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SECTION ONE:
INTRODUCTION TO DISSERTATION

1

Background of Study
Since the 1960s and 1970s, formal mentoring programs emerged which included
support and assistance for new teachers in “negotiating the uncertain terrain of school
policies and procedures” (Ganser, 2005, p. 7). While mentoring programs have
continued to be influenced by evolving professional standards and policies for teacher
induction, Ganser (2005) specifically noted “…during the past fifteen years, the
significance of mentoring programs as part of the profession of teaching has grown
exponentially” (p. 14). With an increase in mentor activity rising from 40% to 89.4%
since the 1990s (Feiman-Nemser, 2012), current research shows more than half of the
states require teachers to participate in mentoring or induction programs to some degree
(The New Teacher Center, 2012).
Ingersoll (2012) found 91% of beginning teachers reported they received support
from an induction program as of 2008, however, the variance in the types of mentoring
supports is a cause for dialogue in education (Ingersoll, 2012). Casey and Claunch
(2005) also noted “While mature, comprehensive, and successful programs exist in some
states and large school districts, the mentoring of beginning teachers has not been fully
institutionalized in public education” (p. 98). A recent policy review of induction and
mentoring programs by The New Teacher Center in 2012 addresses the current status of
mentoring in each state. The report not only provided a state-by-state analysis of current
mentor practices but also highlighted current trends in ten criteria outlined by The New
Teacher Center. A major finding from the review of state policy showed, “multi-year
induction programs accelerate the professional growth of new teachers, reduce the rate of
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new teacher attrition, provide a positive return on investment, and improve student
learning” (Goldrick, Osta, Barlin, & Burn, 2012, p. iii).
Additionally, The New Teacher Center (2012) noted, “comprehensive state
policies have a broad influence on supporting the development of local induction
programs” (p. vi). The premise for the ten criteria utilized in the policy review indicated
states meeting more of the criteria would “raise the likelihood that every new educator
receives a sufficient level of induction and mentoring support...” and therefore benefit
from “enhanced teacher effectiveness” (p. vi). The first two criteria advocate for all
teachers and school administrators to receive two years of induction support. Criterion
three states a requirement for formal program standards to guide the design and operation
of mentoring programs. Criteria four through six focus on rigorous selection and ongoing
training of mentor teachers, in addition to considerations about the assignments and
caseloads of mentor teachers. Criterion seven is focused on the program elements,
including considerations for contact time between mentors and new teachers, formative
assessment of teaching practice, and classroom observations. Criterion eight suggests
funding as a component for supporting induction programs. Finally, criteria nine and ten
focus on accountability of the education and program, and suggests assessing or
monitoring program quality should occur through evaluation, surveys, site visits, and
other tools.
In the New Teacher Center’s report (2012), Missouri’s teacher induction policies
were reviewed and several areas of strength were highlighted in regards to current
requirements and recommendations for mentoring. Currently, Missouri requires both
teachers and administrators to receive induction support for the first two years in the
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profession in the form of a teacher-driven mentor program (New Teacher Center,
2012). Since 2010-2011, the state Department of Elementary and Secondary Education
(DESE) has also been required to develop formal program standards in Missouri. As a
result, Missouri is one of fifteen states requiring foundational mentor training and ongoing professional development for mentor teachers. Further, Missouri’s criteria includes
a minimum requirement of three years of experience in the profession to be eligible to
mentor new teachers. Missouri is one of the many states with minimal expectations
regarding the time mentors will spend with their mentee. Furthermore, state policy aims
to protect mentors from additional duties, which could interfere with time focused on
mentoring. Missouri addresses classroom observations in the policy by recognizing
sufficient time is necessary to observe teaching and should be accounted for thorough
release time and schedule coordination.
Statement of the Problem
Throughout history, one of the most common forms of mentoring has been an
informal buddy system of providing technical advice and emotional support for new
teachers by an experienced teacher (Feiman-Nemser, 2012). Unfortunately, research has
shown the buddy system model lacks key components of stronger mentor methods such
as observations including feedback or opportunities for reflection on practices between
the mentor and mentee. When mentoring lacks effective design components, it can
produce negative results (Feiman-Nemser, 2012). Further, Casey and Claunch (2005)
indicated mentors must build knowledge about adult learning and be able to extend the
knowledge of the mentee through conversations, which include listening and
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reflecting. In addition to building an understanding of adult learners, Grossman and
Davis (2012) confirmed:
To be effective, mentors require training and ongoing support to develop specific
skills in assisting new teachers- for example, developing working relationships
with adults, determining the strengths and needs of a new teacher, helping
teachers set meaningful goals, and providing constructive feedback on instruction.
(p. 55)
Ganser (2005) noted the effective partnering of a mentor and mentee can
“positively impact the career trajectory of new teachers for a lifetime” (p. 15). However,
even with a rise in mentoring supports, research by Athanases, et al. (2008) found
induction programs in the United States “rest on impoverished models” (p. 745). Further,
research by Ingersoll (2002) has indicated one-third of beginning teachers do not remain
in the profession beyond the first three years of service and 43% of beginning teachers
identified a lack of adequate support as a key factor impacting the first three years in the
profession. In 2012, The New Teacher Center’s policy review of induction and
mentoring programs found there are only three states currently meeting the majority of
the mentoring criteria, as outlined by The New Teacher Center: Connecticut, Delaware,
and Iowa.
The New Teacher Center’s policy review indicated Missouri does not meet the
elements of criterion seven (program delivery) and is not considered an exemplary
example of criterion ten (program accountability). Additionally, the policy review
reported many states are trying to support induction policy criteria, however, necessary
funding or training elements needed to have successful programs are often missing
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supports. Although the state of Missouri does not provide funding to support mentoring
programs, districts are required to offer a program in order for teachers to receive a career
continuous professional certificate (New Teacher Center, 2012). For this reason, a study
designed to investigate the delivery of mentoring programs and accountability measures
could support states, such as Missouri, in shifting to enhance mentoring practices, and
ultimately work towards meeting the majority of the criteria.
Purpose of the Study
With an increasing number of new teachers in need of mentors each year in
education, there is a growing need for effective mentors who are knowledgeable about
the subject(s) they are mentoring and who have the necessary skills for working with
adult learners (Lieberman, Hanson, & Gless, 2012). Similarly, Johnson and Ridley
(2008) discuss mentoring as “dynamic, reciprocal, personal relationships in which a more
experienced person (mentor) acts as a guide, role model, teacher, and sponsor of a less
experienced person (protégé)” (p.xi). Both of these aspects are included in criteria four
through six of The New Teacher Center’s policy review which outline the need for
mentors to gain the necessary skills to support their mentees, receive time to refine these
skills, and employ strategies for building mentoring relationships. In addition to those
aspects of mentoring, mentors need support conducting classroom observations and
providing feedback tailored to the learning needs of their mentees (criterion seven).
One purpose of this study was to gain mentor perspectives on the supports
received related to criterion seven. The location for the study involved several districts in
the southwest region of Missouri. While Missouri is one of several states that does not
quantify a minimum amount of contact time for mentor-mentee interactions, the
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standards include the element of release time for observations and a minimum
requirement of three meetings each year. The New Teacher Center (2012) stated
“Without sufficient time to develop a mentoring relationship characterized by frequent
and substantive interactions, policy and programmatic intent is undermined and the
likelihood of improved new teacher effectiveness and student achievement is greatly
lessened” (p. 17). Further, the NTC recommends weekly protected time between 1.25
and 2.5 hours to allow for mentor and mentee interactions.
The New Teacher Center (2012) also stated a need to “raise expectations by
articulating research-based program elements” as part of criterion seven (p.17).
Currently, the Missouri mentor program standards do not specify the critical element of
formative assessment. This standard, when implemented, could include the process of
data collection and collaborative conversations between the mentor and mentee, allowing
for discussion around research-based practices. The policy review indicated 16 states
currently have this component in place and the importance of the implementation of this
element as a means to impact individual teacher performance.
The final component of criterion seven is classroom observation, which NTC
(2012) stated, “To observe intentionally and effectively, mentors should receive
foundational training in data collection, analysis, and interpretation skills and obtain
experience with classroom observation and formative assessment protocols that become
the foundation of coaching” (p. 19). Missouri is one of 25 states that provides release
time as a recommendation to allow for observations to occur for mentors and mentees.
Additionally, class schedules for the mentor and mentee are recommended to align to
allow for sufficient observation time.
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In addition to criterion seven, there was a need to study program accountability
(criteria ten). This component includes the monitoring of mentor programs through the
use of evaluation, surveys, site visits, and self-reports. The Missouri standards include
recommendations on gathering feedback in the form of pre and post surveys as well as
exit interviews. Since the 1990s, there has been a rise in evaluation techniques for
reviewing and monitoring the quality of mentoring programs. These techniques have
begun to include more about learning results and the impact of mentoring programs
(Ganser, 2005). The New Teacher Center (2012) encouraged the leaders of mentor
programs to evaluate existing program elements and identify shifts needed to better meet
the needs of mentors and new teachers. Thus, another purpose for this study was to
gather data about current accountability measures used by districts in Missouri.
Research Questions
Two research questions guided data collection and analyses in this study
focused on mentoring. Both questions were addressed through mixed methods inquiry.
1.

To what extent are elements of mentor program delivery (contact time,

formative assessment, and classroom observation) and training for mentor
teachers (perceptions) present in school districts across Southwest Missouri?
2.

How are mentoring programs monitored across school districts in Southwest

Missouri?
Conceptual Framework
Existing literature refers to mentors using a variety of metaphors, many of which
lack guidance on what mentoring actually entails. An understanding of the roles and
features of mentoring can help demonstrate the complex and dynamic relationship
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between adult learners. Descriptions of the role of the mentor, while often varied, have
included providing classroom observations and feedback, engaging in discussion,
locating materials and providing general information, and being a liaison for the mentee
(Lieberman, Hanson, & Gless, 2012). Schien (1978) described mentoring roles as being
similar to a coach, developer of talent, opener of doors, or protector. Galvez-Hjornevik
(1986) described mentors as trusted guides and counselors, while Borko (1986) used
more traditional terms such as helper, peer, or support teacher. Additionally, George,
Sims McLean, and Mayer (2007/2011) included aspects of mutual learning, exploration
of similar values, and shared enjoyment in describing the importance of a life-changing
mentor.
While the models for mentoring new teachers are complex and training
opportunities for mentor teachers are varied, one of the consistent theories recognized in
literature about mentoring is the connection to adult learning theory. With a primary
focus in this study on the mentor teacher, Casey and Claunch’s (2005) ideas about the
need for recognizing the growth which occurs for the mentor teacher as they change from
primarily being knowledgeable about content knowledge to gaining professional
knowledge apply. The growth of mentor teachers can be identified through the
application of five stages including predisposition, disequilibrium, transition, confidence,
and efficacy. The predisposition stage begins with a classroom teacher who is willing to
mentor as a means to generate growth by nurturing others and challenging themselves to
improve. During the disequilibrium stage, the shift from teaching students to teaching
adult learners begins to occur as the roles and responsibilities of being a mentor become
clearer. The third stage known as the transition phase requires the mentor to expand their
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mentoring knowledge while developing mentor strategies and relationships with
colleagues. Following the transition stage, mentors move into the confidence stage,
where the shift to “facilitator of understanding” and recognition of growth both in the
mentee and themselves occurs (Casey & Claunch, 2005). Finally, the efficacy stage
includes mentor teachers feeling they make a difference in their role while discovering a
deeper understanding of effective teaching practices.
O’Neil (1981) further noted five stages involved in forming relationships between
the mentor and mentee which include entry, trust building, encouragement or risk taking,
the teaching of skills, and concern for professional standards. These stages combined
with Fuller’s (1969) stages for teacher development which included survival,
competence, confidence, autonomy, and commitment were supports for Kram’s (1983)
theories about the developmental relationships created during mentoring which included
four predictable phases. At the beginning of the mentoring relationship, the initiation
phase provides an opportunity for mentors and mentees to learn about each other’s style
and preferences. At about the six months to a year time period, the mentoring may
progress to the cultivation phase. This phase is an opportunity for the mentee to learn
and advance their performance from the learning provided by the mentor. At this phase,
the mentee is likely to gain the most knowledge and support within the organization from
their mentor, which can last up to five years. Once the mentee begins to become more
independent, the separation phase begins. This phase may include physical separation as
changes in positions occur or supports are no longer as needed. The final redefinition
phase is the phase that includes a change to a peer relationship where mutual supports
between the mentor and mentee are likely to occur.
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Additional connections between adult learning theories and mentoring were
supported by Levinson (1978). Levinson described mentoring as a “…model of adult
conduct” and the “…acts of giving and receiving” (p.96). Furthermore, Levinson (1978)
suggested focusing on the character of the relationship rather than the formality tied to
mentor roles using more of a cyclical model of mentoring. In The New Teacher Center’s
(2012) expectations for interactions between mentors and mentees, criteria seven
specifies interactions to include contact time, conversations about formative assessment,
and classroom observations. More specifically, providing sufficient time and focused
efforts on what the mentoring could look like is woven throughout criteria seven.
According to The New Teacher Center (2012), “one of the program design elements most
associated with impacts on teaching effectiveness and student learning is the frequency
and duration of mentor-mentee contact time” (p. 17). Additionally, The New Teacher
Center’s expectations for formative assessment are grounded in the belief that, “Critical
to teacher development is the practice of capturing and using assessment data to guide the
support of beginning teachers” (NTC, 2012, p. 18).
Contact Time
The New Teacher Center (2012) suggests frequent and meaningful interactions to
help maintain policy and program intentions. More specifically, contact time offers
mentors and mentees opportunities to develop experiences focused on instruction either
on a weekly, monthly, quarterly, or semester basis. Several states have either indicated
specific contact time requirements or conditions for supporting this aspect for mentors
and their mentees. According to NTC’s (2012) study, North Carolina limits preparations,
non-instructional duties, and additional assignments for new teachers to allow for contact
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time. NTC’s (2012) findings about Maryland’s contact time policy included the
requirement of regularly scheduled meetings, observations, and co-teaching opportunities
for the mentee with a skilled mentor. Additionally, Arkansas policy focused on weekly
contact hours and 25 additional hours per semester while Kentucky has a minimum of 20
hours of classroom contact and 50 hours of outside of the classroom contact between the
mentor and mentee (NTC, 2012). While many states have expectations for contact time
between mentors and mentees, the use of full-release mentors have also shown to provide
more of the necessary time for collaboration between new teachers and their mentors.
Formative Assessment
A skilled mentor can be the key to leading conversations about how to analyze
data and collaboratively plan for the next steps of instruction. More specifically, the
mentoring relationship can support The New Teacher Center’s (2012) three elements for
formative assessment, which include standards for best practice, criteria for measuring
growth, and evidence of achievement. In California, induction programs require three
similar elements in order to develop a collaborative plan to guide professional growth of
the mentee through data collection focused on practices and tools to identify the progress.
According to The New Teacher Center (2012), South Carolina requires a “mentor-guided
formative assessment process,” which can help the mentee focus on reflection of
teaching, areas of need or concern, and aspects of professional development. While NTC
noted at least 16 states have a focus on formative assessment aspects as part of induction,
its importance is “…only really meaningful if it materializes at the core of the work of
mentors and helps to impact individual teacher performance” (p. 18).
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Classroom Observation
Another critical aspect for supporting new teachers through mentoring is the
element of classroom observation. The New Teacher Center’s (2012) expectation for
classroom observations includes, “A sustained cycle of repeated observations, feedback
and discussion…” (p. 19). Further, the observations should be intentional, and mentors
should have experience with protocols for data collection, analysis, and interpretation.
According to NTC’s policy review (2012), Delaware’s induction expectations include a
three-year framework with cycles of observations, post-observation meetings, video
review, workshops, and self-reflections. Another induction example from West Virginia
indicated mentor observations for one hour per week during the first half of the school
year and then bi-weekly during the second part of the school year in addition to joint
planning periods for the mentor and mentee. The New Teacher Center noted over half of
the states require some level of classroom observations, but there is considerable variance
across the states.
Overall, The New Teacher Center (2012) indicated nine states have induction
program expectations for contact time, formative assessment, and classroom observations
outlined to some degree. The goal for mentoring would be to utilize these elements to
accelerate the effectiveness of the new teacher, but also develop the mentor teacher.
Similarly, Lieberman, Hanson, and Gless (2012) described the purpose of mentoring
programs as a support for “not only the growth of beginning teachers but also the growth
of those who mentor” (p. xii). Gill (2010) noted if a mentoring relationship is working
well, then both the mentee and mentor will learn.

