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Mentoring and perceived learning outcomes

Summary

This study focuses on the influence of the mentapisroach and the student teacher’s relationship
with his mentor on the student teacher’s perceleathing outcomes, measured by his perceived
knowledge productivity. In a comparative case-batesign including 12 couples of student teachers
and their mentors we compared the student teacherteived knowledge productivity for groups
based on the experienced mentor’s approach in émtaming conversation and the student teacher’s
relationship with his mentor.

The findings of this study suggest that:

* The mentor’'s approach in the mentoring conversatmes not significantly influence the
student teacher’s perceived knowledge productiVifg.compared two approaches: a

scaffolding and prescriptive ‘high road’ approacid @n exploring ‘low road’ approach.

» Student teachers who have a positive relationsitiptiveir mentor have higher perceived
knowledge productivity. The student teacher’s reteghip with his mentor was measured on
three variables: student teacher’s satisfactioh wi mentor, experienced effect of the

mentoring and closeness in the mentoring relatipnsh

Our findings indicate that the relationship betwstment teacher and mentor influences the student
teacher’s perceived learning outcomes. Therefone mtiention in matching student teachers and
mentors is desirable. A high closeness in theicglghip also has a positive influence on the studen
teacher’s perceived learning outcomes. It woulddsemmendable to reconsider the detached way a

teacher educator is currently mentoring his stutkatther.

Although no significant influence for mentor’s appch to perceived knowledge productivity is
found, we did see slightly higher scores for thaugrof student teachers who experienced a ‘low
road’ approach. This suggests that our ‘low roaigjhinfacilitate learning. If this finding can be
generalized to all mentoring, mentors can delilsdyaise this approach to increase student teacher’s
learning outcomes.

We also found that the experimental model on méntpproach used in this study might not be
correct or complete. We suggest improving the imséemt used to measure the mentor’s approach by
adding a category ‘explanation of practical knowedand suggest changing the level of

measurement from propositions to paragraphs ostiaken in the conversation.
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Introduction

Mentoring plays an important role in the curremi@tion of a student teacher. Mentoring referfiéo t
collaboration of a more experienced teacher witl\dce teacher to provide ‘systematic and sustained
assistance’ to the new teacher (Huling-Austin, }J9®B&ntoring is believed to support and facilitate
the professional development of student teacherse&tch suggests that mentoring is the most
effective method of supporting and facilitating im@vteachers in their professional development
(Tomlinson, Hobson & Malderez, 2010). Mentoringnefv teachers has a lot of benefits, for example
increased confidence and self-esteem, increaskrkeflection and professional growth (Tomlinson et
al).

Little research has been done on the effects otanieg on learning outcomes for student teachers.
Several factors in mentoring influence the outconfdbe mentoring, for example the mentor’s
approach in the mentoring conversation. The stuiaaher’s professional knowledge is for an
important part developed in the conversations wishmentor. In the constant ‘zigzag’ of action and
discussion about the action with a more expert oretite student teacher learns how to translate his
experiences in the classroom into frames provigeplublic knowledge and to speak the professional
language (Edwards, 1995). The mentor’s approateimentoring conversation is therefore an
important factor in mentoring and may influence lggrning outcomes. Another important factor in
mentoring is the relationship the mentee has wighrtentor (Strong & Baron, 2004). If a student is

happy about his mentor this influences his learmuigomes in a positive way (Alebregtse, 2008).

In the current study we investigate whether thetor&approach in the mentoring conversation
influences the student teacher’s learning outcoM&salso study if the student teacher’s learning
outcomes are influenced by the student teachddtarship with his mentor. We expect to find that

these factors in mentoring influence the learninggomes of the student teacher.

The mentor’s approach

The mentor plays an important role in mentoringa Imentoring conversation a mentor can use
different approaches to help the student teachleisifearning process. There is general agreement
that because of the close interaction between mantbstudent teacher, the approach of the mestor i
very important (Huling-Austin, 1990; Smithey & Etson, 1995).

An analysis of mentoring conversations between orsrénd student teachers shows that most of the
time the mentor determines the format and topide®tonversation, and when the conversation
begins and ends (Strong & Baron, 2004). The mentpproach is therefore very determinative for

the course of the conversation.
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In the literature several mentor approaches arid éffects on professional development are
described. According to Daloz’s model of mentoribgloz, 1986) student teachers need support and
challenge for their professional development. Wienmentor is supporting the student teacher, he
confirms the ideas and experiences of the stuéeasher. When the mentor is challenging the student
teacher, he asks evaluative questions about thenasi®ns of the student teacher and introduces
different ideas. This can stimulate progress angldpment (Martin, 1996). Other research on
mentor’s approach by Franke & Dahlgren (1996) dbssra traditional and a reflective approach to
mentoring. In the traditional approach the studeathers have to reproduce the professional
knowledge and competence of the mentor. The coatiens between mentor and student teacher are
mainly incident-based and there is not much conmetb theory and general ideas. In the reflective
approach the student teacher’s learning is ceritrese conversations go beyond the actual teaching
by the student teacher and create opportunitieeftaction, in order to develop professional

knowledge and skills.

Hennissen, Crasborn, Brouwer, Korthagen and Bef2@d8) performed a literature study on mentor
teacher’s roles in mentoring conversations. Thewdbthat in several studies an explicit framework
was used to categorise the different approachg@egythe mentors used in the mentoring
conversation. They distinguish a directive and medivective approach. In the studied literature the
directive approach is defined as authoritariarealive and informing, critical, instructive, cortize
and advising. The skills used in the directiveesle: assessing, appraising, instructing, configmi
expressing one’s own opinion, offering strategies giving feedback. In the studied literature the
non-directive approach is defined as reflectivgpayative, guiding and elicitive. The skills usad i
the non-directive style are: asking questions, iggitb developing alternatives, reacting

empathetically, summarising and listening actively.

Mentoring is about professional development anceliging expertise with the mentee. According to
Ericsson’s (2002) theory on developing expertisaritpan expert coach or mentor makes a difference
for the mentee in his development of expertise. Mieator can accelerate the learning process, gives
feedback and knows what aspects of the perfornaeee to be improved at the next level of skill
(Ericsson, 2007). Ericsson states that delibenatetipe leads to improvement in performance. In
deliberate practice refined representations indkk domain are used. These are representatidghs of
desired performance goal, representations of haaxéoute the performance and representations of
the monitoring of one’s performance. In Ericssan@del, a performer starts with a desired goal, then
uses his representation of how to execute the pedioce, next uses the representation of monitoring
performance and makes a new performance goaliff hat satisfied with his performance. This

reiterative process is shown in figure 1.



Mentoring and perceived learning outcomes

Music “fmagined music experience”

Golf  “linage rl_lf desived ball trajectory™
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Golf  “Execite desired shot™ “Comparison between desired
and actual shor”
Figure 1

Model of deliberate practice by Ericsson

The current research is based on an experimentiinitat uses the elements of deliberate practice
by Ericsson (2002) but the elements are not seenaseiterative cycle. The representation of how
execute the performance and the representatiandaitoring one’s performance are stepping stones
in the mentoring conversation to ‘climb mount inipable’. The experimental model used in this

research is shown in figure 2.

Desired goal

Know how to

Monitoring
execute

performance

Descriptions of the current level
of performance

Figure 2

Model of ‘climbing mount improbable’ in the mentagiconversation
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Climbing mount improbable is the title of a bookRichard Dawkins (1996) in which he explains his
theory on evolutionary biology. Dawkins compareslation to a geographical landscape with a high
mountain. The mountain is very steep on one sidgtadually climbing on the other side. Dawkins
states that the summit can only be reached by dsaein a gradual way on one side of the mountain,
and not by climbing the steep cliff on the othelesof the mountain. This metaphor stands for tka id
that a seemingly complex mechanism as evolutionescabbout from many gradual steps that were
previously unseen. This metaphor can also be uwsaddntoring. As a novice it seems very complex
to reach the expert level. Looking up to the sunohthe mountain from the ground, the cliff is
impossible to climb. But by taking the gradual ddimg path on the other side of the mountain, it is

possible to reach the top in many gradual steps.

