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This article examines the types of reoccurring peots that can inhibit K-12 mentoring
team relationships and intervention strategiesemedy those problems. The study
examines 149 mentoring teams in four school distoger a two-year period. Data
collection was coordinated by the researcher whe algo the trainer for the four school
district's mentoring programs. Each year of thedst, the survey and interview
processes were repeated. From the analysis ofttiataesearch team identified a
common set of reoccurring problems during both gedntervention strategies were
then identified, introduced and assessed. Resuisate the need for continuous
assessment of mentoring programs and mentoring tekationships, financial
commitment from the school district, a rigorous tneselection process, and providing
in-service and workshop opportunities for problestvig.

Samantha and Eloise

Samantha had worked as a fourth and fifth gradehtzan the same school district for
nine years. She had an excellent reputation eachér and was excited about the
opportunity to become a mentor in the district' svmaentoring program. After talking
with some of her colleagues and the principal albieinew role and responsibilities, she
applied for the position as mentor. When the strggprocess was complete, Samantha
was informed that she had been accepted as a nfenteloise, a beginning first grade
teacher in another elementary school within th&idis

Eloise and Samantha met for the first time thelufgre in-service. They spent
time discussing the students, the culture of tihealcdistrict, the administration and
school board, classroom management issues, amitéyvaf other topics that were on
Eloise’s mind. That first day seemed quite prongsin

Over the next month Samantha and Eloise founidficualt to find time to meet.
The problem was exacerbated by the fact that Eleeésein an elementary school that
was about a mile away from Samantha’s school. Qicatmg the matter even further
was the amount of preparation that was requirdabtf teachers just to begin the school
year, in addition to taking on their new roles aesponsibilities as mentor and mentee.
Eloise needed information and direction from Sammanbut it was not occurring on a
regular basis because of distance, lack of time baxth women'’s daily duties. Although
email was a resource for communicating, the semasrnot always available. Both
Eloise and Samantha would have liked release timeldservations. Unfortunately, that
was not possible. The district had only a smalhgjthat paid for a few mentoring



activities, and release time was not included. wWaa initially seemed promising was
not being given a chance to develop and succeed.

At the close of the school year, Samantha andE&laflected on their experience.
They characterized their relationship as suppargven with the limitations that existed.
Samantha was not pleased with her lack of being tabhssist Eloise, although Eloise did
not blame her for that. Both were disappointedfamstrated that they had not been able
to meet on a regular basis. They also felt thatg not helpful for the school district to
have placed a first grade teacher with a mentor dtbno experience teaching at that
grade level. In the end, the two teachers werpa@tipe of the mentoring program but
recommended some revisions that would be helpfllttoe mentoring teams.

The story of Samantha and Eloise is illustrativéhe discouragement many new
teachers and their mentors feel as a result ofoniagtfalling short of what was
anticipated. Regardless of the benefits formaltoramg programs might provide, it is
unfortunate that programs often fall prey to proidehat inhibit the effectiveness of the
mentoring relationship.

The research team recognizes that a majority otoniewy relationships are
successful. This was the case in the school dsstiat this study reports on. Our
concern is that regardless of all that a schosktbool district might do in preparing their
new teachers and mentors to have a successful nmenéxperience, mentoring practices
may still fall short of the ideal. Addressing sdallures is the subject of this research
study. Our research questions are as follows: (B\Wipes of problems do mentoring
teams encounter in the mentoring relationship? (@¢Wproblems reoccur on a regular
basis? (3)What impact do intervention proceduee&lon mentoring team members that

For the purpose of this study, “collateral damaggérs to the negative impact on
both the mentor and the new teacher during the eniegtprocess.

LITERATURE REVIEW

For many new teachers the transition from theidett teaching experience to
their first teaching assignment can be traumalite same can be true for mentors as
well. Part of the transition for the new teached anentor is dealing with the
responsibilities of a new job (mentoring) alonghtihe other responsibilities they have.
Trying to acculturate and integrate the changesptexities and realities of teaching and
mentoring, along with dealing with problems that typically encountered in this new
environment can be an overwhelming experiencedores(Corley, 1998; DePaul, 1998;
Veeman, 1984).

