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ABSTRACT 

The primary objective of the study is to examine 

whether teachers view mentoring as an inherently contrived 

or collaborative enterprise. Drawing upon a micro-political 

framework, this study examines the relationships between 

contrived and collaborative collegial relationships 

(Hargreaves, 1991), utilizing data from a mentor teacher 

program in a large Southwestern district. 

Teacher collegiality has not been viewed within the 

context of shifting power relationships between teachers and 

administrators. Some researchers (Conley, Bas-Isaac, & 

Scull, in press; Hargreaves, 1991) have maintained that 

while some teacher cOllegiality mechanisms may be teacher

driven and reflect genuine teacher collaboration, others are 

contrived and aimed more toward promoting administrative 

efficiency and gaining greater control over teachers' work. 

The critical question is whether peer mentoring systems, 

such as a formalized mentoring component of a Career Ladder 

program, which are inherently contrived, are capable of 

generating teacher collaboration. 

The results suggest that collaborative and contrived 

collegiality may be complementary relationships, that is, 

teachers can meet their own needs and interests in what on 

the surface is a contrived setting. 



FOREWORD 

Teachers, we see, work largely alone. . .. Yet 
we have observed that they turn to one another for 
assistance and consider such peer help their most 
important source of assistance (Lortie, 1975, p. 
76) . 

13 



CHAPTER 1 

INTRODOCTION 
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Many of the reform efforts that have swept over our 

nation's schools during the last decade have focused on the 

work of teachers and its redesign. Examples of some of 

these efforts are programs that promote teacher leadership 

(Bird, 1984; Devaney, 1987; Smylie, 1987; Wasley, 1989); the 

use of case studies and teachers as researcher teams to 

understand more clearly the teaching process (Carter, 1989; 

Cochran-Smith & Lytle, 1990; Hollingsworth, 1990; Lytle & 

Cochran-Smith, 1990); the identification of master teachers 

for the purpose of mentoring new and inexperienced teachers 

(Anderson & Shannon, 1988; Jacullo-Noto, 1990; Kent, 1985; 

Krupp, 1987; Little, 1990); and merit pay and career/job 

ladder programs that increase the incentives offered to 

teachers with the objective of enhancing teacher 

productivity, motivation, and work satisfaction (Bacharach, 

Lipsky, & Shedd, 1984; Hart, 1990a, 1990b; Hart & Murphy, 

1990; Malen & Hart, 1987; Oldham & Kulick, 1983; Shedd & 

Bacharach, 1991). In examining these issues, the assessment 

of how work redesign impacts teachers is very important. 

McLaughlin and Marsh (1990) found that teachers were more 

likely to accept reform if proposals (a) provided them with 
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opportunities to increase their teaching or professional 

expertise, (b) proved effective with their students, and (c) 

were accompanied by collegial support and interaction. The 

subject of teacher collegiality can also be found in 

descriptions of effective schools where students are seen as 

performing above expected levels of achievement (Lieberman & 

Miller, 1984; Moore-Johnson, 1990; Schlechty, 1987). 

"Releasing teachers from their isolation ... [is] regarc.~ed 

not only as a beneficial move for teachers' collegiality, 

but also an essential prerequisite to securing educational 

change" (Hargreaves & Dawe, 1990, p. 227). 

In this context, teacher mentoring and peer coaching 

emerge as important forms of teacher collegiality (see 

Cooper, 1988; Greenfield, 1991; Little, 1984; Schwab, 1991). 

Mentoring has been described by some as a hierarchical 

relationship between senior and junior teachers whereas peer 

coaching, by its own terms, implies a consultation between 

professionals of equal status (Blase, 1990; Joyce & Showers, 

1987; Neubert & Bratton, 1987). Such a distinction is not 

necessarily accepted by other scholars who perceive 

mentoring and peer coaching as collegial relationships 

played out along a continuum (Kram, 1985). Still other 

scholars have found peer relationships such as mentoring and 

peer coaching to be not only forms of collegiality but 

producers of collegiality (Anastos & Ancowitz, 1987; Sparks 
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& Bruder, 1987). It is not surprising, then, that when one 

Southwestern state legislated a work redesign program to 

pilot career ladders, teacher collegiality was an important 

component. 

Statement of the Problem 

Teacher collegiality has not generally been examined in 

the context of micro-political issues in the work place 

(Hargreaves, 1991). Therefore, with some important 

exceptions (Conley, Bas-Isaac, & Scull, in press; 

Hargreaves, 1991), collegiality initiatives have not been 

viewed within the context of shifting power relationships 

between teachers and administrators. Conley et al. (in 

press) did examine teacher collegiality from a micro

political perspective but did not incorporate the work 

redesign structure influence in their analysis. 

Specifically, they did not analyze the statements with 

regard to the impact of program regulations on the day-to

day regulations which govern the school setting. Hargreaves 

(1991) maintained that while some teacher collegiality 

mechanisms may be teacher-driven and reflect genuine teacher 

collaboration, others are contrived and aimed more toward 

promoting administrative efficiency and gaining greater 

control over teachers' work. The critical question is 

whether peer mentoring systems, such as a formalized 

mentoring component of a Career Ladder Program, which are 



inherently contrived, are capable of generating teacher 

collaboration. 
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This study addressed this question by examining the 

perceptions of collegial activity and peer relationships of 

106 mentor teachers in a large, urban district. Drawing on 

a theoretical framework of micro-politics in education 

(Conley et al., in press; Hargreaves, 1991), the primary 

objective of the study was to examine whether teachers 

viewed mentoring as an inherently contrived or collaborative 

enterprise. 

Theoretical Framework 

A micro-political framework is uniquely suited to 

examining the discrepant views and perspectives concerning 

teacher collegiality that are outlined above because it 

deals with "power, influence, and control among individuals" 

(Willower, 1991, p. 442) at the school site. "The school 

site or building unit has an organizational character of its 

own" (Iannoccone, 1991, p. 466). Researchers have begun to 

realize that as more reform efforts focus on the school 

site, research must not only address the macro

political/societal issues emanating from the state and 

national governmental levels but also the micro-politics or 

power relationships at the school-site level (Everhart, 

1991; Marshall & Scribner, 1991). 
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For the purposes of this research, micro-politics is 

defined as a discipline that is "concerned with the 

interaction and political ideologies and social systems of 

administrators, teachers, and pupils within school 

buildings" (Iannaccone, 1991, p. 466). More specifically, 

Ball (1987) stated that the concept of micro-politics is 

related to (a) the interests of actors, (b) maintenance of 

organizutional control, and (c) conflict over policy. With 

regard to the latter, the micro-political view assumes that 

conflict arises out of competition for scarce resources and 

the desire for different actors and groups to achieve and 

maintain organizational control and dominance (Barth, 1985; 

Bird & Little, 1986; Conley, 1988). Politics act as the 

catalyst through which the interests of groups and 

individuals and the distribution of authority are played out 

in the policy-making process (Iannaccone, 1991). Applying a 

micro-political framework to the study of teacher 

collegiality, therefore, should reveal whether collegiality 

presents an opportunity for teachers to meet their needs and 

interests (i.e., collaborative collegiality) or violates 

them (i.e., contrived collegiality). 

Purpose of the Study 

The intent of this research was to examine the 

phenomenon of teacher mentoring from a micro-political point 

of view. The study used data from 57 mentor teachers in an 



attempt to distinguish features of genuine "collaborative 

collegialityll as opposed to collegiality that is simply 

IIcontrived ll (Conley et al., in press; Hargreaves, 1991). 

Significance of the Study 

19 

The importance of collegial working relationships and 

the environment in which such relationships can occur has 

been the focus of much research over the past 10 years 

(Lipsitz, 1984; Sergiovanni, 1987). Hargreaves (1991), for 

example, differentiated between contrived and collaborative 

collegiality. He maintained that collegiality which is 

contrived or lIadministratively regulated ll is inflexible, 

inefficient, and infringes on teachers' professional 

judgments. Batesky (1991), Joyce and Showers (1987), and 

Philips and Glickman (1991), on the other hand, viewed 

collegiality that is bureaucratically organized as the first 

step toward establishing an environment/culture in which 

collaborative or spontaneous collegiality may occur. 

This research is significant because it directly 

addresses these debates in the research literature. The 

setting for the study was a large, urban district in the 

Southwest where elementary and secondary teachers were 

required by district directives to engage in formalized 

collegial relationships (i.e., mentoring). This study 

examined the degree to which the perceptions of these 

teachers reflected contrived and collaborative conceptions 
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of collegiality. The conceptual basis of the study drew 

from the current micro-political literature on collegiality 

(Conley et al., in press; Hargreaves, 1991). 
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CHAPTER 2 

REVIEW OF THE LITERATURE 

Many researchers (Barth, 1988; Cohen, 1987; Rosenholtz, 

1989; Sergiovanni, 1987) have linked the importance of 

developing collegial working relationship among faculty 

members to both professional development and school 

improvement. Teacher collegiality, teachers supporting and 

helping one another, is one of the characteristics of an 

effective school (Kent, 1985; McLaughlin & Marsh, 1978). 

This review examined five major areas: work redesign and 

its relationship to teacher collegiality, teacher mentoring, 

peer coaching, the bilateral nature of mentoring and peer 

coaching, and the micro-politics of collegiality. 

Work Redesign 

Public school organizations are bureaucracies (Shedd & 

Bacharach, 1991) and, as such, are structural as well as 

procedural in nature (Ferguson, 1984). It is important to 

understand the bureaucratic nature of public schools in 

order to discuss the redesign of the work that occurs there. 

The structure of a bureaucracy consists of a well

defined division of labor, prescribed duties and areas of 

responsibility, a specified chain of command, organization

wide performance criteria, and a stratified hierarchy with 
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control and authority emanating from above (Gerth & Mills, 

1947). Generic rules, regulations, and procedures for 

management of the organization; standardized communication; 

complex record keeping; and membership loyalty increase the 

domination of the structure and eliminate opposition (Ball, 

1987; Ferguson, 1984; Gerth & Mills, 1947). 

The bureaucratic structure in American schools began 

taking shape in Boston circa 1850 (Katz, 1987). Over the 

next 30 to 40 years, an organizational structure comprised 

of interrelated innovations, activities, and hierarchies was 

created. The bureaucratization of schools emanated from the 

"increasing complexity of administering urban education" 

(Katz, 1987, p. 66). However, there was no grand schema for 

the eventual structure that emerged. As new situations, 

problems, and concerns surfaced, elected and appointed 

decision makers infused the organization with various 

committees and additional positions of varying degrees of 

authority in order to respond (Corwin, 1965, 1973; Katz, 

1987). Concurrently, problems confronting industry bore a 

strong resemblance to those of education, "the coordination 

of large numbers of people in a complex enterprise" (Katz, 

1987 p. 69). 

Industry had seemingly conquered many organizational 

problems by defining and controlling the job each worker was 

to perform in a systematic manner, thereby eliminating 
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conflict, nonconformity, and worker ineffici.ency and 

creating a hierarchy with the power to control each aspect 

of the organization (Corwin, 1973; Katz, 1971, 1987). These 

solutions were seen as remedies for the problems facing the 

management of urban education. It is, therefore, logical 

and not surprising that the "most prevalent form of school 

organization was designed to imitate nineteenth-century 

mass-production factories" (Shedd & Bacharach, 1991, p. 3). 

Hence, the creation of an educational bureaucracy. 

Bolman and Deal (1991) differentiated between the 

bureaucracy of the factory (machine or mechanical) and the 

type of bureaucracy found in education (professional). 

Whereas machine bureaucracies are designed for efficiency, 

consistency, and uniformity, professional bureaucracies 

possess decentralized entities (school districts and 

individual schools within those districts). Street and 

Licata (1989) defined schools as organizations void of 

"clearly defined work technology [with] goals [which] 

tend to be multiple, vague, and difficult to operationalize ll 

(p. 97). These professional bureaucracies must try to 

reconcile the conflicts among flexibility, standardization, 

autonomy, control, decision making, and accountability 

(Cuban, 1988; Shedd & Bacharach, 1991). 

Various authors (Ball, 1987; Corwin, 1965, 1973; Katz, 

1971, 1987; Kozuch, 1982; Myers, 1973; Pfeffer, 1981) have 



24 

identified some of the elements of bureaucracy that seem to 

be present in the educational structure of American schools: 

(a) division of labor among the members of the organization, 

where each person, depending upon her/his position in the 

organization, has a specific job to do, independent of 

others; (b) decision making that is depersonalized and 

dependent upon a rational set of rules and standard 

operating procedures, thus isolating individuals from one 

another·and reducing the opportunities for productive 

interaction to take place; (c) worker interaction, which is 

minimal, must be formalized by the organization in order to 

be recognized, rewarded, and reinforced (Ferguson, 1984); 

(d) a well-defined chain of command for supervisors and 

subordinates in which, "educational authorities determine 

both work arrangements and teachers' tasks thereby limiting 

faculty discretion" (Kozuch, 1982, p. 215); and (e) job 

placement, which is based on predetermined qualifications 

and seniority, ensures the continued success of the 

organization and provides career security. 

Inherent in these characteristics are maladies that 

plague all organizations. First is the inability to deal 

adequately with new and conflicting events or client needs. 

Since members of a bureaucracy are trained to perform 

certain tasks at specific times in mandated settings, any 

deviance from the norm can produce "trained incapacity." 
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The training, once received, is not applicable in the new 

situation, and the actions and decisions previously utilized 

are not effective (Corwin, 1965, 1973; Katz, 1971, 1987; 

Myers, 1973). Collegiality in the form of peer coaching for 

retraining and teacher development to enhance or change 

previous training is not adequately integrated into the 

system due to the prescribed job descriptions in the 

bureaucracy. Second, conformity to a specific set of rules 

and procedures can discourage innovation and risk-taking. 

This conformity is reinforced by strict adherence to 

organizational goals which can sometimes lead to the process 

becoming a goal itself (Ferguson, 1984; Myers, 1973; 

Pfeffer, 1981). Again, the intrusion of new job 

descriptions such as mentor or peer coach is not easily 

assimilated into the pre-ordained organizational procedures, 

objectives, or goals (Bas-Isaac, 1989). 

In a bureaucracy, the policies that determine what and 

how decisions are made come from the top levels of the 

organizational hierarchy (Kanter, 1977). As the complexity 

of an organization increases, the decision-making power of 

those lower in the hierarchy decreases. For teachers, this 

translates into participation within an organization 

directed from afar which does not provide a context or 

environment for unplanned, unpredictable, spontaneous, or 

collaborative worker-oriented (teacher) interactions. The 
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structure of the physical plant (school) in many instances 

prohibits interactions or exchanges of a professional 

nature. The closed door, the physical isolation of the 

classroom, the lack of peer time to discuss issues of 

professional concern, and the inflexibility of schedules to 

accommodate teacher interaction all foster and promote the 

idea that the educational system does not value, support, or 

encourage collegial interaction (Bas-Isaac, 1989, 1991). 

Recognizing these barriers within an educational 

bureaucracy, Hart (1987) examined the effects of a career 

ladder framework on teacher attitudes concerning their work 

and careers. Her study incorporated a work redesign in 

three distinct yet interrelated areas: rewards and 

incentives, supervision and evaluation, and peer and 

authority relationships. The career ladder plan which Hart 

studied was implemented in an average-sized district in a 

Southwestern state that had actively supported the career 

ladder concept. Field work done during the first year of 

Hart's study determined that "authority, leadership, and 

collegial interaction" had been impacted by the career 

ladder (p. 481). This field work seemed to suggest that job 

redesign features, although never studied in a teacher work 

environment, were important to the success of the career 

ladder project. Using this information, additional research 

questions were formulated. 
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The results of Hart's (1987) survey analysis indicated 

that the concept of collegiality, including such issues as 

peer supervision, redesign of teacher jobs so that teachers 

can effectively interact with peers, and expanded 

opportunities for career growth and direct influence over 

school change and governance, positively affected teachers' 

acceptance and approval of this career ladder plan. The 

responses to the open-ended questions showed that the 

teacher leaders were seen as serving in collegial positions 

(mentoring) and dealing with professional issues such as 

curriculum and instruction. The teacher leaders were also 

perceived as being involved and influencing all aspects of 

the school culture. 

Smylie and Smart (1990) noted that of the various 

factors of success known to influence the success or failure 

of a career ladder or a merit pay program, the one most 

minimally understood was that of support from teachers. It 

has been made exceeding clear over the years (Barth, 1980, 

1988; Lieberman, Saxl, & Miles, 1988; Rosenholtz, 1989; 

Smylie, 1991; Smylie & Denny, 1990) that the extent of 

teacher support for a program determines the degree of 

school harmony with regard to the program and its acceptance 

and implementation. Smylie and Smart's study identified 

those components of merit pay plans and career ladder 

programs that generated teacher support for implementation 
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and success and examined the importance of such factors on 

level of support in relation to the impact of the program on 

teacher work. Their research took place in a "Midwestern 

metropolitan school district" (p. 142), K-12, with 

approximately 10,000 students and 625 teachers housed in 17 

buildings. A merit pay plan and a career ladder program 

were negotiated between the district and the teachers' union 

after the school board proposed a ITlerit pay plan for the 

district. 

In order to determine which program characteristics 

influenced teacher support for either merit payor a career 

ladder, Smylie and Smart (1990) distributed a survey to all 

teachers in the district. Teachers were asked to express 

their opinions about the benefits of the programs with 

regard to fairness, reward availability, consistency of 

recognition, collegiality, decision making, increased 

student learning, and district commitment. 

The results of the analysis (Smylie & Smart, 1990) 

indicated that there was a relationship between program 

characteristics and their impact on teachers' work and the 

amount of support teachers gave to each program. Preference 

for the career ladder program was clear. Retaining or 

expanding the career ladder program received support from 

two-thirds of the teachers, and 64% felt that the merit pay 

plan should be discontinued. It is also interesting to note 
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that those characteristics which teachers cited as reasons 

for supporting a merit pay plan were the same reasons given 

by other teachers for not supporting the career ladder plan 

(e.g., recognition of performance and empowerment). 

However, the reasons given for supporting a career ladder 

program were different from those supporting a merit pay 

plan (e.g., teacher professional learning and relationships 

with other teachers). The impact of each plan on teacher 

work was more significant than the impact of program 

characteristics in gaining teacher support. 

Collegiality and recognition were two of the most 

important factors for teacher support of merit pay and the 

career ladder (Smylie & Smart, 1990). In both programs, 

collegiality had a strong relationship to support of the 

program. Hart (1987) also looked at teacher support for a 

career ladder based on level, position in the district, 

years of teaching experience, and extent of participation in 

the process. Smylie and Smart, on the other hand, tried to 

determine which program, merit payor career ladder, was 

more acceptable to teachers. These finding were consistent 

with It'reiberg and Knight (1991) who found that "mandating a 

career ladder without input from . . . teachers or 

administrators . . . is destined to meet resistance and 

failure" (p. 217) 



Conley and Levinson (1991) examined the level of 

satisfaction in a work redesign setting with regard to 

rewards and values to teachers with the intention of 

determining how values and rewards impacted teachers' 

satisfaction in relation to teaching experience. The 

results of this study did not indicate that work redesign 

diminished teacher job satisfaction. They concluded 

To the degree that teachers are able to assume 

expanded work responsibilities providing greater 

levels of intrinsic rewards, work redesign is 

likely to be a positive force in teachers' career 

development (p. 21). 

In fact, Conley and Levinson found that for the more 

experienced teacher, the level of satisfaction was greater 

than for the newer, more inexperienced teacher. Such a 

finding is consistent with Conley, Bacharach, and Bauer 

(1989), Conley, Bas-Isaac, and Cano (1992), Hart (1992), 
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Rosenholtz and Smylie (1984), and Smylie and Smart (1990) in 

that work redesign strategies that permit more experienced 

and effective teachers opportunities to share their 

knowledge and expertise seem to heighten the level of 

intrinsic rewards. In contrast, the recognition and 

possible monetary compensation for a teacher capable of 

taking on expanded roles and responsibilities increase 

extrinsic rewards (Holifield, 1984; Southern Regional 
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Education Board [SREB], 1990). In each of these studies 

(Conley, et al., 1986; Conley & Levinson, 1991; Hart, 1992; 

Rosenholtz & Smylie, 1984; Smylie & Smart, 1990), teacher 

collegiality proved to be critical to the support and 

acceptance of the work redesign initiatives. 

An example of a collegial working relationship that was 

presented extensively throughout the reform and work 

redesign literature (Devaney, 1987; Lieberman, 1988; Little, 

1988; Rosenholtz, 1989; Smylie, 1989) is the collegial 

relationship of teacher mentoring. The Holmes Group (1986) 

and the Carnegie Corporation (1986) proposed the creation of 

a cadre of senior or lead teachers in a multi-leveled, 

career-differentiated system. One of the primary 

responsibilities of such a group of teachers would be to act 

as mentors to new, less experienced teachers during the 

initial stages of their teaching careers (Devaney, 1987). 

Mentoring 

The term mentor is derived from Greek mythology. 

Odysseus left his family and kingdom to fight in the Trojan 

War. This mission was expected to take at least 20 years. 

Odysseus, therefore, decided to entrust his son, Telemachus. 

to his close and trusted friend, Mentor. Mentor carried out 

his duties superbly by watching over and advising Telemachus 

faithfully. The term mentor has come to mean a trusted and 
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expeLienced counselor (Gray & Gray, 1985; Kent, 1985; Kram, 

1983; Little, 1990; Merriam, 1983). 