One of the concerns of the mentor teacher in aonegtconversation is to bridge the gap between the
beliefs and theoretical knowledge of the studesmthier and his knowledge in action. Professional
beliefs should ideally reflect the practice of gtedent teacher, but this is not always the caagi(Es,
1992). The mentoring conversation can stay atetel lof talking about tacit beliefs, but from a
scaffolding and learning perspective it would btdydf the mentor also referred to general espobuse
knowledge about what could constitute effectivevideolge construction. Especially teacher mentors,
in their role as educators, might feel the needhise the level of the conversation by sharingdeaéd
knowledge. The mentor should be aware of the haklte is guiding the student teacher on a path tha
is too steep. This can appear if artificial mod#lgknowledge construction are overly and introdlice
too early, disconnected from the student teachmesious experiences (Nespor, 1987). A mentor in
education who takes his student teacher on a grpdttaup to mount improbable, makes sure there is

always a connection between the student teacheowlkedge in action and the theoretical knowledge.

In a mentoring conversation the mentor and the esetny to make a gradual step on the path to
climbing the mountain. The mentor is walking aldhg path leading to the summit and his approach
in the mentoring conversation influences the rolgestudent teacher takes on the mountain. To reach
the desired goal: the summit of ‘mount improbakile& mentor and the student teacher need to take
the ‘high road’ in their mentoring conversationisThigh road can be taken if the mentor uses the
elements of Ericsson’s (2002) deliberate practiedty in his approach: knowing how to execute and

monitor performance.

It is part of the role of a mentor to give strafghtvard pedagogical advice (Strong & Baron, 2004).
This approach can be categorized as ‘know how ¢ow@e’ and can be compared to the directive

approach as described in the literature study bkdsen et al (2008).

The mentor can also help the student teacher taitorchis performance’ by scaffolding his learning
process through asking reflective questions allmustudent teacher’s performance compared to the
7
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desired goal. This approach can be compared toethective approach’ from Franke and Dahlgen
(1996), the ‘challenging approach’ by Daloz (1986y the non-directive approach as described by
Hennissen et al (2008).

It's also possible that the mentor and studentiieado not succeed in taking the ‘high road’, they
don’t make a gradual step up. In this case, theyah the ‘low road’, not coming any closer to the
summit of the mountain. In our experimental motted, ‘low road’ consists of discussing the current

level of performance. We assume this does notthelgtudent teacher to reach his desired goal.

Discussing the current performance of the studsadher is the third approach a mentor can use. But
if there is no connection to the desired performeatttis approach reminds one of the ‘traditional
approach’, described by Franke and Dahlgren (1996).

Based on the experimental model discussed abogdjkely that mentoring conversations in which a
‘high road’ approach is used, have higher percelgaching outcomes than ‘low road’ conversations.

The mentoring relationship

Besides the mentor’s approach in the mentoring @mation, we believe another factor can also
influence the outcomes of mentoring. The relatignshmentee has with his mentor can influence the
learning process. Mentoring has been found moedylito be successful if mentor and mentee get
along in a professional and in a personal way (Tiegoh, Hobson & Malderez, 2010). Rodger (2006)
confirms this and states that a mentoring modeks/best when it is built on a secure personal
relationship between mentor and mentee. Bibby (R@fithd that the personal connection between a
teacher and a learner affects the subject leaofitige learner. If there is no personal connection
between teacher and learner, it is possible tlegietrner is more focused on the need for a persona

relationship than focused on the content of le@rnin

Hargreaves (2010) studied a mentoring and coadgngce at a university in the UK. She
investigated whether there is a link between thestaction of knowledge and the personal
relationship between mentors and clients and betwesntors and co-mentors. Hargreaves
interviewed eight clients involved in this coachsgyvice at the university. In these interviews the
clients confirmed the importance of a positive pags relationship as already stated by the
researchers mentioned above. The clients statethsialearning was facilitated when they had a
special connection with their mentor. Examples dkeady knowing a mentor before the coaching
starts and having the same cultural backgroundeamentor were mentioned. The clients felt free to
be knowledge constructive if they were in a safeg fequal and supportive relationship with their

mentor.
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In the current study the concept mentoring relatigmis measured on three variables: the student
teacher’s satisfaction with his mentor, the effefthe mentoring on the student teacher and the

closeness in their relationship.

In her master thesis Alebregtse (2008) writes ttaeffect of having a mentor is a well-researched
subject. Most of the time researchers look at tfferdnce between people with and without a mentor.
However, not much research has been done on tliemce of the satisfaction of the mentee on the
effect of mentoring. Alebregtse states that itaspresumable that all mentoring relationships reave
positive effect. According to the theory of seluéation (Leone, Perugini & Ercolani, 1999) a mente
who is not happy with his mentor’s guidance andé&asgative attitude towards the mentoring
relationship, will have a less strong wish to picthe behaviour his mentor has taught him. If a
mentee has a positive attitude towards the memgfoelationship, he will probably try to bring the
learned skills into practice. This is confirmed@search executed by Ragins, Cotton and Miller
(2000). They discovered that mentoring programshith the mentee was happy with the
relationship with his mentor were the only mentgrpmograms that had a positive effect on working
attitude and career attitude. In mentoring stutlesithers a positive effect will show in more insigh
and better understanding of their practice, petspechange and commitment to apply the new
insights in their practice (Rolfe, 2007). Mentedwwvere not satisfied with their mentoring program
showed attitudes that were the same as or evenmegegive than people without a mentor. It is
therefore likely that student teachers who aresfadi with their mentor and student teachers who

experience effects of the mentoring will have higberceived learning outcomes.

During his teacher education the student teachien aeets a few categories of mentors: the school-
based mentor with whom the student teacher woketier in the classroom, a mentor from teacher
education and sometimes also a mentor who takesofall the student teachers in the school. The

relationship between the student teacher and higargecan differ in closeness.

Research in social psychology (Zajonc, 1968; Beinstt989) shows that people tend to develop a
preference for things which they are familiar withis also applies to other people. People who see
each other more frequently, have a more positikioaship. This is called the mere exposure effect
If a mentor and a student teacher see each otheroften they will probably like each other more
compared to mentoring couples who don’t see edwtr thhat often. It is therefore likely that a stade

teacher in a close relationship with his mentot alve higher perceived learning outcomes.

Learning outcomes

As mentioned before, mentoring is believed to supgad facilitate the professional development of
student teachers. Professional development caaxéonple be seen in performance improvement.

With the help of his mentor, a student teacheliisling mount improbable and the higher he gets on
9
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the mountain, the better his performance as a ¢zauitl be. Professional development can also be
seen in knowledge extension. The higher the studewher gets on the mountain, the more
knowledge he obtains. In this study knowledge qostibn as an outcome of learning in the
mentoring process is studied. One of the ways tasome if the mentoring has contributed to more

knowledge is to measure the perceived knowledgeyatovity.

Knowledge productivity is the creation of concepiudefacts that may improve the professional’s
practice (Bereiter, 2002). Conceptual artefactdlzeoutcomes of deliberate thinking that can be
argued about and shared with other professionalss& artefacts become tangible through
conversation and can be exchanged in the formaofsplapproaches and schemes (Tillema, 2005).
Knowledge productivity can be reached when ing(fgrr-Darling, 2001) and innovative thought
(Baxter Magolda, 2004) lead to learning resultimgonceptual artefacts. The concept of knowledge
productivity can be useful in finding a focus orsided outcomes in mentoring conversations, since
the efforts put in knowledge construction shoulkena difference in the work situation (Huberman,
1995).

The construction of knowledge in dialogue has hbat af attention in the last few years (Tillema,
2005). Serious conversations can be dialogic aalédic processes in which participants insertresha
and receive new knowledge that may lead to newmsialelings (Feldmann, 1999). Tillema (2005)
investigated how professionals work together itudysteam to become knowledge productive
learners in their own working environment. The kiexge productivity of the study team was
measured on three different evaluative criteria:

* Raising problem understanding: this criterion redab an increased awareness, better
understanding and more insights as a result ofaHaborative inquiry. The knowledge base of
the professional can be changed or expanded. Mpsirtant question of this criterion is: is the
dialogue related to the practice of the profesdiand does the professional experience the issues

spoken about as relevant?

e Shifting perspective: this criterion relates tooaceptual change in the views of the professional
by listening to the viewpoints of other professiendlost important question of this criterion is:
does the professional find the ideas, brought iothers in the conversation, and the exchange of

knowledge relevant?

« Showing commitment: this criterion relates to héw professional was involved in the group
process and had interest in the group discussBotal exchange and interaction with other
professionals is seen as important for learningstNfoportant question is whether the

professional is interested in actively participgtin the process of mutual understanding.

10
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These criteria are not only useful in measuring posfessionals appraise their collaborative inquiry
in the study team as knowledge productive, butadsm be useful for measuring if the student teacher

appraises the mentoring as knowledge productive.