13

Design of the Study
For the purpose of this study, the researcher selected a convergent parallel mixed
methods approach to study mentoring programs in select districts in the Southwest region
of Missouri. Creswell (2014) stated “…in mixed methods research, investigators use
both quantitative and qualitative data because they work to provide the best
understanding of a research problem” (p.11). Further, in a convergent parallel design,
qualitative and quantitative results are collected at about the same time (Creswell, 2014).
Waterman and He (2011) noted mentoring research designs are typically comprised of
quantitative data which is then analyzed through statistical measures. However,
Waterman and He (2011) discussed research needed in the field of mentoring which goes
beyond quantitative data and data which recognizes context and the complexity of
mentoring. Consequently, the goal for data collected in this study was a mixed methods
approach which included both closed and open-ended survey questions and focus group
interviews.
Initially, a small sample group of mentor program leaders was surveyed to gather
data on both research questions and documents were requested from each mentoring
program in the selected districts. The researcher also hoped to gain access to mentor
teachers within each participating district, with a request to survey mentor teachers who
have mentored at least one teacher between the 2013-2014 and 2016-2017 school years.
Additionally, mentor teachers who participate in the survey will have the option of
participating in a focus group interview at each site, with a goal to gain additional
qualitative data on both research questions.
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Setting
The researcher planned to collect and analyze data from a specific subset of
districts in Missouri during data collection. For the purpose of this study, a setting within
Southwest Missouri was selected due to the proximity of the researcher and to limit the
sample size within one region. Further, the selected region included the researcher’s
current district of employment, District A. Due to the size of District A, additional
districts were contacted to participate in the study which included District B and District
C. This provided the researcher with three mentoring programs to study and potentially
groups of mentor teachers at each district to participate in surveys and focus group
interviews.
Participants
During the first survey portion of the study, one participant from each of the
selected districts was contacted to participate in the study, with a total of four or more
survey participants as the goal. The intended contact for the survey was the district
employee(s) or department head(s) assigned to supervise mentoring or induction
programs. Ganser (2005) noted it may be common for “…a director of instruction,
curriculum supervisor, or manager of staff development…” to be responsible for a
district’s mentoring program (p. 5). The researcher planned to utilize the initial survey in
order to gain data regarding which elements of mentoring program delivery and
accountability are currently present in each of the respective programs. Additionally,
these individuals may be the “gate-keepers” for providing existing documents and
contacts to further support the study. The goal for collecting documents was to determine

15

which elements of delivery and accountability were outlined in each districts’ mentor
program guidelines.
Directly following the initial survey responses, the researcher planned to have
participating districts send an additional survey from the study to mentor teachers who
have mentored at least one mentee between the 2013-2014 and 2016-2017 school years.
The possible sample size for each district was estimated to contain between 10 and 30
mentor teachers during each of the four years of the study per site, with an overlap of
some mentors who continue the mentoring role over the years. Both the mentor leader
survey and the mentor teacher survey contained questions which were quantitative and
qualitative in nature. Mentor teachers who participated in the study had the opportunity
to participate in a focus group interview at each district site. The interviews probed for
information regarding the delivery and monitoring of the mentoring programs in each
district participating in the study. Merriam (2009) noted the importance of purposeful
sampling to include people who are knowledgeable about the topic and encouraged
groups which include six to ten participants. For this study, three groups of six to eight
participants was the goal for collecting qualitative data.
Data Collection Tools
Data collection for this study was obtained through the analysis of two sets of
survey responses, focus group interviews, and the review of available existing mentor
program documents. Initial survey participation was requested using an online consent
(Appendix A) and an electronic survey to gather information about both research
questions (Appendix B). More specifically, the researcher used a 15-question survey
primarily composed of close-ended questions with a few open-ended questions to gather
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information “from the people who are most likely to give the most accurate answers”
(Fink, 2013, p.57). The survey began with questions which were easiest and most
comfortable for participants to answer and continue with questions which were more
subjective in style as suggested by Fink (2013). Following the initial survey of mentor
leaders, mentor teachers from each district were contacted for participation in the study.
The interested mentor teachers received an online consent (Appendix C) and an
electronic survey consisting of 12 questions, both quantitative and qualitative in nature
(Appendix D).
Additionally, qualitative data was collected utilizing focus group interviews of
mentor teachers. The goal of the focus group interview questions was to gain insights
about both research questions from mentor teachers themselves. An interview consent
form (Appendix E) and interview protocol with a specific questioning route was prepared
by the researcher (Appendix F). Interviews were conducted at individual sites to allow
for minimal travel for participants and will be thirty and forty-five minutes in length. The
researcher participated in note-taking during the focus group interviews to collect the
data, in addition to tape recording the interviews.
Data Analysis
Both quantitative and qualitative data was collected and available for analysis in
the present study. For the quantitative data portion of this study, the data collected from
the closed-ended questions about the elements of mentoring program delivery and
accountability present in the selected districts was analyzed and displayed in various
charts, graphs, and tables. For the qualitative data in this study, detailed notes and
jottings were collected and analyzed by the researcher. Merriam (2009) also suggested
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“verbatim transcription of recorded interviews provides the best database for analysis”
which the researcher plans to utilize (p. 110). From the transcriptions, the researcher
coded the data throughout the process and identified common threads and emerging
themes across districts participating in the study. It was critical to “extend analysis to
developing categories, themes, or other taxonomic classes that interpret the meaning of
the data” (Merriam, 2009, p. 193) and move towards findings which provide support for
the research questions guiding the study. Additionally, Emerson, Fritz, and Shaw (2011)
reminded researchers to open code “…without regard for how or whether ideas and
categories will ultimately be used, whether other relevant observations have been made,
or how they will fit together” (p. 175). During data analysis, the researcher also reviewed
the existing documents to gain key insights into the mentoring programs in addition to the
surveys and interviews.
Limitations
There were several limitations of this research study but the most significant dealt
with the accessibility to the participants desired for the study. During the process of
designing the study, the researcher selected three school districts based on the proximity
and similar size to her own district of employment. This created a limited scope and
makes it difficult to generalize the findings to all school settings within the region.
Within District A, there was also a potential hidden and unspoken benefit in regards to
the researcher’s use of participants within their own organization according to Drake and
Heath’s (2001) concerns about “insider research.” Another limitation related to the
survey instrument of the study, since the survey tool’s reliability and validity have not
been previously tested. A final, yet important limitation of the study, was the
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researcher’s overall bias toward the topic of mentoring in education and its importance in
supporting new teachers.
Assumptions
Prior to the beginning of the study, the researcher established connections with
districts surrounding District A through coaching activities and other professional
development opportunities. The researcher assumed districts in the area have discussed
mentoring in collaborative settings since the district leaders meet and collaborate with
each other on a variety of topics before making changes to district components. The
researcher also assumed there would be a sample of mentor teachers available during the
data collection phase to contact for participation in the study even though the number of
beginning teachers varies from year to year.
Significance of the Study
This study aimed to provide further understanding on how mentor teachers
receive training and are monitored throughout their mentoring in participating districts in
the Southwest region of Missouri. The New Teacher Center policy report (2012) showed
several areas of strength in regards to the Missouri standards for mentoring. In the same
report, states were encouraged to evaluate existing program elements and study exemplar
examples with the goal of informing practices and making shifts to strengthen mentoring
programs. With a current gap in research in the United States on training and supports
provided for mentors, this study could add an additional perspective from mentor
teachers themselves in one region of Missouri.
The goal of the study was to gain information on current mentoring programs
within select districts in the southwest region of Missouri. The researcher analyzed
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survey and focus group interview data collected from both leaders of mentoring programs
and mentor teachers. Areas of strength in programming were identified which could
result in duplication by other districts. Areas identified as opportunities for improvement
could be discussed to improve mentor programs. Research has shown the amount of
supports provided by districts and administrators for mentor training programs affects the
mentoring experience, therefore, this study aimed to collect and analyze data about the
mentor programming supports present in three Southwest Missouri districts.
Summary
Since the growth of mentoring programs in the 1990s, an increase of varied
mentoring activities has occurred across the United States. In 2012, a state-by-state
analysis of mentoring programs by The New Teacher Center found only three states were
meeting the majority of the review’s ten mentoring criteria. More specifically, the review
of Missouri’s mentoring programs highlighted several notable areas of strength in mentor
program elements and areas in which Missouri is not currently an exemplar example.
The areas needing further consideration in Missouri include program delivery, funding,
and program accountability. For this reason, this research plans to utilize a convergent
parallel mixed methods to study the elements of program delivery and accountability in
mentoring programs in select districts in the southwest region of Missouri. Mentor
program leaders and mentor teachers in three Southwest Missouri school districts were
the primary focus for data collection.
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SECTION TWO:
ORGANIZATIONAL AND LEADERSHIP CONTEXT FOR STUDY

21

Introduction
When mentoring is a priority, “there is no better form of professional
development for teachers than a thoughtfully designed and carefully implemented
mentoring program” (Ganser, p. 16). Across the United States, changes in mentoring
policies in the past decade have impacted the design and implementation of mentoring
programs, however, the outcomes of mentoring programs are still similar to the
description from a 1996 report by the National Foundation for the Improvement of
Education:
For school administrators, mentoring aids recruitment and retention; for higher
education institutions, it helps to ensure a smooth transition from campus to
classroom; for teacher associations, it represents a new way to serve members and
guarantee instructional quality; for teachers, it can represent the difference
between success and failure; and for parents and students, it means better
teaching. (p. 16)
In more recent years, multiple organizations and state policies have focused
efforts on mentoring in the United States as a whole. One of these organizations, The
New Teacher Center (NTC), has provided reports and resources applicable to states
interested in studying mentoring programs. Additional organizations such as the National
Commission on Teaching and America’s Future (NCTAF) and Association for
Supervision and Curriculum (ASCD) have both been advocates for mentoring for over a
decade as well. Furthermore, the Missouri Department of Elementary and Secondary
Education plays a critical role in understanding organizational aspects related to this
study’s focus in Southwest Missouri.
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Organizations Focused on Mentoring
Since its establishment in 1988, The New Teacher has been a national non-profit
organization originally based at the University of California-Santa Cruz. The mission of
the organization is to research, design, and advocate for high-quality induction programs
while serving as a resource for policymakers and educational leaders interested in
mentoring programs (The New Teacher Center, 2016). The New Teacher Center has
been actively involved in shaping legislation, rules, regulations, and standards in regards
to induction programs at the federal, state, and local levels. Additionally, The New
Teacher Center’s policy informed the Every Student Succeeds Act and produced State
Policy Reviews, which have both impacted education in recent years.
Another advocate of mentoring in education, The National Commission on
Teaching and America’s Future (NCTAF), was founded in 1994 by the Teachers College
of Columbia University. The focus of NCTAF was to bring policymakers and
practitioners together to research the difficulties in recruiting, developing, and retaining
teachers. Similarly, the Association for Supervision and Curriculum (ASCD), founded in
1943, is a leader in developing programs, products, and services related to professional
development, capacity building, and educational leadership. ASCD is comprised of a
diverse group of members focused on how educators learn, teach, and lead and how each
learner can succeed.
Missouri Department of Elementary and Secondary Education (DESE)
An understanding of mentor programs across the states is helpful in gaining
insights about the variances in mentor programs in the United States. Additionally, a
deeper understanding of Missouri’s mentor program standards is critical in exploring how
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districts in Missouri are meeting the standards. In the state of Missouri, mentor program
standards were updated in 2008 when the Missouri Board of Education established
standards for effective mentoring programs. These standards specified mentor programs
should include the following: an introduction to the cultural environment, a systematic
and ongoing program review/evaluation, an individualized plan for beginning educators
aligned with the district’s goals and needs, appropriate criteria for selecting mentors,
comprehensive mentor training, a complete list of responsibilities for beginning teacher
and administrators, sufficient time for mentors to observe beginning educators and for the
beginning educators to observe master educators (DESE, 2015).
Organizational Analysis
Leaders need to be knowledgeable about the mentoring needs in their
organizational setting. Collaboration about mentoring standards and district goals for
mentoring should include communication and input from a variety of stakeholders.
Administrators, school board members, partnering universities, teachers in leadership
roles, and program directors should communicate about mentoring to ensure a
commitment to providing mentor supports for teachers as a common goal. If a district
aims to increase job satisfaction and decrease turnover while providing motivation and
feedback, mentoring may provide an avenue for supporting these goals.
Mentoring through a Structural Lens
Bolman and Deal (2008) emphasize the structuring of roles and responsibility in
order to place people in positions to help accomplish organizational goals. Additionally,
Bolman and Deal (2008) recognize, “Organizations divide work by creating a variety of
specialized roles, function, and units” (p. 68). Research by Gold in 1996 indicated
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structured mentoring programs play a role in supporting the transition from teacher
preparation to classroom environments. In a study by Grossman and Davis (2012)
effective mentoring was found to include three features, “highly trained mentors, a focus
on content, and allocated time for mentoring” (p. 55). Similarly, Jones and Pauley
explored the critical elements for implementing mentoring to include an introduction to
mentoring, support for engaging in the mentoring process, and communication aspects of
mentoring experiences. The role of providing trained mentors to support the mentee
during the transitional years is typically assigned to a mentor program leader or director.
The focus for the mentor and allocations of time are often driven by state and district
decisions.
Further, the Missouri Board of Education rules and standards for mentor programs
across the state provide a benchmark to “…maintain a specified level of quality”
(Bolman & Deal, p. 55). Likewise, Ganser (2005) noted “…without program goals
laying out expectations for mentoring directly related to effective instruction, mentors
tended to construct a definition of mentoring that was largely personal in nature and
limited in scope” (p. 7). It is critical for each district leader to coordinate the expectations
of their district to match the level expected by state standards for mentoring programs.
This could be accomplished through district level meetings, district planning groups,
networking with other districts, or a mix of options. Once mentor program elements have
been established, the district leader can then identify mentor teachers who exhibit levels
of expertise or specialization to help perform the supports of the mentoring program.
Following the selection of mentor teachers, the leader can then group mentors with
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mentees based on positions, schedules, goals or desired outcomes, or a variety of aspects
to hopefully yield the most effective pairing.
With a growing need for mentor teachers to mentor the increasing number of new
teachers in the profession, it is increasingly important to consider the goals and standards
for which Missouri induction programs are aimed to accomplish. Bolman and Deal
(2008) also cautioned if structure is overlooked, the energy and resources used within the
organization might not be effectively coordinated. Kalin et al. (2010) has described
mentoring programs as both closed and open systems that are complex and unstable,
therefore, creating a complex thinking system of mentoring. This complexity has guided
The New Teacher Center’s model for mentoring to suggest “careful one-on-one
mentoring by explicitly trained veteran teachers with strictly limited caseloads.”
Overall, mentoring programs across the United States vary in design,
organization, implementation, and evaluation methods. Mentor programs can vary due to
population, partnerships with universities, and policies or mandates which are enforced.
Portner (2005) indicated, “Adequate mentoring programs more or less meet modest goals
and are supported by minimum resources, but they neither operate systematically nor
embody other elements that are essential to the ongoing success of mentoring programs”
(p. 2). Furthermore, Portner noted states or districts do not typically assess their
mentoring programs, which means reflection on how to modify or improve the programs
is unlikely. For this reason, mentoring supports in a district may need to include
additional resources and energy to accomplish the greater goals of professional
development and retention of new teachers in addition to mentoring.
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Mentoring through a Human Resource Lens