Although there is no single mentoring program gleshat meets the needs of
every school district in every situation, thereaidyroad consensus regarding the factors
that can negatively impact the mentoring prograchr@entoring team relationships. The
following is a discussion of some of those factors.

MATCHING AND SELECTION

There are clear indications in the literature thath mentor and new teacher can fall prey
to ineffective matching practices (Block and Grat§98; DePaul 2000; Huling-Austin,
1992; and Kilburg, 2002; Newton et al. 1994). Wkehool districts limit the number of



matching factors, the result may have a negatiy@aanhnot only on the mentoring
relationship, but the mentoring process as wellose factors include: work in the same
building (Brock & Grady; Ganser,1995); similar irgsts and philosophy (DePaul);
willingness to work with the new teacher (BrewsteRailsback, 2001; DePaul;
Kilburg); strong interpersonal skills (Kilburg); s& grade level and subject (Block &
Grady; Ganser); experience (Ganser); and expeéntisevariety of areas (Brewster &
Railsback; DePaul; Kilburg).

TIME

Lack of time is yet another factor that negativietpacts the quality of the mentoring
relationship and can determine, in some caseshwhet not the relationship will be a
success or failure (Ganser et al. 1998; Guyton &ftjece, 1990). In a study by the
National Foundation for the Improvement of Eduaa{i©999), “38 percent of protégés
who worked with mentors a ‘few times a year’ repdrsubstantial improvements to their
instructional skills. That figure jumps to an impsive 88 percent for those who work
with mentors at least once a week.” (p.5). Ottedies have shown that when mentors
and protégeés are provided with time to meet, thteresult is usually a relationship that
exhibits trust, respect and a genuine concernrieramother (Arends, 1998; Latham,
Gitomer, & Ziomek, 1999; Tauer, 1998). However, whigat time is reduced because of
building proximity, part-time versus full-time tdang status, busy schedules, or not
providing release time, the relationship will vdikely be impacted in a negative way
and the mentoring experience may be seen as nationg than a token gesture.

EMOTIONAL SUPPORT

Emotional support is another factor that can implaetquality of the mentoring
relationship. Newton et al. (1994) believes tha of the strongest needs that new
teachers have is for emotional support. As newehes are adjusting to a new career and
continually putting themselves on the line withgyes, students, and administrators, they
need to know that someone is willing to supportthdroviding that support is

important, because it helps the new teacher uratetdhat they are valued and that
someone is there to listen and care. When emadtsaipgort is limited or is not being
provided, the new teacher can be expected torieeture, frustrated and lack confidence
(Brewster & Railsback, 2001; Kilburg, 2002).

COMMUNICATION AND COACHING

Just as good teachers adjust their teaching anchooimation to meet the needs of their
students, mentors need to adjust the way they conwaiie and coach to meet the needs
of the new teacher. According to Newton et al9d)9 mentors must be willing to
communicate belief in the new teacher and be wiltomprovide them with direction,

while at the same time allowing them to make deosifor themselves. Boreen, Johnson,
Niday & Potts, 2000; Kinlaw, 1999 have argued th@dd communication and coaching
help to strengthen collaboration and reflectioraation, which in turn contributes to
performance and the professional development df betv teacher and mentor.



When a mentor is not skilled in those areas presloudentified, the result may
be that the mentor directs, commands, or takeatytlirom the new teacher, reduces or
eliminates input from him or her, or simply shutswh and makes a choice not to
collaborate with the new teacher (Boreen et abQ(2; Brewster & Railsback, 2001,
Kinlaw, 1999; Weeks, 1992). Unfortunately, whemeoounication is minimized and is
not a priority for one or both mentoring team memsbten we can expect to see a
relationship that is not functioning at its fulltpatial. Communication is a skill and not
every adult is as skillful in communicating withhet adults as they might be with their
students. That is why school distipersonnel need to be thoughtful and intentional in
their selection of mentors as well as the trairihag is so important to the professional
development of the mentoring team relationshipl{ii, 2002).

CHANGE AND CONFLICT

For many, the reality of the first teaching and teng assignment can be an eye
opening experience. Managing a heavy workloadentaking on an additional role
without altering the roles and responsibilitiest thie already in existence can complicate
a teacher’s life. Add to this, the complexitiesaafrking with parents and students and
trying to adjust to a new environment. All of tedactors can have a dramatic effect on
how the mentoring process is carried out (Corl®@8t Veeman, 1984). Change can
seriously complicate lives. Thus, a small probtandifference of opinion can escalate
because of the anxiety and frustration one or bbthe mentoring team members feels
in his/her increasingly complex and changing life.