Research question and hypotheses

The central question in this research is: to wiextent does the mentor’s approach and the student
teacher’s relationship with his mentor influence perceived learning outcomes of the student

teacher?
Based on the literature discussed above, the folpwesearch questions and hypotheses are posed:

* To what extent does the mentor’'s approach in thetonieig conversation influence the
student teacher’s learning outcomes? It was hygaée that a ‘high road’ approach in the

mentoring conversation would lead to higher pemegilearning outcomes.

* To what extent does the student teacher’s reldtipngith his mentor influence his learning
outcomes? It was expected that a student teactehada positive relationship with his

mentor, would have higher perceived learning ougam

11



Mentoring and perceived learning outcomes

Methods

Sample

In this study a convenience sample of 12 couplesuafent teachers and their mentors participated.
Out of 12 student teachers 8 are studying to leaeher in secondary education and 4 are attending
the PABO to become a teacher in primary educafibey are doing their practicum at schools in
Zwolle, Nijverdal, Almelo, Rotterdam area, Leideea@and The Hague area. The students are
between 18 and 28 years old and vary in their spudgress from their first to their fourth and last
year of education.

Out of 12 mentors 4 are mentoring the student tzachtheir classes. They work together for one or
more days a week. Six mentors are working as teatheators. They visit the students at their
internship-schools to observe their progress ott tineen at the teacher education for mentoring
conversations. Two mentors are working in a schsachool-educator. They are assigned to mentor
all the student teachers in an internship schdwyTegularly visit the student teachers to observe
their teaching and evaluate with them. The menrdifer in their experience as a mentor of student

teachers. Some have been mentoring student tedohelecades and others have just started.

Only existing couples of student teacher and nrear® allowed to join this study. The criteria to
select the student teachers in this study arehlegtare studying to become a teacher and are @oing
internship in teaching at the moment. The mentrsealected if they are mentoring a student teacher
who is doing an internship. Within the acquaintanokthe researcher, student teachers and mentors
are actively approached and asked to join the stidgw couples are suggested by student teachers

or mentors who have already participated in thdystu

Design

This study examines whether the mentor’s appraathe mentoring conversation and the

relationship between mentor and mentee influenedethrning outcomes of mentoring. A comparative
and case-based design is used in this study. Ekigmlis chosen to explore the subject. At thigtim
little research has been done on the effects otarieg on learning outcomes and the used model on
mentor’s approach in this study is an experimemiadel. A case-based comparative design seems the
best match to the explorative character of thidystin testing our hypothesis on a small group of
cases, it is possible to explore cases in a qtiaétand quantitative way. If certain associatians

suspected after studying the cases in this desigg,can be tested in a more elaborate study.

To answer the central question, we compared 12leswb mentor and student teacher on the
mentor’s approach used in the mentoring convensatice relationship between mentor and mentee

and the student teacher’s learning outcomes.
12
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In this study four independent variables are meskurhe mentor’s approach in the mentoring
conversation is determined by analysing the prdjpos the mentor made in the mentoring
conversation using content analysis. The concefiteo§tudent teacher’s relationship with his mentor
was constructed by measuring three variables:ttlest teacher’s satisfaction with his mentor, the
effects of the mentoring the student teacher egpeed and the closeness of the relationship. A high

score on these variables indicates a positive miegtoelationship.

To determine the learning outcomes of mentoringidpendent variable perceived knowledge
productivity is used. The student teacher’s peexbiknowledge productivity is measured with a

guestionnaire.

Instruments

To answer the central question in this researchitabe influence of the mentor’s approach and the
student teacher’s relationship with his mentortwnlearning outcomes of the student teacher, five

instruments were used. A scheme on the instrunuseis in this study is shown in table 1.

Table 1

Concepts, Variables, Instruments and the Relatiprsétween Instrument and Concepts

Concept Variable Instrument Relationship

Prescriptive and
Content analysis on  scaffolding propositions
prescriptive, scaffolding are related to high road

Mentor’s approach Mentor’s approach . .
and exploring approach and exploring
propositions by mentor propositions are related
to low road approach
Student teacher’s Adjusted Ideal I-rlggt:gt;zfagt;%:/;s
satisfaction Mentoring Scale (IMS) P

relationship

Memorable events High experienced
Effects of mentoring effects are related to

questionnaire positive relationship

Mentoring relationship

Closeness in the Grouping by social  High closeness is related
relationship position to positive relationship

High perceived
Questionnaire on knowledge productivity

Learning outcomes Knowledge productivity perceived knowledge is related to high
productivity perceived learning
outcomes

13



Mentoring and perceived learning outcomes

Instrument 1: content analysis.

The variable mentor’s approach represents the appror style a mentor uses in his talking in the
mentoring conversation with the student teacheis Variable is measured with a self-developed
instrument. We therefore describe the developmithii®instrument, the process of coding and

analysing with the instrument and the reliabilifytlee instrument.
Development of theinstrument.

The instrument is used for analysing a mentoring/ecsation. This method is chosen to measure the
mentor’s approach in an objective way. ResearcHdykey (1998) on the relationship between
mentor pedagogy and mentoring in practice showstieamentor’'s perception of the approach he
uses in a conversation, can be different from gpg@ach he actually uses. Hawkey examined the
conceptions about mentoring of two mentors and fhedagogical practice. This research describes
the mentor’s thoughts about mentoring and the nmsndéatual approach in the mentoring
conversation. Hawkey aimed to show how much otaléng by the mentor in the conversation was
‘showing’ and ‘telling’ student teachers what toaw how much it was focused on stimulating the
student teacher to reflect and to take responibilhese two approaches were mentioned by the
mentors in interviews before the mentoring convésa as their preferred styles in mentoring. The
analysis of the conversations showed that the tentors had a somewhat different characteristic
approach of mentoring than they described in thi@imnterviews. This research by Hawkey pleas for
analysing conversations in practice to determieentlentor’s approach instead of using questionnaires
or interviews because there can be a differengéhat a mentor describes as his mentoring approach

and the approach he practices.

There are several methods to analyse a conversati@searcher can observe the skills used in a
conversation, evaluate the conversation by judgaheating of analyse the conversation by
transcribing the talk. For this study we used aatlyais of the conversation because we want to know
precisely what the mentor says in the mentoringyesation. Conversation analysis is embedded in
the broader field of discourse analysis. Discostady is considered multidisciplinary: the fields o
linguistics, social psychology, communication, eatianal psychology and sociology of
communication are involved. Discourse analysisiésanalysis of interaction between people. These
interactions in their social context are studiedanversation analysis (Mazur, 2004). Our analigsis
focused on the content of the conversations, otetre of propositions. This method is called comte

analysis.

Content analysis is method to analyse the conferdromunication. A broad definition of content
analysis is: ‘any technique for making inferencesystematically and objectively identifying

14
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specified characteristics of messages’ (Holsti,8)96ontent analysis has three important features:

objectivity, system and generality (Holsti, 1968).

Objectivity means that another researcher, follgwhre same procedures with the same data can come
to a similar conclusion. This means that there hauge rules and procedures for the research poces
System makes sure that objective and unbiasediselet content and categories is done. This

implies that the researcher is not allowed to @elgct the material that supports his hypothesis. F
generality the findings must have a theoreticawahce, and must be related to an establishedytheor

so they have scientific value.
Coding a conversation.

In order to find out what approach the mentor uiselse mentoring conversation, content analysis was
used. One of the regular mentoring conversatiohgdsn student teacher and mentor was videotaped
and transcribed. The transcription of the conveysads coded. According to Holsti (1968) three tpi

need to be addressed in deciding on appropriaieg.od

The first topic is about the categories that wilused in the analysis. Holsti (1968) states tiet t
categories should represent the elements of thestigator’s theory and that they should be exchjsiv
so that no item can be scored in more than ongaateln this study the mentor’s approach in the
conversation with a student teacher is investigatbdrefore only the mentor’s part in the
conversation is analysed. In the introduction tre®ty on which this research is based is presented.
This theory is used to distinguish three categdaesoding the mentor’s talk in the conversation:
prescriptive, scaffolding and exploring. All talkat does not fit into one of the three categoses i

coded as ‘other’.

» Prescriptive: talking in which the mentor prescsiliiee student teacher how to act in a certain
situation. He tells the student teacher how to etedn order to reach the desired goal (e.qg.
‘the best option is sending him to his seat toexfl)

» Scaffolding: talking in which the mentor scaffoltie learning process of the mentee by
inviting him to reflect on situations in the clazsm and on his own behaviour in order to
reach the desired goal (e.g. ‘what can you do ¢ggnt this?’)

» Exploring: talking in which the mentor explores therent performance of the student teacher

or a certain situation in the classroom (e.g. fibpils were all focused on your instruction.”)

