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ABSTRACT 
 

Nationally, teacher attrition continues to contribute to a shortage of qualified 

teachers in public education classrooms. Current research has identified factors leading to 

attrition including lack of administrative support, teacher retirement, student population 

increases, and classroom policies indicating education stakeholders needed to attract, 

support, and retain new teachers. To address the attrition of new career education 

teachers in Missouri, the Career Education Mentoring Program was established to 

provide structured program area content, guidance, and support for new and returning 

teachers as they become integrated into the social cultures of their institutions. The 

ongoing development, enhancement, and sustainability of the CE Mentoring Program 

continue to be topics of interest for program framers, administrators and participants. 

A two-phase multiple methods approach (quantitative and qualitative) to research 

was applied to this study. The quantitative phase investigated two groups of career 

education teachers who participated in the CE Mentoring Program. Retention rates were 

established for the two groups of program participants; those participating in the two-year 

program ending the spring of 2006 and the spring of 2007. As a means of comparing 

groups who went through the program and those who did not, retention rates were 

developed for two additional groups, non-Career Education teachers to serve as a 

baseline and career education teachers who did not participate in the program. 
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During the qualitative phase, personal interviews were conducted with a 

purposeful sample of twenty (20) CE Mentoring Program participants who volunteered to 

participate in the study. A semi-structured interview protocol was used to guide further 

investigation into the connections made between interviewees’ program experiences, 

satisfaction with teaching as a career, and to the negative and positive precipitating 

factors that may have influenced their decision to either stay or leave the teaching 

profession. 

The findings for this study revealed that retention rates for the two groups of CE 

Mentoring Program participants investigated exceeded those for the baseline group, and 

for Career Education teachers who did not select the CE Mentoring Program as their 

option to meet state mentoring requirements. Overall, satisfaction with the program was 

high on measures of classroom usability of the information gleaned from program 

participation. 

Despite having specified problems with accountability and programmatic 

considerations, when posed with the prospect of not having the CE Mentoring Program 

available as an option to meet mentoring requirements, all 20 of the interviewed teachers 

(100%) indentified a need for both the statewide CE Mentoring Program and in-district 

programs to meet their needs as new teachers. Interview data provided by study 

participants positioned the CE Mentoring Program as a contributor to increased retention 

rates and an essential provider of career education program content, expertise, and the 

mentorship needed by new and returning teachers to be successful in the classroom. 

 

 



  

CHAPTER ONE 
 

BACKGROUND OF THE STUDY 
 
 

Policymakers, educators, and education stakeholders are increasingly being 

challenged to acknowledge staggering statistics related to teacher shortages and novice 

teacher retention (Berry, 2004; Billingsley, 2004; Bradley & Loadman, 2005; Brown, 

2003; Dove, 2004; Hunter & Kiernan, 2005; Inman & Marlow, 2004; Johnson, Berg, & 

Donaldson, 2005; Johnson & Birkeland, 2003; Kajs, 2002; MCCE, 2006; Woullard & 

Coats, 2004). The consequences associated with these shortages may include “inadequate 

educational experiences for students, reduced student achievement levels, and insufficient 

competence levels of graduates” (Billingsley, p. 39). 

While a lack of administrative support is often cited as a reason for leaving the 

teaching profession (Ingersoll, 2003; Johnson & Birkeland; Robertson, Hancock, & Allen, 

2006), teacher retirement, student population increases, classroom policies, and attrition 

are also contributing to shortages (Bradley & Loadman; Darling-Hammond, 2003; Dove; 

Johnson et al.; Kajs; Portner, 2005, Vail, 2005; Whisnant, Elliott, & Pynchon, 2005). 

These contributing factors bolster the perception that “in the decades to come it will be 

critical to attract, support, and retain an equally large or larger influx of novice teachers 

to meet the growth of the school-age population” (Whisnant et al., p. 2). 

In light of the current emphasis on teacher attrition and shortages, teacher 

preparation is once again being scrutinized (Ogden, 2004). While research revealed that 

teacher preparation program depth positively influences teacher retention (Berry, 2004; 

Darling-Hammond, 2003; Dove, 2004), alternative certifications and certification by 
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exam are being accepted in lieu of traditional college degree programs as a means of 

putting bodies into classrooms (Dove, 2004). While alternatively certified teachers may 

bring years of experiential knowledge to the classroom; yet, Washer (2000) reported 

alternatively certified teachers who have not received formal teacher training may lack 

major skills such as “resource allocation, pedagogical skill development, and developing 

a peer network” (p. 133). 

When speaking to the needs of beginning vocational teachers who enter teaching 

with no formal training, Fedorchak (2001) asserted new teachers “need a strong 

foundation in the pedagogy of teaching that is already obtained by the new, traditionally 

trained teacher” (p. 2). Persistently, alternative routes to teaching continue to be touted as 

innovative and “grounded in wise business and recruitment practices” (Dove, p.11); 

although, content expertise alone “is in no way a guarantee of classroom competence” 

(Ogden, p. 473). 

Formal teacher education training provides future teachers with pedagogical 

strategies and prepares them for standards based reforms (Berry, 2004). However, in 

some cases the difficulties being experienced by novice teachers may be explained by 

university-based teacher preparation programs’ inability to adequately prepare them for a 

wide variety of classroom specific challenges faced during first teaching assignments 

(Liston, Whitcomb, & Borko, 2006; Whisnant et al., 2005). As reported by Feiman-

Nemser (2003), “beginning teachers have legitimate learning needs that cannot be 

grasped in advance or outside the contexts of teaching” (p. 26). 

In response, current new teacher retention strategies continue to focus on “support, 

guidance, and orientation programs—collectively known as induction—for beginning 
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elementary and secondary teachers during the transition into their first teaching jobs” 

(Smith & Ingersoll, 2004, p. 681). Nevertheless, even a well developed induction 

program “cannot compensate for an unhealthy school climate, a competitive teacher 

culture, or an inappropriate teaching assignment” (Feiman-Nemser, p. 28).  

Effective induction programs operate on the assumption that beginning teachers 

still have preparatory needs before they enter a classroom (Fletcher & Barrett, 2004; 

Whisnant et al., 2005) and often consist of varying components ranging from one-day 

orientation seminars to long-term structured programs (Portner, 2005). Gow (2006) 

believed “the more structured the program, the more easily tenets can be implemented” (p. 

52). In practice, one of the most significant tenets, and the dominant form of induction 

positively influencing novice teacher retention, is an effective mentoring program 

(Brown, 2003; Gow, 2006; Pitton, 2006; Shank, 2005; Smith & Ingersoll, 2004). It is 

important to note the terms induction and mentoring are often used synonymously, 

however the terms have very different meanings and cannot be used interchangeably 

(Cornu, 2005; Portner, 2005; Wong, 2004); “mentors are important but they are only one 

component of the induction program” (Portner, p. 43). While mentoring may be an 

essential component of an induction program, it may not be effective as a stand-alone 

method of preparing and supporting novice teachers (Wong, 2004). 

As a structural component of in-service teacher development for novice teachers, 

induction programs including mentoring constitute a primary instrument leading to 

increased job satisfaction and the retention of novice teachers (Musanti, 2004; Whisnant 

et al., 2005). Teacher retention data support the assertion that mentoring programs reduce 

the number of inexperienced teachers entering schools (Dove, 2004; Kajs, 2002), 

 3



  

promote the development of skilled learning communities (Smith & Ingersoll, 2004), and 

further the development of highly qualified teacher novices who are prepared for the 

challenges of first-time teacher assignments (Fletcher & Barrett, 2004; Hunter & Kiernan, 

2005). Through effective mentoring programs, the novice teachers hired today may very 

well represent the next generation of teachers whose successes will influence the 

outcomes of a complete generation of students (Wong, 2004). Consequently, the 

inclusion of mentoring and collaboration as structured elements of an induction program 

are trends that continue to expand. 

To help prevent premature career education (CE) teacher attrition, education 

policymakers in Missouri have initiated requirements including a two-year mentoring 

program that provides support and opportunities for novice teachers. The Missouri State 

Board of Education regulation, 5 CSR 80-850.045 Mentoring Program Standards 

(Missouri Department of Education and Secondary Education [MODESE], 2006b) 

provides standards which address the criteria recognized by Missouri education 

stakeholders as essential to a successful mentoring program. By implementing a well 

structured mentoring program, the framers of the Missouri Division of Career Education 

Mentoring Program for New and Returning Teachers (hereafter in this study referred to 

as CE Mentoring Program) are responding proactively to the needs of novice CE teachers 

through initiatives “likely to increase satisfaction, enthusiasm, and engagement in the 

classroom and schools” (Johnson, Berg, & Donaldson, 2005, p. 97). 

Theoretical Framework Applied to this Study 

Consistent with Carroll (2006), the provisions of Missouri 5 CSR 80-850.045, and 

the structure provided by the Missouri Professional Guidelines for Student Success 
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(MODESE, 2006a) facilitated teacher “learning in the context of communities of practice 

by a process of negotiating meaning through engaged participation” (p. 5). During this 

study, these provisions and guidelines also served as a bridge between concepts of 

individual functioning, personal development, and the sociocultural process (Van Huizen, 

Van Oers, & Wubbels, 2005) embedded in historical, comparative, and localized contexts 

(Marshall & Gerstl-Pepin, 2005). To provide a theoretical framework for this process, 

sociocultural theory (SCT) was applied as a means of analyzing the practice of policy 

with an orientation towards cognitive functioning and human development (Thorne, 

2005). By viewing Missouri’s Career Education Mentoring Program through an SCT lens, 

this study focused on the “connections between individual functioning and development 

and the sociocultural practices in which individuals take part” (Van Huizen et al., 2005, p. 

271). 

Sociocultural Theory is primarily based on the work of Lev Vygotsky, circa 1896 

to 1934 (Arievitch & Haenen, 2005; Van Huizen et al., 2005; Thorne, 2005; Walqui, 

2006) “whose theory emerged out of the social and political context of the first decades 

of the 20th Century and represented a new approach to psychology with tremendous 

promise” (Arievitch & Haenen, p. 155). According to Thorne, SCT “unites the ontogeny 

of an individual with the cultural-historical milieu and the variable process of 

participation in culturally organized activity” (p. 394). As summarized by Walqui, the 

main tenets of SCT included: 

 (a) Learning precedes development, (b) Language is the main vehicle (tool) of 
thought, (c) Mediation is central to learning, (d) Social interaction is the basis of 
learning and development (e) Learning is a process of apprenticeship and 
internalization in which skills and knowledge are transformed from the social into 
the cognitive plain, and (f) The Zone of Proximal Development (ZPD) is the 
primary activity space in which learning occurs. (p. 160) 
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To reveal complex understandings of politics that often remained invisible 

(Marshall & Gerstl-Pepin, 2005), SCT offered a “framework through which cognition 

can be investigated systematically without isolating it from social context or human 

agency” (Thorne, p. 393). This view of mentoring also revealed benefits for teacher 

education practices and provided insight into “innovations based on close collegial 

partnership with peers, providing a genuine space for intersubjectivity, collaborative 

thinking and knowledge co-construction” (Musanti, 2004, p. 15). This socially 

constructed view of mentoring suggested that “learning should be participatory, proactive, 

communal, and collaborative…” (Cornu, 2005, p. 357). These insights supported 

communication and reflection as powerful tools for mentors as they make thoughtful 

decisions based on their perceptions regarding how to send the messages mentees need to 

hear (Rowley, 2000). Thus, SCT provided a human development perspective of the 

teachers studied and the data analyzed (Van Huizen et al., 2005). 

By viewing mentoring data through a sociocultural lens, a process of experiential 

learning conducted within a social learning context was revealed. Mentorship in this 

context necessitated engagement in active learning focused on reflective dialogue and 

conversation (Bruffee, 1999; Eraut, 2004; Pitton, 2006; Rix & Gold, 2000) rather than a 

training process (Carroll, 2006; Harrison, Lawson, & Wortley, 2005). These socially 

constructed components are essential to successful mentoring programs as “mentors 

guide others during periods of transitions and identity formation” (Shank, 2005, p. 80) 

and support individual teachers as they help build strong professional cultures dedicated 

to improving teaching and the development of change agents skilled at pedagogical 

practice and partnerships (Hargreaves & Fullan, 2000). 
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Perry and Power (2004) believed student teachers and mentors must engage in 

explicit conversations that go beyond the observable behaviors of veteran mentors to 

learn to teach effectively. Since social constructionism foregrounds the process of 

meaning-making (Rix & Gold, 2000), it is language and conversation within relationships 

that defines the process (Bruffee, 1999; Clarke et al., 2002; Hunter & Kiernan, 2005; Rix 

& Gold). Conversely, Kilburg and Hancock (2006) have determined good teachers made 

accommodations to meet the needs of their students while mentors needed to adjust the 

way they communicated with mentees. 

Consistent with Marshall and Gerstl-Pepin (2005), by looking at mentoring in the 

social context, Sociocultural Theory (SCT) provided a lens through which questions and 

discourse about how Missouri’s Career Education Mentoring Program and policies 

facilitated and promoted social and cultural critique on the programs influence on 

retention. Sociocultural analysis of the data produced by this study arose from cultural 

production theory which suggested “diverse groups come together in social and 

institutional contexts” (Marshall & Gerstl-Pepin, 2005, pp. 114-115) and seeks to “merge 

sociological theory with qualitative research methods and conceptualize policy as a 

complex social practice” (p. 112). 

Since conducting this study required exploration of teacher’s orientations towards 

public standards of teaching, common values and goals, and cultural and political settings 

(Van Huizen et al., 2005), SCT was selected as an effective theoretical framework to 

guide this study. A mixed methodology including collection and analysis of historical 

quantitative protégé mentoring program completion and retention data, and qualitative 

personal interviews was selected as the methodology most appropriate for this study. 
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Consistent with Merriam (1998), the research methods applied to this study included 

intensive, holistic descriptions and analysis of a single instance, phenomenon, or social 

unit that resulted in the development of the descriptive phenomenological categories and 

themes. 

Rationale for this Study 

The Missouri Career Education Mentoring Program for novice career education 

teachers has been in existence since academic year 2003-2004. In support of the program, 

each year the Missouri Department of Elementary and Secondary Education (MODESE), 

Division of Career Education allocates in excess of $200,000. The primary funding 

source for the program is the Carl D. Perkins Act under which Missouri receives 

approximately 26 million dollars per year to support career and technical education 

programs. 

The dollars allocated to the mentoring program provide for supplies, teacher 

substitute reimbursements for program participants, travel for novice teacher orientation 

and mid-year meetings, meals, lodging, content expert stipends, first- and second-year 

mentor stipends, program advisory committee meetings, mentor cadre training, and event 

speakers (fee plus expenses). Since inception of the program, the Missouri Center for 

Career Education (MCCE) has functioned as a program coordinator to ensure integrity of 

the program and has served as the primary fiscal agent responsible for fund allocation 

since 2005-2006. However, to date, neither MODESE nor MCCE have developed a 

database suitable for analysis and the establishment of retention rates for program 

participants. 
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As part of the continued funding of the MCCE for academic year 2007-2008, the 

MCCE has proposed to initiate a longitudinal study that includes the migration of 

existing data into a new database that will be suitable for analysis. As phase one of the 

longitudinal study, MCCE proposed to compare program participation (completers and 

non-completers) retention rates with all non-Career Education teacher retention rates and 

establish a retention rate baseline for long-term examination. Comparisons to other 

teacher groups were made as appropriate. The MCCE also proposed to gather and 

analyze qualitative data through personal interviews to identify emerging themes and 

produce a comprehensive manuscript reporting findings by the end of the 2008 fiscal year 

(June 30, 2008). Therefore, this study was conducted to meet the requirements 

established by MCCE’s funded scope of work for fiscal year 2007-2008. 

Statement of the Problem 

Despite considerable efforts to curb novice secondary career education teacher 

attrition through the development of structured mentoring programs and the 

implementation of mentoring program certification requirements, novice teachers 

continue to leave the teaching profession at notable rates. According to Smith and 

Ingersoll (2004), “high rates of teacher turnover can inhibit the development and 

maintenance of a learning community; in turn, lack of community in a school may have a 

negative impact on teacher retention, thus creating a vicious cycle” (p. 687). 

As reported by administrators through Missouri’s core data system, during 

academic year 2006-2007, over fifty per-cent of teachers have less than 10 years of 

teaching experience (up .2% from 2006) and teacher shortages exist in Family and 

Consumer Sciences and Industrial Technology (MODESE, 2007), as well as many other 
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traditional education classrooms. Concomitantly, the continuum of entering and exiting 

teachers negatively influences the depth and breadth of the development and retention of 

teachers who represent present/future master teachers and education content experts in 

Missouri. 

Purpose of the Study 

The purpose of this study was to investigate novice career education teacher 

retention as it relates to participation in Missouri’s Career Education Mentoring Program. 

Through the performance of this study, retention rates, both positive and negative 

precipitating factors, and the perceived impact the current program had on novice and 

returning career education teacher retention were identified. 

Research Questions 

The research questions for this study were designed to reveal descriptive 

quantitative comparison data regarding participation in the Missouri CE Mentoring 

Program and phenomenological qualitative data based on participants’ perceptions of the 

CE Mentoring Program, how they made sense of their program experiences, and what 

meaning they made of the experiences. The following research questions guided this 

study. 

1. What are the program completion rates for Missouri’s novice career education 

teachers who participated in the two-year CE Mentoring Program(s) ending 

the spring of 2006 and the spring of 2007? 

2. How do retention rates for Missouri’s CE Mentoring Program participants 

(completers and non-completers) for programs ending the spring of 2006 and 
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3. How do retention rates for Missouri’s CE Mentoring Program completers 

compare with retention rates for program non-completers for the academic 

years 2004-05 through 2005-06 and 2005-06 through 2006-07? 

4. How do retention rates for Missouri’s CE Mentoring Program participants 

(completers and non-completers) compare with the retention rates for career 

education teachers who did not participate in the program (untouched) during 

the academic years 2004-05 through 2005-06 and 2005-06 through 2006-07? 

5. What connections do Missouri CE Mentoring Program completers make 

between program participation and their decision to stay or leave the teaching 

profession? 

6. What connections do Missouri CE Mentoring Program non-completers make 

between program participation and their decision to stay or leave the teaching 

profession? 

7. What precipitating factors interacted with Missouri’s novice career education 

teachers’ decision to either stay or leave the teaching profession? 

Limitations of the Study 

This study had the following two limitations. 

1. The CE Mentoring Program participation and completion data sought for this 

study were only available for the two-year mentoring programs ending the 

spring of 2006 and the spring of 2007, limiting the pool of potential study 

participants. 
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2. Protégé databases have not been updated since original entry. As a 

consequence, the contact information and current status of the protégés who 

participated in CE Mentoring Program(s) for academic years 2004-2005 

through 2005-2006 and 2005-2006 through 2006-2007 was not 100 percent 

reliable. 

Delimitation to the Study 

Prior to conducting the study, it was proposed that completer and non-completer 

status would have been equally represented as qualitative research subjects. However, of 

the possible subjects identified by historical data as non-completers prior to conducting 

the study, only three subjects verified their non-completer status. Thus, making 

supportable comparisons between completers and non-completers was not viable. 

Definition of Terms 

The following terms were used throughout this study. Where appropriate, these 

operational definitions have been paraphrased from dictionaries, textbooks, and peer-

reviewed resources. 

Acculturation. For the purpose of this study, the term acculturation was 

operationally defined as a relative measure of the way new and returning teachers adapt 

to individual educational environments and come to embrace a variety of views on 

teaching while maintaining their own personal values. 

Completer. For the purpose of this study, the term completer is operationally 

defined as a Missouri CE Mentoring Program protégé who attended all of the required 

meetings and completed all of the assigned program tasks. 
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First-year teacher. Teachers who are currently engaged in their first-year of 

teaching elementary and/or secondary education (Smith & Ingersoll, 2004). 

Induction. A comprehensive, coherent, and sustained professional development 

process organized to train, support, and retain novice teachers while seamlessly guiding 

them into a lifelong learning process (Portner, 2005). 

Mentor. For the purpose of this study, mentor was operationally defined as an 

experienced teacher from the profession who communicates, collaborates, exchanges 

ideas/strategies, provides encouragement to protégés, and consults with content experts 

when additional expertise is needed to buttress the mentor/protégé relationship. 

Mentoring. A formal process whereby a more experienced person (mentor) is able 

to provide support and give advice to a less experienced colleague (mentee/protégé) for 

the purpose of professional growth (Cornu, 2005). 

Missouri School Improvement Program (MSIP). For the purpose of this study, 

MSIP was operationally defined as the agency responsible for reviewing and accrediting 

the 524 school districts in Missouri within a five-year review cycle which is mandated by 

state law.  

New teacher. For the purpose of this study, new teacher was operationally defined 

as a new secondary education teacher engaged in the first, second, or third year of 

teaching. 

Non-career education teacher. For the purpose of this study, the term non-Career 

Education teacher was operationally defined as all teachers who do not teach career 

education program content. 
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Non-completer. For the purpose of this study, the term non-completer was 

operationally defined as a Missouri CE Mentoring Program protégé who has not met all 

of the programs assigned tasks and requirements. 

Professional development. “Teachers working together over time to deepen their 

knowledge, improve their craft and transform schooling for their students and 

themselves” (Lieberman & Miller, 2001, p. viii). 

 Qualified teacher. For the purpose of this study, the term qualified teacher was 

operationally defined as a teacher who possesses the content knowledge and full 

certification in a given subject area. 

 Retention. For the purpose of this study, the term retention was defined as those 

teachers who participated in the two-year CE Mentoring Program and held a current 

teaching assignment the year following the programs’ end during academic years 2005-

2006 and 2006-2007. 

Turnover. The departure of teachers from their professional teaching jobs 

(Ingersoll, 2001). 

Untouched. For the purpose of this study, untouched was operationally defined as 

all career education teachers who did not select the Missouri CE Mentoring Program as 

their preferred option to meet state mentoring requirements. 

Zone of Proximal Development (ZPD). “Distance between the actual 

developmental level as determined by independent problem solving and the level of 

potential development as determined through problem solving under adult guidance or in 

collaboration with more capable peers” (Vygotsky, 1978, p. 86). 
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Summary 

The background of the study, the statement of the problem, the purpose of the 

study, the research questions, the definitions of terms, and the study limitations identified 

during the research process were provided in Chapter One. The problem driving this 

study was the continuum of novice Missouri teachers who enter and leave the teaching 

profession during their first few years of teaching. This problem continues to exacerbate 

shortages of qualified teachers needed to fill current and future vacancies arising from 

teacher retirement, student population increases, emphasis on quality teachers in 

classrooms (NCLB), and novice career education teacher attrition (MODESE, 2007). 

A multiple methods approach to research that applied Sociocultural Theory as a 

theoretical framework was discussed and applied to this study. Participants’ perceptions 

of Missouri’s secondary Career Education Mentoring Program was studied as a primary 

mechanism of identifying factors contributing to attrition, reducing novice teacher 

attrition, and arriving and conclusions and recommendations that assist with the 

development of a community of experienced teachers and future mentors. The review of 

related literature for this study was presented in Chapter Two. 
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CHAPTER TWO 

REVIEW OF RELATED LITERATURE 
 
 

Since the mid-1980s, mentoring programs have grown dramatically; however, 

current mentoring programs are shifting their focus away from assistance, and towards 

assessment (Brown, 2003). Much of the current emphasis being placed on assessment can 

be attributed to the No Child Left Behind Act (NCLB) of 2001 which has “created a 

conflict between teacher learning and immediate student needs and student assessment” 

(p. 18). In effect, “teaching and teacher education have entered an era of standards-based 

teaching” (Shulman & Sato, 2006, p. 3) that poses many challenges to both mentors and 

protégés at an estimated cost “upwards of $84 billion” (Berry, 2004, p. 10). Dove (2004) 

believed NCLB mandates have required novice teachers to meet standards adding to the 

complexity of the profession while increasing challenges and conflicts that make teaching 

less desirable. In support of Dove’s position, Darling-Hammond (2003) asserted “the No 

Child Left Behind Act’s requirement that schools staff all classrooms with ‘highly 

qualified teachers’ creates a major challenge, especially for schools in inner-city and poor 

rural areas” (p. 7). 

Research has revealed “the early part of the teaching career has the soundest 

empirical base in terms of what new teachers experience and how mentoring and 

induction can help them be more satisfied with their work” (Johnson et al., 2005, p. 98). 

However, Johnson et al. also reported half of the current teaching force is scheduled to 

retire by 2010 and evidence reveals that “teaching has become a less attractive career 

than it was thirty years ago among both prospective and new teachers” (p. 1). Thus, the 

 16



  

need for novice teacher retention through mentoring programs becomes more prominent 

if beginning teachers are to enter and remain in the classroom. During recent years, 

various attempts have been made “to specify more closely a precise meaning of 

mentoring and the composition of its practice” (Rix & Gold, 2000, p. 47).Yet, “at this 

early stage in the evolution of mentoring research, the programs that have been tested and 

evaluated have varied greatly in content and outcomes” (Karcher, Kuperminc, Portwood, 

Sipe, & Taylor, 2006, p. 718). Additionally, many of the programs evaluated failed to 

emphasize longitudinal relationships, time commitments, and educational tasks 

associated with successful outcomes. Nor did the programs require a balance between 

administrative support and available resources (Greene & Puetzer, 2002). 

Despite vagaries and conflicting program descriptions and goals, mentoring 

persists as the primary mechanism for novice teachers to meet federal mandates and 

promote quality teachers in the classroom (Brown, 2003; Gow, 2005; Karcher et al., 2006; 

Rix & Gold, 2000; Shank, 2005). While traditional teacher education routes provide 

teachers with the basic pedagogical knowledge needed to teach diverse learners in a wide 

variety of settings (Berry, 2004), educational administrators are now being pressured to 

retain teachers who demonstrate the ability to raise student scores but may not be 

considered highly qualified due to a lack of content or pedagogical expertise (Brownell, 

Hirsch, & Seo, 2004). Furthermore, “recent efforts to professionalize teaching must be 

viewed in light of the NCLB highly qualified teacher debate, and the struggle over the 

kinds of policies and programs needed to recruit and retain effective teachers” (Berry, p. 

7). When struggles over mandated ideological differences and divergent values exist, 

interactions between administrators, teachers, individuals, and social groups within an 
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organization become subject to unresolved conflicts (Marshall & Gerstl-Pepin, 2005); 

conflicts that may be either explicit or covert (Bolman & Deal, 2003; Morgan, 1997). As 

these limiting factors continue to affect the academic goals of NCLB, school practitioners 

also continue to persist in their attempts at recruiting and retaining quality teachers. 

According to Ingersoll (2003), “few educational problems have received more 

attention in recent times than the failure to ensure that elementary and secondary 

classrooms are all staffed with qualified teachers” (p. 146). Fletcher and Barnett (2004) 

argued that highly qualified and thoroughly trained novice teachers often arrive at their 

first teaching assignment underprepared for the challenges they face. As a consequence, 

the emphasis placed on highly qualified teachers and assessment has created undue 

pressure on the resources of mentors and novice teachers while heightening tensions and 

accentuating value conflicts. In effect “the NCLB mandates—and the current discord 

over how to define and develop highly qualified teachers—appear to be detracting both 

policy makers and practitioners in their efforts to recruit and retain effective teachers” 

(Berry, 2004, p. 20). Thus, novice teachers are challenged to not only meet unclear and 

poorly articulated legislative mandates, they are also being required to enter the 

profession prepared to be productive in classrooms while learning and adapting to new 

environments and organizational structures. Since novice teachers often arrived at their 

first teaching assignment unprepared to engage in participative learning and early pre- 

and in-service support (Fletcher & Barnett, 2004), often they become disillusioned or 

discouraged and leave the profession. 

