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ABSTRACT 

The study examined the 23 most frequently cited areas of concern to new teachers 

from the existing literature, how frequently these topics were discussed during the 

induction mentoring process, and if their discussion improved participant satisfaction 

with the outcomes of the process. Additionally, it examined several characteristics of 

mentors and inductees to leam whether they effected die discourse between mentors and 

inductees during the induction process. 

A questionnaire based on the research literature in the area, was distributed to all 

members of inductee mentor pairs in the school district studied. A total of 272 

questionnaires were returned in scorable condition, yielding a return rate of 96.4 percent. 

Data from the survey was used to answer a total of six research questions. 

Major conclusions were that there is: 

a limited interaction between the length of time that a mentor has been teaching 

and the frequency of discourse. 

- a substantial interaction between the length of time that an inductee has been 

teaching and the frequency of discourse. 

- a minor interaction between the educational background of the mentor and the 

frequency of discourse. 

- a minor interaction between the educational background of the inductee and the 

frequency of discourse. 

- frequent discussion of all 23 of the topics by the majority of induction mentoring 

pairs. 
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significant interaction between the frequency with which the various topics of the 

study were discussed and the participants' satisfaction with the outcomes of each 

area of the induction mentoring process. 
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CHAPTER 1: INTRODUCTION, DEFINITIONS AND STATEMENT OF THE 

PROBLEM 

Introduction and Definitions 

Schlechty (1985, p.37) provides one useful way to look at teacher induction when 

he defines ideal induction as "the implantation of school standards and norms so deeply 

within the teacher that the teacher's conduct completely and spontaneously mirrors those 

norms." Schlechty further defines the purpose of induction as intended "to develop in 

new members of an occupation those skills, forms of knowledge, attitudes, and values 

that are necessary to carry out effectively their occupational roles." When analyzing the 

process of induction in schools firom this perspective, it appears that one indicator of the 

success of an induction program may be the degree of internalization of the norms of an 

organization by the inductee. 

Another way to understand the induction process is to view it in progressive 

stages. As described by Zeichner (1979), the first stage of the induction process is "pre-

service," which includes all a teacher's experiences before his first teaching job, including 

his experience as a student, college training and student teaching. The next major stage, 

according to Zeichner is typically referred to as the "induction" period. This stage 

includes the first few years of teaching. The third period, described by Zeichner as the 

"in-service" period, includes the remainder of a teacher's career. It appears that by this 

period in the progression the teachers have become comfortable in their situation. They 

seem to think that they "know the ropes" of their school and district (whether they do or 
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not), and they feel accepted by die other members of the organization. It further appears, 

based on the literature in overview, that the induction period might productively be 

further defined, using this context, as that clearly delineated period, when a teacher first 

comes into a new teaching situation, when they do not feel comfortable, when they are 

unsure of the roles, rules and expectations of the organization, and before they feel 

accepted by the other members of the organization. 

It therefore seems productive to stipulate diat the induction process is that by 

which a new, or new to the school, teacher learns the "ropes" of the organization, its roles 

and expectations, and develops a network of relationships with other members of the 

organization that allows them to feel comfortable and accepted. This period of 

uncertainty is important because, based upon inference from the body of literature in this 

area, it appears probable that when comfort is achieved, the willingness to change and 

leam that characterizes the induction period decreases. It appears that once a person 

becomes comfortable with his or her situation, the willingness or predisposition to change 

decreases at least somewhat, or perhaps it is the motivation to change that decreases. 

Schlechty (1985) suggests that it is while a teacher is being inducted into die 

unique ways that a school or district functions that his anxiety is highest and that he is the 

most amenable to adopt new patterns. It is what happens during this more receptive 

period of a teacher's career, while he is becoming acclimated to the school and district's 

ways of doing things, that may be pivotal to much of what happens and the attitudes he 

holds during the remainder of his career. 
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Components of Induction Programs 

According to Huling-Austin (1966), typical components of induction programs 

include such things as printed materials on employment conditions and school 

regulations, orientation meetings and visitations, seminars on curriculum and effective 

teaching practices, observations by supervisors, peers or assessment teams, follow-up 

conferences, consultations with experienced teachers, opportunities to observe other 

teachers, and group discussion meetings. In addition, some programs include release time 

or reduced teaching loads. Other studies report similar broad categories. It is the 

discourse between inductees and experienced teachers around these components and 

topics upon which this study focuses. 

The school district that was the subject of this study used most of the standard 

induction components in its program and had tried several nonstandard components at 

one time or another. The district program included assigned and trained mentor teachers, 

orientation programs and handbooks, special additional training for mentors and new 

teachers, released time for observation of other classrooms, and released time and 

compensation for the mentors to observe and work with their proteges. The induction 

program had been in existence for more than ten years. 

Statement of the Problem 

Huling-Austin (1986) found that 15% of new teachers leave the profession after 

their first year, an additional 15% after the second, 10% of the remainder after the third, 

and that up to 50% of all beginning teachers have chosen other paths during the first 
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seven years of teaching. She also found that many factors, including low salary, working 

conditions perceived as less than adequate, low perceived status of the profession and 

limited advancement possibilities cause new teachers to leave the profession. 

Bum out is another factor contributing to new teachers leaving the profession. 

This is usually thought of for senior teachers only, but Hall, Villeme and Phillippy (1988) 

found that it also applied to beginning teachers. They also found that this tendency was 

not related to any lack of competence, but in fact affected the more skillful inductees 

more frequently. According to their review this percentage of all inductees studied was as 

high as 7 percent. 

Of primary concern, Zeichner and Tabachnick (1985) found that there was little 

supervision of first year teachers by principals, with most control being exerted through 

evaluation, technical forms of control (such as the curriculum), timing of instruction, 

materials acquisition and other indirect and highly impersonal methods of control. In an 

Instructor (1986) survey, 81% of the respondents felt that they never received any 

instructional guidance from their principal. 

Huffinan and Leak (1986) found that novices are often expected to do the same 

tasks as veteran teachers, without any assistance or in-process training. Huling-Austin 

(1986) found that, if left to their own devices, new teachers leam by trial and error. 

According to Hxiling-Austin this process often perpetuates ineffective or harmful teaching 

practices, which may not be in the best interest of the profession. 

Hoffiian et al. (1986) point out that many factors make the induction period an 

excellent point to introduce educational change, due to the unsettled state of new teachers 
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and their relative willingness to change as compared with more tenured teachers. Early 

(1968) points out that teaching has become an increasingly complex task requiring more 

training over longer periods of time. One means of accomplishing this extension of 

training and preparation is through improved induction methodology. 

These factors taken together point to a need for induction programming and 

suggest that research in the area might yield great immediate benefit in improved 

instructional methodology. This is especially true of die interaction that takes place 

between experienced teachers and inductees called mentoring (defined further below). 

Induction programming may be pivotal to the potential success of new teachers, if indeed 

the principal does not have much to do with the new teacher during this period. Each 

new teacher in a district has the potential to affect the students of the district for twenty to 

thirty years. It behooves the profession to see that each gets the best start possible. One of 

the most effective ways to accomplish this is through induction programming and a 

process called mentoring. 

A key feature of many existing induction programs is the use of mentors to assist 

inductees (Huling-Austin, 1986; Johnson and Orso, 1988). A promising research area that 

seems to have had little attention in the literature is the interaction that takes place 

between inductees and their mentors during induction. This interaction seems highly 

influential in the total induction process, if not pivotal, for either good or evil. A related 

issue worthy of research is how dependent the content and quality of the interaction 

between inductee and mentor is upon the level of experience of the mentor, and if the 
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quality of mentoring can be positively affected by selection of better educated or more 

instructionally experienced mentors. 

It seems that clear information on these interactions and concerning the factors 

that help to determine the quality of the interactions would be most helpful to school 

districts and other institutions in structuring induction programs and assigning mentors to 

help inductees. In a major review of the literature of mentoring Little (1990, p.319) 

found that "Examples of naturally occurring exchanges between mentors and teachers, 

now absent from the published literature, might enable us to ground global assessments 

of perceived effectiveness in concrete instances of communication about teaching." A 

continuing review of the literature over the last fifteen years yielded only four articles that 

dealt specifically with the talk that goes on between mentors and inductees. These articles 

will be discussed later in this document. They include an article by McAllister and 

Neubert (1995), an article by Bullough and Baughman, an article by Kerrins (1990) and 

an article by Carter (1988) that was followed up upon in a subsequent article by Carter 

and Richardson(1990). 

Purpose of the Study 

The purpose of this study was to examine the types and perceived quality (amount 

and benefit) of the discourse that takes place between mentors and inductees in the 

mentoring portions of induction programs and the factors that affect these interactions. 

The mentoring relationship is one that holds great promise for alleviating the concerns of 

inductees and of helping them to become productive members of the school faculty. Two 
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specific variables in tlie process that were examined were the experience of the mentor 

and the inductee, and the education and advanced training of the mentor and the inductee. 

Specifically, this study examined several broad research questions including 

whether the length of time that a mentor or inductee had been teaching influenced the 

quality and success of the interaction that occurred between the mentor teacher and the 

inductee, in terms of those areas shown by research to be areas of concern for inductees. 

Several research studies have focused on the areas of school life that presented challenges 

for new teachers and caused them concern. Few examined how these needs were met in 

an induction program by a mentor. As another broad research question the study also 

sought to provide information about whether or not the interaction is improved by 

selecting mentors or inductees with better educational backgrounds or more extensive 

formal training and education. 

A third broad research question involved what mentoring pairs actually discuss 

dxiring the induction period. Many researchers suggest the topics that should be discussed 

between mentor and inductee. Little is known about what actually occurs. 

Specific Research Questions in Summary 

Anticipated research questions, for which it is hoped this study will provide some insight, 

are; 

1. Does the length of time that a mentor has been teaching influence the topics 

discussed during the induction process? 
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2. Does the length of time that an inductee has been teaching influence the topics 

discussed during the induction process? 

3. Does the educational background (degree) of the mentor influence the topics 

discussed during the induction process? 

4. Does the educational background (degree) of the inductee influence the topics 

discussed during the induction process? 

5. Do mentors and inductees discuss the areas of concern delineated in the research 

literature during the induction mentoring process? How frequently do they discuss 

these areas of concern? 

6. How do the topics discussed and frequency of discussion influence the perceived 

success of the induction process as self reported by mentors and inductees? 

Possible Significance of the Study 

This study has potential to add to the body of knowledge concerning teacher 

induction. Specifically, the information produced by this study should add to that which 

exists about the interactions that take place between inductees and their mentors. It also 

produced some insight into the relationships between the mentors* level of experience and 

the quality of the interactions that they have with inductees about the inductees' probable 

areas of concern. Finally, the study has potential to provide useful information regarding 

how influential advanced training and education of mentors and inductees are on the 

mentoring process, its success, and the discourse that occurs. All these areas can provide 

the plaimers of induction programs with useful information for planning and modifying 
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induction programs, to be of more assistance to neophytes and benefit to sponsoring 

organizations. It is also likely that if we have exposed mentor teachers to those topics that 

are likely to concern inductees before the beginning of induction they will be more likely 

to take care to address them while mentoring the new teacher. 
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Introduction to the Review of the Literature 

Myton (1984, p.7) found that "Formal support systems for induction are virtually 

nonexistent; where orientation and / or induction is planned and intact, the assistance 

seldom is based on, nor does it match, the concerns and needs of beginning teachers." 

Myton also found that much of the current assistance to inductees is largely ceremonial 

in nature, that most supervision of inductees is rare and infrequent, and that it does not 

show much immediate effect on teaching effectiveness. 

Sandra J. Odell (1987, p.71) made a strong case that, in order for induction 

programming to be beneficial, "Concerns of beginning teachers should be used to identify 

the types of support offered in an induction program." The research literature has at least 

partially described these concerns, as documented later in this review, but there do not 

appear to be any existing studies that look to see how well existing induction programs 

are addressing them. Program planning should begin at this point and then use the ability 

of the program to address these concerns as a major portion of the program's evaluation. 

McAllister and Neubert (1995, p.3), in a more recent study, found that new 

teachers and their mentors seldom interact and that conversations tend to be prescriptive 

from the mentor to the neophyte. Because of this they asserted that "preservice teachers 

tend to become the passive recipients of someone else's information with little or no 

opportunity to engage in active dialog and reflection." This type of interaction is felt to be 

of littie benefit to new teachers. McAllister and Neubert (1995) used a peer mentoring 
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methodology to increase the opportunity that neophytes had to discuss and analyze their 

teaching and the issues they encountered. It may be of even more benefit to have the same 

type of discourse occur, with the added benefit of the experience of a mentor teacher. 

Several other authors, as stated previously, have found that the typical induction 

process has not filled the needs that exist. Many new teachers are left to their own devices 

to sink or swim. Many sink. 

Types of Programs 

Much of the existing literature regarding teacher induction consists of descriptions 

of existing programs for teacher induction. Based on a review of the literature, one way of 

categorizing induction programs is by whom sponsors diem (districts, universities, etc.). 

Zeichner (1979) categorized induction programs as either internship programs or as 

beginning teacher programs. The authors described internship programs as degree related 

programs that often involved only initial certification. They take place before the inductee 

gets a regular teaching job, often involving a reduced time/load initial period that is 

remunerated at a reduced rate. Beginning teacher programs are not degree related and 

begin after the inductee has begun a teaching job. 

Another possible categorization is by content and delivery. About 75% of the 

programs reviewed by Johnson and Orso (1988) reviewed curriculum, and 58% involved 

support of improved teaching strategies. Twenty-five of the thirty-six programs reviewed 

used an experienced teacher to provide assistance in some way. An Educational Research 



Information Center (ERIC) (1986) study found many programs using committees of peers 

to help in the mentoring process. 

The ERIC study also indicated that many programs appear to instruct inductees in 

those things considered important by administration, as opposed to diose things felt 

important by the inductees. Another distinguishing characteristic, of the programs 

studied, involved whether they assisted inductees and evaluated them, or simply provided 

assistance with evaluation being separated from the induction program altogether. The 

latter method seems preferred according to the ERIC study. 

Another straightforward way of categorizing programs is by the differences in 

various key components of the programs themselves. DeBolt (1992) categorized the 

programs based on four areas: how long the program had been in existence, the inductee 

to mentor ratios, the types of inductees served (minority, new, reentering, etc.) and how 

much training each program provided for mentors. These variables when applied, also 

serve to provide a useful framework tor analyzing various programs. 

Although most programs have some features in common with others, the fact that 

most are developed by individual schools, projects, or districts appears to give them a 

high degree of operational variability. A review of existing programs leaves the reviewer 

wondering if they are not reinventing the wheel frequently, simply because there does 

appear to be so much variability in the way that they have attacked the same problem set. 

More research and communication of findings in the area may be most beneficial in light 

of this appearance. 



Methods of Research 

Research about teacher induction appears relatively new and at this time is still 

very limited. It falls primarily in three broad categories (Myton, 1984). The first major 

category deals with teacher reflection in retrospect upon the process and is generally not 

quantitative in nature. The second major category of research is descriptive in nature. It 

tells only what is, in a purely descriptive fashion. Many of these studies involve mentors 

or inductees recounting their experiences during the induction period, with various 

degrees of associated analysis. The third major type of research is psycho-social in nature, 

dealing with such things as attitudes toward induction, anxiety and so on. This type of 

research tends to be quantitative in nature. 

A few recent studies are beginning to try to manipulate some major features of the 

induction process to improve the experience had by the neophytes. A good example of 

this type of study is the McAllister and Neubert (1995) study mentioned in the 

introduction to this review. Shulman and Colbert (1988), in another similar study, used 

case studies to motivate and enrich discourse and teacher induction programming. 

According to Griffin (1985), much of the existing literature simply describes the 

experience of new teachers as it occurs, being ahnost biographical in nature. This is 

significantly different fi-om the few studies that describe interventions in the process, and 

the even smaller set of reports that attempt to find out the affect of this intervention. This 

scarcity of research is fiirther complicated in Griffin's view by the fact that much of the 

existing research is highly contextual to specific programs and may not be easily 

transportable to other programs. Accurate generalization is difficult. The ERIC (1986) 
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analysis of all available research found few studies containing any concrete and 

thoroughly defined comparative data regarding the induction process, and called for a 

major effort to gain this comparative data. 

In an earlier comparative study for ERIC, Simon (1980) suggested that key 

research questions might include "What are the problems of beginning teachers?","What 

kinds of programs have facilitated the solution of these problems?", and "What are the 

consequences of failing to solve these problems in terms of achieving teacher 

effectiveness and stimulating a career of progressive professional development?" These 

questions remain largely unanswered. Much of the research on the induction period deals 

with the problems and concerns of the inductees themselves and this body of research 

was central to this study, providing one of its central focuses. This research fell primarily 

into purely descriptive categories, with little attempt evident to explicate the variables. 

There seems to have been a major amount of research in this area and related 

writing in the late seventies and early to mid eighties. Since then the amount of research 

done has seemed to decrease in frequency. This review has been updated frequently and 

is current as of March 1999. Few studies that broke new ground were found between 

approximately 1986 and the present. Many of those that do exist are, in the main, 

repetitive of earlier studies. 

Challenges Besdnnine Teachers Face 

"The first-year teacher, upon first walking through the school's doors, enters more 

than a building. As a complex, active bearer of habits, values and beliefs- as a unique 
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person- he or she enters a set of established roles, relationships, ways of behaving, and 

understandings (including a language used to talk about the school, students, teachers, 

and the like) that give a particular school its unique character." (Bullough, 1989, p.5). It 

is the complexity portrayed in this phrase that makes the challenge of being a new teacher 

of such a magnitude. This challenge speaks to both the complexity of the inductee and the 

complexity of the situation in which he or she finds himself or herself. It is this 

complexity, and the difficulty in dealing with the dual complexities, which may lead to 

the large number of new teachers who fail to cope each year. This failure results in the 

loss to the profession of many first year teachers, which appears to be much of die 

original genesis of induction research and induction programming. The challenges for 

new teachers are great and diverse; so great and diverse that in many cases inductees quit 

trying at some point early in their career. Induction programming attempts to alleviate 

this situation. 

A new teacher's life outside school affects the outcome of their first year nearly as 

much as what happens at school (Bullough and Baughman, 1997). The whole experience 

of the first year must be considered in any analysis. It is not just the teacher's life at 

school or at home that determines the final experience, but both taken together. The 

competing demands of the two environments place a strain on even highly experienced 

teachers. This is even more true for the neophyte. 

In addition Bullough and Baughman (1997) illustrate that individual schools are 

not the same in the way they interact with and induct a new teacher, whether there is 

induction progranmiing or not. Each school is unique in the staff they have and their 
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history and traditions. This leads to a very different experience for each neophyte and 

hence to at least some variability in the challenges that they face. The Bullough and 

Baughman (1997) study and Bullough's original work. First -Year Teacher -A Case 

Study (1989) both graphically illustrate how important the context of induction is and 

how much it can vary, even within the same school. Any discussion of the challenges that 

inductees face and their resultant areas of concern must always keep these thoughts 

paramount. 

Teaching is one of the few professions where we expect neophytes to have the 

same skills as experienced professionals on their first day of work (Bullough, 1989). 

Most other professions have gradual assumption of the need for neophytes to do the tasks. 

Berliner (1986) points out that there are vast differences in skills between novice and 

expert teachers. This immediate immersion of the neophyte creates an extreme learning 

curve and exacerbates many concerns associated with the induction process. 

A key idea, important to the current study, is the fact that the isolation in which 

teachers work further intensifies many problems of the induction period (Huling-Austin, 

1986). New teachers tend to keep to themselves and are often hesitant to ask for 

assistance. This isolation prohibits the normal induction process as it occurs in other 

professions. Bullough (1989) attributes some of this isolation to a new teacher's need to 

feel in control of the situation, as is the case with many more experienced teachers also. 

This cannot account for all of the isolation that new teachers feel; however, and much of 

it must also be due to the structure of the task and the culture of the school. 



28 

An additional factor that intensifies problems is that schools often assign first year 

teachers larger groups to teach and more difficult students than their more experienced 

peers, due to the institutionalized and hierarchical organization of schools and school 

districts (Myton, 1984, Henry, 1988, Gordon, 1991). Myton (1984) also found that 

schools assign inductees more extra duties, such as coaching and extracurricular 

activities. Assigning extra responsibility to new teachers is exactly the opposite of the 

norm of practice for inductees in most other professions. In most other professions 

neophytes start with the least complex tasks and move gradually to the same tasks as 

experienced members of the profession with extensive guidance fi'om their more 

experienced peers. 

Another central issue described by new teachers is a lack of information. One 

third of all teachers surveyed by Conley (1988) did not feel that they received adequate 

information. Many felt diat school goals and expectations were not clear. In this study, 

many inductees also felt that their schools did not provide them adequate material 

resources. Since these are consistently the major initial concerns of inductees, 

docimiented in a variety of studies, these are crucial concerns and ones that the proposed 

research will attempt to address in more depth dian has been found previously. 

Reality shock, a loss of idealism and resultant anxiety are also a major concern 

during the induction period (Veenman, 1984). As new teachers and their ideals meet the 

reality of the teaching situation major adjustment must often occur. 

Many studies concerning teacher induction result in lists of the concerns to which 

the educational community can attribute this anxiety. McDonald's (1980) study found that 
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new teachers had concerns about management, and the conduct of instruction. McDonald 

discerned three major stages in the transition period that included concerns with control 

and management first, followed by heightening concern with the needs of individual 

pupils, and then moving to concern for the design and implementation of instruction. This 

study found that the various institutions studied were not dealing with the identified 

causes of concern for inductees adequately, nor attending to the developmental stages that 

neophytes identified. 

Bullough (1989) documented in detail the transitions of a single new teacher that 

closely parallel those described in other studies, with the essence being a gradual 

transition over time from being centered on sxurvival issues to being most concerned about 

student learning. Neophytes probably mirror this same transition to some extent in 

thousands of classrooms across the nation every year. 

Odell and others (1986-87) found that, as a general pattern, requests for assistance 

in concern areas varied according to the time of the year, by category. All support needs 

were highest the first month of school. According to these authors the top three categories 

of needed assistance were consistent across many studies. These needs were: help with 

teaching strategies, information about the school and district and how to obtain materials 

and resources. 

Veenman (1984) found that the more problems and concerns a new teacher had, 

the more likely they were to leave the profession. That is why study of these concerns and 

methods of alleviating them is so important 
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Specific Areas of New Teacher Concern in the Literature 

Mary Hatwood Futrell (1988, p.223) wrote "More than a few of my colleagues in 

the teaching profession remember their first day in the classroom with a shudder and, 

because time has been kind, with a smile. They recall standing before the class, their 

hearts pounding, blood pressure rising, knees knocking, face glistening with perspiration, 

mouths turning to cotton, visual focus failing and minds ... blank." The first years of 

teaching are very stressful for most new teachers. They have many specific concerns that 

need to be addressed during this time. The availability of this support may have a marked 

affect on whether or not they remain in the profession. 

Myton (1984) found that new teachers receive little formal or informal support 

and that they are not proactive in seeking support when needed. Areas of concern found 

in this study included interpersonal relationship assistance, help with the curriculum, 

work with the disabled, classroom management, student motivation, the physical 

demands of teaching, instructional demands, and loss of leisiure time. He also found that 

support, or lack of it in these areas contributes to, but does not determine continuation in 

the profession. Myton's study was also among the first to point out the similarity between 

the concerns of brand new teachers and of those with experience, but who found 

themselves in a new teaching situation. 

Boiko et al. (1987) found that 60% of new teachers' concerns fell into the three 

areas of pupil learning, learning tasks or activities, and pupil attitudes. Zunpher et al. 

(1986) foimd the major concern areas to be discipline, parent relationships and home 

conditions, administrative support and policies, staff relationships, working with special 
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needs students, external factors, time management, student safety, and enhancement of 

student self-esteem and peer relationships. 

Conley (1988), in a more recent study, found needs tor resources and information 

from others, clarity of expectations and school goals, parent support, student discipline, 

work-nonwork conflict and physical and emotional exhaustion as concern areas. She 

found that only 66% of new teachers felt that other teachers share information, 65% felt 

that they knew what their school expected of them, and that 65% felt that they 

communicated school goals to them. 

Veenman (1984) found classroom discipline as the priority concern, followed by 

student motivation, and dealing with individual differences, in that priority order. An 

interesting anomaly that he and several others point out is that the concern areas that lead 

to anxiety and reality shock are those areas dealt with the least in university training. 

Simultaneously the lower priority areas, such as subject matter mastery and curriculum 

tended to be those dealt with in the most depth in university work. 

Odell (1986) looked at the situation by recording the actual frequency of requests 

for assistance that first year teachers made. She found that they made requests for system 

information, resource materials, instructional information, emotional support, and 

classroom management. In her study first year teachers made the most requests for 

management assistance and the least for subject matter help. 

Housego (1994) in a study of teacher preparedness found that teachers varied 

widely in their abilities to take on teaching tasks as they come into the new school setting. 

This led to a wide spectrum of concerns, each somewhat individualistic to the particular 
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new teacher. His finding suggested that a common area of concern for very prepared and 

less prepared teachers alike was classroom management. Other authors also note this area 

in several previously cited articles. 

In a more recent study, Christensen and Conway (1991) found that brand new and 

new to district teachers sought out mentors on their own, in the absence of a formal 

program. These teachers' first concerns were also "policy and procedures" issues. 

Another high area of concern in these findings was discipline and control. Brand new 

teachers then had a high interest in the curriculum while new to district teachers focused 

on paperwork. These findings are in keeping with the findings of earlier studies. They 

point out that the concerns and needs of inductees, without a formal induction program, 

are parallel to those in more structured programs. This study found that assistance 

provided fell in the areas of "provide answers," "information," "sharing materials," 

"moral support," and "demonstrations." These also were similar to earlier findings. 

Along the same line, Cooke and Pang (1991) found brand new teachers Mid experienced 

teachers new to a building need induction and mentoring help equally and need the same 

types of help. 

In a more recent series of studies, Anne Reynolds (1995) used a series of five 

surveys to leam what practitioners felt new teachers should know or be concerned with. 

She categorized these needed areas of information into "Preactive" tasks, which include 

such skills as lesson planning and preparing subject matter for students, "Interactive" 

tasks including those that practitioners have generally related to the actual performance of 

teaching such as presenting a lesson and "Postactive" tasks that are those activities 
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involved with improvement of teaching, such as inservice and learning curriculum. This 

study further pointed out that educational institutions expect new teachers to be at least 

minimally competent in all of the general teaching tasks, but that many "Postactive" 

types of tasks are not immediately essential. Practitioners expected new teachers to have a 

good grasp of the pedagogy necessary to teach effectively, including all of those skills 

necessary to interact successfully with students in instruction. Another key area for 

competence cited in this study included sufficient subject matter knowledge to explain 

material to students and an ability to motivate them to leam it effectively. 

In the area of general understanding, Reynolds (1995) found that new teachers 

may be lacking ability to see the implications that result from differences in students, that 

they are not able to tailor instruction for these differences, that they are unable to "read" a 

class effectively, and that they do not evaluate their own teaching effectively. Another 

key finding pointed out that new teachers also do not understand the subject matter they 

are to teach well enough to explain it effectively (Reynolds, 1995). 