» Other: talking that does not fit into one of théegmries mentioned above (e.g. ‘I liked your

lesson | saw today.")

15
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The second topic that should be addressed accamlifglsti (1968) is the unit of content that vk
addressed. In this research the unit of contesmpi®position made by the mentor. A proposition can
be a full sentence or an unfinished sentence aftesh a new sentence starts (this occurs often in
spoken language). The choice has been made tgcogesitions instead of for example timeframes

because coding propositions is more precise.

The third topic is the system of enumeration. Aisiea has to be made if the system of enumeration
is that a category has occurred in a particularamiow often it has occurred in the unit. Becaaise
proposition is chosen as unit of content, the sgsiEenumeration is simply counting if a categoag h
occurred in that particular unit. It seems unlikéslgt more than one category will be assigned to a

proposition.
Example.

To show how the coding works out for mentoring amnsations in this study, a part of a mentoring

conversation is translated from Dutch to Englist e process of coding is shown step by step.
Step 1: transcribing the conversation

Mentor: ‘How could you prevent that for instance@uhow say: at the start of the lesson | did not
wait for the class to be quiet. You did not chddkwas completely clear to the students what your

intention was. What your goal for the lesson wasatwou expected from the students.’
Step 2: dividing the conversation in propositions

* How could you prevent that for instance?

* You now say: at the start of the lesson | did naitior the class to be quiet.

* You did not check if it was completely clear to 8tadents what your intention was.

* What your goal for the lesson was, what you expefrtan the students.
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Step 3: coding the propositions

How could you prevent that for instance? Scaffadiquestion to help the student
reflect on the situation)

You now say: at the start of the lesson | did not Other (citation of the student teacher by
wait for the class to be quiet. the mentor)

You did not check if it was completely clear to th&xploring (exploring the current

students what your intention was. performance)

What your goal for the lesson was, what you Exploring (exploring the current

expected from the students. performance)

Step 4: making a footprint of the conversation

The number of propositions in each category is temliafter coding the conversation. Together they
form a ‘footprint’ of the conversation. The footprishows how many propositions in the conversation
were prescriptive, scaffolding, exploring or otherthe above example the footprint of this ligblart

of the conversation is: prescriptive: 0, scaffotdift, exploring: 2, other: 1.

Reliability.

The reliability of this instrument was tested byimter-rater reliability test. Therefore a secomigon
coded 50 propositions. This resulted in an agreéwied6 %. The consistency of this instrument is
therefore not satisfactory. An analysis of the mgsistencies in coding shows that the disagreements
occur in every category. The second coder indictitetishe thought the categories were clear to her,
but the uncertainty started when coding a conviersaind actually attributing a proposition to a
category. We therefore recommend a short trairongesearchers who use this instrument. This
training should contain a more elaborate explanaticthe categories and practicing with coding a

conversation.
Instrument 2: questionnaire about student teacher'satisfaction with his mentor.

The variable student teacher’s satisfaction reptegbe way the student teacher values his mentor.
measure this variable an instrument based on #a Mentoring Scale by Rose (2000) is used. To
help students consider the qualities they valuet inas mentor, Rose (2000) developed the Ideal

Mentoring Scale. This instrument measures thetegsila student desires in a mentor. Three scades th
17



Mentoring and perceived learning outcomes

relate to the student’s satisfaction with their toeare used: integrity, guidance and relationshipe
original questionnaire by Rose was adjusted andasked for the behaviour a mentor showed
towards the student teacher instead of the behathelstudent wishes to see. Therefore the opening
guestion was changed from ‘My ideal mentor wouldo."What | see in my mentor is...." The items
on the questionnaire were not changed, so thajubstionnaire still measures concepts that refer to

the student’s satisfaction about his mentor.

Before the mentoring conversation the student &aiiled out the questionnaire that consisted4f 3
statements about his mentor. The questionnaireuresagems in the following categories on a five

point Likert scale (ranging from not true at alMery true).

* Integrity consisted of 14 items that describe atorewho exhibits virtue and principled action
and can be seen as a role model (e.g. ‘What Insew imentor is that he values me as a
person’).

» Guidance consisted of 10 items that describe agn&to provides practical assistance with
the tasks and activities typical of graduate st{edg. ‘What | see in my mentor is that he helps
me plan a timetable for my research’).

* Relationship consisted of 10 items that describeeator with whom students can form a
personal relationship that might involve sharingspaal concerns, social activities, and life
vision or worldview (e.g. ‘What | see in my mentsthat he helps me realize my life vision’).

The internal consistency for these items in thedlmategories was measured. This resulted in the
following Cronbach Alphas values: for integrity .87, for guidance r = .75 and for relationship r =

.78. The homogeneity of scales is therefore satisi.
Instrument 3: questionnaire about the experiencedféect of the mentoring.

As discussed in the introduction, a student teaaler has a positive relationship with his mentdf wi
be more likely to have the intention to practice tiehaviour his mentor taught him. Therefore not
only the student teacher’s satisfaction with hisitoewas measured with a questionnaire, but also th
impact the mentoring had on the student teachés. Was measured with a questionnaire about
memorable events in the mentoring conversation.qliestionnaire consisted of nine open questions
on three scales: problem understanding, perspedtiaege and commitment to apply. These concepts
refer to the effect of the mentoring. If the meimgrwas effective, the student will show more ihsig
and better understanding of his practice, has aggthperspective and is committed to apply the new

insights in his practice.

» The scale problem understanding consisted of tuestions that evaluated whether the

student teacher accepted the knowledge express$kd discussions as relevant and related to
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his or her own knowledge structure (e.g. ‘what hgwe learned and gained from the

examples of the things that you expressed?’).

» The scale perspective change consisted of twoiqusghat evaluated whether the
professional exchange led to insightful discussems acceptance of new knowledge (e.g.
‘what experiences in the talk have changed your @fapproaching matters in teaching and

how have they influenced you?’).

» The scale commitment to apply consisted of foung¢hat evaluated whether the student
teacher took active part in a process of mutuaetstdnding and was committed to apply this
new understandings. (e.g. ‘what kind of consequemerild you draw as a result of the
mentoring conversation?’).

The answers of the student teachers were codeahsamer could be positive, negative or neutral. The
more positive answers, the more effective the cmaten can be considered.

The reliability of this instrument was tested byiater-rater reliability test. Therefore a secoragon
rated the answers of two questionnaires. This tedih an agreement of 88.89%. The consistency of
this instrument is therefore satisfactory.

Instrument 4: determination of the closeness in thenentoring relationship.

The closeness in the mentoring relationship céderdifer couple. With closeness we mean for
example the frequency in which student teachemaewtor see each other and if the mentor knows the
working environment of the student teacher. Foeitieining the closeness of the mentoring
relationship, the grouping into social positionsHinnissen et al (2008) is used. Hennissen et al
distinguish three social positions from which swisary activities can be undertaken. In mentoring

relationships the social position refers to the tmeés position in relationship to the student tezrch

The first position occurs when a member of the sthtaff who is working mainly as a teacher in the
classroom is mentoring the student teacher. Instiidy four of the mentors are working in the
classroom as a teacher together with the studacditée and are therefore appointed to the firssoci
position. In the second position mentoring actdgtare undertaken by someone who is part of the
school staff and is not working as a teacher imtleatoring relationship. In this study two mentors
are working in the second position as school-edusatn the third position supervisory activitiee a
carried out by a mentor that is employed at thehteaeducation institute. In this study six mentmes

working in the third position as teacher educator®ehalf of the teacher education institute.

The closeness in the relationship is determinethéyocial position the mentor has in the mentoring

relationship.
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The reliability of this instrument was tested byimter-rater reliability test. Therefore a secomigon
grouped the couples into one of the three socisitipos. This resulted in an agreement of 100%. The

consistency of this instrument is therefore satisfey.
Instrument 5: questionnaire about perceived knowlede productivity.

The variable perceived knowledge productivity représ the valuation of the learning outcomes of
mentoring by the student teacher. Did the studsattter experience that the mentoring had improved
his professional practice? This variable is meabwi¢h a questionnaire by Tillema (as described in
Tillema, 2005) which measures the perceived knogdgaroductivity by the student teacher. This
self-assessment questionnaire shows us how therdttehchers evaluated the outcomes of the
mentoring. The questionnaire was administeredacthdent teacher after the mentoring conversation
and consisted of 20 statements on knowledge privitydh the current mentoring conversation. The
guestionnaire measures items in three categoriesfior point Likert scale (ranging from not true a

all to very true).