Although change is not necessarily viewed as atneg it can, be an impediment
to the mentoring process. Kilburg, (2002) sugg#sis knowing that some mentoring
teams might encounter problems should assist tivhseare planning and coordinating
mentoring programs develop strategies that wilkeslsl the issues of change and provide
more realistic expectations of potential problerasfortunately, it is important to
remember that although change may be planned fsrnot always anticipated, nor
appreciated. As Fullan and Stiegelbauer, (199t)mé us, “Change is everywhere,
progress is not” (p. 345).

THIS RESEARCH STUDY

When mentoring programs function in a way thatumertand support the new teacher
and mentor, the programs are usually effectivefotiinately, mentoring can become
complicated even under the best circumstancesywhatihas seemed to have potential
for both mentor and new teacher, may, in fact, becge for disaster (Huling-Austin,
1990a; Villani, 2002) resulting in collateral dareag

In this study, we were interested in a systematrestigation of the collateral
damage that occurred with mentoring team membegpsoigrams that we had designed.
We wanted to determine if the mentoring programsevemcountering any problems and
if those problems were consistent with the liter@atWe also wanted to determine what
challenges were being encountered on a regulas.bfasd finally, we wanted to evaluate
our intervention procedures. Our goal has beenake the mentoring team relationships



as free as possible from problems that could negjstimpact the mentoring
relationship.

By gathering data along these lines, we furtheelddp clarify and extend the
literature base so that mentoring practices coalethmore widespread success.

METHODOLOGY

This was a qualitative study investigating thetattions and relationships
between mentors and new teachers in four schoiaiés Multiple data collection
techniques were used: (1) gathering data fromviet#, that is, spending time in the
setting where participants normally spend theiet{Wilson, 1997; Yin, 1994,1998);

(2) Providing first hand accounts that contributéhte depth of the study (Wilson, 1997;
Yin, 1994,1998); and (3) using survey and intervéata to establish a chain of evidence
(Gay & Airasian, 2000; Wilson, 1997; Yin, 1994, B)9

DEMOGRAPHICS

Data were collected over a two-year period from thtoring teams in four school
districts. During the first year of the study, id@vere mentoring teams in two school
districts that were participating in mentoring praxgs. One school district was from a
large metropolitan area and the second was fromadl sural community. During the
second year of the study, data were collected ft@Bhmentoring teams in four school
districts; two from a large metropolitan area amd from small rural communities. Two
of the four school districts had participated ia #tudy during the first year. The school
districts ranged in size from over 1,000 teachetis aver 17,000 students to 45 teachers
with 720 students. There were a total of 257 mémgaieams in all four school districts.

DATA COLLECTION

Data collection was coordinated by the principaksecher who designed the school
districts mentoring programs and was also the drdior the four school districts’
programs. Each year of the study, the survey atethviiew processes were repeated;
each district had new teachers entering the mergqmiocess each year. During both
iterations of the study four stages were used lleciadata. The data reduction for the
second year occurred one year after the first. ;Tiiese was no conscious attempt by the
researcher to replicate the commonly occurring lerob.

The first step was to ask the participants to asfesmentoring program at the
beginning of each of four workshops in October,rbaby, April, and June—for mentors
and new teachers. Surveys given to each participalided open-ended questions
regarding problems that mentoring teams were erieang regularly. During the last
half of each workshop participants discussed tt@minments on the survey and the
researcher recorded responses. The same survelysandsion protocol were used the
second year of the study with new mentors and eewhers. The assessment process
was part of an ongoing evaluation of the mentopraggram and mentoring team
relationship. There was no intent by the researtthprompt the participants to answer in
any specific way.



In step two, surveys were read one at a time, aplolgms were recorded.
Common problems were identified in the surveys.tAabtrainer was consulted
regarding the problems identified. The discussiegarding the surveys were analyzed
by reflecting on the data and reducing to a managdarm. This allowed the research
team to compile a list of categories to identifgplgems mentoring teams were
encountering.