Mentoring is seen as a foundation for developing 

collegial working relationships within the teaching 

profession (Frey & Noller, 1986; Gehrke & Kay, 1984; 

Griffin, 1989; Kay, 1990; Little, 1990). In this context, 

the process of mentoring facilitates the skills needed for 

beginning teachers' development and professional growth 

(Huffman & Leak, 1986; Odell, 1987, 1990) and mentor 

teachers' professional growth, development, and renewal 

(Devaney, 1987; Howey, 1989; Thies-Sprinthall, 1986). 

The definition of mentoring for this study was derived 

from the teacher induction process, collegial interaction, 

professional development, and teacher renewal. It was also 

necessary to identify some of the salient points of the 

mentoring process, such as the characteristics of successful 

mentors, the goals and objectives of mentoring programs, and 

the various components of the interactive relationship, in 

order to construct a complete understanding of teacher 

mentoring. Teacher mentoring has been described but not 

necessarily defined as 

A relationship of experienced teachers working 

with new teachers to inquire about and strengthen 

instructional competence. .. It is a process 

that says to people coming into teaching that 



observing, meeting, discussing, and making 

informed decisions about teaching and learning is 

professional work (Glickman, 1990, p. viii). 

A comprehensive effort directed toward helping a 

protege develop the attitudes and behaviors 

(skills) of self-reliance and accountability 

within a defined environment (Kay, 1990, p. 26). 

An old practice of experienced teachers passing on 

their expertise and wisdom to new colleagues faced 

with the challenge of merging theory and practice 

(Bey, 1990, p. 51). 
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Mentoring, thus described as an interactive 

relationship (Bey, 1990; Gehrke, 1988a, 1988b; Little, 

1990), could be perceived as a rite of induction or 

initiation to signify the transfer of knowledge. 

Alternatively, a mentor is the transmitter of the culture of 

the school. In this context, the mentor is the purveyor of 

the history and unwritten rules which operate in the school. 

The transfer of this idiosyncratic knowledge base, i.e., 

customs and traditions, in the educational setting would 

embody mentoring (Bas-Isaac, 1989; Stroble & Cooper, 1989). 

Finally, mentoring could be envisioned as an exchange 

of "gifts." Natalie Gehrke (1988a) suggested that a 



34 

definition of mentoring "should be steeped in the vocabulary 

and the spirit of the gift. The definition should 

capture the giving and receiving, the awakening and the 

labor of gratitude" (p. 194). 

It is important to note that in education, the 

mentoring process provides not only for the development of 

the beginning teacher but for greater realization of 

potential for the mentor (Carter, 1988; Gladstone, 1987; 

Krupp, 1987). Kaoru Yamamoto (1989), for example, referred 

to a passage from The Art of Loving in which Eric Fromm 

speaks eloquently of this shared experience. 

What does one person give to another? He gives of 

himself, of the most precious he has. . he 

gives him of that which is alive in him; he gives 

him of his joy, of his interest, of his 

understanding, of his knowledge, of his humor, of 

his sadness--of all expressions and manifestations 

of that which is alive in him. . But in 

giving he cannot help bringing something to life 

in the other person, and this which is brought to 

life reflects back to him. . . In the act of 

giving something is born, and both persons are 

grateful for the life that is born for both of 

them (pp. 24-25). 
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In this process of mutual giving and sharing, mentors 

are seen as leaders and change agents who innovate, take 

creative risks in the classroom, and share innovations with 

others. The successful mentor teacher is able to maintain a 

position of authority without slipping into a bureaucratic 

role that may inhibit collegial exchanges with her/his 

colleagues (Kozuch, 1982; Zimpher & Reiger, 1988). 

Mutual sharing and giving are crucial to the internship 

and induction of beginning teachers, as well as growth, 

development, and renewal for the mentor teacher. As 

Wildman and Niles (1~87) pointed out, teacher induction is a 

lengthy process. 

Research on human learning implies that 

professional growth in teaching has an emerging 

quality, that the process takes substantial time, 

and that complex understandings and skills follow 

developmental patterns that have been understood 

in psychology for years but rarely applied to the 

training of teachers (p. 5). 

Teachers need years of training to become highly 

skilled professional educators (Huling-Austin, 1987; Wildman 

& Niles, 1987). Mentoring is specifically designed to 

assist the protege or beginning teacher to begin this 

journey and, at the same time, to further the mentor along 

the ongoing journey of professional development and renewal. 
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Mentors are experienced teachers who have mastered 

numerous instructional techniques and strategies and are 

dedicated to promoting excellence in the teaching profession 

(Gray & Gray, 1985; Kent, 1985; Kram, 1983, 1985). Mentor 

characteristics that seem to help in successfully meeting 

the needs of beginning teachers have been enumerated by a 

variety of researchers: Borko (1986), Gehrke and Kay 

(1984), Gladstone (1987), Gray and Gray (1985), Kram (1985), 

and Philips-Jones (1982). The various lists have included 

personality traits of sincerity, patience, confidence, 

flexibility, sensitivity, security, and tolerance of 

ambiguity. The skills and attitude a mentor needs to 

possess were also noted. A mentor should be able to listen 

efficiently, communicate openly, demonstrate a thorough 

knowledge of the curriculum, transmit effective teaching 

strategies, and reflect and model the qualities of a 

professional who values the work. A strong commitment to 

excellence in education, coupled with an altruistic attitude 

and an acceptance that teachers may be effective using a 

variety of teaching styles, is also needed for positive 

mentoring to occur (Gladstone, 1987; Gray & Gray, 1985). A 

successful mentor is able to expose the beginning teacher to 

new challenges, while providing the support and coaching 

that the beginning teacher needs (Gehrke & Kay, 1984; 

Gladstone, 1987; Kram, 1985). 
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The level of support provided by the mentor may be 

expected to vary according to the particular problems 

confronting the beginning teacher. Observers (Brophy, 1988; 

Griffin, 1985, 1989; Huling-Austin, 1987; Little, 1990; 

Lortie, 1975; Rosenholtz, 1989; Wildman & Niles, 1987) have 

suggested that most beginning teachers experience structural 

isolation from other teachers, feel a need to expand their 

knowledge base in classroom organization and management 

quickly, and feel they lack experience in motivating and 

assessing students. Some may also be assigned to teach out 

of their area of accreditation (see Barnes & Huling-Austin, 

1984; Conley, 1988; Galvez-Hjornevik, 1986; Veenman, 1984). 

Beginning teachers have traditionally relied on luck or 

chance to receive information and support from more 

experienced teachers; formal assignment of a mentor 

systemizes this process rather than leaving it to chance. 

The major problems faced by beginning teachers cannot 

be addressed simply in teacher education programs at 

institutions of higher learning. "No way has been found to 

record and crystallize teaching for the benefit of 

beginners. It is a process of learning while doingll 

(Lortie, 1975, p. 72). Mentoring is one of the first 

collegial working relationships along the continuum of 

collegial interaction within the context of the teaching 



profession. Peer coaching is another collegial working 

relationship along this continuum. 

Peer Coaching 

38 

Peer coaching has been described as a formative, 

positive, effective, and collegial teacher training 

experience (Anastos & Ancowitz, 1987; Batesky, 1991). Some 

scholars have defined it as a structured process in which 

two or more teachers are involved in some type of training: 

working together on shared lesson development, visiting and 

observing the lessons, or preparing and presenting 

constructive criticism about the lessons observed (Joyce & 

Showers, 1987; Neubert & Bratton, 1987; Phillips & Glickman, 

1991). A successful peer coaching relationship is based on 

mutual respect and the desire of both the coach and teacher 

to continue to grow professionally (Rivers, 1989). The 

expertise of the coach is acknowledged, and the willingness 

of the teacher to present a lesson which shows his/her level 

of proficiency is essential (Kent, 1985). The teacher must 

then be willing to participate in and accept the coach's 

observations and critique to make adjustments and experiment 

with new teaching styles and strategies based on the 

accurate recording and analysis of those observations (Bird, 

1984) . 

Peer coaching provides an environment in which to "take 

risks." This environment, which is not judgmental or 
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valuative, encourages trying new teaching techniques or 

implementing innovative programs of instruction with the 

possibility of new and unexpected outcomes. Often, we learn 

more from our mistakes than our successes (Showers, 1985). 

Critical components of credibility and empathy related to 

teacher problems and concerns emanate from the first-hand

experience base in collegial relationships (Anastos & 

Ancowitz, 1987). 

Batesky (1991) described three types of peer coaching 

used by physical education teachers in a staff development 

program designed to improve instruction: (a) the mirror 

coaching model wherein the focus is on a specific teaching 

technique or behavior, and the coach provides feedback in 

that specific area; (b) the collaborative teaching model, 

which also focuses on a particular teaching technique or 

behavior, but the feedback and analysis are conducted in a 

collaborative manner between the coach and the teacher; and 

(c) the expert teaching model, which, like the other two 

models, focuses on a particular teaching technique or 

behavior, but the coach is recognized as an expert and is 

expected to make suggestions for improvement or change based 

on her/his observations. 

Phillips and Glickman (1991) presented information on a 

peer coaching program IIdesigned to involve teachers as 

active participants in their professional development and to 
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stimulate their cognitive development" (p. 20). The program 

was voluntary and allowed the teachers to select their 

coaching partner. The observation techniques and focus of 

the observations were also determined by the participants. 

Contrary to some previous research findings, Phillips and 

Glickman found that conceptual frameworks surrounding 

teaching practices could change in less than one year. 

Hargreaves and Dawe (1990) identified three types of 

peer coaching models in their attempt to define and analyze 

some of the differences between a collaborative culture and 

a culture in which collegiality is contrived. These models 

were described as follows: (a) technical coaching, which 

deals with learning new teaching and instructional skills 

and incorporating them into an educator's teaching 

practices; (b) collegial coaching, which focuses on 

collaboration and the context of the teaching experience to 

improve or change teaching skills; and (c) challenge 

coaching, which incorporates elements from the other two 

models but focuses on long-term problems of "instructional 

design and delivery." 

While Batesky (1991) and Phillips and Glickman (1991) 

saw coaching as an entry into collaborative collegiality, 

Hargreaves and Dawe (1990) stated that collaboration and 

professional development programs were really 

"administrative apparatus of surveillance and control" (p. 
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239) This statement would seem to be substantiated by Aiken 

and Hage (1966), who examined alienation from work and 

expressive relationships in the highly bureaucratic setting 

of social welfare agencies. This rigid bureaucratic setting 

appeared to isolate the participants from decision making, 

which directly affected their work, decreased the potential 

for professional and career development, and eventually led 

to job dissatisfaction. Hoy, Blazovsky, and Newland (1983) 

used Aiken and Hage's research in a comparative analysis 

with another highly bureaucratic environment--a public high 

school. Their results and conclusions provided a unique 

insight into the discrepancy of opinion concerning 

collaborative and contrived collegiality in the bureaucracy 

of schools. Hoy et al. stated that even though the high 

school had a more rigid hierarchical structure than the 

social welfare agency, the structure allowed teachers more 

control and decision-making power over their classrooms and 

instruction: 

It may be that bifu~cation of professional and 

administrative domains in schools provides schools 

with a distinctive organizational structure, one 

that enables teachers to cope with what otherwise 

might be an intolerable oppressive structure (p. 

119) . 
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Mentoring and Peer Coaching 

The bulk of the educational literature (e.g., Anastos & 

Ancowitz, 1987; Bird, 1984; Joyce & Showers, 1987; Neubert & 

Bratton, 1987; Rivers, 1989) suggests that the relationship 

between mentoring and peer coaching is mutually exclusive in 

nature. However, some scholarship in the general 

organizational development literature has viewed the 

relationship between peer coaching and mentoring in 

developmental terms, i.e., mentoring at some point can 

develop into a peer relationship. "'Age' peers (those of 

the same age but different organizational level) also take 

on some qualities of a mentor relationship, but are peerlike 

in the sharing of common experiences and career dilemmas" 

(Kram, 1985, p. 134). 

Burns' (1979, 1981) political view of organizations is 

consistent with this dynamic conception of mentoring 

relationships. Relationships develop in organizations both 

unilaterally and bilaterally. IIPower is not just a gun, a 

baton, a hundred dollar bill that can be passed from hand to 

hand . 

p. 7). 

[but] a relationship among human beings" (1981, 

A unilateral relationship is one-sided in that one 

human being is influencing or affecting another. A 

bilateral relationship, in contrast, is interactive; one 

human being can both influence and be affected by another. 
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If this concept were to be applied to a mentoring 

relationship, it is only logical that while the mentor has 

the potential and opportunity to influence the protege, the 

mentor can also be influenced by the protege. 

From these perspectives, the view that mentoring is 

restrictive of peer coaching appears incomplete. Kram 

(1985) suggested that while the role of mentor may be 

present in one context, the role of peer coach may be more 

accurate in another. Consider, for example, the case of a 

newly certified teacher arriving at a school. The new 

teacher's mentor, who is probably an experienced school 

veteran, may show the new arrival "the ropes" related to the 

traditions, values, and even the "hidden curriculum" in the 

school. At other times, however, the new teacher may become 

a mentor to the experienced teacher by sharing recently 

acquired information on curricular, pedagogical, or policy 

issues previously unknown to that mentor. In this 

instance, the mentor is really a "special peer," and the 

protege is an "informational peer" (Kram, 1985). That is, 

the mentor is providing the protege with initial support, 

while the protege shares his/her unique information with the 

mentor. The shifting of roles between informational peer 

and special peer is the foundation for what is known as a 

collegial peer and can be found along a continuum of 

interactive relationships (Kram, 1985). The intimate 



relationship of special peer (mentor) is located at one 

extreme, opposite the other extreme of informational peer. 

The shifting roles of collegial peers lie in the middle. 
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As Figure 1 demonstr.ates, these points on the continuum 

can be further characterized by four dimensions: level of 

commitment, intensity of the relationship, issues worked on, 

and needs satisfied. With regard to the intensity of the 

relationship dimension, for example, an informational peer 

relationship primarily develops through the sharing of 

personal experience. Further development as a collegial 

peer may occur with opportunities for self-expression. 

Finally, through the sharing of experience and incidents of 

self-expression, a special peer relationship develops and 

results in strong bonding and personal support. Conversely, 

a peer relationship may have as its genesis the bonding 

between mentor and protege. In this case, the bond becomes 

a base from which greater self-expression and a willingness 

to share experience can develop. That is, a special peer 

relationship develops into an informational peer 

relationship. This concept is also reflected in a 

definition set forth by Healy and WeIchert (1990) in their 

contextual-developmental framework of mentoring: "Mentoring 

[is a] dynamic, reciprocal relationship in a work 

environment between an advanced career incumbent (mentor 



Figure 1. A Continuum of Peer Relationships. 
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teacher) and a beginning teacher (protege) aimed at 

promoting the career development of both" (p. 17). 
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The context or environment is crucial to understanding 

a relationship (Healy & WeIchert, 1990; Kram, 1985; Zey, 

1984). For example, a corporate setting provides different 

expectations and roles for both the mentor and protege. The 

mentor acts as an agent or sponsor by providing the protege 

with information that will enable him or her to ascend in 

the organizational hierarchy (informational peer). In 

education, given the crushing work load that teachers face 

(Yinger, 1987), the mentor may act more as a special peer, 

providing emotional support and friendship. 

Teacher mentors, much like their counterparts in the 

corporate world, may also impart institutional traditions to 



the protege while sharing job-related strategies and 

techniques through role modeling. 

In any junior/senior work relationship, both 

individuals benefit from role modeling. The 

junior person discovers valued parts of self by 

identifying with the senior person, and the senior 

person rediscovers valued parts of self in 

observing the extent to which these parts are 

incorporated by his or her junior colleague (Kram, 

1985, p. 34). 
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In sum, the prevailing view in the education literature 

of the mentor as exclusive from the peer coach is best 

viewed as a metaphor describing the same or similar 

phenomena as those described by the continuum conception. 

The Kram (1985) conception, however, views interpersonal/ 

professional relationships in a richer, more "multi-faceted" 

contextual fashion than does the view prevailing in the 

educational literature. It can, therefore, assist scholars 

in understanding that in many respects mentor relationships 

can also be peer coaching relationships, either 

simultaneously or in different instances (see Smylie, 1989). 

Micro-politics of Collegiality 

Hargreaves (1991) noted in his study on elementary 

teachers' use of designated planning periods that because 

collegiality has so many different facets, multiple 
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definitions of the construct exist. Hargreaves maintained 

that the key meaning of collegiality is actually derived 

from "who guides and controls collegiality" (p. 49). He 

adopted a micro-political perspective which maintained that 

collegiality may exist in one dimension of a relationship 

yet in another be more of a contrived circumstance that has 

little meaning to offer participants. Hargreaves' (1991) 

discussion of Huberman's (1989) sculptor metaphor 

illustrates the delicate, context-sensitive nature of the 

mentor/protege relationship: "Sculptors may often want to 

see each other sculpt, to talk about sculpting with fellow 

artists, and to go to exhibitions of their work, but they 

would never sculpt with a colleague on the same piece of 

marble" (p. 51). 

Consistent with this caveat, Hargreaves (1991) 

differentiated between contrived and collaborative 

collegiality. Contrived collegiality has the following 

characteristics: (a) administratively regulated, (b) 

compulsory, (c) has an implemental-orientation, (d) the 

activities are fixed in time and space, and (e) outcomes are 

specified and predictable. Specifically, contrived 

collegiality originates from the initiative of 

administration and, therefore, is compulsory in nature. 

Owing to the administrative source of the relationship, the 

initiative is geared toward easy and observable 
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implementation. It is also designed to be predictable; the 

outcomes of the relationship must occur in this fashion to 

promote ease of observation by the administrator. Finally, 

to facilitate predictability, administrators prefer to 

compartmentalize occurrences of collaboration: II Contrived 

collegiality takes place in particular places at particular 

times II (p. 54). It could be said, therefore, that such 

administratively regulated, predictable occurrences are 

fixed in time and space. Collaborative collegiality, in 

contrast, has the following characteristics: (a) 

spontaneous, (b) voluntary, (c) has a developmental

orientation, (d) pervasive across time and space, and (e) 

outcomes are uncertain and unpredictable. It is grounded in 

the needs and dispositions of teachers rather than those of 

administrators. Therefore, collegiality is voluntary in 

nature and geared toward the development of the relationship 

as opposed to the regulatory and accountability needs of the 

administration. Because the relationship arises as the need 

arises, collaboration is unpredictable and pervasive across 

time and space. Teacher collaboration may occur, for 

example, in the classroom, hallways, professional meetings, 

or even over the telephone. 

The context and environment where collegiality is found 

are primary to defining and understanding collaborative 

interactions just as the "micro-politics" of power and 
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influence define the quantity and quality of collegiality 

(Healy & WeIchert, 1990; Hargreaves, 1991; Kram, 1985; Zey, 

1984). The micro-political perspective in education was 

defined by Blase (1988) as the ability to orchestrate 

predetermined and specific results. The ability or power to 

orchestrate prescribed outcomes emanates from the legitimacy 

perceived by the organization or: institutional membership. 

Little (1990) stated that when mentoring is integrated into 

formalized programs, it "tends to be a narrowly conceived 

affair with narrowly utilitarian purposes" (p. 342). The 

spontaneous and reciprocal aspects of unstructured mentoring 

activities are drastically diminished in a formalized 

structure. Little found that mentors are actually inhibited 

from carrying out many mentoring activities because of the 

constraints the bureaucracy places on the organizational 

structure. 

Returning to Hargreaves (1991), are we to assume, then, 

that if collegial interaction is mandated and does not 

emerge from an unstructured framework, it lacks purpose or 

value? Only a minority of teacher mentoring literature has 

focused on the micro-political view and its importance to 

collegiality. Conley et al. (1993) pursued such an inquiry 

by examining the relationship between contrived and 

collaborative collegial relationships utilizing data from 



mentor teachers who had chosen to participate in a 

formalized mentoring program. 

Relationship of Reviewed Research to Present Study 
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As stated earlier, little research on teacher mentoring 

and peer coaching has been approached from a micro-political 

framework (Hargreaves, 1991). The goal of this research, 

then, is to apply a micro-political framework to the 

analysis of data gathered from teacher mentors in the 

Southwest. The present research differs from other micro

political research on collegiality in three respects. 

First, both Hargreaves (1991) and Conley et al. (1993) 

relied on a single data source (e.g., interviews or 

surveys). This study, by contrast, utilized two data 

sources: (a) mentor teacher responses to opened-ended 

survey questions and (b) mentor teacher interviews. Second, 

Conley et al.'s study of teacher mentoring found some of 

Hargreaves categories (e.g., spontaneous and implementation) 

to emerge only very infrequently in the data. Therefore, 

this study examined teacher data to explore the usefulness 

of Hargreaves' and Conley et al.'s conceptual categories 

further. What arose were classifications that more 

adequately reflected mentor teacher perceptions of a 

formalized collegial program in the redesigned work 

environment of a career ladder. Third, Hargreaves and 

Conley et al. did not examine the issues of contrived and 



collaborative collegiality in the context of teacher work 

redesign. 
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The study's design and methodology are detailed in the 

following chapter. 