* Problem representation consisted of seven itemstladuated whether the professional had
grown in understanding the topic and gained insiftam the conversation (e.g. ‘| found the

problems being discussed authentic and real’).

» Perspective taking consisted of seven items treliated the ideas the mentor expressed that

contributed to the conversation (e.g. ‘I often theg thinking change during the discussion’).

* Commitment consisted of six items that evaluateddfstudent teacher was actively involved

in the conversation (e.g. ‘I refrain from pushing own ideas too strongly’).

The internal consistency for these items in thedlmategories was measured. This resulted in the
following Cronbach Alphas values: for problem reggnatation r = .71, for perspective taking r = .64
and for commitment r = .97. The homogeneity ofsbale perspective taking is not satisfactory. & on
item on the scale is deleted (I was able to gmasgesting ideas from others), Cronbachs alph&en t

scale perspective taking rises to .71, so this itedeleted.

Data collection

In total 41 couples of student teacher and mengewapproached by e-mail. A short introduction to
the research and the procedure were sent to thérthey were requested to join in the research2in 1
cases, both mentor and student teacher agreednimgjin the research. If both student teacher and

mentor consented, an appointment for videotapieg thentoring conversation was made.
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Before the mentoring conversation, the studentas#ed to fill out the questionnaire about his

satisfaction with his mentor.

On the day of the mentoring conversation, which alasys a regular meeting and not especially
planned for the research, the researcher visitedtiident teacher and the mentor at the internship
school of the student teacher or at the teacheratidn institute. The researcher gave a short

repetition of the introduction to the research #relprocedure and answered possible questions. When
the camera was installed, the researcher leftotbwn rand waited outside during the conversations Thi

was done to affect the conversation as little asinde.

After the conversation had ended, the researchereshthe room again and administered the
guestionnaire on perceived knowledge productivity the questionnaire about the effect of the
mentoring to the student teacher. The participeeusived a gift token for participating in the

research.

The social position (Hennissen et al, 2008) ofrttemtor was determined after the meeting. As soon as

all conversations had been videotaped, they weiteewiout and coded based on content analysis.

Analysis

In this paragraph the data on the variables isiciggl and the methods for analysing the data are

discussed.
Mentor’s approach.

The scores on the variable mentor’'s approach icéhgersation are obtained by analysing the
‘footprint’ of each conversation. If a conversatimmtains more scaffolding and prescriptive
propositions than exploring propositions, the meiga@onsidered to have used a ‘high road’
approach. If the conversation contains more expiptthan scaffolding and prescriptive propositions,

the mentor is considered to have used a ‘low rapgroach.
Student teacher’s satisfaction.

The scores on the variable student teacher’s aetish with his mentor are obtained by calculating

the mean score on the questionnaire on studeritdeasatisfaction with the mentor. The

guestionnaire consists of three scales: integgitidance and relationship. There are some missing
values on every scale. An analysis of the missalges shows that one respondent did not score on 10
out of 34 items. This respondent is not taken adcount in the further analyses.
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Effects of the mentoring.

The scores on the variable effects of the mentanegbtained by counting the amount of positive
answers on the questionnaire on effects of mergofihe questionnaire consists of three scalesethre
guestions on understanding, two questions on petispechange and four questions on commitment
to apply. There are six missing values on the soatemitment to apply, four on the same question.
This question is therefore not taken into consitil@nan this research. The 12 student teachers
answered the three questions on the scale undeirsganith a positive instance in 30 of the 36
answers, one of the instances was negative anevéve neutral. The questions on the scale
perspective change were answered with a positatarige in 10 of the 24 cases, negative in 11 of the
cases and three of the answers were neutral. Tilergtteachers answered the questions on the scale
commitment to apply with a positive instance ind2%he 36 answers, seven of the instances were
negative, two were neutral and two answers wersings Table 6 containing the descriptions of this

variable are shown in the supplement.

Respondents who answered more than half the qoaatie positively, five or more out of eight
guestions, are considered positive on the effdatsemtoring. Out of 12 respondents, 12 scored
positive on the effects of mentoring.

Table 7 in the supplement shows that all respolsdsedre five, six or seven positive answers on the
guestionnaire about the effects of mentoring. Tlearebe several reasons for this minimal variance i
the data. There may be a Hawthorn effect in tha, delhich means that the respondents improved or
modified an aspect of their behaviour because kheyv they are being studied. Maybe the
respondents gave more positive answers in theiquesire because they wanted to give a positive
impression of the effects of the mentoring becdheg were being researched. Another explanation is
that there is a sampling bias. All student teachatstheir mentors joined the study voluntarily &nd
might be possible that the student teachers inréisisarch are more positive about the effects of
mentoring than the average student teacher. Noighblso that the student teachers in this research
score quite high in the appreciation of their me b= 3.71). Based on the literature we assume
these two variables are related. It is possiblettteastudent teachers in our sample are not
representative on the variable effects of mentorige third option is that the instrument we used i
not valid. It is complex to code the answers todpen questions as positive, negative or neutral.
Often student teachers do not really answer thetiopure or give several instances which the
researcher needs to code with only one code. Wecéxipat a more elaborate coding system or closed

questions with a Likert scale would improve thddig} of the instrument.

After analysing the data gathered with this insteaimthe validity of the data is doubted. Therefore
the data on this variable will not be used in teisearch.
22



Mentoring and perceived learning outcomes

Closeness in the mentoring relationship.

The score on the variable closeness in the megtogiationship is obtained by determining the docia
position of the mentor. In this study four mentars in the first position in the relationship witteir
mentee, two mentors are in the second positiorsenighentors are in the third position. Mentors who
relate to their student teachers in the first aoed position are considered to have a high clasene
because they observe the student teacher’s teaahthgork in the school at close quarters and have
mentoring conversations with the student teactmrlegly. Mentors in the third position are
considered to have a low closeness, because tiseyvabthe student teacher’s work less often and

have less mentoring conversations with the stutaaher.
Perceived knowledge productivity.

The scores on the variable perceived knowledgeyatodty are obtained by calculating the mean
score on the questionnaire on knowledge produgtiVihe questionnaire consists of three scales:
problem representation, perspective taking and domment. There are missing values on the scale
commitment for one of the respondents. This stutksdher did not fill in the reverse side of the
guestionnaire and therefore didn’t score on thiesmammitment. Because the scores of only one
student are missing it was decided to use the scaleay.

Methods for analysing the data.

To answer the first question about the influencthefmentor’s approach in the conversation on the
perceived knowledge productivity by the studenthes, the scores on the variable knowledge
productivity are compared for the student teachdrs experienced a mentor’s approach that is ‘high
road’ and the student teacher whose mentor usesvaoad’ approach. It is not possible to use a t-
test, because of the small amount of conversafionk2) in this study. The scores will therefore be
analysed with a Mann-Whitney U-test. The Mann-WijtiJ-test is used to compare differences
between two independent groups. The Mann-Whitndégdtldoes not assume that the difference
between the samples is normally distributed, ar e variances of the two populations are equal.
Because the validity of the assumptions of thetitequestionable in this study, the Mann-Whitney

U-test is used.

To answer the second question about the influehtteecstudent teacher’s relationship with his

mentor on his perceived knowledge productivity tamalyses will be executed. First the scores on the

variable knowledge productivity are compared fa students who are satisfied with their mentor and

students who are not satisfied. The scores willriysed with a Mann-Whitney U-test. Secondly the

influence of variety in closeness in the mentorggtionship on the perceived knowledge

productivity will be analysed. Therefore the scavaghe variable perceived knowledge productivity
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are compared for couples that are considered loalaseness and couples that are considered high on

closeness. The scores will be analysed with a Mé@hithey U-test

24



Mentoring and perceived learning outcomes

Results
In this chapter the results of this study will begented.

Variables

First the results on the variables in this stugysirown. Because the validity of the data on the
variable experienced effects of mentoring is dodibtteis variable is not taken into consideration in

the rest of the study.
Variable: mentor’'s approach.

Content analysis shows that out of 12 conversati®ase considered to have a ‘high road’ approach
and 9 are considered to have a ‘low road’ approBahle 2 shows the footprints of all 12
conversations.

Table 2

‘Footprint’ of all Conversations

Conversation Prescriptive Scaffolding Exploring &th S\j\? ?Ogrd
1 87 64 118 155 High
2 64 8 84 240 Low
3 13 20 38 60 Low
4 13 43 65 122 Low
5 56 19 132 127 Low
6 23 11 11 50 High
7 23 18 89 320 Low
3 10 15 36 112 Low
9 2 5 27 53 Low

10 16 16 39 25 Low
11 47 32 66 54 High
12 27 15 61 46 Low
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Variable: student teacher’s satisfaction with his rentor.