New teachers are reluctant to seek assistance lest their colleagues and supervisors 

view them as less competent (Myton, 1984 and Huf&nan and Leak, 1986). This may also 

be due to a desire to maintain autonomy or a feeling of autonomy (Bullough, 1989). 

Studies consistently find a marked discrepancy between the discerned needs of new 

teachers and the college work, pre-service, and in-service actually provided (Myton, 

1984). It is the culmination of all these areas of concern that may lead to the anxiety and 

"reality shock" characterizing the induction period. One purpose of this study was to look 
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at how (and if) a school district addresses these areas of concern in an induction setting 

that uses mentors to assist the new teacher. 

Brock and Grady (1997) make the sound suggestion that induction programs 

periodically ask inductees what their needs and concerns are. What one inductee needs 

may not be appropriate for another nor do they all progress at the same rate nor have the 

same needs at the same time. 

Changes in Attitude and Stages of Socialization of Inductees 

A pivotal issue in induction, and for this study, may be the attitude shift and 

socialization process that occurs during the induction period. Previously, Schlechty's 

(1985) sociological view of the induction process was discussed. He saw it as a process 

during which the inductee learned the norms of the organization. When analyzing the 

change in attitudes that occurs during induction, the ability of this view to provide insight 

into the induction process is even more evident. 

Brock and Grady (1997) hypothesized three major characteristics of career 

changes that included changes in the definition of oneself, feelings of novelty in the new 

situation and changes in the interpersonal support structure of the person experiencing the 

change. The change of becoming a new teacher in a school would appear to include all of 

these characteristics. Changes in these areas appear also to lead to the feeling of 

disorientation to which Schlechty (1985) spoke. 

McDonald (1980) also found that all inductees experience a transition period. He 

found that inductees reported that little support was offered them during this period. He 



described four stages of concern that inductees tend to go through. Concern tends to 

move from control and management issues, to instructional issues, to pupil concerns and 

finally to the design and implementation of instructional programs. He ftirther found diat 

there was a relationship between how inductees pass through this transition and dieir 

future professional progress. Hartzell (1990) found that this phenomenon might be even 

more true of experienced teachers who are entering a new situation for the first time, 

since they already have strong preconceptions about what teaching is and should be. 

Many of these preconceptions may need to change in order to function properly in a new 

situation. 

Cheney, Krajewski and Combs (1992) characterized the transition from neophyte 

to an experienced teacher differently. They called the first stage of transition "Order and 

Time Filling." In this stage classroom order and control issues are primary. Teachers 

want to keep students busy so that they stay in control. In the second phase 'Timing, 

Planning, and Management" new teachers tend to begin to plan more complex 

instructional activities as they are better able to gauge control issues and time allocations. 

In the "Experimentation" phase new teachers start to branch out instructionally and to 

take more risks. Goals are still short term. During the "Long-Range Planning Phase" of 

development teachers begin looking at full year goals and planning. At this phase 

teachers are still concentrating on class-based concerns. Finally during the "Student" 

phase teachers begin analyzing individual student needs and concerns. 
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The interesting thing about these phases is that the authors documented 

corresponding requests for assistance from mentors for each phase. They reported that the 

requests for mentoring also went through similar stages of development. 

Veenman (1984) found that inductees become more conservative and custodial 

during induction. Jordell (1987) linked this increasing conservatism to the working 

conditions in the classroom environment. Childers and Podemski (1983) found that new 

teachers start out eager to share their views and to make an impact, but that more 

experienced teachers are often reticent to accept these new ideas, which forces inductees 

to adapt, with increasing conservatism. Armstrong (1983) found schools to be essentially 

conservative institutions. Many inductees, who are potentially very good teachers, have 

values that conflict with those of many institutions in which they begin employment, 

which creates a conflict. The inductee must find a way to resolve adequately diis conflict, 

or must leave the situation, or even the profession. 

Evans and Tribble (1986) found that once inductees have a chance to show 

proficiency, their anxiety decreases and their sense of personal efficacy increases. As they 

resolve conflict and others accept their ideas, anxiety decreases for the inductee. Jordell 

(1987) found that he could link differences in conflict resolution and socialization to 

differences in the school communities themselves. 

Bey and Hohnes (1990) pointed out that the ultimate goal of the socialization and 

induction process may be to create a sense of self reliance for the inductees. They made a 

good case that the result of good induction assistance may be to create "auto-mentors" 

who are both self sufficient and self reliant in dealing with teaching challenges. 
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Stages of Development of Inductees 

Distinct stages and transitions have been documented in the socialization of 

inductees and their needs at each of these stages. Evans and Tribble (1986) document a 

clear shift in concerns as mductees gain experience. Pre-service teachers give much less 

concern to student centered areas as compared to beginning teachers. 

Odell (1986) also found that concerns of new teachers go through distinct stages 

that can be linked to how much time the inductees have been in the institution. Concerns 

initially center on information about the system and the acquisition of resources and 

materials, in the first semester. In later semesters, concerns move to focus on instruction, 

emotional and management concerns. 

A key link is that in-service or other induction assistance that fails to match this 

staging is not likely to be effective. Teaching or talking about instruction in pre-service or 

early in a mentoring process for example, is not likely to be effective and might better be 

left imtil later, when inductees are ready for it (Odell, 1986). 

Boiko et al. (1987) found that there are differences in the nature of the thinking of 

novices and experts. Information usefid to more expert teachers may be useless to 

novices. Evans and Tribble (1986) echo this finding and give specific examples of the 

types of information that are usefiil to pre-service teachers, inductees and more 

experienced teachers. For instance, pre-service teachers were very concerned about 

subject matter knowledge, but concern in this area dropped markedly for first year 

teachers, who had a chance to prove competence. 
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New teachers feel that performance improves over time (Jordell, 1987). At the 

same time, Borko et al. (1987) found that attitude remains stable through pre-service and 

student teaching, with no major variance until the actual induction period. Hegler and 

Dudley's (1987) study supports the idea that induction programs can improve 

performance, in that they raise inductees' levels of concern to more complex and 

advanced pedagogical levels more quickly. Zeichner and Tabachnick (1985) view the 

whole process as interactive, with the eventual outcomes of the process relying heavily on 

the interaction of the individual intent of the inductee, and of the institutional constraints 

that schools impose. 

There are clearly stages of induction discourse diat merit further consideration. 

Does variation in the information provided to inductees, in harmony with these stages, 

increase effectiveness and decrease anxiety? Does the order in which the discourse 

around key issues between mentor and inductee progresses affect the success of the 

process? This has potential to be a pivotal issue in the induction process. 

General Mentoring Research 

The keystone of most induction programs is some sort of mentoring situation. 

Odell and Ferraro (1992) delineate the three generally accepted primary goals of 

mentoring programs as: providing new teachers with guidance and support, promoting 

their professional development and retaining them in the profession. Many authors stress 

the retention of new teachers in the profession as a primary reason that such programs are 
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initiated. In the same study inductees stated diat the mentoring process had a strong 

positive affect on them even after they had been teaching for several years. 

In the Conley (1988) study 56% of the inductees worked with some sort of 

mentor. Mentors are more experienced peers who are assigned, or who volunteer to work 

with their colleagues, who are less experienced in the setting. 

Brock and Grady (1997) view mentoring as the optimum way to provide 

continuing, individualized, professional development to new teachers. In many programs 

the sponsoring organization assigns the pairs. Lacking a formal program, or even in some 

formal programs, mentor and inductee find each other by one means or another without 

specific assignment. 

In an interesting finding by Hardcastle (1988, p.205) "it was determined that 

while individuals do deliberately search for someone to guide them, mentors and proteges 

more often happen upon one another in unplanned ways." The assigned mentor is not 

necessarily the person whom the inductee turns to, even in those programs that assign 

mentors. Often they find their oAvn. In fact, it is possible that assigning mentors instead 

of letting pairs self-assign may decrease the probability that the mentoring process will be 

effective (Bey and Hohnes, 1990). 

According to Cole (1991) studies suggest that forced pairing of mentors and 

inductees may not result in meaningfiil pairs. She too felt that it might be better for 

inductees and mentors to self-select. An article by Bey and Hohnes (1990) suggested that 

a reasonable way to deal with this dilemma is to include provision in the program to 
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reassign pairs quickly if they do not "hit it off." It is true that, even without a formal 

program, new and experienced teachers often form mentoring pairs and succeed. 

Characteristics of Mentors 

Bey and Holmes (1990) suggest that there are three basic types of mentors. One 

group of mentors is "Responders." These mentors rely on inductees to request assistance 

because they feel teachers are strong professionals whom they can rely upon to find their 

own solutions. They then provide assistance in response to the new teachers' request. The 

second group of mentors is "Colleagues" who will sometimes visit the inductee and 

initiate assistance. They also respond to expressed concerns with assistance. The final 

group "Initiators" take matters into their own hands and feel responsible for initiating 

assistance. They actively make suggestions for improvement to new teachers with or 

without request. 

Wilkinson (1994) found that mentors usually tell new teachers how to solve a 

problem without helping them see the reasons for a particular course of action. The same 

study found that considering the needs and desires of inductees in selecting the assistance 

that they provide is important for mentors. 

Another categorization that appears in the literature is between those mentors who 

view themselves as coaches or helpers and those who view themselves as evaluators. The 

coaching or assisting role view appears to be the most effective (Stroble and Cooper, 

1988). For example O'Dell (1987) found that inductees will be more willing to confide 

in assistors as opposed to assessors. 
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Bey and Holmes (1990, p.31) suggest that, "Mentor teachers who possess skill in 

reflective listening and effective questioning will master the mentor teacher's role with 

greatest efficacy and sensitivity." Huling-Austin (1992) goes as far as to recommend that 

all mentors be skilled in explaining the organization and process of their dunking about 

their own teaching. This metacognitive bent in the newest literature on the topic is an 

emerging trend. 

Mentors must often initiate contact, as inductees may not ask for assistance. To 

simplify this regular and ongoing contact mentors should be selected who will be in the 

same building and in close physical proximity to the neophyte (Odell, 1989). Walker 

(1992) stated this notion in another way by writing that a mentor must be able to listen 

with three ears: to what the inductee is saying, to what the inductee does not say and most 

unportant to what die inductee wants to say but does not know how to say. 

Opposing this broader context, a study by Shepherd and Gallaher (1985) found 

that the most frequent mentor behaviors are telling, directing and advice giving. These 

behaviors as defined were very different from tiiose mentioned above, that would increase 

novice involvement. The same authors found that many times observations were not 

followed by any feedback at all to the new teacher. Inductees in this study wanted more 

interaction in instructional areas with their mentors. Disagreeing on what needs actually 

were was frequent for mentors and inductees. 

New teachers must feel safe in the relationship if it is to be most helpful. Odell 

(1989) felt that the pair should be of the same gender to enhance this trust and affinity 

further. A recurring theme pointed out by Tellez (1992) is that in order for a close 



42 

relationship to develop most easily, die mentor needs to be easily accessible. This refers 

to physical proximity and personal opermess. Inductees seek help from those that they 

feel are least threatening. 

Galvez-Hjomevik (1986) stressed that the principal should view mentors as 

effective teachers, should be from a similar grade level and subject area, teach in close 

proximity and have a compatible ideology to be most effective. Bey and Holmes (1990) 

as well as Ganser (1995) makes the observation that excellent teachers of young learners 

may not also be as good with adult learners. This should also be taken into consideration 

when selecting mentors. 

Parkay (1988) stressed that all mentor assigimients should be based upon like 

ideology and teaching style, as a prereqmsite. Another key idea presented is that highest 

effect will result if the inductee accepts the process itself and sees the need for mentoring. 

This may be more likely to occur if like ideology exists. 

Also pertinent is a concept presented by Huling- Austin, Odell, Ishler, Kay 

Edelfelt (1989) that the person who mentors a new teacher should be separated from the 

evalviation process. This increases the trust and sharing necessary. They also stressed that 

assignments should be based on grade and content similarity, teaching style, ideology and 

physical proximity. 

Stroble and Cooper (1988) also stressed the recurring theme in the literature that 

schools should not also require mentors to evaluate those that they are helping. The same 

authors found that the confusion of being both a mentor and an evaluator could put a 

severe strain on the relationship. Knowing that the mentor will be evaluating the new 
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teacher can cause them to place less trust in the mentor, and trust appears to be very 

important to die effectiveness of the process. It is the role of evaluator that causes the 

most concern for both the mentor and the inductee (Stroble and Cooper, 1988). 

A very recent article by James Rowley (1999, p.20) summarized what he believed 

to be the six key qualities of a good mentor. They were: 

• "... is committed to the role of mentoring 

• ... is accepting of the beginning teacher 

• ... is skilled at providing instructional support 

• ... is effective in different interpersonal contexts 

• ... is a model of a continuous learner 

• ... communicates hope and optimism" 

These same themes are also reflected in much of the earlier literature, although this is 

perhaps the first time all have been combined in one article. Several newer articles in the 

induction literature mention the need to be effective in interpersonal contexts, as 

previously cited. Ganser (1988) found that when he asked mentors and inductees to 

describe their mentoring process most of the metaphors they used focused on the 

interpersonal relationships involved. It is an underlying theme of some import. 

Effects of Mentoring 

There are many ways that mentors can assist inductees. Wildman and others 

(1992) delineated eight broad categories of assistance that mentors provide with dozens 

of specific behaviors in each area. The areas delineated were: encouraging reflection. 
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directing and supporting, helping to develop a product of some type, providing menus of 

information, providing necessities to help beginners solve problems, encouraging, 

allowing the inductee to give them assistance and mediating problematic situations. Each 

of these behavior areas also involved different degrees of directoess. 

Galvez-Hjomevik (1986) found that mentors may provide assistance with the 

curriculum, guidance in classroom management, and in some cases, are even involved in 

evaluation. James (1987) felt that neophytes could leam risk-taking skills, 

communication skills, organizational survival skills, professional skills, respect for 

people, leam to set high standards, how to be a good listener, how to get along with 

others, and leadership development from working with mentors. On the other hand, a 

study by Galvez-Hjomevik (1986) found that only 11 of 188 teachers had been mentored 

and only three mentioned a co-worker as a mentor. Since educational institutions can 

address many concerns of inductees most immediately and effectively in a mentored 

relationship, this statistic is surprising. 

The mentoring relationship can have a very powerfiil effect on the new teacher 

and the mentor. Abell (1995, p. 185) found that "within the mentor/intem relationship the 

topics discussed resulted in reciprocal learning." She also found that the mentor/inductee 

relationship was more powerful in its effect on the new teacher than the various manuals 

and guides given out by the districts studied. 

In a mentoring study conducted by Odell and Ferraro (1992) the vast majority of 

new teachers rated the mentoring process as very helpfiil to them even four years later. 

They also believed that it had a positive affect on them. 
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Based on this review, several kinds of mentoring systems were noted in the 

literature. Most programs use individual peers as mentors. Some programs use 

committees or teams of mentors that mentor one or more interns, others use several types 

of mentors with one inductee, such as a subject matter specialist, a university mentor and 

a pedagogical mentor on a coordinated team. 

Are Mentoring Programs Beneficial? 

Several studies have found that induction and mentoring programs are effective in 

helping new teachers. Some of these results were also discussed in the preceding section 

under a separate context. 

Many other studies have also reported positive effect from mentoring and 

induction programs. For example, Abell (1995) found that participants improve in self 

confidence, classroom management, planning discipline and many other areas. She also 

found that mentors and inductees found the process to be valuable. Klug and Salzman 

(1991) documented improved growth in the inductees' definition of their roles as 

teachers, sense of efficacy, professional growth and in generally positive attitudes toward 

teaching. 

Huling- Austin, Odell, Ishler, Kay & Edelfelt (1989) found diat multiple studies 

suggested that mentoring led to more inductees continuing their careers as teachers and 

that mentored teachers focused more quickly on instruction and other student related 

issues than those who were not mentored. They also found that new teachers develop 

more quickly if assisted. While Blackburn (1977) found no difference in student 
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achievement because of mentoring, there was significant improvement in the way that 

principals rated the competence of inductees. 

In a study by Henry (1988) it was found that attitudes toward teaching 

deteriorated less if schools mentored inductees. He also found that school districts 

retained mentored teachers in the profession better. 

In another study, Tellez (1992) found that mentored teachers were more likely to 

seek assistance and advice than unmentored teachers. This is true even though it may not 

be their assigned mentors that they seek assistance from. The study also found that 75% 

of the participants did not seek the help from their assigned mentors. 

The Context of the Induction Process 

In a broader context though, a key idea according to Cole (1991) was that 

induction was heavily influenced by the total context in which a new teacher functioned, 

including the interactions with all others including the mentor, other teachers, students 

and not just the single mentor. Tthis idea was previously mentioned in another context. 

This makes good sense in many ways. Although mentors are very influential in many 

cases, all other factors in the school and outside environment must have an affect as well. 

Wildman and others (1992) also stressed the intense degree of interaction that 

influences the conduct of induction and the mentoring process. For example, they point 

out that it is often the personality characteristics of the inductee that determines how the 

mentor can interact with and mentor them. The inductee's knowledge and 
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professionalism also affect the relationship and the way it develops. Inductee behaviors 

can even become points of contention diat affect how the pair is able to work together. 

The mentoring process as a specific delivery method of the induction process is 

the central focus of this study. This study examines some factors that make it more or 

less effective in meeting the needs of the organization and of the inductee in some depth. 

The influences that shape the outcomes of the mentoring and induction process will be 

sought. 

Effective Induction Programs 

Schlechty (1985) lists general keys to effective induction programs, including the 

necessity of making it clear to inductees that the induction program is central to the goals 

of the organization, that the process includes specific steps, that it generates support in the 

group and that training is oriented to long term career goals. He feels that norms must be 

clearly articulated and disseminated, that schools must teach the professional vocabulary, 

and that new teachers must receive supervision and mentoring. Huling-Austin (1986) felt 

that effective induction programs should focus on the improvement of instruction, 

increase the retention of promising teachers, promote personal and professional well-

being and satisfy requirements and mandates. 

"Successes for beginners depend on how well they identify the nuances of the 

school's culture and adapt to them" (Brock and Grady, 1997, p. 60). These authors felt 

that the school culture is, in essence, those beliefs and values expressed by mentors to the 

inductees; as far as the inductees are concerned in many ways. Schlechty (1985) asks 
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three questions that seem to focus on the kernel of effective induction programs from a 

seemingly widely held perspective in the current literature: 

-Does everyone know what the norms of the organization are? 

-How many attempt to conform to the norms and how many succeed? 

-How much deviation is there and is it random or patterned? 

He feels that if most members of any organization know the norms, accept them, and 

comply with them, the induction procedure is effective. If deviation is infrequent and 

random in nature, the induction program is probably doing its job. 

As Sergiovanni (1995, p.55) writes 'Teachers are more likely to teach according 

to the prescribed norms of culture than to directives by administrators or the ofScial 

management system of a school district." If a school or district can devise and execute a 

system that teaches everyone the norms of the group and inspires all to support these 

norms, then the organization is likely to be highly effective in this view. At the same time 

Huling-Austin's (1986) kinder, gentler view of what constitutes an effective induction 

program is also at least as important. Her focus tends to be more on the participant's 

satisfaction, the amelioration of concern and the retention of neophytes in the profession. 

In another study Cooke and Pang (1991) found that teacher movement out of the 

profession or to other schools each year was inversely proportional to the extent their 

school encouraged inductees to aspire to high standards and how positive the talk in the 

teachers' lounge was. This finding shows how important the official and unofficial 

mentoring that takes place can be. 
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For purposes of this study, the position is taken that it is a melding of these two 

typical views that will constitute an adequate definition of program effectiveness. The 

ability of the program to convey organizational norms and the satisfaction of the 

participants both with the process and with its outcomes will be considered as equally 

important. As Brock and Grady (1997) wrote, no one writes the culture of the school 

anywhere for inductees to review. The role of the mentor in communicating it accurately 

thus becomes all important. 

Induction and mentoring programs thus have potential not only to ease the 

transition of inductees, to make them enjoy dieir profession more, but also to help them to 

function more effectively in that profession. Conley and Cooper (1991) also suggest that 

well structured programs that provide support, such as internships, can reduce the anxiety 

and exhaustion associated with the induction process; a result that should also have a 

similar effect in induction programs. 

A school is "stuck" with the results of its induction efforts for the fifteen to twenty 

years of a teaching career. It seems a good practice to invest a bit of effort at the front and 

formative end of this time span to assure that what it is "stuck" with is the best that it can 

be. Effective mentoring programs seem one of the most likely ways to accomplish this. 

Research on the Discourse Between Mentors and Inductees 

"We often talk to discover what we know, what we do not know, what we want to 

know, and what we believe or do not believe. The audience serves to validate, extend, 

modify, support or reject what we think through by interacting with us and by providing 
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feedback that can happen only in this collaborative process" (McAllister and Neubert, 

1995, p.6). As Builough and Baughman (1997) illustrate, teachers constantly share stories 

about their teaching and through this sharing leam much of what they know about 

teaching. A substantial portion of the induction process must be conveyed verbally by its 

very nature. This makes the discussions that go on between mentors and inductees vital. 

As stated previously, few studies examine the talk between mentors and 

inductees. This is true although a substantial part of the induction process seems to 

revolve around the conversations that go on as the inductee and his/her mentor work 

together. Carter (1988) points out the relevancy of this assertion in a paper entitled Using 

Cases to Frame Mentor-Novice Conversations About Teaching. Her idea was that a series 

of case studies of key features of teaching should be used to guide the discussions that go 

on so that mentors cover key topics and in-depth thinking occurs. In the same paper 

Carter (1988, p.217) said, "Mentor teachers who have flmctional understandings of 

classroom processes and who can impart their knowledge through the language 'in use' 

by professional practitioners would seem to be optimal candidates to carry on 

conversations with novices around cases in teaching." She goes on to discuss a variety of 

advantages that schools can gain from effective discussions between mentors and 

novices. 

Carter and Richardson (1989) expand on this theme in a subsequent article titled 

A Curriculum for an Initial-Year-of-Teaching Program. In this article they suggest a 

variety of experiences involving discussion of cases as a viable induction method. 
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{Cerrins and others (1990) studied the transitions that occurred in the discussions 

of inductees. They found that the stages of the discourse closely paralleled those in the 

concerns literature cited previously. In other words, most early discussions are 

procedural, moving eventually to curriculum and student topics. 

Ackley and Gall (1992) in studying effective mentor teachers highlighted 

collaborative problem solving as a key skill or technique of good mentors. In interviews 

with mentors and inductees it was the most frequently mentioned assistive technique. It 

was interesting that talking and listening ranked high on the skills hierarchy that resulted 

while knowledge of content and administrative skills were near the bottom. 
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Overview of Research Methods 

In an attempt to discern the types of discourse and interaction that occur between 

inductees and mentors, its content, and its effect upon the success of the mentoring 

process, a questionnaire survey of mentor and inductee pairs was conducted to obtain 

general information about the discourse and interaction that they perceived as occurring 

during the induction process, its frequency and its results in terms of program 

effectiveness (as measured by participant satisfaction with its outcomes), as previously 

defined. This survey used a substantial base subject population of approximately 272 

mentors and inductees in different stages of the process. A total of 319 questionnaires 

was distributed, but some were duplicates and in other cases the teachers had left the 

district. 

Nearly all teachers, who were still in the district, returned the questionnaire. Total 

returned questionnaires equaled 272. Thirty-one participants had left the district and were 

not traceable. Six questionnaires were for duplicate participants. This left a possible total 

questioimaire return of282. Of questionnaires that participants could have returned, only 

ten were not, yielding a return rate of 96.4%. 

Mentoring pairs in the first, second and third years of the induction process were 

surveyed using an in-depth questionnaire, formulated by the investigator using the 

concerns hierarchies of beginning teachers as a framework. The study included several 

mentor inductee pairs, in each of several schools. 
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All pairs were drawn from the same suburban school district. All mentoring pairs 

in this district were surveyed. Respondents were drawn from all levels of Pre lC-12 

education and from fifteen school sites. The goal was to survey at least three pairs at each 

school selected. The study achieved this objective at all schools. 

The district studied has a formal induction program that has been in existence for 

approximately twelve years and is quite well developed. Each new teacher is assigned a 

mentor before the beginning of their first day of work. That relationship is then 

maintained for the next two years. All mentors receive required district provided training 

to assist them in the process each year. They also receive some compensation. 

All inductees also receive district provided induction inservice during their first 

year in the district. This training is provided throughout the first year on a scheduled 

basis. Attendance is mandatory. Topics include introduction to the district culture and 

organization, classroom management and so on. 

Each mentor is required to observe their charge at least twice a year. Following 

these observations they are required to give specific feedback using a district prescribed 

instrument. Other visits and interactions are also encouraged and facilitated. 

An in-depth analysis of the types of discourse that participants reported as 

occurring, and their ramifications was completed. Analysis centered around those areas 

of discourse described by the pairs. Did the pairs report positive effects from the process 

of induction, indicated by their responses to the questionnaire, and were these a result of 

their conversations during the process? Is there a correlation between what the 
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questionnaires show the mentoring pairs discussed and the teachers' satisfaction with the 

process? 

The survey instrument was distributed through building principals' secretaries, to 

assure a high rate of response. Participants turned in surveys to the same person. 

Procedures to assure anonymity of the respondents were used to assure accurate response, 

while still achieving a high rate of return. 

The Population Studied 

The inductee/mentor pairs studied were drawn from a medium sized suburban 

school district. This district uses a two year formal induction program and the participants 

for this study were drawn from first year inductees and their mentors plus second year 

inductees and their mentors, to give a wider chronological cross-section. Teachers in 

their third year of teaching and dieir former mentors were also queried. Inductees were 

eidier brand new teachers who had never taught before or teachers who had prior teaching 

experience and were simply new to the school district. An attempt was made to include as 

much diversity as was available within the sample to gain as wide a perspective as 

possible. Research cited earlier suggests that teachers who are new to the profession and 

teachers who are simply new to a particular setting have similar concerns. It was 

considered informative to find out if similar concerns characteristics led to similar 

discourse as well, or if the content was different. This design made it possible to 

investigate this area. 
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Since ±ere are approximately sixty new teachers inducted each year in this 

district there was a large pool of subjects. The district program frequently does not assign 

mentors to only one inductee, so the numbers of mentors and inductees were not equal. 

Mentors, included in the program, had from three to twenty years teaching 

experience and, under the criteria of the program, were to be "exemplary" teachers. In 

selecting the survey population at each stage, an attempt was made to include as wide a 

mentor experience span as possible to discover if the experience that a mentor had 

effected the type, quality or the effect of the discourse during induction. All district 

mentors and inductees, in the year of the study, were surveyed. This diversity was helpful 

in determining the range of discourse that occurred in the mentoring relationship and 

allowed the possibility to examine if there were factors that directly effected this 

discourse, such as the experience of either mentor or inductee or their training. 