The third step involved identifying reoccurring plems, from the list of
problems identified in step two, that mentoringteavere encountering. Mentoring
team members that had identified reoccurring problen the surveys were interviewed
in small groups and individual settings over thieogd year. The objective was to collect
data through in depth interviews that would provadeear picture of the negative impact
of those reoccurring problems on the relationshige interviewer took field notes that
provided more detail to the survey data and themsgribed them immediately following
each session. Typically, the interviews were catellias a part of the four workshops
that mentoring team members participated in dutiiegschool year. The time given for
each group interview was typically 30 minutes oarage. On the average, between 10
and 14 mentoring team members were interviewed im@vidual setting in one of the
school district buildings, each averaging 50 miautelength. The interviews were
conducted to discuss the problems mentoring teagns @ncountering on a regular basis
and to help form a clearer picture of the colldtdeanage that was occurring for both
team members. From the data gathered in theliimsé stages, the research team applied
a standard of selection to determine which problemsid be addressed through
intervention procedures. The standard of seledticluded the following: the problem
had to occur on a regular basis for at least foamthns and for at least 50% of mentoring
teams that had reoccurring problems.

In step four, intervention strategies were seleafégt the senior researcher met
with the mentoring coordinator in the school didts main office. The responsibility of
the senior researcher was to provide data regatdengeoccurring problem/s and then
assist the mentoring coordinator in deciding oinégrvention strategy to implement.
After the intervention strategy had been impleméntiee mentoring team members were
interviewed about the strategy, for the purposeéedérmining its success or failure.

RESULTS

In responding to the first two research questiegsrding the types of problems
mentoring teams encountered and the types of prabikat mentoring teams
encountered on regular basis, the data indicatetbtlowing findings.

THE FIRST YEAR

The first year of the study the average returnf@tall four surveys was 94%. Of the 44
mentoring teams, 75% (33) said that they had nblenes and were satisfied that the
mentoring experience had been very helpful. Theareimg 11 of the 44 mentoring teams
identified a variety of problems in their mentoriredationships. After all problems were



identified, the 11 team members were interviewedetermine which of those problems
were reoccurring.

An interesting finding regarding mentoring teanmat tvere encountering
reoccurring problems was that one problem manifiest®ther. Time was typically the
common factor in all problems. Table 1 identifies types of common problems
encountered by mentoring teams and a list of reoioguproblems that caused issues
within the mentoring relationship.

Table 1. Common Problems Encountered by Mentoring Teams, Year 1

All Problems Encountered Reoccurring Problems

(1) Not at the same grade level (1) Lack of tioreobserving and
(2) Lack of time meeting

(3) Personality conflicts (2) Not in the same school

(4) Not in the same specialty (3) Not in the samgesxaib

(5) Poor coaching by the mentor (4) Not in the sapezisilty

(6) Not at the same school (5) Not at the same geacid

(7) Not in the same subject (6) Poor match betweanteacher
(8) Difficulty in working with one another and men This typically

(9) Mentor was only a second year teacher incluatedor more problems
(10) New teacher not willing to take advice entfied from the list of

(11) Poor problem-solving skills common pehk in year one of
(12) Poor match between new teacher the study

and mentor (a category mentors and  (7) Pammunication and
new teachers identified that typically coaching skills
included a combination of problems  (8) ka€ emotional support
identified)

(13) Lack of emotional support

THE SECOND YEAR

The average return rate for all four surveys ingbeond year of the study was 96%.
Seventy-eight of the 105 teams surveyed were fioniew school districts that had not
been a part of the first year of the study. O&t@8, 17 teams indicated that they were
having occasional problems in their relationshipsom the two districts that had
participated in the first year of the study, 7o 27 new mentoring teams indicated
problems.

Of the 17 mentoring teams interviewed that werarigagome problems, 10 said
they were encountering problems on a reoccurrirsgsbal’ he two school districts that
participated in the first and second year of thielgfound that 3 of the 7 mentoring
teams were also encountering problems on a regakas (Table 2).

It is noteworthy that the reoccurring problems wessentially the same the first
and second year of the study. As we have considehnether or not this finding of



consistency could be an artifact of our scoringcaeld not identify a confounding or
biasing factor.