“The human resource frame centers on what organizations and people do to and
for one another” (Bolman & Deal, 2005, p. 117). The role of mentoring provides an
opportunity for a mentor to provide supports for each mentee they may serve. The role of
mentoring aligns with multiple human resource principles. The principle of keeping
employees by promoting from within and sharing the wealth aligns with the goals for
training mentor teachers. Mentor teachers are selected based on knowledge and skills
they can share within the educational setting with new teachers. Mentors can collaborate
and share data with mentees in order to support each other and aid in the retention of new
teachers.
Additionally, mentors invest in creating learning opportunities for the new
teacher. The goal would be for quality interactions which provide job-embedded
professional development. Interactions between the mentor and mentee could be critical
opportunities for sharing strategies and information to help with each mentees’ individual
needs. The relationship which develops between the mentor and mentee could stretch
beyond the initial years of mentoring and develop into mutual supports for one another.
Bolman and Deal (2005) noted, “When individuals find satisfaction and meaning in
work, the organization profits from effective use of their talent and energy” (p. 164).
Studies on mentoring have indicated induction supports for beginning teachers should
also be a school-wide and collective effort, not solely the responsibility of the mentor.
Additionally, The New Teacher Center suggests mentoring should support new teachers
into their second and third years in the profession to allow time for deeper learning to
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occur. This type of multi-year mentoring is suggested in several state mentoring program
descriptions.
Mentoring through a Political Lens
Several aspects of the political frame, such as the allocation of scarce resources,
directly relate to mentoring. Time and money are both key components in selecting and
providing training and compensation for mentor teachers. Sweeny (2005) outlined the
importance of providing sufficient time for mentors to learn mentoring strategies and for
using their mentoring time most effectively. Without sufficient time for training and
interactions with their mentees, Sweeny (2005) argued people will struggle and show
little to no improvement. Additionally, mentoring could be viewed as unrealistic or as an
inadequate support without the sufficient resources and time (Sweeny, 2005). Similarly,
The New Teacher Center (2016) noted, “Dedicated state funding is needed to establish
new educator support as a state interest and priority.”
While local control of schools has become a priority for many districts, there are
benefits to having new teacher induction programs as a focus of state policy and
leadership. “State-led induction program standards, program tools and infrastructure can
provide flexibility to local school systems to design and develop support systems for
beginning educators that fit their context without sacrificing excellence in program
design” (NTC, 2016). State-led programs can offer both guidance and support for
mentoring programs as well as developing expectations to provide every beginning
teacher with mentoring support. Furthermore, “policy matters because it heavily
influences the provision, design and scope of induction and mentoring for new educators”
(NTC, 2016).
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Leadership Analysis
Feiman-Nemser (1993) discussed mentoring as a strategy of reform which must
include the aspects of strong instruction, an understanding of how teachers learn, and a
support which occurs in a culture of collaboration and inquiry. Furthermore, Daloz
(1999) described the leadership role of mentoring as needing three aspects to best meet
the need for providing learning-focused relationships. These three functions are (a)
offering support, (b) creating challenge, and (c) facilitating a professional vision. The
first function of offering support can include emotional, physical, instructional, or
institutional support. The aspect of providing support must also be balanced with
providing challenges which promote cognitive dissonance and opportunities to plan,
problem solve, and reflect. The final function mentor teachers must balance when
supporting new teachers focuses on expectations, values, and beliefs. An understanding
of these functions coupled with connections to servant leaders and the component of
communication all frame the leadership analysis for this section.
Mentors as Servant Leaders
Servant leadership, which is focused on serving first with regards to the benefits
and growth of others, connects closely to Daloz’s mentoring supports. Both the
characteristics of listening and commitment to the growth of people strongly align with
mentoring. Listening as defined by Spears (2010) is an “interactive process that includes
sending and receiving of messages.” Servant leaders demonstrate the importance of
being receptive of what followers have to say and acknowledging others’ viewpoints. In
addition to listening, servant leader’s commitment to the growth of people helps them
guide personal and professional growth in their followers. This commitment could
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include “…opportunities for career development, helping them develop new work skills,
taking a personal interest in their ideas, and involving them in decision making” (Spears,
2002). Several of these overlap with personal qualities identified by Vonk (1993) as
unique to mentor teachers which include open-mindedness, reflectiveness, flexibility,
listening skills, and a helping attitude.
Additional characteristics of servant leadership originally included empathy,
healing, awareness, persuasion, conceptualization, foresight, stewardship, and building
community (Spears, 2002). Over time, other key characteristics of servant leadership
have been identified which also align with mentoring. These include developing people,
inspiring and influencing others, wisdom, and trust. Servant leadership emphasizes
leaders be attentive to the concerns of their followers, empathize with them, and nurture
them (Northouse, 2013). Additionally, servant leadership provides leaders with the
opportunity to empower others and serve the greater community or organization.
Northouse (2013) noted servant leadership behaviors could potentially impact the
follower’s performance and growth. If followers realize their capabilities from the
nurturing they received, then Northouse (2013) recognizes self-actualization as an
expected outcome.
Communication
Both the servant leadership characteristic of listening and the leadership aspect of
communication play a role in mentor and mentee relationships. Levi (2014) stated,
“Communication is the process by which a person or group sends some type of
information to another person or group” (p. 103). One of the characteristics of the sender
that directly applies to mentoring is the credibility. Levi (2013) noted credibility relates
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to expertise and trustworthiness and the receiver of the message must believe the sender
possesses the expertise in order to be receptive of the message. The receivers also have
characteristics which impact communication including intelligence, language skills, and
self-esteem. Research has shown mentors often discover transferring knowledge to adult
learners such as their mentees is different than transferring to students. For these reasons,
it could be critical for messages to be tailored so communication can begin to flow
between a mentor and mentee.
Furthermore, studies by Feiman-Nemser (2001) have shown strong relationships
between beginning teachers and their mentors are essential to success. Feiman-Nemser
(2012) stated when mentors act as “cothinkers and coplanners,” they can help beginning
teachers to “reframe challenges, design and modify instruction and assessments, and
analyze and promote student learning” (p.13). Similarly, Lipton and Wellman (2005)
highlighted a need for mentors and mentees to communicate shared goals and mutual
needs throughout their interactions together. Additionally, Bieler (2012) indicated
common themes desirable of the mentor-mentee partnership, which included
opportunities for observation and reflection as well as reciprocal relationships. Research
by Danielson (1999) found reflective activities and professional conversations between
mentors and mentees helped new teachers tackle the challenges of teaching.
Organizational Backgrounds for the Present Study
The setting for this particular study was derived from both The New Teacher
Center’s review of Missouri’s mentoring supports and the standards for mentoring as set
by The Missouri Board of Education in 2008. Within the state of Missouri, districts have
been selected to explore current mentor program delivery and monitoring including three
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public school settings within a close radius. Each of the districts have a current
mentoring program in place which can be traced back further than the desired research
range of this study.
District A
“Student dedicated every day, student driven in every way”- this is the current
mission of District A in Southwest Missouri. With a total of four elementary schools, a
middle school, one junior high school, one high school, an alternative school, and an
early childhood program, District A’s enrollment during the 2015-2016 school year is
around 5,800 students. At the district office level, leadership positions include the
superintendent, associate superintendent, chief financial officer, director of
communications, director of operations, director of special services, director of secondary
learning, and director of Federal Programs. As of 2016, leadership at the building level
included sixteen administrators.
Additional features of District A include the use of Professional Learning
Communities, Positive Behavior Intervention Supports (PBIS), and the inclusion of
coaching and mentoring supports. In recent years, the mentoring program for District A
has been adapted and changed based on updated requirements from DESE and a new
director leading the program, as indicated by district mentoring documents. A 2015
Professional Development Plan indicated objective six includes the aspect of supporting
new teachers through the use of mentoring and the review of mentor assignments.
District B
With a total of five elementary schools, a middle school, one junior high school,
one high school, and an Early Childhood Center, District B serves approximately 4,700
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students. The district’s mission is to prepare each student for a success future and the
vision includes being a leader in academic success while being dedicated to community
priories. At the district leadership level, District B includes the positions of
superintendent, assistant superintendent of academic services, and executive director of
operations. Additional features of the district includes Positive Behavior Intervention
Supports (PBIS), Partnership in Comprehensive Literacy, and STEM classes in addition
to a new teacher mentor role for the district.
District C
Since the early 1960’s, consolidation of districts created District C which is also
located in Southwest Missouri. With five buildings and around 2, 200 students in 2015,
District C is considerably smaller than the other two districts in the study. The district’s
mission is to “Provide all students with the skills and knowledge necessary for successful
participation in our changing society.” District leadership positions in District C include
building administrative positions, the superintendent, and an assistant superintendent
position. The district has a visible profession development goal which includes efforts to
support beginning teachers though the use of mentoring as well as providing professional
learning communities for all teachers.
Implications for Research in Context
The present study will aim to apply an understanding of organizational and
leadership contexts of mentoring while examining elements of mentoring programs
across three districts in Southwest Missouri. Each of the districts have structural
components of mentoring identified in mentoring documents, however further research is
needed to explore the components of training and accountability from a structural
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standpoint. This research also hopes to gain insight on the human resource components
of job-embedded professional development and relationships between the mentor and
mentee at each of the district sites. Although the policy and political aspects are critical
in understanding mentor programs, the funding and Missouri policy part of this study will
not be a main focus. Through surveys and interviews with teachers in mentoring roles,
connections to the servant leadership characteristics could emerge from responses.
Summary
With numerous organizations advocating for a focus and support for induction
programs, mentoring continues to be spotlighted as an avenue for supporting beginning
teachers. NTC, NCTAF, and ASCD all study and report on topics regarding mentoring,
mostly on a national scale, while DESE impacts mentoring aspects directly in the state of
Missouri. Each of these organizations highlights key organizational elements necessary
for mentor programs. The elements of program goals, collaborative relationships, and the
funding and allocation of time are all critical discussions regarding mentoring. In
addition, connections to servant leadership and the aspects of listening and growing
others has important implications for understanding mentoring from a leadership lens.
All of these organizational and leadership aspects will provide understanding to further
aid in the study of the three selected school districts.
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SECTION THREE:
SCHOLARLY REVIEW
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Introduction
The topic of new teacher mentoring or teacher induction has been an on-going
conversation in education and research since the late 1900s (Strong, 2009). Even with
the growth of mentoring programs in the 1960s and 1970s, a mere seven states had
formal mentoring programs in place in 1996. Further, even though a primary goal of
employing an increased number of mentor programs in the United States has been to help
with new teacher retention, 30% of new teachers were reported as leaving the profession
within three years and an upwards of 50% leaving within five years according to DarlingHammond (1997). According to The New Teacher Center (2012), it was not until 2002
when the number of states with mentoring programs had dramatically increased to 33 and
possible gains of new teacher retention were specifically highlighted in studies.
Numerous studies conducted by Ingersoll and Kralik prior to 2004 led to the
identification of varying levels of induction support which new teachers often received.
A basic induction level of support was characterized by providing beginning teachers
with support from both a mentor and administrator(s). When additional supports such as
new teacher seminars, common planning, or collaboration with others occurred, the
support was further classified as basic induction plus collaboration. A third level of
support included the new teacher’s inclusion in a teacher network which was classified as
a basic induction plus collaboration plus teacher network plus extra resources level
(Ingersoll & Kralik, 2004). Surprisingly, Ingersoll and Kralik (2004) found only 1% of
new teachers received the third level and 3% of new teachers did not receive mentor or
induction supports at all. Varying levels of supports and stages in development continue
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to spotlight the need to examine and understand the complexity of mentoring as an
induction support.
Furthermore, research has shown the importance for beginning teachers to receive
intense and systematic mentoring during the first year, with a focus on becoming
effective educators rather than solely focusing on survival (Darling-Hammond, 2003).
Additionally, Hughes (2006) noted “Mentor teacher programs continue to gain support as
vehicles for promoting the development and retention of quality beginning teachers.”
During a report by the National Commission on Teaching and America’s Future (1996),
findings showed several districts in various states have reduced attrition rates of
beginning teachers by more than two-thirds by providing expert mentors with release
time to mentor new teachers at the start of their careers. Furthermore, evidence has
shown higher job satisfaction and commitment in addition to retention when effective
mentoring occurs as a support for beginning teachers (Feiman-Nemser, 2012).
The ATE National Commission on Professional Development and Support of
Notice Teachers has identified six dimensions of quality mentoring programs (Odell,
2006). Two of these six dimensions directly relate to the current study which include
mentor teacher preparation and development as well as program administration,
implementation, and evaluation. The additional four dimension include program purpose
and rationale, mentor selection and mentor/novice matching, mentor roles and practices,
and school, district, and university cultures and responsibilities. These six dimensions
align with the criterion which The New Teacher Center used to review state mentor
programs.
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The review of literature for this study is organized beginning with an examination
of The New Teacher Center’s study of state-by-state mentoring supports. Additional
mentoring studies from across the states and countries were also examined throughout the
literature review. Further, the examination of studies indicated common issues of
mentoring which informed this review, along with a focus on the training and monitoring
of mentor teachers. The inclusion of previous studies focused on training and monitoring
helped narrowed the scope of the review to best align with the research questions of the
present study.
The New Teacher Center Study
With an increasing number of states and countries starting to require induction or
mentoring programs to aid in supporting the needs of beginning teachers (New Teacher
Center, 2012), numerous studies have emerged on mentoring programs in recent years.
Between 2010 and 2011, a sizable study by the New Teacher Center (2012) included a
review of induction and mentoring programs across all fifty states. The study sample of
316,000 United States educators found between seven and thirty percent of beginning
teachers reported they did not receive formal mentoring support, even in states with
mentoring requirements in place (New Teacher Center, 2012). Additionally, first and
second year teachers in the study indicated even when mentors were assigned, the
supports of planning, observations, and student data analysis were not part of the
mentoring received by the new teachers. For states requiring mentoring programs, this
type of data is a reminder that simply mandating the programming will not guarantee
effective mentoring outcomes.
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Furthermore, The New Teacher Center’s (2012) review of state policies reported
15 states require both mentor training and professional development. More specifically,
some states offer training which includes elements such as knowledge of state teaching
standards, formative assessment, classroom observation, reflective conversations, and an
understanding of adult learning theory, while other states rely on local programs to
provide the mentor training (New Teacher Center, 2012). Additionally, the recent policy
review by The New Teacher Center’s (2012) found 22 states were participating in some
aspect of reviewing mentoring programming. The states currently use surveys, audits,
site visits, or evaluation data as possible methods for assessing accountability. The
review also found only three states currently utilized multiple accountability measures,
while an additional five states “create the tightest linkage between program evaluation
and the state’s induction program standards” according to The New Teacher Center
(2012, p. 30).
A further look at the state-by-state analysis at each of the criterion highlights key
findings and recommendations for mentor programs. The first criterion considers whether
all teachers are served by induction supports during their first two years in the profession.
The study found six states require more than the two years of support, five states
(including Missouri) require two years, 13 states require one year, and three states require
support without a timeframe. State policies and funding were both indicated as factors
which effect the number of years for induction supports across the states (NTC, 2012).
Similarly, the second criterion is focused on serving administrators with two years of
induction support. Goldrick et al. (2012) noted, “In the life of a new teacher, the school
principal can be a key facilitator or inhibitor of their professional trajectory” (p. 4).