Detailed Description of the Sample 

Of the population sampled, 272 total mentors and inductees responded. One 

hundred and fifty-one (151) respondents were inductees and one hundred twenty-one 

(121) were mentors. Fifty-five point five percent (55.5%) of respondents were inductees 

and the remaining 44.5% were mentors. Given the fact that two or more inductees are 

often assigned to one mentor in the school district, this is an extremely representative 

proportion of the total population. There were 282 possible respondents, yielding a return 

rate of 96.4% for the questionnaire. 



Table 1 gives a breakdown of the respondents' grade levels. Approximately 19 

respondents chose not to designate a grade level. There were also nonresponding 

participants for several of the other questions as well, so the participant counts for each 

question are not always equal to the others. Judging from their comments on the extra 

response section of the survey this was because the district assigned them to positions 

that dealt with multiple grade levels or no particular grade level. This was true of many 

positions in the school district such as reading specialists, special education teachers, ESL 

staff and so on. 

The population, who responded, appeared to represent the mentor and inductee 

population proportions that normally existed within the district. Reviewing past mentor 

and inductee lists from other years, these proportions were within the normal pattern of 

population distribution. 
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Table 1- Grade Levels of Respondents 

Grade Inductees Mentors Total % 

Pre-K 4 1 5 1.8% 

K-3 30 26 56 20.5% 

4-6 37 32 69 25.4% 

7-8 27 22 49 18% 

9-12 40 34 74 27.2% 

No Resp. 13 6 19 6.9% 

Total 151 121 272 100% 

Table 2 below gives an overview of the experience levels represented in the study 

population. The table also shows the relative proportions of mentors and inductees at each 

level. The sample appears to account for all experience levels that normally exist within 

the district. One surprising feature portrayed in die data was the large number of highly 

experienced inductees that responded. Forty inductees had eleven or more years of 

experience at the time of the study. This should not present any concern for study validity 

however, because a review of rosters from prior years showed that this is a common 

pattern for this district. No data were available to indicate whether this is a common 

pattern in other school districts. 
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Table 2- Experience Levels of Respondents 

Experience Mentors Experience Inductees 
Mentor Inductee 

Less than 3 4 1 51 

3-5 12 2 26 

6-10 21 3-5 33 

11-15 21 6-9 18 

15+ 62 10+ 22 

No Resp. 1 No Resp. 1 

Total 121 151 

Table 3, below, reviews the educational levels of the survey respondents. This 

survey population represents that which one would expect. 

Table 3- Educational Levels of Respondents 

Education Inductees Mentors Total % of Total 
Level 

BA 97 39 136 50% 

MA\MED 53 76 129 47.4% 

Ed.Sp. 0 2 2 .1% 

Doctorate 0 3 3 1.1% 

No Resp. 1 I 2 .7% 

Total 151 121 272 100% 

Overall, no oddities were noted in the respondent population that would cause 

concern that it was not representative of the normal mentor and inductee population of the 
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district being studied. Especially with such a large proportion of response, and what in 

essence was a three year slice of history, the respondent population was probably a fair 

representation of the actual population, and probably of other similar districts in the area. 

The only data missmg was from those teachers who had left the district, were on leave, or 

the few that chose not to respond. This is probably not a substantial enough missing 

population segment to cause any difficulty, given the types of statistical techniques 

selected for use. The statistical techniques selected were carefully chosen to minimize any 

effects that might result from irregularities in die population selected. 

Period of the Studv and Phasing 

Because of the survey methodology, the administration duration of the study itself 

was short, while still gathering data based upon three years of respondent experience. 

The pairs to be siirveyed were identified by using records of the district's staff 

development program. The survey questionnaire was completed in a one week period 

beginning on April 12, 1999 and ending on April 16, 1999. This survey staging allowed 

all participants an opportunity to have participated in the mentoring process for the better 

part of the year before being asked to respond to the questionnaire. The survey 

chronology is outlined in Figure 4 below. 
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Table 4- Chronology of Events 

Activity Begun Completed 

Questionnaire Design March 1, 1999 April 8, 1999 

Review of Questionnaire April 8, 1999 April 22, 1999 

by a Committee of Experts 

and Practitioners 

Questionnaire Revision April 8, 1999 April 23, 1999 

Questionnaire Distribution April 23,1999 April 24, 1999 

Questionnaire Completion April 26, 1999 April 30, 1999 

Questionnaire Scanned May 3, 1999 May 6, 1999 

Data Analysis May 6, 1999 June 30, 1999 

Research Questions 

Research questions that this study will provide some insight to are: 

1. Does the length of time that a mentor has been teaching influence die topics 

discussed during the induction process? 

2. Does the length of time that an inductee has been teaching influence the topics 

discussed during the induction process? 

3. Does the educational background (degree) of the mentor influence the topics 

discussed during the induction process? 

4. Does the educational background (degree) of the inductee influence the topics 

discussed during the induction process? 
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5. Do mentors and inductees discuss the areas of concern delineated in the research 

literature during the induction mentoring process? How frequently do they discuss 

these areas of concern? 

6. How do the topics discussed and frequency of discussion influence the perceived 

success of die induction process as self reported by mentors and inductees? 

Null Hypotheses 

For purposes of this study the following null hypotheses were utilized: 

1. There is no statistical relationship between the amount of time that a mentor has 

been teaching and the topics discussed during the induction process. 

2. There is no statistical relationship between the amount of time that an inductee 

has been teaching and the topics discussed during the induction process. 

3. There is no statistical relationship between educational background (degree) of the 

mentor and the topics discussed during the induction process. 

4. There is no statistical relationship between educational background (degree) of the 

inductee and the topics discussed during the induction process. 

5. There is no statistically significant relationship between the topics discussed 

during the induction process and the areas of concern delineated by previous 

research in the field of induction. 

6. There is no statistically or objectively significant pattern to the topics discussed 

during induction. 
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7. There is no statistically significant relationship between the topics discussed and 

the perceived success of the induction process as self reported by mentors and 

inductees. 

Detailed Description of Research Methodology 

The questionnaire 

The questionnaire focused on finding out what general areas of concern, 

delineated in the research literature, inductee and mentor pairs talked about, how much 

they talked about them during the year, and how satisfied they were with the discourse. 

This tool centered on the areas of concern, cited in earlier sections of this paper, from a 

perspective suggested by Schechty's (1985) idea that the induction process is a forum for 

communicating a profession's unique ways of doing things. If the areas of concern reflect 

the unique ways of doing things, as Schlechty suggests, then most of their discourse 

should center in these areas. 

The items the questionnaire contained were drawn from the listings of concern 

areas suggested or discussed by a variety of authors, including: Myton (1984), Huffinan 

and Leak (1986), Odell (1986), Conley (1988), Veenman (1984), Borko et al. (1987), 

Zimpheret al. (1986), Evans & Tribble (1986) and Zimpher (1980). Appendix D gives a 

detailed analysis of which authors discussed each of the concern areas in their books or 

articles. Different studies used slightly different terms to refer to the same concern and 

they were ultimately combined under only one term or selected phrase for purposes of 

this study. In all cases the most descriptive term or phrase appearing in the literature, in 
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the opinion of the researcher, was chosen to be represented in the questionnaire itself. 

These categories of discourse, drawn from the research on inductee concerns, were also 

selected because they appeared to cover the topics discussed by the induction mentoring 

pairs in a pilot study, that was previously conducted, most effectively. Some initial 

interviews that were done to pilot test this idea supported this assumption. No areas of 

discourse were found in the pilot interviews that the areas included in the questionnaire 

would not have covered. Appendix C, below, depicts the topics of discourse noted in the 

pilot study. The questiormaire also provided opportunity for respondents to create their 

own categories, if the document did not correctly list all areas discussed. The responses to 

this extra area on the questionnaire did not yield many additional topics suggested by 

respondents that could not be categorized easily within the existing categories on the 

questionnaire. 

Respondents were asked to mark the frequency with which they discussed the 

various areas of concern delineated in the research. The scales used for this questionnaire 

were validated scales taken from the book by Gable (1993) titled Instrument development 

in the affective domain: measuring attitudes and values in corporate and school settings. 

They represented equal interval scales, upon which appropriate statistical analysis could 

be easily conducted. Based on the accuracy of response, the categories or topics used in 

the questionnaire appear to have been adequately descriptive for the purposes of the 

study. 

The second segment of the questionnaire asked the respondents how satisfied they 

were with the various areas of the induction mentoring process, as they related to the 
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areas of possible discourse or concern from the research. Data for this segment was also 

gathered using a five point Likert scale, also validated, and taken from Gable (1993). The 

questionnaire requested responses about how satisfied the respondents were with the 

outcomes of the induction mentoring process in the various areas of possible discourse 

delineated in the research literature. It was felt to be plausible that satisfaction in an area 

might be positively related to the amount that mentoring pairs discussed areas of concern 

during the induction process and negatively related to a lack of discourse and mentoring 

in a concern area. The survey questions in this segment of the questionnaire were 

designed to measure die satisfaction or lack of it. 

The scale that measured die time spent discussing the topics included the 

descriptors "Always," "Very Often," "Sometimes," "Rarely" and "Never." These 

descriptors were equidistant in value, according to Gable (1993), and may be treated as a 

continuous scale. "Always" was assigned a numerical value of one (1) for statistical 

analysis, "Never" a value of five (5). This allowed the use of continuous scale statistical 

analysis. Each scale selected had been validated by Gable, the author, as a statistically 

valid continuous scale. 

The scale used for measuring participant satisfaction with the process asked 

respondents to respond to the strongly affirmative statement, "I am very satisfied with the 

outcomes of this area of the induction mentoring process" on a scale that ranged from 

"Strongly Agree" to "Strongly Disagree." Appropriate statistical values were also 

designated for each of the five points on this scale ranging from I for "Strongly Agree" to 

5 for "Strongly Disagree"by the Survey Tracker Plus software. 
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Throughout the remainder of this document the reader should be aware of the 

point values assigned to the different responses. The Survey Tracker Plus software 

defaults to a value of "1" for the first response in a series and "5" for the last response in a 

five point scale. This was a somewhat counter intuitive set of values in this questionnaire 

because a value of I is always the most favorable or desirable response. This makes the 

smallest values equal to the most fi-equent discourse and the highest level of satisfaction, 

with the outcomes of the mentoring induction process. The reader will be reminded of 

this relationship periodically throughout the document, but it must be kept in mind for the 

survey results to make any sense. 

The questionnaire also requested a variety of demographic information fi-om each 

participant to leam such factors as teacher experience and educational levels. All 

information was then analyzed for its internal correlations and in relation to the reported 

frequency of discourse in the various areas. 

Practitioner review 

To validate the questionnaire further, a panel of practitioners that included 

program participants, school administrators and university professors was asked to review 

the draft questionnaire instrument prior to it being finalized. This group gave substantial 

feedback and their ideas were incorporated into the final tool before distribution. It led to 

a number of refinements in the instrument, the way it was distributed, and the way it was 

analyzed. 
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Data collection methodology 

Survey Tracker Plus software, from National Computer Systems was used to 

construct, print and electronically scan the questionnaire using National Computer 

System scanners. Survey questions were preprinted on machine scannable forms, along 

with the scales described above. Participants were asked to mark their responses directly 

on the forms. 

This software and the method of data collection are highly accurate and have been 

validated by National Computer Systems. An additional advantage, was a high level of 

simplicity in completing the questionnaire for participants. 

Once returned, the questionnaires were machine scaimed. The software itself had 

a wide variety of statistical and graphing routines built in, which were utilized for 

analyzing the data. In addition, export files were created and imported into SPSS software 

for the more sophisticated statistical routines necessary. The SPSS software is published 

by SPSS Inc. The mailing address for this firm is 233 South Wacker Drive, Chicago, 

Illinois. 

Statistical Treatment and Analysis 

A detailed analysis of the data was conducted . This analysis included the normal 

measures of response frequency, mode, median, mean, standard deviation, variance and 

range of the data. Appropriate analysis of correlation and covariance was also conducted 

using the SPSS software. The statistical tests employed in this study are described briefly 

below, for purposes of clarity. All were conducted using the SPSS software. 
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Cross tabulations 

Cross tabulations were done for all variable data using the SPSS software. This 

technique produces a table that compares the frequency of the combinations of two or 

more values. It is most useful with categorical data, where the variables have small 

numbers of possible values. Each cell in the cross tabulation provides the number of 

respondents that had both of the characteristics for that cell. An example from this study 

is that, in the mentor experience versus frequency of discourse cross tabulation, each cell 

showed how many mentors reported various frequencies of discourse in each of the 

various areas of possible discourse. In addition, the cells in the cross tabulation show the 

percentage of the total population that responded in that particular way and the percentage 

of the subgroup. Each column and row is also totaled with percentages computed. 

Chi-square tables 

Associated with each cross-tabulation is an associated Chi-Square table that 

provides three separate Chi-Square evaluations of the significance of the data contained 

in the table itself The Pearson, Likelihood Ratio and Linear-by -Linear Association 

model data was provided in each case. The Likelihood Ratio statistic was selected for 

purposes of this study because it processes potential empty cells more effectively. 

The Likelihood Ratio Chi-Square tests the null hypothesis by comparing the 

observed count in each cell to the expected count. The expected count is the number of 

responses one would expect to find in the cell if the null hypothesis were true. It is a 

calculation of how unlikely the observed statistic is, if the null hypothesis is true 
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(Norusis, 1998). As stated previously this statistic was selected because it accounts for 

possible low cell counts more effectively. A large Chi-Square value indicates that the 

study population does not fit the expected population distribution well and if significant 

leads to the possibility that the population being evaluated does not fit the null 

hypothesis. A significance of .05 or less coupled with a high Chi-Square was evaluated as 

denying the null hypothesis, for purposes of this study. 

One-way analvsis of variance (ANOVA) 

In most cases a one way ANOVA was also done on the variable data. This 

technique examined more closely the relationships that existed within the data. It is a 

technique used to find out how much of the variability in a set of data can be attributed to 

various causes. It attempts to detect if the variability in the data is random or if it is 

attributable to some systematic difference between the samples (Porkess, 1991). Besides 

general descriptive statistics these tables provide the computed means for each subgroup 

in the data, a feature that was very informative. Standard deviations and errors are also 

provided for each value of the data. A 95% Confidence Interval is also computed for each 

mean. A related Test of Homogeneity of Variances table is also provided that provides 

both the Levene Statistic for each variable and its associated significance score. 

Univariate analvsis of variance 

For Research Question Six it was also necessary to use a Univariate Analysis of 

Variance technique. This technique allowed a more detailed analysis of the variance of 
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the means. The technique determines whether there is an interaction between two sets of 

variables. The particular technique used was called the GLM Univariate Analysis of 

Variance in the SPSS Software. They describe it as a Univariate ANOVA. It is further 

described as a randomized complete block design with two treatments, in the SPSS 

software package. It was necessary to use the two-way analysis of variance to be able 

properly to examine the interaction of mentor and inductee status with the variables for 

frequency of discourse and for satisfaction with the outcomes of the process. The GLiVI 

technique in SPSS allows the computation of means for each variable and to find out the 

interaction between the variables under consideration. It provides much more detailed 

information than the one-way ANOVA, which was also used to provide information 

about the data being considered. The univariate analysis of variance provided statistics 

on between subjects factors, a variety of descriptive statistics concerning the data, the 

Levene test, tests of between subjects effects, and a detailed analysis of die various 

marginals. 

Final Analysis 

All the data obtained was then analyzed for significant data as it related to the 

types and outcomes of discourse in the mentoring process. The aggregate inforaiation 

obtained was carefully scrutinized for insight it provided to inform each of die research 

questions stated earlier. Appropriate statistical methods were selected using the SPSS 

Statistical Software and several statistical references including the Guide to Data 

Analysis bv Norusis (1998), the SPSS Base 9.0 Applications Guide (1999) by SPSS Inc. 
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and Introduction to Statistics by Wagner (1992). Techniques and methodology were 

selected independently for each research question and are described in detail in the 

following sections. A statistical consultant. Dr. John Fulginiti, was also retained who 

provided advice regarding the statistical correcmess of techniques used. All statistical 

analyses were actually run by the researcher; however, using the SPSS software. 

Research Question One 

The first question under consideration was: "Does the length of time that a mentor 

has been teaching influence the topics discussed during the induction process?" A cross 

tabulation, comparing the mentors' reported level of experience to each of the "Areas of 

Concern to New Teachers," was run using the SPSS software. 

The software compared the experience level of the mentor group separately 

against each of the possible topics of discussion. The resulting table listed each 

experience level and the frequency of discourse levels crossed. Each cell of the table gave 

the number of persons who responded at each level cross-tabbed with dieir experience 

level. For each cell the count, the percentage of the total sample and the percentage of the 

persons from the experience level was supplied. 

Besides the basic table, the Pearson Chi-Square Test Statistic, the Likelihood 

Ratio Chi-Square Statistic and the Linear-by-Linear Association Statistic were computed 

for each cross tab table. The Chi-Square Test itself was used to learn if there was a 

statistical relationship between the categorical variables relevant to this research question. 

In this case the variable data describing the experience level of mentors was compared 
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independently against the variable data describing the frequency of discourse that 

occurred concerning each area of concern identified in the research literature. Each 

comparison resulted in a separate cross tabulation data table and a separate Chi-Square 

table. Specifically, the Chi-Square was used to detect if there was a statistically 

significant relationship between experience of mentors and the fi-equency of the topics 

discussed. The Likelihood Ratio Statistic was selected to decide significance of each 

cross tabulation table. It was determined that this method adjusted for some small cell 

sizes, noted in the tables, more effectively dian the Pearson Chi-Square Statistical Test. 

All evaluations of significance were conducted at the .05 level. 

Finally, an ANOVA procedure was run for this area of investigation. It yielded 

various descriptive statistics, the table of Levene statistics, the ANOVA table, and a 

series of line graphs that depicted the relationship between the means of each topic and 

the levels of mentor experience. This data was used to explore the relationship between 

the means generated by the response data farther. 

Research Question Two 

The question under consideration was: "Does the length of time that an inductee 

has been teaching influence the topics discussed during the induction process?" A cross 

tabulation comparing the inductees' reported level of experience to each of the "Areas of 

Concern to New Teachers" was run using the SPSS software. 
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The experience level of the inductee group was compared separately against each 

of the possible topics of discussion. For each cell the count, the percentage of die total 

sample, and the percentage of persons from the experience level was supplied. 

Besides the basic table, the Pearson Chi-Square Test Statistic, the Likelihood 

Ratio Chi-Square Statistic and the Linear-by-Linear Association Statistic were computed 

for each cross tabulation table. The Chi-Square Test was used to decide if there was a 

statistically significant relationship between the categorical variables relevant to this 

research question. The Likelihood Ratio Statistic Chi-square statistic was selected to find 

the significance of each cross tabulation table. It was determined that this method 

adjusted for some small cell sizes, noted in die tables more effectively than the Pearson 

Chi-Square Statistical Test. All evaluations of significance were conducted at the .05 

level. 

After review of the initial results of the cross tabulation data, with their related 

Chi-Square reports, and the determination that a statistically significant reladonship 

probably existed between an inductee's level of experience and the frequency of 

discussion of twelve of the twenty-three topics of concem, the data was further explored 

to discover if pattems existed in the data that explained why some topics were 

statistically significant at the .05 level, and some were not. This infomiation was not 

readily available from the cross tabulations and Chi-Square tables that dealt with 

frequency data. These were examined carefully, but no explanatory pattem existed in the 

data. Consequendy other descriptive analyses of the data were completed. SPSS was used 



73 

to derive the mean scores for each topic of discussion and other relevant descriptive data. 

This too yielded no clear pattern to the data. 

Since some type of influence did clearly exist, a One Way Analysis of Variance 

was completed on the same data. The line plots of the mean scores for each experience 

level, by topic, revealed some very interesting patterns, that existed in the data. An 

examination of the discourse/concern data yielded further information of interest 

concerning the relationships that existed between the experience levels of inductees and 

the frequency with which they discussed those topics during the induction process. 

Research Question Three 

Research question three asked: "Does the educational background (degree) of the 

mentor influence the topics discussed during the induction process?" A cross tabulation 

comparing the mentors' reported level of education to each of the "Areas of Concern to 

New Teachers" was run using the SPSS software. 

The educational level of the mentor group was compared separately against each 

of the possible topics of discussion. Each cell of the table gave the number of persons 

who responded at each level cross-tabbed with their educational level. For each cell the 

count, the percentage of the total sample and the percentage of the persons from the 

educational level was supplied. 

Besides the basic table, the Pearson Chi-Square Test Statistic, the Likelihood 

Ratio Gii-Square Statistic and the Linear-by-Linear Association Statistic were computed 

for each cross tabulation table. The Chi-Square Test itself was used to decide if there was 
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a statistical relationship between the categorical variables relevant to this research 

question. Then the variable data describing the educational level of mentors was 

compared independently against the variable data describing how much discourse 

occurred concerning each area of concern identified in the research literature. Each 

comparison resulted in a separate cross tabulation data table and a separate Chi-Square 

table. The Chi-Square Test was thus used to detect if there was a statistically significant 

relationship between educational level of mentors and the fi-equency of the topics that 

they discussed. The Likelihood Ratio Statistic was again selected to determine the 

significance of each cross tabulation table. 

In addition, since some type of influence did clearly exist in this data, a One Way 

Analysis of Variance was completed on the same data. The line plots of the mean scores 

for each experience level, by topic revealed some very interesting patterns that existed in 

the data. An examination of the topic of discourse/concern data yielded further 

information of interest concerning the relationships that existed between the educational 

levels of mentors and the firequency with which they discussed those topics during the 

induction process. 

Research Question Four 

Research Question Four asked "Does the educational background (degree) of the 

inductee influence the topics discussed during the induction process?" The analysis of 

this question involved the same basic statistical techniques as were used to evaluate 

Research Questions Two and Three. A cross tabulation that compared the educational 
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level of the inductees in the study to each of the 23 possible topics of concern and 

discourse, which the questionnaire measured, was run. This cross tabulation included a 

Chi-Squared evaluation of the relationship of the variables to each of the possible topics 

of discourse. The cross tabulation itself included the frequency of response for each topic 

of discourse and concern crossed with the different educational levels for the inductees 

evaluated by the questionnaire. 

Next, a one-way ANOVA was run utilizing the same statistical variables and data 

as for the Chi-Square. This analysis yielded the means for each topic, crossed with the 

educational levels measured by the questionnaire. A mean was computed tor each topic 

and for each educational level of the inductees involved in the study. The ANOVA 

statistic and level of significance were provided for each topic, as it related to each 

educational level. Finally, line graphs were prepared and examined which showed the 

means for each educational level and for each topic of discourse. 

Research Question Five 

A cross tabulation table was run for the initial analysis of data in this area as well. 

This technique yielded a separate table for each topic area that contained the frequency of 

response by mentors and inductees, by frequency category. A chi-square analysis using 

the likelihood ratio statistic was conducted in relation to each of the cross tabulations. 

Both statistics have been previously discussed in relation to prior research questions. 

In addition a One-way ANOVA was used to provide insight regarding the data m 

this area as well. The One-way ANOVA provided disaggregated mean scores for each 
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variable being considered. Then, the mentor and inductee groups were compared in 

relation to each of the possible topics of discourse. Levene statistics, the ANOVA table 

itself and line graphs of each of the topics was also completed. The use of these statistical 

tools has been previously discussed in some depth in this dissertation. 

Research Question Six 

Research Question Six is at the very heart of this research. It asks: "How do the 

topics discussed and frequency of discussion influence the perceived success of the 

induction process as self reported by mentors and inductees?" 

Three separate analyses were used to derive meaning from the data in this area. 

Initially a cross tabulation was completed, that compared the frequency data for 

frequency of discourse to the data for the equivalent categories of respondent satisfaction, 

with the outcomes of the process. The reader will recall that each topic of concern had 

two response possibilities that followed. The first response possibility asked respondents 

to designate the frequency with which they had discussed each topic. The second 

response possibility asked each participant to respond to the statement "I am very 

satisfied with the outcomes of this area of the induction mentoring process." 

There were therefore, two separate sets of data for each topic of discourse and 

concern contained in the questionnaire. One response for each topic dealt with how 

frequently they discussed the topic. The second piece of data, attached to each topic of 

concern, was the respondents' evaluation of their satisfaction with the outcome of that 
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particular area of the induction process. These were the two pieces of information that 

were cross tabulated in the initial analysis of this data. 

As part of the cross tabulation analysis, the chi square scores were computed for 

each interaction of the two variables. This allowed the determination to be made as to 

whether or not there was significance to the variance in the data. 

The second statistical technique used was a One-way ANOVA such as described 

in the previous section. It was used to compare the same two variables for each topic of 

concern to new teachers. The one-way ANOVA provides mean data for each of the 

response categories, within each variable. It also provides the ANOVA statistic, to find 

the significance of the data involved. 

While the cross tabulation, with its related chi square scores, provided some 

interesting information and insight concerning the information gathered, the means for 

each variables' descriptors present a much easier way to understand the data. The two 

techniques provide very different information concerning the same data. The cross 

tabulation looked at the firequency of response by category. The ANOVA data is all 

mean data, which shows the central tendency of the response. 

For each topic of concern to new teachers, the variable data were analyzed 

regarding firequency of response in relation to the participants' overall satisfaction with 

the outcomes of the process in that area. The One-way ANOVA provided general 

descriptive data for each topic, including the number of responses at each response level, 

and the means for the satisfaction response, at each level of firequency contained in the 

survey data. The ANOVA statistic provided a measure of the size of the variance in the 
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means and the significance statistic to help determine whether the scores were statistically 

significant. 

After reviewing the information contained in the One-way ANOVA it was 

determined that it was also necessary to do a Univariate Analysis of the Variance to 

detect the interrelationships of the various variables in the data being considered. The 

GLM Univariate Analysis of Variance technique in SPSS was used for this purpose. This 

technique provided information, including descriptive means for each group (mentors and 

inductees), and other data such as standard deviations. It provided information 

statistically as to the interrelationships of the variables and the respondent group's mentor 

or inductee status. A variety of marginals that provided additional information regarding 

the relationships of the variables were also obtained. A test of between subjects effects 

provided statistical significance scores. Finally, line plots depicting the relationships for 

the marginal means were also developed. 

Small cell sizes 

One of the difficulties with using any advanced statistical technique is that small 

cells, data categories that achieved few responses in the population studied, tend to cause 

problems. In this study there were a relatively large number of participants, but they 

tended to have a high level of consensus around the various responses and response 

categories. This led to some cells that had small "n's." This was not a major problem by 

any means in the analyses already completed for the other research questions, because 

each array in the cross tabulations was in essence a two by five array. The SPSS software 
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thus sorted the data among a small number of cells. In the analyses for Research Question 

6, which follow, the minimum array size is five by five and in some cases it is five by 

five by two. This greatly increases the cells that yield small cell sizes or those with no 

response in the particular cell, because the same number of data points are spread across 

many more possible cell locations. There are thus many more possibilities for small cell 

sizes. 