The principle of learning through participation offers important messages for 

mentoring programs shaped by pre- and in-service activities directed toward productivity 
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(Johnson et al., 2005; Shank, 2005; Van Huizen et al, 2005). Through collaboration with 

peers, mentoring programs open doors to interdependency (Bruffee, 1999), impart the 

realities of and assign meaning to teaching (Clarke, Power, & Hine, 2002; Kilburg & 

Hancock; 2006; Van Huizen et al.), and lay a foundation for personal satisfaction and 

organizational productivity (Kajs, 2002). Offering novice teachers with sound mentoring 

experiences is also an effective means of providing professional replenishment for 

veteran teachers; one that instills passion into their school culture (Moir & Bloom, 2003). 

Therefore, reciprocity and collaboration become worthwhile components of mentoring 

programs as mentors, mentor educators, and protégés engage in conversation as a social 

construct by exchanging common cultural ideas and knowledge through participatory 

activities (Bruffee; Clarke et al.; Cornu; Greene& Puetzer, 2002; Rix & Gold, 2000). 

According to Hunter and Kiernan (2005) mentoring cannot be provided in name 

only if we are determined to attract, and retain, qualified teachers in classrooms. Since 

learning is the primary objective of mentoring relationships, the mentoring experience 

should include benefits for both mentors and protégés (Cornu, 2005; Hunter & Kiernan, 

2005). The collegial atmosphere attained through the mentoring process provides broader 

understandings of teaching approaches and support for successful teacher induction 

programs and retention (Bruffee, 1999; Shank, 2005; Smith & Ingersoll, 2004). By 

mentoring through collaboration, these sociocultural outcomes become integrated 

collegial relationships between mentors and protégés that support continued learning 

(Brown, 2003; Bruffee; Shank). Thus, the concept of mentoring as a socially constructed 

relationship between the experienced teacher and the novice is at the core of mentoring 

programs. Yet, mentoring may never reach its full potential unless programs are 
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conceptualized and guided by a centralized motive that transforms the teaching 

profession in the process (Hargreaves & Fullan, 2000). 

For Missouri’s Division of Career Education Mentoring Program for New and 

Returning Teachers (hereafter in this document referred to as CE Mentoring Program), 

meeting the growing demand for teachers requires empirical knowledge about mentoring 

program completion, retention rates, and the factors contributing to their decision to 

either stay or leave the profession. Therefore, the purpose of this research was to provide 

empirical data on whether novice teachers who participated in the CE Mentoring Program 

were more or less likely to continue in the profession than those who were untouched by 

the program, and the influence their mentoring experience and cultural underpinnings 

played in their decision. Chapter Two was organized into the following seven sections: (a) 

teacher shortages and retention, (b) mentoring programs, (c) mentoring program 

frameworks, (d) mentoring as professional development, (e) factors influencing teacher 

retention, (f) Missouri career and technical education, and (g) Missouri CE Mentoring 

Program followed by a chapter summary. 

Teacher Shortages and Retention 

The demand for teachers continues to grow while attrition continues to be the 

largest determining factor influencing current and future teacher shortages (Bradley & 

Loadman, 2005; Dove, 2004; Johnson & Birkeland, 2003; Johnson et al., 2005; Portner, 

2005; Wong, 2004). Teachers’ decisions to either stay or leave the profession are often 

“associated with numerous endogenous (job satisfaction, organizational commitment), 

environmental (local opportunity, transfer costs), structural (routinization, job autonomy), 

and personal variables (Dee, 2004). However, Ingersoll and Smith (2003) believed “the 
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roots of the teacher shortage reside in the working conditions within schools and 

districts” (p.31). Brown (2003) reported “an estimated two million new teachers will need 

to be hired over the next 10 years” (p. 18) while approximately one-half of the current 

teaching force is scheduled to retire (Johnson & Birkeland). Since these factors may be 

contributing to an overall shortage of qualified teachers, Ingersoll (2001) believed 

teacher-staffing problems are becoming more troublesome due to a revolving door 

characterized by teachers who are leaving the profession prior to retirement. 

Recent studies report 20 to 30 percent of teachers leave the profession within the 

first three years of teaching in public school systems, and at even higher rates in 

disadvantaged and rural settings (Berry, 2004; Bradley & Loadman; Dove, 2004; 

Darling-Hammond, 2003; Johnson & Birkeland, 2003). According to Smith and Ingersoll 

(2004), “critics have long assailed teaching as an occupation that ‘cannibalizes its young’ 

and in which the initiation of new teachers is akin to a ‘sink or swim,’ ‘trial by fire,’ or 

‘boot camp’ experience” (p. 682). While these facts are exemplars of the overall shortage 

of qualified teachers, Ingersoll and Smith (2003) believed teacher-staffing problems are 

becoming even more troublesome due to attrition characterized by teachers who are 

leaving the profession during their first few years in the profession. For the near future, 

recruiting and retaining highly qualified teachers will continue to impact whether or not 

students learn and achieve higher academic standards (Berry). 

In light of No Child Left Behind, Berry (2004) asserted requirements for yearly 

progress towards state standards and mandated highly qualified teachers in every 

classroom must be addressed if the academic goals of NCLB are going to be achieved. 

While evidence supports a sufficient supply of available teachers exists (Berry), “keeping 
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teachers is a far larger problem than preparing new ones and may be the fundamental 

solution to the teacher shortage problem” (p. 6). Furthermore, “there is still not much 

more than ephemeral agreement on what teaching quality is and how every student might 

access a quality teacher” (p. 7). If verbal ability, content knowledge, and little or no 

teacher education are the definitive attributes quantifying a quality teacher, then much of 

the current debate over teacher quality becomes “ideological in nature and centers on 

whether or not teaching is a straightforward task that most reasonably smart individuals 

can do, or a more sophisticated, complex skill, requiring greater degrees of preparation, 

support, and professionalization” (p. 7). Yet, teacher shortages are still contributing to 

inadequate educational experiences for students (Billingsley, 2004), while alternative 

teacher certification programs are being canonized as a means of solving the teacher 

shortage problem (Fedorchak, 2001; Washer, 2000). 

The current discord over NCLB mandates and “how to define and develop highly 

qualified teachers—appears to be detracting both policymakers and practitioners in their 

efforts to recruit and retain effective teachers” (Berry, 2004, p. 20). While the focus on 

accountability has changed since the late 1980s (Brown, 2003), improved working 

conditions, increased salaries, and appropriately developed mentoring programs are only 

minor steps in the right direction (Berry). In effect, students continue to suffer the 

consequences of the teacher shortage, consequences in the form of “inadequate 

educational experiences for students, reduced student achievement levels, and insufficient 

competence of graduates in the workplace” (Billingsley, 2004, p. 39). Despite compelling 

evidence revealing a sufficient supply of available teachers (Ingersoll & Smith, 2003), the 

impact NCLB legislation has on state and educational resources clearly indicates a need 
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to reduce the costs associated with novice teacher attrition (Berry). Accordingly, 

changing the face of mentoring may require spanning the continuum of conceptual 

models, teacher characteristics, and personal factors as programs attempt to develop 

incentives that boost the supply of novice teachers entering the profession (Billingsley, 

2004). 

As teacher turnover continues at astounding rates (Berry, 2004; Billingsley, 2004; 

Bradley & Loadman, 2005; Brown, 2003; Dove, 2004; Hunter & Kiernan, 2005; Inman 

& Marlow, 2004; Johnson, Berg, & Donaldson, 2005; Johnson & Birkeland, 2003; Kajs, 

2002; MCCE, 2006; Woullard & Coats, 2004), “school and district resources are 

withered away as more dollars have to be spent preparing a constant new crop of novices 

who arrive with little teaching knowledge and leave before they become skilled” 

(Billingsley, p. 16). Perhaps, the “revolving door” (Smith & Ingersoll, 2004, p.74) 

scenario would be influenced by increasing organizational interest in critical supports 

(e.g., administrative support, professional development) and taking a “holistic look at 

creating positive work environments” (Billingsley, p. 54). However, the most common 

factors leading to teacher retention include reasonable work assignments (Billingsley), 

being part of an external network of teachers (Smith & Ingersoll), program funding and 

support (Berry, 2004), and leadership fostered through mentoring (Portner, 2005). 

Consequently, “schools across the nation are instituting comprehensive mentoring 

programs that boast benefits for both mentor and mentee, including increased 

professional support, classroom and time management strategies, problem solving, and 

grading procedures” (Brown, 2003, p. 18).  
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Consistent with Berry (2005), Brown (2003) believed quality mentors must be 

sought out based on grade level experience, successful teaching, and others’ perceptions 

of the mentor’s skills. By presenting a mentoring model based on helping novice teachers 

become reflective practitioners and presenting successful examples of integrated 

professional cultures, Brown provided a view of mentoring as an ongoing professional 

exchange of support and encouragement between veteran and novice teachers. As with 

Portner (2005), Brown identified the essential properties that determine a mentoring 

candidate’s mentor quality, and discussed how mentoring relationships go beyond the 

basic elements of learning. By integrating professional cultures, many mentoring 

programs are placing the focus on veteran teachers who are “collaborating with new hires, 

sharing their experiences and responding to real-time classroom concerns as they arise” 

(p. 19). In other words, the professional culture of the school may affect teacher retention 

by reducing attrition among beginning teachers (Ingersoll & Smith, 2003). 

Ingersoll and Smith (2003) asserted that reported severe teacher shortages are 

resulting in school systems lowering standards for teacher quality. While a wide variety 

of targeted initiatives are attracting and helping to retain novice teachers, a closer look at 

the problem suggests conventional wisdom is erring in significant ways. According to 

Ingersoll and Smith, high turnover is being experienced by the entire teaching profession 

and “between 40 and 50 percent of all beginning teachers have left the profession” (p. 32) 

after just five years. As mentoring programs continue to grow dramatically, “the focus on 

accountability has changed the picture of mentoring for many programs, shifting from 

improving teacher learning to student testing” (Brown, 2003, p. 18). This paradigm shift 

arises from “the influence of big business, with its emphasis on assessment products, to 
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the preponderance of non-educators in the state legislature” (p. 18). As a result, the 

assessment versus assistance conflict continues to place undue pressure on mentors and 

mentees. 

Teachers leaving after their first year report they did so due to “school staffing 

action, such as a cutback, layoff, termination, school reorganization, or school closing” 

(Ingersoll & Smith, 2003, p. 33) and dissatisfaction with their career or job. Ingersoll and 

Smith further propose dissatisfaction related attrition is important because it indicates 

“the roots of the teacher shortage largely reside in the working conditions within schools 

and districts” (p. 33). Therefore, the issues of novice teacher recruitment, training, and 

retention may very well remain within the auspices of ongoing policy and business 

strategies (Greene & Puetzer, 2002). Obviously, raising teacher salaries offers one 

possible mode of reducing attrition. Yet lack of administrative support, poor student 

discipline and motivation, and lack of participation in decision making represent 

significant barriers to retention improvement efforts (Ingersoll & Smith, 2003) that 

influence cross-organization moves as well as occupation exiting (Smith & Ingersoll, 

2004). 

According to Ingersoll and Smith (2003), the “size of the teaching force, 

combined with the relatively high annual turnover rate within the teaching occupation, 

means that large numbers of employees flow into, between, and out of schools each year” 

(p. 32). While attrition is high for the entire teaching occupation, it affects beginning 

teachers more than veterans, and schools that continue to focus on recruitment as a policy, 

by itself, will not solve staffing problems plaguing schools. Therefore, mentoring and the 
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implementation of well-structured mentoring programs are crucial to addressing school 

staffing issues (Ingersoll & Smith; Greene & Puetzer, 2002). 

Greene and Puetzer (2002) believed emerging mentorship initiatives and 

paradigms are creating new models of support and achievement in our schools. The 

implementation of structured mentoring programs recognizes the need to develop and 

maintain long-term relationships. As a role model, socializer and educator (Bruffee, 1999; 

Cornu, 2005; Greene & Puetzer), mentors “actively integrate mentees into the social 

culture…by making them feel welcome in peer groups, with coworkers, and in the 

organization” (Greene & Puetzer, p. 65). Through the mentorship planning, evaluation, 

implementation, and feedback process, mentoring creates a supportive environment in 

which significant increases in retention are achieved. Greene and Puetzer further asserted 

successfully matching mentors with mentees is the key to successful mentorships which 

should be longitudinal, administratively supported, and balanced by the resources needed 

to achieve successful outcomes. Yet, if “school systems, administrators, and potential 

teachers are to effectively plan for the coming years, the need to identify factors which 

cause teachers to remain in the profession is perhaps of greater importance” (Inman & 

Marlow, 2004, p. 605). 

For years, educational researchers have examined novice teacher demographics, 

teacher backgrounds, professional environments, and support systems as issues of 

retention and attrition predictors (Greene & Puetzer, 2002; Inman & Marlow, 2004). 

More recently, Inman and Marlow reported family; personal circumstances, job 

dissatisfaction, disruptive students, uninvolved parents, and overwhelming bureaucracies 

are demoralizing teachers and contributing to attrition. Additionally, emerging 
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educational conditions compounded by complex working environments are resulting in a 

form of “classroom or reality shock” (p. 606), indicating novice teachers may have erred 

in their choice of a profession. 

Research conducted by Inman and Marlow (2005) revealed “items addressed 

within the area of the beginning teacher’s interpersonal environment deal with support 

systems and the concept of professionalism” (p. 611). Yet, many teachers believe they are 

not accorded the proper amount of prestige and authority which they feel they have 

earned and deserve. As stated by Inman and Marlow, “professionals are usually 

distinguished by their specialty knowledge and skills, the unique contributions they make, 

the freedom afforded them to make decisions based on their professional judgment, and 

the opportunity to organize their time and direct their own work” (p. 611). Unfortunately, 

practices regarding professionalism are seldom promoted within teaching work 

environments (Johnson & Birkeland, 2003). 

Inman and Marlow further explored novice teacher attitudes to identify retention 

and attrition predictors leading toward a greater understanding of why beginning teachers 

leave the profession. By revealing the positive aspects of teaching, Inman and Marlow 

believe teachers will benefit from “positive feelings of self-worth, worthwhile 

contributions to the curriculum, a support network for ‘bad days,’ and positive 

interactions with parents and other local authorities” (p. 613). Conversely, different 

teachers have different needs, and the interaction between intrinsic and external rewards 

may heavily influence the decisions made by novice teachers (Johnson, Berg, & 

Donaldson, 2005). 
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During the last decade, “educational policymakers and practitioners have been 

guided by a common goal—substantially increasing student learning in all schools” 

(Johnson et al., 2005, p. 1). Through a variety of qualitative and quantitative methods, 

Johnson et al. have examined issues related to attracting, supporting, and retaining quality 

teachers in U.S. public schools. Their review of current research reveals that intrinsic 

(e.g., being with students, contributing to learning, developing new skills) and extrinsic 

(e.g., public recognition, salary, special responsibilities) rewards are determining factors 

that influence whether novice teachers remain in their schools and continue teaching. 

However, work conditions, relationships with colleagues, and class size are also 

“conditions of work that make the day-to-day experience of teaching pleasant or at least 

tolerable” (p.1). Thus, a set of complex factors must be considered as determinates by 

school systems as they attempt to develop strategies to retain good teachers. 

To explore and present the wide range of topics influencing novice teachers and 

retention, research conducted by Johnson et al. (2005) defined key terms and examined 

the “causes, effects, and extent of turnover, including its uneven impact on certain 

schools and regions and its costs for districts and students” (p. 4). Due to a focus on the 

career choices made by novice teachers, the purpose of this research was to “provide 

sensible recommendations for practitioners and policymakers, and to identify promising 

new directions for research regarding teacher retention and turnover” (p. 5). Consistent 

with Johnson and Birkeland (2003), the research conducted by Johnson et al. also 

provided a wide variety of perspectives and strategies central to policymakers and 

educators who are confronting national teacher shortages. 
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Johnson and Birkeland (2003) conducted their research by collecting longitudinal 

(1999 through 2001) data regarding novice teachers’ reasons for staying in their schools, 

moving to new schools, or leaving public school teaching within their first three years of 

teaching. Consistent with Johnson et al. (2005), Johnson and Birkeland found external 

factors and teachers’ personal experiences at school sites were major contributing factors 

influencing career decisions. Additionally, they found schools that were well organized, 

collegial, growth oriented, and supportive of novice teachers and student success were 

more successful at retaining novice teachers than those that were not so well organized. 

Johnson and Birkeland (2003) further asserted the professional standing of 

teachers in the United States has long been a precarious one in which the public does not 

view teaching as highly esteemed work. Additionally, regardless of how “well prepared 

and committed they may be, teachers have no assurance that they will succeed in the 

classroom because teaching, by its very nature, is unpredictable work” (p. 584). By 

interpreting patterns of leavers, movers, and stayers over the course of their study, 

Johnson and Birkeland found several clear lessons for principals, experienced teachers, 

district and local administrators, and state and local policymakers. Consistent with Clarke 

et al. (2002) and Sharpe (2006), Johnson and Birkeland proposed immediate action 

should be taken “to scaffold new teachers’ development and to enhance their experiences 

in schools, and policymakers must help to make teaching an attractive, accessible and 

financially rewarding career” (p. 606). The data revealed by Johnson and Birkeland were 

informative, provocative, and cautionary for policymakers and practitioners as they 

contemplate the needs of the next generation of teachers, and develop strategies to 
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provide appropriate levels of administrative support needed to retain novice teachers 

(Robertson, Hancock, & Allen, 2006). 

In addition to novice teachers’ perceptions of administrative support as a primary 

factor impacting decisions to stay or leave the profession, Robertson et al. (2006) found 

“serious problems resulted from the contrast between what novice teachers envisioned 

teaching to be when they were schoolchildren themselves and what they learned about 

teaching when they became teachers” (p. 34). While “college courses had provided these 

novice teachers with techniques to help students with a variety of learning styles and 

backgrounds, few novice teachers realized the complexity and difficulty of implementing 

these techniques…” (p. 35). During their study, Robertson et al. focused on why novice 

teachers became disenfranchised given the support provided by their administrators and 

schools. They discovered novice teachers’ recollections of their experiences as students 

often influenced their decision to enter the profession, a decision often conflicting with a 

reality where parents were unsupportive, students were unruly, and teaching assignments 

were difficult. Consequently, mentoring programs provided an invaluable support 

mechanism in which veteran teachers shared their experiences and knowledge with 

novices who needed to learn behavior management techniques, how to use their time 

effectively, and how to address parent issues. 

The realization that teachers perceived administrative support as “the degree of 

assistance offered teachers by the school administration” (Robertson et al., 2006, p. 34), 

informs and challenges administrators to provide different levels and types of support that 

meet novice teacher’s needs. When a perceived lack of administrative support was 

combined with the discontinuity between novice teachers’ visions of and the reality of 
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teaching, a greater understanding of why teachers leave the profession and the need for 

multiple levels of support within mentoring programs became clear (Robertson et al.). 

While research can provide valuable support for well-implemented mentoring programs, 

conclusions about an individual program are reliant on the program’s ability to meet the 

needs of novice teachers regardless of their formal preparation to enter the classroom 

(Smith & Ingersoll, 2004). 

According to Smith and Ingersoll (2004), as many as 50 percent of novice 

teachers leave teaching within five years of entering the profession and a significant 

correlation existed between likelihood of retention and scores on tests such as the SAT. It 

appeared the best and brightest among teaching newcomers are the ones most likely to 

leave (Smith & Ingersoll). Commonly recognized factors contributing to teachers’ 

decisions to leave the profession included administrative support, salary, movement of 

teachers from school to school (migration), emotional turbulence, and lack of adequate 

initial preparation (Darling-Hammond, 2003; Dove, 2004; Ingersoll, 2001; Johnson & 

Birkeland, 2003, Liston et al., 2006; Whisnant et al., 2005). 

To explore these issues, Smith and Ingersoll’s (2004) study investigated the effect 

induction has upon the retention of beginning teachers. By investigating what types of 

induction programs existed and to what extent they helped retain novice teachers, Smith 

and Ingersoll found that “having a mentor from the same field, having common planning 

time with other teachers in the same subject or collaboration with other teachers on 

instruction, and being part of an external network of teachers” (p. 706) had a significant 

impact on teacher turnover. The data also revealed a statistically significant relationship 
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between having extra help in the classroom (teacher’s aides) and the likelihood of a 

novice teacher switching schools. 

As proposed by Smith and Ingersoll (2004), discovering what types of “induction 

programs exist, and to what extent they help, are clearly fundamental questions for the 

field and for policymakers faced with decisions about supporting such programs” (p. 683). 

Consequently, addressing policy questions to reveal how mentors are selected, the 

optimum induction program length, and whether induction programs are particularly 

helpful for beginning teachers whose preparatory programs may have been weak, 

required additional data and more studies regarding the value added by induction 

program content. This growing interest in empirical mentoring and induction research 

continues to be instrumental to the identification of successful in-service professional 

development programs that keep novice teachers teaching and improving (Wong, 2004). 

Mentoring Programs 

To respond to the perceived shortfall of available teachers, the current policy 

trend is to attempt to increase the supply of teachers (Ingersoll, 2003). For some, this is 

the wrong approach to the wrong problem (Ingersoll & Smith, 2003), being conducted 

under the guise of the perception of a teacher shortage; “We have enough certified 

teachers; they’re just choosing not to teach!” (Ogden, 2004, p. 473) Yet, educators, 

administrators, education stakeholders, and policymakers are still being compelled to 

acknowledge staggering statistics related to teacher shortages and novice teacher 

retention (Berry, 2004; Billingsley, 2004; Brown, 2003; Hunter & Kiernan, 2005; Inman 

& Marlow, 2003; Johnson, Berg, & Donaldson, 2005; Johnson & Birkeland, 2003; Kajs, 
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2002). If enough certified teachers are truly available, just not willing to teach, then 

retention is a significant issue. 

Established traditional teacher education routes do endeavor to provide teachers 

with the basic pedagogical knowledge needed to teach diverse learners in a wide variety 

of settings. However, education administrators are also being pressured to retain teachers 

who demonstrate the ability to raise student scores but may not be considered highly 

qualified due to a lack of content or pedagogical expertise to teach their subjects 

(Brownell, Hirsch, & Seo, 2004). In response, a current professional development trend 

has taken form based on “support, guidance, and orientation programs—collectively 

known as induction—for beginning elementary and secondary teachers during the 

transition into their first teaching jobs” (Smith & Ingersoll, 2004, p. 681). 

In practice, one of the most significant tenets, and the dominant form of induction 

positively influencing novice teacher retention, is an effective mentoring program 

(Brown, 2003; Gow, 2006; Pitton, 2006; Shank, 2005; Smith & Ingersoll, 2004). 

Mentoring programs exist as formal and/or informal approaches or a combination thereof 

(Ennis-Cole & Lawhon, 2004; Rowley, 2000). While mentoring is commonly recognized 

as a collaborative relationship between a competent experienced teacher and a novice 

teacher (Kilburg & Hancock, 2006; Shank, 2005), there exists diversity among educators 

about the “range of practices and settings where the term mentoring is invoked and 

among the participants who call themselves mentors, mentees, protégés, etc” (Rix & 

Gold, 2000, p. 47). According to Ennis-Cole and Lawhon (2004), formalized mentoring 

structures assist in the acquisition of skills and knowledge regarding governance, 
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structures and operational protocols; informal structures promote well-being and 

emphasize nurturing, advice, and guidance. 

Mentoring programs are not a new concept. However, mentoring preparation 

programs have gained considerable momentum and greater support from school leaders 

while many states now promote or require induction programs that included mentoring 

(Berry, 2004; Brownell et al., 2004; Feiman-Nemser, 2003; Portner, 2005; Woullard & 

Coats, 2004). Learning through mentoring based on a social perspective “draws attention 

to the social construction of knowledge and of contexts for learning, and to the wide 

range of cultural practices and products that provide knowledge resources for learning” 

(Eraut, 2004, p. 263). Mentoring conversations facilitate collaborative and collegial 

environments leading to mutual trust, effective goal setting, problem solving strategies, 

critical reflection of mentoring models, and a joint enterprise of knowledge construction 

(Clarke et al., 2002; Musanti, 2004; Rix & Gold, 2000). 

Mentoring programs continue to be developed as primary mechanisms through 

which novice teachers gain practical knowledge and support. Accordingly, researchers 

continue to investigate how formally structured mentoring programs challenge novice 

teachers to participate in learning while mentors learn how to facilitate the mentoring 

process. Since “mentoring challenges the culture of teaching, placing mentors and 

mentees in unfamiliar, often uncomfortable roles” (Shulman & Sato, 2006, p. xiii), 

appropriate mentor training is needed that prepares mentors to engage in reflective 

practices (Harrison, Lawson, & Wortley, 2005), while conducting the multiple 

responsibilities associated with mentorship (Shulman & Sato). Opening up the discussion 
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about educative mentoring brings to the forefront a picture of mentoring as a social role 

characterized by professional practice and teacher growth (Shulman and Sato). 

Critical reflective dialogue by mentors, protégés, and their colleagues is known to 

promote norms and values within the professional community in which these individuals 

work (Carroll, 2006; Harrison et al., 2005; Liston, Whitcomb, & Borko, 2006). Mentors 

need to understand what happens when they move their role from the classroom to 

mentoring and collaborate with others as a form of professional development (Wong, 

2004). Accordingly, effective mentor training requires infrastructures with the intention 

of engaging novice teachers socially though a sustained departmental focus that embraces 

them as contributing members of a community of professionals (Harrison et al.; Liston, 

Whitcomb, & Borko, 2006; Rix & Gold, 2000). As posited by Hargreaves and Fullan 

(2000), mentoring in this sense “becomes not just a way of supporting individual teachers 

but also a device to help build strong professional cultures of teaching in our schools” (p. 

54) and “a pathway to knowledge construction while simultaneously helping to overcome 

teachers’ isolation within and outside of the work environment” (Musanti, 2004, p. 14). 

These socially constructed components are essential to successful mentoring programs as 

“mentors guide others during periods of transitions and identity formation” (Shank, 2005, 

p. 80), and as mentors support individual teachers while they help build strong 

professional cultures dedicated to the improvement of teaching and the development of 

change agents skilled at pedagogical practice and partnerships (Hargreaves & Fullan, 

2000).  

Beginning teachers need appropriate information about their profession from 

carefully selected and properly trained mentors (Harrison et al, 2005; Musanti, 2004; Rix 
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& Gold, 2000). Whether mentoring is informal or formal, mentors and mentees construct 

understandings and abilities by way of cooperative interactions and the negotiation of 

shared meanings in social contexts throughout the process (Musanti, 2004). By providing 

a non-intimidating positive relationship, protégés are more likely to have a successful 

training experience (Hunter & Kiernan, 2005). It is this type of mentoring that promotes 

professional competency and conveys a sense of the classroom realities teachers will be 

encountering. Without these essential characteristics, mentoring has the potential of 

becoming an unfulfilled attempt to perpetuate existing programs and serves a perceived 

purpose over time (Hunter & Kiernan). 