39

Therefore, it is critical to provide similar job-embedded supports through coaching and
mentoring for administrators. Further, Goldrick et al. (2012) found “…school and district
administrators need an opportunity to build leadership capacity while creating school
conditions that support teacher development and student learning” (p. 4). While the
study found states were less likely to provide administrative induction supports (17 states
with varying degrees of support), Missouri was one of three states which requires two
years of induction support for administrators.
The New Teacher Center’s study (2012) of the formal standards for design and
operations of induction programs is the focus of criteria three. In response to some states
informal guidance for standards, Goldrick et al. (2012) noted “…program standards are
preferable because they are written as criteria and lend themselves to the development of
other state infrastructure components in support of program development and
improvement- as opposed to serving solely as a compliance-driven mechanism” (p. 7).
While 15 states had formal standards for mentor programs, another 20 had more informal
plans for mentor programs. The findings of the 2012 NTC study suggest states either
adopt formal standards or review the current informal standards.
Further analysis of state-by-state induction supports focus on mentor quality with
criterion 4-6, specifically mentor selection, mentor training, and mentor assignments and
caseloads. The study found more than half of the states have guidelines in place for
mentor selection and training, however, fewer than half have guidelines for mentor
assignments and caseloads. The New Teacher Center (2012) induction model addressed
specific guidelines for mentor training such as 24 full days of mentor professional
development in the first two years and mentor forums. Goldrick et al. (2012) noted
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“While such intensive mentor professional development may not be warranted as a state
requirement, mandating some on-going support to deepen and develop mentor knowledge
is key” (p. 10). Further, NTC found full-time mentor assignments as the most flexible
means for providing support to new teachers and noted:
It allows mentors to focus exclusively on their critical role in supporting
beginning educators. In addition to freeing mentor teachers from balancing
mentoring duties with full (or reduced) teaching load, employing fewer full-time
mentors allows induction programs to be more selective and choose the highest
quality candidates for this important role. (p. 12)
The New Teacher Center (2012) study continued with a focused look at the
program delivery components of contact time, classroom observations, and formative
assessment. While nine states address all three of these components, NTC (2012) made
specific recommendations for making improvements for program delivery. For contact
time, NTC (2012) recommended “…creating robust requirements for mentor
performance and program standards that explicitly require sufficient time and for mentormentee interactions” (p. 21). This could also include dedicated time or a specific quantity
of time for mentors to provide support for mentees. The New Teacher Center (2102) also
recommended a required formative assessment system which would include classroom
observations to guide the interactions between the mentors and mentees. The goal would
be “…accelerating beginning teacher development and customizing feedback and
support” (p. 21). In addition to these recommendations, NTC (2012) encouraged the
consideration of full-time release mentors, which is discussed in several of the criteria.
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Three final criteria were focused on in The New Teacher Center’s study of
induction, including funding and the accountability of both educators and induction
programs. The findings regarding funding across the states found only 11 states provided
funding for all of the school districts within the state. Additionally, the study noted six
states dedicated all of the funding to providing mentor stipends rather than saving funds
for programming. NTC (2012) recommendations included using funds for programming
in addition to stipends and considering grants or matching local funds to support mentor
programming. Further, NTC (2012) noted, “Funding legitimizes the state’s central role
in accelerating new teacher effectiveness by regulating and supporting the quality of local
induction programs- and recognizes the real costs associated with comprehensive, highquality induction programs” (p. 22).
Goldrick et al. (2012) discussed the need for criterion nine which focuses on
educator accountability and noted, “When induction is comprehensive, required as a
condition of licensure, and the successful completion of a performance assessment is
required at the end of the induction period, states have the opportunity to develop a truly
performance-based system of licensure” (p. 26). The New Teacher Center (2012) found
22 states required some level of participation in an induction program as a requirement
for advancing licensure. Similarly, 22 states were found to meet the requirements for
criterion ten as well. Alaska, California, and West Virginia were noted as three of the
strongest examples of program accountability. Alaska was noted for the academic
research component of programming, California for statewide accreditation system which
includes induction, and West Virginia for including audits of program implementation.
However, Goldrich et al. (2012) concluded, “No single U. S. state has perfected its
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induction policy to ensure the provision of high-impact, multi-year induction support for
all beginning educators, and half the states still don’t require all beginning educators to
receive induction or mentoring support” (p. 32).
Mentoring Across the States and Countries
As mentor programs continue to increase across the United States, it is not
surprising studies are emerging which include a focus on state specific mentor programs.
In 2002, a study in Virginia focused on the implementation of mentor programs was
explored on a state-wide basis. After mentoring was legislated by the Commonwealth in
1999, beginning teachers started being assigned a mentor teacher who met specific
qualifications and who had received required training. The required training in Virginia
for mentors focused on four areas, which included the aspects of formative assessment,
developing personal professional development plans, providing individualized assistance,
and performance standards and evaluations (Hughes, 2006). Since the districts were
designing and implementing mentor programs and these four areas were required, the
study set out to specifically explore what training the mentors were receiving.
The study by Hughes (2006) included both a survey and interview component.
While the surveys were intended to collect general information from a large number of
districts, the interviews were conducted to provide insight on the design and
implementation aspects in a smaller subset of districts. The survey questions were
focused on program goals, design features, mentor selection and training, and program
evaluation and the survey rate of completion was 90% for the study. Additionally, the
interview questions provided insight on the design and implementation of mentor
programs through a series of twenty interview questions and spanned across six districts.
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The results of the study in Virginia found 70 percent of the surveyed areas
provided mentor training prior to mentoring (Hughes, 2002). The remaining mentors
received training, which was found to be diverse, after mentoring had started. The
themes which emerged from the study in Virginia indicated mentors learned what new
teachers need, but not how adults learn or how to best teach adult learners. Additionally,
the study found selecting and training quality mentors were ranked as two of the top three
difficulties in the area. Beyond the selection and training of mentors, the state-wide study
also found concerns with consistency and quality interactions between mentors and
beginning teachers. One of the study’s implications was training mentors requires
thought, time, and money, which should be considered when implementing a mentoring
program in any state or district. Hughes (2002) also found three out of every ten mentor
teachers were lacking training or formal instruction about their roles across the study
area. Additionally, teachers indicated training was not aligned to their mentoring needs,
and the results noted time and money were needed to improve the training supports
provided.
Another mentoring study in the Illinois area focused on a four-year examination
of 39 sites. In addition to the findings from the surveys and interviews, the study of sites
across Illinois included examination of written items related to mentor programming.
This included workshop materials, program descriptions, and evaluations or data
collected as evidence of the mentoring which occurred. The overall goal of the mixedmethod design was to collect both the inputs of induction and the various outcomes. The
study found vast variations in the different supports available and activities for both the
mentor and mentee.
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One major finding concluded more than half of new teachers in the sites did not
receive the 1.5 hours or more of weekly mentoring support as required by the program.
Furthermore, the 2008 Illinois Induction Program Standards addressed numerous aspects
of mentoring which were related to training and monitoring of mentor teachers across the
sites. The findings concluded 56% of the mentors were involved in on-going support to
some degree, 35% were supported monthly, and 10% did not receive on-going support.
The study also found:
Programs that have more control over their mentors- those that have more
stringent requirements for mentor selection, provide more training and on-going
support, and hold mentors accountable for their mentoring- provide more intense
mentoring and a strong focus on instruction, two contributors to positive teacher
outcomes. This finding suggest that programs can improve their induction
support by focusing on the mentors. (p. ii)
Additionally, the study found 35% of the mentors completed logs to document
interactions with their mentees on a monthly basis and 28% completed written summaries
at least monthly to document meetings with mentees.
In a comparative analysis of mentoring of two U.S. programs, Feiman-Nemser
and Parker (1992) noted “…the contexts of mentoring shape the perspectives and
practices of mentors” (p. 14). The study found the work conditions, preparation, and
social structures of mentoring all created various types of supports for new teachers in the
Los Angeles and Albuquerque locations. Further, the study noted three perspectives on
mentoring, including mentors as local guides, mentors as educational companions, and
mentors as agents of cultural change. The study found Los Angeles mentors to identify
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as local guides with limited time to support issues beyond immediate problem solving
and advice. In Albuquerque, mentor teachers were identified as educational companions
who were able to provide professional supports beyond problem solving and advice.
Feiman-Nemser and Parker (1992) noted “…beginning teachers will come to value
collegial exchange if they and their mentors regularly experience the power of
observation and conversation as tools for improving practice” (p. 15).
Beyond induction programs in the United States, research on the approaches of
mentor programming in other countries can offer relevant approaches for discussing and
improving supports across the states. In a study by Wong, Britton, and Ganser (2005),
five countries were examined to report the systematic approaches the countries have
employed to support effective mentoring. The countries included in the study were
Switzerland, Japan, France, New Zealand, and China, all of which have well-funded
mentoring support for a minimum of two years for all beginning teachers. Wong,
Britton, and Ganser (2005) provided international findings of the mentoring practices in
each country.
In Switzerland, Wong, Britton, and Ganser (2005) noted the model of induction
assumes new teachers need mentors and works to include induction supports beginning
during student teaching. Beginning teachers in Switzerland receiving induction supports
participate in practice groups, counseling, courses, and self-evaluations. Each of these
supports is led by a team of induction leaders who receive both leave time and pay for the
leadership role. Much of the focus in Switzerland as documented by Wong, Britton, and
Ganser focused on lifelong learning and the development of both the person and
professional.
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Similarly, Wong, Britton, and Ganser (2005) noted the goal for personal learning
and development of new teachers in China. An additional focus for new teachers is
inclusion into the culture of joint work. Some of the induction supports documented
included welcome ceremonies, workshops and courses, hot line call supports, mentoring
awards, training sessions, peer observations, various lesson supports, research and project
opportunities, and celebrations for collaboration. Additionally, lesson-preparation
groups, teaching-research groups, and teaching competitions guided the mentor supports
documented in the study. Similarly, a variety of supports for new teachers are provided
in Japan which include a focus on observations by guiding teachers. These observations
include public lessons and peer observations, and new teachers also are required to
complete action research. The support which begins for new teachers in Japan, however,
is only the first phase of learning, and program supports continue up to 20 years after
induction supports begin.
In contrast from Switzerland, China, and Japan, Wong, Britton, and Ganser
(2005) included New Zealand in the study as a similar example to the single mentor
model provided in the United States. The researchers noted while the five countries offer
differing supports, the commonality of highly structured programs which are rigorous and
monitored is worthy of consideration for improving United States mentoring programs.
Further, Wong, Britton, and Ganser (2005) noted in more than 30 states in the U.S.,
“…one-on-one mentoring is the dominant or even the sole strategy for supporting new
teachers and it often lacks real structure and relies on the willingness of the veteran
teacher and the new teacher to seek each other out” (p. 383). This is in contrast to the
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phases of professional development which include collaborative group work and research
components in the countries focused on in the study.
In a separate study of an Australian mentoring preparation program, 17 mentor
teachers who participated in a Mentoring Beginning Teachers program were studied
through qualitative measures. Following key recommendations at the state level, highly
skilled mentors were suggested to assess and guide beginning teachers, so the Mentoring
Beginning Teachers program was developed to provide mentoring supports that focused
on the process of collaborative inquiry and critical reflection. Through focus groups and
semi-structured interviews, the study aimed to identify the impact of both the program on
mentoring practices and on the mentor teachers on a personal and professional level.
Findings from the study showed the program “assisted in building a common language
and shared understanding around the role of mentor, consolidated a collaborative inquiry
approach to mentoring and provided opportunity for self-reflection and critique around
mentoring approaches and practices” (Beutel, et al., 2017, p.170). Further understanding
of the development and funding for the program were discussed as an increased effort to
advocate for more formal mentoring in Australia.
Issues in Mentoring
A series of quantitative studies by Ingersoll and Kralik (2004) explored the
common topic of mentoring as well as one of the commonly studied aspects of
mentoring: teacher retention. Experimental designs of the studies found mentoring
programs had a positive effect on the retention of new teachers, however, additional
studies have since then argued no statistically significant link between mentoring and
retention. Similarly, the issue of mentor program effectiveness is common among
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research on the topic of mentoring. Fideler and Haselkorn (1999) argued teachers were
more effective based on how receptive they were during the early years of their career.
Research since then is often varied and produces mixed results about the effectiveness of
mentoring on new teachers.
In a review of nearly 170 empirical studies on mentoring, Hobson, Ashby,
Malderez, and Tomlison (2009) discussed both benefits and disadvantages of mentoring.
Findings from the study noted some limitations in translating the benefits directly related
to the mentors to the benefits of mentoring as it relates to schools and systems. Hobson
et al. noted both limited research and the complexity of researching mentoring limits the
evidence for benefits beyond mentors and mentees. For example, Hobson et al. (2009)
discussed it could be possible, “that both schools and educational systems may benefit
from the enhanced retention of those teacher-mentors who become more confident and
committed as a result of their participation in mentoring,” however, this claim has limited
evidence to support it. Further, Hobson et al. (2009) noted:
In the last 15 years or so a vast amount of research, across many countries
employing mentoring as a means of supporting the professional learning and
development of beginning teachers, has uncovered the existence of variation in
the nature and quality of mentoring support provided and documented evidence of
poor mentoring practice, which have negative consequences for the learning of
mentees, and (thus) for the schools and educational systems into which they are
being inducted. (p. 210)
The main findings Hobson et al. (2009) discussed as limitations and disadvantages of
mentoring included unavailability of mentors for emotional and psychological support,
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missed opportunities for mentees to be challenged by mentors, and interactions which do
not include pedagogical supports but rather technical or practical issues.
Additional limitations to current research on mentoring were noted by Waterman
and He (2011) as they highlighted a need for “…multiple studies on the same mentoring
program done by researchers from different paradigms using different research
methodology” (p. 153). This could help provide insights for stakeholders working to
understand what constitutes effective or quality mentor programs. Waterman and He
(2011) called for further emphasis on research which collaborates across schools,
districts, and states, similar to The New Teacher Center’s reviews of mentoring across
states. There is a need to share resources and studies on mentoring which focus on the
process of supports, and studies which potentially highlight findings related to mentoring
and teacher retention, a popular focus area of mentor research.
The National Center for Research on Teaching Learning (1993) produced a fiveyear study focused on important issues of mentoring programs. The findings concluded
to create successful mentoring programs, mentoring must connect to a vision of good
teaching and be informed by the ways in which learning occurs. Additionally, mentoring
as a professional practice must include opportunities to learn how to mentor. Further, a
study by Haggarty, Postlethwaite, Diment, and Ellins (2011), included fifteen newly
qualified teachers and mentors who participated in semi-structured interviews to discover
the supports provided during the induction process. The study stated staff members in
the role of mentors were “unsure of their own role” and not included in levels of training
provided to other induction positions. Consequently, the newly qualified teachers
received generic programming and help with fitting into the school environment as well
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as support primarily focused on behavior management. Findings of the study indicated
mentor supports were limited to supports related to behavior management rather than
ideas focused on pedagogical issues.
An additional study by Ormond (2011) assessed a mentoring initiative for
secondary math and science teachers receiving mentoring in Australia between 2009 and
2010. This study included eight mentors and 16 mentees, of which the mentor teachers
had completed graduate degrees, an average of 27 years of teaching experience, and were
considered expert teachers in the areas of math and science. During the mentoring
relationship, the mentor expectations included one hour per week of contact through
writing or talking to the mentees and stipends were provided for the mentor teachers
fulfilling these roles. As part of Ormond’s study (2011) both quantitative and qualitative
data was compiled during two stages of research with the participants providing both oral
and written responses. More specifically, the data was collected during a seven month
period in the forms of tally sheets, workshop responses, focus groups, and questionnaires.
The results of Ormond’s (2011) study identified three highly ranked
conversational issues in mentoring, namely, effective teaching approaches and strategies,
finding suitable resources, and making the teaching content relevant and interesting to
students. Further, Ormond (2011) noted “particular forms of mentoring do not suit all
people, all of the time” (p. 68). There are complex issues such as cultural aspects of the
school which result in isolation, loneliness, and a lack of initiation for the mentees in
addition to the previously stated highly ranked issues. Similarly, studies have also shown
mentoring programs do not all produce successful results, therefore it is important for
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researchers to continue to gather evidence in an effort to identify effective practices of
mentoring and mentor training (Resta, 2006).
Training Mentor Teachers
A case study by Athanases et al. (2008) revealed the critical need to develop new
mentors for the role of mentoring. Athanases et al., (2008) indicated there is “an
assumption that teaching younger students translates well into mentoring new teachers
effectively.” Additionally, Athanases et al., (2008) described both explicit and implicit
curriculum supports necessary for training mentor teachers which included aspects such
as materials, resources, artifacts, activities, as well as the environment, organizational
structure, norms, and cultures of the mentor program.
Research by Ganser (2001) found the majority of new mentor training begins with
an introduction to mentoring at the beginning of the school year and is then followed by
minimal ongoing support. Unfortunately, the design and frequency of follow up trainings
vary and can often taper off lacking implementation of an effective mentoring model.
Similarly, Hall (2005) stated “The most critical weak links in ineffective mentoring
programs are mentor training and support” (p. 217). Research by Lipton & Wellman
(2003) acknowledged effective mentoring can include models of coaching, which
mentors could learn during training. More specifically “…accomplished mentors [may]
shift as needed between consulting, collaborating, and coaching stances to develop their
protégés capacities to reflect upon practice, generate ideas, and increase personal and
professional self-awareness” (p.153). These three stances of consulting, collaborating,
and coaching can be beneficial as a training component of mentors.
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A study by Huling and Resta (2007) found several components are critical to
aspects of training and placements of mentors, including the importance of matching
mentors to a mentee in the same field, allowing for common plan time as a means for
mentor and mentee interactions, and ongoing training. The study also found
administrative support and the use of stipends to be important components for supporting
mentoring. Further research by Huling and Resta (2007) noted two aspects which effect
the placement of mentors which coincided with Perez and Ciriza’s (2005) research which
found school leaders needing to pay careful attention to how mentors are selected.
Huling and Resta (2005) specifically detailed two questions about the traits which would
make a mentor useful to peers and how mentors can be distinguished from other supports
for beginning teachers. Both the traits and abilities of mentors as well as the attention to
selection and training of mentors are both causes for further research according to Perez
and Ciriza (2005).
According to Crasborn et al. (2008), “Trained mentors have been found to differ
from untrained mentors in their tendency to guide their mentees through self-discovery of
knowledge about teacher.” Further, Crasborn et al. (2008) noted the skills of guiding and
assisting necessary for mentoring can be improved when mentors are allowed the
opportunity to practice the skills in training. Studies have also shown training mentor
teachers to provide constructive feedback, daily support with issues, and recognition and
affirmations are all effective in building confidence in beginning teachers. Wong (2004)
noted however, if mentoring is not properly established and mentors do not receive
training, then the mentoring supports have limitations.
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Odell’s (2006) work found to prepare mentor teachers, sessions prior to the start
of their mentoring role were beneficial, but continuing these sessions as frequent training
should also be included. The ongoing training, as suggest by Odell, would provide
opportunities for mentors to:
explore topics such as studying their own teaching, communicating with novices,
supporting and challenging novices as they are learning to teach, mentoring
toward standards-based teaching, providing constructive feedback, developing
strategies for mentoring, studying mentor roles and responsibilities, assessing
instruction, working with novices as adult learners, and promoting mentoring
program goals. (p.207)
In the same study by Odell (2006), leadership was also recognized as an important
element of supporting mentoring programs. Leaders of mentoring programs were found
to often be responsible for coordinating the program, supporting program goals, and
providing training or professional development as a component of the mentor program. It
was suggested that program leaders collect data to inform program decisions and evaluate
the goals and development of the programs overtime. Another result of Odell’s study
(2006) noted implementation and delivery of mentor programs can be difficult due to
time constraints.
Grossman (2012) found high-quality mentors need training and support on how to
provide mentees with a variety of educational supports. Numerous research studies have
shown common themes new teachers are seeking support with and what should be
provided by the mentor teachers. Bieler (2012) noted these themes could include support
with curriculum navigation, discipline supports, and collaborative grading. Scherer
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(2012) also indicated each teacher has a unique set of challenges and requires a good fit
for support which should be part of the mentoring selection and training process.
Further discussion of training for mentor teachers by Waterman and He (2011)
discussed models which went beyond initial orientation meetings and workshop
approaches. Black et al. (2008) discussed the use of a “Critical Friends Protocol” and
training for mentors through a university course as methods for training mentors. In a
2006 study by McNeil, the use of a trainer-of trainer model and utilization of the zone of
proximal development were guiding training supports for preparing mentor teachers for
their support role. Additionally, to support the observation and reflection role, the use of
a cycle of action-reflection-new action model was found as a training method in
McNeil’s (2006) work.
While Hobson et al. (2009) noted research evidence of the effects of mentor
preparation is underdeveloped, the study discussed the need to go beyond training. More
specifically, Bullough (2005) discussed strategies for developing mentor identities
through seminars and group supports. According to Bullough (2005), the goal of the
seminars would be “…helping to overcome mentor isolation, facilitating the development
of a shared discourse of mentoring, and enhancing mentors’ skills development through
conversations about mentoring practice and pedagogy.”
According to the National Commission on Teaching and America’s Future
(1996), “beginning teachers who are paired with a mentor are more likely to move
beyond concerns about classroom management and concentrate on student learning…”
(p. 218). However, research by Evertson and Smithey (2000) indicated working with a
mentor is not the only key to supporting new teachers, but more specifically, a trained
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mentor can provide a higher level of skills and support for their mentees when following
effective models of mentoring. Perez and Ciriza (2005) noted, “Training mentors to not
only help new teachers and reduce turnover, but actually address core issues.”
Monitoring Mentor Teachers
Ganser (2005) noted typical monitoring of mentor programs over the years has
included items such as an end of the year survey to measure satisfaction. Ganser also
noted beginning of the year and mid-year surveys were less likely to occur, which
negated from the possible goal of program improvement along the way. Additionally,
Ganser (2005) encouraged “…the lack of absolute proof that mentoring works should
never dampen the spirit of educators who know the value of mentoring…” (p.14).
Similarly, research by The New Teacher Center (2012) encouraged states to develop
structures which could evaluate mentor programs focused on improvement and outcomes
using multiple measures to show growth throughout the year.
Waterman and He noted an emphasis on monitoring and evaluating mentoring in
research from the lens of studying a program rather than a process. Their research was
focused on studying the complete range of induction supports, including more than just
the assigned mentor. Colleagues, administrators, outside mentors such as friends and
family, were believed to all have an impact on the quality of mentoring supports. In their
review of fourteen studies, Waterman and He (2011) found only three collected data from
mentors. Further, Waterman and He (2011) noted:
Considering the interactive nature of the mentoring relationship and the potential
impact of mentoring processes not only on novices, but also on mentors, studies
that view mentoring in holistic contexts should be better able to provide useful
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ideas, such as how mentors and novices might respond to administrative support,
and how mentors might function as job embedded professional developers who
also may benefit from professional development. (p. 153)
The New Teacher Center (2011) noted key elements to monitor mentor program
quality beginning with the first element of consideration: to ensure compliance with state
laws, regulations, and policies. This includes the operation of programs and ensuring
trained mentors are supporting new teachers. Secondly, accountability systems should be
in place to determine whether districts are implementing programs which match state
priorities, taking into consideration any obstacles preventing mentor programing. A third
element of monitoring mentor programs according to The New Teacher Center is to
allow for analysis of the program with a focus on improvements. NTC (2011) stated
“When an accountability system allows for an honest analysis of program strengths and
challenges, and enables opportunities for rich feedback and discussion, it provides a
platform for enabling all programs throughout the state to improve” (p. 29). A fourth and
final element suggested by NTC as part of the monitoring of mentor programs is to assess
mentoring in the form of student and teacher outcomes. The goal would be to highlight
how mentoring programs are providing effecting teacher and student learning and would
assess teacher retention. Overall, NTC (2011) supports the monitoring of mentoring
programs and noted, “State induction policies are most successful when they create an
environment where local programs can thrive” (p. 29).
The New Teacher Center’s review of state mentoring found under half of the
states had exemplary measures for monitoring mentoring. The study did, however,
identify Alaska, California, and West Virginia as strong examples of program evaluation
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and monitoring. NTC’s study (2011) noted several possible options for monitoring
mentoring which included:
…review of mentoring activities and time, administer new teacher or program
surveys, conduct program audits or site visits, use program information for
accreditation purposes, ensure programs adhere to state program standards,
support induction program improvement, require programs to submit evaluation
data. (p. 30)
Additionally, NTC (2011) noted some states which have developed a program continuum
to provide a self-assessment option.
Furthermore, The New Teacher Center (2011) made recommendations for
monitoring mentoring programs. One of the recommendations was to provide funding,
which only two states currently do, for evaluation or accountability checks. The New
Teacher Center also suggested annual surveys for all new teachers to gage the quality of
mentoring support as well as site visits and interviews of mentor program leaders.
Overall, the recommendations from the study (2011) focused on the need to, “Develop
robust, thoughtful accountability structures that go deeper than compliance-oriented
systems and move toward a focus on program improvement and the measurement of
program outcomes” (p. 30).
Research by Hagger and McIntyre (2006) collected evidence from monitoring
mentor teachers and learning from the mentor teachers’ experiences. The study found
mentor teachers were positively impacted both professionally and personally as a result
of the mentoring role. The mentoring aspects which supported mentor teacher’s
development included self-reflection or critical reflection of practices, communication
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and opportunities to collaborate more with peers, and gaining ideas and perspectives from
the mentees. In addition to these aspects, mentors reported increased confidence in their
own practices and improved relationships with peers. Simpson et al. (2007) noted,
“Effective mentors must also be willing and able to ‘make their work public’ and make
explicit the factors underlying their classroom practices” (p. 212).
Summary
Since the continued growth of formal mentoring programs, research has
increasingly shown the importance of mentoring programs as a means for supporting
beginning teachers. The New Teacher Center (2012) conducted a state-by-state analysis
which identified no one state has all of ten of the criteria for providing a comprehensive
and multi-year induction program. The findings and recommendations of the NTC study
from 2012, in addition to studies across the states and numerous countries have provided
insights about mentor programs as well as common issues related to mentoring. For the
purpose of this study, this scholarly review focused on mentoring studies which could
further support the research questions regarding mentor training and monitoring of
mentor programs. A focus on mentor training across numerous studies found
professional development opportunities for mentor teachers, including time spent on
these activities, critical in developing the skills of mentor teachers. Additionally, the
monitoring of mentor programs, while not widely practiced, could provide evidence and
recommendations for improving mentor programs across the states. Mentor programs
have the potential to be beneficial and effective supports for both mentors and new
teachers, and research continues to highlight mentoring as a critical topic in education.
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SECTION FOUR:
CONTRUBUTION TO PRACTICE
To Be Submitted to: Mentor Program Leaders at Participating Districts
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Executive Summary: Mentor Program Delivery and Accountability
Introduction
With an increase in mentoring supports across the nation, a recent policy review
of induction and mentoring programs by The New Teacher Center in 2012 addressed the
current status of mentoring in each state. The report provided a state-by-state analysis of
current mentor practices and highlighted current trends in ten criteria outlined by The
New Teacher Center. The review found “multi-year induction programs accelerate the
professional growth of new teachers, reduce the rate of new teacher attrition, provide a
positive return on investment, and improve student learning” (Goldrick, Osta, Barlin, &
Burn, 2012, p. iii). As part of the review, Missouri’s teacher induction policies were
reviewed and both areas of strengths and needs were highlight by the study. The review
indicated Missouri does not meet the elements of criterion seven (program delivery) and
is not considered an exemplary example of criterion ten (program accountability).
Methods
A convergent parallel mixed methods approach to study mentoring programs in
three select districts in the Southwest region of Missouri was completed during May of
2017. Waterman and He’s (2011) suggestion for needing research in the field of
mentoring which goes beyond solely quantitative data allowed the researcher to
recognize the complexity of mentoring through a mixed methods approach. Responses
from a total of 70 participants were analyzed from both open-ended and closed-ended
questions in the form of surveys and focus group interviews.
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Findings
On average, the three participating districts reported a total of ten years’ worth of
providing new teachers with mentoring supports. Additionally, new teacher support is
typically provided for two years. Data showed concerns regarding contact time, goals for
improving formative assessment discussions, and needs for increasing classroom
observations. Additionally, evidence of monitoring was reported through the use of
multiple tools, however, the majority of focus group respondents recommended a need
for improving the monitoring of mentoring across all three districts.
Answer to Research Questions
To what extent are elements of mentor program delivery (contact time, formative
assessment, and classroom observation) and training for mentor teachers (perceptions)
present in school districts across Southwest Missouri?