CHAPTER 3 

METHOD 

Setting 

The setting for this study was a large, urban school 

district in the Southwest. The district participated in a 

state-sponsored "career ladder" program that was in its 

seventh year of implementation. The Career Ladder was 

voluntaryl for most of the district's teachers (about 60~ 

participated), and a Mentor Teacher program was one 

component of that Career Ladder program. 
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The Career Ladder program was developed and implemented 

through the cooperation of the district's administration and 

the teachers' association, an affiliate of the National 

Education Association. In addition, the implementation 

process was overseen by an advisory council, a majority of 

whose members were teachers. A Career Ladder Office, 

created by the superintendent and headed by the associate 

superintendent for personnel, managed the activities of the 

1 All teachers new to the district are required to 
participate in the Career Ladder program. Teachers with previous 
classroom teaching experience are required to participate in the 
Career Ladder program for at least one year, and teachers who 
have no previous experience are required to participate for three 
years, the traditional probationary period for non-tenured 
teachers. 



program (e.g., assigning mentors and scheduling 

observations) with input from the advisory council. 
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The Career Ladder was comprised of four levels (see 

Appendix A for an outline of the levels, qualifications, and 

corresponding responsibilities). Beginning teachers and 

those with previous teaching experience but new to the 

district were placed on Levell, the probationary stage of 

the Career Ladder. These teachers participated in district

sponsored staff development workshops and provided the bulk 

of the "protege" group (i. e., those who were mentored by 

qualified teachers on other levels of the Career Ladder) . 

Level I teachers who had mastered basic teaching 

responsibilities and chose to remain in the Career Ladder 

program were categorized as Level II teachers. The decision 

to continue or to leave the Career Ladder usually took place 

between the third and fourth year of a teacher's tenure. 

Teachers who applied for the third level of the Career 

Ladder were expected to demonstrate school-wide leadership. 

One component of such leadership was the willingness to 

become a mentor to another teacher. Finally, fourth-level 

teachers were required to make district-wide contributions. 

For example, while some teachers continued to be mentors, 

others could choose to develop and present workshops that 

helped teachers in their professional development and 

growth. One such series of workshops helped prepare 
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teachers for mentoring responsibilities (included were such 

topics as meeting strategies, methods of conflict 

management, communication techniques, and modeling and 

observation strategies) . 

Thus, teacher mentoring was a primary component of this 

district's Career Ladder. Initially, the proteges (Levell) 

were assigned to mentor teachers (Level 3) by the Career 

Ladder Office. As the protege progressed in the program, 

however, she or he could select her/his own mentor. 

Typically, mentors received funds above and beyond their 

regular salaries. During the first two years of 

implementation, however, teachers at the top of the pay 

scale did not all receive additional funds. 

The Career Ladder program had both teacher- and 

administratively driven aspects. First, the proteges 

retained some autonomy to choose their own mentors. Second, 

the mentors received incentives to participate in the 

program. Third, documented protege observations of the 

mentor's teaching were required. Fourth, documented mentor 

teacher observations of the protege's teaching were not 

required but were "strongly encouraged." Fifth, meeting 

times and specific mentor/protege activities were determined 

by the mentor and protege (see Appendix B for Level 1 

Observation Day Guidelines and Appendix C for Mentoring 

Elements). Finally, at the end of the school year, 
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mentoring activities of both the mentor and protege were 

documented in a portfolio and submitted to the Career Ladder 

Office to determine whether Career Ladder requirements had 

been fulfilled. 

Sample 

The sample for this study was comprised of 57 mentor 

teachers. These teachers had been designated as mentors and 

were participating in a district-wide Career Ladder program. 

The teaching experience of the respondents was distributed 

as follows: 6-10 years for 8 of the respondents, 11-15 

years for 29 respondents, 16-20 years for 13 of the 

respondents, and 21 or more years for 7 of the respondents. 

Almost 60% of the respondents had masters degrees, and of 

that total, 82% had additional course work and 

certifications. Over one-third (35%) of the respondents had 

participated in the mentor training program offered by the 

district during the school year. Fifty of the respondents 

were female (thirty-eight elementary school level, five 

middle school level and seven high school level). Seven of 

the respondents were male (three high school level, three 

middle school level, and one elementary school level). 

Procedure 

Surveys were distributed via district mail to the 106 

teachers designated as mentors by the Career Ladder Office 
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(see Appendix D for a copy of this document). Each mentor's 

survey included the following instructions and guarantees: 

(a) all responses would be held in confidence by the 

researcher, (b) no presentation of results depicting a 

particular school or grade level would be conducted, (c) 

participation in the survey would provide information to 

strengthen the positive aspects of the program and diminish 

or eliminate the negative ones, (d) responses to closed

ended questions needed to reflect the best choice as it 

related to the respondent's particular mentoring 

experiences, and (e) the mentors were requested to provide 

written comments about the positive and negative aspects of 

the mentoring process as well as suggestions for improving 

the process. 

Of the original 106 surveys distributed, 6 teachers 

reported that they had been mistakenly identified as 

mentors. This left 100 mentor teachers as potential 

respondents for the survey. There were 62 mentor teachers 

at the elementary level, 18 at the middle school level, and 

20 at the high school level. The initial mailing yielded 38 

completed and returned surveys. A follow-up for unreturned 

surveys was conducted two weeks after the initial mailing 

and produced a return of 19 additional surveys, bringing the 

total of returned surveys to 57. Upon further analysis, the 

distribution of the returned surveys indicated that 37 carne 
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from elementary mentor teachers, 9 from middle school mentor 

teachers, and 11 from high school m~ntor teachers. 

This survey was distributed three weeks before the end 

of the school year. A larger return may have been possible 

had it been distributed two or three weeks earlier, during a 

period of time that did not compete with the numerous 

demands at the end of the school year. 

Instrumentation 

Open-Ended Survey Questions 

To assess the contrived or collaborative nature of the 

mentoring experience, three open-ended survey questions were 

developed. Respondents were requested to (a) describe what 

they saw as the positive aspects of the mentoring program in 

the district, (b) describe what they saw as the negative 

aspects of the mentoring program in the district, and (c) 

provide suggestions for improving the mentoring program in 

the district. 

Interviews 

To obtain more detailed information regarding 

respondents' perceptions of contrived or collaborative 

collegiality, semi-structured interviews with mentor 

teachers selected on a non-random basis were conducted. 

Teachers selected had participated in mentor training, had 

been a mentor for at least two years, and had completed the 
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survey. An interview protocol designed by the author (see 

Appendix E) was utilized. Some examples of the questions 

put to the mentor teachers were (a) How do you perceive the 

role of a mentor? Is this how you see yourself?; (b) 

Thinking back over the people you have mentored, what do you 

feel were the most crucial needs that each had in regard to 

being a new teacher? In which areas do you think you were 

of most help and support?; (c) How has being a mentor 

influenced or changed you? What impact has being a mentor 

had on you? How do you feel about being a mentor?; and (d) 

Do you think it is necessary to have some type of structure 

or program for mentoring to occur? 

Data Analysis 

The framework utilized to analyze the data was 

initially informed by Hargreaves (1991) and revised by 

Conley et al. (in press). As data analysis progressed, 

these frameworks were modified to include (a) Formalized and 

Constructed Interactions, (b) Administrative School 

Regulations, (c) Administrative Program Regulations, and (d) 

delineation of Developmental-Orientation to include Mentor 

Development, Protege Development, and Mentor/Protege 

Development. These modifications are examined following a 

discussion of the conceptual frameworks developed by 

Hargreaves and Conley et al. 
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conceptual Framework 

The conceptual categories for analyzing the data were 

largely from Hargreaves (1991) and Conley et al. (in press) . 

Hargreaves' framework (described in Chapter 2) identified 

four aspects of Contrived Collegiality: (a) 

Administratively Regulated, (b) Coercion, (c) Implemental

Orientation, (d) the activities were Fixed in time and 

space, and (e) outcomes were specified and Predictable. He 

also identified five aspects of Collaborative Collegiality: 

(a) Spontaneous, (b) Voluntary, (c) Developmental-

Orientation (d) Pervasive across time and space, and (e) 

outcomes uncertain and Unpredictable (see Table 1). Conley 

et al. identified three additional aspects of mentoring and 

peer relationships: Fit, Resources, and Mentor-Protege 

Development (see Table 2) . 

Conley et al.'s (in press) modification of Hargreaves' 

(1991) conceptual framework included seven major aspects of 

Contrived Collegiality: (a) Administratively Regulated, (b) 

Coercion, (c) Resources, (d) Fit, (e) Implemental

Orientation, (f) Fixed, and (g) Predictability. 

What follows is a discussion of Conley et al.'s (in 

press) modification of Hargreaves' (1991) conceptual 

framework. 

With regard to Contrived Collegiality, regulations were 

defined as the control and authority that emanated from the 



Table 1. Framework for Collegiality (Hargreaves, 1991). 

COLLEGIALITY 

Contrived 

Administratively Regulated 

Coercion 

Implementation-Oriented 

Fixed 

Predictable 

Collaborative 

spontaneous 

Voluntary 

Developmentally Oriented 

Pervasive 

Unpredictable 

Table 2. Framework for Collegiality (Conley et al., in 
press) . 

COLLEGIALITY 

Contrived 

Administratively Regulated 

Coercion 

Resources 

Implementation-Oriented 

Fit 

Fixed 

Predictable 

Collaborative 

spontaneous 

Voluntary 

Developmentally Oriented 

Mentor/Protege 

Reciprocation 

Pervasive 

Unpredictable 
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top of the hierarchy. It consisted of a well-defined 

division of labor, prescribed duties and areas of 

responsibility, a specified chain of command, and 

organization-wide performance criteria (Gerth & Mill, 1947). 

Collegiality was mandated and regulated by the 

administration. 

Participation was Coerced because compulsory 

initiatives of Contrived Collegial.ity emanated from the 

administration, requiring that certain activities be 

performed, completed, and documented in order to receive 

formalized recognition and additional benefits. The 

teachers in Conley et al.'s (1993) study volunteered to take 

part in the Career Ladder program; however, participation 

was highly structured and documented. Participation and 

satisfactory completion of a variety of activities were 

necessary if participants were to receive the monetary 

benefits of the program. 

Resources and their availability spoke to the issues of 

time to meet, materials, information, training, and the fit 

between mentor and protege. 

Fit specifically referred to the assignment of teachers 

to work together by district and school administrators. 

Those who participated were not accorded the opportunity to 

self-select their mentor or protege. Often, this pairing 



was a result of administrative necessity with little or no 

regard for the needs of the mentor or protege. 
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Implemental-Orientation was a key aspect of Contrived 

Collegiality since it focused on the process of mentoring. 

It was defined as sets of rules and procedures for 

management of the organization, standardized communication, 

and complex record keeping (Ball, 1987; Ferguson, 1984; 

Gerth & Mills, 1947). Career Ladder requirements emphasized 

the process of mentoring and the fulfillment of specific 

objectives to ensure compliance. 

The Fixed characteristics of Contrived Collegiality 

referred to the means whereby a specific policy or procedure 

was implemented with outcomes that were observable and 

easily documented. Administrators compartmentalized 

occurrences of collegiality to ensure compliance with 

organizational goals and objectives. That is, the necessity 

to document occurrences of collegiality was confined to 

particular times and places. 

Predictability, the final category of Contrived 

Collegiality, referred to the fact that instances of 

collegiality needed to occur in a prescribed manner and time 

and were to be documented. Compartmentalizing instances of 

collaboration enabled the organization to confirm that its 

mandates had been met. 



Collaborative Collegiality in Hargreaves' (1991) 

framework had the following characteristics: (a) 

Spontaneous, (b) Voluntary, (c) Developmental-Orientation, 

(d) Pervasive across time and space, and (e) outcomes 

Unpredictable. Conley, et al. (in press) added one 

additional category to Hargreaves' framework--Mentor/ 

Protege Development. 
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Collaborative Collegiality was grounded in the needs 

and dispositions of teachers rather than those of 

administrators. The Spontaneous nature of Collaborative 

Collegiality arose from the fact that mentoring activities 

occurred as the need arose and could be initiated by either 

party. 

The Voluntary activities of Collaborative Collegiality 

were defined as activities that were initiated by co-workers 

for the benefit of those co-workers rather than that of the 

administration. This category, "Voluntary,II was also used 

to code the positive comments mentors made about the value 

of the mentoring process. 

The Developmental-Orientation aspects of Collaborative 

Collegiality referred to the evolution of collegiality 

between the mentor and protege as opposed to the regulatory 

and accountability needs of the administration. 

Collaborative Collegiality was Pervasive across time 

and space because the environment of schools is dynamic. The 



issues and problems faced by teachers occurred at any time 

and in any locale throughout that environment. That is, 

teacher collaboration could have transpired in the 

classroom, in hallways, at professional meetings, or even 

over the telephone. 
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The Unpredictable nature of Collaborative Collegiality 

referred to the fact that mentoring, based on the needs of 

the participants in a dynamic environment, could not be 

isolated to a particular time or location. Collaborative 

Collegiality occurred as the need arose. Mentoring was 

mentor/protege driven and produced unexpected 

(Unpredictable) results. 

The reciprocal benefit of the mentoring process for 

both the mentor and the protege was a modification 

introduced by Conley et al. (in press). 

Preliminary Analysis and Revision of 
Conceptual Framework 

Responses to Open-Ended Survey Questions 

Conley et al.'s (in press) modification of Hargreaves' 

(1991) framework, as described in the previous section, was 

used as a basis for the preliminary analysis in the present 

study. The responses to the three open-ended survey 

questions (positive and negative aspects of mentoring 

program and suggestions for improvement) were transcribed 

and coded for Contrived Collegiality and Collaborative 



65 

Collegiality using Ethnograph 3.0 (1988), a software 

program designed for computer-assisted analysis of text

based data. This program performs many of the mechanical 

tasks that face the researcher engaged in ethnographic work; 

however, it does not perform any part of the analytical 

process. The analysis of the data is reserved for the 

researcher. Appendix F contains a list of the codes used in 

the initial analysis of the open-ended survey questions. 

During the initial coding process, it was discovered 

that portions of the transcribed text did not fit the Conley 

et al. (in press) modified framework. Revision of the 

conceptual framework and coding system was necessary to 

capture the perceptions and concerns of the respondents. 

The changes to Conley et aI's framework are presented in the 

following paragraphs. The conceptual framework for 

Contrived Collegiality is discussed first, followed by the 

conceptual framework for Collaborative Collegiality. 

Specifically, Conley et al.'s (in press) framework used 

the words "contrived" and "collaborative," taken from 

Hargreaves' (1991) position that collegiality that was 

contrived was less than positive for the participants. This 

study, however, did not necessarily adhere to that premise, 

given the fact that collegiality was being examined within a 

redesigned work environment. The development of the work 

redesign implemented in this district had a high level of 
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teacher input and participation. The local teachers' 

association, an affiliate of the National Education 

Association, had been a primary catalyst in the process and 

sought the opportunity to be one of the pilot districts 

selected by the Department of Education for the state. 

Teachers were not forced to be mentors nor were they obliged 

to participate in the Career Ladder program. Teachers 

volunteered to take part in the formalized mentoring process 

as one of the components of the Career Ladder program. 

There were certain objectives and activities that had to be 

met and documented, thus lending a contrived aspect to the 

process. The mentor teachers and the proteges, however, 

determined what would be addressed in the mentoring process 

and how and when they would fulfill the objectives and 

complete the activities. That is, the mentors and the 

proteges constructed the mentoring process to fit their own 

needs. For these reasons, this study used the terms 

Formalized Interaction instead of Contrived Collegiality and 

Constructed Interaction instead of Collaborative 

Collegiality. 

Administrative regulations were not differentiated in 

Conley et aI's. (in press) framework. During the 

preliminary coding process for this study, the use of one 

category for regulations imposed by the administration did 

not provide for differences between (a) regulations imposed 



by the administration for work redesign such as the 

mentoring component of the Career Ladder program and (b) 

administrative regulations associated with the day-to-day 

workings of the school. 

67 

The first type of regulations included those directly 

concerned with the mentoring component of the Career Ladder 

program. The following quotes were all coded as examples or 

instances of regulations imposed by the administration: 

1. "Without a formal structure, such as a Career 

Ladder, I don't think that people will accept 

mentoring as a tool for them." 

2. "Many of my protege's questions could be 

answered at weekly planning sessions for her 

grade level on Wednesday afternoons. Many of 

the activities that the mentors and the 

proteges are supposed to take part in are 

already going on in grade level teams." 

3. "I have so many other meetings and 

responsibilities that there was little time 

left for working with someone else especially 

if they are in a different building. I get 

really frustrated sometimes because I feel 

like I am not able to do all the things I 

want to do with my protege." 
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The first quote speaks to the specific type of regulation 

that dictates the implementation of certain programs, in 

this case, Career Ladder and mentoring. This quote would be 

coded more appropriately as a characteristic of 

Administrative Program Regulations. The second and third 

quotes refer to regulations that prescribe the day-to day 

workings of the school, such as grade level meetings and 

teacher duties and responsibilities associated with the 

classroom and school site. These quotes would be coded more 

appropriately as characteristics of Administrative School 

Regulations. This differentiation between types of 

regulations provides a clearer picture of the influence of 

regulations on collegiality (see Table 3) . 

Other changes for Formalized Interaction that appeared 

to be necessary as data analysis progressed concerned the 

categories of Coercion, Resources, and Fixed. The original 

conceptual framework suggested that regulations were eithGr 

compulsory or coerced. This meant statements about 

activities that were administratively regulated and, 

therefore, compulsory could also be described and coded as 

coerced. The following quote helps to clarify this: 

"Without a formal structure such as a Career Ladder, I don't 

think that people will accept mentoring as a tool for them." 

This is the same quote from the discussion presented 

earlier. In the initial analysis, it was considered not 



Table 3. Revision of Conceptual Framework: Regulations. 

Conley, Bas-Isaac, and 
Scull (1993) 

Contrived Collegiality 

Administrative Regulations 

"Without a formal 
structure, such as a career 
ladder, I don't think that 
people will accept 
mentoring as a tool for 
them. " 

"Many of my protege's 
questions could be answered 
at weekly planning sessions 
for her grade level on 
Wednesday afternoons. Many 
of the activities that the 
mentors and the proteges 
are suppose to take part in 
are already going on in 
grade level teams." 

"I have so many other 
meetings and 
responsibilities that there 
is little time left for 
working with someone else 
especially if they are in a 
different building. I get 
really frustrated sometimes 
because I feel like I am 
not able to all the things 
I want to do with my 
protege." 

Coercion 

"Without a formal 
structure, such as a career 
ladder, I don't think that 
people will accept 
mentoring as a tool for 
them. " 

Revised Framework 
Formalized Interaction 

Administrative School 
Regulations 

"Many of my protege's 
questions could be answered 
at weekly planning sessions 
for her grade level on 
Wednesday afternoons. Many 
of the activities that the 
mentors and the proteges 
are supposed to take part 
in are already' going on in 
grade level teams." 

"I have so many other 
meetings and 
responsibilities that there 
is little time left for 
working with someone else 
especially if they are in a 
different building. I get 
really frustrated sometimes 
because I feel like I am 
not able to all the things 
I want to do with my 
protege." 

Administrative Program 
Regulations 

"wi thout a formal 
structure, such as a career 
ladder, I don't think that 
people will accept 
mentoring as a tool for 
them. " 
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only as a characteristic of administrative regulation, but 

also as Coercion. In the modified framework for this study, 

this quote has been placed under Administrative Program 

Regulations as opposed to Conley et al.'s (in press) 

category of Coercion. 

Next, it was not possible to distinguish between types 

of resources. During the preliminary coding for this study, 

the issue of time was mentioned repeatedly. Because the 

issue of time and how it was perceived by the mentors seemed 

important, statements mentioning time were not coded under 

the general category of Resources, but specifically as Time. 

Conley et al. (in press) also reported that training and 

material resources were rarely mentioned. since this study 

did not specifically address the issue of resources except 

for time, Time was selected as the one resource to be coded. 

Implemental-Orientation as defined by Hargreaves (1991) 

and Conley et al. (in press) was effective in the initial 

analysis and did not need adjustment. 

Finally, the categories of Fixed and Predictable were 

combined for the purposes of this study. During the 

preliminary analysis, the following quotes were designated 

as both Fixed and Predictable characteristics of Formalized 

Interaction: 

1. "In order to fulfill the requirements of the 

Career Ladder I must figure out a specific 



time to get together with my protege, or we 

won't get credit for working together." 

2. "Being in the same grade level with your 

protege really helps because you have a 

certain time to meet on a regular basis and 

the consistency looks good in your portfolio 

when you go to report on what you did all 

year. " 
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These two quotes appear under the category of Predictability 

for the framework developed for this study as opposed to the 

categories of Fixed and Predictable from the framework used 

for the initial analysis (see Table 4) . 

The categories of Constructed Interaction, as presented 

by Hargreaves (1991) and modified by Conley et al. (in 

press), also produced instances of incompatibility for 

coding the open-ended survey responses and interviews 

examined in this study. 

Specifically, mentoring activities that were initiated 

by the mentor and/or the protege were described as being 

both Voluntary and Spontaneous in the preliminary analysis. 

Trying to distinguish activities that occurred on the spur

of-the-moment (Spontaneous) from those that occurred at the 

behest of the participants (Voluntary) proved to be 

extremely difficult and highly inconsistent during the 

initial analysis of this study. In order to provide 
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Table 4. Revision of Conceptual Framework: Predictability. 