Viewing mentoring as a social construct reveals the impact interactive talk has 

over what mentors and mentees are able to learn though the process, and how they 

learned it (Carroll, 2006; Van Huizen et al., 2005). Through mentoring conversations, 

collaborative and collegial environments are facilitated, leading to mutual trust, effective 

goal setting, problem solving strategies, critical reflection of mentoring models, and a 

joint enterprise of knowledge construction (Carroll, 2006; Clarke et al., 2002; Rix & Gold, 

2000). These insights provide a foundation for sharing visions of good teaching, 

attending to teacher candidates needs as learners, discovering what good mentoring 

practice entails, and sharing teacher education program commitments. Carroll asserted 

“developing a sense of collective accountability among mentor teachers is a natural by-

product of negotiating the meaning of mentoring practice in the context of a community 

of practice” (p. 5), practices that constitute important implications for future mentoring 

programs. Additionally, mentoring conversations are strategies that benefit both mentors 
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and mentees while affording them an “opportunity to grow, develop and share their 

professional and personal skills and experiences” (Clarke et al., p. 276).  

Hargreaves and Fullan (2000) asserted transformative mentoring practices are 

needed to meet the needs of teachers in the 21st century as they transition through four 

broad historical phases: (a) pre-professional age, (b) age of the autonomous professional, 

(c) age of the collegial professional, and (d) the fourth professional age. Thus, new 

approaches need to promote conceptualizing mentoring programs as instruments 

explicitly designed to re-culture schools (Bruffee, 1999; Hargreaves & Fullan). As a 

member of the school community, the role of the teacher in school curriculum 

necessitates reflection on the way teacher education contributes to teacher qualities. 

Therefore, mentoring programs should no longer be viewed as an end in themselves 

(Hargreaves & Fullan); rather, mentoring programs should be recognized as a component 

of transforming teaching into a true learning profession (Huizen et al., 2005). This 

context of learning and development holds promise for education programs by integrating 

collaborative approaches and blending theory into practice while emphasizing personal 

development and reflective inquiry (Huizen et al.; Perry & Power, 2004; Pitton, 2006; 

Rix & Gold, 2000; Shank, 2005), all of which must be taken into consideration if schools 

are to educate and support novice teachers in the context their continued development is 

taking place (Liston et al., 2006). 

Mentoring Program Frameworks 

Liston, Whitcomb, and Borko (2006) suggested teacher educators need to speak 

out in an attempt to provide adequate support for teacher education in university-based 

teacher preparation programs. By reaching out to new program graduates, building 
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administrators, district administrators and program critics, the need to respond to their 

voiced concerns may help to identify deficits in program content and teaching skills. 

Since teacher education programs are being considered as a source of novice teachers 

who are unprepared for the challenges posed by their first years of teaching (Berry, 2004; 

Liston et al.), Whisnant et al. (2005) stated “beginning teachers—whether freshly 

emerged form the world of academe or first career entrants…are greeted by a world of 

keen expectations and challenging conditions different from those faced by their 

counterparts even a decade ago” (p. 24). 

As novice teachers need preparatory experiences to help develop a professional 

classroom identity (Liston et al., 2006), potential mentoring teachers and protégés need to 

be provided opportunities to understand the mentoring process through small talk, 

conversation, dialogue, reflection, and idea and resource sharing (Pitton, 2006). It is 

through shared experiences with experienced mentors that novice teachers develop 

explicit practical knowledge (Perry & Power, 2004). By accessing the minds of mentors 

through conversations that make practical knowledge development possible, pre-service 

teachers become engaged in systematic inquiry that clarifies teaching theories, explores 

their sense of self, and develops an awareness of and appreciation for inquiry. Viewing 

learning to teach through an inquiry lens reveals “learning to teach is not limited to 

mastering specific behaviors, but rather includes the study of diverse children, curricula 

and teaching strategies in context” (p. 129). While mentoring may be commonly 

recognized as a primary tenet of teacher support (Brown, 2003; Gow, 2006; Shank, 2005; 

Smith & Ingersoll, 2004), “without honest feedback from their mentors, mentees will find 
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it difficult to develop the skills necessary to respond to the challenges and issues they 

face in the classroom” (Pitton, 2006, p. 53). 

Designing a mentoring program framework that keeps novice teachers teaching 

and improving while meeting the current demand for highly qualified teachers requires 

strategies that support teacher learning (Brownell, Hirsch, & Seo, 2004; Fletcher & 

Barrett, 2004; Kajs, 2002; Sharpe, 2006; Wong, 2004). Complicating program framework 

development, “state and district administrators feel considerable pressure to recruit and 

retain teachers who can raise student achievement…while receiving confusing messages 

about how to do so” (Brownell et al., p. 56). Retaining novice teachers in the profession 

is important (Fletcher & Barrett, 2004). Conversely, “policymakers are communicating 

that pedagogy is essential when they describe qualified teachers as those who collect 

ongoing student assessment data to inform decisions about which scientifically based best 

practices are appropriate to use” (Brownell et al., p. 56). 

The success of novice teachers also determines the success and achievement of 

students (Wong, 2004); yet, many novice teachers may still be underprepared for their 

first teaching assignment despite having experienced proper training (Fletcher & Barrett, 

2004). Since the ultimate purpose of any school is the achievement of students (Wong), 

the mentoring relationship provides a “foundation for novice teachers to prosper in the 

teaching profession and to respond to the learning community’s need by becoming the 

mentor-teachers of the future” (Kajs, 2002). Therefore, designing and developing 

mentoring program frameworks requires addressing sources of collateral damage, 

identifying strategies that support learning, keeping novice teachers in the profession, and 

meeting the demand from highly qualified teachers during shortages (Brownell et al., 
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2004; Fletcher & Barrett, 2004; Kajs, 2002; Kilburg & Hancock, 2006; Sharpe, 2006; 

Wong, 2004). 

According to Portner (2005), “over the next decade, more than two million new 

teachers will find themselves facing a full classroom on their first day, charged with the 

mission of transforming it into a learning community” (p. 59). To support the growth of 

these novice teachers, leaders are needed who possess the ability to “form the bedrock of 

strong mentoring programs” (p. 4). Additionally, Portner believed program framers must 

account for current trends in seven critical areas: (a) who provides program leadership; (b) 

what standards/principles is the program based; (c) what types of teachers are being 

served by the program; (d) who are the program mentors; (e) how long is the program 

duration; (f) how will the program be evaluated; and (g) where does the program fit into 

the teaching profession? Clearly defining mentors/protégé definitions and roles allows 

program participants to come to terms with the structure by which mentoring programs 

are put into action. How mentoring programs pair novice teachers with qualified mentors 

constitutes a major piece of the program structure (Fletcher & Barrett; 2004; Gow, 2006; 

Kajs, 2002; Portner). 

For Portner (2005), issues arise when “mentoring is used as an isolated event” (p. 

44) rather than a mode of survival. The prevailing concept that mentoring is a panacea 

driven by hope and a good mentor creates a false vision leading to programs that fail to 

make the connection between well-executed professional development and student 

learning. While mentoring and mentorship are important, they must be part of an 

induction process driven by vision, mission, strategies, and structure if they are to be 

effective (Portner; Sharpe, 2006). Sharpe posited that theory and multimodal strategies 
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function to support learning in local and immediate contexts. Thus, by situating 

scaffolding within a broad paradigm of classroom talk, the joint construction of 

knowledge between mentees and mentors is supported (Bruffee, 1999; Carroll, 2006; 

Pitton, 2006; Rix & Gold, 2000; Sharpe, 2006). Sharpe (2006) further argued that 

whether designed in or contingent, scaffolding provides a means for teachers to design 

work to achieve specific outcomes and engage in strategies that increase the 

prospectiveness of questions. Through this type of discourse, communication between 

mentors and mentees is based on informed knowledge of prior experiences, interests and 

language learning needs as they engage in structured programs that “allow new teachers 

to observe others, to be observed by others, and to be part of networks or study groups 

where all teachers share together, grow together, and learn to respect each other’s work” 

(Wong, 2004, p. 52). 

Mentoring as Professional Development 

Most modern mentoring models focus primarily on the potential benefits to 

mentees (Gilles & Wilson, 2004); yet, a pedagogical discourse has emerged (Musanti, 

2004) emphasizing mentoring that provides veteran teachers, as well as novices, an 

opportunity to learn in collaborative cultures (Cornu, 2005). According to Gilles and 

Wilson, mentoring provides master teachers with benefits, rewards, and opportunities 

while removing the isolation many teachers often feel (Fletcher & Barrett, 2004; Lach & 

Goodwin, 2002; Musanti). Since mentors are important to the vitality of our teaching 

force (Gilles & Wilson), “inclusion of mentoring and collaboration as structural elements 

of in-service teacher development is a trend that continues to expand” (Musanti, p. 13). 
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Accordingly, educators are currently being challenged to work in new and collaborative 

ways with both their students and with one another (Cornu; Gilles & Wilson; Musanti). 

According to Cornu (2005), the “current trend in teacher development is the 

establishment of professional learning communities that provide a positive and enabling 

context” (p. 356) while facilitating teacher growth. This shift towards collegial learning 

may seem paradoxical given the commonly viewed practice of mentoring as an expert-

novice relationship. However, “much of the school reform work in the past decade has 

also focused on the development of skills as learning communities” (p. 356). These 

trends represent a shift away from traditional models of teacher development and 

mentoring, while highlighting the influence of constructivist thinking. Since teaching is 

now more complex than ever before, Cornu believed all teachers need support, which 

differs significantly from previous concepts of mentoring where only beginning teachers 

were seen as needing support (Hargreaves & Fullan, 2000). Ultimately, the aim of “peer 

mentoring is that pre-service teachers will have the confidence and willingness to 

participate actively in professional learning communities in the future” (Cornu, p. 364), 

while understanding that mentoring is at the heart of simultaneous renewal for both 

mentor and mentee (Gilles & Wilson, 2004). 

To further investigate the phenomenon of simultaneous renewal, Gilles and 

Wilson (2004) examined mentor growth and development in the context of an induction 

program in which mentors were released from classroom duties to mentor fellows, 

conduct professional development in their schools and work with their institution. 

Through this research, Gilles and Wilson discovered five “grand themes” leading 

participants to believe their professional development included: (1) new aspects of 
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learning/retooling, (2) expansion of their role beyond mentoring, (3) changes in their 

teaching worldview (understanding the big picture), (4) insights regarding the process of 

mentoring, and (5) an understanding of the impact of the program on themselves. 

While Gilles and Wilson’s (2004) research validated previously cited studies, the 

discovery of new understandings regarding exploratory talk as a means of creating new 

ideas through the brainstorming process helped teachers participating in mentoring 

programs to be more explicit and thoughtful. In practice, mentors and mentees become 

“aware that the act of brainstorming had helped them realize their growth” (p. 102). 

Critical reflective dialogue by mentors, protégés, and their colleagues also promotes 

norms and values within the professional community in which they work (Harrison et al., 

2005), helping mentors to understand what happens when they move their role from the 

classroom to mentoring and collaborating with others as a form of professional 

development (Musanti, 2004). Thus, effective mentor training requires infrastructures 

that engage novice teachers socially though a sustained departmental focus that embraces 

novice teachers as contributing members of a community of professionals (Harrison et al; 

Rix & Gold, 2000). 

According to Hargreaves and Fullan (2000) sustained mentoring “becomes not 

just a way of supporting individual teachers but also a device to help build strong 

professional cultures of teaching in our schools” (p. 54) and “a pathway to knowledge 

construction while simultaneously helping to overcome teachers’ isolation within and 

outside of the work environment” (Musanti, 2004, p. 14). Mentoring as professional 

development also creates opportunities to engage teachers in a variety of duties leading to 

a better understanding of schooling that increases their leadership potential, and creates 
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confidence in their abilities. Consistent with Musanti (2004), Gilles and Wilson’s (2004) 

findings supported the need to engage teachers in truly collaborative learning 

communities based on continuous shared knowledge and experiences.  

In practice, pedagogical discourse continues to emphasize mentoring and peer-

collaboration practices as key components of teacher education programs (Musanti, 

2004). However, mentoring programs are not just about supporting novice teachers 

though developed activities and coursework. Rather, mentoring programs are a means of 

making shared connections to the teaching profession through a collaborative collegial 

process as protégés engage in cooperative work and tackle challenging tasks (MCCE, 

2006). 

Factors Influencing Teacher Retention 

Novice teachers enter the teaching profession for a wide variety of reasons. They 

often “choose teaching on the basis of powerful visions, ideals, or beliefs about what 

teaching will be like and the role they will play in learners’ lives” (Liston et al, 2006, pp. 

353-354) and the intrinsic value of working with students (Woullard & Coats, 2004). 

Nieto (2003) believed “most teachers enter the profession for noble reasons and with 

great enthusiasm” (p. 15). According to Wong (2004), “They want training, they want to 

fit in, and they want their students to achieve.” (p. 47) Yet, the first couple of years of 

teaching are daunting and can be a nightmare (Erickson, 2004), so much so, teachers 

often perceived it as uncharted waters or a minefield (Gow, 2006) and left the profession 

for good. 

Many novice teachers are first generation college graduates who view teaching as 

a step up the socioeconomic ladder (Ogden, 2004) and formulate theories about teaching 
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based on experiences with their own teachers and remembrances of supportive 

environments during childhood (Robertson et al., 2006). They have expectations that 

their knowledge and skills afford them the right to make decisions based on professional 

judgment and the opportunity to organize and direct their own time and work (Inman & 

Marlow, 2004; Vail, 2005). These preconceived notions of what teaching is, or should be, 

often resulted in serious value conflicts that arise from what novice teachers envisioned 

teaching would be, as compared to what they learned teaching was once they became 

teachers. 

According to Whisnant et al. (2005), novice teachers “are being swept up by 

rapidly moving currents of change—in what they are expected to know and be able to do 

in the classroom, in national education policies, and in the population of students they 

serve” (pp. 1-2). In reality, the expectations for novice teachers may equal or exceed the 

expectations for experienced teachers in terms of student achievement (Fletcher & Barrett, 

2004). Since many novice teachers feel they are performing in isolation (Cornu, 2005; 

Erickson, 2004; Giles & Wilson, 2004; Hargreaves & Fullan, 2000; Lach & Goodwin, 

2002; Portner, 2005: Vail, 2005), unresolved value conflicts and lack of support create a 

revolving door; enthusiastic novice teachers entering, with burned out, discouraged and 

frustrated first-year teachers exiting for good (Erickson, 2004). 

Additional cultural factors that influence novice teachers’ decisions to stay or 

leave the teaching profession include age, gender, race, personal time management, 

classroom management, work environments, and qualifications (Billingsley, 2004; Inman 

& Marlow, 2004; Ingersoll, 2003; Ingersoll & Smith, 2003; Robertson et al., 2006). 

According to Billingsley, age is a factor consistently linked to the attrition and retention 
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of novice teachers; younger teachers are more likely to leave the teaching profession than 

older teachers. Novice teachers entering the classroom for the first time often experience 

feelings of inadequacy and mistakenly interpret their feelings as an indication they made 

an erroneous career choice (Inman & Marlow). Additionally, Billingsley believed 

personal factors including personal finances and perceived opportunities negatively 

influence novice teachers’ decisions to stay in the classroom. 

Classroom responsibilities are a dominating factor impacting novice teachers’ 

time as they attempt to bridge the gap between theory and practice (Ennis-Cole & 

Lawhon, 2004). While most novice teachers arrived at their first teaching assignment 

with a “tremendous enthusiasm for kids, and are in tune with the latest…education 

pedagogy” (Lach & Goodwin, 2002, p. 50), they may not have experience at preparing 

tests, writing lesson plans, or leading classroom discussions. Research into teacher 

retention demonstrates that work environments such as size, organizational, and 

emotional and administrative support are also important factors that influence teachers’ 

decision making processes (Billingsley, 2004; Ingersoll & Smith, 2003; Kilburg & 

Hancock, 2006; Johnson et al., 2005; Robertson et al., 2006; Rowley, 2000; Vail, 2005; 

Van Houtte, 2006). Further exacerbating these issues; “many teachers indicate their belief 

that educators are not accorded the prestige and authority which they express that they 

have earned and deserve” (Inman & Marlow, 2004, p. 611). 

In practice, “teacher education programs based on an explicit professional image 

of teaching…may be presented in such a way that serves trainees as a starting-point for 

clarifying their personal motives for entering teaching” (Van Huizen et al., 2005, p. 272). 

However, novice “teachers usually do not have many extrinsic rewards to count on—high 
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salaries, promotional opportunities, job security, and so forth—they need to achieve 

satisfaction from intrinsic sources, such as their work and their contact with students” 

(Van Houtte, 2006, p. 248). Yet, the intrinsic satisfaction of working with students does 

not always supersede the influence extrinsic factors have on novice teachers’ decision-

making processes. Consequently, the need to recognize the interpersonal and 

environmental factors influencing teachers’ decision to stay or leave the profession 

becomes more prominent as school districts and administrators endeavor to create 

mentoring programs that align with novice teachers’ expectations and convey a concept 

of professionalism through reinforcement of cultural values (Hunter & Kiernan, 2005; 

Whisnant et al., 2005). 

Missouri Career and Technical Education 

Historically, career and technical education (CTE) has provided a tool to help 

students identify and shape a career. While its foundation lays in general vocational 

courses (e.g., carpentry, machining, and auto shop), things have changed over the course 

of the last few decades. Advancements in information systems and technology have 

changed the face of CTE and contributed to its evolution over time to include criminal 

justice, education, and medical sciences with a long-term goal of preparing students for 

work and postsecondary careers upon graduation from high school (Gentry, Peters, & 

Mann, 2007). Thus, the broad concept of CTE continues to be rethought as students’ 

literacy needs, educational demands, and employment criteria change in accordance with 

advancements in technologies and innovations. 

Currently, the MODESE Division of Career Education oversees a wide range of 

programs that serve the needs of high school students, postsecondary students, adults, and 
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industry. The seven primary content areas include: (a) Agricultural Education, (b) 

Business Education, (c) Family and Consumer Sciences, (d) Health Sciences, (e) Trade 

and Industrial Education, (f) Marketing and Cooperative Education, and (g) Technology 

Education (MODESE, 2006a). The “division also administers community education 

programs; adult education services, including adult education and literacy; the high 

school equivalency testing program (GED); and workforce development (job training)” 

(MODESE, 2007, n. p.). Additionally, the division funds and provides support for the CE 

Mentoring Program for career education teachers (e.g., alternatively certified teachers, 

first-year educators, experienced educators teaching in a program area for the first time, 

educators returning in a program area after being out of teaching for five years or more, 

and educators returning in a new program area after an absence of five years or more), 

and teachers returning to the profession after extended absences. Only teachers from the 

seven specified content areas may participate. However, the CE Mentoring Program is 

voluntary and represents only one option to meet Missouri’s mandate that requires two 

years of mentoring for all new teachers. 

Missouri’s Career Education Mentoring Program 

To help develop and retain quality teachers, the Missouri Division of Career 

Education (MODESE), Division of Career Education, in cooperation with the Missouri 

Center for Career Education (MCCE), developed and implemented a CE Mentoring 

Program in 2003 that meets the requirements set forth in the Missouri Mentoring 

Program Standards (MODESE, 2006b). Consistent with Gow (2006), Missouri’s CE 

Mentoring Program constitutes a comprehensive program “based on the skills, content, 

and habits of mind that are the essential ingredients of good teaching” (p. 54). While 
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many of Missouri’s local mentoring programs are designed and established at the district 

level, the scope of these programs may be limited to orientations to school operations, 

rules, and guidelines. The culture of the school, the district, and the community may also 

be touched upon; however, in-depth training in content-specific instructional practices, 

student discipline and classroom management is often limited (MCCE, 2006). 

By statute, the framers of the CE Mentoring Program endeavor to provide 

assistance for novice teachers in Missouri based on professional development guidelines 

including the following criteria. 

In order to help beginning teachers polish their skills, improve their chances for 
success, and encourage them to stay in the profession, the school district will 
provide a professional development plan for each faculty member who has no 
teaching experience. The plan will address the teacher’s first two (2) years in the 
classroom, and the goals identified in the plan will relate to the evaluation criteria 
used by the district. Copies of the initial plan and all subsequent revisions shall be 
filed in the new teacher’s building to be readily available to the teacher and 
mentor for review and updating. 
 
Beginning teachers will participate in an entry-year mentor program, and will be 
assigned a mentor, who will initiate preparation of the beginning teacher’s 
professional development plan, and will help the teacher tailor the plan to his or 
her needs as soon as appropriate. 
 
Mentors must have five (5) years of teaching experience, and be willing to be 
trained as a mentor. The building principal will be responsible for selecting and 
placing mentors. 
 
The superintendent or his or her designee will notify the appropriate colleges or 
universities when their graduates are hired. A coordinated plan for seminars and 
visitations for first- and second-year teachers will be developed by the district and 
higher education representatives. (MODESE, 2006a, p. 113) 
 
Missouri’s CE Mentoring Program for career education teachers is unique in that 

it is the only statewide mentoring program. It is a program that brings participants to a 

central location where they are engaged in learning and interaction based on the specific 

program area they will be teaching. While local and in-district programs often provide 
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mentoring, many are unable to pair protégés with mentors by program and content area 

which makes it difficult to address the unique challenges posed by career education 

programs. The mentoring program is also unique in that it provides novice career 

education teachers with learning labs, clinical experiences, content specific 

assignments/activities, and discussions concerning job-placement expectations, all of 

which may not be possible in unstructured mentoring environments driven by non-

content area specific mentors. Thus, by providing support and funding for the CE 

Mentoring Program, the Division of Career Education also “seeks to support the protégé 

and the mentor in creating a professional learning team” (MCCE, 2005, p. 2). 

Contributors to the program and its activities include mentors, protégés, content 

experts, MODESE section staff, and MCCE staff. Experienced teachers from the 

profession are trained as mentors to communicate, collaborate, exchange ideas/strategies, 

provide encouragement to protégés, and consult with content experts when additional 

expertise is needed to buttress the mentor/protégé relationship. The content experts who 

participate in the mentorship process are individuals from the field who coordinate with 

MODESE staff, plan and deliver the meetings for their content area, collect and review 

information shared at initial and follow-up meetings, serve as informational resources in 

their content area, share information with program stakeholders and staff, and 

recommend future program changes (MCCE, 2006). 

Through the CE Mentoring Program, MODESE staff seeks to identify novice 

career education teachers and conduct district follow-up efforts to make the program 

available to as many teachers as possible. MODESE staff also attempt to ensure novice 

teachers have an opportunity to participate in the mentoring program, identify suitable 
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mentors, provide program management and development input, negotiate protégé/mentor 

issues, and provide expertise in content area expectations. MCCE staff support the 

mentoring program by scheduling and coordinating meetings for year one and year two 

of the program, preparing and disseminating program materials, managing contractual 

documents, authorizing payments and reimbursements, designing and implementing 

components of meetings, participating in mentor/protégé program evaluations, 

coordinating college credit opportunities when applicable, and managing, analyzing, and 

disseminating the program evaluation results (MCCE, 2006). 

The Teacher Mentoring Notebook (MCCE, 2006) provides the foundation for the 

two-year CE Mentoring Program. The notebook establishes structured experiences for 

years one and two based on “content area program standards, protégé’s classroom 

situations, strengths, identified needs, and prior experiences” (MCCE, 2006, p. 18). 

Structure for the mentoring team is provided by a Decision Points Checklist (p. 21) that 

helps to clarify and communicate norms while identifying potential protégé interests. A 

Planning Calendar (MCCE, 2006) is provided to keep track of agreed upon meeting 

dates and activities which are submitted to content experts for approval by May 15 of 

each year. Each protégé and mentor also collaborates to develop an Individual Mentoring 

Plan (p. 21). A list of Experience Suggestions (p. 24) provides protégés with suggested 

experiences that may be beneficial while allowing for flexibility in the structure of the 

mentoring plan. 

Additional program structure is provided though ongoing communications 

between content experts and mentors as to the progress of protégés. On-site classroom 

visits are conducted by both mentors and protégés while the person making the visit 
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completes a report that details the experience. Each spring online evaluations are sent to 

all program participants (mentors and protégés) by the MCCE to collect data regarding 

their mentoring experiences. The combined experiences detailed by the program help to 

provide focus, variety, flexibility, recordkeeping, and effective professional development 

opportunities based on individualized protégé needs (MCCE, 2006). 

Consistent with program recommendations revealed by the reviewed literature 

(Brownell et al., 2004; Fletcher & Barrett, 2004; Kajs, 2002; Kilburg & Hancock, 2006; 

Sharpe, 2006; Wong, 2004), the Missouri CE Mentoring Program provides an 

environment and activities where participant teams work together to provide support and 

solutions through a mentor/protégé relationship. A relationship committed to involvement 

in the mentoring process, taking responsibility, being an objective observer, asking 

questions, charting a course, networking, and taking risks. By creating quality mentoring 

relationships including disciplined planning, understanding, and the willingness to learn 

and teach, the framers of the program attempted to greatly enhance classroom 

understanding, planning, and reflective practices for protégés and mentors (MCCE, 2006) 

and promote critical reflective dialogue within the community of colleagues in which 

teachers work (Cornu, 2005; Harrison et al., 2005). 

Few teachers complete a pre-service program that fully prepares them to address 

the specific content standards their students are expected to master. The framers of the 

CE Mentoring Program realize novice and returning teachers need opportunities to 

acquire deep understandings of content, as well as opportunities to be mentored by 

teachers who model instructional practices aligned to the content area they will be 

teaching. Therefore, the CE Mentoring Program was designed to meet or exceed the 
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proposed stipulations set forth in Missouri 5 CSR 80-850.045 Mentoring Program 

Standards (MODESE, 2006c). 

New mentoring program standards for Missouri are being developed (Proposed 

Rule, 5 CSR 80-850.045); however, they are still in draft form as of the date of this 

proposal (N. E. Fedorchak, personal communication, April 16, 2008). If approved, the 

standards will establish new minimum requirements upon which mentoring programs in 

Missouri will be measured. As a program framework, the CE Mentoring Program 

constitutes an example upon which new programs, or programs needing improvement, 

may draw upon. Yet, to date, no in-depth analysis of the program’s effectiveness has 

been conducted. Establishing the connections between CE Mentoring Program 

participation and retention while exploring the factors that contribute to new and 

returning CE teachers’ decisions to stay or leave the profession was instrumental to the 

future structure and long-term sustainability of the CE Mentoring Program. The findings 

also provided insight into structured mentorship practices and the program content 

needed by new and existing mentoring programs in Missouri as they attempt to adhere to 

regulatory mandates. 

Summary 

The literature related to mentoring practices and programs in several distinct areas 

was reviewed in Chapter Two. By conducting this review a wide variety of perspectives 

that support the need to identify the influence Missouri’s CE Mentoring Program is 

having on the retention of novice career education teachers were discovered. Current 

trends in mentoring program development were also discussed and novice teacher 

retention strategies were explored in detail. The program frameworks and professional 
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development strategies revealed by the literature provided useful insight into successful 

program foundations, activities, and outcomes instrumental to this study. 

The literature reviewed in Chapter Two of this study focused on seven main 

topics: (a) teacher shortages and retention, (b) mentoring programs, (c) mentoring 

program frameworks, (d) mentoring as professional development, (e) factors influencing 

teacher retention, (f) Missouri career and technical education, (g) Missouri Career 

Education Mentoring Program. The research methodology and design applied to this 

study with an emphasis on a multiple methods approach to research were presented in 

Chapter Three. 
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CHAPTER THREE 
 

RESEARCH DESIGN AND METHODOLOGY 
 
 
 

Researching the influence mentoring programs has on the retention of novice 

career education teachers is possible through a variety of methodologies. Therefore, the 

materials presented in Chapter Three were focused on detailing the primary approach to 

research applied to this study. Consistent with Johnson and Onwuegbuzie (2004), a 

multiple methods approach to research (inclusion of a quantitative phase and a qualitative 

phase in an overall research process) was selected as the best mode to thoroughly 

investigate different phases of this study. 