TEACHERS’ RESPONSE TO INTERVENTION PROCEDURES

Once a mentoring team had been identified as havprgblem/s that was negatively
impacting its working relationship, interventioropedures were introduced by the
mentoring program coordinator and/or the mentopragram trainer. (It is important to
note at this point that each of the 35 mentorimgne typically encountered multiple
problems during its partnership.)

Table2. Common Problems Encountered by Mentoring Teams, Year 2

All Problems Encountered Reoccurring Problems
(1)Lack of time (1) Lack of time
(2) Over dependency on mentor (2) Mentor and reaetter not in
(3) Not in the same building same building
(4) Not in the same subject (3) Mentor and neacher not in
(5) Not at the same grade level same subject
(6) Not in the same specialty (4) Several new teactiearing
(7) Unwilling to collaborate one mentor
(8) Personality conflicts (5) Poor match between ment
(9) Mentor was volunteered by principal and neachker
(10) New teacher not willing to take advice (6) Poommunication and
(11) Mentor’s lack of confidence coachinglsk
(12) Mentor was too authoritarian (7) Lack of ermoal support
(13) Poor communication and coaching (8) Persgnedinflict
(14) Poor match between mentor and new

teacher

(15) Lack of emotional support

After an intervention was introduced, each mentpteam provided regular
updates on the effectiveness of each interventraegly. The senior researcher and
trainer for the mentoring programs supplementedtimeeys with informal interviews
and conversations with mentoring team members befod after workshops, as well as
by email. Mentoring program coordinators also pthgn important role in providing
information through regular meetings with the seirainer regarding problems some of
the teams were encountering. Confidentiality wastained during these meetings.
The senior researcher and trainer found teachdrs tuite candid in their conversations
giving both positive and negative feedback. Fameple, on a number of occasions
several teachers shared that, “they felt the saflistiict could have done a better job in
selecting their mentors.” When they were asked thy felt that way, their responses
were that their mentors were not at the same schoat the same grade level, or not in



the same subject or specialty. For purposes dfdmmtiality, the terrmew teachehas
been substituted for the teacher’'s name in cecases. The following are responses by
teachers to the intervention procedures.

All 35 of the teachers encountering problems ideatitime as the factor that
most negatively impacted them. The teachers saidhifving time to meet was especially
difficult when each team member was in a diffetenation. The use of emalil, the use of
the telephone and meeting outside of the schoa ween as positive suggestions by the
mentoring coordinator, although a small number ehtaring teams were already using
email. Unfortunately, the email service was natagls dependable. Several of the
veteran teachers suggested that the new teaclegravére mentoring felt uncomfortable
about asking the mentors to take time outside®&tthool day to meet with them, even
though they had told them it was okay to do soa least three cases, the mentors said
they could not respond in a timely way to the neachers due to their busy schedules.
The use of email and the telephone were not corexidgable options according to these
mentors.

For one new teacher, the interventions were singplgred. He continually
argued that “he just didn’t have the time to meithwhe mentor or plan his lessons.” In
the end, he was told by both the mentoring cootdimand his mentor that he had no
choice in the matter.

As a result of that confrontation he had this @ sa

| guess that | really screwed up. | just didhink that | would have so much

to do all of the time, and it just never seemedrid. The easiest thing | could do
was just not deal with it, but it still didn’'t gasvay even when | did that. When |
was confronted by the coordinator and the mentat;s when | knew things
better change or | wasn’t going to make it . .wak using time as an excuse to
not do what | was supposed to do.

A majority of mentoring team members understood tinge was going to be an
issue. They also understood that it was too difififor administrators to rearrange their
schedules so that they would have time to meeta Assult, most of the team members
were willing to work through the time managemema®n. As one mentoring team
noted, “We understood that we probably wouldn’ténéhve time needed to carry out all of
the mentoring conversations that we needed to h&wewe just did the best we could.”