Conley, Bas-Isaac, 
and Scull (in press) 

Contrived Collegiality 

Fixed 

"In order to fulfill the 
requirements of the Career 
ladder I must figure out a 
specific time to get 
together with my protege or 
we won't get credit for 
working together." 

"Being in the same grade 
level team with your 
protege really helps 
because you have a certain 
time to meet an a regular 
basis and the consistency 
looks really good in your 
portfolio when you go to 
report on what you did all 
year. " 

Predictable 

"In order to fulfill the 
requirements of the Career 
ladder I must figure out a 
specific time to get 
together with my protege or 
we won't get credit for 
working together." 

"Being in the same grade 
level team with your 
protege really helps 
because you have a certain 
time to meet on a regular 
basis and the consistency 
looks really good in your 
portfolio when you go to 
report on what you did all 
year. " 

Revised Framework 
Formalized Interaction 

Predictability 

"In order to fulfill the 
requirements of the Career 
Ladder I must figure out a 
specific time to get 
together with my protege O~ 
we won't get credit for 
working toge ther. " 

"Being in the same grade 
level team with your 
protege really helps 
because you have a certain 
time to meet on a regular 
basis and the consistency 
looks really good in your 
portfolio when you go to 
report on what you did all 
year. " 



consistent coding for the open-ended survey responses and 

interviews in this study, the notion of voluntary 

participation was subsumed into the definition of 

Constructed Interaction. Comments detailing the unplanned 

and spur-of-the-moment interactions between mentors and 

proteges were coded as Spontaneous. Some examples are 

1. "We meet when there is a reason to meet." 

2. "My protege doesn't wait for me to set up a 

meeting. If she had a problem or needs some 

help, she just comes and sees me." 

3. "It is great to have someone in the same 

building who is there to help you when you 

need it." 

4. "This year I didn't really see too many 

positive aspects [because] I feel frustrated 

at not being able to do more." 

S. "It all depends on who you work with if it's 

[mentoring] going to be worth anything. 
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Quotes 1 and 2 were initially coded as Spontaneous and 

Voluntary; however, the framework for this study shows the 

quotes coded as Spontaneous. The third quote reveals the 

perceived value of the mentoring process as held by one of 

the respondents. Conley et al. (in press) coded these types 

of statements as Voluntary. However, only those statements 

that listed the positive aspects of the mentoring process 
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were included. Quotes 4 and 5 were not included in the 

initial coding because the opinions expressed were not 

positive. For the purposes of this study, statements that 

presented a mentor teacher's perceptions for either positive 

or negative benefits of the mentoring process were coded in 

a new category, Value (see Table 5) . 

The Developmental-Orientation of Constructed 

Interaction included a variety of statements concerning 

Protege Development and Mentor Development. For example, 

1. Mentoring gives the mentor "a sense of 

accomplishment." 

2. Mentoring had encouraged and helped me "to 

reevaluate my teaching methods." 

3. "The protege can receive information about 

school and district policies." 

4. "Mentors are an excellent resource with 

regard to teaching materials and teaching 

experience." 

These four statements were all coded under the general 

category of Developmental-Orientation during the preliminary 

analysis. These statements, however, are very specific as 

to the type of development. The first two quotes speak to 

the benefits derived by the mentor, and the last two quotes 

concern the benefits derived by the protege in the evolution 

of the mentoring experience. Taking this into 



Table S. Revised Conceptual Framework: Spontaneous and 
Value. 

Conley, Bas-Isaac and 
Scull (in press) 

Collaborative Collegiality 

spontaneous 

"We meet when there is a 
reason to meet." 

"My protege doesn't wait 
for me to set up a meeting. 
If she has a problem or 
needs some help she just 
comes and sees me." 

Voluntary 

"We meet when there is a 
reason to meet." 

"It is great to have 
someone in the same 
building who is there to 
help you when you need it." 

"My protege doesn't wait 
for me to set up a meeting. 
If she has a problem or 
needs some help she just 
comes and sees me. " 

Revised Framework 
Constructed Interaction 

spontaneous 

"We meet when there is a 
reason to meet." 

"My protege doesn't wait 
for me to set up a meeting. 
If she has a problem or 
needs some help she just 
comes and sees me." 

Value 

"This year I didn't really 
see too many positive 
aspects [because] I feel 
frustrated at not being 
able to do more." 

"It all depends on who you 
work with if its 
[mentoring] going to be 
worth anything." 

"It is great to have 
someone in the same 
building who is there to 
help you when you need it." 

75 
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consideration, a distinction was made to facilitate the 

coding process and the analysis. Two additional categories, 

Mentor Development and Protege Development, were created 

(see Table 6) . 

The following statement could have been coded as either 

Pervasive or Unpredictable. 

"You never know when your protege is going to have 

a problem or really need to talk to you." 

The categories of Pervasive and Unpredictable, however, 

were combined for the purposes of this study, much like the 

categories of Fixed and Predictable (see Table 7) . 

Finally, Conley et al. (in press) modified Hargreaves' 

(1991) framework by adding a category for Mentor/Protege 

Development. This category identified those aspects of 

Developmental-Orientation specifically addressing the mutual 

benefits derived from mentoring by both the mentor and the 

protege, e.g., "The mentor and the protege share ideas and 

really work together. It's good for both of them" (see 

Table 6). 

The final categories that emerged to form the framework 

utilized in this study are as follows: (1) Formalized 

Interaction, including (a) Administrative School 

Regulations, (b) Administrative Program Regulations, (c) 

Time, (d) Fit, (e) Implemental-Orientati_;l, and (f) 

Predictability; and (2) Constructed Interaction, including 



77 

Table 6. Revision of Conceptual Framework: Developmental
Orientation. 

Conley, Bas-Isaac, and 
Scull (1993) 

Collaborative Collegiality 

Developmental-Orientation 

Mentoring gives the mentor 
"a sense of 
accomplishment. " 

Mentoring has encouraged 
and helped me "to 
reevaluate my teaclling 
methods." 

"The protege can receive 
information about school 
and district policies." 

"Mentors are an excellent 
resource with regard to 
teaching materials and 
teaching experience." 

Mentor/Protege 
Reciprocation 

"The mentor and the protege 
share ideas and really work 
together. It's good for 
both of them." 

Revised Framework 
Constructed Interaction 

Developmental-Orientation: 

Protege 
Development 

"The protege can 
receive 
information about 
school and 
district 
policies. " 

Mentor 
Development 

Mentoring gives 
the mentor "a 
sense of 
accomplishment. " 

Mentoring has 
encouraged and 
helped me "to 
reevaluate my 
teaching 
methods." 

Mentor/Protege 
Development 

"The men tor and 
the protege share 
ideas and really 
work together. 
It's good for 
both of them." 



Table 7. Revision of Conceptual Framework: 
Unpredictability. 

Conley, Bas-Isaac and 
Scull (in press) 

Collaborative Collegiality 

Pervasive 

"You never know when your 
protege is going to have a 
problem or really need to 
talk to you." 

Unpredictable 

"You never know when your 
protege is going to have a 
problem or really need to 
talk to you." 

Revised Conceptual 
Framework 

Constructed Interaction 

Unpredictability 

"You never know when your 
protege is going to have a 
problem or really need to 
talk to you." 

(a) Spontaneous, (b) Value, (c) Protege Development, (d) 

Mentor Development, (e) Mentor/Protege Development, and (f) 

Unpredictability (see Table 8). Appendix G contains the 

revised codes and definitions used in this study. 

Interviews 

The mentor teacher interviews were coded using the 
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revised framework of Conley et al.'s (in press) modification 

of Hargreaves' (1991) conceptual framework (see Table 3) . 

These coded interview statements were used to interpret data 

and to illustrate concepts drawn from the analysis of open-

ended survey responses. 



Table 8. Revised Conceptual Framework for Collegiality. 

Formalized Interaction 

Administrative School 

Regulations 

Administrative Program 

Regulations 

Time 

Fit 

Implemental-Orientation 

Predictability 

Collegiality 

Constructed Interaction 

Spontaneous 

Value 

Developmental-Orientation: 

Protege Development 

Mentor Development 

Mentor/Protege 

Development 

Unpredictability 
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CHAPTER 4 

ANALYSIS AND DISCUSSION 
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A qualitative approach was used to analyze the data 

collected from 57 mentor teachers in a large, urban school 

district in the Southwest. Of primary interest to this 

study were the written answers to three open-ended survey 

questions requesting respondents to (a) describe what they 

saw as the positive aspects of the mentoring program in the 

district, (b) describe what they saw as the negative aspects 

of the mentoring program in the district, and (c) provide 

suggestions for improving the mentoring program in the 

district. To obtain more detailed information, semi

structured interviews were conducted with mentor teachers 

selected on a non-random basis utilizing an interview 

protocol designed by the author. 

This analysis was undertaken to distinguish features of 

genuine "collaborative collegialityll as opposed to 

collegiality that was simply "contrived ll (Conley et al., in 

press; Hargreaves, 1991). Conley et al.'s modification of 

Hargreaves' framework was utilized as a foundation for the 

conceptual framework that was applied to the data in this 

study. 
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Two areas of study comprised the framework for the 

conceptualization of collegiality in this study: Formalized 

Interaction and Constructed Interaction. Six aspects of 

Formalized Interaction were identified: (a) Administrative 

School Regulations, (b) Administrative Program Regulations, 

(c) Time, (d) Fit, (e) Implemental-Orientation, and (f) 

Predictability. Six aspects of Constructed Interaction were 

also identified: (a) Spontaneous, (b) Value, (c) Protege 

Development, (d) Mentor Development, (e) Mentor/Protege 

Development, and (f) Unpredictability. This chapter 

describes and discusses the analysis of the open-ended 

survey questions and the mentor teacher interviews utilizing 

this modified conceptual framework. 

Responses to Open-Ended Survey Questions 

The open-ended survey questions were transcribed, and 

Formalized Interaction and Constructed Interaction were 

coded using the six characteristics of each listed above. 

The transcribed responses and codes were entered into 

Ethnograph 3.0 (1988), a software program designed to assist 

the researcher in the analysis of text-based data. It is 

important to note that Formalized Interaction did not 

necessarily denote n~gativity, nor did Constructed 

Interaction denote positiveness. Although Hargreaves (1991) 

described Contrived Collegiality from a negative perspective 

and Collaborative Collegiality from a positive one and 
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Conley et al. (in press) examined negative responses for 

Contrived Collegiality and positive comments for 

Collaborative Collegiality, certain aspects of Formalized 

Interaction were not necessarily negative. Conversely, 

aspects of Constructed Interaction were, at times, described 

as negative. 

A total of 416 comments were coded for collegiality 

from the responses to the three open-ended survey questions. 

Of these responses, 182 addressed issues of Formalized 

Interaction, while 234 addressed Constructed Interaction. 

Throughout the analysis, it was obvious that no ~ingle 

category could be analyzed apart from the others. The 

overlap between categories is noted throughout the analysis. 

The results for Formalized Interaction are presented first. 

Formalized Interaction eN = 182/416) 

The following discussion examines the minority of 

statements (44%) which spoke to the formalized nature of the 

mentor/protege relationship. Results are presented in 

descending order of frequency: Administrative Program 

Regulations, Administrative School Regulations, Fit, Time, 

Predictability, and Implemental-Orientation. 

Regulations (N = 60/165) were described as either 

Administrative School Regulations or Administrative Program 

Regulations. Almost 40% of the Formalized Interaction 

comments indicated some type of regulation. Administrative 
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School Regulations accounted for 48% of comments concerning 

regulations, while Administrative Program Regulations made 

up 52% of the comments dealing with regulations. This was 

not unexpected since the Career Ladder program mandated 

mentoring as a prerequisite to being a Level 3 teacher. 

Administrative Program Regulations (N = 31/165) . 

Administrative Program Regulations implied that 

collegiality was not initiated by teachers but, rather, by 

administrators (Hargreaves, 1991; Conley et al., in press). 

The Career Ladder program in this district came from a 

legislative mandate for a Career Ladder Pilot Program at the 

state level with a hierarchy comprised of the school board, 

superintendent, assistant superintendent, the Career Ladder 

coordinator and Career Ladder liaisons. 2 The guidelines 

for the Career Ladder program were contained in the Career 

Ladder Handbook (1987) and the yearly portfolio all Career 

Ladder participants were required to submit to the Career 

Ladder Office. The Career Ladder regulations were 

standardized across the district and approved by the state. 

An example of an Administrative Program Regulation was the 

requirement that mentor teachers were to be observed by 

A Career Ladder liaison is a classroom teacher who, for a 
designated period of time, leaves the classroom to assume a new 
role. Career Ladder liaisons work directly with teachers on all 
phases of the Career Ladder and are responsible for 
communication, management, and implementation. 
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proteges (Career Ladder Handbook, 1987). According to the 

Career Ladder Handbook, mentor teachers were to be observed 

by proteges for the equivalent of one day, and the 

observations were documented in the Career Ladder portfolio 

for both mentors and proteges. 

The requirements of the Career Ladder program and the 

monies distributed to the participants brought strong 

reactions from some respondents: "The ladder in itself is 

distracting--it's nothing more than a dog and pony show of· 

compliance for money. I feel that I am professionally 

prostituting myself." Another stated: "Dump the ladder-

spread the money around in the upper levels of the salary 

schedule where 'career' teachers no longer receive raises." 

Consequences for mentors brought about by 

Administrative Program Regulations were expressed concisely. 

"As mentors, we are put in an awkward position [vis-a-vis 

regulating administrators] when proteges do not comply with 

scheduled observations." The imposition of Administrative 

Program Regulations and the hardships such mandates exerted 

on mentors were further clarified by the following response: 

[It is] very difficult in my current position to 

follow the guidelines of a mentor. In our 

building there are more Level 3 [mentors] than 

Level 1 [new teachers], therefore the mentoring 

program is not needed. However Level 3 [mentors] 



are expected to mentor new teachers at other 

schools or "pretend" they are mentoring when 

really they are teaming. I feel that teaming 

should be a priority, and only in cases where a 

mentor is needed should there be one. 
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The concern for more flexibility in the mentoring 

program was expressed by some of the mentor teachers. An 

example of one such comment was "Mentoring or team teaching 

is not always possible. Other options should be available." 

Still another mentor commented on the unrealistic demands 

placed on certain Career Ladder participants in order to 

fulfill the mandate for mentoring: "I think it is unfair to 

ask a Level 4 teacher to mentor considering the amount of 

time [a Level 4] teacher spends on district projects." 

An attempt by one mentor to meet certain prescribed 

objectives established by the administration was described 

as follows: "I and my protege set up a schedule of training 

sessions from a list of classes the district ordered." It 

is interesting to note that the mentor used the term ordered 

and did not mention anything about the mutual benefits she 

and her protege might have gained from participating in the 

classes. The benefit of the classes appeared to be 

complying with Administrative Program Regulations for 

mentoring rather than acquiring additional insight and 

knowledge. 
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Additional comments, however, related the benefits of 

Administrative Program Regulations. The Administrative 

Program Regulations associated with the Career Ladder 

program for mentoring provided a structure that assured new 

teachers would receive assistance. "It gives a specific 

person for a newcomer to turn to for help." 

There were instances where Administrative Program 

Regulations were described as enhancing the mentoring 

process. Certain organizational structures within the day

to-day activities of the school site, such as grade level 

team meetings scheduled at a specific fixed time, increased 

the opportunities for collegiality and, therefore, the 

program of mentoring. "Teaming has facilitated the 

mentoring process." "Curriculum development time made it 

possible for us to meet and share information." "I think 

many of my proteges' questions could be answered at the 

weekly planning sessions for her grade level on Wednesday 

afternoons." 

Although mentoring was compulsory, the participants did 

not necessarily couch their comments in terms of being 

forced or coerced to participate. The Administrative 

Program Regulations seemed to produce some difficulties for 

mentors and proteges 'in part due to the fact that "formation 

of supportive relationships . . . is in violation of 

organizational norms" (Kram, 1985, p. 16). These problems 
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between the mentor and the protege were expressed in terms 

of the proteges' unwillingness or fear of requesting help. 

One mentor teacher described her protege's reaction as 

"defensiveness" and an "I don't need your help" attitude. 

The mentor teacher went on to say that the protege couldn't 

seem to ask for help even though things were not going well. 

"Newly qualified professionals can be so jealous of their 

ability--they need to be eased into an open mind." 

This was consistent with such scholars as Jackson 

(1990), Lortie (1975), Popkewitz (1991), and Shedd and 

Bacharach (1991) in their accounts of organizational 

impediments for beginning teachers seeking assistance. 

Lortie's (1975) dialogue tapes from Five Towns revealed that 

teachers spend their time "physically apart from colleagues" 

(p. 72). Therefore, whether teachers have 20 years of 

experience or only student teaching experience, they make 

most professional decisions in isolation (Jackson, 1990). 

Generally, the educational system treats beginning teachers 

as if they know everything about teaching and can engage in 

the practice of teaching as well as any experienced teacher 

(Shedd & Bacharach, 1991). Historically, teacher autonomy 

has been interpreted to mean that teachers have control over 

their environment. Popkewitz (1991), however, opposed this 

interpretation: 



The place of autonomy in intellectual work should 

not be viewed in the naive sense that permeates 

contemporary educational literature: the teacher 

. . . as a professional who acts in solitude, 

without history, power relations, or social 

location (p. 242). 

Administrative School Regulations eN = 29/165). The 

environment in which mentoring takes place is crucial. 

Various scholars have described the environment of schools 

and working conditions of teachers as physically isolating, 

encumbered with non-educational assignments, and inundated 

by curriculum and instructional responsibilities 

necessitating many hours of preparation (Darling-Hammond, 

1985, 1988; Goodlad, 1984; Griffin, 1985, 1989). 
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As was noted previously in the review of the literature 

concerning school bureaucracy, new programs are often added 

to existing structures with little or no adjustment in the 

traditional organizational rules or regulations to 

accommodate new programs or procedures (Shedd & Bacharach, 

1991). The school district organization, while placing 

additional demands on participants in the added program, 

does not restructure or alter previous regulations and 

responsibilities to accommodate new rules and 

responsibilities brought about by the added program. When 

this occurs, rules and regulations already in place can 
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conflict with the rules and regulations of the new program. 

This conflict can create hardships on the participants and 

make the successful implementation of a new program 

difficult. Administrative Program Regulations emanating 

from higher levels of the organization impact teacher 

interaction whether it is Formalized or Constructed because 

such regulations govern the environment in which the 

collegiality takes place. Kram (1985) noted: 

Relationships are situated in an organizational 

context. Features of the organization, including 

its culture, reward system, task design, and 

performance systems, affect relationships II (p. 

15) . 

Many respondents commented on organizational rules and 

regulations and their impact on the mentoring process. The 

mentor teachers noted that meeting some of the mentor 

program requirements, such as protege observations, was 

nearly impossible because substitutes were not readily 

available. "Coverage is not available for my classes at the 

Middle School level because of the shortage of substitutes 

qualified to teach my subject areas. II Such occurrences are 

indicative of the conflict which occurs in an organization 

when "resources [substitutes] are in short supply" (Bolman & 

Deal, 1991, p. 199). Debolt (1992) stated that 

"satisfactory substitute arrangements" were identified by 
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mentors as being very important to the success of a 

mentoring program. This finding was from a study that 

attempted to "seek consensus among experienced mentors 

regarding what elements [were] helpful" (p. 187). Healy and 

WeIchert (1990) were very clear about not labeling 

formalized mentoring as inferior: "The suggestion that 

intentional mentoring debases a human phenomenon of 

profundity is a hypothesis to be tested, not a truism to be 

affirmed" (p. 18). 

Fit (N - 36/165). Comments were coded for Fit when 

respondents described or referred to the match between a 

mentor and a prot§g§. Those who chose to participate in the 

mentoring process initially were not accorded the 

opportunity to self-select their mentor or prot§g§. Often, 

this pairing was a result of administrative necessity with 

little or no regard for the needs of the mentor or prot§g§. 

Problems often arose because of difficulties in scheduling, 

grade-level placements, and differences in school building 

assignments, as illustrated by the following comments. "As 

planning periods are often not the same, it becomes 

difficult to meet." "Unless your prot§g§ is on your 

planning team you only have limited time to spend with 

them." "I found it very difficult to find time to mentor 

someone at a different grade level than myself." "Mentoring 

someone at a different school" is very difficult. 
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The structure of the environment was another pertinent 

issue related to Fit: "The mentoring program is an 

extension of student teaching but cannot be as effective as 

it could be due to scheduling." "My protege was a bilingual 

teacher, and her team did different thematic units than 

ours." "I am the only teacher in my discipline on this 

campus, so the possibilities for other proteges are non

existent. Much of our contact has been by phone." 

Issues of personal and professional compatibility were 

also noted: "Teachers are assigned to work with someone 

they may not be compatible with." "I work with a teacher I 

had nothing in common with." "The instances such as mine, 

where the protege is in a different department, many of [the 

protege's] concerns do not overlap with my background and/or 

experience." "My proteges are connected to teams that do 

joint planning and team teaching. I am not connected to 

either of their teams and so our conversations have 

frequently not been needed." "The person I was teamed with 

was not new to the profession and did not seek out my help 

or even appreciate it." "Some new teachers need very little 

help, leaving the mentor feeling useless." 