The multiple methods approach to research allowed for comparisons between 

mentoring program participation, program completion and non-completion, and retention 

rates, while conducting a qualitative inquiry into factors underpinning novice teachers’ 

decisions to either stay or leave the profession. Consistent with Hammond (2005), the 

multiple method mode of inquiry provided “a new dimension of ease with which 

qualitative and quantitative findings are reconciled” (p. 242), while considering whether 

to “operate largely within one dominant paradigm or to conduct the research phases 

concurrently or sequentially” (Johnson & Onwuegbuzie, p. 20). 

To address ethical considerations and human subjects’ requirements prior to data 

collection, this proposal was submitted to, and approved by, the University of Missouri 

Institutional Review Board (IRB). All study participants were informed of their rights as 

human subject participants in research prior to being interviewed and required to sign an 

informed consent form (see Appendix A). The following sections include the statement 
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of the problem, research questions, population and sample, research design, an overview 

of the methodology, data collection and analysis, instrumentation, and a chapter summary. 

Statement of the Problem 

Despite considerable efforts to curb novice secondary career education teacher 

attrition through the development of structured mentoring programs and the 

implementation of mentoring program certification requirements, novice teachers 

continue to leave the teaching profession at notable rates. According to Smith and 

Ingersoll (2004), “high rates of teacher turnover can inhibit the development and 

maintenance of a learning community; in turn, lack of community in a school may have a 

negative impact on teacher retention, thus creating a vicious cycle” (p. 687). 

Concomitantly, the continuum of entering and exiting teachers negatively influences the 

depth and breadth of the development and retention of teachers who represent education 

content experts and present/future master teachers in Missouri. 

Research Questions 

The research questions for this study were designed to reveal descriptive 

quantitative comparison data regarding participation in the Missouri CE Mentoring 

Program and phenomenological qualitative data based on participants’ perceptions of the 

CE Mentoring Program, how they made sense of their program experiences, and what 

meaning they made of the experiences. The following research questions guided this 

study. 

1. What are the program completion rates for Missouri’s novice career education 

teachers who participated in the two-year CE Mentoring Program(s) ending 

the spring of 2006 and the spring of 2007? 
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2. How do retention rates for Missouri’s CE Mentoring Program participants 

(completers and non-completers) compare with third-year retention rates for 

all non-Career Education teachers? 

3. How do retention rates for Missouri’s CE Mentoring Program completers 

compare with retention rates for program non-completers for the academic 

years 2004-05 through 2005-06 and 2005-06 through 2006-07? 

4. How do retention rates for Missouri’s CE Mentoring Program participants 

(completers and non-completers) compare with the retention rates for career 

education teachers who opted to participate in a mentoring program other than 

the CE Mentoring Program (untouched) during the academic years 2004-05 

through 2005-06 and 2005-06 through 2006-07? 

5. What connections do Missouri CE Mentoring Program completers make 

between program participation and their decision to stay or leave the teaching 

profession? 

6. What connections do Missouri CE Mentoring Program non-completers make 

between program participation and their decision to stay or leave the teaching 

profession? 

7. What precipitating factors interacted with Missouri’s novice career education 

teachers’ decision to either stay or leave the teaching profession? 

Population and Sample 

This study focused on two distinct populations of Missouri teachers. Populations 

included (a) all Missouri career education teachers, and (b) all Missouri non-Career 

Education teachers in a given year. For the quantitative phase of this study, the retention 
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rate for all third-year non-Career Education teachers in Missouri who entered the 

profession in academic year 2005-06 (n=1,328) and returned to teaching for academic 

year 2007-08 was used as a comparison group upon which other career education teacher 

populations were compared. Sampled group retention rates for the Missouri career 

education teacher population were developed based on three groups. Due to the inclusion 

of all new career education teachers who were either program participants (completers 

and non-completers) or those who did not select the CE Mentoring Program as their 

option to meet state mentoring requirements (untouched) during the years under 

investigation, no statistical test of significance was warranted to make generalizations 

about the population under investigation. Therefore, retention rates and retention rate 

comparisons between groups were presented as percentages.  

Group 1 consisted of career education teachers who participated in and met all of 

the mentoring program requirements (completers), and career education teachers who 

participated in but left the mentoring program prior to completion (non-completers) 

during academic years 2004-05 through 2005-06. Group 2 consisted of career education 

teachers who participated in and met all of the mentoring program requirements 

(completers), and career education teachers who participated in but left the mentoring 

program prior to completion (non-completers) during academic years 2005-06 through 

2006-07. Group 3 consisted of all career education teachers for the academic years 2004-

05 through 2005-06 and 2005-06 through 2006-07 who did not participate (untouched) in 

the CE Mentoring Program. Groups 1, 2, and 3 were populated by new career education 

teachers who entered teaching through traditional teacher education and certification 

routes, alternatively certified teachers who were making the transition to teaching from 
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industry, returning teachers who may not have been teaching for a period of years, and 

teachers who may have been teaching non-Career Education content prior to changing 

their program content area.  

Sample selection criteria. The sample(s) for the quantitative phase of this study 

included all CE Mentoring Program participants (completers and non-completers) who 

participated in the CE Mentoring program during academic years 2004-05 through 2005-

06 (n =102), and 2005-06 through 2006-07 (n =126). The actual sample size for each year 

was determined by the overall size of the participating population for each year of the CE 

Mentoring Program(s) under investigation as reported by the Missouri Department of 

Elementary and Secondary Education (MODESE). 

Group 1 completers and non-completers participated in the CE Mentoring 

Program during academic years 2004-05 and 2005-06. Retention rates for Group 1 were 

based on their return to teaching for academic year 2006-07, following conclusion of the 

mentoring program ending the spring of 2006. Group 2 completers and non-completers 

participated in the mentoring program during academic years 2005-06 and 2006-07. 

Retention rates for Group 2 were based on their return to teaching for academic year 

2007-08, following conclusion of the mentoring program ending the spring of 2007. 

Retention rates for those career education teachers who did not participate in the 

mentoring program (Group 3) were also analyzed for the academic years 2004-05 

through 2005-06 (retained into 2006-2007) and 2005-06 through 2006-07 (retained into 

2007-2008) to make comparisons between program participants and non-participants. 

According to Collins, Onwuegbuzie, and Jiao (2006) appropriate sampling “is an 

important step in the research process because it helps to determine the quality of 
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inferences made by the researcher that stem from the underlying findings” (p. 83). 

Therefore for the qualitative phase of this study, program completers and program non-

completers were selected as a purposeful sample for personal interviews from Group 1   

(n = 10), and from Group 2 (n = 10). Consistent with Humphrey and Wechsler (2007), a 

purposive sampling strategy was used to meet practical study requirements. The sample 

was purposive in that the pool of potential candidates represented the range of CE 

teachers and sites that reflected the widest variation of the larger population under study 

(Seidman, 2006). 

Purposive sample participants were identified, located, and selected from the data 

pool provided by MODESE based on: (a) participation in either the CE Mentoring 

Program ending the spring of 2006, or the program ending the spring of 2007; (b) state 

regional representation; (c) career education program area (e.g., Health Sciences 

Education, Agriculture Education, Trade & Industrial Education, Technology Education, 

Business Education, Marketing Education, and Family and Consumer Sciences 

Education); and (d) the ability to participate in interviews within established timelines. 

Consistent with Merriam (1998), the purposive sample selection criteria listed “directly 

reflect the purpose of this study and guide in the identification of information rich cases” 

(p. 61). 

To create the pool of interview participants upon which study participants were 

drawn, an electronic call for participation letter (see Appendix B) was sent to all potential 

candidates. MODESE core data personnel provided email addresses and phone numbers 

for potential study subjects. The electronic call for participation letter was distributed to 

all career education teachers who participated in the CE Mentoring Program during the 
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academic years 2004-05 through 2005-06 and 2005-06 through 2006-07. The letter 

contained a short background of the study, an explanation regarding the purposeful 

participant selection process that would be applied, and a description of the potential 

benefits incurred by participating in the study. 

To indicate a candidate wished to be added to the pool of interview participants, a 

link hosted by the Missouri Center for Career Education was included in the letter. 

Accessing the link guided potential candidates to a Web-page that asked for updated 

contact information, their career education program area, and provided more information 

about the study (see Appendix C). Once the updated information was submitted, the 

candidate was added to the pool of potential interview participants. As appropriate, 

additional measures (i.e., personal phone calls) were made to ensure adequate program 

area representation in the pool of potential interview participants. A selection of potential 

study participants was identified through the voluntary self-registration process. 

Achieving an acceptable measure of program content area representation required 

the aggregate pool of study volunteers be divided into subsets based on program area 

emphasis (e.g., Health Education, Agriculture Education, Trade & Industrial Education, 

Technology Education, Business Education, etc.). Once divided into subsets, a purposive 

sample of twenty (n=20) research subjects were selected as participants to ensure 

program content area and statewide regional representation.  

Research Design 

The overall approach to this study was multiple methods. Historical quantitative 

data provided by the Missouri Department of Elementary and Secondary Education Core 

Data Division were analyzed to develop a baseline retention rate for all non-Career 
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Education teachers engaged in their third year of teaching in Missouri. The baseline 

retention rate was then compared with retention rates for career education teachers who 

either participated in and completed the mentoring program (completers), entered the 

program but did not complete all program requirements (non-completers), and career 

education teachers who did not participate in the mentoring program (untouched). 

Through the quantitative data collection and analysis process, this study also identified 

whether program participant retention rates were comparable to the retention rates for 

non-Career Education teachers and those CE teachers who did not select the CE 

Mentoring Program as an option to meet state mentoring requirements. 

The qualitative phase of this study explored how participation in Missouri’s 

Division of Career Education Mentoring Program for New and Returning Teachers 

(hereafter in this study referred to as CE Mentoring Program) was connected to program 

participants’ decision to either stay in or leave the teaching profession. By “extracting the 

significant statements, formulating meanings, and clustering themes of the original data” 

(Heppner & Heppner, 2004, p. 176), the data analysis and subsequent findings revealed 

by this study identified substantive theories and integrated frameworks (Heppner & 

Heppner; Merriam, 1998). 

Applying a multiple methods approach to research that incorporated quantitative 

modes of inquiry used to produce the empirical and descriptive data (quantitative phase), 

and qualitative data collection and analysis methods based on sociocultural theory 

(qualitative phase), was determined the most suitable approach to producing the 

phenomenological data sought by this investigation. To provide deeper insight into the 
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multiple methods approach to research (Hammond, 2005), the following section provides 

a detailed description of the methodologies applied to this study. 

Multiple Methods Overview 

Consistent with Patton (1997), at the design stage, a multiple methods approach to 

research was applied to this study to “fit together the insights provided by qualitative and 

quantitative research into a workable solution” (Johnson & Onwuegbuzie, 2004, p. 16). 

Combining multiple methods was pragmatic for this study “because each approach 

provides a different perspective on the topic” (Hammond, 2005, p. 241). 

Since each type of research method had its own limitations (Hammond, 2005; 

Patton, 1997; Preskill & Torres, 1999), applying both quantitative and qualitative 

research methods allowed for comparisons between program participant and non-

program participant retention rates while revealing the precipitating factors influencing 

novice teachers’ decision to continue in the teaching profession. Since the multiple 

methods approach provided a mode of discovery that revealed the influence novice 

teachers’ cultural underpinnings had on their decision to either stay or leave the teaching 

profession, combining multiple methods provided for a wider perspective of the data 

collected and influenced how the data were interpreted (Hammond). 

According to Marshall and Gerstl-Pepin (2005), quantitative methods are 

“powerful and useful for identifying larger, more sweepingly oppressive structures” (p. 

95). However, some researchers believe qualitative methods should only be used when 

quantitative data are limited (Heppner & Heppner, 2004). Since novice teacher mentoring 

represents a process of experiential learning conducted within a social learning context, 

mentoring requires engagement in active learning focused on reflective dialogue and 
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conversation (Bruffee, 1999; Pitton, 2006), a process not efficiently studied using 

quantitative methods. 

Even though objectivity was the primary mode of thought applied to the 

quantitative phase of this study, Patton (1997) posited that “at even the most basic level 

of sensory data, we are always dealing with perceptions, not ‘facts’ in some absolute 

sense” (p. 281). Therefore, this study placed emphasis on the human capacity to know 

and engage in introspection that allowed this practitioner to become empowered by 

“forming effective groups for collective action and reflection” (Patton, p. 102). By doing 

so, analysis of the qualitative phase data provided by novice career education teachers, 

and the subsequent findings, helped to validate substantive theories while promoting 

dialogue, discussion, and additional mentoring program research (Heppner & Heppner, 

2004; Johnson & Onwuegbuzie, 2004; Merriam, 1998). 

The qualitative aspects of this study were designed to reveal the CE Mentoring 

Program’s effectiveness regarding the retention of program participants into the first year 

following conclusion of the mentoring programs ending the spring of 2006, and the 

spring of 2007. Conducting this study also allowed for comparisons between a non-

random selection of study participant samples (i.e., completers, non-completers, 

untouched) in reference to program participation and increases in new and returning 

career education teacher job satisfaction indicators (Smith & Ingersoll, 2004). Through 

comparison of document reviews, survey self-report data, and personal conversations 

with protégés (Heppner & Heppner, 2004; Merriam, 1998), this research provided a lens 

leading to a deeper understanding of the “descriptive accounts, category construction, and 

theory building” (Merriam, p. 178). 
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The qualitative methods applied to this study revealed the primary tenets of 

successful mentoring programs that influence teacher job satisfaction. Consistent with 

Van Huizen et al. (2005), qualitatively examining the mentoring program and its 

influence on retention through a Sociocultural Theory (SCT) framework accentuated the 

“connections between individual functioning and development and the sociocultural 

practices in which individuals take part” (p. 288). 

The SCT framework also provided for questions and discourse regarding 

mentoring program experiences to occur while promoting social and cultural critique of 

the topic (Marshall & Gerstl-Pepin, 2005). By allowing study participants to tell their 

stories through interviews, they revealed details about their personal mentoring program 

experiences though a “meaning-making process” (Seidman, 2006, p. 7). 

Quantitative Data Collection 

The primary emphasis of the quantitative phase of the study was to develop 

descriptive statistics based on the analysis of historical data (Field, 2005; Heppner & 

Heppner, 2004). Conducting this phase required the investigation of Missouri’s career 

education teachers’ retention rates through methods designed to discover whether 

comparisons can be drawn as to why retention phenomena were occurring (Merriam, 

1998). Ultimately, applying a positivist paradigm and quantitative methods during this 

phase of the study allowed the investigator to stay distanced from the data, to maintain a 

methodological approach to reflexivity, to eliminate the confounding influences of 

unexpected variables (Coghlan & Brannick, 2005), and to credibly assess comparisons 

between groups (Field, 2005; Johnson & Onwuegbuzie, 2004). 
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To answer Research Questions 1 through 4, quantitative data collection and 

analysis methods were used to develop retention rate data (percentages) and make 

comparisons between CE Mentoring Program participation (completers and non-

completers), and career education teachers who did not participate in the program 

(untouched). To make comparisons, MODESE core data personnel provided a 

longitudinal dataset that revealed the current status of career education teachers who 

participated in the program during the years 2004-05 through 2005-06 and 2005-06 

through 2006-07. Thus, a means of identifying whether a teacher participated in the 

program and returned to teaching following their second year in the mentoring program 

was established. Program participation (completers’ and non-completers’) retention rates 

and how those rates compared with rates for non-Career Education teachers entering their 

third year of teaching (baseline) were then calculated by percentages. 

Qualitative Data Collection 

To answer Research Questions 5 through 7 of this study, the qualitative phase 

included collecting self-response data developed through personal interviews. Consistent 

with Hammond (2005), personal interview responses consisted of “detailed information 

specific to each individual and their particular context” (p. 242). Personal interviews were 

selected as the most appropriate means of “understanding the lived experience of other 

people and the meaning they make of that experience” (Seidman, 2006, p. 9), while 

building theories applicable to the social learning process. Furthermore, applying 

qualitative methods produced “a rich and holistic account” (Merriam, 1998, p. 41) of the 

interview data, and assisted in the creation of meaning in the context of the participants 

being studied. 
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Personal interviews were conducted with career education teachers (completers 

and non-completers) who participated in the two-year CE Mentoring Program during 

academic years 2004-05 through 2005-06, and 2005-06 through 2006-07. While 

interviewing only completers may have provided valuable feedback, without similar 

outcome data collected from both completers and non-completers, unambiguous 

conclusions about the value added to the program, or a lack thereof, would have been 

difficult to make (Smith & Ingersoll, 2004). By collecting participant level data, program 

participant’s backgrounds, perceptions of teaching, reasons for selecting the CE 

Mentoring Program as their mode of meeting state mentoring requirements, and 

perceptual evidence of program effectiveness were revealed. Additionally, the interview 

process applied to this study allowed the investigator to serve as a research instrument 

while remaining close to the data (Patton, 1997), and to apply inductive strategies to 

produce the descriptive information being sought (Merriam, 1998).  

Instrumentation 

The research method designed for the qualitative phase of this study was personal 

interviews (n=20) with a purposeful sample of career education teachers who volunteered 

to participate in the study. The teachers interviewed were selected from a list 53 career 

education teachers who voluntarily registered as potential study participants. To 

accommodate individual needs, the location for each interview was left to the discretion 

of the interviewees and efforts were made to agree upon a comfortable environment free 

from distractions. Consistent with Kruger and Casey (2000), personal interviews were 

scheduled to last no more than one hour and times were established based on participant 

convenience and whether the location would present barriers to the interview process. 
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The personal interviews were conducted between April 4, and April 22, 2008. The 

program content areas represented by the study participants interviewed (n = 20) included 

Agriculture Education (n = 3), Business Education (n = 4), Family and Consumer 

Sciences Education (n = 3), Health Sciences Education (n = 2), Marketing Education (n = 

3), Trade and Industrial education (n = 4), and Technology Education (n = 1). Ten of the 

participants entered teaching though traditional teacher education and certification routes 

while the remaining ten participants were alternatively certified. Seventeen of the 

participants indicated they had completed all requirements of the CE Mentoring Program 

(completers), while three identified themselves as non-completers. The interviewed 

participants represented five major regions of Missouri: (a) northwestern (n =3), (b) 

northeastern (n = 4), (c) central (n = 5), (d) southwestern (n = 4), and (e) southeastern (n 

= 4). Interviews were conducted at locations and times identified as convenient by each 

participant. Locations included unoccupied classrooms, personal residences, unused 

office spaces, and the researcher’s private office.  

The interview process began with a general overview of the study, an explanation 

of the interviewee’s role as a study participant, and an overview of the participants’ 

University of Missouri Institutional Review Board (IRB) rights as a human subject. Prior 

to beginning each interview, participants were required to sign informed consent forms 

which were retained by the researcher, and to provide verbal consent for the interview to 

be recorded. All 20 participants agreed to sign the informed consent forms and verbally 

consented to be recorded. Once all paperwork was discussed, signed and filed, the 

interview process was formally conducted. 
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A semi-structured interview protocol form (see Appendix D) provided a 

foundation of questions for the interview while allowing for additional questions by the 

interviewer and wider latitude of potential responses from participants (Kruger & Casey, 

2000; Merriam, 1998). Records of each personal interview were also retained through 

note taking and digital recording devices. Each participant was also required to provide 

written consent for the interview to be digitally recorded. For each interview, the 

researcher acted as the moderator and note taker. Interview times varied between 38 and 

77 minutes. The digitally recorded interview files and associated notes were assigned 

case numbers as a means of ensuring participant anonymity. A commercial transcription 

firm with no vested interest in the outcomes revealed by this study transcribed the digital 

recordings collected through the interview process. 

Data Analysis 

When multiple research methods are used to investigate the same issue, it is 

presumed the data ultimately must be reconcilable (Hammond, 2005). In the following 

section, the data analysis methods selected to evaluate and reconcile the results produced 

by the quantitative and qualitative phases of this study are described in detail. 

Quantitative Data Analysis 

The quantitative phase of this research required investigation of retention rates 

through methods suitable for the production of precise deductive data. The variables 

explored by this study were selected to produce data upon which comparisons could be 

made between multiple groups. The data analyzed consisted of historical data provided 

by MODESE core data personnel. 
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To make comparisons between CE Mentoring Program participation and retention, 

the data collected were disaggregated by program participation (completers and non-

completers) for CE Mentoring Programs ending the spring of 2006 and spring of 2007, 

and those career education teachers who did not participate in the program (untouched) 

for the academic years 2004-05 through 2005-06 and 2005-06 through 2006-07. Those 

teachers who participated in the program were considered retained if they were identified 

as having a current education assignment in MODESE core data the year following the 

two-year mentoring program’s end in the spring of 2006 (Group 1) and the spring of 

2007 (Group 2). Retention rates were calculated and reported as percentages. 

Establishing retention rates and developing comparison data were instrumental to 

investigating Research Questions 1through 4. 

Qualitative Analysis 

The raw data produced through personal interviews with study participants (MP3 

files) were commercially transcribed and converted to Microsoft Word® files suitable for 

analysis. A commercially available qualitative data analysis software (WordStat 5.1 & 

QDA Miner) was applied to identify emerging themes from the analysis of holistic data. 

Consistent with Heppner and Heppner (2004), this method facilitated the “naming of 

categories, determining the number of categories, and figuring out systems for placing 

data into categories” (p. 197). However, the credibility, transferability, and 

trustworthiness of the phenomenological data required a design that followed specific 

guidelines “ideally suited to understand the phenomenon under investigation” (p. 168). 

Ensuring credibility of the data required two-part coding systems, open and axial, 

which were used to sort and assign unique identifiers to the data making them easily 
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manageable during the analysis process (Merriam, 1998). Open coding involved the 

examination of minute sections of text made up of individual words, phrases, and 

sentences that allowed for the identification of categories, properties, and dimensional 

locations (Strauss & Corbin, 1990).  

To facilitate the coding process, WordStat 5.1 and QDA Miner analysis software 

were applied to the personal interview transcript data. Thus, the aggregate data were 

broken out into themes through the open coding process. Identified themes were labeled 

and then reassembled by the software using axial coding to connect emerging themes 

while conceptualizing the phenomena they represented (Heppner & Heppner, 2004). This 

open/axial paradigm model provided an organizing mechanism to connect identified data 

subcategories to a central phenomenon while helping the researcher systematically 

analyze data and pose questions about relationships between data categories and 

subcategories (Heppner & Heppner). 

To further ensure the trustworthiness of the themes identified, the data were 

triangulated using multiple data sources, historical CE Mentoring Program survey 

response data, personal interview transcripts, official mentoring program documents, and 

interview observations. Post-interview comments and meeting observations were 

recorded and used during analysis to increase the confirmability of the data (Heppner & 

Heppner, 2004; Seidman, 2006). This combination of analytic methods was instrumental 

to revealing major themes and categories inherent within the qualitative data collected 

while ensuring the validity and trustworthiness of this study’s findings. 
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Summary 

A detailed description of the multiple methods approach to research applied to 

this study was presented in Chapter Three. This included literature-based support for each 

phase of the study, the statement of the problem, research questions, population and 

sample, instrumentation, data collection, and data analysis. A multiple methods approach 

to research was explained, and the populations and samples for the qualitative and 

quantitative phases of this study were identified. The instrumentation used to collect 

quantitative historical data and the procedures used to conduct individual interviews 

(digital recordings) with voluntary participants were also discussed. Open and axial 

coding techniques and the use of commercially available services and software (WordStat 

5.1 & QDA Data Miner) were discussed as appropriate methods and tools to assist with 

data analysis. The results of each phase of this study and a detailed description and 

analysis of the phenomenological data produced were presented in Chapter Four. 
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CHAPTER FOUR 

PRESENTATION AND ANALYSIS OF DATA 
 
 

The purpose of this study was to investigate novice career education teacher 

retention as it relates to participation in Missouri’s Career Education Mentoring Program. 

Through the performance of this study, retention rates, both positive and negative 

precipitating factors, and the perceived impact the current program had on novice and 

returning career education teacher retention were identified. 

Conducting this study required the development of both quantitative and 

qualitative data. To acquire the data being sought, a multiple methods approach to 

research (inclusion of a quantitative phase and a qualitative phase in an overall research 

process) was applied to produce and compare retention rates, identify both positive and 

negative precipitating factors, and develop phenomenological data regarding participants’ 

perceptions of the impact the Career Education Mentoring Program had on their decision 

to either stay or leave the teaching profession. The presented quantitative and qualitative 

findings sections contain a synthesis of the data revealed by each phase of this study. 

Research Questions 

Answering Research Questions 1 through 7 facilitated the development of 

quantitative comparison data regarding Missouri CE Mentoring Program participation 

and retention while producing phenomenological data that revealed the connections 

program participants’ made between their program experiences, satisfaction with 

teaching as a career, and their decision to either stay or leave the teaching profession. The 

following seven research questions guided this study. 
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1. What are the program completion rates for Missouri’s novice career education 

teachers who participated in the two-year CE Mentoring Program(s) ending 

the spring of 2006 and the spring of 2007? 

2. How do retention rates for Missouri’s CE Mentoring Program participants 

(completers and non-completers) compare with third-year retention rates for 

all non-Career Education teachers beginning academic year 2004-2005? 

3. How do retention rates for Missouri’s CE Mentoring Program completers 

compare with retention rates for program non-completers for the academic 

years 2004-05 through 2005-06 and 2005-06 through 2006-07? 

4. How do retention rates for Missouri’s CE Mentoring Program participants 

(completers and non-completers) compare with the retention rates for career 

education teachers who opted to participate in a mentoring program other than 

the CE Mentoring Program (untouched) during the academic years 2004-05 

through 2005-06 and 2005-06 through 2006-07? 

5. What connections do Missouri CE Mentoring Program completers make 

between program participation and their decision to stay or leave the teaching 

profession? 

6. What connections do Missouri CE Mentoring Program non-completers make 

between program participation and their decision to stay or leave the teaching 

profession? 

7. What precipitating factors interacted with Missouri’s novice career education 

teachers’ decision to either stay or leave the teaching profession? 

 

 74



  

Quantitative Findings 

As a baseline for comparison, raw data were collected from MODESE’s core data 

division regarding the retention of all non-Career Education teachers who began their 

teaching career in academic year 2004-2005 (n = 1328). Of the 1328 non-Career 

Education teachers identified, 1037 had an education assignment for academic year 2006-

2007 and were considered retained, equating to a retention rate of 78.1%. Retention status 

for all of the CE Mentoring Program participant groups under investigation was 

calculated from data indicating they possessed at least a part-time educational assignment 

in MODESE core data the year following completion of the CE Mentoring Program, the 

spring of 2006 and the spring of 2007. While the focus of this study was teachers, 

individuals with administrative educational assignments were also considered retained. 

The quantitative phase of this study provided answers for Research Questions 1 through 4. 

Program Completion Rates 

The two-year CE Mentoring Program, ending the spring of 2006, was populated 

by 102 participants (completers and non-completers) engaged in their second year of the 

program. Of the one-hundred two participants, 95 completed all of the program 

requirements (completers) equating to a program completion rate of 93.1% for this group. 