In one case, a veteran teacher was relieved @fdsision as a mentor because of
negative comments made regarding the school distboard of directors and the
principal. The mentor was extremely angry at beaigved and indicated that he
believed “the administration and the school boaederout to get me.” The new teacher
felt a great deal of relief because he didn’t haviésten to the mentor constantly
complain about the school board and the administranymore. The new teacher felt
that the mentoring coordinator was looking outHisr best interests, especially when he
was given a new mentor. He saw that as a posteqe not only for himself but also for
the mentoring program. One of the comments theteasher made captures his relief:

I've never run into a situation like this beforeavl someone just wanted to
complain about the administration and the schoatdall of the time, even



when he was mentoring me. It was awful . . . | Wweginning to wonder if
others were encountering the same thing. Whem#tgoring coordinator
and superintendent talked to me about what wagygmint was such a relief.
| felt like this huge rock had been lifted from msiyoulders.

Three new specialists to a school district expegdrhaving only one educational
specialist that they shared as their mentor. Téetaning program provided no other
options for them. As a result, the new speciafetsthey were not being given the
appropriate help necessary to do their jobs. Ailtiinothey understood the reasons the
district did not provide more help, that didn’tiesle the anxiety and frustration they felt
almost everyday. For at least one new specidliselt like | was being left out in the
cold with very little support.” Yet another spdigaexpressed her frustration in the
following way:

It's hard for me to believe that the school distredleased some of the veteran
specialists and then hired specialists with limigggerience within the next 2 years.
The unfortunate part about this is that we all hewveh heavy caseloads, including
our mentor that we seldom get to talk with one lheobther than at our case
meetings.

Seven teams experienced personality conflicts aare wot able to resolve the
conflicts without mediation by the mentoring cooratiors. All but one of the conflicts
was resolved, according to the coordinators. Ba#htors and new teachers from the
teams that were successful in resolving the cdafieemed to agree that, “they very
much appreciated the effort that their mentoringrdmator had made on their behalf.”
They also said that, “we appreciated the problelwirsptime we were given in the
workshops to talk about problems we were havingraowd we might deal with them in a
more effective way.” In one mediation session,ittentor admitted that, “I had
communicated information to the new teacher that m@ accurate but | didn’t know it
until the mentoring coordinator brought it to myeation.” However, that didn’t happen
until the new teacher had confided that the ratatigp was “just not working out and
decided to talk to the mentoring coordinator fir§inly one team felt that the mediation
process did not work for them. Both mentor and teacher felt that, “[they] just didn’t
feel as though [they] were a good match from thet,sand it really didn’t make any
difference what the coordinator did, it just dids&em to work.” When asked why the
relationship wasn’'t working out as well as it stthuhe mentors response was, “Our
personalities are so different, and we both hae&ystrong personalities that the give
and take that we expected just wasn’t there.”"h&ndnd, both mentor and new teacher
agreed to disagree.

Twelve mentors were not in the same schools astieer teachers. The intervention
introduced in most cases was to provide a diffemegritor at the host school in which the
new teacher was teaching. Unfortunately, this ggedook time. In several cases the
mentors felt displaced because someone else hed tas/her place as mentor. Other
mentors felt some sense of relief that they ditlaite to bear the weight of helping the
mentee all of the time. One mentor commentedyé$n’t that | didn’t want to help. . . |
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felt very responsible for creating opportunitiesrieet, which didn’t always work
because we were in different schools.”

Several new teachers that had been assigned a estemteacher seemed to agree
that, “the mentoring coordinator should have mawd¢ assignment in the beginning
rather than wait until a problem developed.” Néveless, those teachers said in
individual conversations with the trainer that thikg feel supported by the district’s
action. One new teacher’'s comment seemed to tdftac many of the other teachers
felt, “I didn’t quite understand why we were asggna mentor in another building, but
when they found out that it was becoming a problia@y acted pretty fast in
accommodating us.” In six cases, the new teadtadsalready sought out informal
mentors at the schools where they were teachirmgsé€juently, each felt very
comfortable with the new partnership and didn’t wiue school district to provide them
with an “assigned” mentor. The mentoring coordinagreed to their request.

All 35 of the new teachers said that emotional supywas a critical aspect of the
relationship with their mentor. Unfortunately, avfaew teachers felt they were not
receiving that support -- even after the mentorsreaeived training in how to develop
supportive relationships in workshops and in-serfiaining. One new teacher said, “I
don’t think that the training my mentor receivedswaal helpful. Although she provides
some support it wasn’t enough to make a differén@mn the other hand, almost all of
the mentors felt they were doing their jobs and/igiog the needed emotional support.
It was interesting to note that in two cases, tleators didn’'t agree on the type of
emotional support needed by new teachers. ThegMeel that the new teachers needed
to “be dealing with things on their own.” In oth&ords as one new teacher suggested,
“thrown into the lions’ den.”