Weekly contact time is the most common frequency for interactions



Weekly discussions about formative assessments were the most common



Classroom observations were most likely to occur once a semester



Program leaders and mentor teachers have varying degrees of agreement
regarding the training of mentor teachers

How are mentoring programs monitored across school districts in Southwest Missouri?


Checklists, surveys, and evaluations were identified methods



Principal check-ins and program leader meetings sometimes occurred
Recommendations

First: Identify observation options to allow for cycles of reflective conversations and
provide training for mentors to support analysis of observation data.
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Second: Provide mentor training that is on-going, specific to the mentoring role, and
supportive of the changing needs of mentors.
Third: Methods for monitoring mentor teachers should be reviewed and revised to
include supportive tools for growth throughout the mentoring process.
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Presentation of Findings
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The researcher was able to gain access to three districts with a history of
providing mentoring support to new teachers. Data collected in District A and C showed
mentoring as a two-year support which was provided for about 10 new teachers during
the 2016-2017 school year. For District B, mentor teacher supports were being provided
for 35 new teachers during the 2016-2017 school year. Additionally, District A reported
40 teachers have served in the mentoring role since 2013 and buddy teachers are assigned
to second year teachers. District B currently has 3 individuals fulfilling the role of
mentor teacher and approximately 20 Designated Site Supports (DSS), which has been a
similar program design since before 2013. District C reported 25 teachers have
participated in the role of mentoring over the past four years, including coaches in the
role of mentors and buddy teachers for second year supports. This information provided
a bank of nearly 70 mentor teachers who could be surveyed for the study in addition to
the four program leaders available to survey.
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The response rate for mentor teacher surveys included 54 participants, with the
number of years of providing support for new teachers most commonly between 1-3
years of support. This is evidenced in the following slide:

This slide illustrates 36 of the participants (67%) have supported mentees for
three years or less and 8 (15%) have provided 4-6 years of supports. Only 3 (5%) of the
respondents have supported in a mentoring role for 7-9 years and 7 (13%) reported 10 or
more years of support.
Contact Time
The researcher was interested in the expectations for contact time between mentors
and mentees at each of the sites. According to the mentor program leader survey
responses, three of the responses indicated weekly contact time is allowed for mentor and
mentees, while one response indicated monthly contact time. “Mentors have contact time
at least twice a month with each of their new teachers for either an observation or
conversation. One formal coaching cycle (with a planning conversation, an observation,
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and a reflective conversation) per year” (LS1). In the mentor teacher survey, mentors had
similar responses about the contact time allowed between mentors and mentees.

This slide illustrates weekly contact time between mentors and mentees is the
most common frequency for interactions (77%) and monthly contact time is the next
most common (13%). During focus group interviews and analysis of mentor handbooks,
the researcher learned a variety of expectations for contact time across the three districts
beyond weekly or monthly expectations. District C begins contact time with mentees
through an Academy setting with at least three days of professional development for all
first and second year teachers. District A begins contact time with a Mentor and Mentee
luncheon at the beginning of the school year during New Teacher Week. During that
time, the mentors and mentees receive the district mentoring handbook and guidelines for
fulfilling the roles and responsibilities outlined for the year. The handbook states the
expectation that mentors and mentees should meet monthly or more often as needed and
attend quarterly mentor/mentee sessions. These contact times should be documented
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using the district mentor log and the checklists contain suggested topics to cover during
interactions together.
In regards to contact time, specific examples were shared by focus group
participants such as “formal sit downs at least monthly, but there’s questions to answer
all the time too” (FG2-4). Additionally, “As a mentor to your mentee, you are to log 12
contact hours throughout the year and as a 2nd year log 6 hours. It [contact time] can be
formal or informal through email or text” (FG3-2). The importance of time to debrief
and reflection through conversations with mentees as an important aspect of contact time
was noted by FG2-6. Three after school trainings, as well as an opportunity for the
mentor, mentee and principals to do a walkthrough together to begin contact time
together was also mentioned by a participant (FG1-1).
Additional data collected focused on contact time showed concerns from mentor
teacher survey responses regarding when and how the expectations for contact is
completed. “All of my mentor time is done on my plan time, or before and after school”
(MS22). Another participant noted, “The program is always best when the two teachers
work at the same building. It is hard to make schedules work when you are trying to
cross over buildings and grade levels” (MS1). Similarly, “Contact time is limited due to
schedules and daily demands of the job. The only way I was able to observe my mentee
teacher was because I had a student teacher at the time” (MS17). While The New
Teacher Center acknowledges requirements in the school day could cause concerns for
contact time between mentors and mentees, it is important for districts to have clear
expectations for providing weekly or monthly contact opportunities and to provide
guidelines for fulfilling those expectations. It should also be noted that District B has two
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full-release mentors in part-time positions and numerous DSS positions providing mentor
supports while District A and C have teachers and coaches fulfilling the mentoring roles
on top of teaching responsibilities.
Formative Assessment
Another focus of the research was on the frequency in which mentor and mentees
discuss formative assessment. According to the mentor program leader survey responses,
three of the responses indicated mentors discuss formative assessments with their mentee
once a quarter, while one response indicated monthly discussions. Further, “Formative
assessments are discussed as needed, but there is no specific guideline” (LS1) and
“clarity regarding formative assessments [is] not spelled out…[in the handbook]” (LS4).
In the mentor teacher survey, mentors had a range of responses about the frequency in
which mentors and mentees discussed formative assessments.

The above slide shows the frequency in which mentors indicated formative
assessment discussions. Weekly discussions about formative assessments were found to
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be the most common frequency for interactions (35%) and monthly discussions about
formative assessments was the next most common (32%). An additional 24% of
participants indicated once a quarter as the frequency in which formative assessments are
discussed and 9% indicated formative assessments are never discussed between the
mentor and mentee. Further, during focus group interviews, FG3-1 and FG3-3 both
shared their coaching role with new teachers provides opportunities for a focus on
formative assessments, however, neither shared there was a mentoring expectation for
discussing formative assessments with their mentees. “In my role [coaching role], that’s
what I do all day every day…it’s how we build on instruction. As a teacher mentor
though, the early out PLC time is when we have these casual conversations about
practices and formative assessments” (FG3-3). Similarly, “In my lit coach position, we
use our team meetings to discuss [formative assessments] and we are growing with that in
becoming more formulated each quarter” (FG3-1).
In regards to discussing formative assessments with their mentee, one participant
shared, “I was not being specific enough- I needed to help my mentee write ideas for
using formative assessment checks into her lesson plans...I think it helped a little bit more
than me telling her to try this and this and this” (FG2-1). Similarly, another participant
noted formative assessments can be “very vague, so sometimes I help set those up- what
they look like and 2-3 different ways how they could use them” (FG2-5). Further,
participants in focus group one shared that although the district curriculum has become
heavy with formative assessments, the mentor role does not include a structure or clear
role to talk about formative assessments. However, both high school level mentor
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teachers in the focus groups indicated a greater focus on mentoring through conversations
about formative assessments with their mentees.
Overall, having collaborative conversations about formative assessments was
identified by mentor teacher participants as a way to learn what ideas new teachers are
bringing with them to the profession and a way to share ideas across teams of veteran and
new teachers alike. A goal of including formative assessments into mentoring
conversations would be to support mentees in ways to analyze data and plan for the next
steps of instruction. Both PLC times and coaching supports for discussing formative
assessments surfaced throughout the responses for mentor surveys and focus group
responses as a primary mode for supporting new teachers with those discussions.
Classroom Observation
A third component of the first research question guiding this study was focused
on the frequency in which mentor teachers observed the assigned mentee. According to
the mentor program leader survey responses, two of the responses indicated mentors
observe mentees on a monthly basis, while the other two responses indicated
observations occurred once a semester. LS3 and LS4 both indicated the mentor program
handbook provided clear expectations for observations, however the mentor teacher
surveys indicated a range of responses about the frequency in which mentors observed
their mentee during instruction (see slide below).
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This slide illustrates 37% of mentors reported they never observe the mentee
during instruction. An additional 22% of participants indicated once a semester as the
frequency in which observations occur and 17% indicated once a quarter. Once a year
observations were reported as the frequency for 13% of the participants, with the
remaining 11% being either weekly or monthly observations. One participant shared, “I
was not provided any time to observe my new teacher” (MS46). Similarly, another
noted, “I was disappointed that I was not able to observe my mentee. I think it would
have been very helpful for us both” (MS53). In response to the expectation for observing
mentees, a respondent shared, “Observation was hard as I am teaching the same times my
mentee was teaching proving difficult for me to get into the classroom to observe her”
(MS10).
During focus group interviews, one participant noted the following about their
role observing new teachers: “My observations are awesome because I have a template
that I have created for myself and because I am non-evaluative, I’m still a buddy, a go74

between, liaison, and still trusted, my observations are when teachers call me in. I also
set up a schedule for teachers to observe each other. We do have a template in our
handbook for logging hours spent with our teachers but not an observation form” (FG33). From a different standpoint, a respondent noted, “As a mentor program we don’t have
anything like that [observation form]…it is something we should create if it isn’t too
binding” (FG3-2). Similarly, another participant indicated a flexible mentoring style for
observations which included both scheduled and pop-in observations without the use of
specific form (FG1-2).
Additionally, one participant noted, “I have not done that [observation of
mentee]…been modeling and partnering alongside but have been spending time building
rapport” (FG3-1). Further, the same participant shared district collected surveys provide
mentor leaders with information about how the mentoring supports are progressing
throughout the year. In one survey response, this participant mentioned the majority of
mentoring supports, such as observations, were not coming from an assigned mentor but
rather someone else the new teacher had built a connection with.
Another aspect noted by focus group participants was the need to make it clear
that the mentor observations are not an evaluation and are not meant to be “stressful or
threatening.” Further, FG2-6 shared that providing options for how the observations are
completed once trust has been build can be beneficial to meeting the observation
expectations. An example of how mentor teacher reported being able to complete the
observation expectations included a sub provided for the mentee to spend the day with
the mentor alongside a coach for debriefing and reflection. District C also provides the
following handbook guidelines: “The building administrator should provide several

75

opportunities for the mentor to visit the beginning teacher’s classroom during
instructional times to complete the observation/feedback cycle. Allowing mentors to
observe mentees will improve the systematic approach to developing and retaining highly
qualified staff.”
When mentor teachers responded to the guidelines for all three components of
contact time, formative assessment, and observation in an open-ended question, a variety
of responses across the participants were received. A common response included
expectations being provided in a handbook or binder or meeting for contact time and
observations. More specific responses included “Contact time is necessary, I met daily
and observations were expected quarterly in our handbook” (MS6) and “We were
emailed a booklet of talking points for each month, but I felt most of them didn’t apply to
the role my mentee and I serve” (MS4). A similar concern from another mentor teacher
included, “There are required activities and checklists that mentor and mentee must
complete…I feel that other than the one hour PD and a binder of information that
teachers have little time to read there is not a lot of accountability until assignments are
due at the end of the year” (MS29).
Training for Mentor Teachers
An additional consideration of the mentor training supports provided for each
district was collected in the surveys and focus group interviews to further inform the
research. A variety of focus group responses indicated either a lack of mentor training or
training opportunities in the regular teacher role which informed and supported the
mentor. For example, one participant shared they do not believe District B has organized
training for mentor teachers, but says there are opportunities to receive “on-going training
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in order to be able to mentor people in the area of literacy, Adaptive Schools training, and
Cognitive Coach training” which have all helped with developing their mentoring (FG31).
While District C’s handbook requires mentor teachers to provide support in the
areas of curriculum, instructional strategies, classroom management, policies and
procedures, and more, respondents were not able to identify specific mentor training to
support in learning more about these areas. Additionally, the mentors are expected to
offer cognitive coaching skills and collaborative training, which a handful of mentors
mentioned as a helpful support they received training in for their role outside of
mentoring. Further, District B’s handbook includes the completion of the BTAP
(Beginning Teacher Assistance Program) and classroom coaching as expectations for the
mentor teachers. The focus group one participants were eager to continue using cognitive
coach training and cooperative learning training in addition to CHAMPS training to
support their mentoring role next school year.
Additionally, 50% of mentor program leaders indicated that 0-5 hours of training
would occur for training mentor teachers and 25% reported 6-10 hours of training. One
respondent indicated 21 or more hours would be provided for training mentor teachers.
Similarly, a large proportion of mentor teachers (87%) reported they received 0-10 hours
of training for their mentoring role. Further, mentor teacher survey responses indicated
an interest in training to help mentors provide supports around the following topics:
planning, classroom management, instructional practices, communication tools/ideas,
data analysis, and professional plans or evaluation supports.
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The majority of focus group participants identified they were asked or told to
fulfill the mentoring role by a principal or supervisor, but were not clear on training that
directly supported their mentoring role. There was also a need for on-going training and
check-ins for both the mentor and mentees, either separately or collaboratively. There
were several responses related to coaches being the trained or expert content resource for
new teachers rather than the mentor teacher. Overall, the data indicated a need for ongoing training for both conducting observations and discussing formative assessment,
moving beyond checklists and logs of activities. More specifically, one participant
shared “It would be helpful to have more than a one hour PD in which we were given a
binder of info and assignments and told to review it on our own time. It would be good
to have at least quarterly PD to check in and review requirements in smaller chunks of
information” (MS29). Similarly, MS35 noted “I believe a time (maybe quarterly) that
new teachers can get together and discuss experiences/questions with other new teachers
and mentors would be beneficial.”
Additionally, one portion of the survey for both the mentor program leaders and
the mentor teachers asked participants to what extent they agreed with mentor training
being in place for mentors. The survey responses are shown in the following two slides:
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The mentor program leader responses show varying degrees of agreement from slightly
disagree to strongly agree regarding training programs being in place for training mentor
teachers. Similarly, the mentor teacher responses span from strong disagreement to
strong agreement with almost 70% of respondents believing their district does have a
mentor training program in place to prepare mentors for the role.
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Monitoring of Mentor Programs
The researcher was also interested in the monitoring of mentor programs across
the three districts. According to the mentor program leader survey responses, one
participant noted “Throughout the year, new teachers are asked about what is beneficial
to them…Mentors discuss with each other what is going well or not. An end of year
reflective conversation is had with new teachers including an evaluation of the program”
(LS1). Additionally, another leader shared “We use checklists for all new hires,
mentors, and DSS to complete” (LS2) and surveys or evaluations are used to “monitor
and adjust” mentor program supports according to LS4.
Mentor teacher survey responses showed, “In the handbook given to both the
Mentor/Mentee, a clearly defined monthly check-off list is included with certain tasks to
do together” (MS5). In regards to their mentor program being monitored, one participant
indicated, “Not at all, other than turning in my checklist at the end of the year” (MS11).
Similarly, another response shared “District office provides scope and sequence of
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expected time and topics to be covered. I do not know how this data is used once it’s
returned to district at the end of the year” (MS16) and another noted, “We have used
surveys in the past. I am hoping we start doing interviews to see how well the program is
appreciated with our new teachers” (MS20). In a review of District A’s handbook,
guidance in the form of checklists included a before school checklist, a teacher workshop
week checklist, first day checklist, monthly checklists, and observation checklists. These
checklists guide mentors to discuss topics such as procedures, parent communication,
building relationships, curriculum, student discipline, and more. Additionally, District
A’s mentoring handbook indicates both a Mentee Exit Survey and Mentor Exit
Questionnaire is part of the yearly monitoring of mentoring.
During focus group interviews, one participant mentioned, “I’ve seen a
progression to a much more monitored and more intentional approach to our mentoring
system. I think we still have some bridges to cross, but we are much more
intentional…what we are doing in our new teacher academies is a good example of that”
(FG3-3). Two additional responses focused on the monitoring of mentoring through
principal check-ins, email reminders, and collected notes by the principal (FG2-1 and
FG2-4). Beyond monitoring examples by principals, another respondent indicated the
mentor program leader meets monthly with mentees to check on how visits with mentees
are going and to address any issues or provided any needed resources the mentors may
need (FG1-2). The majority of focus group respondents indicated the monitoring of
mentoring as an area needing improvement. Specifically, FG2-2 noted an idea for
coming together “mid-year as a mentoring group to support or encourage each other.”
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Recommendations