The questionnaire on student teacher’s satisfagtitimhis mentor contains three scales. The scale
integrity has a mean of 4.14 (N = HD = 0.49), the scale guidance has a mean of 3.55{NSD=
0.50) and the scale relationship has a mean of(812711,SD= 0.61). The mean of the total score on
satisfaction with mentor is 3.71 (N = 19D = 0.46). If a student scores a mean of 3.50 dwdrighe is
considered to be positive on the satisfaction Wwighmentor. Out of 11 respondents, 7 are positive 0
the satisfaction with their mentor. Table 8 contaythe descriptions of this variable is shownha t

supplement.
Variable: closeness in the mentoring relationship.

The analysis on the social position of the menlosaness in the mentoring relationship shows that
four mentors are in the first social position, tare in the second social position and six areén th
third social position. Therefore six mentoring tiglaships are considered to have a high closemabs a
six mentoring relationships are considered to lzal®v closeness. An overview of the scores per

respondent on this variable is shown in table ;énsupplement.
Variable: perceived knowledge productivity.

The questionnaire on perceived knowledge produgtoontains three scales. The scale problem
representation has a mean of 4.35 (N =SI2;= 0.43), the mean of the scale perspective takidg4
(N =12, SD = 0.59) and the scale commitment hagan of 4.23 (N = 115D= 0.40). The mean
score on all of the scales is 4.16 (N =3BP,= 0.37). Table 10 containing the descriptionshis t

variable is shown in the supplement.
Analyses
In this paragraph the results on the analyseseofifita on the research questions are presented.

Mentor’s approach and perceived knowledge productiity.

To answer the first research question about theente of the mentor's approach in the conversation
on the perceived knowledge productivity by the siudeacher, the student teacher’s scores on
knowledge productivity are compared to students hduba conversation in which the mentor used
the ‘high road’ approach (n=3) and students whodadnversation in which the mentor used the ‘low
road’ approach (n=9). It was expected that mentdmsexperienced a ‘high road’ approach, would

have higher perceived knowledge productivity.

For this analysis a Mann-Whitney U-test is useddidi score in the group with a ‘high road’

approach was 3.94 and median score in the groupawlow road’ approach was 4.03.The
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distributions in the two groups did not differ siggantly (Mann—WhitneyJ = 8.00, n = 12P = .31
two-tailed). This result does not support the higpsis. There is no significant difference in
knowledge productivity for students who had a ‘highd’ conversation or a ‘low road’ conversation.
The descriptives of this analysis are shown inet&bl

Table 3
Descriptives of Mann Whitney U Test on the Relatigmbetween Mentor's Approach and Knowledge
Productivity

Median
Approach N Knowledge Mean Rank Sum of Ranks
Productivity
Low road 9 4.03 7.11 64.00
High road 3 3.94 4.67 14.00

Total 12

Student teacher’s relationship with his mentor andperceived knowledge productivity.

The student teacher’s relationship with his mergoneasured on three variables: student teacher’s
satisfaction with his mentor, effects of the memgmand closeness of the mentoring relationship. Fo
each variable the score on knowledge productigigompared for two groups of students. A high
score on satisfaction relates to a positive ratatiip with the mentor and closeness in the relakign
with the mentor relates to a positive relationshigh the mentor. It was expected that students who
have a score that relates to a positive relatignsfth their mentor, wouldl have higher perceived

knowledge productivity.

The first variable that is related to the concdpnentoring relationship is the student teacher’s
satisfaction with his mentor. Based on their sctive student teachers are divided into two groups:
satisfied and not satisfied. The score on knowlemigductivity was compared for these two groups.
For this analysis a Mann-Whitney U-test is useddide score in the group with satisfied student
teachers was 4.37 and median score in the grotpnwitsatisfied student teachers was 3.82. The
distributions in the two groups differs significgnfMann—WhitneyU = 3.00, n = 11P = .04 two-
tailed). This result supports the hypothesis. Sititkachers who are satisfied with their mentorehav
higher perceived knowledge productivity than stugevho are not satisfied with their mentor. The

descriptives of this analysis are shown in table 4.
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Table 4
Descriptives of Mann Whitney U Test on the Relatigmbetween Student Teacher Satisfaction and
Knowledge Productivity

Median
Satisfaction N Knowledge Mean Rank Sum of Ranks
Productivity
Not satisfied 4 3.82 3.25 13.00
Satisfied 7 4.37 7.57 53.00

Total 11

The second variable that is related to the conaeptentoring relationship is the experienced eftdct
the mentoring. Because the data on this varialderisidered not valid, the analysis of the relatiop

between effects of mentoring and knowledge proditgtis not executed.

The last variable is the influence of closenegthémentoring relationship. The student teachexrs ar
divided into two groups. The student teacher'sessa@n knowledge productivity are compared for
students who have a high closeness in the reldéipmgth their mentor (n=6) and students who have
a low closeness (n=6). It was expected that stsdehb have a high closeness in the relationshilp wit
their mentor, wouldl have a higher perceived knalgkeproductivity. For this analysis a Mann-
Whitney U-test is executed. The median score irgtbep with a high closeness was 4.52 and the
median score in the group with a low closeness3\@2. The distributions in the two groups differs
significantly (Mann—Whitney = 5.00, n = 12P = .04 two-tailed). The results of this analysis ar
shown in table 5. The results support the hyposh&tudent teachers in a mentoring relationship wit
a high closeness perceive higher knowledge prodtycthan students who have a low closeness in

the relationship with their mentor.

Table 5
Descriptives of Mann Whitney U Test on ClosenefiseMentoring Relationship and Knowledge
Productivity

Median
Closeness N Knowledge Mean Rank Sum of Ranks
Productivity
Low closeness 6 3.92 4.33 26.00
High closeness 6 4.52 8.67 52.00

Total 12

The hypothesis on the concept of mentoring relatignis confirmed. The analyses on both variables
related to mentoring relationship indicate thatlefiis who have a positive relationship with their

mentor, have higher perceived knowledge produgtivit
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Conclusions and discussion

This study was designed to explore the relatiomwédxn the mentor’s approach in the mentoring
conversation, the student teacher’s relationship this mentor and the learning outcomes of
mentoring.

Mentoring relationship and learning outcomes

In a comparative and case-based design of 12 dttesshers and their mentors a relation between the
student teacher’s relationship with his mentor kisdearning outcomes was found. The concept of
mentoring relationship was measured on three asabtudent teacher’s satisfaction, experienced
effects of mentoring and closeness in the mentagfagionship. The data on the variable experienced
effects of mentoring were considered not valids trariable was therefore not taken into account in

the rest of the research.

The variables student teacher’s satisfaction amskedess in the mentoring relationship are related t
the learning outcomes of the student teacherelftiean score on knowledge productivity is compared
for student teachers who are satisfied with the&intors and student teachers who are not satisfied
with their mentors, the analysis shows a signifiaifierence in perceived knowledge productivity.
Student teachers who are satisfied with their meritave higher mean perceived knowledge
productivity. The same applies to comparing studesthers who have a close relationship and
student teachers who do not have a close relaijpmsth their mentor. Student teachers who have a
close relationship with their mentors have highencpived knowledge productivity. This is clearly
shown in table 11 in the supplement, in which etires per student teacher are shown. The three
respondents with the lowest scores on knowledgeéygtivity all score low on closeness and are ‘not
satisfied’ with their mentor. The four respondenith the highest scores on knowledge productivity
all score high on closeness and are ‘satisfiedi wieir mentor. These findings were expected, based

on the studied literature.
Mentor’s approach and learning outcomes

The expected relation between mentor’s approachtandtudent teacher’s learning outcomes was not
found. The experimental model used in this resedistinguishes a ‘high road’ approach and a ‘low
road’ approach by the mentor. Based on the studezdture it was expected that the use of the
prescriptive and scaffolding ‘high road’ approaghtihe mentor would lead to higher perceived
knowledge productivity by the student teacher tthenuse of the exploring ‘low road’ approach. The
results show that in the studied cases the meaeiped knowledge productivity is higher for student
who experienced a ‘low road’ approach in their méng conversation, but not significantly. The
results per respondent in table 11 in the supplésteow that the three respondents with the highest
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scores on knowledge productivity all have mentdns wsed a low road approach in the mentoring

conversation.