The intervention procedures that were introducetuged more problem solving
time in workshops and/or meeting with the mentogogrdinators to begin a dialogue
with the mentor and new teacher. For the mogtthase interventions were helpful.
Although many of the mentors had felt they werendavhat they were supposed to,
what many found was, “[they] began to realize i tonversations that [we] were having
with the coordinator that there are degrees of stugnd what may work for one new
teacher may not work for another. That was helfidrmation.”

Seven of the new teachers did not have mentorsteaithing experience at the grade
level they were assigned to teach. The intervarfbothree of the seven was to ask
another veteran teacher who had taught at thaedea@! to mentor along with the
original mentor. Most of the new teachers said tivay appreciated having the new
mentor, but they also indicated that this was sbhimgtthat should have occurred at the
beginning of the school year when the mentors \iieseassigned to the new teachers.
One comment made by a mentor was also supportdteliiiree new teachers, “The
school district should have known this wasn’t gdiadpe a good match for us, but after
they realized there was a problem, they providedhip we needed.” Two of the four
new teachers that were not assigned a second nfexdalready made connections with
a teacher at their grade level at their schooldidd't need an assigned mentor. Both
new teachers expressed, “Both of us were disapgbihiat the school district didn’t
provided us with mentors that taught at the saradetevel, but at this point, were very
happy with the mentor we now have, mainly becausgaet to pick them.”

One of the mentoring coordinators made the follgaéomment, which was
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helpful in understanding why some of the schoalsrdit assign a veteran teacher in the
same school: “We realize that placement at gragsd Is really the ideal situation for the
mentor and new teacher, but when you don’t haveteran teacher with at least 3 years
of experience required by the mentoring programn tyou have to do the next best
thing.”

In one case, the mentor failed to provide the timsupport needed by the new
teacher. The intervention employed was to havetimeipal supplement the mentor’s
efforts by serving as an additional resource petsdhe new teacher. The principal took
on this role because there were no other veteeaégs available to do so. According to
the new teacher, “This arrangement really didn’tkvaut too well. The principal was
really nice about helping me out, but he just didhave the time that | needed and | hated
to keep bothering him with questions when he weeadly so busy with his regular
duties.” The new teacher also shared with the amgng coordinator that

The mentoring program, for the most part, was nathmhelp. Unfortunately, they
didn’t have another veteran teacher in my arealaagrincipal felt that excusing the
mentor might cause some problems, so he said ¢habhld be more than willing to
help me. Unfortunately it didn’t workout as wedl ke planned.

Finally, there was one case, where a veteran teacdsedirected by his principal to
be a mentor. In a discussion with the progranméraihe mentor shared, “I felt that the
administrator was responding to an easy fix forrtee teacher, and | certainly didn’t
feel like | was valued in the selection procedsvds a matter of ‘you’re going to do this
and no questions asked.”

The mentor also indicated at the beginning of #ary”l just don’t have the time to
mentor someone new and because | was not giveaieedn the matter | have to say I'm
pretty uncomfortable with this arrangement, butdd it anyway.” When the new
teacher found out that the veteran teacher hadatonteered, she said, “I can’t believe
that my mentor was told that he would have to memi®. Talk about a forced issue I'm
extremely uncomfortable with even doing this as ghoint.” After the mentoring
coordinator listened to their concerns, they detime continue the relationship and the
coordinator would monitor its progress. The mengprcoordinator also met with the
principal to talk with him about why he require@ theteran teacher to a mentor.

After a month, both mentor and new teacher felteremmfortable with the
relationship. Although they still struggled on asion, their comfort level with one
another became more pronounced and positive. Bgrileof the school year, both
agreed that the “mentoring experience was wortheyhilit not the selection process.”