Given Hargreaves' (1991) conception of Formalized 

Interaction, it was likely that the problem of Fit between 

teachers reflected an administratively regulated 

orientation. That is, the matching of mentors and proteges 
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was done to serve the interests of the administration. This 

is contrary to previous research, which described the 

importance of matching mentors and proteges who were in 

physically close proximity (Borko, 1986) and who also 

possessed similar philosophies about teaching (Galvez

Hjornevik, 1986). These findings were supported by the 

mentor teachers in this study. 

When the Fit was compatible for both mentors and 

proteges, the experiences seemed to be very positive. "This 

year it was a treat to mentor a new teacher who was on the 

same grade level as myself." "It works well when the person 

is at your grade level and in your building--otherwise it is 

very difficult." "This year I have time because my protege 

is on the same team, [but] this has been a problem in the 

past when she was not." 

Time (N ~ 33/165). The process of successful mentoring 

demands a great deal of time and energy. Debolt (1992) 

reported that the mentors in his study stressed the need for 

"adequate release time" (p. 72). Even though the school 

district in this study had established a mentoring program, 

it did not seem to occupy a position of high priority. 

Little (1990) was even more specific in her reference to 

time and the mentoring process. First, time was described 

as the "most highly valued and closely protected" (p. 309) 

resource by teachers. Second, because time is such a 
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valuable resource, IIthose who control mentor programs 

signal the importance they attribute to [mentoring] by 

the amount of time they allocate for mentors' work ll (pp. 

309-311). This was apparent in many of the comments 

concerning Time as it related to Administrative School 

Regulations. IITime [for mentoring] is always cut because of 

other duties, meetings, [and] planning. 1I IITime has been the 

biggest drawback. So many changes are taking place, and 

having a new teacher to mentOl" has taken a lot of time. 1I 

liThe incredible schedule of meetings we all had to work 

around in order to meet and interact with each other ll was 

problematic. IIThere are so many meetings we have to juggle 

in order to find time to meet. II It is livery difficult in my 

current position to follow the guidelines of a mentor. II 

Bolman and Deal (1991) spoke about the tension in 

professional bureaucracies, such as schools, where 

restructuring efforts were not integrated well in an 

organization's pre-existing environment. The following 

comments suggested the existence of such tension when 

teachers' needs for greater amounts of time were not met 

even though a mentoring relationship was mandated by the 

Administrative Program Regulations of the Career Ladder. 

There is IInot enough time to meet with protege. II IINo time 

personally and professionally. II IIFinding time to get 

together ll is very difficult. 
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Comments concerning Administrative School Regulations 

also overlapped with both Time and Fit. Time was described 

as a scarce resource. "As planning periods are often not 

the same, it becomes difficult to find common times to 

meet." Because "I work half-time and my protege works full

time, it has been difficult for us to find a specific 

[time]." "The mentor teacher uses a lot of extra planning 

time helping the protege, and extra time to do necessary 

work in grading, etc. is not given for the mentor teacher. II 

The mentoring program has IIlittle structure because the time 

is always cut [from mentoring] because of duty, other 

meetings, planning, etc." Even being in the same building 

did not always solve the problem, as noted by one of the 

mentor teachers: lilt is often difficult to find time to 

share and address issues if the mentor and protege are not 

on the same team, grade level, etc. 1I 

When travel to a different building to work with a 

protege was added to the situation, one mentor noted: "it 

is difficult to get together when you need to, and the 

management processes are dissimilar. II Another explained: 

liThe mentoring program. . cannot be as effective as it 

could be due to scheduling and distance between campuses--I 

am the only teacher in my discipline on this campus, so the 

possibilities for other proteges are non-existent. II 
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However, when problems of Fit were eliminated, Time to 

meet became easier. "This year I have time because my 

protege is on the same team, [but] this has been a problem 

in the past when she was not." 

Predictability (N = 9/182). A minority of Formalized 

Interaction comments (5%) addressed the Predictability of 

formalized mentoring that speaks to the confinement of 

mentor relationships to particular times or places. One 

teacher, for example, stated, "Contacts are not made [on the 

part of the protege] for canceling scheduled appointments." 

This comment suggested that times for interaction were pre

set so that instances of mentoring were confined to specific 

times that could be documented by administrators. At the 

same time, the structure of the school day presented 

hardships: "It is almost impossible to formally schedule 

meetings with my protege." 

Conversely, the benefits of structure were also 

acknowledged. A formalized mentoring program "provides help 

to a new person [because it is] more structured, less hit 

and miss." Some mentors even went so far as to state that 

it would be beneficial to "develop a time slot during the 

day for teachers to meet on a scheduled or regular basis." 

This is consistent with the previous comments concerning the 

lack of organizational priority for mentoring as opposed to 

other mandated school meetings and duties. Lieberman and 
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Miles (1986) stated that collegiality was necessary for the 

success of school reform efforts. They went on to say, 

"Where the ideas come from is not nearly as important as how 

people are supported . . . in their efforts to be collegial ll 

(p. 100). 

Implemental-Orientation IN = 8/182). Only 4% of the 

Formalized Interaction comments dealt with Implemental

Orientation. Implemental-Orientation emphasized how the 

mentoring program was to be implemented rather than the 

development of the mentoring relationship. That is, 

Implemental-Orientation referred more to maintaining the 

structure of interaction than to developing a relationship 

between the mentor and the protege. In order to receive 

recognition and the title of mentor, teachers were mandated 

to document the process of their mentoring experiences but 

not the development of the relationship between mentor and 

protege. "I don't enjoy trying to keep track of every 

meeting, formal and informal, so it can be documented in my 

portfolio. II In some instances the mentor teachers felt 

frustrated trying to meet the demands of implementing the 

mentoring program. "Proteges [showed a] lack of 

cooperation with [the mentor's need to fulfill] ladder 

requirements. II "As mentors, we are put in an awkward 

position when proteges do not comply with scheduled 

observations. II 



It should be noted that Implemental-Orientation 

overlapped with Administrative Program Regulations. 

Administrative Program Regulations, at times, created an 

atmosphere that was insensitive toward structural 

requirements of the mentoring process and were not seen as 

providing any flexibility or regard for the needs of the 

participants. Kram (1985) stated that if the "system 

responded to members' needs" (p. 161), implementation of a 

mentoring program had a good chance of success. 
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The previous comments indicated that distinct 

dimensions of Formalized Interaction existed. What became 

clearer during the next part of the analysis was that 

Formalized Interaction increased the opportunities for 

Constructed Interaction to occur. This was consistent with 

Kram's (1985) developmental view of mentoring peer 

relationships. 

Constructed Interaction eN = 234/416) 

The following discussion examines the larger number of 

statements (56%) that spoke to the collaborative nature of 

the mentor/protege relationship. The categories coded for 

Constructed Interaction were Spontaneous, Value, Protege 

Development, Mentor Development, Mentor/Protege Development, 

and Unpredictability. The results are presented in 

descending order of frequency. 



Approximately 45% (N = 105/234) of the respondents' 

comments on Constructed Interaction were coded for some 

aspect of Developmental-Orientation: Protege Development, 

Mentor Development, or Mentor/Protege development. 
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Developmental-Orientation referred to the extent to 

which teachers worked together, primarily to share 

information and to develop initiatives for their own benefit 

as opposed to that of the administration (Hargreaves, 1991). 

That is, the development of the mentor/protege relationship 

occurred within a culture of cooperation and communication. 

Teachers expressed the opinion that mentoring "opened a 

communication between teachers and promoted sharing of 

curriculum, behavior modification, [and] teaching 

strategies." A high school teacher indicated that having 

"someone to brainstorm ideas with . . . makes it easier to 

problem solve when problems arise." The results within each 

category of Developmental-Orientation are presented in 

descending order of frequency. 

Mentor/Protege Development (N = 40/105). This category 

spoke to the reciprocal nature of the mentor/protege 

relationship (38%) or as some respondents described it, 

"development of a one-to-one relationship" that was 

professional in nature. Other mentor teachers indicated 

that the relationship was at the same time mentor-driven and 

protege-driven. That is, the proteges provided mentor-like 



social and informational support. "Mentoring is as 

rewarding for the mentor as the protege." Another mentor 

teacher stated, "Both parties can get a lot out of the 

process both in morale and professional support," while 

still another said, "Mentoring is as rewarding for the 

mentor as the protege." Other mentor specified types of 

mutually shared interests and concerns. "Sharing of 

materials, goals, curriculum and support [was as important 

as] shared [teaching] experiences." 
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The importance of muLual learning was expressed several 

times. "Mentoring has also been a sharing and learning 

experience for me. I like having one person to [talk with 

in the] district. I have also learned from the person I 

work with." Mentoring was seen as a process of "transfer of 

experiences and information." "The two teachers can discuss 

all aspects of the school--ranging from curriculum, teaching 

strategies to personal strengths and weaknesses." The 

reciprocal or bilateral nature of the mentoring experience 

was enhanced by a similarity of teaching assignment (Fit). 

"This year it was a treat to mentor a new teacher who was on 

the same grade level as myself--we became good friends and 

shared students and goals." "We were both implementing 

multigraded 1, 2, 3 so we were both learning as we went 

along. " 
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The benefits of the reciprocal nature of mentoring were 

described by some mentor teachers in terms of increased 

teacher productivity. "Teaching can be an isolating 

experience from peers because of the structure of the day. 

Mentoring provides for an 'on purpose' connection and 

sharing with another teacher or teachers." "Teachers 

sharing ideas is incredibly productive." "I've had an 

opportunity to get to know and help two great young 

teachers. Their enthusiasm and willingness to try new ideas 

made it fun. I also got new ideas from them." 

These comments are consistent with Kranl'S (1985) notion 

of the reciprocal, bilateral nature of peer relationships. 

Specifically, Kram noted that mentoring may not be exclusive 

of, but actually complementary to, peer coaching or a 

relationship among equals. 

Protege Development (N = 40/105). One of the primary 

goals of the mentoring program was to provide support to new 

teachers. It appeared that this objective was being met 

since 38% of the responses concerning Developmental

Orientation were coded for Protege Development. Mentors 

were seen as "providing assistance for inexperienced 

teachers," and mentoring was perceived as an "excellent way 

to help new teachers adjust/learn about teaching." Many of 

the mentors' comments concerned the benefits derived by the 

protege: "The proteges can receive information about school 



and district policies, II and having a mentor IIgives an 

inexperienced teacher someone to share ideas with. II 
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Little (1990) noted the importance of interacting with 

another teacher who was recognized as possessing experience. 

Mentor teachers' responses supported this: "Mentors provide 

excellent role models--are excellent resources with regard 

to teaching materials and teaching experience." The 

mentoring process provided that "proteges have an 

experienced person ready and willing to help" as well as 

lIanother teacher to confide in and ask questions of when 

problems arise. II 

New teachers were perceived as needing extra help and 

assistance, and the person most able to render that 

assistance was a more experienced teacher (Bird, 1984; 

Borko, 1986; Little 1990). For example, some of the mentor 

teachers said: III feel new teachers need a support group 

and the mentoring program offers this to these teachers." 

lilt is helpful to a protege because she/he knows there is 

someone to come to for help. II It is also beneficial for 

lithe beginning teacher [in becoming] oriented with 

procedures and helps them during their beginning years by 

answering questions they may have. II 

Previous research (Devaney, 1987; Galvez-Hjornevik, 

1986) mentions that having a mentor not only helped new 

teachers with developing their repertoire of teaching skills 
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and classroom management techniques, but it also provided 

the proteges with guides into the organizational 

environment. As many of the mentor teachers in this study 

noted, having a mentor IIhelps new teachers fit in with a 

staff that already knows each other ll and also helps the new 

teachers IIget comfortable with their new surroundings. 

Making people feel welcomed. II That is, the mentoring 

process can IIhelp new teacher[s] understand [the] working 

environment in their teaching position." 

These results appeared to reflect the character of a 

mentor program as opposed to a peer coaching program. The 

mentor program set out a senior-junior relationship rather 

than a relationship between equals. However, as noted 

earlier, a hierarchical relationship can develop into a 

mutually beneficial and reciprocal one. III have mentored 

the same person for 2 years. We met more during the first 

year. I think it was very helpful to have a resource and 

sounding board. II "Mentoring has not only given new teachers 

someone to help them settle into their new teaching 

assignments but it has given mentors like me the opportunity 

to share what we know and learn new things as we go along." 

Mentor Development (N = 25/105). Consistent with the 

Developmental-Orienta.tion of mentoring are the growth and 

development of the mentor. About one-quarter of the 

comments coded for Developmental-Orientation made reference 
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to the benefits derived by the mentor from the experience. 

It helps mentors "reevaluate their teaching methods 

[and gives the mentor] a sense of accomplishment." 

Mentoring also "allows the mentor to share and perhaps 

further develop his/her job skills." As one mentor said, 

"It is nice for me to be able to share some of my 

experience." Another mentor stated, "I have also learned 

from the person I work with." Being a mentor is time

consuming, but many of the mentor teachers expressed the 

sentiment that it was worth it: "I have enjoyed mentoring 

and feel that I have been helpful. It has also been a 

sharing and learning experience for me." 

Comments were consistent with research on mentoring 

that described the benefits derived by the mentor (Bey, 

1990; Devaney & Sykes, 1988; Galvez-Hjornevik, 1986; Gehrke, 

1988a, 1988b; Griffin, 1985; Kram, 1985) 

Spontaneous (N = 64/234). The Spontaneous dimension 

referred not so much to the benefits of the relationship but 

to who initiated the activities. It was important to the 

mentor to "give help when needed, not because it [is] 

required." The benefits of having an assigned mentor 

(Formalized Interaction) seemed to enhance the chances for 

interaction and, thus, the benefits to the participants: 

"Teachers have specific individuals to go to when problems 
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arise and/or there may be misunderstandings within a team." 

"It encourages interaction between staff." 

Collegiality may have occurred initially because of 

administrative urging or Career Ladder requirements, but the 

needs and inclinations existing among teachers moved the 

process into a mentor-protege-driven experience. While the 

responses supported previous statements concerning the 

Formalized and mandated requirements of mentoring, the 

mentor teachers were very specific in their statements about 

when and how to lend assistance. It was made very clear 

that mentors should "give help when needed, not because it 

is required," and they "should only give help when needed or 

asked for by protege." There was "no need to meet often if 

[the] protege [did] not feel the need." Voluntary and 

Spontaneous characteristics of the mentoring process in this 

redesigned work setting referred to the fact that while 

mentors and proteges were mandated to meet, scheduling of 

such meeting was determined by the mentors and the proteges. 

That is, the mentoring program was mandated by the 

bureaucracy, but how, when, where, and to what extent the 

mentoring experience existed were decisions made by the 

mentors and the proteges. The organization provided the 

structure, but the participants provided the substance 

(Murray, 1991; Zey, 1984). 
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An example of this would be the case of the mentor 

teacher who was on half-time assignment and found it 

difficult to meet regularly with her assigned protege. She 

reported that the other members of the grade level 

participated in the mentoring process. The "whole 

kindergarten team has helped do some mentoring." 

These comments indicated that mentoring was not simply 

driven by administrative demands--or even the need of 

beginning teachers for information--but, rather, by 

teachers' desires for social support and friendship. This 

was consistent with previous research by Kram (1985) on the 

continuum of peer relationships and on the stages of the 

mentoring relationship (1983). 

Value (N = 27/234). A response was coded as "Value" 

when the mentor teacher cast the benefits of the 

relationship in a manner that went beyond information to 

reveal some type of sentiment either negative or positive. 

About one-third of the comments coded for Constructed 

Interaction were classified in this category. "For those 

who need a mentor, [mentoring] is very beneficial." "As a 

beginning teacher I would have welcomed someone who 'knew 

the ropes' to be able to ask for help or advice." In other 

words, mentoring was seen as an enjoyable and beneficial 

process not a tedious bureaucratic requirement. "I have 

mentored in past years and have always felt that it is great 
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to have mentors." The process was also seen as beneficial 

to the mentor. "Mentoring has been a positive experience 

for me." Value to the protege was also of prime importance; 

"I think it is invaluable to the first year teacher who may 

be overwhelmed by policy and responsibilities. It is great 

to have someone who can supply support and assistance when 

needed." "It is very helpful for the beginning teacher new 

to the district." 

Many positive comments from mentor teachers contained 

references to their own experiences as new teachers and 

their desire to have a mentor. "As a beginning teacher, I 

would have welcomed someone who 'knew the ropes' to be able 

to ask for help." "I wish I'd had a mentor when I started." 

"It's a great way for teachers to help each other grow--I 

wish I'd had a mentor 20 years ago." Mentoring is an 

"excellent way to help new teachers adjust/learn about 

teaching. I wish I had a mentor when I started." 

Some researchers (Little, 1990; Zey, 1984) have stated 

that when a mentor teacher feel that she/he has a positive 

impact on a protege, the level of value expressed by the 

mentor for the mentoring process increases. This was 

supported by the comments in this study. More than half of 

the statements coded as Value reflected feelings of efficacy 

on the part of the mentor. "I have enjoyed mentoring and 

feel that I have been helpful." "Being able to share my 



knowledge with another teacher especially a new teacher 

makes me feel like I am a professional. II 
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Comments that expressed less-than-positive sentiments 

centered around Administrative Program Regulations. 

"Mentoring is a great idea and an even better program, but 

when the administration tries to regulate it and tell us 

that we have to do it, it really lowers my feeling that I am 

a professional. II This was consistent with previous 

literature (Kram, 1985; Murray, 1991; Zey, 1984) that 

pointed out the importance of the organization's influence 

throughout the i~plementation of a mentoring program 

Unpredictability (N = 38/234). Unpredictability was 

defined as the inability to dictate outcomes from the 

mentoring experiences in advance. A small number of 

comments were coded for this category (16%). II Personal 

connection--ties across the building that would not 

otherwise happen. II "I had the opportunity to get to know 

and help two great young teachers I otherwise might never 

have gotten to know. II "I got to know three new teachers who 

I probably would not have had a chance to interact with 

often otherwise. II Other mentors expressed surprise about 

the benefits that they received from the experience. "I 

thought this [mentoring] was really going to be just another 

project that took time away from me and the only thing I 

would get out of it would be brownie points for the Career 



108 

Ladder. It's so much more than that. I bet I've gotten as 

much help from my protege as I have given her." "I found 

out I knew a lot more than I thought I knew." 

Interviews 

The mentor teacher interviews were coded in the same 

manner as the open-ended survey responses. The transcribed 

responses and codes were then entered into Ethnograph 3.0 

(1988). The coded portions from the interviews were not 

included in the previous analysis of the open-ended survey 

responses. Instead, the interviews were analyzed separately 

to provide an additional resource of information concerning 

the Formalized Interaction and Constructed Interaction 

between mentors and proteges. There were a total of 214 

coded sections in the interviews. 

The following discussion examines the interviews of 

mentor teachers as they support, contradict, or expand upon 

their responses to the open-ended survey questions related 

to the Formalized and Constructed nature of the mentor/ 

protege relationship. It is important to note that the 

interview protocol did not use the same statements of 

inquiry as the open-ended survey questions. The protocol 

was designed to elicit responses from the mentor teachers 

that helped to reveal their perceptions of the mentoring 

program based on their interactions with proteges, other 

teacher mentors, administrators, and regular classroom 
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teachers. The mentor teachers who were interviewed were 

never asked directly about negative or positive aspects of 

the mentoring process as they had been in the open-ended 

survey statements. For example, during the interviews, 

mentor teachers were asked to describe their mentoring 

experiences; their perceptions of protege needs, strengths, 

and weaknesses; the impact of the mentoring process on them 

both professionally and personally; and the need for 

maintaining a formalized structure for mentoring. 

The qualitative data were presented separately for 

Formalized Interaction categories and Constructed 

Interaction categories identified in the interviews. First, 

a discussion of Formalized Interaction examined statements 

that spoke to the contrived nature of the mentor/protege 

relationship. six aspects of Formalized Interaction were 

examined: (a) Administrative School Regulations, (b) 

Administrative Program Regulations, (c) Time, (d) Fit, (e) 

Implemental-Orientation, and (f) Predictability. 

Constructed Interaction examined statements that referred to 

the collaborative nature of the mentor/protege relationship. 

Constructed Interaction was also divided into six 

categories: (a) Spontaneous, (b) Value, (c) Protege 

Development, (d) Mentor Development, (e) Mentor/Protege 

Development, and (f) Unpredictability. 
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There were 214 comments concerning collegiality 

elicited from the mentor teachers during the interviews. 

They focused on the following: (a) the mentor teachers' 

perceptions of the mentoring program based on their 

interactions with proteges, teacher mentors, administrators, 

and regular classroom teachers; (b) the mentor teachers' 

description of their mentoring experience; (c) the mentor 

teachers' perceptions of protege needs, strengths, and 

weaknesses; (d) the impact of the mentoring process on the 

mentor teachers both professionally and personally; and (e) 

the necessity for maintaining a formalized structure for 

mentoring. Comments coded for Formalized Interaction 

totaled 73, while 141 of the comments addressed Constructed 

Interaction. Throughout the analysis of the interviews, the 

interdependence between categories of collegiality was 

evident. 