Collapsed frecoded") data technique 

To minimize this small cell effect in the analysis of Research Question Six, the 

variable data for "firequency of discourse" was "collapsed." The original firequency of 

discussion scale descriptors were "Always," "Very Often," "Sometimes," "Rarely" and 

"Never." To decrease the number of empty cells, die SPSS software was used to 

"recode" the variable data into just three categories. The recoded scale values became 

"Frequently," "Sometimes" and "Infi^equently." The values for "Always" (1) and "Very 

Often" (2) were collapsed into the new variable "Frequently," which was assigned a value 

of one, to match the existing scheme. The values for "Rarely"(4) and "Never"(5) were 

collapsed into the new value "Infirequently," which was assigned a value of three. The 

basic relationships within the data thus remain the same, but using this technique assures 

more accuracy statistically. This collapsed data was used in both the one-way ANOVA 

and the GLM Univariate Analysis of Variance for Research Question Six. This technique 

was effective in reducing the number of small cells that resulted firom the data and 

increasing the statistical reliability. 
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Using the collapsed values for frequency of discourse, the study utilized the GLM 

Univariate Analysis of Variance technique to explore the relationships of the multiple 

variables for frequency of discussion and satisfaction, with the outcomes of the induction 

mentoring process, in relation to the two groups: mentors and inductees. This level of 

complexity of analysis is not available in the One-way Analysis of Variance (ANOVA). 

The Univariate Analysis technique allowed examination of the relationships between 

frequency of discourse and satisfaction with the outcomes of the process. The technique 

allowed examination of this information separately for mentors and for inductees, and in 

the aggregate. 

Anticipated Outcomes 

Based on the initial pilot smdies and information gained from the research 

literature, it was anticipated that this study would provide information in the following 

key areas: 

• the types of discourse that occur in a mentoring situation 

• the matters typically covered in the discourse between mentors and 

inductees 

• how participants view the discourse 

• the factors that affect the quality of the discourse and participant 

satisfaction with the resulting process 

• perhaps some ideas as to ways to improve the total process 



81 

The pilot studies, which were conducted several years ago, began to paint an 

interesting picture of what goes on during induction. They provided information in all the 

areas above, though only very limited research was done. For instance one initial 

indication was that the richness of the process can be positively effected if mentor and 

inductee work closely together geographically and in similar teaching assignments. It also 

appears, based on initial data of the pilot study, that the frequency of planned and 

unplanned informal opportunities to interact, if increased, can positively affect the 

richness of the interaction and participant satisfaction. These are the types of findings that 

seemed possible from an extended study in this area. 

Limitations 

Sandra Odell and others (1986-87) report that the limitations of questionnaire research in 

induction and mentoring are: 

• that it is static and does not change in response to changing conditions; 

• that it tends to be retrospective because it asks what has occurred; 

• that it does not account for changing needs in small increments and 

• self report data may be unreliable by its very nature. 

One should take these concerns also into account when considering this study. 

Perhaps the greatest limitation of this study is that it involved only respondents 

from a single school district and that the school district had a well established teacher 

induction and mentoring program. Responses from this group as a whole will probably 

vary significantly from a sample from a district that has no program or a new program. 
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The sample was large, and the response rate was very high, but the ability to generalize 

these results to other locations that do not have well developed induction programs will 

be somewhat limited. 

Another limitation, accounted for statistically in so far as possible, was the fact 

that many participants tended to respond to many of the items in the same way. This led 

in several cases to cells with small sizes or empty cells. In these cases statistical 

techniques were selected that accounted for some small cell sizes as effectively as 

possible. 

One portion of the study that some initial readers have found confusing is the 

identification of various experience levels throughout the study. In all cases variables 

such as experience, when identified and quantified, include the total experience of the 

respondents, not just their experience in the district studied. To further clarity this 

relationship, a mentor may have taught for nine years in a different school district before 

coming to the district studied. If they then had taught in the studied district for three 

additional years they would report their experience teaching as "11-15" years and not as 

"3-5" on the survey questionnaire. There was no distinction made between experience 

gained within the district studied and other experience. This interpretation applied to both 

mentors and inductees. 

A final possible limitation involved the fact that the researcher was a district level 

administrator in the district studied. The study was conducted in a fashion that assured 

anonymity, and this was made clear to all participants, which should have averted any 

adverse influence. Additionally, in reviewing the participant responses to the extra input 
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section of the survey questionnaire participants did not appear to be constrained by the 

role of the researcher in their responses whatsoever. 
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CHAPTER 4: ANALYSIS OF DATA 

Introduction and General Information 

It appears that multiple influences come into play to decide what topics mentoring 

pairs discuss, and how frequently they discuss them during the induction process. Each 

variable measured by the questionnaire appears to have at least a small influence of some 

kind on which topics mentoring pairs discuss during the induction process and how 

frequently participants discuss them. In reviewing the line graphs, which SPSS generates 

as part of the ANOVA technique, it appears that a separate distinctive pattern 

characterizes how the interaction occurred for each variable in relation to the frequency 

that mentoring pairs discussed each topic. Some of these patterns were statistically 

significant and some were not, at least using the tools available for this study. The 

patterns of discourse in relation to the variables of experience, education, proximity and 

so on certainly merit further study, however. 

One thing that became very clear during the analysis process was that the 

interactions involved in this process are very complex. This analysis only scrapes the 

surface of the wealth of information that we can gain from exploration concerning the 

discourse that goes on during teacher induction. Fairly sophisticated statistical techniques 

were used in this study, but it appears highly possible that different techniques, applied 

even to this same data, would yield additional information. 
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General Description of Questionnaire Results 

There was an excellent response to the questionnaire. Each of the questionnaire 

items appears to have been well understood and the responses appear, at least upon 

logical examination, to have been an accurate reflection of what the participants knew 

and felt about the process. No item stood out as somehow incorrect. All items and their 

interrelationships appeared to make sense, at some level, to the researcher and apparently 

to the respondents. 

The mass of data obtained was daunting, to say the least. What appeared to be the 

most appropriate statistical techniques were used to explore this data, in relation to each 

research question. In severed cases, additional statistical tests were done to try to expand 

understanding, but even given this in-depth analysis, the data from diis study alone could 

probably fuel several more dissertations. The findings described here are only a 

beginning. 

An additional point for consideration, in relation to the questionnaire data, and the 

questionnaire itself, is that it appears to have potential to be easily portable to research in 

other districts. Data obtained from administration in other districts might lead to an even 

richer picture of induction discourse. 

In the following sections of this dissertation, the data is explored in relation to 

each of the research questions. Specific analysis techniques used were discussed fully in 

Chapter 3 above. 
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Descriptive Data 

The first five research questions endeavor to learn if there is a relationship 

between, or influence involving, any of the general descriptive variables and the 

fi-equency with which the various topics measured by the questionnaire were discussed. 

This section contains a general description of the data obtained by the questionnaire about 

the fi-equency of discussion of the various topics. Each respondent rated each topic using 

a scale that ranged firom "Always," with a numerical score of 1, to "Never" with a 

numerical score of 5. The Survey Tracker Plus software assigned the scores in keeping 

with its internal system. The questionnaire asked the respondents to mark how frequently 

they discussed each topic. 

There were 23 different topics of possible discourse and concern evaluated by this 

questionnaire. Respondents evaluated each of the 23 topics both for frequency of 

discussion and for the respondents' satisfaction with the outcomes of that particular area 

of the induction process. The first five research questions studied in this dissertation 

involved how die different variables, such as mentor education, mentor experience, 

inductee education, and inductee experience influenced how often the mentoring pairs 

discussed the topics, during the induction period. 

The means of the various topics of possible discourse ranged from 2.28 to 3.66. 

A participant mean response of 2.28 represented the mean that was equivalent to the 

most frequent discourse between mentors and inductees, on diis questionnaire. This mean 

response equated to "Very Often" on the continuous scale that the study used for this 

questionnaire. The mean of 3.66 represented the lowest frequency of discourse between 
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mentors and inductees, for any item on this section of the questionnaire. It equates to the 

descriptor "Rarely" on the scale used for this questionnaire. This evaluation used each 

new value on the continuous scale as die break point for the particular descriptor. 

The variance for the 23 topics ranged from .680 to 1.453. Even the greatest 

variance that occurred on this section of the questionnaire represented a variance of only 

a little more than one rating descriptor on the scale utilized. Participants' frequency of 

discussion of these topics was thus fairly equal. 

Table 5, below, provides the rank, mean, standard deviation and variance for each 

of the frequency of discourse ratings of the 23 possible topics of discourse. 
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Table 5- Rank. Mean. Standard Deviation and Variance for each of the Frequency of 
Discourse Ratings of the 23 Possible Topics of Discourse 

Area of 
Concern 

Rank Mean Standard 
Deviation 

Variance 

Curriculum 1 

Effective 2 
teaching 
practice 

Pupil attitudes 3 

Pupil learning 4 

Resources 5 
including 
instructional 
materials 

Classroom 6 
management 

Administrative 7 
support and 
policies 

Expectations 8 
and school 
goals 

Interpersonal 9 
relationships 

Student 
motivation 

Instructional 
methodology 

10 

11 

Working with 12 
special needs 
students 

Parent'teacher 13 
relationships 

2.28 

2.32 

2.34 

2.36 

2.43 

2.46 

2.65 

2.67 

2.69 

2.74 

2.76 

2.78 

2.78 

1.00 

.86 

.90 

.86 

.91 

.92 

.91 

.95 

1.11 

.96 

1.05 

1.21 

.98 

.998 

.737 

.812 

.744 

.823 

.854 

.827 

.897 

1.230 

.927 

1.093 

1.453 

.960 
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Table 5- Rank. Mean. Standard Deviation and Variance for each of the Frequency of 
Discourse Ratings of the 23 Possible Topics of Discourse 

Area of Rank Mean Standard Variance 
Concern Deviation 

Time 14 2.84 1.07 1.137 
management 

Problem 15 2.93 1.00 1.009 
solving skills 

School 16 2.97 1.02 1.036 
regulations 

Observations 17 2.99 .82 .680 
by supervisors 

Enhancement 18 3.04 1.02 1.039 
of student self-
esteem and 
peer 
relationships 

Physical 19 3.08 1.17 1.379 
demands of 
teaching 

Student home 20 3.21 1.06 1.130 
conditions 

Student safety 21 3.33 1.09 1.188 

Conflict of 22 3.43 1.08 1.174 
work and non-
work demands 

Loss of leisxire 23 3.66 1.07 1.150 
time 

It should also be noted that the standard deviation of the scores for each potential 

category of discourse or concern was relatively small, for a five point continuous scale. 

This denotes a relatively high level of agreement between those who responded to the 

survey, in this particular district, regarding the frequency with which they discussed each 
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topic of possible concern to new teachers. The range of response for each topic was from 

one to five in each case and each topic did in tact display that full range of response. All 

these items of descriptive information taken together would suggest that there is a high 

level of similarity in the frequency with which mentoring pairs discuss each topic. At the 

same time, the mean scores of the topics ranged from 2.28 to 3.66 which was a 

substantial difference in mean scores. There is a substantial amount of between topic 

variability, while within topic variability in ratings is small. The next section of diis study 

examines whether any relationships exist between the characteristics of the mentor and 

inductee population and the frequency with which they discussed the various topics of 

concern to new teachers. 

In the following sections of this dissertation each of the research questions 

relating to the frequency of discourse will be discussed in some depth. The basic 

underlying question behind Research Questions One through Five is whether or not the 

selected characteristics indigenous to mentors and inductees, in the sample population, 

influence how frequently the various topics of concern are discussed by the mentoring 

pairs during the induction process. 

The second major area of study dealt with how satisfied the participants were with 

each of the 23 areas surveyed. The questionnaire requested each participant to respond 

on a scale of one to five to the prompt "I am very satisfied with the outcomes of this area 

of the induction mentoring process." The five point scale ranged from "Always" with a 

numerical value of 1 to "Never" with the value of 5. Table 6 below provides the 

descriptive statistics for this segment of the questionnaire. 
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Table 6- Rank. Mean. Standard Peviarion and Standard Error for each of the 
"Satisfaction With Outcome" ratines of the 23 Possible Topics of Discourse 

Area of Rank Mean Standard Standard Error 
Concern Deviation 

Curriculum 1 1.95 .87 .054 

Effective 1 1.95 .82 .050 
teaching 
practice 

Resources 2 2.03 .85 .053 
including 
instructional 
materials 

Classroom 3 2.04 .93 .058 
management 

Interpersonal 4 2.07 .91 .0561 
relationships 

Pupil learning 5 2.08 .78 .049 

Expectations 6 2.13 .86 .054 
and school 
goals 

Pupil attitudes 7 2.14 .84 .052 

Instructional 8 2.16 .88 .055 
methodology 

Administrative 9 2.18 .89 .055 
support and 
policies 

Observations 10 2.19 .90 .056 
by supervisors 

School 11 2.21 .90 .056 
regulations 

Student 12 2.22 .93 .057 
motivation 
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Table 6- Rank. Mean. Standard Deviation and Standard Error for each of the 
"Satisfaction With Outcome" ratines of the 23 Possible Tonics of Discourse 

Area of Rank Mean Standard Standard Error 
Concem Deviation 

Working with 13 2.23 .95 .059 
special needs 
students 

Parent/teacher 13 2.23 .88 .055 
relationships 

Problem 14 2.26 .92 .057 
solving skills 

Time 15 2.27 .96 .0598 
management 

Enhancement 16 2.32 .93 .058 
of student self-
esteem and 
peer 
relationships 

Student safety 17 2.34 .96 .060 

Physical 18 2.37 .96 .061 
demands of 
teaching 

Student home 19 2.42 .97 .061 
conditions 

Conflict of 20 2.50 .96 .061 
work and non-
work demands 

Loss of leisure 21 2.59 1.00 .062 
time 

The range of scores in the table above is less than 1 on a five point scale. The 

scores ranged from 1.95 to 2.59. All these scores would fall in the "Strongly Agree" to 
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"Agree" range on the scale provided. The agreement on each topic was also high because 

the standard deviation was I or less for each topic. 

Participants were most satisfied with the outcomes of the induction mentoring 

process in the areas of "Curriculum," "Effective Teaching Practices," and "Resources 

Including Instructional Materials." This was a positive indication since these are some of 

the areas that the research literature would suggest have the highe,st priority tor attention 

during the induction mentoring process. The three areas where participants were least 

satisfied were "Student home conditions," "Conflict of work and nonwork demands," and 

"Loss of leisure time." These are probably the three areas where participants had the 

least personal control of the situation. 

The ratings above would suggest that participants had a high degree of consensus 

in their responses to die prompt. They would also suggest that participants were 

generally satisfied with the outcomes of the induction mentoring process. It would be 

interesting to see in some fixture study if participants, fi*om programs that did not have 

mentoring and induction programs, were as satisfied. 

Research Question One: Does the length of time that a mentor has been teaching 

influence the topics discussed during the induction process? 

A constantly recurring theme in the research literature is that the principles should 

select their more experienced teachers to be mentors. The review of the Literature 

completed for this dissertation saw this assertion repeated frequently. At the same time, 

there was never any substantiation for this assertion contained in any of the studies 
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reviewed. If one measure of the effectiveness of a mentor is considered to be die 

frequency with which they discuss the important topics there should be a positive 

relationship between mentor experience and the frequency of discussion of the key topics 

for inductees measured by this study. 

Based only on the cross tabulation and Chi-Square results completed for this data 

set, it did not appear that the experience of the mentor teachers in this study influenced 

the topics that they discussed, in any substantial way. Only one interaction of experience 

and the areas of concern/discussion was statistically significant at the .05 level, using the 

Chi-Square Likelihood Ratio. A summary of this analysis is displayed in the table below. 

Only the frequency of discussion of "Pupil Attitudes" appears to reject the null 

hypothesis, with a statistically significant Chi-Square score. 
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Table 7- Chi-Square Likelihood Ratio for Mentor Experience in Relation to Frequency 
of Discussion 

Chi-Square Likelihood Ratio Statistics 

Area of Discourse Degrees of Asymptotic Significant 
Value Freedom Significance ? 

Effective teaching practices 24.451 16 .080 

Observations by supervisors 20.942 16 .181 

Interpersonal relationships 12.922 16 .678 

Curriculum 22.752 16 .121 

Working with special needs 
students 

23.345 16 .105 

Classroom management 22.625 16 .124 

Student motivation 22.934 16 .116 

Physical demands of teaching 22.607 16 .125 

Instructional methodology 25.025 16 .069 

Loss of leisure time 18.394 16 .301 

Pupil learning 15.173 16 .512 

Pupil attitudes 28.436 16 .028 

Parent/teacher relationships 13.498 16 .636 

Student home conditions 18.403 16 .301 

Administrative support and 
policies 

14.243 16 .581 

Time management 20.729 16 .189 

Student safety 16.756 16 .402 

Enhancement of student self-
esteem and peer relationships 

25.170 16 .067 

Resources, including 
instructional materials 

13.704 16 .621 
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Table 7- Chi-Square Likelihood Ratio for Mentor Experience in Relarion to Frequency 
of Discussion 

Chi-Square Likelihood Ratio Statistics 

Area of Discourse X- Degrees of Asymptotic Significant 
Value Freedofn Significance ? 

Expectations and school goals 20.325 16 .206 

Conflict of work and non-work 14.819 16 .538 
demands 

School regulations 8.167 16 -944 

Problem solving skills 17.929 16 .328 

As an additional query of the data obtained, a second cross tabulation of the data 

was performed using "collapsed" data categories. Response categories "Always" and 

"Very Often" were collapsed into a new variable value called "A Lot." Original response 

categories "Sometimes" and "Rarely" were combined in a new category called "A Little." 

The old "Never" value was renamed "None." 

The same cross tabulation and Chi-Square procedure was then done on the revised 

data. Several statistical sources (Norusis, 1998, Wagner, 1992) suggest that when 

analyzing data containing a nimiber of small cells, in a cross tabulation, such a collapsing 

of the data values can increase the significance of the data obtained. 

Although this procedure did lead to a significant reduction in the number of small 

cells, no significant change in the significance results of the cross tabulation chi-square 

tables resulted. This fiirther verified that there was not a statistically significant 

relationship between the amount of experience that a tuentor has and how frequently they 
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discuss key topics during induction, based on the cross tabulation data and associated chi-

square scores. 

The one area of possible discourse that did refute the null hypothesis using the chi 

square and cross tabulation statistical techniques was that of discussion of "pupil 

attitudes." It appears that there is an influence of mentor experience in relation to the 

frequency that they discuss this topic. A review of the cross tabulation showed that a high 

proportion of senior mentors, those with six or more years of experience, discussed the 

topic with their inductees "Always," "Very Often or "Sometimes." Of the 108 mentors 

with fifteen or more years of experience, all except five discussed the topic with some 

frequency. Seventy- four of them discussed the topic either "Always" or "Very Often." 

In the range of mentors with eleven to sixteen years of experience, all except five 

of the forty-seven respondents discussed the topic with some frequency. All except four 

of the forty-nine mentors, with six to ten years of experience, discussed the topic in die 

top three categories. Thirty-two of them fell in the "Always" to "Very Often" categories. 

In reviewing the other cross tabulations concerning diis research question, it 

appeared that the distributions were more evenly or randomly spread across the various 

levels of discussion, depending upon the experience level of the mentor. This is in 

keeping with the nonsignificant Asymptotic Significance scores. 

In summary, regarding the cross tabulation results, there is no evidence, based on 

the cross tabulations and chi-square scores, to suggest that selection of topics for 

discussion between mentors and inductees, as expressed in frequency of discussion 

ratings, is influenced or related to the experience level of the mentor, except in a single 
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very limited area. This is a little surprising given the regular emphasis in the literature on 

selecting more experienced mentors. It would have been predicted that more experienced 

mentors would have discussed the topics of concern other charges more frequently than 

those with less experience, based solely on the research literature. 

To examine the data further a One-way ANOVA was also conducted. The one

way ANOVA looked at the significance in the variation between means of the same data. 

This statistical test included general descriptive data, the ANOVA, the Levene statistic, a 

test of homogeneity of variances, and line graphs displaying the mean scores for each 

topic's mean compared with the experience level. 

Analysis of the ANOVA statistics resulted in six topics that had significant "F" 

scores. The topics that resulted ui significant F scores were: "Effective teaching 

practices" (P=.0l5), "Observations by supervisors" (P=.014), "Classroom management" 

(P=.008), "Enhancement of student self-esteem and peer relationships" (P=.040), 

Expectations and school goals" (P=.039) and "Problem solving skills" (P= 0.54). This 

suggests that, at least for some topics, there is an interaction of Mentor experience with 

die frequency of discourse around these topics of concern to new teachers. This would be 

much more in keeping with the body of the research than the findings of the chi square 

analysis. At least for the six topics, the means vary significantly between mentors with 

different levels of experience. 

Review of the descriptive data for these topics reinforced that there were 

differences in the means for the various experience levels of the mentors. For instance, in 

"Effective teaching practices" mentors with less than three years of experience discussed 
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the topic less than teachers with three to five years of experience. Discussion of the topic 

decreased for mentors with six to ten years of experience and 11 to 15 years of 

experience. The mentors with 15 or more years of experience discussed the topic with 

higher firequency again. 

The more experienced mentors, those having 15 years experience and those 

having three to five years experience, discussed "Observations by supervisors" more than 

any other group. "Enhancement of students' self-esteem and peer relationships" was 

discussed most firequently by mentors with less than three years experience and those 

with more than 15 years experience, also. "Expectations and school goals" were 

discussed more firequently by the inexperienced mentors than any other group of mentors, 

followed by the most experienced mentors, those with 15 years or more experience. 

"Problem solving skills" were also discussed with the most fi-equency by mentors with 

less than three years experience and those with 15 or more years experience. 

An interesting observation is that, if the less than three year mentor group is 

discounted, because it had only six members, the statistics for all six of the topics can be 

interpreted with a fairly straightforward interpretation. If the less than three-year group is 

discounted, then it appears that the most experienced mentors discussed all topics most 

firequently. The critical quantity of experience appears to be 15 or more years. The other 

experience levels vary from topic to topic in the quantity of discourse involved. In each 

case the most experienced mentors discuss topics of concern to inductees more than any 

other group; based upon the resulting ANOVA statistics and analysis of the means for 

each subgroup compared with all other subgroups. 
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The analysis of the line graphs, provided as part of the ANOVA, confirms this 

observation for die six topics that have a significant ANOVA statistic. The pattern that 

emerged for the remaining topics was slightly different. The remaining topics' line 

graphs show patterns that suggest that discussion is most firequent with less experienced 

mentors, decreases for the middle categories of mentor experience, and then increases 

again for the most experienced mentors, those having 15 or more years experience. 

To summarize then, there does appear to be some influence upon the frequency of 

discussion by the amount of experience that the mentor possesses, in some limited 

instances. This is primarily true of only the most experienced mentors in the sample 

population, diose having 15 or more years of experience. This was also true for the vast 

majority of topics graphed. There does seem to be some relationship between the 

experience level of mentors and the firequency of discussion that occurs in many other 

topics as well, including those that are statistically significant according to the ANOVA, 

and those that did not have a statistically significant F score. 

This is definitely an area that merits further research at some point in time. The 

fact that the finding of the cross tabulation chi-square and the ANOVA are dissimilar, to 

some extent, raises many questions. As with several other areas of investigation in this 

dissertation, it appears highly possible that the identifying characteristics of mentors and 

inductees may have some influence upon how firequently they discuss various topics of 

concern to new teachers during the induction process. At the same time, even the 

ANOVA only identified six topics as having statistical significance in relation to 

influence by mentor experience. 
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The line graphs of the means for each topic compared by mentor experience were 

interesting in that they provided a seemingly unique pattern for each topic. Frequency of 

discourse did vary by mentor experience level for all the topics. Whether or not 

statistically significant, utili2dng the statistical techniques available, there did seem to be a 

specific pattern for each of the topics. It would be interesting to assess, in some future 

study, whether these patterns are the same or sintiilar from district to district. 

Research Question Two: Does the length of time that an inductee has been teaching 

influence the topics discussed during the induction process? 

Many districts attempt to hire more experienced teachers. One reason given is 

that they require less assistance to become effective teachers than true neophyte. It would 

dierefore stand to reason that more experienced inductees would have to talk about the 

various topics of concern with less frequency. This proved to be true in at least some 

cases. 

The cross tabulation and Chi-Square analysis of this research question suggested 

that for twelve of the variables it was appropriate to deny the null hypothesis and accept 

the alternate hypothesis, that there was some interaction between the inductee's teaching 

experience and the frequency that the topics measured by the study were discussed during 

induction. As shown in Figure 3, the Chi-Square Likelihood Ratio was statistically 

significant at the .05 level of reliability for twelve of the twenty-three areas of concern 

and possible discourse measured by the questioimaire. This seems to show that it is the 

experience level of the inductee, much more than the experience level of the mentor that 
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guides the selection of topics of discourse during the induction process and the frequency 

with which they are discussed. At the same time, it does not appear to influence all of the 

topics of discourse, since eleven of the possible topics did not show a statistically 

significant relationship, as determined by the Chi-Square Likelihood Ratio. 

Table 8, below, sets fourth the data pertinent to the first level of this discussion. It 

gives the Chi-Square Likelihood statistics for each of the cross tabulations. 
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Table 8- Chi-Square Likelihood Ratio for Inductee's Experience in Relation to 
Frequency of Discussion 

Chi-Square Likelihood Ratio Statistics 

Area of Discourse Degrees of Asymptotic Significant 
Value Freedom Significance at .05 ? 

Effective teaching practices* 45.381 16 .000 Yes 

Observations by supervisors 28.565 16 .027 Yes 

Interpersonal relationships 36.099 16 .003 Yes 

Curriculum* 25.428 16 .063 

Working with special needs 
students 

18.731 16 .283 

Classroom management* 52.048 16 .000 Yes 

Student motivation* 33.479 16 .000 Yes 

Physical demands of teaching* 35.048 16 .004 Yes 

Instructional methodology 21.546 16 .158 

Loss of leisure time 10.191 16 .856 

Pupil learning 17.930 16 .328 

Pupil attitudes 16.980 16 .387 

Parent/teacher relationships 31.420 16 .012 Yes 

Student home conditions 17.086 16 .380 

Administrative support and 
policies 

30.902 16 .014 Yes 

Time management 20.187 16 .186 

Student safety 32.109 16 .010 Yes 

Enhancement of student self-
esteem and peer relationships 

19.413 16 .248 

Resources, including 
instructional materials* 

27.960 16 .032 Yes 
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Table 8- Chi-Square Likelihood Ratio for Inductee's Experience in Relation to 
Frequency of Discussion 

Chi-Square Likelihood Ratio Statistics 

Area of Discourse Degrees of Asymptotic Significant 
Value Freedom Significance at .05 ? 

Expectations and school goals* 27.726 16 .034 Yes 

Conflict of work and non-work 22.887 16 .117 
demands 

School regulations 25.985 16 .054 Yes 

Problem solving skills 18.004 16 .324 

* Topics having statistically significant ANOVA "F" statistics at the .05 level. 

