning at a chemistry conference might be considered 
interrogation of a conclusion, while that same approach could be 
interpreted as interrogating the presenter in a different setting. This 
isn’t to suggest that one approach is ideal, kinder, or more rigorous. 
Rather, my journey into SoTL involved navigating distinct tradi-
tions and assessing which of the new social norms I was comfortable 
adopting as part of my professional identity within that space.

The SoTL literature contains hidden curriculum. Reading SoTL 
articles written in narrative styles—such as this one—was a foreign 
experience to me. I had been trained to avoid using the first person 
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in my academic writing. In terms of citation styles, chemists use 
superscript numerical citations often placed at the end of a sentence. 
The reader’s eyes happily skim past the citation, comforted that “a 
fact is a fact” so it does not matter who initially made the claim unless 
the reader needs to dig into that specific reference further. Initially 
I found the citation styles used in SoTL journals distracting, with 
names and dates fragmenting sentences and ideas with the obligatory 
parentheses. One of my SoTL mentors tried to explain how the 
way they read an article changed depending on the citation style, 
from APA to Chicago to MLA to Harvard. Their explanation of 
citations styles did not convince me, but I trusted them. I resolved 
to metacognitively reflect on how I was reading.

A salient moment on academic citation styles occurred for me 
when I was reading a collection of papers on phenomenography. 
The manuscripts were discussing the research framework using the 
same terminology, but the interpretations and application of those 
terms were distinct. If these were chemistry articles, I could have 
searched the International Union of Pure and Applied Chemistry 
Gold Book (IUPAC 2019)—the Compendium of Chemical Terminol-
ogy—to determine who was using the term in the correct manner. 
More likely, the incorrect usage would have been flagged during 
peer review and alignment with IUPAC standards would have been 
expected. I found no comparable resource existed to resolve the 
differences in terminology use in the phenomenography papers. 
I read more papers to determine which author was correct and 
which was incorrect, only to discover that I had misunderstood the 
dynamics at play. Rather than working from shared definitions to 
generate competing (and falsifiable) models, the manner in which 
the authors were defining the terms was an inherent part of the 
competing (conceptual) models. Thus, the citation styles that explic-
itly identify author and year made sense to me. In SoTL I would 
need to know who had made a claim, and learn the theoretical lens 
of that writer, in order to assess the applicability of those findings 
within my own context.
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At times, I feel as though I have still not uncovered all the 
hidden curriculum of SoTL. Perhaps this is due to its multidisci-
plinary and interdisciplinary nature. It might be connected to the 
evolving nature of the field. The tensions between different research 
traditions have not been resolved by the SoTL community, nor do 
I think they will be. Rather, these tensions are acknowledged, and 
our differences are respected—even celebrated—and are a fascinating 
aspect of the expectations and norms of SoTL (PIR-2). The mentors 
who have supported me in reaching this understanding have helped 
my scholarly mind and cultivated appreciation for other research 
traditions in my scholarly heart.

My mentors, before and after my participation in the Nexen 
SoTL Scholars program, have demonstrated sufficient interest in my 
scholarly growth as to ask questions more often than give answers. 
Their probing or critical questions stimulated deep self-reflection 
on my expertise, my scholarly strengths and deficiencies, and what 
I want to explore about teaching and learning (PIR-3). Reading my 
journal entry, and reflecting on the experience, I question how a 
more defensive or confrontational response from a mentor could 
have affected my SoTL journey. This has given me pause. What 
are the defining characteristics of SoTL mentorship/menteeship? 
While models and styles of mentorship can be investigated, success-
ful SoTL mentorship cannot be distilled to a list of actions or traits. 
The approaches that are successful will depend on the individuals 
involved.