For.malized Interaction (73/214) 

The following discussion examines the minority of 

statements (34%) that referred to the Formalized Interaction 

between mentors and proteges. Results are presented in 

descending order of fre~lency: Administrative Program 

Regulations, Administrative School Regulations, Time, Fit, 

Implemental-Orientation, and Predictability. 

Administrative Program Regulations (N = 42/73). The 

issue of regulations was a high priority for interviewees as 
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evidenced by the fact that 56~ of the Formalized Interaction 

comments referred to some type of regulation. Of those 

comments, 40% referred to some type of Administrative 

Program Regulations. Administrative Program Regulations 

were the rules and requirements that directed the 

implementation, organization, and evaluation of the 

mentoring program. Administrative Program Regulations were 

derived from the upper levels of the hierarchy and not from 

teachers (Conley et al., in press; Hargreaves, 1991). 

The role and responsibilities of a mentor were 

described by one mentor teacher as quasi-administrative. 

Professionally, I suppose a mentor is someone who 

is helping the administration of the school. 

[Mentors] help teachers who need the help. It's 

impossible for a principal to help the new 

teachers to the extent that a mentor can. So this 

person [mentor] is like a mini-administrator in a 

sense. 

This quasi-administrative perception was referred to as a 

benefit to the mentor. 

The person I was assigned to was uncomfortable 

with the idea that there she would be made to work 

with another teacher. She was concerned that she 

would not get anything of value from the 

mentoring. She was willing to listen to an 



administrator, an authority figure, but not 

another teacher. However, when she realized that 

mentors were officially recognized by the 

administrators and the school, she became more 

willing to work with me. Eventually we worked 

together for two years before she moved to another 

school and a different team. It was a very 

successful relationship. 

112 

The formal structure of the program was perceived by 

most of the mentor teachers as necessary for continuation of 

the mentoring program. Comments concerning the 

formalization of the mentoring process were much higher for 

the interviews than the open-ended survey responses. 

I think it's necessary to have requirements to be 

a mentor. In this building and throughout the 

district, most experienced teachers would not try 

to be a mentor unless they had to. The Career 

Ladder program says you must become a mentor if 

you want to be a Level 3 teacher--but not everyone 

who applies gets to do it. 

"Being a mentor is very important. Mentors can have a great 

deal of influence on a new teacher and hopefully it will be 

good. If just anyone was a mentor that might not be so." 

There has to be a structure because teachers, 

well, because of the time and because of our 



nature, I don't believe that we would continue it 

if there wasn't some kind of structure for it. 

There needs to be some kind of an incentive. I 

think that people need incentive or they won't do 

it. There should be some kind of a built-in 

mechanism with other teachers even if they aren't 

on Career Ladder. 
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Another interviewee stated, "In order for it [mentoring] to 

playa role, there has to be some structure that exists for 

mentoring. Teachers just won't do it for the heck of it 

because [of] our time limitations." 

Because the mentoring program was seen as being 

beneficial, mentor teachers expressed concern about losing 

the mentoring program if the Career Ladder program were 

discontinued. "The Career Ladder has provided an excellent 

framework. I think it would be very careless to just 'throw 

the baby out with the bath water' if Career Ladder goes 

under." Still others responded, "I think without the Career 

Ladder program there would be very little mentoring or 

reciprocal activity. I think people look to that structure 

to keep it going." "Without a formal structure, such as 

Career Ladder, I don't think that people will accept 

mentoring as a tool for them. As teachers we are bucking 

expectations and role perceptions." 
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The opportunity and the confidence to be a mentor were 

also contingent upon a formal structure for some of the 

mentor teachers. "I got into mentoring in the formal sense 

through Career Ladder 'cause it's part of our Career 

Ladder." "I've been in the profession for 12 years and was 

never in a mentoring role before until the Career Ladder was 

put in place." 

The formal structure of the relationship--the 

responsibility you have for this person [protege] 

--gave me more confidence in approaching someone. 

Besides giving me confidence, it made me aware 

that the proteges are willing to receive 

information from me, and I don't have to worry 

about them seeing it as pushy. 

These comments from the interviews were consistent with 

the responses from the open-ended survey questions. A 

formalized structure, while contrived, was seen as necessary 

for mentoring to occur. Teacher-initiated instances of 

collegiality were perceived to be enhanced by the 

administratively structured features of the formalized 

mentoring program. 

Administrative School Regulations (N = 11/73). 

Administrative School Regulations were the rules and 

requirements that applied to the school as a whole and 

regulated the day-to-day activities at the site. Examples 
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of Administrative School Regulations were recess duty and 

attendance at faculty meetings. The impact of 

Administrative School Regulations on the mentoring program 

was expressed in terms of conflicting priorities. "The 

administration wants all these great programs to be 

successful, but they never take anything away. They just 

pile more stuff on us and expect us to get everything done 

and done perfectly." The conflict between the old and new 

requirements was noted several times. 

I want to be a good mentor. It is a great idea 

and education needs it, but I can't do everything. 

If they want me to be a good mentor, they can't 

expect me to continue to do all the things I did 

before I became a mentor. Something has to go. 

These feelings of being over-burdened by the organization 

were consistent with the responses to the open-ended survey 

questions. 

Another aspect of Administrative School Regulations 

that was mentioned frequently was the influence of teaching 

traditions. That is, teachers have a great deal of 

autonomy, prefer to work in isolation, and the work of 

teachers is only with students (Feinman, Nemser, & Floden, 

1986; Little, 1990). "Even though mentoring is a good 

thing, we have so many generations of an expectation that 

you are autonomous and self-sufficient." "If you are a 



116 

mentor, you want to make sure you don't act like you are 

better than someone else." "There is more to teaching than 

just teaching. Working with other teachers is part of 

teaching and learning to be a teacher." Maintaining the 

egalitarian tradition in the teaching ranks was also 

referred to in the responses to the open-ended survey 

questions. The mentor teachers described it as wanting to 

be seen as someone who had something to share rather than 

someone who was better or had special authority. 

Time (N = 5/73) and Fit (N = 4/73). These two 

categories, Time and Fit, overlapped just as they had in the 

open-ended survey responses. 

"You 

I think that the biggest problem that I have 

encountered, and that is so common among teachers, 

is the time for connecting, the time for teaming 

and mentoring. Time is always a problem with 

teachers, and I would say that if there was any 

major problem or anything that we needed more of, 

[it would be] time. 

have to match people up in terms of a compatible 

schedule so they have some time built in the regular 

scheduled school day to meet." "We should get times that 

aren't taken up by administration and meetings." 
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The problems faced by mentor teachers who were not 

compatible with their proteges because of teaching 

assignment or philosophy were expressed by the interviewees. 

Some of the problems that I experienced were . . . 

very different backgrounds in teaching assignments 

between the person I was assigned to mentor. Like 

I said, I was teaching five health classes and the 

person that [sic] I was assigned to mentor was 

teaching all art classes. We did not have the 

same planning periods. We did not even have the 

same lunch period. We were both involved in 

activities after school, but they were not the 

same activities. Even if we had been perfectly 

compatible and really committed to making this 

[mentoring] work, it would have been very, very 

difficult. 

One of the other mentor teachers had some ideas concerning 

the issue of Fit. 

I have some definite opinions. I think the number 

one consideration has got to be--you match people 

up in terms of a compatible schedule so they have 

some time built in the regular school day to meet 

and to perhaps observe each other and go into each 

others rooms. It would probably be better then if 

they had maybe the same lunch period and opposite 



planning period, something like that so they could 

go into the other's room during their planning 

period to watch the other teacher teaching and 

working with kids. The next consideration would 

be academic areas. Now I'm not of the opinion 

that you have to teach the same thing or even be 

in the same department, but I think maybe people 

should be paired a little bit in terms of having 

some knowledge of what the other person's 

curriculum [is] so that they're on the same wave 

length. 
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These remarks were almost identical to responses coded from 

the open-ended survey questions. 

Implemental-Orientation (N = 9/214). Implemental

Orientation described the development of the mentoring 

process rather than the development of the mentor/protege 

relationship. The requirements of the process took 

precedence over the evolution of the relationship. 

I think one of the problems is the way our formal 

assignments are turned out as part of our Career 

Ladder responsibilities. Once you get to, I 

believe it's Level 3 and maybe Level 4 does it 

too, then you're assigned to mentor what we call a 

Level 1 teacher which [sic] is usually a teacher 

in their first three years of teaching. And since 



the rate of turnover in secondary school is not 

that high and now the amount of people on Level 3 

is fairly consistent, there are not enough Level 1 

people for the formal mentor/protege assignments 

to go like they are supposed to. Its not the 

fault of the person that [sic] assigned me the 

mentoring situation that wasn't ideal and real 

positive, it was a situation that we've only got 

so many people and we have to pair them up. 

Another mentor teacher voiced the same concerns. 

For instance, this year to fulfill that 

[requirements of mentoring] I'm using a teaming 

assignment to fulfill what should be a mentoring 

responsibility in my Career Ladder situation 

simply because there wasn't a Levell person that 

[sic] I could work with on this campus when we 

started [the school year] . 
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For another mentor, the situation of implementation was also 

uncertain due to building needs and administrative demands. 

Our building numbers have fluctuated with people 

going on the ladder and new teachers being hired 

that sometimes Level 4 teachers need to mentor 

beginning teachers. This is asking a lot of 

someone who has already taken on all the duties of 



Level 4 and the work required at the district 

level. 

These responses paralleled the open-ended survey 

responses. 
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Predictability (N = 2/214). Predictability arose from 

the need of the organization to verify that the program 

participants were meeting certain objectives and 

requirements. Comments identified as instances of 

Predictability accounted for only 3% of the comments coded 

for Formalized Interaction. Predictability overlapped 

extensively with Administrative Program Regulations just as 

it had in the analysis of the open-ended survey responses. 

Administrative Program Regulations stipulated that 

participants needed to keep a re~ord of their mentoring 

activities so that the Career Ladder Office could verify 

that specific requirements had been met. 

The necessity of keeping a portfolio and track of 

all the things we do is really a hassle. There 

has got to be an easier way to do the record 

keeping. I realize that the administration needs 

to know that we are not wasting time ,but we are 

professionals and at some point they are going to 

have to start treating us like professionals. 
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Constructed Interaction eN = 141/214) 

The following discussion examines the larger number of 

statements (66%) that spoke to Constructed Interaction 

between mentors and proteges. This emphasis on Constructed 

Interaction was consistent with the open-ended survey 

responses. Constructed Interaction was defined as relations 

initiated by co-workers. 

Constructed Interaction was divided into six categories 

and the results are presented in descending order of 

frequency by category: Developmental-Orientation 

(Mentor/Protege Development, Protege Development, Mentor 

Development), Spontaneous, Value, and Unpredictability. 

Developmental-Orientation (N = 50/141). Developmental

Orientation referred to the evolution and development of the 

relationship between mentors and proteges. These 

interactions within the mentoring process described the 

evolution of the mentor/protege relationship and the culture 

in which it occurred. The second largest group of 

responses, 35%, was coded for this category in Constructed 

Interaction. The extent of the responses for Developmental

Orientation in the interviews was similar to the open-ended 

survey responses. The three aspects of Developmental

Orientation are presented in descending order of frequency: 

Mentor/Protege Development, Protege Development, and Mentor 

Development. 
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Mentor/Protege Development (N = 29/50). The mentor 

teachers who were interviewed spoke at great length about 

the mutual benefits derived by the par.ticipants from 

mentoring. The reciprocal nature of the mentor/protege 

relationship constituted a majority of the comments coded 

for Developmental-Orientation (58%). When a relationship 

was reciprocal in nature, any party in that relationship 

could lead or follow depending on the situation. Mentoring 

was, therefore, both mentor-driven and protege-driven. III 

see it as helping each other basically. II 

The proteges I worked with had some good knowledge 

and information. They brought a lot of it and we 

shared a lot. Like the ways we did things. We 

developed a wonderful behavioral system where the 

students would receive awards and prizes for 

positive behavior, and it worked really well. It 

just wasn't my idea, it was a group process. 

In another instance, IIWe were both teaching personal safety 

in our classrooms, and we developed a unit together and that 

was a real positive experience. II The importance of shared 

experiences was also noted several time. IIThere are things 

that you can learn from each other. In fact mentoring is 

really more like teaming, because it is sharing. 1I 

Again the interviews provided an opportunity for the 

mentor teachers to be more descriptive and expansive in 
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their responses. For example, responses from the open-ended 

survey questions mentioned that mentors and proteges IIshare" 

many experiences. However, in the interviews the mentor 

teachers gave detailed examples of this sharing both within 

and outside the classroom. 

My third protege and I ended up taking some summer 

classes because we had both struggled through the 

[previous] year, and I realized that I really 

didn't have much to offer her in the way of 

solutions for the problems we had during the year. 

So together we took this class and since then 

we've been supporting each other, which has been 

an attractive, a comforting thing. It's been fun 

because we were both able to say, IIWell, I really 

have no idea what I would do in such-a-such 

predicament; let's find out what to do together. II 

And so there was a very comfortable admission that 

no one has it all. 

This positive sentiment overlapped into the reciprocal 

or bilateral nature of the mentoring experience. 

I feel more confident about myself and more 

confident about offering other teachers help. 

That is really important for me because I am a 

resource person, and it has been difficult for me 

to offer help before I am asked. I held back from 



that because of role perceptions and the idea that 

teachers work by themselves--I'll do my job and 

you do your job. The mentor structure got me 

through that wall, and now I can walk into a 

teacher's room and say, "Oh. Are you doing the 

Civil War? I've done this, do you want that?" 
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This impact on the mentor was mentioned repeatedly: "I 

have the impression that I've influenced a few people, and I 

think people have influenced me." 

You're involved in working for the good of the 

group and working together and that's what 

mentoring is all about. It's also teaching. It 

was like teaching adults--adult ed. I had a lot 

of responsibility, and I feel good about it. 

"The respect between teachers is really important. I think 

people respected me a lot. I really began to feel like a 

professional." 

During the interviews, the mentor teachers expressed 

positive feeling about their successes as a mentor: "I feel 

I have done a good job as a mentor." This was not the case 

in the responses from the open-ended survey questions, which 

were generally written in the third person: "Mentors are 

good role models." "Mentors spend a great deal of time 

mentoring." 



125 

prot~g~ Development (N = 11/50). providing support for 

new teachers was one of the primary objectives of the 

mentoring process. The development of the prot~g~ appeared 

22% of the time in the coding of the mentor teacher 

interviews. The mentor was seen as providing guidance and 

stability for new and inexperienced teachers. 

I think they [prot~g~s] were real happy to have 

someone there who knew what was going on, who knew 

what the administration expected of them and of me 

and of all of us together and who could kind of 

guide the ship so to speak, keep everything in 

order, get it done concisely. 

"It is important that mentoring focuses on the beginning 

teacher in her or his first year after they get that 

teaching certificate in hand and they're abandoned in the 

school. Mentoring has such an importance for the beginning 

person." 

The benefits of first-hand experiences and observations 

were mentioned frequently also. 

I think a person learns more about a particular 

style of teaching or technique from another 

teacher than by going to a workshop or a clinic on 

their own. What is neat about the mentor/prot~g~ 

relationship is that they [prot~g~s] can learn 

what works for the teaching style of their 



particular mentor. The new teacher can then 

decide if it fits their teaching style. If it 

doesn't, there's something positive you can always 

pick up just from observing. 

126 

Sometimes the responsibilities of the mentor teacher were 

increased because of the context in which the mentoring took 

place. 

My third year of mentoring I worked with a whole 

team of people at the school not just the person I 

was assigned to. This was probably my toughest 

mentoring experience because none of the people in 

the department except for me had taught at this 

school before. Some of them were brand new 

teachers. And since I was the team leader, I 

really had to mentor this whole team and not just 

my protege. It really was quite a challenge. 

Nobody knew anything about how the school 

operated. I had to show them the ropes--how to 

deal with students, how to do all the different 

kinds of paper work required by this department. 

You name it, I had to show them. Questions and 

problems came up all the time. 

It was also possible for a mentor to do such a good job 

that the protege seemed to surpass her/him. 



My protege and I had worked on some mutual 

projects for two years and were very successful. 

I also helped her with her portfolio when she 

applied to be a Level 3 teacher like me. Not only 

did she get Level 3, but she surpassed me. I was 

really proud of that. 
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Experiences from the mentors' own formative years were 

also part of the responses coded for Protege Development. 

"When I came back into the teaching profession, we were able 

to observe experienced teachers. I really like that, going 

into other people's classrooms and using that time to go 

observe somebody else and see how they taught." 

Mentor Development (N = 10/50). When an experienced 

teacher decided to become a mentor, there were many benefits 

to be derived for the mentors' professional development and 

growth. This was evident in 20% of the responses. 

I think it [mentoring] gave me a means to share my 

experience with other people. It gave me 

permission to show other people what I was doing, 

what had worked for me, what hadn't worked for me. 

It helped me share my creativity. 

I have had a very successful relationship with my 

protege, and I am really grateful for that. It 

has given me sort of a feeling of strength so that 



I can now deal with all kinds of different 

problems and feel that I will be successful. 

"Being a mentor has spilled over into other relationships 

and made me more confident in my abilities." 
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The interviews provided a more in-depth description of 

the mentor teachers' personal and professional development 

and the influence of the protege on the mentor. 

The first relationship was probably the strongest. 

That was the first year that the mentor/protege 

structure was set up. We went beyond the 

professional relationship into--she is my closest 

friend after five years. It was more her--in the 

mentor relationship--it was more her enthusiasm 

and willingness to draw upon me that made the 

difference because I was hesitant and tentative 

with intervening or pushing in any way. She would 

tell me, "You're my mentor; you're supposed to 

help with this." And she definitely had the 

attitude that there were things that I could help 

her with, and she wasn't going to be shy about 

asking. Through the years, she asked me to 

observe, asked me to critique, and I know now, 

five years later, that there were changes that she 

made based on the feedback that she got. She was 

quite comfortable with challenging the 
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conclusions. "Why do you say this? ". I was able 

to really develop a great deal of confidence. 

Spontaneous (N = 43/141). The Spontaneous aspects of 

mentoring referred to the ability of teachers to initiate 

the mentoring process rather than the administration. "I'm 

real good at helping people to get information that they 

need even when they don't know they need it." 

People come into a new school, they have no idea 

what the bottom line is. There's what is said on 

paper, but there is so much more that is implied 

and needs to be known that you need a mentor to 

help you when problems pop up or you have 

questions. A person can't wait for someone to 

tell [them] what they need. They need to be able 

to ask someone to get some help on their own. 

That's what a mentor does. 

The unwritten rules and techniques of teaching were 

mentioned frequently throughout the interviews much as they 

had been in the open-ended survey responses. 

There is so much in teaching that is 

implied or needs to be known that it 

takes a mentor to help you. The kind of 

things that are really non-verbal, that 

are really not on paper, that are really 

never said and that you can only learn 



from someone who you1re closely 

associated with. 
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The interviews provided specific examples of 

Spontaneous mentoring events as opposed to general comments 

about unplanned or spur-of-the-moment mentoring noted in the 

open-ended survey responses. Mentoring was not something 

that necessarily happened at a specific time or place. "If 

I go to a workshop, I think not only in terms of how I can 

use this information, but would this be valuable to my 

protege. II "I keep my proteges in mind when selecting 

materials or going to workshops. II Mentoring was not limited 

to the assigned mentor and protege. 

It's important to have the one person that [sic] 

you can count on, but no one professional, even 

someone who has been doing it for years 

successfully has all the answers. The more people 

you can see, the more you are exposed to, the more 

styles and techniques of teaching you can observe 

the better teacher you can be. 

Because questions arose at any time, in any place, 

mentoring provided inexperienced teachers with a more 

knowledgeable person to help them. 

I think the mentoring program is a good program. 

I think its very positive because it gives a 

first-, second-, or third-year teacher someone to 



go to and to talk things over with. It creates 

the atmosphere where they don't have to put things 

aside and say, "Well, I'll get through this 

somehow. II They can get some help right away. 
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Value (N = 26/141). Responses were coded as Value when 

the mentor teacher spoke to the benefits of the mentoring 

relationship in terms that went beyond simply the benefits 

of disseminating information to feelings of sentiment either 

of a positive or negative nature. Approximately 38% of all 

comments coded for Constructed Interaction were labeled as 

Value. The interviews conveyed a clearer picture of Value 

with regard to the benefits derived by the mentor. In 

response to a probing question during an interview about the 

protege's perceptions of the mentor, one mentor teacher 

related her mentoring experience as an example of how 

important it is that a protege value what the mentor has to 

offer. 

In my mentoring experience this year, I would say 

that the protege acknowledged the value of what I 

had to offer. She saw me as someone with specific 

things I could offer, whether it was discipline, 

materials, or the kind of classroom management 

that's not disc~pline, it's climate. But besides 

all those things was the moral support I could 



lend to the protege, and that was just as valuable 

as the nitty gritty pieces of information I had. 

These coded comments for Value centered around 
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interpersonal benefits rather than professional ones and 

were expressed by a number of other mentors as well. "The 

organizational role of mentoring is more than just 

curriculum and classroom management. It is being an 

emotional and tactical support to a beginning teacher." 

This sentiment was expressed repeatedly throughout the 

interviews and was also noted several times in the open

ended survey responses. "I think mentoring is great; you 

know, I have had just real positive experiences with 

mentoring." "It absolutely, positively a very positive 

experience." 