It is apparent that guidelines for classroom observations by mentor teachers are
outlined for all three districts in this study, however supports and training for
observations are lacking consistency. While program leaders identified monthly or
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semester observations with observation logs, mentor teacher responses showed a large
amount of mentors never conducting classroom observations or recording notes from the
observation. Further, focus group participants had a variety of coverage options or forms
used for observations, but indicated a need for more guidance in this area. By targeting
classroom observations as an area of needed improvement, each of the three school
districts could improve observation practices between mentors and mentees.
With the recommendation from The New Teacher Center (2012) to provide cycles
of observations which allow for reflection and analysis of the data, it would be helpful for
districts to provide training focused on these aspects. Districts could gather data about
current forms and reflection tools used by mentor teachers to gain information about what
tools are working. Districts could also identify options for conducting classroom
observations which offer choice and coverage for the teachers involved. If districts could
identify the “how” and “why” and articulate the importance of mentor observations to
mentors and mentees, the first step of collecting observation data could increase in a
more systematic manner in each district. Additional professional development for mentor
teachers from administrators, coaches, or program leaders could be utilized to dive into
the analysis of the observation data once cycles of reflection have begun.
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A variety of responses regarding mentor training across the three districts
suggests a need for a recommendation related to training. Similar to research by Ganser
(2001) which suggests that training often tapers off after beginning of the year training
sessions, mentor teacher responses indicated a need for on-going training. More
specifically, participants indicated a need for training focused on a variety of topics and
issues in mentoring with input as to changing needs throughout the year. Each of the
districts could benefit from increasing the types of training offered specifically to mentor
teachers and the frequency in which training supports are provided.
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Mentor teachers in both surveys and focus group interviews indicated that
increased monitoring of mentor programs could be beneficial to improving mentor
practices. Mentor teachers identified checklists, surveys, or leaders who occasionally
monitored mentoring as the main method for gathering feedback about mentoring
supports in each district. Mentor survey respondents struggled to provide opportunities
where monitoring supported them in growing as a mentor teacher. Mentors indicated
support sessions or on-going training based on topics of interest or concern as a measure
to monitor progress throughout the year could be beneficial. This would provide support
throughout the process rather than turning in a log or survey at the end and then
reactively making changes for the following year.
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Structured Abstract
Purpose
The purpose of this research is to go beyond quantitative studies focused on the mentee,
instead also including the perspectives of mentor program leaders and mentor teachers.
Based on recommendations by The New Teacher Center’s policy review of program
delivery and accountability, researchers identified areas needing further consideration for
numerous states.
Design/methodology/approach
Through a mixed methods approach, the research offers insight about current aspects of
mentor program delivery and accountability across multiple districts in Southwest
Missouri, specifically concerning contact time, formative assessment, and classroom
observation. Both mentor program leaders and mentor teachers provided perspectives
about delivery and monitoring of mentor programs.
Findings
The research paper shares findings from both mentor program leaders and mentor
teachers across three districts in Missouri showing that 77% of respondents met weekly
with their mentors while formative assessments were less uniform, being about evenly
split between weekly, monthly, or quarterly. Classroom observations did not occur 37%
of the time, and was generally infrequent when it did occur. The themes which emerged
from the focus group included providing options and defined roles for observations and
increased monitoring.
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Research limitations/implications
The research implications focus primarily on a need for further discussion around
classroom observations and on-going monitoring.
Originality/value
With a rise in mentoring programs and supports for new teachers since the 1990s,
variations in the delivery and monitoring of mentoring programs offer cause for better
informed discussion.
Keywords: Mentoring, Mentor program leaders, Mentor teachers, Program delivery,
Program accountability, The New Teacher Center
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Introduction and Background
Since the 1960s and 1970s, formal mentoring programs emerged which included
support and assistance for new teachers struggling with the challenges of uneven school
policies and procedures (Ganser, 2005). While mentoring programs have continued to be
influenced by evolving professional standards and policies for teacher induction, the
significance of mentoring programs for teachers has grown exponentially. With an
increase in mentor activity rising from 40% to 89.4% since the 1990s (Feiman-Nemser,
2012), current research shows more than half of the states require teachers to participate
in mentoring or induction programs to some degree (The New Teacher Center, 2012).
Ingersoll (2012) found 91% of beginning teachers reported they received support
from an induction program as of 2008, however, the variance in the types of mentoring
supports is a cause for dialogue in education (Ingersoll, 2012). Casey and Claunch
(2005) also noted that while mature, successful programs can be found in some states and
school districts, the mentoring of beginning teachers is a long ways from being fully
institutionalized in public education. A recent policy review of induction and mentoring
programs by The New Teacher Center in 2012 addresses the current status of mentoring
in each state. The report not only provided a state-by-state analysis of current mentor
practices but also highlighted current trends in ten criteria outlined by The New Teacher
Center. A major finding from the review of state policy showed, “multi-year induction
programs accelerate the professional growth of new teachers, reduce the rate of new
teacher attrition, provide a positive return on investment, and improve student learning”
(Goldrick, Osta, Barlin, & Burn, 2012, p. iii).
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Additionally, The New Teacher Center (2012) noted that state policies have broad
influence on local induction programs. The premise for the ten criteria utilized in the
policy review indicated states meeting more of the criteria would help new educators
receive sufficient levels of induction and mentoring support to enhance teacher
effectiveness. The first two criteria advocate for all teachers and school administrators to
receive two years of induction support. Criterion three states a requirement for formal
program standards to guide the design and operation of mentoring programs. Criteria
four through six focus on rigorous selection and ongoing training of mentor teachers, in
addition to considerations about the assignments and caseloads of mentor teachers.
Criterion seven is focused on the program elements, including considerations for contact
time between mentors and new teachers, formative assessment of teaching practice, and
classroom observations. Criterion eight suggests funding as a component for supporting
induction programs. Finally, criteria nine and ten focus on accountability of the
education and program, and suggests assessing or monitoring program quality should
occur through evaluation, surveys, site visits, and other tools.
Purpose and Context of the Study
Effective partnering of a mentor and mentee can have positive lifelong impacts
for new teachers (Ganser, 2005). However, even with a rise in mentoring supports,
research by Athanases, et al. (2008) found induction programs in the United States rely
on impoverished models. Further, research by Ingersoll (2002) has indicated one-third of
beginning teachers do not remain in the profession beyond the first three years of service,
and 43% of beginning teachers identified a lack of adequate support as a key factor
impacting the first three years in the profession. In 2012, The New Teacher Center’s

91

policy review of induction and mentoring programs found there are only three states
currently meeting the majority of the mentoring criteria, as outlined by The New Teacher
Center: Connecticut, Delaware, and Iowa.
The New Teacher Center’s policy review of Missouri became the primary interest
for the researcher. According to The New Teacher Center’s review, Missouri did not
meet the elements of criterion seven (program delivery) and was not considered an
exemplary example of criterion ten (program accountability). Further, while Missouri is
one of several states which does not quantify a minimum amount of contact time for
mentor-mentee interactions, the standards include the element of release time for
observations and a minimum requirement of three meetings each year. The New Teacher
Center (2012) emphasized that sufficient time for mentoring relationships undermines
policy, programmatic intent, new teacher effectiveness, and student achievement. The
New Teacher Center (2012) encouraged “raising expectations through finding researchbased program elements” as part of criterion seven. Currently, the Missouri mentor
program standards do not specify the critical element of formative assessment. This
standard, when implemented, could include the process of data collection and
collaborative conversations between the mentor and mentee, allowing for discussion
around research-based practices. The policy review indicated 16 states currently have this
component in place and the importance of the implementation of this element as a means
to impact individual teacher performance.
The final component of criterion seven is classroom observation, which The New
Teacher Center (2012) emphasized particularly with a need for training in data collection,
analysis, and interpretation experience with classroom observation and formative
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assessment. Missouri is one of 25 states which provides release time as a
recommendation to allow for observations to occur for mentors and mentees.
Additionally, class schedules for the mentor and mentee are recommended to align to
allow for sufficient observation time.
In addition to criterion seven, there was a need to study program accountability
(criteria ten). This component included the monitoring of mentor programs through the
use of evaluation, surveys, site visits, and self-reports. The Missouri standards included
recommendations on gathering feedback in the form of pre and post surveys as well as
exit interviews. Since the 1990s, there has been a rise in evaluation techniques for
reviewing and monitoring the quality of mentoring programs. These techniques have
begun to include more about learning results and the impact of mentoring programs
(Ganser, 2005). The New Teacher Center (2012) encouraged the leaders of mentor
programs to evaluate existing program elements and identify shifts needed to better meet
the needs of mentors and new teachers.
Additional existing literature refers to mentors using a variety of metaphors, many
of which lack guidance on what mentoring actually entails. An understanding of the
roles and features of mentoring can help demonstrate the complex and dynamic
relationship between adult learners. Descriptions of the role of the mentor, while often
varied, have included providing classroom observations and feedback, engaging in
discussion, locating materials and providing general information, and being a liaison for
the mentee (Lieberman, Hanson, & Gless, 2012). Schien (1978) described mentoring
roles as being similar to a coach, developer of talent, opener of doors, or
protector. Galvez-Hjornevik (1986) described mentors as trusted guides and counselors,
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while Borko (1986) used more traditional terms such as helper, peer, or support teacher.
Additionally, George, Sims McLean, and Mayer (2007/2011) included aspects of mutual
learning, exploration of similar values, and shared enjoyment in describing the
importance of a life-changing mentor.
While the models for mentoring new teachers are complex and training
opportunities for mentor teachers are varied, one of the consistent theories recognized in
literature about mentoring is the connection to adult learning theory. With a primary
focus in this study on the mentor teacher, Casey and Claunch’s (2005) ideas about the
need for recognizing the growth which occurs for the mentor teacher as they change from
primarily being knowledgeable about content knowledge to gaining professional
knowledge apply.
In a classic work, Levinson (1978) described mentoring as a “model of adult
conduct” defined by acts of both giving and receiving. Additionally, Levinson suggested
focusing on the character of the relationship rather than the formality tied to mentor roles
using more of a cyclical model of mentoring. In The New Teacher Center’s (2012)
expectations for interactions between mentors and mentees, criteria seven specifies
interactions to include contact time, conversations about formative assessment, and
classroom observations. More specifically, providing sufficient time and focused efforts
on what the mentoring could look like is woven throughout criteria seven. According to
The New Teacher Center (2012), the frequency and duration of mentor-mentee contact
time is one of design elements most associated with impacts on teaching effectiveness
and student learning. Additionally, The New Teacher Center’s expectations for
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formative assessment are grounded in the belief that teacher development must involve
using assessment data to guide the support of beginning teachers.
Contact Time
The New Teacher Center (2012) suggests frequent and meaningful interactions to
help maintain policy and program intentions. More specifically, contact time offers
mentors and mentees opportunities to develop experiences focused on instruction either
on a weekly, monthly, quarterly, or semester basis. Several states have either indicated
specific contact time requirements or conditions for supporting this aspect for mentors
and their mentees. According to the state-by-state study, North Carolina limits
preparations, non-instructional duties, and additional assignments for new teachers to
allow for contact time. The New Teacher Center’s (2012) findings about Maryland’s
contact time policy included the requirement of regularly scheduled meetings,
observations, and co-teaching opportunities for the mentee with a skilled mentor.
Additionally, Arkansas policy focused on weekly contact hours and 25 additional hours
per semester while Kentucky has a minimum of 20 hours of classroom contact and 50
hours of outside of the classroom contact between the mentor and mentee (The New
Teacher Center, 2012). While many states have expectations for contact time between
mentors and mentees, the use of full-release mentors have also shown to provide more of
the necessary time for collaboration between new teachers and their mentors.
Formative Assessment
A skilled mentor can be the key to leading conversations about how to analyze
data and collaboratively plan for the next steps of instruction. More specifically, the
mentoring relationship can support The New Teacher Center’s (2012) three elements for
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formative assessment which include standards for best practice, criteria for measuring
growth, and evidence of achievement. In California, induction programs require three
similar elements in order to develop a collaborative plan to guide professional growth of
the mentee through data collection focused on practices and tools to identify the progress.
According to The New Teacher Center (2012), South Carolina requires mentor-guided
formative assessment which can help the mentee focus on reflection of teaching, areas of
need or concern, and aspects of professional development. While The New Teacher
Center noted at least 16 states have a focus on formative assessment aspects as part of
induction, its importance is at the core of the work of mentors only if it affects individual
teacher performance.
Classroom Observation
Another critical aspect for supporting new teachers through mentoring is the
element of classroom observation including an iterative cycle of observations, feedback
and discussion. Further, the observations should be intentional, and mentors should have
experience with protocols for data collection, analysis, and interpretation. According to
The New Teacher Center’s policy review (2012), Delaware’s induction expectations
include a three-year framework with cycles of observations, post-observation meetings,
video review, workshops, and self-reflections. Another induction example from West
Virginia indicated mentor observations for one hour per week during the first half of the
school year and then bi-weekly during the second part of the school year in addition to
joint planning periods for the mentor and mentee. The New Teacher Center noted over
half of the states require some level of classroom observations, but there is considerable
variance across the states. Overall, The New Teacher Center (2012) indicated nine states
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have induction program expectations for contact time, formative assessment, and
classroom observations outlined to some degree.
Design of the Study
The researcher selected a convergent parallel mixed methods approach to study
mentoring program delivery and accountability in select districts in the Southwest region
of Missouri. With this selected design, the researcher was able to collect both
quantitative and qualitative data at the same time (Creswell, 2014). Waterman and He
(2011) noted mentoring research designs are typically comprised of quantitative data
which is then analyzed through statistical measures. However, Waterman and He (2011)
discussed that the research needed in the field of mentoring goes beyond quantitative
data, including data which recognizes context and the complexity of mentoring.
Consequently, the goal for data collected in this study was a mixed methods approach
which included both closed and open-ended survey questions and focus group interviews.
Research Questions
Two research questions guided data collection and analyses in the study. Both
questions were addressed through mixed methods inquiry.
1.

To what extent are elements of mentor program delivery (contact time,

formative assessment, and classroom observation) present in school districts
across Southwest Missouri?
2.