There can be several reasons why student teacherexperienced a ‘low road approach’ in their
mentoring conversation have higher perceived knogéeproductivity. The model used in this study

is an experimental model in which prescription Iy mentor and scaffolding questions are considered
to be stepping stones towards the desired goatripésns of the current performance of the student
teacher are considered not helping the studenih tbacdesired goal. It is possible that this maslel

not correct because the results in our case-stugly that describing the current performance leads t
higher perceived knowledge productivity by the sntdeacher. But it is not necessary to reject the
model based just on the findings of this studyref@e more research should be done.

It is also possible that our model was not compl&ttactor in mentoring that was not included irr ou
model is the need of the mentee. The student téagbtease in learning determines what mentoring he
needs. A student teacher who just started teadhipractice, may have different needs in mentoring
than a student teacher who has already practieetiitey for four years and has almost finished
teacher education. The approach a mentor needkeart the mentoring conversation can therefore be
different. For example: starting student teachasgelspecific needs in the areas of curriculum cante
course planning, instruction and assessment, iagpkiehaviour management, and school policies
and culture (Ormond, 2011). A more prescriptiverapph in mentoring might satisfy the needs in this
phase of learning and have a positive effect omieg outcomes. For a more experienced student
teacher, the needs and therefore the required neafgproach to maximize the learning outcomes
can be different. In our experimental model, tiféedent needs of the mentee are not taken into

account, but may have influenced the results ofstuaty.
Instruments

The questionnaire with open questions used to mealse experienced effect of mentoring was
considered not valid because of minimal variandiléndata. Two improvements for this instrument

are suggested: a more elaborate coding systemhangé of closed questions with a Likert-scale.

We believe that the instrument used to measuredtiable mentor’s approach can also be improved.
In any case there should be a short training feearchers using this instrument to improve the
reliability. Besides that, another improvement barmade. In this study content analysis was uged, i
which propositions were assigned to four categopesscriptive, scaffolding, exploring and other. A
quick glance at the sequence of the propositioesseo indicate that a scaffolding or a prescrétiv
proposition is often preceded by several exploprgpositions. The instrument used in this study
counts the number of propositions in every categoiy therefore the propositions with a description
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of a current situation followed by a scaffoldingaoprescriptive proposition are assigned to differe
categories. It might be defendable to state thae#ploring propositions are introductory for the
scaffolding question or prescription. If categariziat the level of propositions does not do judtice
the mentor’s approach, categorizing at the levglasbgraphs spoken by the mentor or at the level of

turns taken in the conversation by the mentor mighmore appropriate.

Another striking observation is the high amountotiier’ propositions in the conversations,
propositions that could not be assigned to onb®three categories based on our model. More than
half of the studied conversations had 50% or motteer’ propositions. Crasborn and Hennissen
(2010) distinguish two main areas of assistan@erirentoring conversation: task assistance and
emotional support. Task assistance includes gifgagback, information and practical advice, asking
questions and discussing topics concerning teackimptional support includes sympathetic and
positive support, attention and empathy. Our mddginguishes three approaches in task assistance;
the approaches in emotional support a mentor camus mentoring conversation are not included in
the model. Part of the ‘other’ propositions carréli@re be explained by this distinction, these are
emotional support approaches. But a closer lotkeapropositions categorized as ‘other’ shows that
this category contains not only emotional supporppsitions, but also propositions in which mentors

tell about their own experiences in teaching ireoitd help the student teacher learn.

Zanting, Verloop, Vermunt and van Driel (1998) séaidthis phenomenon as a mentor’s role or style,
called ‘explicating practical knowledge’. They dwithis style as ‘the explication of mentor teather
knowledge base of learning and teaching in theepies of their student teachers’. Zanting et alargu
that the explication of practical knowledge carvhkiable to student teachers for four reasonsesitud
teachers can obtain new information about teachivey, can understand their mentor’s teaching and
the nature of teaching better; they can underdtagid mentor’s mentoring better and develop
personal theories of teaching and they integragerthwith practice. There are several ways a mentor
can make his practical knowledge explicit: by mgkiis own beliefs on teaching explicit when
discussing the student teacher’s lessons, by tefteon his own lesson in the presence of the stiude
teacher and talk about what he did, how he diddt\ahy he did it. He can also make the practical
knowledge explicit by planning, giving and analgslassons with his student teacher. Some of the
mentors in our study use the explication of prattimowledge in their mentoring conversation
(Zanting et al). These propositions can be se¢asksassistant and ‘explication of practical

knowledge’ might be a valuable addition to our mode
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Score on knowledge productivity

The mean score on the complete questionnaire onl&dge productivity is 4.16. This is considerd to
be a relatively high score. There can be seveaalores for this high score. There may be a researche
effect, when the respondents improved or modifiedspect of their behaviour because they know
they are being studied. Maybe the respondents lggher scores on knowledge productivity in the
guestionnaire because they wanted to give a pesitipression of the knowledge productivity
because they were being researched. Another exjgans that there is a sampling bias. The student
teachers in this research score quite high in pipeeziation of their mentoM = 3.71). A reason for
this may be that the sample used in this studptisepresentative of the population of student
teachers. Our sample may be more satisfied with itentor than the average student. Based on the
literature we assume that if a student teacheappy with his mentor this influences his learning
outcomes in a positive way (Alebregtse, 2008). figh scores on the variable student teacher’s
satisfaction with his mentor can be a reason feriigh scores on the variable student teacher’s

perceived knowledge productivity.
Closeness in the mentoring relationship and satistion with the mentor

Table 11 in the supplement shows that all studehtsscore high on closeness are satisfied with thei
mentor. Only one student with a high score on cless has no score on satisfaction. Out of six
students who score low on closeness, four areatisfied with their mentor and two are satisfied.
These results suggest a relation between closentgss mentoring relationship and satisfaction with
the mentor. The relation between these variablastispecifically measured in this study, but the
studied literature about the mere exposure efi&gjpfic, 1968; Bornstein, 1989) suggests that these
two variables can be related. The results of thidyssuggest that this relation is present in tunlys

as well.
Mentor’'s approach and satisfaction with the mentor

The scores on the variables per respondent alse thtad out of three respondents who experienced a
high road approach in the mentoring conversation,is satisfied with his mentor, one is not satfi
and one has no score on the variable satisfagfiahof nine respondents who experienced a low road
approach in the mentoring conversation, six arnsfgad and three are not satisfied with their mento

In this study there seems to be no relation betwleempproach a mentor used and the student

teacher’s satisfaction with his mentor.
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Closeness in the mentoring relationship and mentos’ approach

The results per respondent show that out of skestuteachers who have a close relationship with
their mentor, four experienced a low road appraawhtwo experienced a high road approach. Out of
six student teachers who do not have a close gaktiip with their mentor, five experienced a low
road approach and one experienced a high road agprio clear relationship between these two

variables can be concluded based on the resutssistudy.
Implications

The results of our case study show that the studewher’s relationship with his mentor influences

his perceived learning outcomes. If this is theedas all student teachers, it would be recommeledab
to pay more attention to the matching processunfestt teachers to their mentors. At this moment,
most student teachers and mentors are matched bageectical considerations, e.g. distance or
class. A good match between mentor and menteeocax&mple be established by using the Ideal
Mentoring Scale by Rose (2000). But before thetigiahip between mentoring relationship and
perceived learning outcomes can be concluded,durtsearch including more respondents should be

done.

The results of this study also indicate that sttiteschers who have a close relationship with their
mentor, have higher perceived learning outcomethignstudy we consider the relationship between a
classroom mentor and a student teacher and betveemol educator and a student teacher as close
relationships. These relationships are charactébyeegular observation of the student teacher’s
work at close quarters and regular mentoring caatems. These factors seem to have a positive
influence on the perceived learning outcomes okthdent teacher. If this finding can be generdlize
for all student teachers, it would be recommendableconsider the detached way a teacher educator
is currently mentoring his student teacher. Thig efamentoring might not give the best results in

perceived learning outcomes.

Our study shows that the mentor’s approach in teetaring conversation influences the perceived
learning outcomes of the student teacher, butigotfieantly. Students who experienced a more low
road approach in the mentoring conversation hagleeniperceived learning outcomes. This suggests
that our ‘low road’ is not really a low road bugtlit does facilitate learning. If this finding che
generalized to all mentoring, mentors can delilgdyaise this approach to increase student teacher’s

learning outcomes.
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Further research

This case study suggests a relationship betweestiudent teacher’s relationship with his mentor and
his learning outcomes. No significant relationgh@s been found between the mentor’'s approach and
the student teacher’s learning outcomes. Becaisaés a small study, it is difficult to judge the
extent to which the findings are specific to thetipalar cases in this study or whether they may be
more widely applicable . Therefore further reseatebuld be done. A few suggestions for further

research based on our experiences in this studpeamade.