The importance of the structure and recognition 

afforded by the mentoring program expressed in the open

ended survey responses was reinforced in the interviews. 

The mentor teachers repeatedly emphasized their desire to 

maintain the mentoring program even if the Career Ladder 

program was phased out. 

You know I can't say enough for how good I think 

it is. I think it is excellent. In fact if the 

Career Ladder for some reason doesn't continue 

then we should still do the mentoring. I think 



that it should be an integral part of the program 

at any school. 

I think there's definitely a need in teaching for 

mentoring. There's no doubt in my mind it's long 

overdue. I hear all the time how much people like 

mentoring and that there are enough of them that 

[sic] would want it to continue no matter what. I 

know I think very highly of it. 
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During the interviews, many references were made to the 

absence of a mentor in the interviewees early stages of 

teaching. 

I would have really like to have had a mentor. 

Boy, did I need one. I didn't even know how to 

make out a gradebook. It was learn as you go and 

good luck Charlie. It seemed like so many of 

[the] things that I needed to know about running a 

classroom they had forgotten to teach me at the 

university. 

Unpredictability (N = 22/141). Unpredictability 

overlapped extensively with the Spontaneous aspects of 

Constructed Interaction. The responses labeled as 

unpredictable dealt with the inability to dictate what the 

results from the mentoring experience would be. This was 

contrary to the administrative mandate of prescribed 

outcomes and documentation. 



I went into mentoring because I wanted to be a 

Level 3 teacher and get the recognition and the 

money from the Career Ladder. But I got so much 

more out of it. I got to work with other teachers 

like I'd never been able to do before. 
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"It was so exciting to meet with another teacher. We both 

had so many ideas about doing things, and you never knew 

where the discussion might take us." 

Over the years, so many unexpected things have 

happened because of mentoring like making new 

friends, being able to work on projects that I 

could never had done by myself, but because there 

was more than one person the project became 

doable. 

Findings 

As Hargreaves (1991) maintained, "One of the benefits 

and pleasures of qualitative [in this case micro-political] 

research is the surprises it yields, surprises that are 

primarily driven by the data" (p. 78). First, the results 

of this research suggest the appropriateness of using a 

micro-political perspective to analyze teacher collegiality. 

The findings of the present research not only supported the 

explanatory potential of a micro-political framework for 

analyzing teacher collegiality, they also seemed to 

highlight a richer and more complex view of the mentoring 
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relationship than had been envisioned by Hargreaves. 

Second, while the literature suggested that Formalized and 

Constructed Interactions are mutually exclusive, this study 

indicated that they were complementary. Third, a formalized 

structure of the mentoring process provided a base from 

which teacher-constructed collaboration could emerge. 

Hargreaves found in his study of British comprehensive 

boards (analogous to schools districts in the United States) 

that collaborative collegiality in a mandated collegial 

program was rare or nonexistent. In fact, it was present in 

only one of the boards Hargreaves studied. Further, 

Hargreaves maintained that the occurrence of collegiality 

was not as important as the meaning of collegiality for the 

participants. This study does not support that contention. 

In the context of this study, the Career Ladder program (of 

which mentoring is a part) initially appeared to be an 

administratively driven form of collegiality. However, the 

meaning of collegiality for the participants was such that a 

contrived or mandated relationship had the potential to 

evolve into a collegial one. The teachers suggested that 

they were able to meet their own needs and interests in a 

contrived setting. That is, mandated collegiality made it 

possible for teachers to find interests responsive to their 

particular settings. This finding is consistent with 

Philips and Glickman's (1991) study, in which a peer 
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coaching program in Georgia produced increasingly positive 

attitudes toward professional growth experiences over time. 

Fourth, the proximity of mentor and protege both physically 

and philosophically was very important for a collegial 

relationship to be beneficial and worthwhile. Having time 

to interact was also very important. Fifth, the process for 

verifying that mentoring activities had indeed taken place 

needed to be simplified or eliminated. The bureaucracy's 

need for documentation had to be manageable and not 

burdensome for the participants (e.g., portfolios). Sixth, 

mentor teachers felt that they had benefitted as much if not 

more than the new teachers they were assigned to mentor. 

Burns (1981) explained that because power is a relationship 

among people, IIthere is no certain relationship between what 

the power holder does and how the power target responds ll (p. 

7). That is, the mentor finds her/himself both a power 

holder and a power target in that she/he is both a 

benefactor and a beneficiary in relation to the protege. In 

the context of this study, this power distribution was 

clearly evident in the numerous comments concerning the 

benefits to both mentor and protege within in the same 

relationship and the positive development of both 

participants. Seventh, the tension that was created when 

Administrative School Regulations and Program Regulations 



were in conflict with one another was disruptive to the 

mentoring process. 
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Finally, although not a specific focus of the research, 

a pattern emerged wherein the fit between mentors and 

proteges appeared more problematic for elementary school 

teachers than for their secondary school counterparts. The 

physical structure of the school facility and the schedule 

of the day may account for this discrepancy between grade 

levels. It may also be that among the pedagogical 

generalists at the elementary school level, mentors have 

fewer quick and concise answers to specific questions. The 

sUbject-matter orientation of high school teachers, in 

contrast, may mean that they have a greater chance of 

generating straightforward and unequivocal subject-specific 

lIanswers.1I 



CHAPTER 5 

CONCLUSIONS 

This chapter presents an overview of the study, 

implications for practice, and recommendations for future 

research. 

Overview 
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The purpose of this research was to examine the 

phenomenon of teacher mentoring from a micro-political point 

of view in an attempt to distinguish features of genuine 

"collaborative collegialityll from collegiality that was 

simply "contrived" (Conley et al., in press; Hargreaves, 

1991). The study used data from 57 mentor teachers in a 

large urban district in the Southwest where elementary and 

secondary teachers were required by district directives to 

engage in formalized collegial relationships (i.e., 

mentoring). This study examined the degree to which the 

perceptions of these teachers reflected contrived and 

collaborative conceptions of collegiality. The conceptual 

basis of the study was drawn from the current micro

political literature on collegiality (Conley et al., in 

press; Hargreaves, 1991). 

Collegial working relationships and the environment in 

which such relationships can occur has been the focus of 
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much research over the past 10 years (Heckman, 1988; Kram, 

1983, 1985; Lipsitz, 1984; Sergiovanni, 1987). Hargreaves 

(1991), for example, differentiated between contrived and 

collaborative collegiality. He maintained that collegiality 

which is contrived or lIadministratively regulated 11 is 

inflexible, inefficient, and infringes on teachers' 

professional judgments. Joyce and Showers (1987), Phillips 

and Glickman (1991), and Batesky (1991), on the other hand, 

see collegiality that is bureaucratically organized as the 

first step toward establishing an environment/culture in 

which collaborative or spontaneous collegiality may occur. 

This research directly addressed these debates in the 

research literature. 

Related Literature 

The literature review examined five major areas: work 

redesign and its relationship to teacher collegiality, 

teacher mentoring, peer coaching, the bilateral nature of 

mentoring and peer coaching, and the micro-politics of 

collegiality. Little research on teacher mentoring and peer 

coaching has been approached from a micro-political 

framework (Hargreaves, 1991). The goal of this research, 

then, was to apply a micro-political framework to the 

analysis of data from teacher mentors in the Southwest. The 

present research differed from other micro-political 

research on collegiality in three respects. First, both 
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Hargreaves and Conley et al. (in press) relied on a single 

data source (e.g., interviews or surveys). This study, by 

contrast, utilized two data sources: mentor teacher 

responses to opened-ended survey questions and mentor 

teacher interviews. Second, Conley et al.'s study of 

teacher mentoring found that some of Hargreaves categories 

emerged only very infrequently in the data, and a 

preliminary analysis of the data in this study revealed that 

the data collected did not fit all of the categories 

identified by Conley et al. Therefore, this study revised 

Conley et al.'s modification of Hargreaves' conceptual 

categories to provide categories that more fully reflected 

the mentor teachers' perceptions of Formalized Collegiality 

in a redesigned work environment (Career Ladder). Third, 

Hargreaves and Conley et al. did not examine the issues of 

contrived and collaborative collegiality in the context of 

teacher work redesign. 

Design and Procedures 

To assess the contrived or collaborative nature of the 

mentoring experience, surveys were distributed to 106 

teachers designated as mentors in the district. A follow-up 

for unreturned surveys was conducted two weeks after the 

initial mailing, raising the response level to 57%. 
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Instrumentation 

Open-Ended Survey Ouestions. Of primary interest to 

this study were the written answers to three open-ended 

survey questions: (a) What do you see as the positive 

aspects of the mentoring program in this district, (b) What 

do you see as the negative aspects of the mentoring program 

in this district, and (c) What are your suggestions for 

Improving the mentoring program in the district? 

Interviews. To obtain more detailed information, semi

structured interviews were conducted with six mentor 

teachers selected on a non-random basis. Teachers selected 

for the interviews had participated in mentor training, had 

been a mentor for at least two years, and had completed and 

returned the survey. The interview protocol was designed by 

the author. 

S~a~ 

First, the results suggested the appropriateness of 

using a micro-political perspective, based on its 

explanatory potential, to analyze teacher collegiality. 

Second, the open-ended survey responses and interviews 

suggested that a collegial mechanism that on the surface 

looks contrived actually permitted collaborative 

relationships to occur. While the literature (e.g., 

Hargreaves, 1991; Hargreaves & Dawe, 1990) would seem to 

suggest that formalized collegial relationships precluded 
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occurrences of spontaneous or voluntary collegial 

relationships, this research indicated that they were in 

reality complementary. That is, formalizing collegial 

relationships provided a base from which voluntary collegial 

relationships could occur. 

Third, the assumption that mentoring and peer coaching 

were exclusive of each other (Anastos & Ancowitz, 1987; 

Bird, 1984; Joyce & Showers, 1987; Neubert & Bratton, 1987; 

Rivers, 1989) was not consistent with the comments from the 

respondents in this study. This may be due to the shift in 

roles between the mentors and the proteges. In one instance 

the more experienced teacher (mentor) acts as the guide and 

advice giver. In another instance the inexperienced teacher 

(protege) may take on the mantle of the guide and adviser. 

Burns (1981) provided an explanation for this phenomenon. 

He described power as a relationship among persons: "There 

is no certain relationship between what the power holder 

does and how the power target responds ll (p. 7). In simpler 

terms, the mentor may find her/himself both a power holder 

and a power target in that she/he is both a benefactor and a 

beneficiary in relationship to the protege. In this 

context, the findings would seem to imply a richer and more 

complex view of the mentoring relationship than that 

envisioned by Hargreaves (1991). Furthermore, the findings 

from this study seemed to illustrate the importance of a 
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framework that accounted for different forms of 

collegiality, such as that espoused by Kram (1985). 

Fourth, Hargreaves (1991) found that Constructed 

Interaction was rare or nonexistent in the sample of British 

comprehensive boards3
, and he maintained that the meaning 

of collegiality for the participants was more important than 

the actual occurrences of collegiality. The program 

described in this study was essentially administratively 

driven. Even though teachers volunteered to take part in 

the Career Ladder program, participation was highly 

structured and closely monitored. Participation and 

satisfactory completion of a variety of activities were 

necessary if participants were to receive the monetary 

benefits of the program. However, the mentor teachers were 

able to meet their own needs and interests in what, on the 

surface, was a formalized setting. This finding was 

consistent with a recent study by Philips and Glickman 

(1991) in which a peer coaching progranl in Georgia produced 

increasingly positive attitudes toward professional growth 

experiences over time. 

Fifth, adequate time to be a mentor and to be mentored 

appeared to be closely tied to a compatible assignment 

between mentor and protege. It was apparent that the 

3 British comprehensive boards are similar to American 
school districts. 
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experienced mentor teachers in this study felt that teaching 

in the same building as the protege they were assigned to 

mentor was important, and it was even more beneficial if the 

assignment between the mentor and the protege extended to 

the grade level or department. 

Sixth, the mentor teachers in this study seemed to 

resent what they perceived to be cumbersome accountability 

measures such as the requirement to document all instances 

of mentoring. The Career Ladder portfolio was also included 

in some of the complaints. Many of the mentor teachers 

suggested that the document requirements needed to be 

simplified. 

Seventh, while the mentoring program was directed 

toward the development of new teachers, it was obvious that 

the mentor teachers saw the program as benefitting them as 

much, if not more, than the protege. 

Eighth, it was apparent that the regulations and 

responsibilities that teachers faced in the day-to-day 

environment of the school site should not be in conflict 

with the regulations and responsibilities of the mentoring 

program. When Administrative School Regulations were not 

compatible, mentor teachers experienced feelings of 

frustration at not being able to do everything required of 

them. 
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Finally, although they were not a specific focus of 

this research, six closed-ended survey questions yielded 

some interesting preliminary results. The discussion of 

these results is not intended to add additional support to 

the findings already discussed but are simply intended to 

provide additional information about the mentor teachers' 

perceptions and concerns while mentoring. 

Mentors were asked about the similarity of their 

teaching and building assignments and those of their 

protege. The similarity of mentor/protege teaching 

assignment was measured by the following item on the survey: 

"Do you and your protege have the same teaching assignment? 

The possible responses were either yes or no. Of the 57 

respondents 63.2% of the mentors had the same teaching 

assignment as their proteges while 36.8% did not. It is 

interesting to note that the percentage of mentor teachers 

whose proteges had the same teaching assignment (63.2%) was 

similar to the percentage who expressed overall satisfaction 

with the mentoring experience (68.4%). The coded comments 

from the open-ended surveys and interviews concerning Fit 

also seemed to support this finding. 

The similarity of mentor/protege building assignment 

was measured by the following item on the survey: "Building 

Assignment: Is your protege in the same building as you?" 

The possible responses were yes and no. Of the 57 
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respondents, 80.7 % of the mentors reported that they taught 

in the same school as their protege, and 19.3 % stated that 

they did not. It would seem, then, that the majority of 

mentor teachers were in mentoring situations that they would 

consider organizationally appropriate. That is, the mentor 

and protege assigned to work together were in the same 

building. This high percentage could also have been caused 

by the ability of proteges to self-select a mentor after 

they completed their first year. 

The frequency of mentor/protege meetings was measured 

by the following item on the survey: IIWhich of the 

following best describes how often you and your protege have 

met during the beginning of this school year?1I 4 The 

possible responses ranged from daily to less than monthly, 

where daily was equal to 1 and less than monthly was equal 

to 5. Of the 57 mentors 18.9% reported that they met with 

their proteges on a daily basis, 26.4% on a weekly basis, 

22.6% met twice a month, 22.6% met once a month, and 9.4% 

reported that they met with their proteges less than once a 

month. Consequently, 67.9% of the mentors who responded to 

this survey met with their proteges at least twice a month, 

while 32% met once a month or less. This finding is 

supported by the responses from the open-ended survey 

4 The survey was administered during the last three weeks of 
the school year. 
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questions and the interviews. Mentor teachers mentioned 

repeatedly that it was very important to be able to meet 

with their proteges on a fairly regular basis. It would 

seem that this was being accomplished by a majority of the 

participants, in part because a majority were assigned to 

the same building, allowing them to schedule more meetings 

and to increase opportunities for unplanned meetings. 

Mentors were asked whether the school/district provided 

adequate time for them to meet with their proteges. The 

perceived adequacy of time for mentors/proteges to meet was 

measured by the following item on the survey: "This 

school/district provided time for me to meet with my 

protege." The possible responses ranged from strongly agree 

(1) to strongly disagree (4). Only 3.4% of the mentors 

strongly agreed with the statement, 20.7% agreed, 31% 

disagreed, and 37.9% strongly disagreed. If the statements 

signifying agreement and those signifying disagreement were 

each combined, then 24.1% of the mentors would agree that 

there was adequate time to meet with their proteges, while 

68.9 % of the mentors would disagree. This question was 

directly related to the issues of Administrative Program 

Regulation, Administrative School Regulation, and Time. 

Over two-thirds of the respondents felt that the district or 

the school did not provide adequate time for mentors and 

proteges to meet, an issue that was frequently identified as 



important in the open-ended survey questions and mentor 

teacher interviews. 
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It is interesting that while 68.9% of the mentors felt 

that there was not adequate time to meet with their 

proteges, a similar percentage (63.2%) of mentors and 

proteges were able to meet at least twice a month. It may 

be that although the mentors wanted additional time, its 

absence did not seem to limit the ability of the mentors and 

proteges to meet. 

Another closed-ended survey question whose results 

could have been negatively impacted by the adequacy of 

meeting time was that of how extensively the 

responsibilities of mentoring interfered with the mentor's 

own classroom responsibilities. The level of distraction 

was measured by the following item on the survey: "I feel 

that my mentoring responsibilities have detracted from my 

own classroom responsibilities. II The possible responses 

ranged from strongly agree (1) to strongly disagree (4). Of 

the 57 mentors, 3.6% agreed strongly that the 

responsibilities of being a mentor had distracted them from 

their own classroom responsibilities, 19.6% agreed, 50.3% 

disagreed, and 26.3% strongly disagreed. If the responses 

indicating agreement with the statement and those indicating 

disagreement were each combined, 23.2% of the mentors agreed 

that mentoring had distracted them from their classroom 
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responsibilities, while 76.6% disagreed. Perhaps the 

negative aspects for mentors were offset by the perceived 

benefits derived from the mentoring experience, which were 

reported extensively by the respondents on the open-ended 

surveys and during the interviews. 

The final closed-ended survey question was "In general, 

how satisfied are you with your mentoring experience?" The 

possible responses ranged from very satisfied (1) to very 

dissatisfied (4). Of the 57 mentors, 19.3% stated that they 

were very satisfied, 49.1% were satisfied, 26.3% were 

dissatisfied, and 5.3% were very dissatisfied. By combining 

those responses which indicated satisfaction and those 

responses which indicated dissatisfaction, it can be 

reported that 68.4% of the respondents were satisfied with 

their mentoring experience while 31.6% were dissatisfied. 

This rate of satisfaction seemed to be supported throughout 

the responses from the open-ended survey questions and 

especially in the mentor teacher interviews. In fact, 

closed-ended survey responses consistently supported the 

open-ended survey responses and the mentor teacher 

interviews. 

Implications for Practice 

The findings from this study may have some implications 

for those members of the educational community who are 

interested in promoting and sustaining collegiality in an 
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educational environment. First, given the bureaucratic 

nature of education, some type of formalized program seems 

to legitimize mentoring for both the mentor and the protege. 

That is, (al the mentors feel that they have been given 

permission to share their knowledge and experience, (bl 

teachers who have been recognized by the hierarchy as 

mentors are perceived by proteges as having something of 

value to share, and (cl the organization is perceived as 

valuing the process of mentoring. 

Second, it is necessary to make sure that the day-to

day workings of the educational setting are compatible with 

the goals, objectives, and responsibilities of the 

implemented mentoring process. Not only must the day-to-day 

responsibilities and requirements be compatible, but 

unwritten rules and norms of teacher work, such as autonomy 

and egalitarianism, need to be considered if program and 

organizational changes are to be successful. 

Third, mentoring takes time and can occur anywhere. 

Since mentoring occurs within a dynamic environment, it is 

not possible to isolate it to one particular place or time. 

Participants need to have the ability to meet regularly but 

as their particular situation demands. The compatibility of 

assignment or Fit between mentor and protege can go a long 

way in this area. When the mentor and the protege are 



members of the same grade level team or department, the 

stage is set for collegial interaction. 
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Fourth, the organization needs to minimize or eliminate 

cumbersome documentation of participant activities that are 

required to fulfill the administration's need for 

verification. Other types of documentation, such as 

narrative reports or reflective journal comments, would seem 

more beneficial to the participants. These types of 

narrative reports or reflective journal comments could not 

only serve to satisfy the administration but could provide 

the mentor and protege with information they could utilize 

for improving the relationship. 

Fifth, mentoring should be viewed as one part of the 

continuum of collegial relationships. The participants in a 

mentoring relationship, regardless of the label that is 

attached to the position they occupy, may in reality not 

occupy that position at all. That is, mentoring is not a 

one-dimensional event but, rather, a dynamic multi-faceted 

onp.. As the participants engage in mentoring and the 

process evolves and changes, so do the positions that the 

participants occupy and the roles they play. 

Sixth, teachers should not be forced or coerced to 

become mentors. Tha~ does not mean, however, that the 

organization should not create an environment in which 

formalized mentoring occurs. Qualified and experienced 
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teachers should be given the opportunity to become a mentors 

if they are interested in sharing their expertise. The 

negative comments expressed by mentor teachers in this study 

were not about mentoring. Instead, they centered on the 

organizational impediments that interfered with the mentor 

teachers' interaction with the protege. 

Seventh, time commitments that mentors and proteges 

have outside of the mentoring relationship have a direct 

impact on the time they can spend in collegial working 

relationships. The organizational structure has a 

tremendous influence on the success of the mentoring process 

because of the environment that is created. It is this 

environment in which collegial interactions are to 

transpire. Organizational barriers that inhibit 

collegiality need to be minimized. 

Eighth, because collegial working relationships, such 

as mentoring, can be empowering experiences (Little, 1990), 

teacher participation in the organization and implementation 

of Formalized Interaction activities are important (Conley & 

Malanowski, 1987; Conley, Schmidle, & Shedd, in press; 

Cooper & Conley, 1991; Darling-Hammond, 1986; Maeroff, 

1988) . 