The two-year CE Mentoring Program, ending the spring of 2007, was populated 

by 126 participants (completers and non-completers) engaged in their second year of the 

program. Of the 126 participants, 117 completed all of the program requirements 

(completers) equating to a program completion rate of 92.9%. 
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Program Participant Retention 

For the two-year CE Mentoring Program, ending the spring of 2006, 97 of the 102 

participants (completers and non-completers) were identified through MODESE core 

data as having an education assignment equating to a retention rate of 95.1% for the 

group. When compared to the statewide baseline retention rate for all non-Career 

Education teachers (78.1%), the program participant retention rate for the CE Mentoring 

Program ending the spring of 2006 (95.1%) revealed a 17.0% increase above baseline. 

For the two-year CE Mentoring Program, ending the spring of 2007, 122 of the 

126 participants (completers and non-completers) were identified through MODESE core 

data as having an education assignment equating to a retention rate of 96.8% for the 

group. When compared to the statewide baseline retention rate for all non-Career 

Education teachers (78.1%), the program participant retention rate for the CE Mentoring 

Program ending the spring of 2007 (96.8%) revealed an 18.7% increase above baseline 

(See Figure 1). 

Program Completer and Non-Completer Comparison 

For the two-year CE Mentoring Program, ending the spring of 2006, 95 

participants were identified as completers and seven were non-completers.  

Ninety of the 95 completers (94.7%), and seven of seven non-completers (100%), were 

identified by MODESE core data as having an education assignment the year following 

the end of the mentoring program in the spring of 2006. 

For the two-year CE Mentoring Program, ending the spring of 2007, 117 

participants were identified as completers and nine were non-completers. One-hundred 

thirteen of the 117 completers (96.6%), and nine of the nine non-completers (100%), 
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were identified by MODESE core data as having an education assignment the year 

following the end of the mentoring program in the spring of 2007 (See Figure 1). 

Figure 1 
 
Retention Rate Comparisons    
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Note: Baseline for comparison = 78.1% 
Participation includes completers and non-completers 
 
Program Participant and Non-Participant Comparison 

During academic year 2004-2005, 131 career education teachers were identified 

as first-year year teachers in Missouri who did not choose the CE Mentoring Program as 

their option to meet state mentoring requirements. Of the 131 career education teachers 

who did not participate in the CE Mentoring Program, 82 had a teaching assignment 

during 2006-2007 and were considered retained, resulting in a retention rate of 62.6%, a 

decrease of 15.5% when compared to the baseline (See Figure 1). When compared to the 

retention rate for career education teachers whose mentoring program ended the spring of 

2006 (95.1%), a difference of 32.5% was noted. 
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During academic year 2005-2006, 146 career education teachers were identified 

as first-year year teachers in Missouri who did not choose the CE Mentoring Program as 

their option to meet state mentoring requirements. Of the 146 career education teachers 

who did not participate in the CE Mentoring Program, 97 had a teaching assignment 

during 2007-2008 and were considered retained, resulting in a retention rate of 64.4%, a 

difference of 13.7% when compared to the baseline (See Figure 1). When compared to 

the retention rate for career education teachers whose mentoring program ended the 

spring of 2007 (96.8%), a difference of 32.4% was noted. 

Qualitative Findings 

Personal interviews were used as the primary method of collecting data from new 

and returning career education teachers who participated in the two-year CE Mentoring 

Program ending the spring of 2006, and the spring of 2007, during the qualitative phase 

of this study. The purpose of conducting the personal interviews was to develop data that 

answered Research Questions 5 through 7 while revealing the perceived connections 

made by participants between program participation and their decision to either stay or 

leave the teaching profession. As part of the study, both negative and positive 

precipitating factors that may have contributed to their decision were also identified. 

Data collection was achieved through personal interviews with a purposeful 

sample of career education teachers (n = 20) who volunteered as study participants. 

Between April 4 and April 22, 2008, 20 interviews were conducted with career education 

teachers who participated in the CE Mentoring Program during the years under 

investigation. The teachers interviewed were selected from a list of 53 career education 

teachers who voluntarily registered as potential study participants. To reflect the widest 
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variation of the larger population under study (Seidman, 2006), the selected interviewees 

were chosen based on: (a) participation in either the CE Mentoring Program ending the 

spring of 2006 or the program ending the spring of 2007; (b) program completion status; 

(c) career education program area e.g., Agriculture Education (n = 3), Business Education 

(n = 4), Family and Consumer Sciences Education (n = 3), Health Sciences Education (n 

= 2), Marketing Education (n = 3), Trade and Industrial education (n = 4), and 

Technology Education (n = 1) (See Table 1); (d) statewide regional representation; and (e) 

the ability to participate in interviews within established timelines.  

Table 1 
 
Program Content Areas Represented     (n=20) 
 
Content Area      Count 
 
Agriculture Education 3 

Business Education  4 

Family and Consumer Sciences Education 3 

Health Sciences Education 2 

Marketing Education 3 

Trade and Industrial education 4 

Technology Education 1 
   

Ten of the participants entered teaching though traditional teacher education and 

certification routes while the remaining ten participants were alternatively certified. 

Seventeen of the participants indicated they had completed all requirements of the CE 

Mentoring Program (completers), while three identified themselves as non-completers. 

The interviewed participants (15 females and 5 males) represented five major regions of 
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Missouri: (a) northwestern (n =3); (b) northeastern (n = 4); (c) central (n = 5); (d) 

southwestern (n = 4); and (e) southeastern (n = 4). Sixteen of the study participants were 

currently teaching at High Schools while the remaining six were teaching at Career 

Centers and/or Area Vocational Technical Centers. Ten participants represented the 

program ending the spring of 2006, while the remaining ten were from the program 

ending the spring of 2007 (See Table 2). 

Table 2 

Participant Demographics   (n=20) 
 
Characteristics     Count 
 
Females 15 

Males   5 

Alternative Certification Route 10 

Traditional Certification Route  10 

Program Completers 17 

Program Non-Completers  3 

Northwestern Region  3 

Northeastern Region  4 

Central Region  5 

Southwestern Region  4 

Southeastern Region  4 

High School Teachers 14 

Career Center/Area Technical Centers   6 

Program Ending 2006 10 

Program Ending 2007 10 
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Interviews were conducted at locations identified as convenient by each 

participant including unoccupied classrooms, personal residences, unused office spaces, 

and the researcher’s private office. Prior to beginning each interview, all study 

participants were informed of their rights as a human subject in research and provided 

time to review and ask questions regarding the informed consent form. For each 

interview, the researcher retained a paper copy of the informed consent form, and 

recorded verbal consent for the interview process to be recorded. Informed consent forms 

and verbal consent were received from all 20 interviewees. 

The interviews were conducted using a recording device that produced digital 

audio files. The digital audio files were professionally transcribed and converted to 

Microsoft Word® files suitable for analysis. After the transcription process was completed, 

the files were returned to the researcher via a secure file transfer protocol (FTP) process 

to protect the integrity of the data and maintain participant confidentiality. Upon receipt, 

the Word files were uploaded into commercially available software (WordStat 5.1 and 

QDA Miner) for data coding and further analysis. 

The interview process was guided by a semi-structured interview protocol (See 

Appendix D). The protocol consisted of general questions that identified participant 

demographics (e.g., years teaching, content area, courses taught, etc.), and was designed 

to reveal a deeper understanding of the participants, personal thoughts, perceptions, 

experiences, and meaning making regarding the CE Mentoring Program. While the 

protocol provided a guide for the interview process, it did not restrict the participants 

from deviating from the questions and providing information they believed needed to be 
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included in the data. Given the freedom for participants to engage in open conversation, 

interview times varied between 38 and 77 minutes. 

Data Coding and Analysis 

Coding the data revealed several emerging themes of information that were 

collapsed into four major categories: (a) acculturation, (b) conflicting values and beliefs, 

(c) unclear expectations, (d) program pedagogy, and sub categories. The categories 

identified overlapped and intertwined in a variety of ways. For example, the personal 

values and beliefs of a program participant often emerged as important in both their 

ability to acculturate to teaching as a profession and their expectations of the added value 

of participating in the CE Mentoring Program. With the aide of qualitative software 

(WordStat 5.1 and QDA Miner), the emerging categories and sub-categories were 

visualized as: 

 Acculturation 

 Conflicting values and beliefs 

 Unclear expectations 

 Program pedagogy 

 program satisfaction 

 mentor pairing 

 content appropriate 

 accountability 

The details by category and the connections made to the CE Mentoring Program by study 

participants are reported as follows. 
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Acculturation 

The term acculturation connotes concepts and definitions that vary in the 

literature (Bruffee, 1999; Fiske, 2002; Nuñez, 2004). For the purpose of this study, 

acculturation was operationally defined as a relative measure of the way new and 

returning teachers adapt to individual educational environments and come to embrace a 

variety of views on teaching while maintaining their own personal values. Ideally, the CE 

Mentoring Program would consist of varied components including the content area 

expertise needed by new teachers transitioning from an educational environment 

(traditionally certified), and the legitimate teaching pedagogy (Feiman-Nemser, 2003; 

Fletcher & Barrett, 2004; Whisnant et al., 2005) needed by career education teachers 

entering the teaching profession from alternative routes (alternatively certified) 

(Fedorchak, 2001; Washer, 2000). 

Whether traditionally or alternatively certified, the response data provided by the 

sampled teachers indicated that becoming acculturated to the teaching environment offers 

a wide variety of diverse challenges. In their perceptions, the amount of time and the 

associated workload teaching, as a career, entails is connected to teacher satisfaction and 

retention. The time commitments required to effectively manage a new teacher’s 

workload were identified by 19 of the 20 teachers interviewed (95%), as one of their 

greatest challenges. 

The data also revealed that a new teacher’s first assignment is often conflicted by 

preconceived notions of what teaching should be when compared to what was expected 

of them once they became a teacher. Case 17 personalized this conflict by stating: 

It [teaching] is the hardest job I have ever had. I think I definitely see it 
from another side of the spectrum. I used to be one of those people saying, 
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oh, you have all summer off, so what [are] you complaining about? And 
you really don't have all summer off, you're working constantly, you're 
around to develop new curriculum, to get more training yourself. I just 
finished my Master’s [degree] last May. So, it's one of the few professions 
that require you to be a lifelong student yourself. Like I said, it's the 
hardest job I've ever had! I am never really away from it. I am constantly 
taking stuff home with me or going to bed at night thinking, oh my God, 
what am I going to do the next day? I didn't really experience that when I 
was working nine to five for someone else in industry. 
 
The preconceived perception of teaching as a nine-month commitment emerged 

as a confounding component retarding the acculturation process while adding frustration 

that may lead to attrition. “It's not nine months….Even if you don't coach, it's not nine 

months” (Case 12)! Case 1 added, “I am married with two kids and now work more time 

for less pay because I spend my weekends at the school or grading papers at home.” 

Conversely, for some teachers, the amount of time devoted to teaching and the perception 

of what is an acceptable workload may stem from intrinsic motivations and beliefs. As 

stated by Case 3: 

I think the workload is something you put on yourself, not necessarily 
[that] the school is demanding all of that. For me, time is the issue…not so 
much the workload because I am not afraid of the workload and I enjoy 
the work. 
 

Similarly, Case 14 who was alternatively certified and came to teaching from industry 

asserted: 

The time element is something that is interesting to see how other teachers 
react to it. For me, if this is what I chose to do, and if it takes extra hours, 
it does. But that's what I chose to do and it's not a total stress, even though 
this time of year is really tough, but it's interesting to hear other people 
who are currently teaching and they've been in industry before. I had a 
former principal who was in industry and she said teachers are the hardest 
working people I've ever worked with; they have the best time 
management skills that I've ever seen and ever worked with, and it's 
significant. 
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Classroom responsibilities are a factor often connected to novice teachers’ time 

commitments. Becoming acculturated to the workload for some of the new teachers 

interviewed often translated to unexpected and required extracurricular activities. Case 5 

proposed: 

The amount of work I put into the extracurricular [activities], just wasn't worth it. 
I told them [administrators], when I look back on my life, I would like to say I 
was a great parent instead of my kids saying [mom] was a really good teacher and 
spent a lot of time in school but did not get to raise her family. Because it's not 
worth it for me to stay up here [working] after my kids are in bed. 
 
Case 16 mirrors Case 5’s sentiments by stating, “I have a mega-load of 

extracurricular activities I am in charge of because of being a small school. It takes a lot 

of time; my [students] are very active so there are a lot of extracurricular things they are 

involved in.” Similarly, Case 3 said “there just isn't enough time to get the program like 

you want it to be, the kids involved the way you want. Even parents don't have enough 

time to get involved the way they used to be.”  

In particular, some participants believed the additional commitments required of 

career education teachers equated to disproportionate time requirements. While making a 

comparison between teaching career education courses and traditional academic content 

areas, Case 4 revealed “workload is one of the reasons why I wanted to switch to 

Math….so I can leave [work] when everyone else gets to leave versus stay here and work 

on all these other projects.” Case 9 added: 

Teaching is more of a challenge for me now that I am in a career 
education program than it was in the English program. With English, you 
may have mounds and mounds of papers to grade, but you can manage 
that on your own time. With career education programs, between CTSOs 
[Career and Technical Student Organizations] and all...and we create 
products in my class that take a lot more time. Sometimes I do have to set 
limits... I just finally have to draw the line and say it's more important to 
my family…and school has to get less of my time. 
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The teachers interviewed connected emotional and administrative support with 

their ability to become acculturated to teaching environments. Sixteen of 20 study 

participants (80%) indicated they were receiving the administrative support needed to 

maintain their programs: 

My director has been here all four years that I've been here—I'm not sure how 
long he's been here—but he's been here a long time. I think he's very supportive. 
He's very, you know, very strong on supporting all the teachers in the building 
and everything like that. I don't have any complaints! (Case 12) 

 
Yet, acculturating oneself while transitioning from an industry working environment to 

an educational environment was often frustrating for alternatively certified teachers 

during their first teaching assignments: 

I had administrators that were not very supportive of the program itself or 
receptive to my issues. I was used to working with a board of directors and 
reporting to a board…so, the education system was very difficult in that situation. 
(Case 11) 
 
In industry, if I have a computer problem I would pick up the phone and 
call the IT guy, he's here in 10 minutes and fixes it. Here at the school, our 
IT guy doesn't do that. Literally doesn't! This year I put in a work order at 
the first of the year, the tower disappeared about two months later and I 
still haven't seen it, okay. So, there literally is a huge lack of support! 
(Case 10) 
 
Administrative support emerged as an issue for three of the alternatively certified 

teachers (30%) and one traditionally certified teacher (10%) who participated in the study. 

Overall, the perception of administrative support as reported by participants reflected that 

“the administration here is great” (Case 7); “I’ve always felt I had excellent support in 

my program area when compared to the core academics across the street at the High 

School” (Case 17). Yet, the emotional support sought by some of the participants was not 

always evident. Sometimes meeting institutional needs such as Missouri School 
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Improvement Program (MSIP) requirements were identified as the catalyst for support 

that may not have otherwise been provided: 

Here they do support me, if for nothing else, they do it because they need 
it for MSIP. And that's probably a little bit sarcastic on my part, or cynical 
on my part, but I do know we were losing out with MSIP, so they support 
me. (Case 17) 
 
I think that during my first year or so, I really felt like I just went to my 
room, did my teaching in isolation, and then went home. I never really had 
that moral support to know that I was not alone, or just to answer the little 
questions that arose because I didn't understand the language or I didn't 
understand who DESE was, or what a vitae was, or MOACTE [Missouri 
Association for Career and Technical Education], and MSIP, and tips and 
flips and all these other things. I think that was the thing about being a new 
teacher that bothered me the most. (Case 1) 
 
Program connections. The mentorship experiences discussed by interviewees 

revealed that much of their learning as new teachers emerged from reflective dialogue 

and conversation with mentors: 

The most significant thing I gained from the program was the 
conversations and communication with my mentor and becoming aware of 
a wider network of teachers and maybe organizations! I found I had 
support from people all over Missouri that taught the same subject as I did. 
This was the most beneficial not only for support, but to be able to say I 
need to bitch, but it was also the support of not having to redo curriculum 
that already existed. (Case 1) 
 

Engagement in the socially constructed aspects of the CE Mentoring Program also 

contributed to the acculturation of new teachers by providing them with the information 

and support needed to improve their teaching skills and understanding of pedagogical 

practices. As stated by Case 19: 

I think I would have felt more overwhelmed with teaching and education 
terminology if not for the program. I know my background is different 
than some and I know different things are going to help different people, 
but those were the things that would have really been much more of a 
challenge if I hadn't had somebody to tell me what they meant. Especially 
the stuff related to educational jargon and educational paperwork. Then 
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there were the conversations with my mentor, all those things kind of 
helped me. 

 
Case 11 added: 
 

I didn't have many of the classroom issues that I feel most 21 or 22 year-
old kids have coming out of college and trying to teach high school might 
have. The biggest impact on me was just helping with the program set up 
through the vocational area. I had no experiences implementing a 
vocational program class yet. So, my mentor considerably stepped in there 
and helped me with learning what DESE's role with me was as an educator. 
 
Interview data indicated that participation in the CE Mentoring Program helped 

new career education teachers acculturate themselves to the teaching environment and 

guided them during this period of identity formation. In some cases, the social aspects of 

the program included relationship development beyond the confines of the 

mentor/protégé structure. Case 17 avowed:  

When I came to public education, I would have spent hours trying to sift 
through all of the things that were necessary to meet the challenges of 
becoming departmentally approved because I had to start at square 
one…I've never talked to DESE before in my life. I think just knowing 
how and who to talk to helped immensely and especially if I was a new 
teacher, having somebody at DESE to help me sift through all of that 
helped a lot. 
 

Case 20 reported: 
 

You know, probably one of the other big things is networking. I made 
friends with the ladies at DESE who were big helpers to me. It wasn’t just 
my mentor, but DESE and other people from all over the state that were 
very helpful to me. They made me aware of a lot of resources that were 
available to me. 
 
While “DESE does a great job for career and technology education by supporting 

us statewide with discussion groups and resources online” (Case 17), the interview data 

brought to light additional social aspects of mentorship. These social elements of the CE 

Mentoring Program through mentorship in practice were positively connected to the 
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retention of new Career education teachers beyond their first year of teaching. As stated 

by Case 16: 

I am a very task oriented person and I want everything perfect. Of course, 
we all know that is not always true in a teacher's world. I went to the [CE] 
program to learn. If I wouldn't have had a mentor that knew my content 
area and understood the vocational side of things, I don't think I would 
have lasted the first year. 
 
As reported by interviewees, exposure to commonly used teaching terms and 

language through conversation between mentors and protégés was a valued component of 

the acculturation process. According to Case 19: 

The [CE] mentoring program made me more comfortable, especially with 
the lingo issue. I was already very comfortable with my content and was 
ok with the school environment. But becoming an educator as opposed to 
being a construction worker, the program helped me adapt to a lot of the 
things associated with that. Because of it [the program], I didn't feel like I 
had as many surprises. 
 
This level of support was a key factor in the acculturation of the interviewed 

teachers as they struggled to find their place in the classroom; “my mentor gave me more 

confidence to be in the classroom because I could quickly talk to somebody else that 

could give me guidance about what I needed or what to do” (Case 16). While the 

challenges posed by time, language, administrative support, environment, culture, and 

workload were revealed as factors impacting the acculturation process, the data also 

exposed conflicting values and beliefs as contributors to the attrition of new career 

education teachers. 

Conflicting Values and Beliefs 

Conflicting values and beliefs emerged as a category primarily through the 

personal visions of teaching expressed by participants, and their reasons for staying in 

teaching despite considerable challenges. The interview data indicated that new teachers 
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entering the profession expected their judgment to be respected and to be treated as 

professionals. Yet, some of the new teachers interviewed still believed “the teaching 

profession doesn’t get the respect deserved and we do deserve to be treated more as 

professionals than we are by the community and from the parents” (Case 4), or the 

recognition warranted by their efforts: 

I just want recognition for the hard work that I do. You don't always want 
to go to the principals office just because you did something wrong. So, I 
guess recognition that teachers are often bombarded with things to do, 
with little or no thank you is what works best for me. (Case 1) 
 
The visions of teaching as a career expressed by interviewees were instrumental 

in the identification of the types of intrinsic rewards that motivated them, and the needed 

support provided by mentoring programs. While some participants indicated they clearly 

understood teaching as a career; “I come from a family of seven children, five of us are 

teachers. The two who aren't teachers married teachers. So, I just come from a long line 

of educators” (Case 12), frustration with the realities of teaching were expressed: 

Before I started [teaching], I was looking at not working weekends, no 
working holidays; no being on call is what I was thinking. In addition I 
thought I would have some sort of benefits as far as insurance and 
monetary. I didn't realize the pay would suck so badly, the insurance 
would cost so much at the time, or the weekends would be filled with the 
stuff new teachers have to do. (Case 15) 
 
Instances of teaching as a career arising out of circumstance were also revealed; 

“becoming a teacher was kind of an accident. I played softball and the coach got fired. I 

filled in [as coach] and liked it. So, I declared an education major because I enjoyed the 

coaching aspects of teaching” (Case 12). While some new teachers may be entering the 

profession for noble reasons; “when you get to see the look on their face that a light bulb 
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has come on, that is rewarding to me” (Case 16), other possible pathways to teaching 

career education programs were also discovered: 

I figure it was divine intervention. You can laugh at that or not! The 
factory where I worked had a downturn, filed bankruptcy, and soon I was 
gone. The people here at the school heard I was working at a factory and 
they called and asked if I wanted to come up and teach their program here. 
I figured there was a reason they asked, so I came up here just to try it out. 
That was four years ago. (Case 20) 
 
Personal finances in relation to interviewed teachers’ perceptions of teaching as a 

career were also discussed. The amount of money commonly earned by teachers was 

identified as a problem: “If I made enough money, there would be no question. I would 

stay here until I rotted, or until they kick me out” (Case 20); “the money issue, you know 

and I know and it would be very nice to make more money” (Case 12); “I am married 

with two kids and now work more time for less pay because you go home and spend your 

weekend at the school or grading papers” (Case 1); “it's definitely not the money that 

keeps me in teaching” (Case 11). However, participants identified intrinsic rewards most 

often as the factor that tipped the scales in the conflict between career and financial needs.  

As stated by Case 16: 

It [teaching] was a job that fit well with my family and our goals and I 
think that it is one of the most rewarding jobs you can have. I mean, I 
worked in industry for a lot more money than I am making now but the 
rewards were not as great. When you see a student achieve or place at a 
contest or get the look on their face showing a light bulb has come on; that 
is rewarding to me! 
 
Interview data uncovered that study participants often chose teaching based on 

visions of the role they would play in student’s lives; “I have always enjoyed the aha 

moments when students are getting it or they tell me something happened the other day 
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and it happened exactly the way you said it was going to happen" (Case 1). When queried 

as to the choice of teaching as a career, Case 9 responded: 

I know in a hokey way, I think I really make a difference. I really care 
about my students and I want them to care too. I graduated from this High 
School, so I want to see them have the same opportunities that I had to 
succeed. Kids [students] that I had the first year I taught here still come 
back and visit, and they hug me. In fact, last year I got a letter from a girl 
that had finished her doctorate degree and wrote a nice little note back to 
thank me for helping. I thought, oh, that was my warm fuzzy for the day! 
 

The interview response data also revealed that new teachers believe the rewards 

associated with teaching are a reflection of the amount of effort put into being a quality 

teacher. 

As stated by Case 7: 

Kids [students] will get out ten times more than what you put into teaching, 
regardless of the class. If you're engaged and supportive, they [students] 
are going to absolutely love being around you. But, if you are not, they 
aren’t either. That's why teachers quit and that's what keeps teachers 
around. Whether you are one of those people [teachers] that are engaging 
and show students respect. I think I do show students respect and I think I 
get a lot of students who want to work hard for me. That is who I am; I 
couldn't see myself doing anything else. 
 
While fifty percent (50%) of the teachers interviewed were traditionally certified, 

only twenty-five percent (25%) indicated they had an informed concept of teaching prior 

to beginning their first year. Thus, misplaced beliefs about teaching as a profession were 

alluded to by both traditionally and alternatively certified teachers: 

I did a lot of training where I was working so I thought I was prepared for 
the classroom…I thought I knew what teaching was like before I started. I 
guess my perception was that teaching would include teaching kids how to 
think on their own and learn without always having to spoon-feed 
information to them. Leaving the corporate world into the education world, 
there's a lot of differences and sometimes I feel a lack of efficiency. 
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Case 5 added, “I thought I had a pretty good idea, but now, I'm not quite sure if you could 

ever have a true idea of what teaching is going to be like until you get in the classroom.” 

Program connections. In their struggle to reconcile the realities of teaching with 

preconceived beliefs and values, the interview data indicated that mentors played an 

important role in helping new teachers interpret their feelings. Referring to the first year 

of teaching career education coursework, Case 2, who was experiencing conflicted 

feelings regarding teaching abilities, reported: 

My mentor kept telling me to be patient and things would work out; you 
just wait! She was right. Things wouldn't have happened the way they did 
had my mentor not gave me the guidance that I needed, to know how to 
set things up the right way and how to get things rolling the right way. She 
has just been awesome! I now know there is no satisfaction like the 
satisfaction of teaching. 
 

Mentoring relationships allowed new teachers to make connections between their 

personal classroom experiences and those of teachers with extended careers. Doing so 

helped put their own situational experiences into perspective and increased satisfaction 

levels. As stated by Case 1: 

For me, the encouragement was learning that after 20 or so years, you still 
may not have an answer for how you handle discipline in your classroom. 
So how do you manage your classroom? There is always going to be a 
good year and then a bad year and that type of thing. But, it was nice for 
me realize that I am not the only one. I wish I would have had a mentor 
earlier instead of just sticking you up in a room and letting you do 
however you think. 
 
Through collaboration with their career education mentors, the study participants 

found a means to vocalize their issues and resolve conflict without impacting their work 

environment. As proposed by Case 13: 

The first thing new teachers need to do is take a deep breath. Talking to a 
mentor outside of your district helps. You don't always want to say 
everything to someone in your district, so yeah it's nice to have somebody 

 93



  

outside. When you get frustrated with something that's going on in your 
district, they may not be able to help you change it, but at least there's that 
sounding boarding that's not directly involved. 

 
Case 14 added:  
 

Sometimes there’s a kid here at your school that you don't want to talk about 
locally, but you can talk to a mentor from another area that is with the statewide 
[CE] mentoring thing [program] and not mention any names, or not mentioning 
anything about the kid, not going against any privacy laws, just venting. 

 
Case 15 admitted that, “Sometimes my issues had no solution…there would be times 

when I just needed to gripe, complain, and vent. I didn't want an answer. I was griping 

and bellyaching and hearing the other teachers vent at meetings helped.” 

The data gathered from program participants supported the need for the statewide 

meetings as a means of communicating and helping new teachers manage new 

environments, meet administrative expectations, write grants, develop curriculum, and 

helping to get career education programs approved. Case 12 said, “Having other teachers 

there at the statewide meetings helped with classroom management and discipline issues 

and the hoops you have to jump through in every district. I think the statewide program is 

necessary for the content issues.” Case 15 added “it was always nice to go to the state 

meetings and know I was not the only one with issues.” 

Case 17 believed: 

The statewide meetings were always beneficial. I always think it's good to 
network with other people who are doing what you're doing and 
understand they are having the same problems you are. It was good as far 
as experience gained and things learned. 

 
As summed up by Case 18:  

The statewide meetings helped me identify with what I may need to do if I 
had to move to a new district or to change my program. I learned what the 
state wants to see as a scoping sequence, so to speak, of the technology 
education program while having a mentor to show me the ropes. For 
teaching, it [mentoring] needs to be longer and it needs to be a more rigid 
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plan because of the fact of who we are dealing with. You have to 
remember that we are shaping the future. We are responsible for the minds 
of tomorrow! 