As depicted in the table above, the following areas of discourse show a significant 

relationship at the .05 level: 

• Effective teaching practices 

• Observations by supervisors 

• Interpersonal relationships 

• Classroom management 

• Student motivation 

• Physical demands of teaching 

• Parent/teacher relationships 

• Administrative support and policies 

• Student safety 

• Resources, including instructional materials 

• Expectations and school goals 
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• School regulations 

The topics that did not demonstrate a statistically significant relationship, at the 

.05 level of reliability were: 

• Curriculum 

• Working with special needs students 

• Instructional methodology 

• Loss of leisure time 

• Pupil learning 

• Pupil attitudes 

• Student home conditions 

• Time management 

• Enhancement of student self-esteem and peer relationships 

• Conflict of work and non-work demands 

• Problem solving skills 

The Chi-Square test statistic, which is an evaluation of the observed statistic 

minus the expected data, makes these relationships pretty clear, but determining a pattern 

to the relationships is more difficult. The research reviewed in preparation for this 

dissertation did not address this issue. Existing research on the areas of concern during 

the induction process did not evaluate those topics' importance, firequency of discourse or 

influence in terms of the experience level of either the mentor or the inductee. A 

review of the cross tabulation did not yield any clear pattern to the data, concerning why 
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there was a statistical relationship between inductees' experience level and their 

frequency of discussion of topics of concern. 

Examining the means derived for each topic, by the SPSS procedure, also gives 

perspective to the relative frequency that mentors and inductees discussed each topic, but 

provides no further information about why the frequency of discourse is somehow related 

to the experience level of the inductee. Table 9, below, gives the mean rating by 

participants for each topic. 

The ratings, taken as a whole, fell in the "Very Often" to"Sometimes" range. Only 

six of the twenty-three ratings reached a mean of 3.0 or greater, the "Sometimes" rating. 

This denotes a high frequency of discourse for all topics. Remember that verified 

continuous scales were selected for the questiormaire as presented in Gable (1993). The 

reader is also reminded that the Survey Tracker Plus software assigned a score value of 

"1" to "Always" while it assigned a rating of "5" to "Never." The lower means presented 

below thus denote more frequency of reported discourse in that area. 
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Table 9- Mean Frequency of Discourse Ranked 

Area of Discourse Mean Score Rank 

Effective teaching practices* 2.32 2 

Observations by supervisors* 2.99 17 

Interpersonal relationships* 2.69 9 

Curriculum 2.28 1 

Working with special needs students 2.78 12 

Classroom management* 2.46 6 

Student motivation* 2.74 10 

Physical demands of teaching* 3.08 19 

Instructional methodology 2.76 11 

Loss of leisure time 3.66 23 

Pupil learning 2.36 4 

Pupil attitudes 2.34 3 

Parenf'teacher relationships* 2.78 13 

Student home conditions 3.21 20 

Administrative support and policies* 2.65 7 

Time management 2.84 14 

Student safety* 3.33 21 

Enhancement of student self-esteem and peer 
relationships 

3.04 18 

Resources, including instructional materials* 2.43 5 

Expectations and school goals* 2.67 8 

Conflict of work and non-work demands 3.43 22 

School regulations* 2.97 16 

Problem solving skills 2.93 15 
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The topics that showed a statistically significant Chi-Square are asterisked in the 

table above to make them easy to review. Simply examining the mean for the category 

did not reveal any pattern to the data's means in relation to inductee experience levels or 

to the topics with statistically significant Chi-Square scores. Topics with statistically 

significant Chi-Square scores had means at all levels. This shows that it was not the 

overall fi-equency of discourse rating that resulted in the statistical relationship between 

inductees' experience and the firequency of discussion. 

In order to get more detailed information about how the individual experience 

levels of inductees related to the frequency of discourse, as expressed by their 

disaggregated means, a One- way Analysis of Variance (ANOVA) was performed using 

the SPSS software. The software also prepared a line plot for each topic that compared 

the data for experience level of the inductee to the reported frequency of discussion for 

each topic. 

This data was very interesting, although it hardly presented unequivocal logic as 

to how to relate inductee experience level to the topics they selected for more or less 

frequent discourse. Reviewing the line charts revealed the general trend that the 
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discussion of all topics is more frequent with less experienced inductees and less frequent 

with more experienced inductees. This would be in keeping with the expected trend. In 

all cases, except "administrative support and policies," the means, by experience level, 

were higher for inductees with ten or more years of experience than for beginners. The 

one outlier had the most irregular pattern as well. Most of the charts show a general 

pattern of decrease of discourse as experience increases. The chart for administrative 

support and policies was up and then down and then up again. Figure 1 displays 
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Figure 1- Effective Teaching Practice Frequency and Experience Level 

"Effective Teaching Practice" which has a fairly common pattern in its relationship of 

inductee experience to frequency of discussion. Figure 2 below shows the line chart for 
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"Administrative Support and Policies" which was the only topic that had a mean tor 

inductees wi± ten or more years of experience, that was lower than that for neophytes. 
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Figure 2- Administrative Support and Policies Frequency and Experience 
Level 

The ANOVA procedure indicated that seven of the topics variation in mean scores 

were statistically significant. The seven topics were: 

1. Effective teaching practices 

2. Curriculum 

3. Classroom management 

4. Student motivation 
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5. Physical demands of teaching 

6. Resources including instructional materials 

7. Expectations and school goals 

These topics are asterisked in Table 9 above for ease of review. The chi square statistic 

also highlighted all of the topics except "Curriculum." 

Mentors and inductees with different levels of experience discuss different topics 

with different frequency, as illustrated in the figures above. The Chi-Square result, and 

the variance of the means, appears to be a result of inductees with different amounts of 

experience having need or desire for different quantities of assistance in the areas 

expressed by the various topics. This difference in the reported frequency of discourse 

may be due to differences in the way the inductees perceive their situations at different 

points in their careers. First year teachers have been documented in the literature to assign 

different needs different priorities at different chronological points in their careers (Odell, 

1986). 

In simple terms, it appears possible that inductees' frequency of discourse 

increases or decreases depending on how much experience they have. For instzince Figure 

2 above could be interpreted as saying that "Administrative Support and Policies" were of 

most interest or concern to inductees with three to five years of experience and of less 

concern to inductees with other levels of experience, so the inductees with 3-5 years of 

experience talked about them more than did the others. Most other topics, including 

"Effective Teaching Practices," tend to decrease steadily as inductee experience 

increases. This possibility would be in keeping with the findings of several authors. 
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including Odell (1986) that different topics were more or less a concern to inductees at 

various stages in the induction process. Odell documented the frequency of requests for 

assistance of various topics at different stages in an inductee's career. 

This possibility may merit additional study. If it can be determined at what 

experience level(s) most discourse on a topic occurs naturally, mentors can be prepared to 

offer effective assistance, and phasing of induction programs adjusted to highlight 

appropriate concerns with different inductee groups based on their experience levels. A 

frequent complaint in the induction program under study is that it does not adequately fit 

the needs of more experienced teachers. The line plots clearly show that, at least in this 

population, inductees talked about many topics less frequently if they were more 

experienced. At the same time several topics are of equal or even more interest to more 

experienced teachers. "Administrative Support and Policies," "Interpersonal 

Relationships," "Student Motivation," "Physical Demands of Teaching," "Student 

Safety," and "School Regxilations" all fit this profile. All of die topics that had significant 

Chi-Square statistics, and several that did not display similar patterns of discourse. 

Research Question Three: Does die educational background (degree) of the mentor 

influence the topics discussed during the induction process? 

Several of the authors reviewed in preparation for this dissertation suggest that 

better educated teachers should be selected as mentors. It would stand to reason that 

better educated mentors would be able to discuss the concerns of new teachers more 

effectively and would be able to "home in" on those topics of most importance to 
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inductees more effectively than their less educated colleagues. This may be true for a few 

of the more complicated areas included in this study. 

The Chi-Square Likelihood Ratio for six of the possible topics of discourse was 

significant at the .05 level. The Chi-Square statistics are presented in Figure 11 below as 

they related to the mentors' level of education. Topics that resulted in statistically 

significant Chi-Square Values were: 

• Observations by supervisors 

• Woricing with special needs students 

• Parent/teacher relationships 

• Student safety 

• School regulations 

• Problem solving skills 

As previously stated, multiple influences come into play to decide what 

topics are discussed, and how frequently they are discussed, during the induction process. 

This seems true regarding the mentor education variable as well. Mentor education 

effected the frequency of discourse for only a few of the topics. Although six possible 

areas of discourse yielded positive Chi-Square statistics, sixteen did not. These 

relationships are displayed in the table that follows. 
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Table 10- Chi-Square Likelihood Ratio for Mentor Education in Relation to Frequency 
of Discussion 

Chi-Square Likelihood Ratio Statistics 

Area of Discourse Degrees of Asymptotic Significant 
Value Freedom Significance ? 

Effective teaching practices 14.828 12 .251 

Observations by supervisors 25.270 12 .014 Yes 

Interpersonal relationships 16.302 12 .178 

Curriculum 20.411 12 .06 

Working with special needs 
students 

21078 12 .049 Yes 

Classroom management 17.971 12 .117 

Student motivation 10.552 12 .568 

Physical demands of teaching 11.882 12 .455 

Instructional methodology 13.879 12 .308 

Loss of leisure time 17.498 12 .132 

Pupil learning 14.546 12 .267 

Pupil attitudes 9.741 12 .639 

Parent/teacher relationships 25.066 12 .015 Yes 

Student home conditions 17.931 12 .118 

Administrative support and 
policies 

9.806 12 .633 

Time management 16.470 12 .171 

Student safety 24.668 12 .016 Yes 

Enhancement of student self-
esteem and peer relationships 

20.225 12 .063 

Resources, including 
instructional materials 

10.176 12 .600 
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Table 10- Chi-Square Likelihood Ratio for Mentor Education in Relation to Frequency 
of Discussion 

Chi-Square Likelihood Ratio Statistics 

Area of Discourse Degrees of Asymptotic Significant 
Value Freedom Significance ? 

Expectations and school goals 13.856 12 .310 

Conflict of work and non-work 17.239 12 .141 
demands 

School regulations 24.824 12 .016 Yes 

Problem solving skills 23.712 12 .022 Yes 

The topics that did have a significant Chi-Square are interesting because several 

of them are topics that require a high level of expertise to discuss intelligentiy. This is 

especially true of "working with special needs smdents" and "problem solving skills." 

The relationship between mentor experience and firequency of discourse, about 

this topic of possible discourse, was previously shown to be related to teaching 

experience in only a limited fashion, which is less than would have been expected (see 

findings under Research Question 1). For example the likely ways to gain information on 

working with special needs students would seem to be to work with special needs 

students over a period of time, attend stafBngs and consulting with special education 

staff. Another way would be to take additional course work on the topics. 

In the same sense, if simple experience in problem solving is a less likely 

influence due to earlier (Question 1) findings regarding that variable, then perhaps more 

educated mentors have had more training in problem solving leading to increased 

willingness to discuss the topic. The subject district does offer many courses that deal 
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with problem solving, either as the topic relates to teaching students or in the sense of 

adult problem solving. This may be why these topics show statistical significance in 

relation to mentor education. 

To examine this relationship further a "One Way ANOVA" was completed using 

the SPSS software. It compared the levels of the mentors' educational background at each 

level with the mean frequency of discussion for each topic. 

This review of the means for each of the six areas above bore out the theory that 

those mentoring pairs with more educated mentors discussed the six topics more 

frequently. In all six cases the BA mentored pairs discussed the topics the least. Generally 

the means for each successive (more educated) group was lower than for the less educated 

groups. In all cases the mean for the six topics was highest for B A level mentors of any 

category in the survey. Frequency means for all other educational level groups were 

higher. Recall that the lower the score/mean rating, the more frequent the discourse 

reported. 

For example in the topic "Problem solving" the BA mean was 3.15 which equates 

to "Sometimes," the MA/MED mean was 2.80, the Ed. Specialist was 2.00 (Frequently) 

and the Doctorate mean was 2.60. The other six topics also followed this general pattern. 

In reviewing the Descriptive Data section of the ANOVA report, this is the 

common pattern for all of the other topics as well, even though they were not statistically 

significant. The One Way ANOVA also tested the significance of the means statistics. 

Only "Student Self Esteem and Peer Relationships" (p=.008), "School regulations" 

(p=.010) and "Problem solving skills" (p=.027) were significant at the .05 level on the 
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ANOVA table. Two of these were the same as those highlighted by the Chi-Square. The 

two tests measure different statistical concepts and so this is understandable. The Chi-

Square deals with Nominal data while the ANOVA deals with the relationships of the 

continuous data. 

An examination of the line plots of the means for each topic of discourse versus 

the educational levels also reflects this general pattern for the six topics found significant 

by the Chi-Square statistic. In looking at the remainder of the charts there is a 

considerable variance of the topic mean firequencies related to the educational level of 

the mentor. None of the charts show an equal level of discourse for each educational 

level. They tend to vary in what appear to be unique patterns by topic of discourse. The 

general pattern is almost like a voice print, with discussion increasing and decreasing 

based upon the educational level of the mentor. Like the voice print, each is unique to the 

topic of discourse. An interesting future line of study with all of the variables studied in 

this dissertation might be to examine whether these patterns hold true from district to 

district. 

In summary bachelors level mentors' teams tended to discuss all of the topics the 

least. More educated mentors' teams tended to discuss the various topics more frequently. 

Each topic appeared to have a particular pattem of discourse when viewed as a 

line plot in the ANOVA procedure. For example when examining the "Working with 

special needs students" line plot the bachelors level mentors discussed the topic with a 

frequency rating of only 2.8 while masters level mentors responded that they discussed 
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the topic at a mean level of approximately 2.6. The Educational Specialist mentors 

discussed the topic most frequently with a mean score of 1.6. 

The topic "Problem solving skills" had a very similar pattern. A line graph of its 

means appears below in Figure 3.The pattern portrayed by the topic was common for the 

topics that showed significant Chi-Square Scores. A comparison of means for diese topics 

appears below in Table 11. 

BA MA/MED Ed. Spec. Doctorate 
Mentor Educational Level 

Figure 3- Mentor Education Effects Problem Solving 
Skills 
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Table 11- Comparison of Means for Areas of Concern and Mentor Educational Level 

Topic BA MA/MED Ed. Doctorate 
Specialist 

Observations by 
supervisors 

2.89 3.05 2.67 2.20 

Working with special 
needs students 

2.85 2.61 1.67 2.60 

Parent/teacher 
relationships 

2.89 2.68 2.33 2.20 

Student safety 3.34 3.32 3.67 2.40 

School regulations 3.15 2.88 2.00 2.00 

Problem solving skills 3.15 2.80 2.00 2.60 

In most of the cases the Doctoral level mentors discussed the topics slightly less 

frequently than Masters or Educational Specialist level mentors, but still more frequently 

than the Bachelor's level mentors. As stated previously, these patterns may merit further 

smdy at some point in time. 

Research Question Four: Does the educational background fdeeree) of the inductee 

influence the topics discussed during the induction process? 

Many principals attempt to hire better educated candidates for their new teaching 

positions. This is done under the assimiption that better educated teachers will be more 

skilled than their less educated competitors. It would therefore stand to reason that better 

educated inductees would reqiiire a less assistance and discourse than their less educated 
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colleagues. This appears to be true only in a very limited sense, and then for the more 

complicated topics of concern to new teachers. 

Table 12 below provides the various Chi-Squared Likelihood Ratio statistics for 

the relationship of inductees' education to the frequency of discussion that occurred 

during the induction process. Four topics of discourse had statistically significant Chi-

Squared statistics to refute the null hypothesis. These topics were: 

• Effective teaching practices 

• Curriculum 

• Working with special needs students 

• Classroom management 

It is possible that the frequency of discussion of these topics is influenced by the 

educational level of the inductee. The topics that are significant at the.05 level are all 

topics of possible concern, and resulting discourse for new teachers, that are more 

complex than many other topics of possible discourse. This is one characteristic that 

would set them apart from many of the other topics. 

"Effective teaching practices", "Curriculum", "Working with special needs 

students" and "Classroom management" are all topics that appear frequently in the 

literature as of very high concern to many new teachers. Nearly all authors reviewed for 

this study, that provide information regarding new teacher concerns, mention these 

particular topics. Additionally, conmion sense also tells one that these are some of the 

most complex topics with which a new teacher is asked to deal in the classroom. 
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In reviewing the frequencies that appear in each cell of the cross tabulation it 

appears that the highest frequencies of "Always" and "Very Often" responses occur at the 

bachelors level for these four topics of possible discourse. At the masters level the 

responses fall primarily at the "Very Often" and "Sometimes" levels of response. 
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Table 12 - Chi-Square Likelihood Ratio for Inductee Education in Relation to 

Frequency of Discussion 

Area of Discourse 

Chi-Square Likelihood Ratio Statistics 

X- Degrees of Asymptotic Significant 
Value Freedom Significance ? 

Effective teaching practices 21.826 8 

Observations by supervisors 12.487 8 

Interpersonal relationships 4.729 8 

Curriculum 16.293 8 

Working with special needs 20.069 8 
students 

Classroom management 27.079 8 

Student motivation 3.555 8 

Physical demands of teaching 9.009 8 

Instructional methodology 4.710 8 

Loss of leisure time 4.323 8 

Pupil learning 6.019 8 

Pupil attitudes 5.671 8 

Parent/teacher relationships 11.164 8 

Student home conditions 5.833 8 

Administrative support and 2.814 8 
policies 

Time management 4.326 8 

Student safety 4.392 8 

Enhancement of student self- 9.596 8 
esteem and peer relationships 

Resources, including 4.484 8 
instructional materials 

.005 

.131 

.786 

.038 

.010 

.001 

.895 

.342 

.788 

.827 

.645 

.684 

.193 

.666 

.945 

.827 

.820 

.295 

.811 

Yes 

Yes 

Yes 

Yes 
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Table 12 - Chi-Sauare Likelihood Ratio for Inductee Education in Relation to 

Frequency of Discussion 

Chi-Square Likelihood Ratio Statistics 

Area of Discourse X- Degrees of Asymptotic Significant 
Value Freedom Significance ? 

Expectations and school goals 13.34< 

Conflict of work and non-work 9.153 
demands 

13.346 8 .100 

8 .330 

.100 

School regulations 

Problem solving skills 

8.444 8 .391 

5.982 8 .649 

Fewer of the topics of possible discourse may be influenced, regarding frequency 

of discourse, by the educational level of the inductee than was the case with the 

educational level of the mentor. It is unlikely; however, that the difference is truly 

significant since only six topics of discourse were influenced statistically by the mentor's 

educational level. It is probably accurate to say; however, that some topics of discourse 

are influenced by the mentor's and/or the inductee's level of educational completion, 

based upon the data obtained in this sxurvey. The important fact is that the frequency of 

discourse is influenced in some way by the personal characteristics of the members of the 

mentoring pair. 

To look more closely at the relationships or influences that exist between mentor 

educational level and the frequency of discourse regarding the topics of concern to new 

teachers, a One-way ANOVA was completed, that compared the means of the various 

topics of possible discourse, based on the inductees' educational level. Using the 
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ANOVA results, six possible topics of discourse and concern for new teachers are 

significant at the.05 level, based upon the experience level of the inductees. These topics 

are "Effective teaching practices," "Observation by supervisors," "Curriculum," 

"Working with special needs students," "Classroom management" and "Expectations and 

school goals." All had "F" values that were significant at the .05 level and therefore 

refute the null hypothesis. 

It should be noted that all of the topics that were significant using the Chi-square 

test were also significant, statistically, using the One-way ANOVA procedure. This 

reinforces the possibility that discourse around these four topics specifically is in some 

way affected or influenced by the inductees' level of education and training. 

The next step of the analysis was to examine the means for each of the six 

statistically significant topics of possible discourse and concern. These means were 

available through the ANOVA procedure, disaggregated by the educational level of the 

inductees. Also, for purposes of this analysis, the educational level of "educational 

specialist" was discounted, because only one member of the inductee group had that 

level of education, and it tended to confuse the issue. When these means were examined, 

the pattern that emerged was that bachelors level inductees discussed all six statistically 

significant topics of concern with more frequency than masters level inductees. 

It appears possible that more educated inductees do not have to rely as frequendy 

upon their mentors for assistance, in these six topic areas, as less educated inductees. 

This may be due in part to additional course work offered as part of the Master's 
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program, at the university that they attended. If you leam the material in one of your 

courses you don't have to ask your mentor for it. 

Review of the line plots for each area of concern/discussion measured by the 

questionnaire yielded unique patterns for each area of concern. As mentioned earlier it 

might be interesting at some future time to examine whether these patterns are similar 

from district to district. 

If die educational specialist respondent is discounted, the typical pattern of 

discourse, as it relates to the inductee educational level, is one characterized by more 

frequent discussion between bachelor level inductees and their mentors regarding the 

specific topics. Masters level inductees tended to discuss all of the areas of concern with 

their mentors less than the bachelors level inductees. In only four of the topic areas was 

the discourse between masters level inductees and their mentors equal to or greater than 

that between the bachelor's level inductees and their mentors. These topics were 

"Working with special needs students," Student home conditions," Enhancement of 

student self esteem," "Peer relationships," and "Problem solving skills." In these cases 

the mean for masters level inductees was higher than that for bachelors level inductees. 

It appears reasonable to suppose, based on its data, that the educational level of 

inductees does influence the topics that they discuss in at least some limited cases. At the 

same time in many other cases, in fact the majority of cases, it does not appear to have a 

statistically significant effect. Those few cases where it does have an effect are 

important; however, because they are key areas to the probable success of the inductee. 

A corollary notion that comes to mind is that some of the more presenting problems of 



126 

new teachers may be alleviated by increased course work before entering the classroom 

situation. Examining just two of the topics that might be influenced by the inductees' 

educational level: effective teaching practice and classroom management this relationship 

is easy to see. How many new teachers have extreme difficulties in planning instruction 

that is effective and managing their classrooms during their first years of teaching? If 

these difficulties could be alleviated by additional course work that is normally contained 

in a master's program would it not be a good idea to move that course work to the 

bachelor's level requirement? 

The data contained in tiiis portion of the questionnaire also reveals almost as 

many possible areas for future study as it answers. Is there a pattern to mentor inductee 

discourse for each topic that is similar fi-om district to district? Is it the training and 

course work that masters level inductees receive, that perhaps leads to the lower reported 

firequency of discourse that is the norm? Is the discourse less frequent because there are 

fewer concerns when the inductee is better educated and more able to handle the situation 

in which they find themselves, as they begin their teaching experience? Is it simply that 

more educated inductees are embarrassed to request assistance in these areas for some 

reason? All these questions provide interesting material for future studies. 
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Research Question Five: Do mentors and inductees discuss the areas of concern 

delineated in the research literature during the induction mentoring process? How 

frequentlv do thev discuss these areas of concern? 

A good part of the answer to this question has already been answered in previous 

sections of this data analysis. For example, in the General Descriptive Data section of 

this analysis, die means of the various topics of discourse frequency eure reviewed. This 

table showed that the various topics of concern to new teachers were discussed with some 

substantial frequency. The means of the topics in that analysis ranged from 2.28 to 3.66. 

A participant mean response of 2.28 represented the mean that was equivalent to die 

most frequent discourse between mentors and inductees. This mean response equated to 

"Very Often" on the continuous scale used for this survey. The mean of 3.66 represented 

the lowest frequency of discourse between and inductees for any item on this section of 

the questionnaire. It equates to the descriptor "Sometimes" on the scale used for this 

questionnaire. 

The variance for the 23 topics ranged from .680 to 1.453. Even the greatest 

variance that occurred on this section of the questioimaire represented a variance of only 

a little more than one rating descriptor on the scale used. Participants' frequency of 

discussion of diese topics was thus fairly equal in frequency. 

None of the 23 topics of concem to inductees had a mean score of less than 3.66. 

The minimum discourse rating was thus no less frequently than "Sometimes." Seventeen 

of the 23 topics were evaluated by the respondents as occurring "Very Often" or more 

frequently. It appears clear, at least at this level of analysis, that the mentors and 
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inductees that participated in this study did report that they discussed the various topics of 

concern with some frequency. 

The most frequently discussed topics of concern were "Curriculum," "Effective 

teaching practices," Pupil attitudes," "Pupil learning," "Resources and materials" and 

"Classroom management." These are all topics that center around the classroom and the 

life of the classroom. These topics' frequency means fell well within the range that can 

be described as "Very Frequently." The least frequently discussed topics were "Loss of 

leisure time" and "Work/nonwork demands." These are the topics that are perhaps 

farthest from a classroom situation itself. 

It is encouraging to note that the topics of concern noted in the literature are 

indeed being discussed in the conversations that go on between mentors and inductees 

during the induction process. The body of research literature suggests that it is often how 

well these concerns of new teachers are dealt with that determines their happiness, 

longevity and success in the teaching profession. This is also an interesting finding 

because there are a few instances in the research literature that document whether or not 

these discussions are going on during the induction process and how frequently they 

occur. 

A review of the cross tabulation statistics drawn by comparing all mentors and all 

inductees to each other by each topic yields the actual ratings for each cell at each 

frequency level. Table 13 below shows the frequency ratings gained for each level of 

frequency of discourse by topic. 
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Table 13- The Number of Respondents Designating Various Levels of Frequency of 

Discussion 

Cross-Tabulation Statistics for Frequency of Discourse-
Percentage of Respondents 

Area of Discourse Always Very 
Often 

Sometimes Rarely Never 

Effective teaching 
practices* 

15.3% 46.3%+ 30.2% 7.1% 1.1% 

Observations by supervisors 3.7% 20.2% 52.4%+ 20.6% 3.0% 

Interpersonal relationships* 14.5% 30.9% 33.5%+ 13.8% 7.4% 

Curriculum* 21.6% 43.3%+ 23.1% 9.0% 3.0% 

Working with special needs 
students* 

18.3% 22.4% 31.0%+ 19.8% 8.6% 

Classroom management* 12.6% 43.9%+ 31.2% 9.7% 2.6% 

Student motivation* 8.5% 31.9% 41.1%+ 13.7% 4.8% 

Physical demands of 
teaching* 

9.4% 22.2% 34.2%+ 19.5% 14.7% 

Instructional methodology* 8.6% 36.3%+ 32.6% 15.4% 7.1% 

Loss of leisure time* 3.3% 9.7% 30.9%+ 29.7% 26.4% 

Pupil learning* 15.6% 41.5%+ 35.9% 5.6% 1.5% 

Pupil attitudes* 16.3% 44.8%+ 29.6% 7.4% 1.9% 

Parent/teacher 
relationships* 

7.8% 32.6% 38.5%+ 15.9% 0% 

Student home conditions* 5.5% 19.2% 36.2%+ 26.9% 12.2% 

Administrative support and 
policies* 

9.7% 32-1% 44.8%+ 10.1% 3.4% 

Time management* 8.2% 34.2%+ 30.9% 19.3% 0% 

Student safety* 6.4% 13.5% 36.1%+ 28.6% 15.4% 
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Table 13- The Number of Respondents Designating Various Levels of Frequency of 

Discussion 

Cross-Tabulation Statistics for Frequency of Discourse-
Percentage of Respondents 

Area of Discourse Always Very 
Often 

Sometimes Rarely Never 

Enhancement of student 
selt-esteem and peer 
relationships* 

6.0% 22.4% 42.2%+ 20.1% 9.3% 

Resources, including 
instructional materials 

13.4% 43.3%+ 32.5% 8.6% 2.2% 

Expectations and school 
goals* 

10.1% 31.5% 43.8%+ 10.1% 4.5% 

Conflict of work and non-
work demands* 

4.9% 13.1% 35.4%+ 28.0% 18.7% 

School regulations* 8.2% 21.6% 42.5%+ 20.5% 7.1% 

Problem solving skills* 7.4% 24.5% 43.5%+ 17.1% 7.4% 
* Topics having a statistically significant chi-square score. 