From Mentee to Mentor: Nurturing the Scholarly 
Heart
For many SoTL scholars, the transition from our discipline to 
SoTL is a gradual process (Webb and Welsh 2021). So too is our 
transition from SoTL mentee to mentor. Given the breadth of 
methods employed for teaching and learning studies, I still often 
find myself enjoying the mentee role, albeit with more joy and less 
cognitive dissonance than before. I doubt I shall ever stop seeking 
out mentors. 
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As one’s professional identity in SoTL matures, your responsi-
bility and opportunities to give back to the community as a mentor 
increases. I have been privileged to have the opportunity to partici-
pate as a mentor in formal and informal (Mathany, Clow, and Aspen-
lieder 2017) mentoring. Most of these individuals have untaken their 
own boundary crossings into SoTL (Kensington-Miller et al. 2021). 
It has involved mentoring across disciplines (Gillespie, Goodridge, 
and Hall, chapter 11), and mentoring across distances (Eady, chap-
ter 15). Some mentoring interactions were brief and single events, 
others have been sustained.

I took a subsample of my journal entries from when I served 
as a SoTL mentor and deductively coded them using the three 
professional identity requirements. While no clear temporal hierar-
chy emerged, I did observe that newcomers to SoTL often sought 
support in mastering the hidden curriculum of SoTL (PIR-2) early 
in their journey. There were fewer mentoring requests, but not 
zero, around the other two PIRs from scholars near the start of 
their SoTL journeys. Analysis of the words I used to describe these 
interactions suggests a focus on knowledge accumulation related 
to SoTL research methods (PIR-1) and scholarly expectations for 
SoTL publishing (PIR-2), demonstrating the academic tendency 
to attend to the scholarly mind.

As familiarity with cultural norms, epistemologies, and scholarly 
resources were mastered, mentees were more likely to engage in 
metacognitive practices (PIR-3). They asked themselves questions 
about what they knew about teaching and learning, what they 
wanted to investigate, and what were effective—and ineffective—
strategies for such investigations. They sought feedback on their 
understanding of theory and methods. These reflective practices 
demonstrated an on-going need of the scholarly mind. However, 
there were also conversations about ways of knowing and questions 
that revealed new respect and appreciation for previously foreign 
methods. A change had begun within the mentees’ perspectives 
of other disciplines far from their own. Furthermore, there was 
an expanding focus on the context of their inquiry: teaching 

https://doi.org/10.36284/celelon.oa6.11
https://doi.org/10.36284/celelon.oa6.15
https://doi.org/10.36284/celelon.oa6.15
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and learning of students. Example words from my journal used 
to describe these interactions include empathy, struggle, caution, 
barriers, excitement, and enthusiasm. Both the new appreciation for 
diverse methods, and the emphasis on improving student success, 
demonstrate that the scholarly heart is a major target of these meta-
cognitive practices.

A third stage of mentee development emerged in my analy-
sis. This stage tended to occur after a mentee had completed data 
collection on a SoTL project and was nearing completion of their 
dissemination. The process of writing, of employing the scholarly 
skills they had already mastered in their “home” discipline but were 
now applying to SoTL, was less challenging than they had believed 
at the outset of their journey. Having mastered the hidden curricu-
lum (PIR-2) and devoted time to essential metacognitive practices 
(PIR-3), they were adequately prepared to apply the knowledge they 
had earlier solicited about SoTL project design to demonstrate the 
technical skills and reasoning processes of a SoTL scholar employing 
the selected theoretical lens and methodology (PIR-1). This included 
skills such as (i) reasoning through the SoTL problem they intended 
to investigate and formulate it into a research question; (ii) under-
standing their responsibilities for the ethical conduct of research 
and the process for securing institutional approval if required; (iii) 
designing and conducting an effective study; and (iv) disseminating 
their findings in an appropriately public manner. 

Examining my journal across my SoTL mentoring, is there a set 
of reasoning processes that I observed common to all SoTL scholars 
at the third stage of mentee development? No. Nor was I surprised 
by this. While I was the constant in each of those mentor-mentee 
interactions, those that I was interacting with came from many 
different disciplinary traditions. A SoTL mentee’s initial reasoning 
processes appears to be rooted in their academic origin story—their 
disciplinary training—and thus I see much of my own journey in that 
of other chemists transitioning from chemical laboratory research to 
SoTL. The reasoning processes that mentees adopt along their SoTL 
journey appear to be influenced by the projects that they work on, 
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the methodologies that they select for those projects, and the liter-
ature that they read in that work. SoTL embraces methodological 
pluralism, and with that comes the variety of reasoning processes 
and metacognitive practices found throughout the academy. 