How are mentoring programs monitored across school districts in Southwest

Missouri?
Setting
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The researchers collected and analyzed data from a specific subset of districts in
Missouri. For the purpose of this study, a setting within Southwest Missouri was selected
due to the proximity to the researchers and to limit the sample size within one region.
This provided the researchers with three different mentoring programs and groups of
mentor teachers at each district available to participate in surveys and focus group
interviews. District A served nearly 5,800 students and District B served nearly 4,700
students while District C had an enrollment of 2200 students as of 2016 in grades K-12.
Participants
During the first survey portion of the study, one participant from each of the
selected districts was contacted to participate in the study. The intended contact for the
survey was the district employee(s) or department head(s) assigned to supervise
mentoring or induction programs. The researchers utilized the initial survey in order to
gain data regarding which elements of mentoring program delivery and accountability are
currently present in each of the respective programs. Additionally, these individuals were
the gatekeepers for providing existing documents and contacts to further support the
study. The goal for collecting documents was to determine which elements of delivery
and accountability are outlined in each districts mentor program guidelines.
Directly following the initial survey responses, the researchers sent an additional
survey to mentor teachers who had mentored at least one mentee between the 2013-2014
and 2016-2017 school years. Both the mentor leader survey and the mentor teacher
survey contained questions which are quantitative and qualitative in nature. Mentor
teachers who participated in the study also had the opportunity to participate in a focus
group interviews at each district site. The interviews probed for information regarding
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the delivery and monitoring of the mentoring programs in each district participating in
the study. Merriam (2009) noted the importance of purposeful sampling to include
people who are knowledgeable about the topic and encouraged groups which include six
to ten participants. For this study, groups of six to eight participants was the goal for
collecting qualitative data.
Data Collection Tools
Data collection for the study was obtained through the analysis of two sets of
survey responses, focus group interviews, and the review of available existing mentor
program documents. More specifically, the primary researcher utilized a 15-question
survey composed of close-ended questions with a few open-ended questions to gather
information from the program leaders. The survey began with questions which were
easiest and most comfortable for participants to answer and continued with questions
which were more subjective in style as suggested by Fink (2013). Following the initial
survey of mentor leaders, mentor teachers from each district were contacted for
participation in the study. The interested mentor teachers received an online consent and
an electronic survey consisting of 12 questions, both quantitative and qualitative in
nature.
Additionally, qualitative data was collected utilizing focus group interviews of
mentor teachers. The goal of the focus group interview questions was to gain insights
about both research questions from mentor teachers themselves. Interviews were
conducted at individual sites to allow for minimal travel for participants and were
approximately forty-five minutes in length. The primary researcher participated in note-
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taking during the focus group interviews to collect the data, in addition to tape recording
the interviews.
Data Analysis
Both quantitative and qualitative data was collected and available for analysis in
the study. For the quantitative data portion of this study, the data collected from the
closed-ended questions about the elements of mentoring program delivery and
accountability present in the selected districts was analyzed and displayed in various
graphs and tables. For the qualitative data in this study, detailed notes and jottings were
collected and analyzed by the primary researcher. During data analysis, the researchers
organized survey participants using the following: LS for leader survey responses 1-4 and
MS for mentor surveys 1-54.
Merriam (2009) also suggested “verbatim transcription of recorded interviews
provides the best database for analysis” which the researchers utilized (p. 110). From the
focus group transcriptions, the primary researcher coded the data throughout the process
and identified common threads and emerging themes across districts participating in the
study, which was then checked by co-researchers. It was critical to “extend analysis to
developing categories, themes, or other taxonomic classes that interpret the meaning of
the data” (Merriam, 2009, p. 193) and move towards findings which provided support for
the research questions guiding the study. Focus group participants were also organized
using FG1, FG2, and FG3 in addition to 1-6 depending on the size of the group. During
data analysis, the researcher also reviewed the existing documents to gain key insights
into the mentoring programs in addition to the surveys and interviews, noting documents
specific to district A, B, and C.
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Findings
Contact Time
According to the mentor program leader survey responses, three of the responses
indicated weekly contact time is allowed for mentor and mentees, while one response
indicated monthly contact time. “Mentors have contact time at least twice a month with
each of their new teachers for either an observation or conversation. One formal
coaching cycle (with a planning conversation, an observation, and a reflective
conversation) per year” (LS1). In the mentor teacher survey, mentors had similar
responses about the contact time allowed between mentors and mentees (see Figure 1).
<Insert Figure 1 here>
The study also found weekly contact time between mentors and mentees was the
most common frequency for interactions (77%) and monthly contact time was the next
most common (13%). During focus group interviews and analysis of mentor handbooks,
the researcher learned a variety of expectations for contact time across the three districts
beyond weekly or monthly expectations. District C begins contact time with mentees
through an Academy setting with at least three days of professional development for all
first and second year teachers. District A begins contact time with a Mentor and Mentee
luncheon at the beginning of the school year during New Teacher Week. During that
time, the mentors and mentees receive the district mentoring handbook and guidelines for
fulfilling the roles and responsibilities outlined for the year. The handbook states the
expectation that mentors and mentees should meet monthly or more often as needed and
attend quarterly mentor/mentee sessions. These contact times should be documented
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using the district mentor log and the checklists contain suggested topics to cover during
interactions together.
In regards to contact time, specific examples were shared by focus group
participants such as “formal sit downs at least monthly, but there’s questions to answer
all the time too” (FG2-4). Additionally, “As a mentor to your mentee, you are to log 12
contact hours throughout the year and as a 2nd year log 6 hours. It [contact time] can be
formal or informal through email or text” (FG3-2). The importance of time to debrief
and reflection through conversations with mentees as an important aspect of contact time
was noted by FG2-6. Three after school trainings, as well as an opportunity for the
mentor, mentee and principals to do a walkthrough together to begin contact time
together was also mentioned by a participant (FG1-1).
Additional data collected focused on contact time showed concerns from mentor
teacher survey responses regarding when and how the expectations for contact is
completed. “All of my mentor time is done on my plan time, or before and after school”
(MS22). Another participant noted, “The program is always best when the two teachers
work at the same building. It is hard to make schedules work when you are trying to
cross over buildings and grade levels” (MS1). Similarly, “Contact time is limited due to
schedules and daily demands of the job. The only way I was able to observe my mentee
teacher was because I had a student teacher at the time” (MS17). While The New
Teacher Center acknowledges requirements in the school day could cause concerns for
contact time between mentors and mentees, it is important for districts to have clear
expectations for providing weekly or monthly contact opportunities and to provide
guidelines for fulfilling those expectations. It should also be noted that District B has two
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full-release mentors in part-time positions and numerous DSS positions providing mentor
supports while District A and C have teachers and coaches fulfilling the mentoring roles
on top of teaching responsibilities.
Formative Assessment
Another focus of the research was on the frequency in which mentor and mentees
discuss formative assessment. According to the mentor program leader survey responses,
three of the responses indicated mentors discuss formative assessments with their mentee
once a quarter, while one response indicated monthly discussions. Further, “Formative
assessments are discussed as needed, but there is no specific guideline” (LS1) and
“clarity regarding formative assessments [is] not spelled out…[in the handbook]” (LS4).
In the mentor teacher survey, mentors had a range of responses about the frequency in
which mentors and mentees discussed formative assessments (see Figure 2).
<Insert Figure 2 here>
Weekly discussions about formative assessments were found to be the most
common frequency for interactions (35%) and monthly discussions about formative
assessments was the next most common (32%). An additional 24% of participants
indicated once a quarter as the frequency in which formative assessments are discussed
and 9% indicated formative assessments are never discussed between the mentor and
mentee. Further, during focus group interviews, FG3-1 and FG3-3 both shared their
coaching role with new teachers provides opportunities for a focus on formative
assessments, however, neither shared there was a mentoring expectation for discussing
formative assessments with their mentees. “In my role [coaching role], that’s what I do
all day every day…it’s how we build on instruction. As a teacher mentor though, the
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early out PLC time is when we have these casual conversations about practices and
formative assessments” (FG3-3). Similarly, “In my lit coach position, we use our team
meetings to discuss [formative assessments] and we are growing with that in becoming
more formulated each quarter” (FG3-1).
In regards to discussing formative assessments with their mentee, one participant
shared, “I was not being specific enough- I needed to help my mentee write ideas for
using formative assessment checks into her lesson plans...I think it helped a little bit more
than me telling her to try this and this and this” (FG2-1). Similarly, another participant
noted formative assessments can be “very vague, so sometimes I help set those up- what
they look like and 2-3 different ways how they could use them” (FG2-5). Further,
participants in focus group one shared that although the district curriculum has become
heavy with formative assessments, the mentor role does not include a structure or clear
role to talk about formative assessments. However, both high school level mentor
teachers in the focus groups indicated a greater focus on mentoring through conversations
about formative assessments with their mentees.
Overall, having collaborative conversations about formative assessments was
identified by mentor teacher participants as a way to learn what ideas new teachers are
bringing with them to the profession and a way to share ideas across teams of veteran and
new teachers alike. A goal of including formative assessments into mentoring
conversations would be to support mentees in ways to analyze data and plan for the next
steps of instruction. Both PLC times and coaching supports for discussing formative
assessments surfaced throughout the responses for mentor surveys and focus group
responses as a primary mode for supporting new teachers with those discussions.
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Classroom Observation
A third component of the first research question guiding this study was focused
on the frequency in which mentor teachers observed the assigned mentee. According to
the mentor program leader survey responses, two of the responses indicated mentors
observe mentees on a monthly basis, while the other two responses indicated
observations occurred once a semester. LS3 and LS4 both indicated the mentor program
handbook provided clear expectations for observations, however the mentor teacher
surveys indicated a range of responses about the frequency in which mentors observed
their mentee during instruction (see Figure 3).
<Insert Figure 3 here>
The study found 37% of mentors reported they never observe the mentee during
instruction. An additional 22% of participants indicated once a semester as the frequency
in which observations occur and 17% indicated once a quarter. Once a year observations
were reported as the frequency for 13% of the participants, with the remaining 11% being
either weekly or monthly observations. One participant shared, “I was not provided any
time to observe my new teacher” (MS46). Similarly, another noted, “I was disappointed
that I was not able to observe my mentee. I think it would have been very helpful for us
both” (MS53). In response to the expectation for observing mentees, a respondent
shared, “Observation was hard as I am teaching the same times my mentee was teaching
proving difficult for me to get into the classroom to observe her” (MS10).
During focus group interviews, one participant noted the following about their
role observing new teachers: “My observations are awesome because I have a template
that I have created for myself and because I am non-evaluative, I’m still a buddy, a go-
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between, liaison, and still trusted, my observations are when teachers call me in. I also
set up a schedule for teachers to observe each other. We do have a template in our
handbook for logging hours spent with our teachers but not an observation form” (FG33). From a different standpoint, a respondent noted, “As a mentor program we don’t have
anything like that [observation form]…it is something we should create if it isn’t too
binding” (FG3-2). Similarly, another participant indicated a flexible mentoring style for
observations which included both scheduled and pop-in observations without the use of
specific form (FG1-2).
Additionally, one participant noted, “I have not done that [observation of
mentee]…been modeling and partnering alongside but have been spending time building
rapport” (FG3-1). Further, the same participant shared district collected surveys provide
mentor leaders with information about how the mentoring supports are progressing
throughout the year. In one survey response, this participant mentioned the majority of
mentoring supports, such as observations, were not coming from an assigned mentor but
rather someone else the new teacher had built a connection with.
Another aspect noted by focus group participants was the need to make it clear
that the mentor observations are not an evaluation and are not meant to be “stressful or
threatening.” Further, FG2-6 shared that providing options for how the observations are
completed once trust has been build can be beneficial to meeting the observation
expectations. An example of how mentor teacher reported being able to complete the
observation expectations included a sub provided for the mentee to spend the day with
the mentor alongside a coach for debriefing and reflection. District C also provides the
following handbook guidelines: “The building administrator should provide several
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opportunities for the mentor to visit the beginning teacher’s classroom during
instructional times to complete the observation/feedback cycle. Allowing mentors to
observe mentees will improve the systematic approach to developing and retaining highly
qualified staff.”
When mentor teachers responded to the guidelines for all three components of
contact time, formative assessment, and observation in an open-ended question, a variety
of responses across the participants were received. A common response included
expectations being provided in a handbook or binder or meeting for contact time and
observations. More specific responses included “Contact time is necessary, I met daily
and observations were expected quarterly in our handbook” (MS6) and “We were
emailed a booklet of talking points for each month, but I felt most of them didn’t apply to
the role my mentee and I serve” (MS4). A similar concern from another mentor teacher
included, “There are required activities and checklists that mentor and mentee must
complete…I feel that other than the one hour PD and a binder of information that
teachers have little time to read there is not a lot of accountability until assignments are
due at the end of the year” (MS29).
Overall, the researcher was able to address the first research question, “To what
extent are elements of mentor program delivery (contact time, formative assessment, and
classroom observation) present in school districts across Southwest Missouri?” using
data collected in the study. The school districts studied in Southwest Missouri identified
weekly contact time as the most common frequency for interactions between mentors and
mentees. In addition, weekly discussions about formative assessments were the most
common, however more discussion about the logistics for supporting formative
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assessment discussions is needed. Finally, the study indicated classroom observations
were most likely to occur once a semester or not at all.
Monitoring of Mentor Programs
The researchers were also interested in the monitoring of mentor programs across
the three districts. According to the mentor program leader survey responses, one
participant noted “Throughout the year, new teachers are asked about what is beneficial
to them…Mentors discuss with each other what is going well or not. An end of year
reflective conversation is had with new teachers including an evaluation of the program”
(LS1). Additionally, another leader shared “We use checklists for all new hires,
mentors, and DSS to complete…” (LS2) and surveys or evaluations are used to “monitor
and adjust” mentor program supports according to LS4.
Mentor teacher survey responses showed, “In the handbook given to both the
Mentor/Mentee, a clearly defined monthly check-off list is included with certain tasks to
do together” (MS5). In regards to their mentor program being monitored, one participant
indicated, “Not at all, other than turning in my checklist at the end of the year” (MS11).
Similarly, another response shared “District office provides scope and sequence of
expected time and topics to be covered. I do not know how this data is used once it’s
returned to district at the end of the year” (MS16) and another noted, “We have used
surveys in the past. I am hoping we start doing interviews to see how well the program is
appreciated with our new teachers” (MS20). In a review of District A’s handbook,
guidance in the form of checklists included a before school checklist, a teacher workshop
week checklist, first day checklist, monthly checklists, and observation checklists. These
checklists guide mentors to discuss topics such as procedures, parent communication,
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building relationships, curriculum, student discipline, and more. Additionally, District
A’s mentoring handbook indicates both a Mentee Exit Survey and Mentor Exit
Questionnaire is part of the yearly monitoring of mentoring.
During focus group interviews, one participant mentioned, “I’ve seen a
progression to a much more monitored and more intentional approach to our mentoring
system. I think we still have some bridges to cross, but we are much more
intentional…what we are doing in our new teacher academies is a good example of that”
(FG3-3). Two additional responses focused on the monitoring of mentoring through
principal check-ins, email reminders, and collected notes by the principal (FG2-1 and
FG2-4). Beyond monitoring examples by principals, another respondent indicated the
mentor program leader meets monthly with mentees to check on how visits with mentees
are going and to address any issues or provided any needed resources the mentors may
need (FG1-2). The majority of focus group respondents indicated the monitoring of
mentoring as an area needing improvement. Specifically, FG2-2 noted an idea for
coming together “mid-year as a mentoring group to support or encourage each other.”
Overall, the researcher was able to address the second research question, “How
are mentoring programs monitored across school districts in Southwest Missouri?”
using data collected in the study. The school districts studied in Southwest Missouri
identified checklists, surveys, and evaluations as methods for monitoring mentor
programs. In addition, some sites identified principal check-ins and program leader
meetings as methods for monitoring. The majority of focus group respondents also
indicated monitoring of mentoring programs as an area needing improvement.
Discussion and Limitations
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Guidelines for classroom observations conducted by mentor teachers are outlined
for all three districts in this study; however supports and training for observations are
lacking consistency. While program leaders identified monthly or semester observations
with observation logs, mentor teacher responses showed a large amount of mentors never
conducting classroom observations or recording notes from the observation. Focus group
participants also had a variety of coverage options or forms used for observations, but
indicated a need for more guidance in this area. The researchers identified that each of
the school districts could improve observation practices between mentors and mentees by
targeting classroom observations as an area of needed improvement.
With the recommendation from The New Teacher Center (2012) to provide cycles
of observations that allow for reflection and analysis of the data, districts could provide
focused training on these aspects. The districts could gather data about current forms and
reflection tools used by mentor teachers to gain information about what tools are
working. Districts could also identify options for conducting classroom observations,
which offer choice and coverage for the teachers involved. If districts could identify the
“how” and “why” and articulate the importance of mentor observations to mentors and
mentees, the first step of collecting observation data could increase in a more systematic
manner in each district. Additional professional development for mentor teachers from
administrators, coaches, or program leaders could be utilized to dive into the analysis of
the observation data once cycles of reflection have begun. A study by Odell (2006)
confirmed support from leaders as an important element in developing mentors and noted
the need for leaders to help collect on-going data to inform mentoring decisions.
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Mentor teachers in both surveys and focus group interviews indicated that
increased monitoring of mentor programs could be beneficial to improving mentor
practices. Mentor teachers identified checklists, surveys, or leaders who occasionally
monitored mentoring as the main method for gathering feedback about mentoring
supports in each district. Similarly, research by Ganser (2005) noted end of the year
surveys as a typical method for monitoring program satisfaction. However, mentor
survey respondents struggled to provide opportunities where monitoring supported them
in growing as a mentor teacher. Mentors indicated support sessions or on-going training
based on topics of interest or concern as a measure to monitor progress throughout the
year could be beneficial. This would provide support throughout the process rather than
turning in a log or survey at the end and then reactively making changes for the following
year.
There are a number of limitations that readers should consider regarding this
study. The primary limitation is the sample size as the study was conducted in a small
portion of one state, which could limit transferability. In addition, the researchers did not
identify ethnicity or gender of participants in either of the surveys, though the districts are
known to consist of over 90% white teachers. The focus groups were comprised of white
females and one white male. The overall sample size across the surveys and focus groups
consisted of 70 total participants, with a large majority of mentors fulfilling roles in
elementary settings.
Overall, data collected related to the elements of contact time, formative
assessment, and classroom observation provided further information as it related to The
New Teacher Center’s criterion seven review of Missouri. While weekly contact time
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between mentors and mentees was found to be the most common frequency for
interactions, The New Teacher Center’s recommendation for weekly protected-time
between 1.25 and 2.5 hours for mentor and mentee interactions leaves more to be studied.
In addition, the concerns related to contact time included when and how the expectations
for contact time are completed. Similarly, while weekly discussions about formative
assessments were the most common frequency for interactions, The New Teacher Center
recommends increasing these discussions to further impact individual teacher
performance. Additionally, in order to support more formative assessment discussions,
mentors indicated a need to know when and who to include in learning around formative
assessments.
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Figure 1:

Mentor Contact Time with Mentees
Once a Quarter
4%

Once a year
4%

Never
2%

Monthly
13%

Weekly
77%

Figure 2:

Mentor and Mentee Formative
Assessment Discussions
Never
9%
Once a Quarter
24%

Weekly
35%

Monthly
32%
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Figure 3:

Mentor Classroom Observations of
Mentee
Once a year
13%
Never
37%

Once a semester
22%

Once a quarter
17%

Monthly
7%
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Weekly
4%
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SECTION SIX:
SCHOLARLY PRACTIONER REFLECTION
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Scholarly Reflection
There has never been a doubt that education and life-long learning would be one
of the most prominent components of my life. This realization strengthened during my
career as a public educator when I had the privilege of learning and growing alongside
thousands of students and hundreds of teachers. At the start of my educational career,
however, I began as a new teacher without a year-long assigned mentor. I quickly
recognized how difficult it was to rely on team members for support with my beginning
teacher needs and as a result, the first two years became a quest for survival with
observations by the principal and advice from teammates as the primary mode for
feedback about my instruction. After switching into an instructional coach role a few
years into my career, I was surprisingly assigned to be a mentor to new teachers. Even
though I was aware that my lack of experience with mentoring would make this new role
a challenge, I was eager to immerse myself in learning about mentoring.
My learning about mentoring began by studying Educational Leadership articles
in the Supporting Beginning Teachers issue and attending a district mentor training
meeting. The articles and training experience sparked a realization of how critical mentor
supports could be for beginning teachers and also mirrored what I was experiencing as a
first year mentor teacher. My experiences in the role as a mentor were similar to
Lieberman, Hanson, and Gless’ (2012) description of mentoring which included engaging
in discussion and providing resources for my mentees as well as conducting observations
of instruction. I struggled to find a balance between providing more of a buddy support
system focused on management or issues my mentees were facing versus an instructional
support system focused on feedback from observations. As I reflected on the mentoring
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experiences, I recognized my minimal training for the role was both detrimental but a
catalyst for further discovery as a learner.
After my initial experiences with mentoring, I made a decision to take my
learning further with a dissertation focused on mentoring. While diving deeper into my
learning about mentoring, I found the literature review process to be a powerful
opportunity for understanding the complexities of mentoring. A literature review by
Waterman and He (2011) suggested the need for studying mentoring through more than
just quantitative study, and Creswell’s (2014) description of a convergent parallel design
provided the avenue for a mixed methods study. Additional studies on mentoring
combined with The New Teacher Center’s (2012) review of mentoring across the states
helped guide me to a focus on program delivery and accountability. This focus provided
the lens for the research questions and multiple data collection tools allowed for an
additional focus on mentor training and perceptions. Further, I was able to utilize my
learning from the two years of coursework as a foundation for engaging in the scholarly
writing process as I became more immersed in the dissertation process.
Overall, the combination of reading, discussing, and writing throughout the
dissertation process created a successful layering of learning for me. During the revision
process of my literature review, I discovered studies in other states and countries, which
helped me confirm the need for additional studies on mentoring. Further, through
discussion with my advisor and committee, I was encouraged to emphasize a focus on
contact time, formative assessments, classroom observations, and monitoring which
provided an additional lens for diving deeper into my study. Additional feedback from
my committee about the survey tools was also paramount in my successful use of data
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collection tools. These experiences early into the dissertation process confirmed for me
that I was on the right track to having a meaningful study, which would impact me as a
scholar.
During the data collection phase of the dissertation, I became increasingly aware
of both the challenges and rewards of studying more than one district. The opportunity to
research beyond my district of employment offered an eye-opening experience as it was
both difficult gaining permission to study multiple districts, but also provided three
different views of mentoring programs. Throughout the process, I was able to expand my
network to include mentors and program leaders in two additional districts, which
became one of the most rewarding parts of this experience. Further, I became determined
to collect data from as many program leaders and mentor teachers from the three
participating districts as possible and to analyze that data with integrity. In addition,
focus group participants offered feedback on my knowledge based around mentoring and
my self-confidence increased throughout this phase of the dissertation.
Surprisingly, the most difficult part of the dissertation process did not surface for
me until I reached the journal submission stage. In the beginning, a primary reason for
selecting the University of Missouri doctoral program was the focus on a submission
ready piece to contribute to practice. During this phase of the dissertation, however, I
realized just how focused, organized, and determined I needed to be as I endured writing
drafts for multiple journals. The confidence I had gained from the proposal and data
collection phases had faded away, and I felt like I was crawling to the finish line
unsuccessfully. Thankfully, my passion for the topic of mentoring, inspiring articles
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from the International Journal of Mentoring and Coaching in Education, and my desire
to complete my dissertation by mid thirty all kicked in to help me complete the task.
Leadership Reflection
In the beginning of my career, my experiences in the classroom offered new
challenges and opportunities to grow on a daily basis, but a true leadership role was
lacking. While I recognized opportunities for leading during team meetings, professional
development sessions, and interactions with coaches, I also realized my strong desire for
engaging in discussions with my adult peers and instructional leaders. At that point, I
realized I needed to glean as much as possible from the leaders around me and develop
my strengths and weaknesses as a leader. This quest for development is what compelled
me to continue my education through the University of Missouri’s Educational
Leadership and Policy Analysis program. I believe I have had the opportunity to
transform my leadership throughout the program and dissertation process.
As I reflect on how the doctoral journey as a whole has influenced me as a leader,
I am reminded of Goleman’s (1996/2011) description of leaders as people who
demonstrate the fundamental aspects of optimism and organizational commitment while
being motivated to achieve. Part of my reasoning for joining the doctoral program at the
University of Missouri was the cohort setting, which sounded like a perfect fit for a
motivated learner and an opportunity to grow my professional network. I was committed
to engaging with cohort peers through the various research projects and conversations
about organizations and educational policies. With each passing week of classes and
summer learning experiences, I layered on my learning from the other leaders in the
program and began to develop more leadership skills along the way.
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During the program, I also confirmed how fortunate I have been to experience
various types of leadership through my relationships with principals and district leaders
in my school settings. The doctoral program provided an opportunity to reflect on the
impact of those leaders and to remember why I embarked on my further studies. One
leader in particular provided me with experiences described by Kotter (1990/2011) as
“opportunities during their twenties and thirties to actually try to lead, to take a risk, and
to learn from both triumphs and failures” (p. 53). I took my first major risk when I
started my instructional coaching journey and my second when I began my doctoral
journey. During both situations, I had the support of a transformational leader who
influenced me to accomplish more than even I expected for myself. She modeled both
inspirational motivation and intellectual stimulation in a way that propelled me to want to
grow as a leader (Northouse, 2013).
While the majority of my coaching relationships and doctoral experiences have
been successful, there have been some difficulties and bumps along the way. One of the
greatest difficulties was taking on Reading Recovery training during my first year of
coaching and doctoral studies as part of my new position in Ozark Schools. This training
required additional reading and an intense focus on applying my learning as I served six
students throughout the year. At times, required readings and data collection for both the
Reading Recovery training and doctoral studies overlapped and became a competing
focus for me. On the other hand, I had the opportunity to learn from an exceptional
Reading Recovery leader and practiced collecting survey data using a Reading Recovery
focus. In addition to a successful completion of my Reading Recovery training, I also
built coaching relationships with teachers, fellow coaches, and district leaders throughout
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my first year in Ozark. Many of these individuals as well as my cohort peers have
continued to engage in conversations with me about my doctoral learning, especially my
study on mentoring. Although it was difficult to leave my support system in Nebraska
schools and to transfer my learning from past experiences to my new surroundings, it has
opened many doors for new learning. In the end, both the successes and difficulties have
been opportunities for reflection and growth for me during my leadership journey thus
far.
Although my transformation as a leader began when I started my coaching role, I
believe the greatest influences on my leadership began when I took on a new leadership
role as a result of the cohort discussions during summer two regarding policy. This new
leadership position would become a way to become more involved in my district and
state and would impact my desire to research beyond just one district. I was also able to
gain leadership insight by attending board meetings, collective bargaining conversations,
and regional and state conversations around policy as a result of this new role. Further,
the role pushed me out of my comfort zone, offered new learning, and provided an
additional network of leaders for me to connect with. I have continued to gain selfconfidence, accomplish new tasks, and successfully add another layer to my supports for
adult learners through this role. Similar gains in my dissertation process were made
possible because of this leadership opportunity.
My transformation as a leader throughout the dissertation process can also be
evidenced through my interactions with peers. Merriam’s (2014) description of adults
wanting to be able to connect and apply what they are learning to their own settings has
been both relevant and critical to remember in my interactions. As a leader of team
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meetings and professional development sessions for my district, I have had the
opportunity to guide teams of teachers in the processes of reading, writing, and
discussing to deepen knowledge about certain topics. I have also embarked on mini
research studies with new teachers to discover areas of strength and needed growth for
instructional strategies used with students. Additionally, I continue to be eager to apply
more of my learning about adult learners, specifically around mentoring, now that I have
participated in this research process. Moving forward, I am interested in taking on a
leadership role in my district’s mentoring program following the completion of program.
I think the leadership skills I have gained in addition to the scholarly learning will make
me a valuable support in my district.
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Appendix A
Informed Consent for Mentor Program Leader Survey
Research Study’s Title: Mentor Program Delivery and Accountability: A Mixed
Methods Study in Southwest Missouri
Purpose of this study: This study is a mixed methods study focused on the aspects of
program delivery and training as well as the mentor program accountability and
monitoring. The researcher hopes to gain information about these elements of mentoring
from both mentor program leaders and mentor teachers within several districts in the
Southwest region of Missouri. This is a research study to meet the requirements for a
University of Missouri doctoral degree.
Participant selection: You are invited to participate in this study because of your role as
a mentor program leader in your district. The goal of this study is to gather information
from mentor program leaders who are involved in providing training and monitoring for
mentors and mentees in their respective district between the 2013 and 2016 school years.
Your participation in this research is voluntary, should you decide to participate.
What can you expect during participation?
If you agree to be in the study, you will be asked to complete a survey which consists of
15 questions, primarily of qualitative nature. Please note your participation is completely
voluntary and you can stop answering questions/leave questions blank at any time. You
may withdraw or refuse to participate in the research study without any penalty or loss of
benefit to which you are otherwise entitled.
Are there benefits or risks for participating in this study?
There are no intended benefits or risks for participants in this survey. The research aims
to benefit the school districts who participate during the dissemination of information
phase following the completion of the study.
How will responses be collected and shared?
Your responses to the survey will be confidential as your name and email addresses will
not be linked to the data in the survey. Data will be collected and shared using
pseudonyms to protect the participants.
Online consent signature:
I have read the description above and I understand what is being asked of me as a
participant. In lieu of a signed consent form, my participation in the study by answering
the survey questions will indicate I have read and understand the informed consent and
agree participate in the study.
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Questions:
If you have questions, please contact Angela Boyer at 402-560-1867 at
angelaboyer@mail.ozark.k12.mo.us or Dr. Jeffrey Cornelius-White at 417-836-6517 at
jcornelius-white@missouristate.edu. The IRB Contact is 573-882-3181 or
irb@missouri.edu.
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Appendix B
Survey for Mentor Program Leaders
For questions 1-5, please share your knowledge about the mentor program at your site.
1. Please report how many years mentoring has been provided for new teachers
in your district.
2. Please report how many years new teachers typically receive mentoring in
your district’s program.
3. Please report (or at least estimate) how many beginning teachers are receiving
mentoring support during the 2016-2017 school year in your district.
4. Please report (or at least estimate) how many mentor teachers are receiving
mentor training during the 2016-2017 school year in your district.
5. Please report how many teachers have participated in the role of mentor
teacher since the 2013-2014 school year in your district.
For questions 6-12, please mark the choice which best matches your current knowledge
about the mentor program at your site.
6.

About how many hours will be spent providing mentor training to mentors
during the 2016-2017 school year in your district?
o
o
o
o
o

0-5
6-10
11-15
16-20
21 or more

7. How frequently are mentors and mentees allowed contact time?
o
o
o
o
o
o

Never
Weekly
Monthly
Once a quarter
Once a semester
Once a year
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8. How frequently do mentor and mentees meet to discuss formative
assessments?
o
o
o
o
o
o
9.

Never
Weekly
Monthly
Once a quarter
Once a semester
Once a year

How frequently do mentor teachers observe their mentee during instruction?
o
o
o
o
o
o

Never
Weekly
Monthly
Once a quarter
Once a semester
Once a year

10. To what extent do you agree with the following statement: It would be
beneficial for all beginning teachers to receive mentoring from a trained
mentor.
o
o
o
o
o
o

Strongly disagree
Disagree
Slightly disagree
Slightly agree
Agree
Strongly agree

11. To what extent do you agree with the following statement: My district has a
mentor training program in place that includes training for mentor teachers.
o
o
o
o
o
o

Strongly disagree
Disagree
Slightly disagree
Slightly agree
Agree
Strongly agree

12. To what extent do you agree with the following statement: Interviews,
surveys, or evaluations are conducted at least yearly to collect information
from mentors about their mentoring experiences.
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o
o
o
o
o
o

Strongly disagree
Disagree
Slightly Disagree
Slightly Agree
Agree
Strongly agree

For questions 13-15, please share your responses to the open-ended questions using the
text boxes provided.
13. Please describe the guidelines for mentor program delivery in regards to
contact time, formative assessment, and observations.
14. Please describe how mentor programs are monitored in your district. In what
ways are surveys, interviews, or evaluations used?
15. Would you be willing to share a survey with teachers who have participated in
the mentor teacher role between 2013 and the current school year?

Please provide any additional information about the mentoring program at your site
that you did not get to share in your answers to the questions above.
If you would be willing to provide mentor program documents relevant to your
district, please contact me at the following email:
aboyer318@gmail.com
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Appendix C
Informed Consent for Mentor Teacher Survey
Research Study’s Title: Mentor Program Delivery and Accountability: A Mixed
Methods Study in Southwest Missouri
Purpose of this study: This study is a mixed methods study focused on the aspects of
program delivery and training as well as the mentor program accountability and
monitoring. The researcher hopes to gain information about these elements of mentoring
from both mentor program leaders and mentor teachers within several districts in the
Southwest region of Missouri. This is a research study to meet the requirements for a
University of Missouri doctoral degree.
Participant selection: You are invited to participate in this study because of your role as
a mentor teacher in your district. The goal of this study is to gather information from
mentor teachers who have supported at least one mentee in their respective district
between the 2013 and 2016 school years. Your participation in this research is voluntary,
should you decide to participate.
What can you expect during participation?
If you agree to be in the study, you will be asked to complete a survey which consists of
12 questions, both quantitative and qualitative in nature. Please note your participation is
completely voluntary and you can stop answering questions/leave questions blank at any
time. You may withdraw or refuse to participate in the research study without any
penalty or loss of benefit to which you are otherwise entitled.
Are there benefits or risks for participating in this study?
There are no intended benefits or risks for participants in this survey. The research aims
to benefit the school districts who participate during the dissemination of information
phase following the completion of the study.
How will responses be collected and shared?
Your responses to the survey will be confidential as your name and email addresses will
not be linked to the data in the survey. Data will be collected and shared using
pseudonyms to protect each participant.
Online consent signature:
I have read the description of the survey above and I understand what is being asked of
me as a participant. In lieu of a signed consent form, my participation in the study by
answering the survey questions will indicate I have read and understand the informed
consent and agree to participate in the study.
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Questions:
If you have questions, please contact Angela Boyer at 402-560-1867 at
angelaboyer@mail.ozark.k12.mo.us or Dr. Jeffrey Cornelius-White at 417-836-6517 at
jcornelius-white@missouristate.edu. The IRB Contact is 573-882-3181 or
irb@missouri.edu.
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Appendix D
Survey for Mentor Program Teachers
For questions 1-8, please mark the choice which best matches your current knowledge
about the mentor program at your site.
1.

How many years have you provided supporting to beginning teachers through
your role as a mentor teacher?
o
o
o
o

1-3
4-6
7-9
10 or more

2. About how many hours of mentor training have you participated in at your
current district site?
o
o
o
o

0-10
11-20
21-30
31 or more

3. How frequently are your allowed contact time with your mentee?
o
o
o
o
o
o

Never
Weekly
Monthly
Once a quarter
Once a semester
Once a year

4. How frequently do you meet with your mentee to discuss formative
assessments?
o
o
o
o
o
o
5.

Never
Weekly
Monthly
Once a quarter
Once a semester
Once a year

How frequently do you observe your mentee during instruction?
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o
o
o
o
o
o

Never
Weekly
Monthly
Once a quarter
Once a semester
Once a year

6. To what extent do you agree with the following statement: It would be
beneficial for all beginning teachers to receive mentoring from a trained
mentor.
o
o
o
o
o
o

Strongly disagree
Disagree
Slightly disagree
Slightly agree
Agree
Strongly agree

7. To what extent do you agree with the following statement: My district has a
mentor training program in place that includes training for mentor teachers.
o
o
o
o
o
o

Strongly disagree
Disagree
Slightly disagree
Slightly agree
Agree
Strongly agree

8. To what extent do you agree with the following statement: Interviews,
surveys, or evaluations are conducted at least yearly to collect information
from mentors about their mentoring experiences.
o
o
o
o
o
o

Strongly disagree
Disagree
Slightly Disagree
Slightly Agree
Agree
Strongly agree

For questions 9-12, please share your responses to the open-ended questions using the
text boxes provided.
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9.

What supports come to mind when you think of mentor teacher training?

10. Please describe the guidelines for mentor program delivery in regards to
contact time, formative assessment, and observations.
11. Please describe how mentor programs are monitored in your district. In what
ways are surveys, interviews, or evaluations used?
12. Would you be willing to participate in a focus group interview to further
discuss your mentor training and monitoring?

Please provide any additional information about the mentoring program at your site
that you did not get to share in your answers to the questions above.
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Appendix E
Informed Consent for Mentor Teacher Focus Group Interviews
Research Study’s Title: Mentor Program Delivery and Accountability: A Mixed
Methods Study in Southwest Missouri
Purpose of this study: This study is a mixed methods study focused on the aspects of
program delivery and training as well as the mentor program accountability and
monitoring. The researcher hopes to gain information about these elements of mentoring
from both mentor program leaders and mentor teachers within several districts in the
Southwest region of Missouri. This is a research study to meet the requirements for a
University of Missouri doctoral degree.
Participant selection: You are invited to participate in this study because of your role as
a mentor teacher in your district. The goal of this study is to gather information from
mentor teachers who have supported at least one mentee in their respective district
between the 2013 and 2016 school years. Your participation in this research is voluntary,
should you decide to participate.

What can you expect during participation?
If you agree to be in the study, you will be asked to participate in a focus group interview
at your selective site. Each interview will be 30-45 minutes in length and will be voice
recorded to help with the data collection process. At any time during the interview, you
may skip answering a question. You may withdraw or refuse to participate in the
research study without any penalty or loss of benefit to which you are otherwise entitled.
Are there benefits or risks for participating in this study?
There are no intended benefits or risks for participants in this survey. The research aims
to benefit the school districts who participate during the dissemination of information
phase following the completion of the study.
How will responses be collected and shared?
Your responses to the focus group interview questions will be collected and shared using
pseudonyms to protect each participant.
Questions:
If you have questions, please contact Angela Boyer at 402-560-1867 at
angelaboyer@mail.ozark.k12.mo.us or Dr. Jeffrey Cornelius-White at 417-836-6517 at
jcornelius-white@missouristate.edu. The IRB Contact is 573-882-3181 or
irb@missouri.edu.
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Appendix F
Focus Group Questions
1. Please describe your role as a mentor teacher. How long have you been a mentor
teacher?
2. What led you to become a mentor teacher?
3. In your mentoring role, what opportunities, if any, for training have you received
in your current district?
4. Describe the expectations, if applicable, for contact time with your mentee.
5. In what ways, if any, do you support your mentee with formative assessments?
6. Describe how you conduct classroom observations in your role as a mentor.
7. How frequently does a mentor program leader monitor your mentoring? What
tools, if any, have been used to monitor your mentoring?
8. How has the monitoring of mentor programs in your district impacted your
mentoring?
9. What elements of your current mentor program delivery are strengths of your
district? Which elements could be improved?
10. Are there other aspects of your mentoring that you wished I would have asked
about?
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