The model on mentor’s approach used in this stody, not be complete for all task assistant
approaches a mentor can use in the mentoring cseie@n. We therefore suggest including the
category ‘explication of practical knowledge’ iretmodel, before testing the model in new research.
We also suggest improving the instrument used tasome the mentor’s approach. The unit of content
should be reconsidered. The measurement on thiedepeopositions might not do justice to the
mentor’s approach. For further research we sugggsgorizing at the level of paragraphs spoken by

the mentor or at the level of turns taken in thevessation by the mentor.

In this study there were no requirements set fersed mentoring conversations. Every conversation
between mentor and student teacher was approvéirédulted in a variety of conversations, some
based on a reflection report handed in by the stugacher, some based on the mentor’s lesson
observations and some about the student teachedy grogress. The length of the conversations was
also very different, the shortest conversation agsoximately 10 minutes and the longest
conversation lasted almost an hour. The variefyroperties in the conversations might have
influenced our study. For further research we ssggsing similar conversations to rule out the
possible influence of deviating conditions on tasuits.
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Supplement
Tables

The tables 6 to 10 referred to in the text are shimwthis supplement.

Table 6

Descriptions of the Variable Effects of Mentoring

Positive Negative Neutral Missing
Understanding 30 1 5 0
Perspective change 10 11 3 0
Commitment to apply 25 7 2 2
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Table 7

Scores on the Variable Effects of Mentoring pemp@edent

Respondent Positive Negative Neutral Missing

1 7 1 0 1

2 6 2 1 0

3 6 2 1 0

4 6 1 2 0

5 7 0 1 1

6 6 2 0 1

7 6 3 0 0

8 5 1 2 1

9 6 3 0 0

10 5 2 1 1

11 6 1 1 1

12 7 1 1 0
Table 8
Descriptions of the Variable Student teacher's Sattion with his Mentor

M SD Min. Max.

Integrity 414 49 3.43 5.00
Guidance 3.55 .50 2.80 4.40
Relationship 3.27 .61 2.60 4.50
Mentor valuation 3.71 .46 3.09 4.53
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Table 9

Social position of the mentor and closeness ofrteetoring relationship per respondent

Respondent Relationship Social position Closeness
1 Student and classroom mentor 1 High
2 Student and classroom mentor 1 High
3 Student and school educator 2 High
4 Student and classroom mentor 1 High
5 Student and school educator 2 High
6 Student and teacher educator 3 Low
7 Student and teacher educator 3 Low
8 Student and teacher educator 3 Low
9 Student and teacher educator 3 Low
10 Student and teacher educator 3 Low
11 Student and classroom mentor 1 High
12 Student and teacher educator 3 Low
Table 10
Descriptions of the Variable Knowledge Productivity
M SD Min. Max.
Problem representation 4.35 43 3.71 5.00
Perspective taking 3.94 .58 3.00 4.67
Commitment 4.23 .40 3.67 4.83

Knowledge productivity 4.16 37 3.71 4.75
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Table 11

Scores on all Variables per Respondent

Mentor’s approach Relationship Learning
outcomes
Respondent Content analysis Satisfaction with nrento Closeness Knowle_dge
productivity
Hiah or Mentor’s
Prescriptive| Scaffolding Exploring Other Iovx? road M Satisfaction| social Closeness M
position
1 87 (21%) 64 (15%) 118 (28% 155 (37%0) High Noredo No score 1 High 3.94
2 64 (16%) 8 (2%) 84 (21%) 240 (61%) Low 4.53 Siatis 1 High 4.67
3 13(10%) | 20(15%)| 38 (29%) 60 (46%)  Low 353 Satisfied 2 High 4.75
4 13(5%) | 43(18%)| 65(27%)| 122 (50%) Low  3.8g Sausfied 1 High 4.00
5 56 (17%) 19 (6%) | 132 (40%) 127 (38%)  Low 41 Satisfied 2 High 4.72
6 23 (24%) 11 (12%) 11 (12%) 50 (53%) High 3.38 Btisfied 3 Low 3.71
7 23 (5%) 18 (4%) 89 (20%)| 320 (71%) Low 3.65 Siatis 3 Low 3.98
8 10 (6%) 15 (9%) 36 (21%) 112 (65%) Low 3.34 Nattsfied 3 Low 4.13
9 2 (2%) 5 (6%) 27 (31%) 53 (61% Low 3.09 Not sféed 3 Low 3.86
10 16 (17%) 16 (17%)| 39 (41%) 25 (26%) Low 4.09 isSiad 3 Low 4.03
11 47 (24%) 32 (16%) 66 (33%) 54 (27%) High 3.94 tisiad 1 High 4.37
12 27 (18%) 15 (10%)| 61 (41%)| 46 (41%) Low 3.15 Bhatisfied 3 Low 3.78
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Instruments

The following questionnaires were translated intadb and administered to the student teachers in

this study.

Instrument 2: questionnaire about student teachsaigsfaction with his mentor
Please indicate your view by means of a number toesdich statement. Choose on scale 5 to 1:

True forme 5 -4 —3 -2 — 1 Not true for me

What | see in my mentor is that he/she:

Treats me as an adult who has a right to be indalvelecisions that affect me il 2 B3
Values me as person 1|1 2] 3| 4
Respects the intellectual property rights of others 11 2| 3| 4
Believes in me 12| 3] 4
Recognizes my potential 1|1 2] 3| 4
Generally tries to be thoughtful and considerate | 3| 4
Works hard to accomplish his/her goals 11 2| 3| 4
Accepts me as a junior colleague 12| 3| 4
Inspires me by his or her example and words 11213
Gives proper credit to students 1|1 2] 3| 4
Is a role model 112)| 3] 4
Advocates for my needs and interests 11 2| 3| 4
Is calm and collected in times of stress 112| 3] 4
Prefers to cooperate with others than compete tivitm 1| 2| 3| 4
Provides information to help me understand theesuibspatter | am reflecting on 1 ? B
Helps me plan a timetable for my reflection report 1|1 2] 3| 4
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Helps me to investigate a problem | am having withreflection report on scho

=2

. 3
experience
Helps me plan the outline for my reflection repamtschool experience 3
Helps me to maintain a clear focus on my reflectieport 3

Gives me specific assignments related to my réfleceport

Meets with me on a regular basis

Is generous with time and other resources

Brainstorms solutions to a problem concerning nfigcéon report

Shows me how to employ relevant teaching methods

Relates to me as if he/she is a responsible, adlaicdder sibling

Talks to me about his/her personal problems 2 |3
Is seldom sad and depressed 3

Is a cheerful, high-spirited person 3
Rarely feels fearful or anxious 3
Helps me realize my life vision 3

Has coffee or lunch with me on occasions 3

Is interested in speculating on the nature of thiearse or the human condition 2 13
Takes me out for dinner and/or drink after work 23| 4
Keeps his or her workspace neat and clean 3
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Instrument 3: questionnaire about the experiendézteof the mentoring

1.1 How do you evaluate your learning experiennglé mentoring conversation?

1.3 Can you identify some ideas expressed in thehat you think contributed to your understanding

of the issues in your reflection report?

2.1 Can you think of examples of things that walked about which challenged the beliefs about

teaching you have?

2.2. What experiences have changed your way obappmg matters and how have they influenced

you?

3.4. If you were to think of a metaphor to descitie conversation you had with the mentor, what

would you choose and why?
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Instrument 5: questionnaire about perceived knogdeproductivity

Please indicate your view by means of a number toesdich statement. Choose on scale 5to 1:

True forme 5—-4 -3 -2 — 1 Not true for me

Problem representation

| found the problems being discussed authenticead

I think the discussion was fruitful and interesting

I could recognize from my own practice the issined were dealt with

I found the discussion productive and leading tochusions 3| 4
| felt we dealt with problems that really mattered 3 |4
| was cognizant and aware of the issues being skscl 3| 4
| could contribute to the discussion in a produetivay 314
Perspective taking

| was able to grasp interesting ideas from others 3 |4
I think there were a lot of thoughts that set mekimg 3 |4

| often experienced being confronted with new ideabe discussion

| often led my thinking change during the discussio 3 |4
| enjoyed listening to the other contributions 3 |4

The contributions the others made were very importa 3 |4
There were a lot of important ideas generatedisigioup 4
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Commitment
| let others have the opportunity to air their lea 2 4
| refrain from pushing my own ideas too strongly 12 4

| experience great satisfaction partaking in grdisgussion

| participate to foster a process of mutual unededing

| seek to encourage an interactive communicaticatdafh level

I think it is important to be understood in the gpts discussion
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