+ Most frequent score by topic 

In all cases the most frequent score for each topic feU either in the "Very Often" 

or "Sometimes" range. Eight of the topics most frequent responses were "Very Often." 

The remaining 15 topics' most frequent ratings were "Sometimes." This statistic also 

bears out the notion that mentors and inductees did discuss with some frequency the 

topics of concern documented in the literature of induction. 

An interesting fact that emerged from the cross tabulation of mentor and inductee 

ratings procedure was that nearly all of the topics had significant chi-square scores at the 
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.05 level of certainty. It appears that mentors and inductees consistently did not rate the 

various topics as discussed with the same frequency as each other. This is interesting 

since both of the respondents were part of a mentoring pair that discussed the topics 

together. One would think that both members of the mentoring pair would rate the topics 

as discussed with the same frequency. This would have resulted in a small likelihood 

ratio score and a large significance score. 

A review of the line plots that were part of the ANOVA procedure that will be 

discussed later in this section revealed the cause of this statistic. Mentors consistently 

rated frequency of discussion for every topic higher or more frequently than their 

inductee counterparts. Often this discrepancy was relatively large. This dichotomy of 

perception in and of itself is very interesting. Mentors clearly think they are talking about 

diese topics more than the inductees recall. This fact alone may have some relevance to 

induction program plarming. 

An examination of the ANOVA descriptive tables further reinforced this idea. In 

every case, for every topic the mentor mean was lower (designating higher frequency of 

discourse) than the inductee mean for that topic. This means that the mentors recalled 

discussing the topic more in each case than the inductee; or at least this is true of the 

group response as a whole. 

The ANOVA procedure, as stated in the last paragraph, revealed different means 

for the two groups. This dichotomy of mean scores is illustrated in Table 14 below. 
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Table 14 -Mean Frequency Scores Disaggregated by Mentor and Inductee Groups 

Mean Scores 

Area of Discourse ANOVA 
Significance 

Inductee Mentor 

Effectiye teaching practices .000* 

Observations by supervisors . 153 

Interpersonal relationships .006* 

Curriculum .000* 

Working with special needs .171 
students 

Classroom management .000* 

Student motiyation .988 

Physical demands of teaching .845 

Instructional methodology .027* 

Loss of leisure time .572 

Pupil learning .004* 

Pupil attitudes .001* 

Parent/teacher relationships .055 

Student home conditions .090 

Administratiye support and .041 * 
policies 

Time management .001 * 

Student safety .054* 

Enhancement of student self- .009* 
esteem and peer relationships 

Resources, including instructional .177 
materials 

Expectations and school goals . 170 

2.48 

3.01 

2.91 

2.52 

3.01 

2.70 

2.87 

3.29 

3.01 

3.79 

2.51 

2.50 

2.89 

3.27 

2.78 

3.09 

3.47 

3.14 

2.51 

2.84 

2.13 

2.97 

2.41 

1.99 

2.51 

2.16 

2.59 

2.82 

2.45 

3.51 

2.17 

2.13 

2.65 

3.14 

2.50 

2.52 

3.15 

2.93 

2.33 

2.46 
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Table 14 -Mean Frequency Scores PisagCTegated bv Mentor and Inductee Groups 

Mean Scores 

Area of Discourse ANOVA Inductee Mentor 
Significance 

Conflict of work and non-work .001* 3.55 3.28 
demands 

School regulations .155 3.11 2.78 

Problem solving skills .042* 3.02 2.81 
•Statistically significant at the.05 level of significance 

As can be expected in review of the previous table, the ANOVA statistic (F) for 

nearly all of the topics was large and had a significant P score at the .05 level of 

significance. Most were significant at the .01 level. This reinforces the idea that the 

means for the two groups varied in a statistically significant fashion. Thirteen of the 23 

topics of discourse had mean scores that were different enough between mentor and 

inductee to be significant at the .05 level of significance. As stated previously, the 

inductees recalled less discourse on the topics than did their mentoring colleagues. This 

was true for the topics that were statistically significant in their mean ratings, and also for 

the rest of the topics. 

Examining the line graphs drawn as part of the ANOVA procedure makes this 

clear as well. In every case the mentor segment of the line is much lower than the 

inductee and of the line. 

In this case, simply looking at the mean for the entire group of respondents 

regarding each topic does not present an accurate picture of what was reported. Only by 

looking at the mentors and inductees separately can an accurate picture be gained of how 
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each group perceived the frequency of discourse that occurred during their mentoring 

experience. While both groups recalled that discourse around the various topics occurred 

with some frequency the amount of that frequency varied decidedly by group. The 

inductees did not recall as much conversation on the topics as did the mentors, across all 

topics of discourse measured by this questiormaire. 

The answer to the research question is that the various topics were discussed 

during the mentoring process with some frequency. The two groups apparently did not 

perceive the amount of this discussion equally. The reason for this discrepancy is 

unknown, but would present an interesting topic for some future research. 

Research Question Six: How do the topics discussed and frequency of discussion 

influence the perceived success of the induction process as self reported bv mentors and 

inductees? 

The interaction between the variables and die mentor or inductee status was 

inseparable within the data for this question, and in reality, probably. It was possible that 

mentors and inductees would react differendy to discussion of the various topics tested by 

this questionnaire. In fact their reactions were different, which will be discussed later. 

The results were the same however, ultimately. It seems clear that there is a fairly direct 

relationship between the frequency that the topics are discussed and that the participants' 

satisfaction with the outcomes of the process. This is true both tor mentors and inductees. 

The statistical methods used in the analysis of this question included a Cross 

Tabulation with Chi-square, a One-way Analysis of Variance (ANOVA), and a GLM 
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Univariate Analysis of Variance. Each of the three techniques provides useful 

information in the analysis of this question. 

The Cross Tabulation with Chi Square provided general information about the 

frequency of each "frequency of discourse "variable in relation to each "outcome 

satisfaction" variable. It also provided useful information regarding the statistical 

significance of diat data, through the Chi-square Analysis. Analyzing the cross tabulation 

tables allowed determination of the general patterns of the data. The Chi-square 

Statistical Technique allowed a simple way to detect whether any of the relationships 

were statistically significant. 

Drawing generalizations from die complicated cross tabulation information in 

many cases is difficult, although the chi-square does present a useful technique in this 

regard. The One-way ANOVA is much more useful for analyzing trends in the data, 

because it provides means for each of the variables being compared. The mean statistical 

data in this research seems the easiest statistic to make sense of^ simply because so much 

discrete data was gathered by the questionnaire looking at frequency data alone becomes 

very confusing. 

Besides the descriptive data that they provide, the ANOVA statistics themselves 

provide a measure of the significance of the variance of the means. The line charts which 

this statistical technique provides in SPSS are also very helpful in visualizing the 

relationships within the data. 

As explained in the Research Design section of this dissertation, one of the 

difBculties with using any advanced statistical technique is that small cells, data 
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categories that achieved few responses in the population studied, tended to cause 

problems. To minimize this effect in this analysis, and those that follow, the variable 

categories for "frequency of discourse" were "collapsed." The original frequency of 

discussion scale descriptors were "Always," "Very Often," "Sometimes," "Rarely" and 

"Never." To decrease the number of empty cells, the SPSS software was used to 

"recode" the variable data into just three categories. The recoded scale values became 

"Frequently," "Sometimes" and "Infrequently." The values for "Always" and "Very 

Often" were collapsed into the new variable "Frequently," which was assigned a value of 

one to match the existing scheme. The values for "Rarely" and "Never" were collapsed 

into the new value "Infrequently," which was assigned a value of three. As explained, this 

collapsed data was used in both the one-way ANOVA and the GLM Univariate Analysis 

of Variance. This technique was effective in reducing the number of small cells that 

resulted from the data and increasing the statistical reliability. 

Cross tabulation and chi square analysis 

The following table presents the chi square information for the relationship 

between frequency of discussion and the participants' satisfaction with the outcomes of 

that particidar area of the induction mentoring process. A series of individual cross 

tabulations was run for each pair of variables. For example "Effective Teaching 

Practices" Frequency of Discussion was cross tabulated with "Effective Teaching 

Practices" Satisfaction With the Outcomes of the Area of the Induction Mentoring 

Process. The relationships within the data were then analyzed and the chi-square scores 
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examined for statistical significance. In all cases the Likelihood Ratio Chi-square value 

was used to decide the significance of the firequency variance. This test was used because 

it accounts for small cells better than the other methodologies. 
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Table 15 - Comparison of Chi-Square Scores for Each Category of Discourse 

Disaggregated by Respondent Group 

Inductee Mentor 

Area of Discourse Chi-Square P Chi-Square P 

Effective teaching practices 64.228 .000 46.036 .000 

Observations by supervisors 70.173 .000 25.401 .013 

Interpersonal relationships 88.722 .000 33.316 .007 

Curriculum 70.93 .000 26.841 .008 

Working with special needs 
students 

87.141 .000 64.480 .000 

Classroom management 44.341 .000 23.049 .027 

Student motivation 59.527 .000 31.577 .011 

Physical demands of 
teaching 

67.036 .000 48.948 .000 

Instructional methodology 76.098 .000 42.505 .000 

Loss of leisure time 41.445 .000 13.825 .612* 

Pupil learning 74.197 .000 21.872 .039 

Pupil attitudes 90.774 .000 25.892 .011 

Parent/teacher relationships 107.471 .000 29.973 .003 

Student home conditions 76.481 .000 48.412 .000 

Administrative support and 
policies 

75.861 .000 15.374 .497* 

Time management 63.431 .000 30.728 .002 

Student safety 64-796 .000 46.235 .000 

Enhancement of student 
self-esteem and peer 
relationships 

90.703 .000 41.157 .001 
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Table 15 - Comparison of Chi-Square Scores for Each Category of Discourse 

Disaggregated by Respondent Group 

Inductee Mentor 

Area of Discourse Chi-Square P Chi-Square P 

Resources, including 80.290 .000 36.563 .000 
instructional materials 

Expectations and school 92.713 .000 27.959 .006 
gods 

Conflict of work and non- 67.163 .000 38.400 .001 
work demands 

School regulations 86.539 .000 48.705 .000 

Problem solving skills 95.621 .000 53.482 .000 

*Not statistically significant at the.05 level of significance. 

As the reader can see, the significance scores for all categories of inductees were 

statistically significant at the .05 level, using the Likelihood Ratio Chi Square values. In 

addition, except for two, all of the mentor Likelihood Ratio Chi-square scores were 

significant at the.05 level of significance as well. The two categories of possible 

discourse and concern that did not result in a significance statistic at the .05 level of 

significance were: "Loss of leisure time" and "Administrative support and policies." The 

significance scores for these two categories are highlighted with an asterisk in the table 

above. 

Since the process satisfaction variables were crossed with the firequency of 

discourse variables for this analysis, it is possible to infer that there is some relationship 

that refiites the null hypothesis, involved in the relationship between the amount of 

discourse on the topic and the participant satisfaction with the outcome of that particular 
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area of the induction mentoring process. As stated previously, this was true for all 

inductee discourse and for all except two topics of mentor discourse. It appears possible 

diat there is some relationship or influence in operation between the frequency of 

discourse, the topics of concern to new teachers, and the new teachers' and mentors' 

satisfaction with the outcomes of the induction mentoring process, in that particular area 

addressed by each topic. 

It is not possible, simply from examining the cross tabulation tables from which 

die chi square statistics were derived, to decide whether this relationship is positive or 

negative, however. An examination of the tables does reveal that die responses for 

mentors and inductees, who discussed a particular topic frequently, tended to cluster in 

the high satisfaction areas of the table. For example those inductees who "Always" or 

"Very Often" discussed "Observations by supervisors" responded to the satisfaction 

question as either "Strongly agree" or "Agree"; with all 34 of their responses falling 

within these two categories. On the other hand, those inductees who "Never" discussed 

the topic, or "Rarely" discussed it fell in the "Undecided" to "Strongly Disagree" cells of 

die cross tabulation, uniformly. This general effect appeared to be the case in all of the 

cross tabulation tables. The overview of the data contained in the cross tabulation data 

tables would suggest that, in general, the more frequendy mentors or inductees discussed 

the various topics of concern to new teachers, the more satisfied they were with the 

outcomes of the induction mentoring process in that area. All tables examined supported 

this analysis. This relationship appears to be the case in general for the data from the 

questiormaire. 
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One way analysis of variance (ANOVA) 

To gain more refined analysis of the relationships between or among the data 

fi-om the questionnaire, the One-way Analysis of Variance tool was used to derive mean 

scores for each category of data. The One-way ANOVA yielded a result that showed the 

level of satisfaction for each of the fi-equency categories for all participants. In other 

words, the one-way ANOVA table displayed the mean statistic for each of the participant 

categories (mentor and inductee) in the aggregate. It was not possible to get separate 

analysis of the mentor and inductee means using this technique, because of the way the 

data in the questionnaire was structured. The mean scores reported in diis section are all 

for all respondents. 

The interpretation of the data in this section should be understood in the following 

terms. "The participants in the induction mentoring process, who discussed this topic at 

the X level of frequency, displayed Y level of satisfaction within the particular area of the 

mentoring induction process being considered." The ANOVA could have been run 

utilizing either the frequency of discourse or the satisfaction with the process as a 

dependent variable. It seemed most understandable to use the satisfaction data as the 

variable that would appear on the Y Axis of the line graphs generated within SPSS, under 

the ANOVA procedure. 

The results of this analysis were very interesting. The ANOVA was originally run 

utilizing all five categories of frequency. This resulted in some cell sizes that were too 

small for full statistical reliability. Consequently the categories for frequency of 

discourse were collapsed as descnbed previously in this section. This yielded much 
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larger cell sizes in the ANOVA, and for that reason more reliable statistical information. 

The use of "collapsed data" should have no overall conceptual consequence, for this 

analysis. The new scales provide the same basic information as the original scales. The 

scales, after they were collapsed, were still continuous scales and therefore were fully 

capable of all of the kinds of analysis required by the ANOVA procedure. 

Using the One-way ANOVA produced some very interesting statistical analyses. 

Table 16 below provides the mean score for each "frequency of response" category, the 

computed ANOVA statistic (F) for the topic area, and the significance statistic provided 

by the ANOVA for that topic. All topics resulted in statistically significant ANOVA 

statistics at the .05 level of significance. In reviewing the following table, the reader is 

again reminded that, because of the way the Survey Tracker survey software constructed 

the scales, a score of 1 is the highest level of satisfaction and 5 the lowest level of 

satisfaction in the collapsed scales. The lower the score in the table below, the higher 

was the satisfaction of the respondents with the outcomes in that area of discourse. 
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Table 16 - Mean Scores for the One-wav ANOVA Testing Frequency of 

Discourse In Relation to Respondent Satisfaction with the Induction 

Process Including Significance 

Area of Discourse Frequently Sometimes Infiequently F P 

Effective teaching 
practices 

1.74 2.09 3.00 30.255 .000 

Observations by 
supervisors 

1.67 2.18 2.73 24.649 .000 

Interpersonal 
relationships 

1.69 2,20 2.71 30.730 .000 

Curriculum 1.71 2.12 2.97 36.606 .000 

Working with special 
needs students 

1.75 2.15 3.00 53.476 .000-

Classroom 
management 

1.93 1.98 2.74 10.746 .000 

Student motivation 1.89 2.19 3.00 29.730 .000 

Physical demands of 
teaching 

1.94 2.21 2.95 30.866 .000 

Instructional 
methodology 

1.75 2.38 2.66 29.500 .000 

Loss of leisure time 2.17 2.43 2.77 6.734 .001 

Pupil learning 1.87 2.18 3.41 39.852 .000 

Pupil attitudes 1.89 2.32 3.25 39.135 .000 

Parent/teacher 
relationships 

1.89 2.19 2.95 32.713 .000 

Student home 
conditions 

1.73 2.40 2.89 34.873 .000 

Administrative 
support and policies 

1.93 223 2.84 15.034 .000 
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Table 16 - Mean Scores for the One-wav ANOVA Testing Frequency of 

Discourse In Relation to Respondent Satisfaction with the Induction 

Process Including Significance 

Area of Discourse Frequently Sometimes Infrequently F P 

Time management 1.97 2.24 2.77 16.317 .000 

Student safety 1.63 2.23 2.73 28.348 .000 

Enhancement of 
student self-esteem 
and peer relationships 

1.75 2.24 2.99 45.513 .000 

Resources, including 
instructional materials 

1.74 2.22 2.96 34.330 .000 

Expectations and 
school goals 

1.79 2.14 3.11 42.549 .000 

Conflict of work and 
non-work demands 

2.02 2.32 2.81 14.378 .000 

School regulations 1.90 2.02 2.86 30.378 .000 

Problem solving skills 1.75 2.27 2.98 41.269 .000 

All areas of concern to new teachers measured in this study by the questionnaire, 

resiilted in ANOVA values that were statistically significant at the .05 level of 

significance, when the relationship between "firequency of discourse" and "satisfaction 

with the outcomes of the process" was examined. This refutes the null hypothesis that 

there was no statistical relationship, interaction or influence between the frequency of 

discourse regarding the topics of concern to new teachers and their satisfaction with the 

outcomes of the induction process in that area. 
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An examination of the means contained in the preceding table makes it quickly 

obvious that, as the frequency of discourse on the topics documented in the literature as 

concerns of new teachers increased, so did the participants' (mentors and inductees) self-

reported level of satisfaction with the outcomes of that area of the induction mentoring 

process. In each case the mean response for each category is the lowest numerically for 

the "Frequently" frequency of response category. A mean of one would have meant that 

the respondent rated the topic as one of the highest possible satisfaction. The score of 

five would have meant that they strongly disagreed with the statement "I am very 

satisfied with the outcomes of this area of the induction mentoring process." As one can 

see, the range of satisfaction means within the "Frequently" category of frequency of 

response ranged from 1.63 to 2.17. The range of satisfaction means for the category 

"Infrequently" ranged from 2.66 to 3.41. For each topic the "Satisfaction" mean for 

"Frequently" is much lower numerically (higher satisfaction) than is the "Satisfaction" 

mean for "Infrequently." 

It would appear that the more frequent the mteraction between the mentors and 

inductees regarding the topics of concern to the inductees results in, at- the- least, higher 

reported satisfaction with the outcomes of the induction process and that particular topical 

area of the induction process. Perhaps it is better to say statistically that there appears to 

be some form of interaction between the frequency of discourse on topics of concern to 

inductees and both member's satisfaction with how the process comes out, insofar as the 

participants' evaluation of the outcomes of the induction mentoring processes are 

concemed. 
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In all cases the ANOVA statistic (F)was large for each topic of possible discourse 

analyzed in regard to this question. This denoted a variance in the means of the 

Frequency of Response data and the Satisfaction with the Outcomes data. The 

significance statistics for the Levene Statistic for each topic were significant at the.05 

level as well, which refutes the null hypothesis that there was homogeneity in the 

variances in the two sets of variables. 

How fi-equently mentoring pairs discussed the topics of concern measured by this 

questionnaire influenced the pair's satisfaction with how the area came out. This analysis 

portrayed a fairly strong main effect that will be examined more closely in the following 

analyses. The answer to Research Question 6 would be in the affirmative. How 

firequently diese key topics are discussed does seem to influence the perceived success of 

the outcomes in the topical area, for both mentors and inductees. It is unclear whether 

that is just the way the respondents feel about the outcomes in that particular area of the 

induction mentoring process, or if they feel the process itself was actually more 

successful; that their teaching was better. 

This may be splitting semantic hairs, but it is an important distinction. If the 

Inductees and mentors are simply reporting their satisfaction or happiness with the 

process, it is different firom if they are reporting their evaluation of the success of the 

effort in an area. The questions in the questionnaire were designed to get at the latter 

idea. The questions were designed to elicit the mentors' and inductees' response about 

how successful they felt the teaching performance in that area was, as a result of the 
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induction mentoring process. Future studies can endeavor to come at this issue in new 

ways further to refine precisely what this means. 

The best way to visualize these relationships is the line graphs supplied as part of 

the ANOVA processing, by the SPSS software. Two representative examples of these 

charts follow. The precise patterns of these graphs vary slightly from one topic of 

discourse/concem to another topic, but the general pattern was consistent. The line starts 

with a low firequency mean, denoting more satisfaction with the outcomes of the topic, on 

Pf«quancyof OMeuMnnof ElfwtM Tmgiwio 

Figure 4- Participant Satisfaction by Frequency 

the left and quickly rises to a much higher point for the "Infrequently" response. Once 

again, this denotes that the more the topic was discussed the higher was the satisfaction 

with the outcomes of that area of the induction mentoring process. 
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Figure 5- Satisfaction Compared to Frequency of 
Discourse 

An examination of the graphs for each of the topics of discussion and possible 

concern yielded very similar results. In each case plotting the means for respondent 

satisfaction with the process of induction, by their reported frequency of discourse on the 

topic, yielded a graph that appeared to show that the more the pair talked about the topic 

the higher or greater was their satisfaction with the process's outcomes. Lower numerical 

scores for both frequency and satisfaction, again, denote the most frequency and 

satisfaction. A rating of 1 is the most frequent and most satisfied. 

Univariate analysis of variance 

Thus far, both the Cross Tabulation and the One-way ANOVA seemed to show 

that there was an interaction of frequency of discussion and satisfaction with the process, 

for the responding group as a whole. Neither of these techniques enable disaggregation 
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of the mentor and inductee groups' means. This research question was a very interesting 

area of exploration; however, and consequently a Univariate Analysis of Variance was 

done, to provide more insight into the relationships within die data available. This 

technique made it possible not only to look at the individual means for each of the mentor 

and inductee relationships, compared with the frequency of discourse and satisfaction, 

and with the outcomes of the topics, but it also allowed a variety of other analyses of the 

data and its magnitude of effect. 

The collapsed data for frequency of discourse was used for this analysis also, 

because it involved a large number of crosses of the data and, for that reason, a large 

number of cells in which the data was distributed. Because of this technique, the vast 

majority of cells were of adequate size to be statistically valid. There were a few cells 

that fell below 20 respondents that should be considered with extreme caution. All ceils 

that fell below 20 respondents will be noted in the tables and analyses that follow. Nearly 

all of the small cells so noted were for mentors who discussed the topics "Infrequently." 

This was simply because most people discuss the topics fairly frequendy and there were 

fewer mentors to go around. The only way to overcome this difficulty would be by using 

an extremely large sample population. The difSculty was not anticipated because of the 

high response rate in this questionnaire study. More than 90 percent of all eligible 

participants responded to the questionnaire. This sample size of more than 270 

respondents was felt to be very adequate for the study and the statistical techniques 

envisioned at the time of the study design. The issue arose because the respondents had 

such a high degree of consensus in their responses, that some cells had no respondents at 
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all. For example no inductees that discussed the topics of concern "Frequently," had a 

response of "Strongly Disagree" or "Disagree" on the satisfaction items. This left the 

cells where high frequency and low satisfaction intercepted empty. In the same sense, 

die cells in the tables and analyses where low frequency intercepted high satisfaction 

were all nearly empty of respondents. Reviewing the cross tabulation tables makes this 

relationship abundantly clear. When only one pair of variables was being examined at a 

time, the ANOVA was adequate, as was the cross tabulation with chi-square, if the 

Likelihood Ratio chi-square statistic was used. The complex analysis that is necessary to 

examine the disaggregated data for this analysis carefully does still have some small cell 

sizes. Most of the data however is useful and informative if it is examined with caution. 

In the table below the disaggregated means for uiductees and mentors are 

presented along with their significance statistics. The significance statistics presented are 

for the interaction of frequency of discourse with satisfaction with the outcomes of the 

induction mentoring process. 
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Table 17- Comparison of Mean Scores Utilizing the Univariate Analysis of 
Variance for Comparison of Frequency of Discourse and Satisfaction with the 
Outcomes of the Mentoring Process 

Inductee Mentor 

Area of Discourse 
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Effective teaching 
practices 

1.63 2.07 2.95# 1.84 2.13 3.33# .016 

Observations by 
supervisors 

1.44 2.06 2.78 1.96 2.32 2.67 .089* 

Interpersonal relationships 1.46 2.04 2.84 1.87 2.38 2.25# .208* 

Curriculum 1.61 2.05 2.96 1.78 2.23 3.00# .002 

Working with special 
needs students 

1.61 2.06 3.05 1.89 2.22 2.84# .041 

Classroom management 1.70 2.02 2.79 2.09 1.90 2.33# .496* 

Student motivation 1.72 2.17 3.22 2.02 2.21 2.59# .167* 

Physical demands of 
teaching 

1.73 2.12 2.96 2.08 2.34 2.94 .032 

Instructional methodology 1.64 2.28 2.68 1.84 2.49 2.55# .027 

Loss of leisure time 1.73# 2.30 2.74 2.50 2.57 2.82 .186* 

Pupil learning 1.80 2.19 3.50# 1.94 2.17 3.00# .054 

Pupil attitudes 1.76 2.22 3.45 2.0 2.47 2.25# .253* 

Parent/teacher 
relationships 

1.63 2.04 3.06 2.15 2.35 2.74# .151* 

Student home conditions 1.58 2.17 2.91 1.88 2.71 2.86 .073* 

Administrative support and 
policies 

1.73 2.17 2.96 2.10 2.30 2.33# .272* 

Time management 1.79 2.15 2.71 2.11 2.33 3.00# .010 
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Table 17- Comparison of Mean Scores Utilizing the Univariate Analysis of 
Variance for Comparison of Frequencv of Discourse and Satisfaction with the 
Outcomes of the Mentoring Process 

Inductee Mentor 

Area of Discourse 2? 3 
s B e s B u s u u :3 u 3 u 3 S U 3 
o" S o* o" g a-
a o a 2 o a u, cfl u. <— 

Student safety 1.45 2.17 2.73 1.78 2.30 2.74 .019 

Enhancement of student 1.58 2.21 2.98 1.92 2.27 3.00 .020 
self-esteem and peer 
relationships 

Resources, including 1.61 2.22 3.24# 1.88 2.21 2.55# .136* 
instructional materials 

Expectations and school 1.64 2.02 3.28 1.91 2.29 2.43# .213* 
gods 

Conflict of work and non- 1.91 2.17 2.81 2.14 2.45 2.80 .045 
work demands 

School regulations 1.77 2.00 2.85 2.00 2.04 2.86 .014 

Problem solving skills 1.57 2.19 2.95 1.95 2.34 3.05# .017 
*not statistically significant at the.05 level of significance 

#signifies small cell sizes between 5 and 19 

Even when disaggregated based on mentor or inductee status, 12 of the 23 

possible topics of discourse had related significance scores that were significant at the.05 

level using the Univariate Analysis of Variance technique. All of the topical areas showed 

die same basic pattern as was revealed using the One-way ANOVA. The satisfaction 

scores for those topics discussed "Frequentiy" show a much higher level of satisfaction, 

with the outcomes of the induction mentoring process, than those for the same topic 

discussed "Infirequently." Both the statistically significant topic means and those that 



153 

were not statistically significant show the same pattem. As the frequency score 

approaches 1 so does the satisfaction score. Since the score of 1 would be the highest 

level of satisfaction, with the outcomes of the induction mentoring process, this meant 

that the more frequently the mentors and inductees discussed a topic, the more satisfied 

they were with the outcomes they achieved, in that area of the process. 