However, what the interviewed teachers’ expectations were regarding the content and 

structure of the CE Mentoring Program and the statewide meetings was unclear for 19 of 

the 20 interviewed career education teachers (95%) prior to attending the first program 

meeting. 

Unclear Expectations 

As a category, nearly all of the study participants (95%) expressed unclear 

expectations regarding the content and structure of the CE Mentoring Program while 

others reported varied perceptions of what teaching as a career would entail. Only Case 

19 clearly articulated program expectations based on prior contact and conversations with 

program participants, “I'd met other people who went through the [CE] program and 

thought it'd be good for me. I was curious about the exact requirements and found the 

program was set up a little different than I heard.” When asked what their expectations 

were of the CE Mentoring Program, ten of the 20 program participants (50%) indicated 

they did not know what to expect. “At the beginning, I wasn't really quite sure what to 

expect” (Case 5). Nine of the remaining ten interviewed teachers espoused 

understandings of mentoring based on personal contexts. Case 17, who was alternatively 

certified, declared: 

When I was told I had to go to the [CE] mentoring program, I thought it 
would be more like the mentorship in the hospitals as nurses, which is 
more like going through orientation…you have somebody that takes you 
and you are with them for a period of time. 

 
Case 2 interpreted the prospect of entering the program as: 
 

My original thought was, I'm on another committee already. I thought, 
great, here's more stuff that I'm not going to have enough time to do. Sure 
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enough, when my [administrator] told me I had to go [through the 
program], the first thing out of his mouth was here's some paperwork, and 
by the way, you have to go to this meeting in Jefferson City. I said why? 
He said, because it will help in the long run and at the time, I thought, 
yeah, right! So, I didn't go with an open mind because I had already 
experienced what it was like to be on too many committees. 
 

Case 20 added, “I just expected the usual pomp and circumstance, a certain series of 

things to go through to get your certification. I didn't really expect anything from it. Just 

having to jump through the hoops so to speak.” Case 6’s expectations included “knowing 

what is the difference between parochial and public schools? That was my biggest 

question, Also, what was career education? I was very confused.” 

Additional comments indicating unclear program expectations included; 

“someone would show me the ropes a little bit” (Case 8); “I really didn’t know what it 

would be” (Case 3); I knew what mentoring was, but I had no idea how it would impact 

my teaching since this is a statewide deal” (Case 18); and succinctly; “I really didn’t 

understand what it was going to be about until the first meeting” (Case 5), and “I had no 

idea what to expect” (Case 11). Case 12 expressed CE Mentoring Program expectations 

as: 

I think that the point of it should be to make being a teacher easier because 
I think we lose a lot of teachers because the first year is so difficult. A lot 
of them [teachers] will come back for a second or a third year. I just think 
mentoring needs to focus on what can be done to make it easier on them, 
to help them to make that transition into the classroom. And I don’t think 
putting more work on them is the way to do that! 

 
Further confounding some interviewees’ perceptions of the program were their 

expectations regarding the realities of being a career education teacher. When speaking of 

an alternatively certified teacher in the same district, Case 1 reported: 

I think we may be losing another teacher. I know for sure it's because all 
he wanted to do was come and teach. And now that he is here, they have 
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all these hoops that they kind of begin to mention after they get your 
signature on the contract. Excellent teacher, really good with students! But, 
now since he never took college, they are wanting him to take all these 
college courses and write all these papers and do all these things. 

 
Case 6 expressed confusion about career education programs in general: 

And what is career education? I still have questions and we keep changing 
the names of everything; first it was occupational, now it is comprehensive 
and you get a different answer from different people at the state 
department every time you ask! 

 
Case 8 who was alternatively certified believed: 
 

I needed to know how to deal with administrators that have a different 
agenda than what's best for a career education program. In other words, I 
needed to know how to deal with administrators that have their own 
agenda for what's best for them, not necessarily what's best for the 
students in mind. 

 
Interviewees also alluded to being unprepared for the realities of the classroom: 
 

My first year, I was ready to walk out and never go back. Every week 
when [a troubled student] would come in and say you know I'm going to 
shoot you this week, or this week I'm going to stab you. That was it, no 
more! I didn't get this in corporate. (Case 10) 

 
Case 18 added: 
 

Yes, I am a teacher but I am also human. If a kid gets on my nerves to the 
point where I want to strangle them; yeah, I may feel like that but I'm not 
going to do that. If I say that to an administrator, they have to investigate 
that. I also need help making decisions that you as a teacher have to make 
for your class; classroom management being one, and then the overall 
dynamics of the school. 

 
Other interviewed teachers expressed disappointment with their mentorship 

arising from their own lack of experience as a teacher. As an expression of frustration 

regarding the first year of teaching, Case 10 said, “Okay, my mentor would ask me what 

do you see as a new teacher that I can do to help you. I said to my mentor, I don't even 
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know what I'm looking for. I am from corporate.” The complexities associated with being 

a new teacher were also revealed by Case 9: 

Well, they assigned me a mentor as a new teacher but it was really just a 
title. I guess I was able to go and ask questions. But sometimes as a new 
teacher you don't know...you just don't know what to ask and you don't 
even know what you don't know. You are just kind of getting through! 
 

Age also emerged as a factor. As stated by Case 19: 
 

A lot of the new teachers are so young and that very little difference in age 
makes it a lot of times really hard for them to be an authority figure up in 
front of the classroom, especially if they're teaching seniors. Because a lot 
of new teachers are 21 or 22 years old and some seniors are 19, that makes 
it hard for them to keep themselves as the authority figure. That is a real 
challenge for a lot of teachers! 
 
Program connections. The interview data supports the assertion that new teachers 

may be underprepared for their first teaching assignments (Fletcher & Barnett, 2004). As 

stated by Case 12, “I don't care if you go to college for 40 years, nothing prepares you for 

walking into that classroom on day one.” To assist with the further development of new 

career education teachers engaged in first-time teaching assignments, the intent of 

participation in the CE Mentoring Program was to provide new teachers with additional 

knowledge and skills necessary to respond to the challenges and issues they face (MCCE, 

2006). The data provided by interviewees indicated CE Mentoring Program mentors were 

instrumental in helping to adequately prepare new career education teachers for a wide 

variety of classroom specific challenges. As conveyed by Case 10: 

I think everything [my mentor] did encouraged me to be a better teacher 
and to keep going from day to day. The hands-on stuff with all of the 
examples of lesson plans, classroom set-up, and the other stuff that was 
provided...I can't think of any area of my teaching that hasn't been touched. 
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Case 3 added, “When I was at the point where I was ready to quit [teaching], I think it 

was my mentor’s encouragement not to give up that kept me in the classroom to this 

day.” Case 11 acknowledged: 

I gained a lot from my mentor who was wonderful to meet with me, to 
answer questions, to help not only with classroom issues, materials, but as 
well as helping with the extracurricular organizations involved with our 
program. Having [a mentor] was probably the most beneficial part of the 
[CE] mentoring program. 

 
The data also revealed that mentors provided information instrumental to 

developing the classroom management skills sought by protégés. Case 1 declared “by 

visiting my mentors’ classroom, I discovered classroom management skills that showed 

me how to keep multiple people busy doing different tasks, and not lose your mind at the 

same time.” Case 18 avowed: 

My mentor helped me to understand how and what I was feeling when I 
was feeling it by talking about the different phases of teaching. You know, 
during the first couple years of teaching you need help with general 
classroom management and other things. You are in that survival mode. 
The general classroom management help provided by my mentor allowed 
me to move onto other things. 

 
While study participants revealed they were unclear about what to expect from the 

CE Mentoring Program, they did value the personal time and effort that would be 

committed to successfully meeting program requirements. Despite unclear expectations, 

six of the 20 interviewed teachers (30%) expressed that their program needs were unmet. 

Case 8 said “I really didn't get the kind of depth and content support I was hoping for;” 

while Case 3 believed program administrators “had good intentions, but I think the they 

get lost in all the formalities.” 
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Program Pedagogy 

Fundamental questions exist as to the value of mentoring program content 

(Ingersoll & Smith, 2004) and the additive value for policymakers whose focus is the 

retention of new and returning teachers. When speaking to the structure of the statewide 

meeting component of the CE Mentoring Program, a wide variety of opinions were 

offered by participants. When asked if they benefited from the statewide meetings, 13 of 

19 respondents (68%) asserted the meetings were beneficial, while one participant (5%) 

did not go to either of the required meetings. Yet, interviewed teachers expressed both 

positive and negative comments regarding their perceptions of the statewide meetings: 

I gained a lot through my mentor…she was wonderful to meet with, to 
answer questions, to help not only with classroom issues, materials, but 
also in helping with the [student organization] I am involved with. She 
was just a great resource! The actual meetings themselves, maybe a little 
bit, I don't know, they seemed redundant or not really useful to me. I think 
by this point, educated people pretty much know how to work with one 
another. The way that [statewide] meetings were run was very upsetting. 
(Case 11) 

 
Case 1 added:  

The assignments were good because that forced me to do some of the 
things I needed to do as a teacher, but a lot of times at the meetings people 
sat there for two or three hours doing absolutely nothing. So I guess I felt 
the meetings were a waste of my time. 
 
Speaking further of the statewide meetings, Case 11, who came from industry 

described them as “probably very helpful to a 22-year old just out of college starting the 

profession, but a little bit, I don't know, redundant or not really useful to me.” Although 

Case 3 asserted: 

The best thing for me was probably that first statewide meeting in 
Jefferson City and that's probably why I reference it so much. At that first 
meeting, you just kind of realize you're not the only new teacher. You're 
not the only scared new teacher out there. 
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Conversely, Case 5 offered an alternative view: 
 

I understand that it's good to have the big broad meeting. But maybe they 
need to just hold questions until afterwards or set up meetings with people 
afterwards because [the meetings] just got tiresome. I think that time could 
have been better spent with our mentors sitting down and developing the 
project that we needed to work on, or maybe helping me develop my 
curriculum a little bit better, rather than sitting in that room forever. 

 
Further analysis of the interview data revealed four emergent subsets of the Program 

Pedagogy category including: (a) program satisfaction, (b) mentor pairing, (c) content 

appropriate, and (d) accountability.  

Program satisfaction. Overall, 16 of the 20 interviewed teachers (80%) indicated 

they were satisfied with their CE Mentoring Program experience. The interview data 

identified several factors leading to satisfaction; however, the connections made by study 

subjects were often qualified by mixed feelings. As an example, Case 1 reported: 

Through the [CE] program I have found somebody within my area that 
taught what I did. So, I knew that I had somebody to go to. But, personally, 
I felt the program could have been more beneficial. She answered my 
questions great when I called her. But I never really felt I had the type of 
support that I really needed. 

 
Case 16 added, “I think my mentor gave me more confidence to be in the classroom 

because I could quickly talk to somebody else that was in the same situation and could 

give me guidance about what I needed or what to do. Case 9 stated: 

The mentoring program did make a big change for me. If nothing else, it 
had a calming effect on me. It really helped me understand how important 
it is to be flexible. We all say we know we are supposed to be flexible, but 
this job forces you to be flexible. So, I think if nothing else, it gave me 
peace of mind to know that other people were struggling with the same 
things I was struggling with. And other people had made the same 
mistakes that I had made, or would probably make, and it wasn't the end 
of the world. So, it helped a lot with that. 
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Other comments indicating program satisfaction included; “I think it's nice just to be able 

to meet people and know people are out there struggling with the same things during their 

first few years” (Case 13); “My mentor gave me confidence to be in the classroom 

because I could quickly talk to somebody else that had been in the same situation and get 

guidance about what to do” (Case 16); “My satisfaction with the program was a 

combination of the program and the mentor who always helped me figure out what was 

going on” (Case 2). 

Program dissatisfaction emerged in several forms. According to Case 8, “Nothing 

about the program helped. The initial problems I was having was getting kids into my 

program. The [CE] mentoring program was no help with that.” While Case 2 believed the 

mentoring program “…was more overwhelming than a help, like so much other stuff that 

they don't teach you in college, trying to teach and going through the program was 

overwhelming,” Case 18 believed “the program was ineffective because my mentor pair 

was inappropriate.” 

Case 12’s perception of the program was: 

I truly believe mentors should be providing first-year teachers with 
materials. If you're teaching Marketing and the majority of teachers in 
Missouri teach out of the same Marketing book, the units are pretty much 
the same. It would be a lot more effective if units with assignments and 
projects were given to them to implement in their classroom instead of 
having them create lesson plans and all that kind of stuff. 

 
While the majority of interviewees (80%) reported satisfaction with the program, 

the interview data reveal varied perceptions as to the appropriateness of the content 

specific materials and expertise the program attempts to provide for all seven career 

education program areas. 

 102



  

Content appropriate. The data also revealed a wide variety of responses as to 

whether the assignments constituted successful components of an in-service professional 

development program. “The challenge is how to juggle meaningful content that keeps 

everybody engaged and keeps everybody with something to do” (Case 8). To help 

provide meaningful content that transitions to the classroom, the program’s framework 

provides a checklist of options to help protégés select activities that will be of benefit to 

them personally. As stated by Case 9:  

I guess the most beneficial thing about the program was the list of things 
that I could choose from and accomplish. I could just take and do the 
things that were most helpful to me personally. The flexibility in the 
program, being able to have a checklist to choose and pick from, was a 
key component to making the assignments useful, and to do what would 
be most helpful in your district. That way, the program is really adaptable 
to the smallest of school settings up to the largest of schools. 
 
The inherent flexibility built into the CE Mentoring Program was identified as a 

key component to providing the help new career education teachers were seeking; “being 

able to have a checklist to choose and pick from was a key component to making the 

program useful by doing what is most helpful in your district” (Case 20); “I preferred 

having the flexibility of not having assigned tasks…and being able to select what would 

be beneficial to you” (Case 17). Yet, not all participants believed the assignments were 

beneficial. Case 13 avowed, “Some of the things we did seemed like, and may have been, 

busywork. I don't know, they just seemed over the top,” while Case 8 asserted: 

The assignments almost seemed like a paperwork exercise to me. You 
know, here are the things you need to do, okay turn them in. Then the 
mentor would say, okay, you know how to do this, you know how to do 
that, you know how to do this, without a lot of feedback to say what was 
really being done right. It was more just to get it done and check, check, 
check, check, check without any constructive feedback! 
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Case 15 also felt the program assignments were not of value during the first year of 

teaching: 

During my first year of teaching, the biggest stressor outside the classroom 
or inside the classroom was my mentoring assignments. That was number 
one hands down. Compared to other situations that I have been in, 
probably everything else was nothing! Not even being on call 24/7, 
weekends, or working holidays. 

 
Mentor pairing. Appropriately pairing mentors and protégés by content area is 

essential to creating a successful learning team (MCCE, 2006) that meets the unique 

challenges posed by teaching career education courses. The efforts taken by CE Program 

administrators to appropriately pair mentors and protégés was reported as successful by 

seventeen (17) of the twenty (20) of the teachers interviewed (85%); “my mentor and I 

were in the same content area and I thing they were a good pair for me” (Case 3); “I had 

the same mentor both years who taught the same classes as I did” (Case 1). However, 

despite the considerable efforts taken to identify, train, and match mentors effectively 

with a protégé, some interviewees revealed the mentor provided was not always a 

positive factor. 

Case 15 personalized the mentor/protégé relationship by stating: 

Instead of my [CE] mentor being helpful, I found it a stressful situation 
and actually found the other seasoned teachers [in my building] much 
more helpful than my [CE] mentor was. I know that's probably not the 
way it usually is. But when it came to this mentoring program that had 
assignments due all the time, they [other teachers] were the ones that were 
really helpful as opposed to my mentor. Maybe, the problem was a 
personality issue because I felt they constantly wanted to be in control and 
I was being critiqued; which, maybe I was supposed to be critiqued all the 
time. 

 
When queried as to the appropriateness of their mentor pairing, Case 18 believed: 

The main reason why it [mentor pairing] wasn't effective was because the 
young [person] who was my mentor…was a middle school teacher and I 
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was a high school teacher. I now know the difference because I teach both 
high school and middle school, and it’s two totally different animals. I 
think if I was in a setting like I am now during the mentoring program, I 
think it would have been a lot more effective. But as it was, it was not that 
effective. 
 

Case 19, who had recently moved to a new educational setting, reported, “I'll be honest 

with you, since I've moved here I have received more help than from the career education 

program. I really didn't get the kind of content depth and support from my mentor that I 

was hoping for.” 

Accountability. Carroll (2006) believed the accountability of mentors is a by-

product of negotiating mentorship in practice, while the multiple responsibilities required 

of mentors necessitates appropriate training needed to prepare mentors to engage in 

reflective practices (Harrison, Lawson, & Wortley, 2005; Shulman & Sato, 2006). While 

the CE Mentoring Program Mentoring Notebook (MCCE, 2006) specifies required 

activities and visits, interview responses revealed instances where specified requirements 

were not met. As stated by Case 16: 

I don't know if the [CE] program mentors went through any type of 
education about mentoring, I can't remember. My first year, I really 
struggled with my first-year mentor. I don't know if she knew all the 
aspects of mentoring and I don't know if she knew how much of a 
commitment mentoring was going to be when she took it on. So, I would 
suggest more mentor training and letting them know how much of a 
commitment it is. There needs to be more accountability…neither of my 
mentors ever came here! 
 

According to Case 4, “The statewide career education program matches you up with 

somebody who teaches in your area. That is a positive thing. But, I don't think the 

mentors are even told what the expectations really are.” 
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Case 17 asserted: 

The program needs accountability for the mentors and I guess for the 
mentees. Obviously, some of them don't do what they are supposed to do. 
I guess you also need to make sure that you have regular times to meet 
mentors and mentees are accountable for. You need to make sure that you 
meet with your mentor this many times a year, you need to make sure that 
they are doing things right. 

 
The program participant who voiced the most concern regarding mentor and protégé 

accountability was Case 17: 

Mentors and protégés are all human. At times, we will do the least amount 
of work that we have to. I don't need to be told specifically to write a 
lesson plan or vocabulary. But I do want to know what is expected this 
year and whether I met the goal. I’m saying this just to make sure mentors 
understand, and again follow-up and give people time to do the 
assignments. I will say again, just to make sure that everyone, both 
mentors and protégés understand what is expected, and if you say you're 
going to be mentor, than be a mentor and make sure that you are living up 
to what you are supposed to do. In the same vein, as a protégé in the 
program, it's a hassle, but mentors have to do the work as well. The only 
way to make sure is better checks and balances. 

 
Case 1 also expressed a strong opinion regarding accountability: 

People I know are saying, yeah, I went to the [CE] mentoring program, but 
nobody was meeting, nobody was showing any evidence, and teachers are still 
quitting because nobody ever gave them support. Or, nobody ever told me what 
was going on. I don't know if the state is still funding, but I do know people are 
still coming back dissatisfied saying, I never had my one-on-one meetings. I guess 
there would have to be some type of accountability to show what is really 
happening. If I'm going to pay people money, than I would want to have 
accountability to show [mentors and protégés] are meeting and the program is 
beneficial. 
 
Satisfying the meeting requirements as required by the program structure was a 

point of frustration for interviewed program participants; “my first mentor was about 30 

miles away but we never did any [classroom] visits at all my first year. The second year I 

didn't either because my mentor was a retired teacher” (Case 12); “we couldn't make all 
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of the required classroom visits because it was during spring and we were busy” (Case 

19). Case 1 acknowledged: 

When I was supposed to go as a new teacher to observe my mentor in her 
classroom, the problem was I was already drowning with work and trying 
to just stay a step ahead. Having to prep so many weeks in advance so you 
can make the time to go up there and observe her, I honestly never did get 
to see her in action. She did come up and visit me once, but did not visit 
my classroom. 

 
When combined with individual workloads, the additive requirements stipulated 

by the CE Mentoring Program combined became a common factor leading to failure to 

make the required classroom visits identified in the program structure. Case 20 reported; 

“I started the program my first year and the only thing we fell short on was me visiting 

my mentor’s classroom. That's due to workload; I would have had to drop several 

evening and day classes.” Case 18 revealed that only one visit was made during the 

course of the two-year program; “my mentor visited my classroom one time but I never 

got around to visiting her,” while Case 16 stated distance was also a factor: 

My first mentor, the first year, was from a town about an hour away and 
my second mentor, my second year, was about an hour and 15 minutes. I 
was able to go to their schools for visits, neither one ever came to mine. 

 
Program connections. Despite individual instances of program dissatisfaction 

with various program elements, overall, 18 of the 20 study participants (90%) indicated 

the CE Mentoring Program fills career education teachers’ needs in ways other options 

cannot. Case 1 asserted “in-district mentoring would be more beneficial than a statewide 

program because…you are working with similar types of programs and institutions.” 

However, Case 1 also realized “we do have issues here because we have some programs 

that nobody else in our district does.” When asked how to relate their in-district 

experience to the CE Mentoring Program, Case 10 revealed: 
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I was assigned an in-district protégé last year and didn't even know it. Was 
assigned again this year and didn't know it. I was never told! I'm looking 
at this person thinking, I'm a third-year teacher, what do you think I could 
help them with in Art. I'm thinking, first of all, I didn't even know I was 
assigned as a mentor. Then I was assigned two years in a row to the same 
person and didn't know it either year. Then I know nothing about what this 
person’s job content area is. I could probably tell them some of the basics 
of teaching, but that's about the extent of what I know. 

 
The program content expertise provided by CE Mentoring Program mentors was 

consistently identified as an essential component of the program, “I would have still been 

lost on some of the vocational and [student organization] issues if I had not been paired 

up with someone outside of my district” (Case 11). According to Case 17: 

We already have a very strong in-district mentoring program and 
professional development is very important here. We also have a 
professional development committee which I serve on. So, mentoring is 
already being done in our district. Although, even in a district our size, not 
everyone can have a content person. 

 
Case 5 affirmed: 
 

There's less than 30 schools in Missouri that offer [my program]. There 
are only three other ones in this district, and two of those aren't very big. I 
would rather have a higher quality professional from across the state than 
speak to somebody who is forced to do it. I would rather be mentored by 
somebody who cares and signed up to be a mentor because they wanted to. 
In my district, I know it would have been difficult to get anybody in my 
content area to be my mentor. 

 
Case 20 acknowledged: 
 

If I knew you were going to stop the statewide [CE] program, I'd throw up a wall 
right off the bat. Yes, I would throw up a wall. I see the results Math and English 
teachers have on students when they hit my program and it is sad. To have 
someone that has been generating that type of student try to tell me [as a mentor] 
how to teach, it just seems like it would be a waste of my time. 

 
The interview data revealed benefits gleaned from the program on a wide variety 

of measures. Specifically, study participants noted providing help with enhancement 

grants as important. “The program was useful the first year in that it did help me with my 

 108



  

enhancement grant and getting my advisory committee together” (Case 4). Case 2 

pointed out the usefulness of the assistance provided in setting up advisory committees. 

“I didn't know I had to have an advisory committee for my [student organization]. We 

had to create one with during the mentoring program and I still have that.” Case 10 who 

provided a concrete example affirmed the usefulness of this type of mentor support, “My 

mentor took me by the hand and said, okay, here is a copy of our grant and this is what 

you need to include. I came home and started writing and got it approved.” 

Well-structured mentoring programs are crucial to the development of long-term 

relationships between mentors and protégés (Ingersoll & Smith; Greene & Puetzer, 2002). 

The interview data supported the assertion that successfully matching mentors with 

protégés helped increase satisfaction with teaching as a career. As stated by Case 13: 

I think it was nice to be able to meet people and have people that you can 
see out there doing the same things as you are. And like I said, [my mentor] 
was such a help. And she's so happy as a teacher. I think just being able to 
meet everybody and having a support group and seeing what other people 
are going through helped me with my teaching. 
 

Case 19 believed the would “have felt more overwhelmed with [education] terminology–

I know I have hit that over and over, but that was really the thing for me. I really felt like 

the program helped me with that the most.” According to Case 16, “my satisfaction with 

teaching was increased because my mentor gave me more confidence to be in the 

classroom.” Case 14 summed up their program experience by declaring: 

Participation in the program was a very positive experience for me. I got 
out of it what I was looking for and that made a big difference in my 
satisfaction with teaching. There's good and bad with teaching, but I know 
I'm doing something good. I'm helping them [students] be an adult. That 
means a lot to me! 

 

 109



  

While personal interview data analysis through open and axial coding provided an 

effective method that revealed categories and themes, triangulation with additional 

sources of information was needed to help ensure the credibility, transferability, and 

trustworthiness of the data (Heppner & Heppner, 2004). 

Data Triangulation 

Data triangulation was accomplished through the collection and comparison of 

survey self-report data provided by program participants. As a part of CE Mentoring 

Program framework, program participants (mentors and protégés) are to fill out an end-

of-program survey (MCCE, 2006) that possess closed- and open-ended questions 

regarding their perceptions and individual program experiences. Historically, between 

60- and seventy 70-percent of program protégés access the survey instrument and provide 

response data. 

To help create a greater understanding of the phenomenon under investigation 

(Heppner & Heppner, 2004), the self-report survey data for programs ending the spring 

of 2006 and the spring of 2007 were collected and organized using WordStat 5.1 to 

convert raw data into documents suitable for further analysis. On measures of program 

beneficence for programs ending 2006 and 2007, survey response data were similar to 

personal interview data in that the majority of program participants (80%) indicated 

satisfaction with their mentoring experience. Thirty-three of 191 survey respondents 

(17%) for the program ending 2006 and 51 of the 249 survey respondents for 2007 (20%), 

either disagreed or strongly disagreed that they benefited from program participation. 

The personal interview data revealed fifteen percent (15%) of the career education 

teachers believed their mentor pairing was inappropriate. On measures of mentor pairing, 
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the survey self-report data for the program ending the spring of 2006 indicated 18 of the 

191 survey respondents (9.5%) did not think they were appropriately paired. For the 

program ending the spring of 2007, 21 of the 249 survey respondents (8.4%) did not 

think they were properly paired. 

The interview data identified inadequate mentor training and accountability as 

issues of concern that prompted recommendations for improvement. On measures of 

mentor training, 38 of the 191 survey respondents (20%) for the program ending the 

spring of 2006 believed initial mentor training was inadequate. For the program ending 

the spring of 2007, 25 of 249 survey respondents (10%) believed mentor training was 

inadequate. These facts contributed to a greater understanding of how accountability and 

the need for mentor training led to the category construction (Merriam, 1998) for 

program pedagogy as one of the four emergent categories during this study. 

As to unclear expectations, the comments presented as a part of this study were 

primarily related to participants’ expectations before attending the first statewide meeting 

and misconceptions of teaching career education program content in general. By program 

completion, 30 of 191 survey respondents (16%) for 2006 still indicated the program 

goals and objectives of the program were not well designed and/or clearly presented. For 

the program ending the spring of 2007, 11 of the 249 survey respondents (4.4%) thought 

the program goals and objectives of were not well designed and/or clearly presented, a 

marked improvement over 2006. 

Summary 

The purpose of this study was to investigate new career education teacher 

retention as it relates to participation in Missouri’s Career Education Mentoring Program. 
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By applying a multiple methods approach to research, through this study quantitative 

retention rates for non-Career Education teachers entering their third year of teaching, 

career education program participants for programs ending the spring of 2006 and the 

spring of 2007, and career education teachers who did not choose the CE Mentoring 

Program as their option to meet state mentoring requirements were developed. Further, 

through personal interviews, qualitative data suitable for analysis regarding the perceived 

impact the current program had on new and returning career education teacher retention 

were documented. Through qualitative analysis of the data developed during this study, 

also both positive and negative precipitating factors that may have influenced CE 

Mentoring Program participants’ decision to either stay or leave the teaching profession 

were identified. 