Ninth, mentors and proteges need to make a personal as 

well as a professional commitment. The organization needs 

to match the commitment because of the benefits derived from 
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the collegial working relationships that are formed 

(Firestone, 1991). A skilled mentor is able to expose the 

beginning teacher to new challenges and also provide the 

support and coaching that the beginning teacher needs 

(Gehrke & Kay, 1984; Gladstone, 1987; Kram, 1983, 1985). 

The hierarchy in the organization needs to recognize the 

expertise of the mentor teacher and the value such expertise 

holds for the organization (Hallinger & Richardson, 1988). 

Concurrently, the protege needs to be willing to learn and 

to acknowledge that s/he is in a new role and may need some 

help. The hierarchy of the organization needs to provide an 

environment void of punitive and unrealistic evaluation 

practices so that proteges are not reluctant to ask 

questions or seek help (Conley & Bacharach, 1990; Tanner & 

Ebers, 1985). 

Tenth, mentoring is a viable process for ongoing 

teacher education, induction, professional development, 

curriculum development, and decision making (Griffin, in 

press). Mentoring also seems to be a natural result of 

restructuring efforts, especially at the elementary level 

(Odell, 1991). Instances of team teaching, grade level 

teams, interdisciplinary teams, and department teams are 

consistent with the construct of peer mentoring 

relationships. 
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Recommendations for Future Research 

First, the findings in this study illustrated the 

importance of a framework that accounts for different forms 

of collegiality, such as that espoused by Kram (1985). 

Since this framework comes from the general organizational 

behavior literature and has been useful in the context of 

education in this case, future research should borrow from 

fields outside of education and educational administration, 

such as organizational sociology and political science. 

Second, the heightened problems of Fit for elementary 

level teachers in contrast to the secondary level need to be 

examined more closely. It is important to note that studies 

examining this shift in context from elementary to secondary 

settings have proved fruitful in other research, e.g., 

teacher stress (Bacharach, Bauer, & Conley, 1986). 

Therefore, further study of the development of mentor and 

peer relationships across levels of education may produce 

expanded knowledge concerning the development of 

relationships in varied contexts (for example, elementary

secondary and secondary-higher education) . 

Third, the perceptions of proteges need to be examined 

to determine whether their needs and concerns are being met. 

It would also be beneficial to know how they see the 

mentoring process with regard to teaching lore and 

traditions (Parkay, 1989). Proteges could also be asked to 
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compare the preparation they received in college, including 

student teaching, to the mentoring experience. 

Fourth, teacher knowledge has been classified as 

propositional knowledge found in research and experience, 

case knowledge that emanates from the stories and vignettes 

of teaching, and strategic knowledge that comes about when 

theory and practice clash and no simple or prescriptive 

solution can be found (Shulman, 1986). Mentors and proteges 

should be encouraged to keep journals and engage in dialogue 

sessions for purposes of reflection and inquiry (Duckworth, 

1986; Lytle & Cochran-Smith, 1990; Schon, 1987). The 

development of cases (Carter, 1988) describing the evolution 

of the mentoring phenomenon as experienced first-hand would 

be of value for teacher professional development and 

induction (Hahn, 1990; Lieberman, 1986; Zeichner & Liston, 

1987). If we are to understand what this process of 

learning to teach is, we need to try to understand the ways 

in which teachers' react and interact in various situations 

and how they integrate past experiences. This process 

creates a body of "personal practical knowledge ll (Connelly & 

Clandinin, 1986; Fenstermacher, 1986; Yinger, 1987). These 

types of studies have also been described as "wisdom of 

practice studies" (Shulman, 1988), and could provide for the 

"collection, collation, and interpretation of the practical 

knowledge of teachers for the purpose of establishing a case 
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literature and codifying its principles, precedents and 

parables" (Shulman, 1986, p. 12). Carter (1988) suggested 

that mentor teachers could share their expertise and 

professional knowledge with beginning teachers through the 

development of case studies. Such case studies, shared in 

the common language of practice and developed by the ~,entor, 

may provide a more accurate description of the intricacies 

of teaching. The professional abilities and accomplishments 

of the master teacher could provide the basis for reflection 

and analysis for the beginning teacher (Carter, 1988). 

Fifth, for the teachers who take on the mantle of 

mentor, the present organizational structure of the school 

environment, in most instances, does not provide time within 

the school day to interact adequately with the beginning 

teacher. How can the educational environment balance the 

needs of the beginning teacher and the teaching demands of 

the mentor teachers? An in-depth look into the 

formalization of the mentoring process would seem 

appropriate as would the screening and training of mentors. 

The question of matching mentors and beginning teachers and 

its influence on the success of the mentoring relationship 

has not been answered. Such examinations could be helpful 

in identifying the critical needs of those involved and 

resolving the issues of time, need, and responsibility. 
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Sixth, an analysis of student achievement and its 

correlation to mentoring of the beginning teacher could 

prove to be significant, as would the assessment of the 

impact of the demands placed on the mentor and the mentor's 

classroom and students. 

The impact of mentoring on the classroom as a component 

of teacher work redesign needs to be examined in depth. 

Case studies of an exploratory nature would be beneficial 

and would also help to reveal the interplay between 

Administrative School Regulations and Administrative Program 

Regulations (Smylie, in press) . 

Seventh, many of the mentor teachers in this study 

alluded to the fact that they felt more secure with their 

own knowledge and empowered to reach out and provide 

assistance and direction to other teachers. It has been 

suggested that the mentoring process is one of the factors 

in the retention of master teachers and the development of 

teacher leaders (Devaney, 1987; Little, 1990). To date no 

study or research has confirmed that belief. It is also 

possible that such information could provide keys to 

questions of professionalizing teaching and restructuring 

issues of the educational system such as site-based decision 

making. 

Finally, most teachers do not have connections to other 

parts of their educational organizations. They are not 
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encouraged to seek collegial working relationships which 

could provide useful information about new, improved, or 

diverse instructional techniques, curriculum concerns and 

developments, and the implications of such information on 

possible policy development (Corwin, 1965, 1973; Cuban, 

1988; Katz, 1971, 1987). In a professional setting, 

continuous growth and knowledge acquisition occur when 

people are connected to other parts of an organization and 

have access to resources and information (Gideonse, 1990; 

Grumet, 1987; Kanter, 1977; Pfeffer, 1981). It would seem 

that the mentoring process not only rescues the beginning 

teacher from the pit of professional isolation by providing 

support and assistance, it offers the mentor teacher an 

arena in which to present his/her vast knowledge and 

expertise (Anderson & Shannon, 1988) and also provides an 

arena in which to develop case studies for a better 

understanding of the teaching process. These benefits would 

appear to provide the rationale for future research and 

program development. 
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The Career Ladder Project calls for four levels of teaching 
staff. The levels are simply called Level I, Level II, 
Level III, and Level IV. For the 1986-87 Implementation 
year, Levels I, II, and III were made available to staff. 
Level I teachers maintained their placement on the District 
Salary Index. There are six steps within Levels II and III. 
For the 1987-88, school year teachers were able to advance 
to Level IV, Step 1. 

All teachers new to the district were required to enter 
Levell. Teachers employed during the 1985-86 school year 
were given an option of staying on the regular teaching 
salary schedule or applying to the Career Ladder program for 
placement based on specific criteria. 

The following brief statements indicate the responsibilities 
at each level. 

Level I 

* Assigned to a Level III teacher in a mentoring 
relationship for the entire school year 

* Observes modeled teaching strategies of the mentor 
teacher or other designated teacher for the 
equivalent of one full day 

* Develops with mentor, a Professional Growth 
Plan/Report of the activities involved in or 
planned for the current year--expected to attend 
pre-approved professional growth workshops, staff 
development activity, or approved coursework 
equivalent to 45 hours of instruction for each 
year at Level I, or a total of 135 in-service 
hours 

* Three (3) additional days 

* Emphasis on classroom teaching performance 



* The third year Level I teacher must submit a 
portfolio and qualify for Level II 

* Must submit a portfolio annually 

Level II 

* Teamed with a Level II or III teacher for the 
purposes of sharing expertise, working on 
planning, etc. for the entire year 
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* Develops a Professional Growth Activity Report 
that includes past and future activities for skill 
development--expected to attend pre-approved 
professional growth workshops, staff development 
activity, or approved coursework equivalent to 15 
instructional hours each year 

* Expected to participate in at least one school or 
district committee or work on a curriculum 
development project 

* Required to show evidence of student academic 
progress at steps 5 and 6 or for movement to Level 
III 

* Expected to strive for high level of teacher 
performance working toward outstanding evaluations 

* No additional days required 

* ~mphasis is on classroom teaching performance and 
sharing of expertise 

* Must submit a portfolio annually 

Level III 

* Must maintain overall outstanding evaluations 

* Mentors Level I teachers and/or teams with Level 
II or Level III teachers throughout the year 

* Develops a Professional Growth Plan/Report 

* Takes professional growth training and staff 
development 

* Develop a Plan of Action for increasing student 
achievement 



* Required to show evidence of student academic 
progress 
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* Plans or conducts a pre-approved district or 
school in-service activity, or works on curriculum 
development projects, or serves on school 
(leadership role) or district-wide committees 

* Five (5) additional work days 

* Emphasis is on classroom performance, building
level responsibilities, and mentoring, which 
includes sharing of expertise, preparation, and 
modeling 

* Must submit a portfolio annually 

Level IV 

* Must maintain overall outstanding evaluations 

* Must exhibit evidence of leadership qualities 

* Must be capable of teacher training 

* Must maintain a Professional Growth Activity 
Plan/Report 

* Must show evidence of student academic progress 

* Must develop Plan of Action for student academic 
progress--classroom or building focus 

* Select an Area of Focus and work with the 
appropriate supervisor to develop a specific Plan 
of Action, as an individual or part of a team 

* Ten (10) additional work days 

* Emphasis is on classroom performance, mentoring 
and district-wide teacher training 

* Utilized as a resource dependent upon district 
need 

* Must submit a portfolio annually 

* Must pass a Comprehensive Review Panel 
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LEVEL 1 OBSERVATION DAY GUIDELINES 

1. Each Level I teacher, in coordination with her/his 
mentor, should plan for observing the mentor and/or 
other teachers. The observation times should be the 
equivalent of one full day. If a substitute will be 
required, it is expected that a full day be utilized 
because substitute coverage for less than a full day is 
difficult to coordinate. 

2. All observation times should be handled by first 
communicating with the building principal. Arranging 
for observation times that require substitute coverage 
should be coordinated with the Career Ladder Liaison. 
The switchboard will arrange for the coverage after 
receiving approval from the Liaison's office. 

3. First year Level I teachers should expect to be 
observed at least one time by the Assistant 
Superintendent in charge of Curriculum and Instruction. 

4. Although observation by the mentor is not required, it 
is strongly encouraged for the purpose of providing 
positive and constructive feedback. This is not part 
of the formal evaluation process. 

5. These activities should be recorded on the Level I 
Observation form which is part of the portfolio. 
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MENTORING ELEMENTS 

Level I - Evidence of Observation 

Level I teacher must submit a list of teachers who were 
observed. 

The dates, focus, and amount of time spent for each 
observation must be included. 
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Comments on the value of these observations for the Level I 
teacher should be included. 

Level III - Mentoring (Level IV if applicable) 

Contact with teacher or teachers, formal guidance 
established, sharing of information is evident. 

A high degree of structure and format exist for processing 
the above. Leadership and initiative are exhibited in 
mentoring. 

Quality of the activities is outstanding and highly 
beneficial. 

There is evidence of a strong commitment to the mentoring 
process. 
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MENTOR PROGRAM SURVEY 

Please answer the following inquiries by circling the best 
choice as it pertains to your mentoring experience. In some 
instances you will be asked to provide a written response. 

1. Teaching Assignment: (Circle One) 

1. Elementary 
2. Middle School 
3. High School 
4. Central Office 

2. Do you and your protege have the same teaching 
assignment? 

1. Yes 
2. No 

3. Building Assignment: Is your protege in the same 
building as you? 

1. Yes 
2. No 

4. Years of Teaching Experience: (Circle One) 

1. 0-5 Yrs. 
2. 6-10 Yrs. 
3. 11-15 Yrs. 
4. 16-20 Yrs. 
5. 21+ Yr. 

5. Your Highest Level of Formal Education: (Circle One) 

1. Bachelor's Degree 
2. Master's Degree 
3. Master's + Additional Formal Education 

and/or Certification 
4. Doctorate 

6. Which of the following BEST describes how often you and 
your protege have met during the school year? 

1. Daily 
2. Weekly 
3. Twice Monthly 
4. Once Monthly 
5. Less than Monthly 
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7. Which of the following BEST describes how often your 
protege has observed a lesson being taught by a mentor? 

1. Never 
2. 1-2 Times 
3. 3-4 Times 
4. 5-6 Times 
5. 7+ Times 

8. Which of the following BEST describes how often you, in 
your role as a mentor, have observe a lesson being 
taught by a protege? 

1. Never 
2. 1-2 Times 
3. 3-4 Times 
4. 5-6 Times 
5. 7+ Times 

9. Which of the following BEST describes how often you and 
your protege have discussed the following issues? 

a. Teaching Strategies 

1. Daily 
2. Weekly 
3. Monthly 
4. Less than Monthly 

b. Classroom Discipline 

1. Daily 
2. Weekly 
3. Monthly 
4. Less than Monthly 

c. Building Policies/Procedures 

1. Daily 
2. Weekly 
3. Monthly 
4. Less than Monthly 

d. District Policies/Procedures 

1. Daily 
2. Weekly 
3. Monthly 
4. Less than Monthly 
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e. Curriculum 

1. Daily 
2. Weekly 
3. Monthly 
4. Less than Monthly 

f. Materials/Supplies 

1. Daily 
2. Weekly 
3. Monthly 
4. Less than Mo~thly 

g. Morale/Personal Support 

1. Daily 
2. Weekly 
3. Monthly 
4. Less than Monthly 

h. Professional Goals 

1. Daily 
2. Weekly 
3. Monthly 
4. Less than Monthly 

10. How helpful would you say you have been to the protege 
regarding the following? 

a. Teaching Strategies 

1. Not at all 
2. Somewhat 
3. Often 
4. A Great Deal 

b. Classroom Discipline 

1. Not at all 
2. Somewhat 
3. Often 
4. A Great Deal 



c. Building Policies/Procedures 

1. Not at all 
2. Somewhat 
3. Often 
4. A Great Deal 

d. District Policies/Procedures 

1. Not at aJ,l 
2. Somewhat 
3. Often 
4. A Great Deal 

e. Curriculum 

1. Not at all 
2. Somewhat 
3. Often 
4. A Great Deal 

f. Materials/supplies 

1. Not at all 
2. Somewhat 
3. Often 
4. A Great Deal 

g. Morale/Personal Support 

1. Not at all 
2. Somewhat 
3. Often 
4. A Great Deal 

h. Professional Goals 

1. Not at all 
2. Somewhat 
3. Often 
4. A Great Deal 

11. There is ample time for mentors and proteges to meet 
during the school day? 

1. Strongly Agree 
2. Agree 
3. Disagree 
4. Strongly Disagree 
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12. In general, how satisfied are you with your mentoring 
experience? 

1. Very Satisfied 
2. More Satisfied than Dissatisfied 
3. More Dissatisfied than Satisfied 
4. Very Dissatisfied 

13. I feel that my mentor responsibilities detract from my 
classroom responsibilities. 

1. Strongly Agree 
2. Agree 
3. Disagree 
4. Strongly Disagree 

14. What do you see as the positive aspects of the 
Mentoring Program in this district? 

15. What do you see as the negative aspects of the 
Mentoring Program in this district? 

16. Suggestions for Improvement: 
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INTERVIEW PROTOCOL 

The interviews took place in a location suggested by 

the interviewees, at a time determined by the interviewees. 

The interviews were conducted in a conversation type format. 

Permission to use a tape recorder was obtained prior to the 

meeting. The basis for the types of questions and probers 

used during the interviews came from the revised conceptual 

framework. 

1. I would like you to talk about your mentoring 

experiences. (Constructed Interaction) 

a. Who have you mentored? (Fit) 

b. What levels or departments? (Fit) 

c. What did you get out of it? (Mentor 

Development/Value) 

d. What did the proteges get out of it? 

(Protege Development) 

2. How do you perceive your role as a mentor? (Formalized 

Interaction) 

a. in relationship to other teachers? 

b. in relationship to the protege? (Fit, Time, 

Developmental-Orientation) 

c. in relationship to the administration? 

(Implemental-Orientation, Administrative 

School Regulations, Time) 
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d. in relationship to the Career Ladder program? 

(Implemental-Orientation, Administrative 

Program Regulations, Formalized Interaction) 

3. How has mentoring affected you professionally? (Mentor 

Development, Time, Value) 

a. personally? 

4. How do you feel about being a mentor? (Value, Mentor 

Development, Developmental-Orientation) 

5. Is it necessary to have the administration say that 

teachers will be mentors? (Formalized Interaction, 

Administrative Program Regulations, Predictability) 

6. Can you see any impact on teachers/teaching in this 

school or district because there is a mentoring 

program? (Predictability, Irr~lemental-Orientation, 

Formalized Interaction, Time, Administrative School 

Regulations) 

7. Is there anything else that I need to know about 

mentoring from your perspective? 
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CODES USED FOR THE INITIAL ANALYSIS OF THE 

OPEN-ENDED SURVEY QUESTIONS 

COLLEGIALITY 

Contrived 

Administrative Regulations 

Coercion 

Resource 

Implementation-Orientation 

Fixed 

Predictable 

Collaborative 

Spontaneous 

Voluntary 

Developmental-Orientation 

Mentor/Mentee Reciprocation 

Pervasive 

Unpredictable 

ADMINREG 

COER 

RES 

IMPLEM 

FIX 

PRED 

SPON 

VOL 

DEV 

MM 

PERV 

UNPRED 
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REVISED CODES AND DEFINITIONS FOR THE 

CHARACTERISTICS OF COLLEGIALITY 

FORMALIZED INTERACTION 

Collegial activities are mandated by the organizational 
bureaucracy. 

Regulations 

Schreg - Administr.ative School Regulations: These 
regulations govern the day-to-day operation of the 
school 
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Prgreg - Administrative Program Regulations: Career 
Ladder Regulations which prescribe the roles and 
responsibilities of the participants and the 
requirements associated with participation in the 
Career Ladder. It also includes those mechanisms which 
mandate that participants must complete certain 
criteria in order to gain recognition or monetary 
benefits. 

Time - The time that mentors and proteges have to interact. 

Fit - Assignment of mentor to protege by administrators 
based on the needs in a particular building for mentors 
given the number of mentors and proteges in each building. 

Impl - Implemental-Orientation: Includes the requirements 
for the implementation of the mentoring process such as 
Mentor Teacher requirements, Protege requirements, and 
Portfolio Requirements 

Pred - Predictability: Mandated meetings and activities 
which are fixed in time and space to meet Career Ladder 
requirements. 

CONSTRUCTED INTERACTION 

Collaborative activities are not mandated from the 
bureaucracy but occur because the mentor and the protege 
find a need and wish to be collegial. 



Spon - Spontaneous: 
spur of the moment. 
setting. 

The collegiality takes place on the 
It may occur at any time, in any 
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Value: Feelings expressed by the mentor teachers about the 
mentoring process. These feelings go beyond comments 
associated with the informational aspects of the process. 

Developmental-Orientation 

Protdev - Protege Development: The mentoring 
activities influence the development of the protege. 

Mentdev - Mentor Development: The mentoring activities 
influence the development of the mentor. 

Men/pro - Mentor/Protege Development: The mentoring 
activities have a mutual influence on the development 
of the mentor and protege. 

Unpred - Unpredictability: Collegiality occurs as the 
need arises with unexpected results and outcomes. 



181 

APPENDIX H 

ETHNOGRAPH 3.0 PRINT-OUT 



ETHNOGRAPH 3.0 PRINT-OUT 

CODED VERSION OF MENTOR 11/29/1993 20:29 

Survey Responses on the: 

and 

the positive aspects of mentoring, 
the negative aspects of mentoring, 

suggestions for improvement. 

0605 
I-MPDEV 

sharing of materials, goals, curriculum 
and support 

!-TIME 
not enough time to meet with protege 

I-MATCH 
protege as experienced as I; just new to 
the district 

I-INVREG 
it was more like teaming, but I got all 
the credit 

I-STIME 
more formal tome for mentors/proteges 
from different buildings to 
meet 

1003 
I-PDEV I-PERV I-SPON 

Beginning teachers have another teacher 
to confide in and ask 
questions of. 

I-MATCH I-COER 
Teachers are assigned to work with 
someone they may not be 
compatible with. 

0710 
I-PDEV #-PERV I-SPON 

It gives the new teacher a specific 
person to go to with questions. 

I-MDEV 
It makes the mentor more aware of 

$-PRED 

I-TIME 

helping a new person (i.e. more 
structured, less hit and miss). 

Very difficult to fit in time-wise. 
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Page 1 

11 
2 
3 

5 

7 

8 -# 
9 -# 

101 

11 -# 
12 -# 

13 -# 
14 -# 

15 -# 
16 1 
17 -# 

19 

20 -# 
21 1 
22 -# 

23 -# 
24 1 
25 -# 

27 

28 -# 
29 -# 

30 -# 

31 1-$ 
32 -#-$ 

33 -# 
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