CONCLUSION

This study has sought to illuminate some of thélenms that mentoring teams
encountered on a reoccurring basis and their regsaio intervention procedures that
were introduced. By introducing the different mntion procedures, mentoring team
members and mentoring program coordinators wenraged with opportunities to
articulate the challenges they faced. By reflectin and verbalizing their practices, all
of the mentoring program coordinators and moshefrhentors and new teachers were
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better able to understand the problems encoungr@dieal with them more effectively.
The potential value of this practice is that it\pdes school districts and university
personnel with another lens through which to viee¢hallenges encountered by
mentoring team members and mentoring program coatafis.

The researchers believe that the real value ofthidy rests upon documenting a
more complete account of problems mentoring prograandinators and mentoring
teams encounter as they work through the transitiprocess of developing and
sustaining new mentoring programs and mentorirgiogiships. Planning and carrying
out regular conversations with mentoring teamsnaigg their practices helps to build
confidence and a professional culture that valakdionships, reflection and
collaborative practices. Some of those convemsatihich are included in the
recommendations, need to explore self-assessmanpas of the reflective process.

Part of managing the health of any mentoring pnogaad is developing an assessment
process that is in the best interests of all ppditts. Roskos and Boehlen (2001) believe
that when teachers are able to assess their ooripance, they see more clearly the
foundation and instructive role of the self-asses#m

Finally, our data show that school district persgrand education faculty need to
share the results of their investigations to barndhe limited research base that currently
exists in the professional education literatures edlucators learn more about the
problems that mentoring teams encounter beyoncttypscally found in the literature
they will be in a better position to more fully éage the intervention techniques. We
must monitor the progress of our efforts throughi-adlesigned research for the duel
purpose of informing practice and policy as welbl&sovering those questions that have
yet to be asked.

RECOMMENDATIONS ON FUTURE RESEARCH

The significance of this study does not rest osé¢hesults and conclusions, although
they are helpful. Our data suggests that a marmdbapproach is necessary in a study of
this nature. The study’s real significance liesn@ating a research agenda that examines
intervention procedures, problem solving time irrksbops, and choices that mentors
and new teachers make regarding their relationstBased on this study, the following

is recommended for future research.

First, mentoring teams that were encountering j@mblon a recurring basis should
have been examined more closely--that is, theraldh@mve been a more thorough
assessment process throughout the life of the megteeam relationship. For those
teams who continue to encounter problems, the miegtprogram coordinator needs to
involve both team members in two forms of assessmiEhe first assessment would
require each mentor and new teacher on a regui#s, lta self-assess their relationship
professionally and personally and to analyze wiey thelieve the relationship is
faltering. The second assessment is based oirshagsessment and will involve the
mentor, new teacher and the mentoring coordinatardiscussion regarding why the
problems have not been resolved and the possihligaoor solutions to their problems.
The purpose of continually assessing team membéhnsaefold: to ensure that the
mentoring team is getting the assistance it ndedslp the team members understand
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they are valued; and to provide more detailed enadeéhat will clarify the type of
intervention procedure to be used.

Second, there should be a closer examination oititkshops new teachers and
mentors are required to attend during the schaa gad on their impact in helping to
resolve problems that mentoring teams encounter r@curring basis.

Third, there is a need for more clarity in underdiag the degree of emotional
support needed by new teachers and what shoulgupabrt should look like. This has
specific implications for training and the selentend matching process for mentoring
program

Fourth, research is also needed in highlightingcticdces mentors and new
teachers make as it relates to the team relatipngPrioviding opportunities to dialogue
may help clarify what is at stake, but raising thessues may also lead to dysfunctional
stalemates and may deepen differences rather tbhampging more thoughtful discussion.
That is why a more thoughtful analysis is so imaott An analysis that requires those
who develop and participate in mentoring progranttaose who study their impact be
cognizant of and responsive to these importanindisbns and their implications.

Finally, the research design recommended involesise of a quasi-
experimental time series design that is appropfatéhe four recommendations. The
time series design would examine intact mentormoggs that were encountering
problem/s on a reoccurring basis at each schowldisver a period of 1 to 3 years,
depending on the length of the mentoring progrémeact groups would pretested
repeatedly to determine what reoccurring probleeesded to be addressed. Once a
problem was identified as part of the mentoringrtsaroutine, the group would be
exposed to an intervention treatment created bynitoring program coordinator.
After the intervention had been completed, thecing@oups would be repeatedly post
tested to determine the effectiveness of the ist@ion procedures.
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