Quantitative data were collected from the MODESE core data division and 

analyzed by percentage to establish retention rates. Qualitative data were collected 

through open-ended personal interviews with a purposeful sample of twenty (20) career 

education teachers who represented two groups of CE Mentoring Program participants 

whose two-year program ended the spring of 2006 and the spring of 2007. The interviews 

were digitally recorded, professionally transcribed, and analyzed using open and axial 

coding. End of program survey data were also collected and analyzed as a means of 

triangulating the interview data developed during this study. Chapter Five includes the 

summary of findings, discussion, implications for practice, and recommendations for 

future research. 
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CHAPTER FIVE 

SUMMARY OF FINDINGS AND RECOMMENDATIONS 
 
 
 

Nationally, attrition continues to contribute to a shortage of qualified teachers in 

public education classrooms (Bradley & Loadman, 2005; Darling-Hammond, 2003; Dove, 

2004; Johnson et al., 2005; Kajs, 2002; Portner, 2005, Vail, 2005; Whisnant, Elliott, & 

Pynchon, 2005). As mentoring program framers and administrators continue to 

implement programs that integrate new teachers into the social cultures of their 

institutions, identifying the causal factors positively connected to participation in the CE 

Mentoring Program and the retention of new teachers needs to be a key component of the 

data development process (Cornu, 2005; Green & Puetzer, 2002; Inman & Marlow, 

2004). 

Current research has identified factors leading to attrition including lack of 

administrative support, teacher retirement, student population increases, and classroom 

policies indicating education stakeholders needed to attract, support, and retain new 

teachers (Bradley & Loadman, 2005; Darling-Hammond, 2003; Ingersoll, 2003; Johnson 

& Birkeland, 2003; Kajs, 2002; Portner, 2005; Robertson, Hancock, & Allen, 2006; Vail, 

2005; Whisnant et al., 2005). Prior to this research, attrition predictors have been studied 

for years (Greene & Puetzer, 2002; Inman & Marlow, 2004). Yet, no formal connections 

between participation in the Missouri CE Mentoring Program and the retention of new 

career education teachers were available. 

The focus of this study was two-fold. By applying a multiple methods 

(quantitative and qualitative) approach to research, the researcher identified retention 
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rates for non-Career Education teachers entering their third year of teaching, Career 

Education Mentoring Program participants for programs ending the spring of 2006 and 

the spring of 2007, and career education teachers who did not choose the CE Mentoring 

Program as their option to meet state mentoring requirements during the same time 

periods. Additionally, qualitative data regarding the connections, including both positive 

and negative precipitating factors, made by program participants to their decision to 

either stay or leave the teaching profession were collected.  

This investigation applied a multiple methods design that included personal 

interviews from 20 career education teachers who participated in the CE Mentoring 

Program ending the spring of 2006 and the spring of 2007. Through content area and 

regional representation, the data represent a cross-section of program protégé 

participation resulting in a wide variety of experiences and opinions. Consistent with 

Blunt (2005), the notion of sample size and generalizability to larger populations was 

replaced by triangulation with multiple data sources to increase the confirmability and 

trustworthiness of the data (Heppner & Heppner, 2004; Seidman, 2006). 

The research questions for this study were designed to reveal descriptive 

quantitative comparison data regarding participation in the Missouri CE Mentoring 

Program and phenomenological qualitative data based on participants’ perceptions of the 

CE Mentoring Program, how they made sense of their program experiences, and what 

meaning they made of the experiences. The following seven research questions guided 

this study. 
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1. What are the program completion rates for Missouri’s novice career education 

teachers who participated in the two-year CE Mentoring Program(s) ending 

the spring of 2006 and the spring of 2007? 

2. How do retention rates for Missouri’s CE Mentoring Program participants 

(completers and non-completers) for programs ending the spring of 2006 and 

2007 compare with third-year retention rates for all non-Career Education 

teachers? 

3. How do retention rates for Missouri’s CE Mentoring Program completers 

compare with retention rates for program non-completers for the academic 

years 2004-05 through 2005-06 and 2005-06 through 2006-07? 

4. How do retention rates for Missouri’s CE Mentoring Program participants 

(completers and non-completers) compare with the retention rates for career 

education teachers who did not participate in the program (untouched) during 

the academic years 2004-05 through 2005-06 and 2005-06 through 2006-07? 

5. What connections do Missouri CE Mentoring Program completers make 

between program participation and their decision to stay or leave the teaching 

profession? 

6. What connections do Missouri CE Mentoring Program non-completers make 

between program participation and their decision to stay or leave the teaching 

profession? 

7. What precipitating factors interacted with Missouri’s novice career education 

teachers’ decision to either stay or leave the teaching profession? 
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Quantitative Findings Summary 

The quantitative phase of this study produced retention rates and provided the 

data needed to answer questions one though four. Through organization and analysis of 

the data provided by the MODESE core data division, the data revealed that 

approximately seventy eight percent (78.1 %) of all non-Career Education teachers who 

began their teaching career during academic year 2004-2005 had at least a part-time 

educational assignment for academic year 2006-2007 and were considered retained. This 

figure (78.1%) was used as a baseline upon which other retention rates were compared.  

With regards to CE Mentoring Program completion (Research Question 1), of the 

102 CE Mentoring Program participants engaged in the program ending the spring of 

2006, 95 completed all of the requirements and were considered program completers 

(93.1%). Of the 126 CE Mentoring Program participants for the program ending the 

spring of 2007, 117 completed all of the requirements and were considered program 

completers (92.9%). When compared, the margin of difference between program 

completers for the two groups was .2%. 

With regards to making comparisons between CE Mentoring Program participant 

retention rates and non-Career Education teacher (baseline) retention rates (Research 

Question 2), when compared to the statewide baseline retention rate for all non-Career 

Education teachers (78.1%), the program participant retention rate for the CE Mentoring 

Program ending the spring of 2006 (95.1%) revealed a 17.0% increase above baseline 

while the retention rate for the CE Mentoring Program ending the spring of 2007 (96.8%) 

revealed an 18.7% increase above baseline.  
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With regards to comparisons between retention rates between program completers 

and non-completers (Research Question 3) 90 of 95 program completers for the CE 

Mentoring Program ending the spring of 2006 (94.7%) were identified as having an 

educational assignment the year following completion of the program and considered 

retained. Of the 117 program completers for the CE Mentoring Program ending the 

spring of 2007, 113 were identified as having an educational assignment the year 

following completion of the program (96.6%) and were considered retained. One-

hundred percent (100%) of program non-completers for Groups 1 and 2 had an 

educational assignment the year following the end of the program in which they were a 

participant. 

With regards to comparisons between CE Mentoring Program participants and 

program non-participants (Research Question 4), 82 of the 131 Missouri first year CE 

teachers (62.6%) who opted not to go to the CE Mentoring Program (untouched) during 

academic year 2004-2005, were retained through academic year 2006-2007. This 

represents a difference of 15.5% below baseline (78.1%) and a difference of 32.5% below 

CE Mentoring Program participants (95.1%). Ninety-seven of the 146 Missouri first year 

CE teachers (66.4%) who opted not to go to the CE Mentoring Program (untouched), 

were retained through 2007-2008 during academic year 2005-2006. This represents a 

difference of 13.7% below baseline and a difference of 32.4% below CE Mentoring 

program participants (96.8%). The difference between retention rates for the 2006 CE 

Mentoring group and those untouched for 2006 (32.5%), and the difference noted 

between retention rates for the 2007 CE Mentoring Program group and those untouched 

for 2007 (32.4%), was only .1%. 

 117



  

Notably, all of the career education teachers who did not complete the program 

requirements (non-completers) for Groups 1 and 2 went on to satisfy state mentoring 

requirements through other options and had teaching assignments at the time of this 

investigation. Despite differing variables (number of attendees, program areas 

represented, structured activities, etc.), the difference between participant retention rates 

and non-participant retention rates for Group 1 (32.5%) and Group 2 (32.4%) remained 

relatively constant (within .1%) over the two-year period. 

Qualitative Findings Summary 

The qualitative phase of this study identified the connections made by new and 

returning career education teachers who participated in the two-year CE Mentoring 

Program ending the spring of 2006 and the Spring 207, between program participation 

and the perceived impact the program had on their decision to either stay or leave the 

teaching profession. Precipitating factors that may have contributed to their decision were 

also identified. Data collection was achieved through personal interviews conducted 

between April 4 and April 22, 2008, with a purposeful sample of select career education 

teachers who volunteered as study participants. 

Educational program content areas represented by study participants (n = 20) 

included Agriculture Education (3), Business Education (4), Family and Consumer 

Sciences Education (3), Health Sciences Education (2), Marketing Education (3), Trade 

and Industrial Education (4), and Technology Education (1). Ten of the participants 

entered teaching though traditional teacher education and certification routes while the 

remaining ten were alternatively certified. Seventeen indicated they had completed all 

requirements of the CE Mentoring Program (completers) while three identified 
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themselves as non-completers. Five major regions of Missouri were represented: (a) 

northwestern (n =3); (b) northeastern (n = 4); (c) central (n = 5); (d) southwestern (n = 4); 

and (e) southeastern (n = 4). 

The purpose of conducting the personal interviews was to develop data that 

answered research questions five through seven. The personal interview process was 

guided by a semi-structured interview protocol (See Appendix D). Interviews were 

conducted using a digital recording device that produced audio files which were 

professionally transcribed and converted to Microsoft Word® files suitable for analysis. 

The Microsoft Word® file transcripts were uploaded into commercially available software 

(WordStat 5.1 and QDA Miner) for data coding and further analysis. Analysis and coding 

of the data revealed four major categories of information: (a) acculturation, (b) 

conflicting values and beliefs, (c) unclear expectations, and (c) program pedagogy. 

With regard to the connections made by program completers between program 

participation and their decision to either stay or leave the teaching profession (Research 

Question 5), interviewed CE Mentoring Program completers (n =17) asserted that 

program participation helped them become acculturated to the teaching environment 

while easing their feelings of isolation. Consistent with Berry (2004), Darling-Hammond 

(2003), and Dove (2004), interview data revealed the depth of the mentoring program 

provided needed insight into teaching career education course content while helping 

those interviewed make the transition from academia and industry to professional 

teaching environments. 

As proposed by Smith and Ingersoll (2004), having a mentor from the same 

program content area had a notable impact on career education teacher turnover. While 
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time, workload, extracurricular activities, and administrative support were pointed out as 

workplace stressors, the interview data identified mentor support as an essential element 

in addressing these interpersonal and environmental challenges. Thus, through 

reinforcement of cultural values and the creation of an environment of collegiality and 

professionalism (Hunter & Kiernan, 2005; Whisnant et al., 2005), CE Mentoring 

Program participation was positively connected by interviewees to being further prepared 

for their first time teaching assignments (Fletcher & Barrett, 2004; Hunter & Kiernan), 

while increasing levels of satisfaction with teaching as a career. These factors are central 

to the difference between CE Mentoring Program participant rates which exceeded non-

program participant rates by over thirty percent (30%). 

With regards to the connections made by program non-completers between 

program participation and their decision to either stay or leave the teaching profession 

(Research Question 6), from the limited number of non-completers who participated in 

the CE Mentoring Program (Group 1 and 2) and volunteered as study participants (n =3), 

those interviewed revealed no notable variations from the responses provided by program 

completers. Consistent with Darling-Hammond (2003), Dove (2004), Ingersoll (2001), 

Johnson and Birkeland (2003), Liston et al. (2006), and Whisnant et al. (2005), the 

interview data identified commonly recognized factors contributing to teachers’ decision 

to leave the profession as emotional turbulence, classroom responsibilities, migration, 

and family related decisions. 

Ideally, completers and non-completers would have been equally represented 

during this study. However, as acknowledged in the study delimitations, the ability to 

identify and contact an appropriate number of non-completer subjects was confounded by 
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conflicting and invalid data. The interview data developed through this research did 

reveal that non-completers for Groups 1 and 2 made no substantive connections to the CE 

Mentoring Program regarding their satisfaction, or lack thereof, with teaching as a career. 

The interviewees who had left the CE mentoring program reportedly did so out of 

personal motivations (i.e., childbearing, relocation, personal preference), that were in no 

way a reflection of their program experience. 

With regards to how precipitating factors interacted with career education 

teachers’ decision to stay or leave the teaching profession (Research Question 7), the 

precipitating factors most often connected by interviewees to the decision to either stay or 

leave the teaching profession included initial teacher education preparation, personal 

images of teaching as a profession, intrinsic motivations, financial concerns, time 

management, and work overload. The interview data supported assertions by Liston et al. 

(2006) and Woullard and Coates (2004) in that study participants expressed unclear 

expectations as to what teaching career education program content would entail. The 

interviewees’ preconceived notions of what being a teacher would be like (workload, 

time commitments, and required extracurricular activities) often conflicted with the 

realities they experienced once they were in the classroom. 

As with Nieto (2003), the interview data revealed that career education teachers 

enter the profession for a wide variety of reasons (e.g., divine intervention, accident, and 

unexpected events). The interviewed teachers recognized their need for additional 

training and overwhelmingly supported continuation of the content specific help being 

provided by CE Mentoring Program mentors. Despite the additive components of the 

program (i.e., required assignments, travel, and meetings) and misconceptions as to 
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program content, the interviewed teachers indicated they really did not know what to 

expect. While the findings of this study clearly established a need for the CE Mentoring 

Program, the need became more poignant when interviewees were posed with the 

prospect of losing the statewide mentoring program in lieu of having only in-district 

mentoring available to them. 

Consistent with Wong (2004), by discovering the factors that were instrumental to 

interviewees’ satisfaction and connected to retention, successful CE Mentoring Program 

structures were identified and may be further developed as a means of helping new career 

education teachers to continue teaching and improving. The findings also provided 

needed insight into the CE Mentoring Program structure mentorship practices as they 

attempt to adhere to new regulatory mandates. Further details of the perceived impact 

participation in the CE Mentoring Program had on participants are presented by 

categories (acculturation, conflicting values and beliefs, unclear expectations, and 

program pedagogy) and themes (program satisfaction, mentor pairing, and program 

structure) as follows. 

Acculturation 

Whether traditionally or alternatively certified, becoming acculturated to the 

teaching environment offered a wide variety of diverse challenges for the career 

education teachers interviewed for this study. The interview data produced were 

consistent with the literature reviewed (Billingsley, 2004; Brown, 2003; Greene & 

Puetzer, 2002; Inman & Marlow, 2004; Ingersoll, 2003; Ingersoll & Smith, 2003; 

Robertson et al., 2006) in that perceptions of the amount of time required to effectively 

manage a new teacher’s workload were identified by 19 of the 20 teachers interviewed 
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(95%) as one of their greatest challenges. Since classroom responsibilities are a factor 

often connected to novice teachers’ time commitments (Ennis-Cole & Lawhon, 2004), 

becoming acculturated to their workload often translated to unexpected and required 

extracurricular activities for the teachers interviewed. 

Consistent with prior research (Billingsley, 2004; Ingersoll & Smith, 2003; 

Kilburg & Hancock, 2006; Johnson et al., 2005; Robertson et al., 2006; Rowley, 2000; 

Vail, 2005; Van Houtte, 2006), 16 of the 20 teachers interviewed (80%) connected 

emotional and administrative support with their ability to become acculturated to 

teaching environments. Specifically, administrative support emerged as an issue for three 

of the alternatively certified teachers (30%) and one traditionally certified teacher (5%) 

who participated in the study. While the overall perception of administrative support was 

positive, the emotional support needed by some participants was reportedly lacking. 

As proposed by Eraut (2004), Pitton (2006), and Rix and Gold (2000), the 

mentorship experiences reported by interviewees revealed that much of their learning as 

new teachers emerged from reflective dialogue and conversation with mentors. It was the 

socially constructed aspects of the CE Mentoring Program that contributed to the 

acculturation of new teachers to the profession by providing them with the information 

and support needed to improve their teaching skills and understanding of pedagogical 

practices. 

The interview data identified the social aspects of mentorship through negotiated 

meaning as an important part of the program (Carroll, 2006). Reportedly, participation in 

the CE Mentoring Program helped new career education teachers acculturate themselves 

to the teaching environment and guided them during this period of identity formation 
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(Shank, 2005). Since social interaction is the basis for development and learning 

(Arievitch & Haenen, 2005; Van Huizen et al., 2005; Thorne, 2005; Walqui, 2006), these 

elements of the CE Mentoring Program structure provided instrumental opportunities for 

interaction between mentors and protégés connected by interviewed teachers to retention. 

As with Clarke et al. (2002), Hunter & Kiernan, (2005), and Rix & Gold (2000), 

the language used during conversations between mentors and protégés was identified by 

the interviewed teachers as instrumental to the acculturation process. This level of 

support was a key factor in helping new teachers learn the language of education, 

developing program content, and achieving more confidence in the classroom. Consistent 

with Thorne (2005), the CE Mentoring Program structure constituted a framework 

through which social contexts including program participants’ values and beliefs were 

investigated during this research. 

Conflicting Values and Beliefs 

Conflicting values and beliefs emerged as a category primarily through the 

personal visions of teaching expressed by participants and their reasons for staying in 

teaching despite considerable challenges. Fifty percent (50%) of the teachers interviewed 

were traditionally certified; yet, only 25% of the teachers interviewed indicated they had 

an informed concept of teaching prior to beginning their first year. Thus, both 

traditionally and alternatively certified teachers alluded to the potential for misplaced 

beliefs about teaching as a profession. 

While new teachers entering the profession have expectations their judgment will 

be respected and they will be treated as professionals (Inman & Marlow, 2004; Vail, 

2005), the data produced by this study revealed the interviewed teachers believed the 
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“teaching profession doesn’t get the respect deserved” (Case 4), or the recognition 

warranted by their efforts. Since data supported the assertion that personal views of 

teaching as a profession influenced new teachers’ motives for entering the profession 

(Van Huizen et al., 2005), the visions expressed by interviewees were instrumental to 

identifying the intrinsic rewards that motivated them while leading to a better 

understanding of the support needed by new career education teachers. 

As with Billingsley (2004), study participants also made connections between 

personal finances and their perceptions of teaching as a career. The data were also 

consistent with Johnson et al. (2005) who believed that intrinsic rewards were of more 

importance to teachers than extrinsic rewards. During this study, in the interaction 

between extrinsic and intrinsic rewards experienced through teaching, teachers identified 

intrinsic rewards most often as the factor that tipped the scales in the conflict between 

career and financial needs, “I know in a hokey way, I think I really make a difference” 

(Case 9). Personal visions of the role they would play in students’ lives was also 

identified as a precipitating factor positively connected to retention. Yet, the intrinsic 

values associated with working with students did not always supersede extrinsic factors 

(e.g., financial, administrative support and parental support). 

Consistent with Inman and Marlow (2004), in their struggle to reconcile the 

realities of teaching with preconceived beliefs, the interview data indicated that mentors 

played an important role in helping new career education teachers interpret their feelings. 

During the first years of teaching, the new teachers interviewed expressed conflicting 

feelings regarding their ability to teach and being overwhelmed by what they were 

expected to know and be able to do in the classroom. As proposed by Erickson (2004), 
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these unresolved conflicts led to expressions of frustration and hurt feelings from the 

teachers interviewed. 

Reportedly, mentors were able to assist protégés by providing strategies and 

materials that helped them manage workloads in the form of extracurricular activities, 

classroom prep-time, and additional professional development requirements (hoops), 

factors cited by interviewees as primary contributors to added stress. Consistent with 

Lach and Goodwin (2002), the interview data supported the assertion that assistance in 

this form helped them reconcile what was being expected of them. By supporting 

protégés as they address interpersonal and environmental challenges, the data indicated 

the majority of interviewees were satisfied with the CE Mentoring Program and their 

mentor’s assistance as they helped to create an environment of professionalism through 

the reinforcement of cultural values (Hunter & Kiernan, 2005; Whisnant et al., 2005). 

Unclear Expectations 

As a category, nearly all of the study participants expressed unclear expectations 

regarding the CE Mentoring Program. When asked what they expected the CE Mentoring 

Program to be, ten of 20 study participants (50%) indicated they did not know what to 

expect. “At the beginning, I wasn't really quite sure what to expect” (Case 5). Since well-

structured mentoring programs are considered crucial to addressing attrition (Ingersoll & 

Smith; Greene & Puetzer, 2002), aligning the mentoring program with new teachers’ 

expectations helps to convey a concept of professionalism through reinforcement of 

cultural values (Hunter & Kiernan, 2005; Whisnant et al., 2005). When asked whether the 

program met their mentorship expectations, 19 of 20 interviewees (95%) indicated they 

had no preconceived idea of what to expect from the program. Despite indications that 
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program expectations were unclear, six of 20 study participants (30%) reported that 

program expectations were unmet; “I really didn't get the kind of depth and content 

support I was hoping for” (Case 8). 

The findings from this study align with Robertson et al. (2006), who proposed 

that many new teachers formulate theories about teaching based on false expectations. 

Consistent with Whisnant et al. (2005), who believed beginning teachers are often 

greeted by a “world of keen expectations and challenging conditions” (p. 24), the career 

education teachers interviewed expected recognition and acknowledgment from co-

workers, administrators, and parents. When these expectations were not met, value 

conflicts (Marshall & Gerstl-Pepin, 2005), whether covert or overt (Bolman & Deal, 

2003; Morgan, 1997), arose which were reported as sources of frustration and stress: 

I don't want to do an advisory committee and all these other things. I have 
no intentions of being a program director. I don't want to be principal or 
superintendent of a school someday. I have no desire to do that. I don't 
want to coach four sports. I want to be in the classroom and I want to go 
home. (Case 4) 
 
Since the expectations for novice teachers who may be performing in isolation 

(Cornu, 2005; Erickson, 2004; Giles & Wilson, 2004; Hargreaves & Fullan, 2000; Lach 

& Goodwin, 2002; Portner, 2005: Vail, 2005) may equal or exceed the expectations for 

experienced teachers (Fletcher & Barrett, 2004), the support provided through 

participation in the CE Mentoring Program was clearly indicated by interviewees as a 

factor connected to the retention of new career education teachers: 

Because of the mentoring program, [teachers] go over what is due all the 
time. We are told what contests are coming up, what meetings we had to 
go to, why it's important to get involved in extracurricular things like that. 
I think that extra level of support is crucial to the success of new teachers 
because there are not a lot of new teachers coming out in our program area 
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anyway. If our numbers drop even more, it’s going to really impact us in a 
negative way. (Case 7) 
 

Program Pedagogy 

Fundamental questions exist as to the value of mentoring program content 

(Ingersoll & Smith, 2004) and the additive value of mentoring programs as perceived by 

policymakers whose focus is the retention of new and returning teachers. The findings 

revealed by this study indicated the CE Mentoring Program framers have created a 

supportive environment in which increases in retention have been achieved. As a primary 

instrument leading to increased job-satisfaction and retention (Musanti, 2004; Whisnant 

et al., 2005), the structural components of the CE Mentoring Program were designed to 

provide positive activities and support for new career education teachers. Yet, the data 

revealed that interviewees expressed both positive and negative comments regarding their 

experiences at the statewide meetings. Thirteen of 19 study participants (68%) expressed 

they benefited from the meetings while one program participant (5%) reportedly did not 

attend either of the required statewide meetings. 

Consistent with Gow (2006), Missouri’s CE Mentoring Program framework was 

developed to provide the skills, content, and habits of mind that are essential to being a 

successful teacher. Despite initial indications that interviewees thought the program and 

their mentors helped them to achieve a greater level of teaching expertise, they also 

expressed dissatisfaction with the statewide meetings. “I guess I felt the meetings were a 

waste of my time” (Case 1); “The way the meetings were run was very upsetting” (Case 

11). 

When asked about the additive value of the CE Mentoring Program, 16 of 20 

interviewed teachers (80%) expressed satisfaction with their program experience. 
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However dissatisfaction emerged in several forms. Interviewed teachers indicated they 

needed help with getting students into their programs, they felt that mentor pairing was 

not appropriate, and the program content was not meaningful. While the inherent 

flexibility of the program content was noted as a positive; for some, “The assignments 

seemed like a paperwork exercise to me” (Case 8), and “the things we did seemed like 

and may have been busywork” (Case 13). 

Since beginning teachers need appropriate information about their profession 

(Harrison et al, 2005; Musanti, 2004; Rix & Gold, 2000), pairing novice teachers with 

qualified content specific mentors constitutes a major structural component of mentoring 

programs (Fletcher & Barrett; 2004; Gow, 2006; Kajs, 2002; Portner, 2005). Thus, 

appropriately pairing mentors and protégés by content area is essential to creating a 

successful learning team (MCCE, 2006) that meets the unique challenges posed by 

teaching career education courses. 

The efforts taken by CE Mentoring Program administrators to appropriately pair 

mentors and protégés was reported as successful by seventeen (17) of the twenty (20) 

teachers interviewed (85%). The three (3) participants who indicated dissatisfaction 

reported “I really didn’t get the kind of content depth and support from my mentor that I 

was hoping for” (Case 19); “Instead of my [CE] mentoring being helpful, I found it a 

stressful situation and actually found the other seasoned teachers [in my building] much 

more helpful” (Case 15), and “[mentor pairing] was not that effective” (Case 18).  

Carroll (2006) believed the accountability of mentors is a by-product of 

negotiating mentorship in practice, while the multiple responsibilities required of mentors 

necessitates appropriate training needed to prepare mentors to engage in reflective 
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practices (Harrison et al., 2005; Shulman & Sato, 2006). The CE Mentoring Program 

Mentoring Notebook specifies the expected responsibilities to be fulfilled by all program 

administrators and participants. Yet, seven of 20 interviewees (35%) expressed concerns 

with measures of mentor accountability. Primarily, concerns were expressed in the form 

of mentor training and meeting required contact requirements. “There needs to be more 

accountability…neither of my mentors ever came here” (Case 16). “I don’t think the 

mentors are even told what the expectations are” (Case 4). “I never had my one-on-one 

meetings” (Case 1). “If you say you are going to be a mentor, then be a mentor and make 

sure that you are living up to what you are supposed to do” (Case 17). 

The structured mentoring experiences built into the two-year CE Mentoring 

Program are based on content area program standards, individual classroom situations, 

and the needs, strengths, and prior experiences of protégés (MCCE, 2006). However, due 

to the inherent diversity in content area (e.g., Agriculture Education, Trade and Industrial 

Education, Health Sciences Education, etc.) and varied routes to teaching (traditional and 

alternatively certified), framing a program to meet the needs of all protégés is complex. 

The interview data revealed that through cooperative interactions and the negotiation of 

shared meanings in social contexts (Musanti, 2004) through mentorship, CE Mentoring 

Program mentors continue to provide information instrumental to developing the skills 

identified as essential for protégés. Yet, measures of program improvement were also 

recommended. 

Program Connections 

Ingersoll (2004) believed the development and maintenance of learning 

communities positively impacts new teacher retention. As part of a learning community 
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organized around the CE Mentoring Program, participants were afforded structured 

experiences that included reflective dialogue and conversation with mentors. Through 

these experiences, protégés were exposed to a wider network of teachers from their 

content area from throughout Missouri. “I found I had support from people all over 

Missouri that taught the same subjects as I did” (Case 1). 