In this third stage, my role as a mentor had been reshaped from 
being a guide or way finder to that of a fellow traveler and critical 
friend. Analysis of the words I used to describe these interactions 
clearly indicates a strong shift toward mentoring for the scholarly 
heart. Thus, unlike mentoring in chemistry, for this stage of mento-
ring in SoTL it becomes less important that mentor and mentee 
occupy the same research niche. Instead, a shared interest in particu-
lar metacognitive strategies or a willingness to explore new strategies 
appears to be important.

Friberg et al. (2021) recently proposed a developmental frame-
work for mentorship in SoTL that involves three stages. An isomor-
phism appears to exist between the three professional identity 
requirements that carried across the disciplinary boundary between 
nursing education and chemistry education and the SoTL mento-
ring framework of Friberg et al.

Table 14.1. Isomorphism between professional identity requirements and 
mentoring stages in SoTL

Professional 
Identity 
Requirements

Mentoring 
Stage

Mentoring Target

PIR-2: Mastery 
of the hidden 
curriculum

Mentoring in Scholarly mind

PIR-3: 
Metacognitive 
practices

Mentoring 
through

Scholarly mind (minor) 
and heart (major)

PIR-1: Doing and 
thinking like experts 
in the field

Mentoring 
onward

Scholarly heart
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Perhaps the most important distinction between mentoring in 
SoTL and some other research domains is the necessity for SoTL 
mentoring to be founded on compassion and an openness to new 
ways of thinking, targeting the scholarly heart. While this includes 
empathy for students—our partners in SoTL inquiry—it particularly 
extends to the SoTL novice who is often an established scholar in 
another field. SoTL mentors and mentees may come from different 
scholarly backgrounds, without shared disciplinary traditions or 
terminology. Thus, experts and novices must work together to listen 
and create shared meaning. In this way, the nature of mentoring 
and being mentored by fellow SoTL travelers is less instructional 
than it is collaborative.

This reveals an inherent benefit of SoTL mentoring for the 
mentor: the opportunity for future collaboration. I continue to 
enjoy collaborating with my former SoTL mentors, and I appreci-
ate opportunities to work as research partners with colleagues who 
I have mentored. Growing my personal/professional network of 
SoTL mentors and mentees has expanded my understanding of what 
constitutes scholarship. It has allowed me to further influence and 
advance the teaching mission of postsecondary institutions. In my 
work as a SoTL mentor, I have developed as a seasoned educational 
leader.

Teaching involves empathy, compassion, and listening. Effective 
SoTL mentoring requires similar actions. However, in many cases 
SoTL mentors are supporting a colleague who has demonstrated 
excellence and expertise in a field that the mentor knows little about. 
SoTL mentors must meet their mentees where they are, aiming to 
understand their needs and guiding them, rather than telling them 
solutions to assumed questions or challenges. Effective SoTL mento-
ring requires intentionally asking questions more often than provid-
ing answers. Most of all, SoTL mentoring involves maintaining a 
focus on the ultimate objective of SoTL: to improve student success. 
Thus, even as SoTL mentors emphasize the importance of scholarly 
rigor and kindle persistence and methodological expertise in their 
mentees, they also strive to nurture compassion for all learners, 
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including those unlike themselves. With effort, the scholarly mind 
yields excellence. With time, the scholarly heart changes lives.

Reflection Questions
•	 Which of the three professional identity requirements (PIRs) 

was most important to you at the beginning of your SoTL 
journey? Which is most important to you in your current role 
as a SoTL mentor or mentee? Why?

•	 What hidden curriculum have you uncovered in your disci-
pline or in SoTL? How has this hidden curriculum impacted 
your practice or professional identity?

•	 What advice do you wish you had been offered in your SoTL 
journey for (i) your scholarly mind and (ii) your scholarly 
heart?

•	 How can you use SoTL mentoring to sustain your own career 
engagement?
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