In all cases, the inductee means for satisfaction were numerically lower than those 

for the equivalent mentor group. At the same time the basic pattem for each group was 

the same. Both the mentor and inductee groups had mean scores that increased 

numerically as the frequency of discourse score increased (denoting less frequent 

discussion). The mentor means tend to be higher numerically than the inductee means for 

each topic, denoting less satisfaction with the particular topical area, but the difference is 

typically not large. 

Mentor means for the "frrequently" category ranged in the main below 2.0 diat is 

equivalent to the "Strongly Agree" response on the questionnaire, which was the choice 

reflecting the highest level of satisfaction with the outcomes of process. All ratings for 

the "Frequently" response category of the inductees in the sample were also in the 

'Strongly Agree' range. Each successive frequency level led to an increasing satisfaction 

score, denoting the decrease in satisfaction with the process. In most cases, the difference 

between the "Frequently" score and the score assigned to the mean for "Infrequently" was 

one or more. This is quite a span on a five-point scale. 

The Univariate Analysis of Variance also analyzed the interactions between the 

respondents' mentor or inductee status and the frequency of discourse in conjunction with 
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the satisfaction rating. The variable for mentor or inductee status called Role in the 

analysis was not significant in any case. The null hypothesis diat the status of the 

respondent, either mentor or inductee, did not have an affect on the satisfaction with the 

process was upheld. In all cases for all topics the significance score was greater than .05, 

leading to this conclusion. 

The final comparison that the SPSS software conducted looked at the interaction 

between the role, frequency of discourse, and the respondent's satisfaction rating for each 

topic. The statistics for this comparison are also interesting and appear in the table 

below. 
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Table 18 -Role x Frequency of Discourse x Satisfaction— Test of Between Subjects 
Effects 

Area of Discourse F P 

Effective teaching practices .344 .709* 

Observations by supervisors 2.225 .110* 

Interpersonal relationships 5.803 .003 

Curriculum .040 .961* 

Working with special needs students 1.755 .175* 

Classroom management 2.737 .067* 

Student motivation 4.875 .008 

Physical demands of teaching .999 .370* 

Instructional methodology .679 .508* 

Loss of leisxire time 1.757 .175* 

Pupil learning 1.249 .289* 

Pupil attitudes 6.370 .002 

Parent/teacher relationships 5.165 .006 

Student home conditions 2.834 .061* 

Administrative support and policies 3.086 .047 

Time management .165 .848* 

Student safety .542 .582* 

Enhancement of student self-esteem and peer .881 .416* 
relationships 

Resources, including instructional materials 4.876 .008 

Expectations and school goals 6.044 .003 

Conflict of work and non-work demands .668 .514* 

School regulations .400 .671* 
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Table 18 -Role x Frequency of Discourse x Satisfaction— Test of Between Subjects 
Effects 

Area of Discourse F P 

Problem solving skills .672 .511* 

*not statistically significant at the.05 level of significance 

A total of seven topical areas yielded a statistically significant F. These were: 

Interpersonal relationships 

Student motivation 

Pupil attitudes 

Parent/teacher relationships 

Administrative support and policies 

Resources, including instructional materials 

Expectations and school goals 

When these topics are added to the twelve that had statistically significant interactions, 

around the frequency scores alone, it brings the total number of topics that had a 

statistically significant interaction of some kind to 19 of the 23 total topics of discourse. 

Only the following topics demonstrated no significant interaction using the Multivariate 

Analysis of Variance: 

o Observations by supervisors 

Classroom management 

Loss of leisure time 

•a 

<@ 

<s 

<9 
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Student home conditions 

It appears that there is a significant relationship between the frequency of 

discourse on topics of concern to new teachers and both members of the mentoring pair's 

satisfaction with the outcomes of the mentoring process. The answer to Research 

Question Six is that there is a relationship of some type between the frequency with 

which the topics of concern are discussed during the induction mentoring process and 

how satisfied the participants are with the outcomes of the process. Although mentors 

appear to the less satisfied with the process in general, there is not a significant difference 

in the way talking about the topics of induction affects the two groups' satisfaction with 

the outcomes of the process. Based on three different statistical analyses it would appear 

relatively safe to say that to some extent the amount of discussion on the topics does have 

a direct influence upon how satisfied the mentors and inductees are with the outcomes. 

Both the Cross Tabulation and the One-Way ANOVA suggested that the 

relationship existed for all topics measured by the questionnaire. The more rigorous 

Univariate Analysis indicated a relationship or influence existed between all except four 

of the topics. This is a very strong indication that, at least in this population, there was a 

relationship of some sort. This finding would need to be much more rigorously tested 

before it could be stated with certainty. A much larger study population would also be 

necessary. The initial indications from the study do; however, point up some form of 

relationship that merits further smdy in more detailed and extensive analyses. 
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A good summary statement would be that, if induction programs want their 

participants to be more satisfied with the process and its outcomes they, should find ways 

to get the participants to talk about the 23 topics measured in this study more frequently. 

There seems a clear indication that as the frequency of discourse on these topics increases 

so does everyone satisfaction with the outcomes of the process. 

Information Gained from the Additional Concerns Section of the Survey 

This survey included a special section entitled "The Additional Concern Sheet" 

which was intended to allow respondents to supply additional concems that they 

experienced during the induction mentoring process. In fact it did not work out quite that 

way. Most of the responses generated on the sheet were editorial comments. While these 

comments will be of interest to the program administrators, they did not provide much 

that was too informative to this study. An example of the kinds of comments that were 

made is: "Mentors should be required to keep a portfolio. We should not ask the 

inductees to do anything that we are not doing. We should lead (mentor) by example." 

this kind of comment was fairly typical. They were basically program critiques, rather 

than additional concems discussed during the induction mentoring process, as 

anticipated. A few additional examples of quotations from this section of ihe survey are: 

"Easy flow of communication and how to really be effective being in different schools." 

"We were very happy with the results of our mentoring situation this year. Thank you." 

"I find it difficult each year to work with a teacher who is at a different school." 
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This kind of comment was the most frequent type of response that appeared on the 

additional concern sheets. In addition, several respondents did suggest additional 

concerns, but they were concerns that fell within one of the existing categories of 

concern. They tended to be a subcategory of those concerns that were already in place in 

the siarvey. For example, several respondents just mentioned the words "Special 

Education" or "Plarming." Both of these areas of concern would follow under existing 

categories in the survey. 

One hundred and ninety-four individual responses were included and recorded on 

the additional concerns section of the survey. All such responses were examined and 

categorized as either inappropriate responses, duplicated responses, or viable additional 

areas of concern. There were seven additional concerns mentioned in the additional 

concerns section of the survey that might be viable. They however were mentioned with 

such limited frequency that statistical analysis was impossible. It would perhaps be 

viable to include them in some future study however. These areas of concern are 

included in the following table. 
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Table 19- Additional Concerns Mentioned Bv Survey Respondents 

Topic of Concern/Discussion Frequency of Discussion Respond to " I am very 
satisfied with the 

outcomes of this area of 
the induction mentoring 

process." 
-n O Q) 
0 o 0) 
5 O) O) 
1 « 2 c Q b 3 ^ 

o) c 
E 
CO 

Retention V" V" 

Concerns about technology V / 
issues - implementation, 
support, etc. 

Portfolios - First year teachers 
could discuss portfolios, but 
don't require they complete 
them the first year. 

Stress of standardized testing / / 
on kids and self. 

Funds/fund raising V" V" 

Teacher rights; teacher safety / V" 

Commitment to the profession / 7" 

Each of these concerns might be considered more fully in some future study. It was 

encouraging; however, that in the main, the responses on this section of the survey were 

either irrelevant, or fell under an existing category of concern in the existing survey. The 

review of the extra concem section led to the belief that all of the very important topics of 

concern to new teachers had probably been covered in the main body of the survey 

questionnaire. 
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CHAPTER 5: CONCLUSIONS, IMPLICATIONS, RECOMMENDATIONS 

Many authors have examined the process that new teachers go through as they 

leam to function effectively in a new school and in a new school district. A substantial 

portion of the literature, on new teacher induction, examines the concerns that new 

teachers have during this very crucial period of time. Bullough (1989), Evans and Tribble 

(1986), Huling-Austin (1992), Myton (1984), Odell (1992), Veenman (1984), as well as 

numerous other authors, point out that new teachers must deal with many concerns and 

challenges as they leam the culture of a new school. The same literature also points out 

that many new teachers leave the profession, because they are not able to deal with these 

concems effectively. Teacher induction mentoring programs seek to help new teachers in 

successfully dealing with these areas of concern, in an attempt to increase new teacher 

retention in the profession and the overall effectiveness of new teachers as they enter the 

school district. As stated in the introduction to this dissertation Schlechty (1985) 

portrayed the process as one of enculturation, helping the new teachers in learning the 

ropes and culture of the organization. 

A substantial part of the induction mentoring process revolves around the 

discourse that occurs between mentors and inductees. The purpose of this study was to 

examine this discourse, to seek additional information concerning what factors might 

affect it, and whether or not it did in fact address the concems of new teachers. The study 

also attempted to discern whether more frequent discourse in the areas of concern to new 

teachers increased the effectiveness of the process, as viewed by mentors and inductees. 
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To accomplish this purpose, this study examined the 23 most frequently cited 

areas of concern to new teachers from the existing literature, how frequently these topics 

were discussed during the induction mentoring process, and if their discussion improved 

participant satisfaction with the outcomes of the process. Additionally, this study 

examined several characteristics of mentors and inductees to leam whether they affected 

the discourse between mentors and inductees during the induction process. 

Specifically, this study: 

1. Determined the frequency of discourse, between mentors and inductees, 

concerning each of the 23 topics of inductee concem, included in the 

survey questionnaire. The 23 topics studied were those drawn from the 

research literature as of primary concem to new teachers. The research 

literature recommends that these topics be discussed and dealt with during 

the induction mentoring process, but no quantitative data exists regarding 

how often they are discussed. 

2. Determined whether or not the teaching experience of mentors and 

inductees influenced what was discussed, and how frequently it was 

discussed, during the mentoring process. Several authors recommend that 

experienced mentors be selected, but no research evidence was found in 

the research literature to support the assertion. This study determined 

whether there was a statistically significant relationship between the 

amount of experience that each member of the pair had and the frequency 

of discourse, on key topics, that occurred. 
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3. Determined whether or not the educational background (degree) of 

mentors and inductees influenced what was discussed, and how frequently 

it was discussed during the mentoring process. 

4. Determined whether discussion of the 23 topics of concern led to 

increased participant satisfaction with the outcomes of the induction 

mentoring process. 

To accomplish these purposes a questionnaire was constructed in consultation 

with a panel of experts, based on the research literature in the area, and distributed to all 

members of inductee mentor pairs in the school district studied. A total of 319 

questionnaires was distributed. The questionnaires were distributed to all mentors and 

inductees who had participated in the district induction and mentoring program for the 

last three years. A number of potential survey respondents had left the district or were 

duplicated in the district master lists. This left a total of282 potential respondents to the 

study. A total of272 questionnaires was retumed in scorable condition, yielding a retum 

rate of 96.4 percent. 

These sxirveys provided the data that is reported in this study. Data from the 

survey was used to answer a total of six research questions. In the remainder of this 

document each question will be restated, for reader convenience, and then the results of 

the study will be discussed. Specific findings for each question will be discussed in 

conjunction with that question and then general findings of the study will be discussed at 

the end of the chapter. 
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Research Question One: Does the length of time that a mentor has been teaching 

influence the topics discussed during the induction process? 

It does not appear that the length of time that the mentor has been teaching 

influences the topics of discourse discussed during the induction period, or their 

frequency of discussion, in a substantial way. Based on the statistical analyses performed, 

there is; however, a limited interaction between this characteristic of the mentor and the 

frequency with which some of the topics were discussed, by the population studied. 

The majority of statistical analysis did not result in statistically significant results. 

Only one interaction of mentor experience and frequency of discussion, of the topics of 

concern to new teachers, resulted in a statistically significant chi square statistic. The 

interaction between mentor experience and the frequency with which pupil attitudes were 

discussed was the only interaction that yielded a chi square statistic significant at the.05 

level. 

When the mean ratings of the respondents were examined, using the One-way 

ANOVA tool in the SPSS software package, six of the topics of discourse had 

statistically significant F statistics, derived by the ANOVA. These topics were: 

1. Effective teaching practices 

2. Observations by supervisors 

3. Classroom management 

4. Enhancement of student self-esteem and peer relationships 

5. Expectations and school goals 

6. Problem solving skills 
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For all 23 topics of discourse the most experienced mentors, those with 15 or 

more years experience, discussed the topics of discourse more than the average for the 

group, for that topic. Additionally, the mentors with 11 to 15 years experience tended to 

discuss the topics less than the average for all but two of the 23 topics. For the other 

categories of experience, there is no consistent pattern whatever. Why the most 

experienced mentors talk about all of the various topics more than the average and the 

second most experienced group of mentors, those having 11-15 years experience, discuss 

all of them less than the average has no apparent reason, but it is an interesting pattern 

that may merit additional research. 

In all six statistically significant cases, the most experienced mentors (those 

having 15 or more years experience) discussed the topic more than the average for the 

group. In these cases the difference between the mean for the group of experienced 

mentors and that for the group as a whole, was slightly larger than in many of the other 

topical areas, but no other pattern is apparent. The means for the various levels of 

mentoring experience are provided in the table that follows. The less than< and greater 

than > symbols in this table are inserted to highlight sub categories' relationship to the 

group mean. The smaller the mean, the more frequent the discourse reported so, those 

groups with means smaller than the total mean appear to have discussed the various 

topics more frequently than the average. 
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Table 20- Mean Frequency of Discourse Disaggregated bv Mentor Experience 

1.0= Most Frequent Discourse= Always 

Mentor Experience Less 

Than 3 

3-5 6-10 11-15 15+ Total 

Effective teaching practices* 2.33> 2.00< 2.57> 2.23< 2.12< 2.24 

Observations by supervisors* 3.00 2.94< 3.15> 3.24> 2.79< 2.97 

Interpersonal relationships 2.33< 2.39< 2.67> 2.79> 2.54< 2.60 

Curriculum 2.17< l.83< 2.37> 2.28> 2.12< 2.19 

Working with special needs 2.17< 3.00> 2.55< 2.79> 2.64< 2.67 

students 

Classroom management* 2.83> 1.78< 2.55> 2.53> 2.31< 2.38 

Student motivation 2.50< 2.39< 2.92> 2.83> 2.55< 2.67 

Physical demands of teaching 2.80< 3.17> 3.04> 3.00= 2.97< 3.00 

Instructional methodology 2.33< 2.50< 2.94> 2.81> 2.51< 2.66 

Loss of leisure time 3.00< 4.00> 3.51< 3.68> 3.61 < 3.62 

Pupil learning 2.33> 2.11< 2.45> 2.43> 2.19 < 2.29 

Pupil attitudes 1.83< 2.22< 2.22< 2.51 > 2.21 < 2.27 

Parent/teacher relationships 2.00< 2.83> 2.67< 2.83> 2.70 < 2.71 

Student home conditions 3.00< 3.61> 2.98< 3.19> 3.1I< 3.14 

Administrative support and 2.17< 2.50< 2.63> 2.72> 2.58< 2.60 

policies 

Time management 2.67< 2.83> 2.94> 2.98> 2.53 < 2.74 

Student safety 2.83< 3.25< 3.50> 3.36> 3.19< 3.29 

Enhancement of student self- 2.17< 3.50> 3.00> 3.04> 2.91 < 2.98 

esteem and peer relationships* 
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Table 20- Mean Frequency of Discourse Disaggregated by Mentor Experience 

1.0= Most Frequent Discourse= Always 

Mentor Experience Less 3-5 6-10 11-15 15+ Total 

Than 3 

Resources, including 2.33< 2.72> 2.47> 2.47> 2.26< 2.39 

instructional materials 

Expectations and school 2.00< 2.56< 2.90> 2.70> 2.49 < 2.61 

goals* 

Conflict of work and non-work 2.83< 3.67> 3.43> 3.47> 3.33 < 3.39 

demands 

Since the group of mentors with 15 or more years experience is the single largest 

group of mentors, this may be important to note. It is unclear what other patterns might 

exist in the remaining topics, but this would be an interesting future topic of research. 

Research Question Two: Does the length of time that an inductee has been teaching 

influence the topics discussed during the induction process? 

Twelye of the topics of discourse, when analyaed by inductee experience leyel, 

resulted in statistically significant chi square statistics. This would suggest that the length 

of time that the inductee has been teaching guides the frequency of discussion of areas of 

concern more than the number of years that the mentor has been teaching. An analysis by 

mentor experience yielded only one significant topic using the chi square analysis. At the 

School regulations 

Problem solying skills* 

2.67< 3.00> 3.02> 2.94> 2.89 < 2.93 

2.50< 3.00> 3.10> 3.09> 2.70 < 2.9 
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same time, even though 12 of the topics showed statistically significant interactions, they 

only represent half of the possible interactions and so this interaction between inductee 

experience and frequency of discourse must be characterized as a limited one. 

In addition to the cross tabulation with chi square, an ANOVA was completed. 

This statistical test yielded seven areas of discourse that had statistically significant 

"F"statistics. All of the topics found significant utilizing the ANOVA were also topics 

found significant utilizing the chi square test, except for "curriculum." The topics that 

yielded significant chi square results were: 

• Effective teaching practices* 

• Observations by supervisors 

• Interpersonal relationships 

• Classroom management* 

• Student motivation* 

• Physical demands of teaching* 

• Parent/teacher relationships 

• Administrative support and policies 

• Student safety 

• Resources, including instructional materials* 

• Expectations and school goals* 

• School regulations 
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The topics that are marked with an asterisk also yielded a significant "F" statistic in the 

ANOVA that was completed. In addition "Curriculum" did not yield a significant chi 

square but did yield a significant ANOVA statistic. 

An examination of the various means for the statistically significant topics yielded 

the general impression that the trend that operated in this regard was that the more 

experience an inductee had, the less they needed to discuss the various topics measured 

by the questionnaire. This would be in keeping with the work of Odell and Huiing-

Austin. 

No easily discernible patterns were apparent in the data beyond this general trend. 

There are; however, clear patterns to the frequency of discourse in relation to inductee 

experience that would merit fiarther study in the ftiture. As stated previously the best 

simile that can be drawn, for these observed patterns, is to a voice print. It would be 

interesting to leam if these distinctive patterns held true from district to district and from 

district with an induction program to district without an induction program. Only through 

across district studies will it be possible to determine whether there are similarities in 

discourse patterns based on the experience factor from district to district. 

In svramiary, there would appear to be an interaction or influence between 

inductees' level of experience and the frequency of discourse concerning many of the 

topics meastired by this questionnaire. A total of 13 of the 23 possible topics showed 

some statistically significant effect, influence or interaction that might be related to the 

experience level of the inductee. This interaction would also seem to be a greater 

magnitude than that between mentors' level of experience and frequency of discourse. 
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Research Question Three: Does the educational background (degree') of the mentor 

influence the topics discussed during the induction process? 

Six of the topics of discourse yielded statistically significant chi square statistics, 

when analyzed by their frequency of discourse, in relation to the educational background 

of the mentor. The statistically significant topics were: 

• Observations by supervisors 

• Working with special needs students 

• Parent/teacher relationships 

• Student safety 

• School regulations 

• Problem solving skills 

An ANOVA was also completed. The statistically significant topics yielded by 

this analysis were: 

1. Student self-esteem and peer relationships 

2. School regulations* 

3. Problem solving skills* 

Two of these topics were the same as those highlighted by the Chi-Square. They are 

highlighted with an asterisk. 

All of these are topics that tend to require a fairly high level of educated expertise 

to discxiss intelligently. For instance, school regulations and problem solving skills both 

are fairly complex topics requiring the learning of extensive information. School 
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regulations include a variety of information, much of which is best gained in university or 

district classes. Good examples of this type of mformation are the special education 

regulations and other state and federal laws. A number of classes are taught on problem 

solving skills as well, and in order to have true expertise in this area most people have 

had additional course work. 

Another good example of this theory is "working with special needs students." In 

most cases true expertise in this area comes only after extensive course work or 

attendance in district workshops. In Research Question One it was found that the 

experience of the mentor did not have a statistically significant impact upon the 

discussion of this topic. This reinforces the idea that it is the education of the mentor that 

makes a difference in this case, wiiich explains the significant scores. 

An analysis of the means, for the topics that resulted in significant statistics, 

suggests that the more educated the mentor the more the various topics were discussed 

during the induction mentoring process. This reinforces the concept proposed above. 

Perhaps the relationship that exists here is simply that better educated mentors have more 

to talk about with their inductee parmers in these areas, than less educated mentors. As 

stated previously, the six topics appear to be those that might require additional education 

to discuss intelligently or comfortably, which may lead to this effect. 

In examining the nonsignificant statistical means obtained from the data the same 

general pattern seemed to apply. Increased education of the mentor appeared to lead to 

increased discourse around these topics. 
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In summary, for the six statistically significant topics of discourse, BA level 

mentors' teams tended to discuss all of the six topics less frequently. More educated 

mentors' teams tended to discuss the various topics more frequently. It is therefore 

possible that selecting better educated mentors can lead to increased discourse concerning 

several key areas of possible discourse and concern for new teachers. Depending on a 

district's priorities in these particular areas, this might prove to be a valuable tactic. If it is 

important to stress these particular topics during induction, districts might benefit from 

selecting better educated mentors. In corollary, if a district has particular inductees who 

are weak in diese areas, or are in need of assistance it might behoove them to assign these 

inductees to their more experienced mentors. 

Additionally, each topic appeared to have a particular pattern of discourse when 

viewed as a line plot in the ANOVA procedure. These patterns could be compared to 

voice prints or perhaps even fingerprints of the discourse on each topic. It would be 

interesting to study these patterns across districts to see if they are the same. If they were 

the same, they could provide very helpfiil guidance as to areas to address in greater depth 

when preparing mentors having different educational backgrounds. Those topics not 

frequently discussed by the less educated mentors could receive additional emphasis 

during the mentors' district training. 
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Research Question Four: Does the educational background ("degree) of the inductee 

influence the topics discussed during the induction process? 

The cross tabulation analysis of this data yielded four topics that resulted in 

significant chi square statistics. These topics were: 

1. Effective teaching practices 

2. Curriculum 

3. Working with special needs students 

4. Classroom management 

An ANOVA was also run utilizing the same data. It showed that all four of the preceding 

topics were also significant at the.05 level, using its statistical techniques, and in addition 

found two additional topics to be significant statistically. These topics were "Observation 

by supervisors" and "Expectations and school goals." 

The reader may also recall that there were six statistically significant interactions 

for mentor education, making them roughly comparable. Only two of the interactions 

foimd significant were the same for mentors and inductees. These were "observations by 

supervisors" and "working with special needs students." 

A review of the disaggregated means for these topics suggested the general 

pattern that, in each case, the bachelor's level inductees discussed all six of the topics 

more frequently than their better educated colleagues. At least for the six topical areas 

mentioned above, it appears possible that the more educated inductees do not have to rely 

as frequently upon their mentors for assistance in these areas, which is why they discuss 

them less frequently. 
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Several of the areas that were significant, are very key areas for new teachers. 

Even examining just two of the most important, "classroom management" and "working 

with special needs students" one can see how crucial they could be to the ultimate success 

of the inductee. Common sense also tells one that all four of these are some of the most 

complex topics with which a new teacher is asked to deal in the classroom. Many new 

teachers each year fail, primarily because of an inability to deal with one or the other of 

these areas effectively. It is well that there is apparently mentor support available in these 

areas, but the indication that it is not required if the inductee is better educated in these 

areas, should provide some food for thought to district staff development programs and 

universities. Hiring more educated inductees could reduce die burden in these areas on 

the mentors, or in those districts without mentoring programs, could eliminate part of the 

need filled by mentors. 

Research Question Five: Do mentors and inductees discuss the areas of concern 

delineated in the research literature during the induction mentoring process? How 

frequentlv do thev disctiss these areas of concern? 

Based on the data that was gathered as part of this study, this is a fairly easy 

question to answer, at least for the population studied. If one refers to Figure 5 in the 

General Descriptive Data section of this analysis, the means of the various topics of 

discourse frequency are reviewed. This table shows that the various topics of concern to 

new teachers were discussed with some substantial frequency. The means of the topics 

analyzed in that table ranged from 2.28 to 3.66. The lowest mean response that resulted 
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equated to "Very Often" on the continuous scale that was used for this survey. The mean 

of 3.66 equates to the descriptor "Sometimes" on the scale used for this questionnaire. 

This means that on the average the least frequently any of the topics was discussed was 

"Sometimes." A review of the same table suggests that most topics were discussed in the 

"Frequently" range of the scale used. 

Of the 23 topics surveyed only six of the topics resulted in mean scores greater 

than 3.00. This means that 17 of the topics fell within the "Frequently" discussed range 

on the scale provided. Only six of the topics could be characterized as discussed only 

"Sometimes." None of the topics of discourse had mean scores that suggested they were 

discussed either "Rarely" or "Never" which required a mean score of 4.0 or greater. 

The most frequently discussed topics were Curriculum, Effective teaching 

practices, Pupil attitudes, Pupil learning. Resources and materials, and Classroom 

management. All of these topics' frequency means fell well within the range that would 

show that discussion was very frequent. 

The least frequently discussed topics were Loss of leisure time, and 

Work/nonwork demands. These are topics that fall far from the classroom, which may 

account for their decreased frequency of discussion. It appears that the most important 

topics to classroom performance were discussed the most frequently and those topics 

farthest from actual classroom performance were discussed the least frequently in this 

study. 

An interesting statistic that emerged from the analysis of the ANOVA tables and 

the frequency tables associated with the cross tabulations was that, in every case, the 
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mentors rated the frequency of discourse as occurring more frequently, than the 

inductees, on a topic by topic basis. A study of this finding alone could provide a 

dissertation topic. It appears that there is a discrepancy between how the mentors view 

the frequency of discourse and how the inductees recall those conversations. Since all 

respondents worked with each other during the process and held the same conversations 

together this consistent difference in recollection is a topic of interest to future 

researchers. 

Even though the two groups did not hold the same recollection exactly, they did 

both recall that conversations were frequent in most cases. The answer to research 

question number five is that the topics were discussed, and with a fairly high degree of 

frequency. Based on the research reviewed previously in this study, this is a very 

favorable sign, since the research would indicate that more attention to the areas of 

concern yields more effective inductees and increases the chances that they will continue 

in the profession. It also tends to increase the inductees' satisfaction with the process. It 

would stand to reason then, that the more discourse in an area, the more support and the 

more benefit to the inductee. 