Consistent with Walqui (2006), engagement of career education protégés in the 

apprenticeship process through the socially constructed aspects of the CE Mentoring 

Program contributed to their acculturation to teaching by enhancing their skills and 

understandings of program content and pedagogical practices. “I think I would have felt 

more overwhelmed with teaching and education terminology if not for the program (Case 

19). Networking beyond their mentor was also identified as a major benefit garnered 

through program participation. “I think just knowing how and who to talk to helped 

immensely and especially if I was a new teacher, having somebody at DESE to help me 

sift through all of that helped a lot” (Case 17).  

Interview data also indicated CE Mentoring Program participation helped new 

career education teachers acculturate themselves to the teaching environment and guided 

them during a critical period of identity formation as they struggled to find their place in 

the classroom. “If I wouldn't have had a mentor that knew my content area and 

understood the vocational side of things, I don't think I would have lasted the first year” 

(Case 16). As revealed by the interview data, this process of experiential learning 

conducted within the structure of the CE Mentoring Program context was evidenced by 

participants’ active engagement in a learning process based on reflective dialogue and 

conversation (Bruffee, 1999; Eraut, 2004; Pitton, 2006; Rix & Gold, 2000). 
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Through the personal interviews, the role mentors played in the process of 

reconciling the realities of teaching career education program content with preconceived 

beliefs and values were determined important. Since many of the interviewed teachers 

were first generation college graduates (Ogden, 2004), or were entering teaching from 

alternative routes, their theories about teaching were often based on visions of supportive 

environments (Robertson et al., 2006). As part of this reconciliation process, the data 

indicated career education mentors were an asset to new teachers as they attempted to 

address legislative mandates and meet standards that added to the complexity of teaching 

and make it less desirable. “My mentor kept telling me to be patient and things would 

work out, you just wait!” (Case 2). “When I was at the point where I was ready to quit 

[teaching], I think it was my mentor’s encouragement not to give up that kept me in the 

classroom to this day” (Case 3). 

As proposed by Bruffee (1999), through collaboration with their career education 

peers, mentoring programs opened doors to interdependency that helped assign meaning 

to teaching by vocalizing issues and resolving conflicts (Clarke et al., 2002; Kilburg & 

Hancock; 2006; Van Huizen et al., 2005) without negatively impacting their local work 

environment. “You don't always want to say everything to someone in your district, so 

yeah it's nice to have somebody outside…that’s not directly involved” (Case 13). “I 

discovered classroom management skills that showed me how to keep multiple people 

busy doing different tasks, and not lose your mind at the same time” (Case 1).  

New career education teachers may be arriving at their first teaching assignments 

underprepared for the challenges they face (Fletcher & Barrett, 2004; Fedorchak, 2001; 

Washer, 200). “I don't care if you go to college for 40 years, nothing prepares you for 

 132



  

walking into that classroom on day one” (Case 12). To assist new teachers who may be 

underprepared, mentors were identified though this research as being instrumental to 

furthering the professional development and ultimately the success of new career 

education teachers. “I can't think of any area of my teaching that hasn't been touched” 

(Case 10). Thus, engagement in mentorship as a social construct facilitates the exchange 

of knowledge through participatory activities (Bruffee, 1999; Clarke et al.,2002; Cornu; 

Greene & Puetzer, 2002; Rix & Gold, 2000) leading to increased levels of teacher 

satisfaction. “When I was at the point where I was ready to quit [teaching], I think it was 

my mentor’s encouragement not to give up that kept me in the classroom to this day” 

(Case 3). 

Theoretical Framework Applied to this Study 

Throughout the course of this study, interviewed teachers identified collaboration 

with content specific mentors as an essential component of their in-service development. 

Through these socially constructed activities, new CE teachers were challenged to 

interact with their mentors, and with one another, through innovative methods (Cornu, 

2005; Gilles & Wilson, 2004; Musanti, 2004). Analysis of these phenoms required 

bridging of concepts related to individual functioning and personal development (Van 

Huizen et al., (2004). Thus, Sociocultural Theory (SCT) was selected as the theoretical 

framework most suitable explore the practice of teaching and the development of 

professional identity. 

Consistent with Merriam (1998), applying SCT as a framework for analysis of the 

data produced through this research constituted an effective mode of discovering 

descriptive phenomenological categories and themes. By viewing the qualitative data 
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through an SCT lens, the findings buttressed the assertion that the CE Mentoring Program 

provided support for new career education teachers through socially constructed activities 

driven by learning in the context of negotiated meaning (Carroll, 2006). Consistent with 

Van Huizen et al. (2005), interviewee data identified that program participants believed 

the program pedagogy was instrumental in making connections between their individual 

needs and the socially constructed activities embedded within the program structure.  

When viewing the personal interview data through an SCT lens, it became 

apparent the provisions of Missouri 5 CSR 80-850.045, and the structure provided by the 

Missouri Professional Guidelines for Student Success (MODESE, 2006a), were key 

elements in creating a learning environment in which new career education teachers were 

engaged in activities within a Zone of Proximal Development (ZPD) (Vygotsky, 1978). 

Specifically, the CE Mentoring Program structure successfully brought new teachers into 

an environment where language and conversation between mentor and protégé 

constituted the primary basis of learning and development. Thus, a bridge between 

concepts of individual functioning, personal development, and the sociocultural process 

(Van Huizen, Van Oers, & Wubbels, 2005) was created through the apprenticeship 

process. 

Consistent with Marshall and Gerstl-Pepin (2004), the SCT framework facilitated 

a systematic method of understanding complex components of the CE Mentoring 

Program and the variable processes in which new and returning career education teachers 

were participating through culturally organized activities. By analyzing the CE 

Mentoring Program through SCT, the conversations and time spent with mentors in the 

CE Mentoring Program emerged as the primary mode of meaning-making for the new 
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career education teachers interviewed. The interview data revealed this form of social 

constructionism helped interviewed teachers go beyond observable behaviors (Perry & 

Power, 2004) while making accommodations that met the needs of administrators, peer 

teachers, and students, thus uniting the ontogeny of the individual career education 

teacher with participation in the CE Mentoring Program.  

Implications for Practice 

The findings discovered through this research have generated several implications 

impacting the on-going administration and program structure of the Missouri CE 

Mentoring Program. The implications include: 

1. In light of the margin of difference (over 30%) between CE Mentoring 

Program participant retention rates and non-participant retention rates 

(untouched), the findings from this study should be disseminated to all 

Missouri career education program stakeholders (e.g., principals, 

superintendents, career center directors, etc.).  

2. As perceived by the protégés interviewed, steps needed to be taken to ensure 

mentor and protégé duties are clearly outlined, and accountability measures 

should be implemented for both mentors and protégés. While mentor and 

protégé duties and expectations are currently outlined in the Career Education 

Mentoring Notebook, no modes or measures of accountability for mentors are 

delineated, leaving protégés frustrated when mentorship expectations were not 

met. 

3. Based on the lack of clarity expressed by interviewees regarding their CE 

Mentoring Program expectations, a means of communicating the program 
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structure and required activities needs to be developed and disseminated to 

new protégés in advance of their first statewide meeting. This information will 

better prepare upcoming program protégés for the time commitments and 

programmatic challenges they may face. 

4. A need for additional mentor training based on specified objectives was 

strongly recommended by interviewees. Doing so would help to establish a 

cadre of quality mentors who possess grade level and content area expertise, 

and have demonstrated successful personal and teaching skills essential to the 

mentoring process. 

5. The interview data provided support for more contact time (informal or formal) 

between mentors and protégés. While both travel and time were identified as 

factors influencing mentor and protégé availability, the data clearly indicated 

great value was placed on the socially interactive components of the 

mentoring relationship. 

6. Protégé data indicated that statewide meetings are overwhelming and need to 

be separated by program year (first/second). Protégés expressed the greatest 

amount of dissatisfaction with the second year of the program due to the 

repetitive nature of the materials presented. 

7. The data support the need for the CE Mentoring Program content at statewide 

meetings to be more inclusive of the specific needs of program content areas. 

While protégé data indicated study participants recognized the complexity of 

meeting the needs of all, interviewees asserted much of the information 

provided at statewide meetings had little or nothing to do with them. 
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8. The data suggested a need for more support versus performance during the 

first year of the program. Rather than having protégés reinvent the wheel, 

supplying concrete examples of approved classroom materials was identified 

as a better means of assisting already overwhelmed teachers in meeting 

classroom expectations. 

9. Examples of quality program content assignments need to be collected as 

exemplars of best practices while establishing a resource for appropriate 

models of teaching and mentoring. 

Recommendations for Further Research 

Recommendations for future research include: 

1. Retention rate comparisons clearly support the program’s attempts to reduce 

the attrition of new and returning career education teachers. However, further 

research needs to be conducted to reveal specific factors contributing to a 30% 

difference in retention rates between CE Mentoring Program participants and 

non-participants. 

2. Further investigation into the feasibility of expanding the scope of the CE 

Mentoring Program to include all new and returning CE teachers needs to be 

conducted. While the program may not currently be able to accommodate all 

new protégés, the positive connections made between participation and 

retention support program expansion. 

3. CE Mentoring Program retention rates and measures of program effectiveness 

need to be investigated longitudinally (five, seven, and ten years) to 

demonstrate a level of quality based on Missouri’s new mentoring program 
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standards. Doing so will position the CE Mentoring Program as a viable 

option for future career education teachers as they satisfy state mentoring 

requirements. 

4. Future CE Mentoring Program research should be conducted based on 

quantitative measures of program satisfaction delineated by traditionally and 

alternatively certified routes to teaching career education content. 

5. Comparison data need to be collected on targeted Missouri mentoring 

program options based on measures of retention, program content, and 

program satisfaction. By identifying and reporting exemplars of program 

effectiveness, a potential for mentoring program improvement would be 

established for all programs. 

6. Further comparisons should be made between the CE Mentoring Program and 

exemplary programs from other states (e.g., Florida, Oklahoma, North 

Carolina) on measures of retention, program content, and program satisfaction. 

7. Due to the 100% retention rate for CE Mentoring Program participants who 

did not complete the program (non-completers), the programmatic factors 

contributing to their retention and their reasons for selecting other mentoring 

options warrants further investigation. 

8. Additional CE Mentoring Program research differentiated by program content 

area should be conducted to identify unmet protégé needs and facilitate 

program improvement. 

 138



  

9. Further investigation needs to be conducted into the impact mentor quality 

and accountability has on protégés’ satisfaction with induction programs and 

processes. 

Discussion 

Ongoing development, enhancement, and sustainability of the CE Mentoring 

Program are topics of interest for program framers, administrators and participants. While 

current research had identified key indicators that influence teacher satisfaction and 

teachers’ decisions to either stay or leave the teaching profession, little information 

regarding group retention rates and CE Mentoring Program participants’ perceived 

experiences while engaged in the program were available. Prior to this research, the 

primary source of program protégé feedback regarding their experiences was gleaned 

through voluntary end of program surveys administered as part of the program structure. 

To gain a deeper insight into protégés’ perceptions, personal interviews with program 

participants were conducted to identify connections made between program experiences 

and satisfaction with teaching as a career.  

To facilitate the development of quantitative and qualitative data, a multiple 

methods approach to research was applied to this study. The quantitative phase 

investigated two groups of career education teachers who participated in the CE 

Mentoring Program. Retention rates were established for the two groups of program 

participants, including those participating in the two-year program ending the spring of 

2006 (Group 1) and the spring of 2007 (Group 2). Retention rates were also developed 

for non-Career Education teachers and career education teachers who did not participate 
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in the CE Mentoring Program. Doing so allowed for comparisons between teachers who 

went through the program and those who did not. 

During personal interviews, study participants indentified their primary 

motivation for selecting the CE Mentoring Program as their option to meeting state 

mentoring requirements was the guidance provided by administrators (e.g., principals, 

superintendents, etc.). Given that program participation equated to increased retention 

rates for Groups 1 (95.1%) and 2 (96.8%) which were 17.0% and 18.7% above baseline 

(78.1%) respectively, the findings from this study reinforce administrators’ decisions to 

guide new career education teachers to the CE Mentoring Program. Yet, prior to this 

study, Missouri administrators may not have been fully aware of the influence their 

decision to promote the program was having on the retention of new CE teachers. When 

program participation versus non-participation equates to a difference of over 30% in 

retention, obviously there are factors at play regarding program participation that are 

working. These factors warrant continued support and investigation based on the 

empirical information gleaned from this study. 

To increase statewide program buy-in, the information discovered through this 

study needs to be disseminated to CE Mentoring Program framers, administrators, 

funders, promoters, and Missouri career education program stakeholders. As a measure of 

program success, the retention rates clearly support the CE Mentoring Program as a 

viable means of reducing new and returning career education teacher attrition while 

satisfying state mentoring requirements. Yet, certain anomalies exist. When comparing 

program completers to program non-completers, the findings revealed that 100% of those 

who started and left the program at some point prior to completion had continued though 
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other mentoring routes (e.g., building programs, in-district programs) to satisfy mentoring 

requirements and were still teaching at the time of this study. While these two 

populations were small, seven and nine respectively, the impact the CE Mentoring 

Program may have had on their decision to either stay or leave the teaching profession 

warrants further investigation. Additionally, the 100% retention of program non-

completers suggests the program paradigms of the options chosen were positively 

connected to retention, a suggestion that needs to be explored. 

The quantitative data produced during this study revealed that program 

participation equated to increased retention rates. However, it was through qualitative 

methods and personal interviews that data revealing how program participation was 

connected by interviewees on measures of CE Mentoring Program and career satisfaction 

were discovered. The four primary categories that emerged during analysis of the 

qualitative data included acculturation, conflicting values and beliefs, unclear 

expectations, and program pedagogy. 

While mentors were identified as positive factors that assisted new career 

education teachers with their transition into teaching as a career (acculturation), 

indicators of needed program improvements were also revealed. Positive mentoring 

factors included a peer who provided content expertise to the mentorship experience, a 

peer outside of their district with whom they could confidentially confide in on sensitive 

issues without local repercussions, a peer who could help navigate the chasm between 

theory and practice, and a peer who could serve as a liaison between administrators, 

MODESE personnel, and student organization stakeholders. Mentoring program areas 
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identified as needing the most improvement included measures of mentor accountability, 

modifications to program structure and content, and contact time with mentors. 

In the conflict to reconcile new teachers’ values and beliefs regarding the role 

they played in students’ lives and teaching as a career, interviewees identified mentors as 

important assets. The interview data identified needed support from mentors who could 

help new career education teachers understand their role in career education student 

organizations (CTSOs) and facilitate interaction with other teachers in their content area. 

Mentors also helped the interviewees create lasting relationships among state supervisors 

and administrators and facilitated the resolution of conflicting feelings and misplaced 

perceptions. When compared to in-district mentors, CE Mentoring Program mentors were 

conveyed as a primary instrument leading to success as a new teacher and were also 

positively connected to their decision to either stay or leave the career education teaching 

profession. 

While unclear expectations were expressed by interviewees regarding teaching 

career education content, time was identified as the largest problem connected by study 

participants to the CE Mentoring Program. Reportedly, the required assignments and 

activities associated with program participation were additive to interviewees’ stress 

levels. Reportedly, stress levels were increased when structured program requirements 

were combined with the perception of already being overloaded as a new teacher. Rather 

than adding to workloads, interviewed teachers suggested changing the emphasis of the 

program pedagogy from activities that require development of new materials, to a 

pedagogy in which exemplary examples of lesson plans, grant writing, and teaching 

strategies are provided. These concerns were strongly emphasized for new teachers 
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engaged in their first year of teaching. Tangentially, more contact time with mentors was 

also suggested even though participants realized they were often unable to satisfy the 

minimum CE Mentoring Program contact visit requirements. Perhaps an established 

minimum number of contact hours combined with enhanced reporting mechanisms for 

both protégés and mentors would lead to increased program effectiveness and satisfaction. 

Currently, the CE Mentoring Program is serving approximately fifty percent (50%) 

of new CE teachers who enter the teaching profession each year. Expanding the program 

to meet the needs of all new CE teachers may be problematic, yet achievable. One could 

argue that funding, mentor availability, and program structure are limiters impeding the 

ability to serve all new CE teachers. Conversely, one could assert these arguments are 

moot. Perhaps the available funds need to be spent differently. If program participants 

believe that statewide meetings are ineffective, then alternative methods of meeting 

mentoring requirements should be explored. This could include regional versus statewide 

meetings and/or breaking the meeting out into content specific program areas (e.g., Trade 

and Industrial Education, Health Sciences Education, Marketing Education, etc.). More 

importantly, the CE Mentoring Program needs to be compared to exemplary Missouri 

and national programs to identify the essential elements that constitute an effective 

mentoring program. 

The key elements of the program identified by study participants included the 

relationships, content expertise, and guidance provided through mentors. Since the pool 

of approved mentors in Missouri is limited, the development of a cadre of mentors based 

on specified qualifications may be a solution. If successful, this would satisfy the 
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concerns of protégés regarding mentor training and go far to address the current emphasis 

being placed on the need for mentor accountability. 

The CE Mentoring Program currently serves multiple and varied populations, 

particularly in the area of certification type (e.g., traditional and alternative). All ten of 

the alternatively certified CE teachers who participated in this study attended Missouri’s 

New Teacher Institute (NTI). While prior studies (Fedorchak, 2001; Washer, 2000) have 

indicated participation in the NTI program makes a significant difference in retention, 

discovery of the benefits garnered through NTI participation was beyond the scope of this 

study. By further investigating the relationship between NTI participation, certification 

type, program content area, and retention, indicators of CE Mentoring Program strengths 

and weaknesses would be further delineated. 

Overall, satisfaction with the CE Mentoring Program was high on measures of 

classroom usability of the information gleaned from participation. Perhaps the program 

needs to be made mandatory for all CE teachers given the thirty percent (30%) difference 

between program participation and non-participation. However, program dissatisfaction, 

primarily with meetings and content, combined with a perceived lack of mentor 

performance and expertise were identified as issues for study participants. Additional 

mentor training and programmatic restructuring based on the unmet needs identified by 

interviewees may represent an acceptable method of addressing the issues arising from 

this study. At a minimum, it would constitute a starting point. 

Ultimately, when posed with the prospect of not having the CE Mentoring 

Program available as an option to meet mentoring requirements, all 20 of the participants 

(100%) indicated the combination of the statewide and in-district programs contributed to 
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meeting their needs as new teachers. While interviewees asserted in-district programs 

were helpful with local issues, they also positioned the Missouri CE Mentoring Program 

as an essential provider of career education program content, expertise, and the 

mentorship support needed by new and returning teachers to be successful in the 

classroom. Given the costs associated with premature attrition in relationship to the gains 

in retention achieved through program participation, this research supports the assertion 

that the current funding designated for the CE Mentoring Program is money well spent.  
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Informed Consent Form 
 

Identification of Researchers: This research is being conducted by Donald Scott, 
University of Central Missouri (UCMO), Department of Career and Technology 
Education, Missouri Center for Career Education. I am an Educational Leadership & 
Policy Analysis doctoral candidate at the University of Missouri. 
 
Purpose of the Study: The purpose of this study is to investigate novice career education 
teacher retention as it relates to participation in Missouri’s Career Education Mentoring 
Program. Through the performance of this study, retention rates, both positive and 
negative precipitating factors, and the impact the current program has on novice and 
returning career education teacher retention will be identified.  
 
Request for Participation: I am inviting you to participate in this study dealing with the 
impact the Missouri Career Education Mentoring program is having on the retention of 
novice and returning career education teachers. Participation in the study is voluntary. If 
you decide not to participate, you will not be penalized in any way. You can also decide 
to stop the interview at any time without penalty. If you do not wish to answer any of the 
questions asked by the interviewer, you may simply indicate you do not wish to respond. 
You may withdraw your consent to have your interview responses included in the study 
at the end interview. If you wish to do so, please tell inform the interviewer at any time 
during the interview. 
 
Exclusions: You must be at least 18 years of age to participate in this study. All non-
Career Education teachers will be excluded from interviews. 
 
Description of Research Method: The qualitative phase of this research involves 
personal interviews regarding participants’ perceptions and experiences while engaged in 
the Missouri Career Education Mentoring Program. Interviews are being limited to 
approximately one-hour and will be conducted at a time and location identified by the 
study participant. With informed consent of the interviewee, interviews will be digitally 
recorded in a format suitable for analysis. Digital recordings of interviews will be 
assigned codes to protect anonymity and professionally transcribed to ensure 
trustworthiness of the data. Analysis of transcripts will be conducted using commercially 
available software (WordStat 5.1 & QDA Miner) to identify emerging themes and 
categories. 
 
Privacy: All of the information collected will be confidential. Pseudonym codes will be 
used to protect participant’s identity. Individual response data and findings will not be 
linked to individual participants. Transcripts will be kept in a locked file cabinet in the 
researcher’s office and digital recordings will be destroyed at the end of this study. 
 
Explanation of Risks: The risks associated with participating in this study are similar to 
the risks of everyday life. 
 

 156



 

 

 

157

Explanation of Benefits: Study participants will benefit by gaining a deeper 
understanding of the influence, or lack thereof, Missouri’s Career Education Mentoring 
Program had on their decision to either stay or leave the teaching profession while 
contributing to the professional development of future new and returning career 
education teachers. 
 
Data Use: The data produced by this study will be included in a final report to the 
Missouri Department of Elementary and Secondary Education, Division of Career 
Education, presented at state and national conferences, and potentially published in a 
peer-reviewed journal. By signing this form, you are giving permission to the researcher 
to use the information you provide during this interview as described. Remuneration for 
use of the data produced is explicitly limited to the $100.00 stipend offered for 
participation in this study. 
 
Questions: If you have any questions your rights as a participant in this study, please 
contact the University of Missouri, Campus Institutional Review Board, 483 McReynolds 
Hall, Columbia, MO, 65211 (573-882-9585). If you agree to participate, please sign two 
copies of this form prior to the beginning of the interview. The interviewer will retain one 
copy; the other copy is for you to keep. 
 
I have read this letter and agree to participate. 
 
Signature:___________________________________________Date:________________ 
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Call for Participation Letter 
 

Subject: Career Education Mentoring Program Study 

Dear Mentoring Program Participants, 

In cooperation with the MODESE Division of Career Education, the MCCE is 

conducting personal interviews with a sample of career education teachers who 

participated in the two-year statewide Career Education Mentoring Program during 

academic years 2004-05 through 2005-06, and 2005-06 through 2007-08. From these 

interviews, the MCCE staff hopes to develop a better understanding of the benefits 

realized and/or improvements needed to better serve future novice and returning career 

education teachers. The perceptions and reflections of former mentoring program 

participants are crucial to the success of this process. Interviews will be limited to 

approximately one hour and conducted at locations and times to accommodate your 

schedule should you be selected. The source of all responses to the interview questions 

will be kept confidential. A monetary stipend is also being offered to those who complete 

the interview.  

The link provided below will take you to a Web page containing more information about 

the interviews.  If you wish to be included in the pool of potential interviewees, please go 

to this Web page, review the information, enter the required information, and submit your 

request to be added to the pool. 

Link: http://missouricareereducation.org/pd/study.php 
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Participant Registration Web-page 
 

Page 1 
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Page 2 
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Interview Protocol and Questions 
 

Thank you for participating in my study today. The purpose of this study is to investigate 
novice career education teacher retention as it relates to participation in Missouri’s Career 
Education Mentoring Program. Through the performance of this study, I hope to establish 
retention rates, both positive and negative precipitating factors influencing novice 
teachers’ decision to either stay or leave the profession, and reveal the impact the current 
program has on novice and returning career education teacher retention. 
 
Before we go any further, I want you to know your rights as a participant in my study. 
You are not required to answer any questions you are uncomfortable with and you may 
leave the interview at any time. We will protect your confidentiality by using false names 
(pseudonym codes). Your personal identity will not be linked to individual responses or 
used in any future manuscripts or publications. Given these understandings, are you 
willing to sign an informed consent form to participate in this study and consent to 
electronic tape recordings of this interview to be used as data for this research?  
 
Informed Consent: Allow participant time to read, discuss, and sign consent form. 
 
The findings revealed by this research will be submitted to the Missouri Department of 
Elementary and Secondary Education, Division of Career Education and potentially 
included in a manuscript suitable for publication in a peer-reviewed journal. 
 
The research questions driving this phase of my study include: 
 

5. How did the Missouri CE Mentoring Program influence program completers’ 
decision to stay or leave the teaching profession? 

6. How did the Missouri CE Mentoring Program influence program non-
completers’ decision to stay or leave the teaching profession? 

7. What precipitating factors influenced Missouri’s novice career education 
teachers’ decision-making process to either stay or leave the teaching 
profession? 

 
First we have a short demographics form to confirm the personal contact information I 
have and I would like to know how you prefer to be addressed during this interview.  
 
How would you like to be addressed during this interview________________________? 
 
To begin, I am going to ask some general questions about you; then I would like to talk 
about your thoughts, perceptions, and experiences regarding the mentoring program. 
 
Completers: 
 

1. Would you please tell me a little about yourself and what courses you have 
taught? 

2. What was it about this study that motivated you to volunteer as a participant? 
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3. Are you still teaching: If so, at what institution are you currently teaching? 
4. How long have you been teaching? 
5. As a new teacher, what were your personal perceptions of teaching as a career? 
6. In what career education program area are you teaching (e.g., HS, AG, 

T&I)—is your current program area the same as during your mentoring 
program participation? 

7. Did you participate in the Career Education Mentoring Program during your 
first-year of teaching? (probe-was it first year of teaching period, first year out 
of industry, first year in career education). 

8. When you entered the program, what key did you hope to gain from the 
program? 

9. During your time in the program, were your mentoring experience 
expectations met? 

10. What aspects/components of the program were most useful? 
11. What aspects/components of the program were most significant for you? 
12. What additional program aspects/components would make the program more 

effective for future program participants (what was it about those aspects that 
are important)? 

13. What non-program factors have influenced your decision to either stay or 
leave the teaching profession? 

14. What impact did program participation have on your feelings of satisfaction 
with teaching as a career? 

15. Are you currently satisfied with teaching as a career (why/why not)? 
 

Thank you…ask participant if they would like to add any comments that have not been 
discussed…closure. 
 
Non-Completers: 
 

1. Would you please tell me a little about yourself and what courses you have 
taught? 

2. What was it about this study that motivated you to volunteer as a participant? 
3. Are you still teaching: If so, at what institution are you currently teaching? 
4. How long have you been teaching? 
5. As a new teacher, what were your personal perceptions of teaching as a career? 
6. In what career education program area are you teaching (e.g., HS, AG, 

T&I)—is your current program area the same as during your mentoring 
program participation? 

7. Did you participate in the Career Education Mentoring Program during your 
first-year of teaching? (probe-was it first year of teaching period, first year out 
of industry, first year in career education). 

8. When you entered the program, what did you hope to gain from the program? 
9. During your time in the program, were your mentoring experience 

expectations met? 
10. At what point in the program (first/second year/when) did you leave the 

program (why)? 
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11. Was there something (yes/no) about the program that influenced your decision 
to leave prior to completion (what was it)? 

12. What incentives (non-monetary) may have convinced you to stay in the 
program (e.g., program content, mentor pairing, program timing, workload)? 

13. Based on your time in the program, what additional program 
aspects/components do you think would make the program more effective for 
future program participants (useful/significant)? 

14. What non-program factors may have influenced your decision to either stay or 
leave the teaching profession? 

15. Did your participation in the program influence your feelings of satisfaction 
with teaching as a career? 

16. Are you currently satisfied with teaching as a career (are they still a teacher, 
why/why not, etc.)? 

 
Thank you…ask participant if they would like to add any comments that have not been 
discussed…closure.
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