Research Question Six: How do the topics discussed and frequency of discussion 

influence the perceived success of the induction process as self reported bv mentors and 

inductees? 

All statistical measures done in relation to this research question show that 

whether or not the topics measured by the questioimaire were discussed and how 
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frequently they were discussed had a measurable influence upon how satisfied the 

mentors and inductees were with the success of the mentoring induction process, in that 

area. Three separate analyses were conducted utilizing the data provided by respondents 

in this area. A cross tabulation, which included a chi square analysis, was completed, a 

One-way ANOVA was done for each topic with related statistical measures and a 

Univariate Analysis of Variance was also conducted. All of the techniques used are 

explained flilly in Chapter 3 of this document. 

For each of the following analyses the "frequency of discourse" data was 

collapsed, as described previously, in order to reduce the number of small cells and to 

increase the reliability of the analyses. The "recoded" scale values became "Frequently," 

with a value of 1, "Sometimes," with an assigned value of 2, and "Rarely," with a value 

of 3. This technique was successful in reducing the number of small cells and increasing 

the reliability of the data. 

Cross tabulation and chi square analysis 

In all cases the Likelihood Ratio Chi Square value was statistically significant at 

the.05 level, for all topics of discussion, for the inductee group. With only two 

exceptions, the mentor group also had statistically significant chi square results for all 

topics. The two categories of discourse that did not refute the null hypothesis were "loss 

of leisure time" and "administrative support policies." It is interesting to note that both of 

these are topics that did not deal directly with teaching, or the life of the classroom. The 

data relevant to this analysis is displayed in Table IS of this document. 
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Based on this phase of the analysis, it is possible to infer that there is some 

relationship in operation between the frequency with which these 23 topics are discussed 

and the members of the mentoring pairs' satisfaction with the outcomes of the induction 

mentoring process. Based only on the cross tabulations, it is not possible to decide 

whether this is a positive or negative relationship, but it appears clear that diere is some 

relationship. 

The cross tabulations did show that those mentors and inductees who discussed 

the various topics "frequently" tended to cluster in the higher "satisfaction" cells of the 

cross tabulations. In most cases the low "satisfaction" cells were nearly empty or empty 

of response, whenever compared with high frequency of discussion of the topic. 

Conversely in those cells where low frequency of discourse was crossed with high 

satisfaction there were few, if any, responses. 

The initial indication is therefore that, the more mentors and inductees discuss the 

various topics the more likely they are to be satisfied with the outcomes of the process in 

those areas of concern. It also appears that the more the topics are discussed the more 

satisfied the participants are likely to be. The less they discuss these topics the lower their 

satisfaction with the outcomes of the process is likely to be and the more likely they are 

to be dissatisfied. Additional forms of analysis were used to clarify this relationship 

further. 

Looking at one topic, "Observations by supervisors," it is possible to get an initial 

view of this relationship. Those inductees who "always" discussed this topic or who 

discussed it "very often" responded uniformly as "strongly agree," or "agree" to the 
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prompt. Those of them that "never" or "rarely" discussed the topic fell uniformly in the 

"undecided" to "strongly disagree" cells of the cross tabulation. This appears to be a very 

consistent pattern in the data. 

One-way analysis of variance (ANOVA) 

Utilizing the One-way Analysis of Variance also demonstrated that ±e interaction 

between frequency of discourse and participant satisfaction with the outcomes of the 

induction mentoring process was statistically significant for all 23 topics of discourse 

measured by the study. Table 16 presents the data relevant to this finding. Mentors and 

inductees were not separated for this comparison and so this finding applies to both 

groups, taken together. 

In addition, the disaggregated means generated by the technique suggest that as 

discourse on the various topics increased so does participants' self reported satisfaction 

with the outcomes of that area of the process. Respondents were indicating their 

agreement with the statement "I am very satisfied with the outcomes of this area of the 

induction mentoring process" in the related segment of the questionnaire. In an overall 

review of all means generated it was found that the satisfaction mean range was lower, 

meaning more satisfied, when the various topics were discussed "frequently," than the 

satisfaction range for those who responded "infrequently." 
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Univariate analysis of variance 

Table 17 displays the data for this discussion. Even splitting the data into many 

cells, because the data was also disaggregated on the basis of mentor and inductee status, 

12 of the 23 topics still had significance statistics of .05 or less. This statistic was derived 

for the main effect of frequency compared with satisfaction. Twelve of the 23 topics 

therefore displayed a relationship between frequency of discourse and participants' 

satisfaction with the outcomes of the induction mentoring process. 

A review of the means, disaggregated by mentor and inductee status, confirms the 

earlier finding, that participants' satisfaction with the outcomes of the process increases 

as frequency of discourse in that area also increases. This is confirmed for both mentors 

and inductees, when the data was disaggregated on the basis of mentor or inductee status. 

Mean scores, for those who discuss the topics frequently, are consistently those that 

designate higher satisfaction. Mean scores for those who discuss the topics infrequently 

consistently reflect lower levels of satisfaction, with the outcomes of the process. 

Univariate analysis of variance also exanained "interactions" between the different 

variables. When the interaction between roles, frequency of discourse, and the respondent 

satisfaction rating was examined seven additional topic areas demonstrated statistical 

significance. Mentor or inductee status was also measiored for significance and did not 

display a statistically significant effect. 

Those topics that were statistically significant when analyzed for the main effect 

of frequency of discourse with satisfaction with the outcomes were: 

1. Effective teaching practices 



2. Curriculum 

3. Working with special needs students 

4. Physical demands of teaching 

5. Instructional methodology 

6. Pupil learning 

7. Time management 

8. Students safety 

9. Enhancement of students self-esteem and peer relationships 

10. Conflict of work and nonwork demands 

11. School regulations 

12. Problem solving skills 

In addition, the following topics showed an interaction between roles, frequency of 

discourse, and participants' satisfaction: 

1. Interpersonal relationships 

2. Student motivation 

3. Pupil attitudes 

4. Parent/teacher relationships 

5. Administrative support and policies 

6. Resources, including instructional materials 

7. Expectations and school goals 

When these topics are combined, in an unduplicated fashion, they add up to a total of 19 

of a possible 23 topics of discourse, having a statistically significant relationship, which 
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is a fairly substantial effect. This statistical analysis also, tends to support the theory that 

the more mentoring pairs discuss the high concern topics, documented in the literature, 

the more satisfaction they have with the process. 

An additional finding from this data is that mentors typically were less satisfied 

with the outcomes of the process than were the inductees. The inductees' satisfaction 

ratings were uniformly lower (designating more satisfaction) than were the ratings of the 

mentors. Responses between the two groups were fairly similar, but there was definitely 

a consistently lower rating for each topic by the inductee group, which designated a 

higher level of satisfaction with the topic. 

A final question that remains unanswered in this area, is whether or not it was 

simply satisfaction that was improved by increased discourse or whether the outcomes 

themselves were actually improved. The way the question was worded it sought 

information regarding the effectiveness of the outcomes themselves. 

In siramiary, there definitely does appear to be a relationship of a positive nature 

between how frequently the key topics are discussed and the participants' satisfaction 

with the outcomes of the induction mentoring process in those areas. Simply stated the 

more the pairs discussed the key topics measured by the questionnaire the more satisfied 

they were with the outcomes of the induction mentoring process in those particular areas. 

This would appear to be a very significant finding. Its implications for the training 

of mentors could be quite substantial. If mentors were trained to lead discussions in 

relation to the various topics measured by this study on a more systematic and frequent 

basis, it could lead to additional effectiveness and satisfaction on the part of the inductees. 
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Concurrently the data would suggest that more frequent discussion of these topics also 

leads to increase satisfaction with the outcomes for the mentors. For this reason it could 

be concluded that preparing mentors to discuss these topics more effectively and 

frequently could lead to increased satisfaction and feelings of self efficacy for them as 

well. 

Conclusions 

The following conclusions are derived from the findings of this study as 

previously delineated. All conclusions are derived based on a single administration of the 

study questionnaire in a single school district. They should be considered on that basis. 

Only through additional study with a larger population and multiple school districts can 

conclusions of wider impact be derived. 

Major conclusions specific to the research questions 

1. There is a limited interaction between the length of time that a mentor has 

been teaching and the frequencies with which six of the 23 topics studied 

are discussed. These topics are: 

1. Effective teaching practices 

2. Observations by supervisors 

3. Classroom management 

4. Enhancement of student self-esteem and peer relationships 
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5. Expectations and school goals 

6. Problem solving skills 

2. There appears to be a fairly substantial interaction between the length of 

time that an inductee has been teaching and the frequency with which the 

mentoring pair discusses 13 of the 23 topics studied. These topical areas 

are: 

1. Effective teaching practices 

2. Observations by supervisors 

3. Interpersonal relationships 

4. Classroom management 

5. State motivation 

6. Physical demands of teaching 

7. Parent teacher relationships 

8. Administrative support and policies 

9. Student safety 

10. Resources, including instructional materials 

11. Expectations and school goals 

12. School regulations 

13. Curriculum 

3. There appears to be a minor interaction between the educational 

background of the mentor and the frequency with which seven of the 23 

topics measured in the study are discussed. For these topics the more 
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educated the mentor the more frequently these topics were discussed. 

These topics are 

1. Observations by supervisors 

2. Working with special needs students 

3. Parent teacher relationships 

4. Students' safety 

5. School regulations 

6. Problem solving skills 

7. Student self-esteem and peer relationships 

4. There appears to be a minor interaction between the educational 

background of the inductee and the frequency with which six of the 23 

topics measxired by this study are discussed. For these topics it appears 

±at the less educated inductees discuss the various topics more frequently 

than dieir better educated peers. These topics are: 

1. Effective teaching practices 

2. Curriculum 

3. Working with special needs students 

4. Classroom management 

5. Observation by supervisors 

6. Expectations and school goals 

5. Based on the data provided by the study all 23 of the topics were discussed 

during the induction mentoring process by the majority of induction 
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mentoring pairs. They were discussed with a relatively high degree of 

frequency based upon the self report of the participants. The majority of 

the topics were evaluated as discussed "Frequently" by the respondents. 

The least frequently any of the topics was discussed was "Sometimes." 

There is a fairly significant interaction between the frequency with which 

the various topics of the study were discussed and the participants' 

satisfaction with the outcomes of each area of the induction mentoring 

process. The relationship that exists in the data is that the more frequently 

a topic is discussed the more satisfied the participants are likely to be with 

the outcomes in that area of the induction mentoring process. 

General conclusions 

Several factors including education and experience in the mentors' 

background appear to effect the frequency with which these key topics are 

discussed. There would appear to be some benefit in considering these 

factors in selection of mentors. 

The most substantial interaction found in the data of this study is that 

between the frequency with which the 23 topics were discussed and the 

participants' satisfaction with the outcomes of the induction mentoring 

process. This appears to be a fairly substantial and uniform interaction. It 

also appears to be an interaction the knowledge of which can provide some 

benefit to induction mentoring programs. 
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3. As a byproduct of this study a fairly substantial validation of the concerns 

literature has occurred. As discourse around these key topics increases so 

does the satisfaction with the induction mentoring process. This means 

that the 23 topics must have some meaning and validity within the lives of 

the participants. They must actually be important. Improvement of the 

quality of the program in relation to these topics also yields increased 

satisfaction with the outcomes. This is what the concerns literature 

projects will occur. 

4. It appears possible that improved discourse in these areas will also lead to 

improved induction programs. This study can only address improvement 

in terms of frequency, because that is all that is really measured, but there 

is also the possibility that improved quality of discourse could also lead to 

more satisfaction with the outcomes of the process. It is already clear that 

more frequency improves satisfaction with the outcomes; therefore, 

programs that increase the frequency of discourse in these areas should 

also increase the satisfaction with the outcomes of the program, which 

could be equated to program effectiveness. 

5. If properly applied the findings of this study should have benefit for the 

ease of transition, into a district, of new teachers. If mentors are trained to 

discuss the topics with their charges more frequently, the neophytes 

satisfaction should also increase. 
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6. It appears probable that mentors' satisfaction in induction can also be 

improved by having them discuss these topics more frequently. 

7. It does not appear probable that hiring more experienced or educated 

mentors is very effective in terms of the outcomes of the induction 

mentoring program, although it does seem to have some limited effect. 

Basic finding of this study is that it is more those two factors in the 

inductee population that determines how frequently the key topics are 

discussed during the process. 

Implications 

The findings of this study have a number of practical applications in the plarming 

and execution of induction programs for new teachers. First, since this study sampled all 

mentors and inductees for the last three years in a specific school district, the most 

immediate applications of the information gained through this study are for that school 

district and its programs. However, many of the resiilts of this study may also have 

utility for other districts and their efforts to induct new teachers properly, prepare them 

for their teaching responsibilities during the first years that they teach, and to support 

them in their efforts to leam the culture of the school and the district. The ultimate use of 

the information gained through this study is to ease the transition of new teachers from 

neophytes through to becoming an experienced and confident professional educator. 

Perhaps the most important implication of this study is that it is very important for 

mentoring pairs to talk about those items that are of concern to new teachers on a regular 
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and systematic basis. All 23 topics, of concern to new teachers, and possible discourse 

that were compiled as part of the review of literature would appear to serve as excellent 

starting points for these conversations. The fact that all of the topics were discussed with 

such frequency by study participants is a good indication that they too found them 

important. Additionally, the fact that all 23 topics demonstrated statistical significance, 

in relation to the way both mentors and inductees evaluated the success of the outcomes 

of those areas of the program, during the induction process, is another strong indication of 

their possible importance. The most consistent finding of the study was that increased 

frequency of discourse, around the topics studied, increased both mentors' and inductees' 

satisfaction with the outcomes of the induction mentoring process. 

One suggestion growing out of this study would be to use the 23 topics, claimed 

from the research literature, as the basis for a training and support program curriculum 

for new mentors. Making new mentors aware from the outset of precisely what areas 

might present challenge for their inductees and making them aware of the concerns of 

new teachers might prove very beneficial. It was observed that several of die topics 

appear to have interaction with the experience and education of the mentors themselves. 

These areas might merit special attention in a mentor training program in order to try to 

bring increased equity to the ability of mentors of different experience levels and 

educational levels to address the concerns and needs of the inductees with which they 

work. Specifically addressing each of the topics and providing information to mentors to 

assist them in providing mentoring support to their inductees might prove very beneficial. 
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A key element of this training program curriculum would be to make it repeatedly 

clear to mentors that it is the discourse around these topics that appears to lead to 

increased satisfaction with the outcomes. It must be stressed that regular discourse in the 

various areas is the important feature, at least based on this study. 

The second application of this study might be the conscious inclusion of 

information relevant to the 23 topics in the preservice programming provided for new 

teachers. Most induction programs directly cover few, if any, of these topics. 

Data from die study can also be used to reinforce with inductees the importance of 

discussing the various topics with their mentor parmers. A recurring theme in the research 

literature of induction is that inductees are reticent to discuss their concerns with mentors 

or others in their school settings. Knowledge of how important that discourse is, based 

upon the findings of this study and its positive relationship to satisfaction with the 

outcomes of the induction process, might serve to increase the willingness of inductees to 

discuss the various topics with their mentors. 

The limited findings regarding the characteristics of mentors that lead to increased 

frequency of discourse in specific areas might be used in the selection of mentors for 

mentoring programs. The data also contained information regarding which topics were 

discussed most frequently by various experience levels of inductees and mentors. This 

information can be used to help select mentors that are ready to discuss those topics with 

inductees at various experience levels. It was clear that increased education of mentors 

led to increased discourse concerning specific topics. If these topics are priorities for 

induction programs, they may wish to select more educated mentors for those years and 
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for those inductees in which the emphasis in those particular topics is needed. The same 

notion is true of the experience levels of mentors and inductees in relation to the topics of 

discourse in their frequency. 

Another implication from this study concerns the educational and experience 

levels of the inductees. The study found that inductees with increased education tended 

to discuss certain topics less frequently. It might therefore be possible to pair the less 

experienced mentors with better educated inductees since these inductees are likely to 

require less assistance in specific areas. 

Perhaps a major application of the study would be to have nothing more 

complicated occur than increased mentor and inductee discussion around each of the 

topics. This might be accomplished by something as simple is providing each mentor and 

inductee with a schedule that sets out when each of the topics of concern should be 

discussed. Mentors and inductees can then be encouraged to discuss each topic on the 

schedule, assuring that the discussion occurs. 

This smdy again points up the need to hire mentors who are willing to talk with 

their mentoring partners. Many mentors, because of shyness, a lack of time or other 

reasons cannot, or do not, take much time to talk with their inductee partners. Given the 

context of this study this can become highly problematic. 

Recommendations for Further Research 

1. The first and most obvious recommendation for additional research would be to 

replicate the study in odier school districts. Perhaps the weakest link in this particular 
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study was the fact that it only had 272 valid responses. During research design this was 

felt to be ample, but because respondents had such a high level of consensus around their 

responses to the survey it resulted in small cell sizes that required the selection of specific 

statistical techniques to minimize its effect. In a larger sample involving many school 

districts it is unlikely that this would be a problem. It would also be important to include 

districts that did not have mentoring programs, districts that had different types of 

programs and other districts with mentoring programs in the sample, so a wider variety of 

data for comparison is possible. 

2. Another idea for research that came up repeatedly during the analysis of this data was 

the possibility that the patterns observed in the data concerning mentor and inductee 

characteristics in relation to frequency of discourse might be generalizable from district to 

district. It would be interesting to leam whether these patterns hold true in other districts. 

Do more experienced mentors in other districts discuss other topics more frequently? Do 

more educated inductees need to discuss certain topics less frequently than their less 

educated colleagues? 

3. The current study resulted in ahnost too much data to manage properly, within the 

confines of a dissertation. Each of the characteristics measured, in relation to frequency 

of discourse, could almost constitute a study of its own. 

4. Another study in and of itself would involve examining at what experience levels 

discourse on each topic was most frequent. It is recommended that this would be done 

using more precise time intervals than was the case in the current study. What topics do 
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first-year inductees talk about most firequently? What topics do first-year mentors talk 

about most frequently? What topics do third year pairs talk about most frequently? 

5. Another question that presents is: Why is there discrepancy between how frequently 

mentors and inductees felt discourse had occurred? This study made a clear finding that 

there was such a discrepancy and that mentors felt more discourse had occurred than 

inductees, but the reasons are uncertain. The possible study could examine whether the 

same discrepancy occurs in other districts and it could attempt to discover the reasons for 

such a discrepancy if it actually exists. 

6. In the same vein, it would interesting to discover why mentor satisfaction levels were 

unitbrmly less than those of their inductee partners, as was the case in this study. 

7. An experimental study should be possible in which one group discusses the various 

topics on a specific schedule, the second group follows normal induction procedures, with 

the topics discussed on a catch as catch can basis, and a third group does not discuss the 

topics at all. This would lead to a strong indication as to how important these topics 

actually are and if their discussion leads to improved satisfaction and effectiveness. 

It is clear that these topics are important and that their discussion can lead to 

improved satisfaction with the induction mentoring process. Is also clear that various 

factors effect whether or not they are discussed and how frequently discussion actually 

occurs. If, as appears to be the case, the overall process can be improved by something so 

simple as talking about these topics more frequently or in a more elective fashion, it 

would appear to be an extremely simple and cost-effective way to make the lives of new 

teachers easier and to improve their overall effectiveness. 
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Appendix A- The Survey Questionnaire 

INDUCTION MENTORING DISCOURSE QUESTIONNAIRE 

The following serial number Is preselected by the computer to enable the data processing routine to match mentors with 
the proper Inductee. It will be used only for data processing purposes. 

GENERAL DIRECTIONS 

Your cooperation on the following questionnaire is sincerely appreciated. Data from this survey will be 
used to improve induction services to new teachers.This survey consists of the attached cover letter, 
which contains important Information, several scannable (NCS Bubble Sheets) forms, and a separate 
non-scannable fbnn, that you can write comments and additional items on, dtlad the " Additional 
Concems Sheet' 

All eompland and ratunnd surymym will bmtitand Ina dmwingfora SSOglttemilltleatm (o 
tfie Tucson Mall to show our appnctatton. Thanks for your halp. 

General Information 

PLEASE use a soft lead pencil to complete the scannable sheets that follow. DO NOT write comments 
or additional items on the machine scorable sections. Fill In appropriate bubbles only. Please do not 
bend, fold or staple any of the survey forms. Please return your completed survey In the pre-addressed 
envelope that is included. 

General Information 

For ecKh of the general Infbrmatfon items that follow please select the choice that best describes you or your partner in the 
mentonng pair, assigned by the school district, in which you participated. If you have worked with more than one partner, 
respond according to the most recent partner. Some items may have changed since you worked with your partner. In that 
case, please give the infomnation that was true at the time you worked In trie mentonng program together. Bubble in only 
one choice for each item. 

Please mark the choice that describes your role in the mentoring process. 
Mentor 

I' Inductee 

1. Mentor grade level taught during most recent mentonng year 
• Pre-K 
: K-3 

4-6 
2' 7-a 
I - 9-12 

2. Inductee grade level dunng most recent mentoring year 

Pre-K 
•-V K-3 
y 4-« 
r r-i 
D 9-12 



3. Mentor years of teaching experience at the end of the most recent mentoring year 

 ̂ Less than 3 
3-5 

r 6-10 

11-15 
More than 15 

Inductee years of teaching experience at the end of the most recent mentoring year 

^ 1 
V 2 
" 3-5 
: 6-9 

10 or more 

5. Mentor highest degree at the end of the most recent mentoring year 

'£) BA 
Q) MA/MED 
PJ Ed. Specialist 
V Doctorate 

6. Inductee highest degree at the end of the most recent mentoring year 

•J BA 
V MAflWIED 

iD Ed. Specialist 
' Doctorate 

7. Did/do both of you work in the same school during mentoring? 

" Yes 
 ̂ No 

8. Did/do both of you teach the same grade or subject during the most recent mentoring year? 

Yes 
£; No 

9. was the overall induction mentoring process beneficial to you? 

0 Yes 
No 
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Possible Topics of Discussion and Areas of Concern tor New Teachers 

Eacn item in tlie following section has l>een identified in the research as a possible area of concern for new teachers. In 
the left hand grid please mark how fluently you discussed this Item duhng the Induction process with your most recent 
mentor or inductee. In the second set of choices please respond to the statement' I am very satisfied with the outcomes 
of this area of the induction mentoring process." Please consider the Induction mentoring process" the entire period of 
time that you partiopated in Marana's formal induction mentoring program during the period from August of 1996 until the 
present 

FREQUENCY OF DISCUSSION 

10. Effective teaching practices 
11. Observations by supervisors 
12. Interpersonal relationships 
13. Curriculum 
14. Wsrivng with special needs students 
15. Classnx)m management 
16. Student motivation 
17. Physical demands of teaching 
18. Instructional methodology 
19. Loss of leisure time 
20. Pupil learning 
21. Pupil attitudes 
22. Parent/teacher relationships 
23. Student home conditions 
24. Administrathre support and policies 
25. Time management 
26. Student safety 
27. Enhancement of student self-esteem and peer relationships 
28. Resources, including instructional materials 
29. Expectations and school goals 
30. Conflict of work and non-woric demands 
31. School regulations 
32. Problem solving skills 

. )  .  J -

' 5 

i V 
i"! T; 

0 

i! 
1) 

This survey may not have covered aU of the areas of concern that you discussed. If this is the case, please vnite any 
additional concern areas on the attached * Additional Concerns Sheet* and mark the associated scales in the asme 
tohion as on the scannable farms. DO NOT WRITE ACOmONAL TOPICS OF DISCUSSION ON ANY OF THE 
SCANNA6LE FORMS. 
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Appendix B- Areas of Concern Discussed During Induction from the Pilot Study 

Area of Concern Mentioned Inductee Mentor Major 

Concern 

Taken 

Care Of 

Know the staff X X X X 

What to do the first day X X X X 

Discipline X X X X 

Materials X X X 

Textbooks X X X 

Supplemental supplies X X X 

Sening goals X X X X 

Curriculum X X X X 

How things run X X X 

Expectations X X 

Public Relations X X 

Contact people X X X X 

People willing to share ideas X X X X 

Location of things on campus X X X 

Organizations X X 

Volunteers X X 

Deadlines/assigned tasks X X 

Dealing with parents X X X X 

Pacing X X X 

Proeram improvement X X X X 
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Area of Concern Mentioned Inductee Mentor Major 

Concern 

Taken 

Care Of 

Giving positive strokes- both ways X X X X 

About smdents/needs/concems X X X X 

Things for formal evaluation X X 

Parries X X X 
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Appendix C- Derivation of-SurveV Items 
It should be noted that soiu^ topics were combined an<l some were reworded to be 
clearer. This was based oti % evaluation of the meaning of the terms, and the input of 

AREA OF CONCERN _ Source of item 

00 00 

>\ 

"5 
c u 

sO 00 
o\ 

•a 
O 

/-s r» 00 

*3 
oS 
o 

o 
IS 

00 
2 

£ 
'Si 

•Ji s: 

90 

g 

1 
5 

oc 

s o 
>v 

f 
30 
OS 

s a 
s s u u > 

>c 00 

w 

s* 
N 

1. Effective teaching practices X X X X X 

2. Observations by supervisors peers or 
assessment teams 

X 

3. Interpersonal relationships X X X X 

4. Curriculum X X X X 

5. Working with the specif needs 
students 

X X X 

6. Classroom managefflefU X X . X X X X X X 

7. Student motivation X X X X 

8. Physical demands of teSchinp X X X 

9. Instructional methodoIQev X X X X X 

10. Loss of leisure time _ X 

11. Pupil learning X X X 

12. E*upil attitudes X 

13. Parent relationships home 
conditions 

X X X X 

14. Administrative supDort and policies X X X X 

15. Time management _ X X X X 

16. Student safety X 
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AREA OF CONCERN Source of item 

C
on

le
y 

(1
98

8)
 (9

86
!) 

IP
P

O
 

B
or

ko
 e

t a
l.

 (
19

87
) 

E
va

ns
 &

 T
ri

bb
le

 (
19

86
) 

iu
ft

'm
an

 &
 L

ea
k 

(1
98

6)
 

M
yl

on
(1

98
4)

 

V
ee

nm
an

 (
19

84
) 

Z
im

ph
er

 (
19

86
) 

17. Enhancement of student self-esteem 
and Deer relationshios 

X 

18. Resources including instructional 
materials 

X X X X X 

19. Expectations and school goals X X X X X 

20. Work-nonwork conflict X X 

21. School regulations X X X X 

22. Problem solving skills X X 

22. Parent Suooort (In #13 above) X X X X 

23. Emotional Suooort (In #3 above) X X 

24. Planning and Preparation (In #9 
above) 

X X X 

25. Dealing with individual differences 
(In #1, #4, and #5 above) 

X X 

26. Subject matter besides core subjects 
(In #4, Curriculxim) 

X 

Areas of concern are drawn from: Myton (1984), Huffinan and Leak (1986), Odell 

(1986), Conley (1988), Veenman (1984), Borko et al. (1987), Zimpher et al. (1986), 

Evans & Tribble (1986) and Zimpher (1980). 
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