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Abstract

Policy trends in initial teacher training (ITT) in England have increasingly lodaééaing in

schools, where trainee teachers are supported by practicing teachers designated as ‘mentors’. The

nature of the mentoring that trainee teachers experience has been shown to be of critical importance,
both to outcomes in the initial training periadd also in terms ofeachers’ professional identity
construction and retention within the profession. School-based mentoring has been typically

characterised, however, as of variable or inconsistent quality.

Teach First is a teacher training programme with a number of features whichpsaat itrom other
routes into teaching. Teach First grows from and sits within the contemporary policy landscape of
teacher training; the programme has a distinctive identity and is the focus of signifteagstiin
the education sector in England and beyond. Teach First is an employment-based training
programme and Teach First trainees are mentored by teachers as they work and train in schools

trainees also receive periodic support from tutors based in higher education training providers.

This study takes Teach First as a case study and adopts a mixed-methods approach, including both
quantitative and qualitative analysis where appropriate. Empirical data is drawn from ayen#d
programme of surveys, focus group discussions and interviews. The study explores how those
involved in Teach First mentoring conceptualize the process and how they perceive their role in
supporting it. In addition, the study considers the extent to which Teach First mentoring can be

considered distinctive.

The thesis presents a framework for understanding the mentoring process which is based on an
extension of relevant theories of learning and models of mentoring. Empirical findingh&atata

lead to two propositions: firstly, that the mentoring process in initial teacher trésnbaged on a

triadic relationship, in which the relationship between supporters of mentoring is particularly
important to its efficacy; secondly, that there is no programme-wide model for Teath Fir
mentoring and, as a consequence, the distinctiveness of the Teach First programme is attenuated by
the school-based mentoring process. This latter point has implications for both the nascent identit
construction of Teach First teachers and also for how Teach First is perceived in relatioe to mor

mainstream teacher training programmes.
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Chapter 1 - Introduction

This thesis is situated in the field of teacher development in England; specificaljpéused on

the process of mentoring trainee teachers within the context of the Teach First programme.
Mentoring has been defined in various ways but perhaps most &elgpmtnderson and Shannon

‘a nurturing process in which a more skilled or more experienced person, serving as a role model,
teaches, sponsors, encourages, counsels and befriends a less skilled or less experienced person for
the purpose of promoting the latter’s professional and/or personal development’ (Anderson &
Shannon, 1988). Recent policy trends have seen prospective teachers increasingly being trained in
schools and classrooms, supported by more experienced teachers as their mentors. The nature and
quality of the mentoring process has been identified as being of high, if not critipattamce to

the outcomef a teacher’s initial training and ongoing professional development, particularly with

regard to the construction of teachers’ professional identity (Hobson et al., 2009). Teach First is a
teacher training route which trains a relatively small number of teachers in England eagét year

holds a disproportionately large, and growing, presence in the policy landscape of the teaching
profession. Teach First ia ‘distinctly different’ training route (Ofsted, 2008a), with a range of
ideological, management and operational features which set it apart from mainstream routes into
teaching; the programme has been running for just over ten years at the time of writisg and i
therefore relatively new, but the programme has established a level of maturatianlegrée of
permanence in the field of teacher training.

Objectives of the study

The objective of this study was to explore the mentoring process within the Teach First pregramm
The exact nature and focus of this exploration shifted and underwent a number of reitduaiians

the course of the research. Initially | sought to identify the factors, systems anthé&bargluence

the development of the skills and knowledge-base that Teach First mentors require and draw upon
As my research progressed and | began to explore the field in more depth, | began to consider the
role of other individuals within the mentoring process beyond the mentor and the trainee teacher.
explored how all those involved conceptualize mentoring and how they perceive their own role in
supporting the mentoring process. | related these conceptualizations and perceptions back to a
framework | developed for understanding mentoring in this context. This framework is an extension
of existing theories of adult learning and various models of mentaimfis based on the
proposition of a triadic relationship of mentor, trainee teacher and supporter. In this resdsoch |
explored the specific case of mentoring within the Teach First programme. Given ¢hendiéls of

Teach First to other teacher training programmes, | sought to understand what was distivatiiv
mentoring a Teach First trainee. In both cases | explored the relationship between the institutions and
individuals involved in this partnership-based model of teacher training. Ultimaglyesearch

crystallised around the following questions:



1. What are the essential ingredients of an effective mentoring relationship in initial teacher
training?
2. To what extent is mentoring in the Teach First teacher training programme a distinctive

process?

The significance of the study

The last twenty years ta seen the publication of a very large number of studies relating to
mentoring, but not all have been focused on the field of teacher training and teacher development in
England. Clutterbuck has explored mentoring extensively, highlighting the importance of mentoring
to a wide range of fields and has given very full and rich definitions of what thetyaaivi
mentoring entails (Clutterbuck, 2004); however, this is set with the context of human eesourc
development in the United States. Anderson and Shannon, as mentioned, have given a rich definition
of mentoring and explored the importance of the relationship between the mentor and the individual
being mentored, presentiniget‘mentor-ascounsellor’ model which has proved extremely valuable

for conceptualizing mentoring as more than a process to meet statements of professional competence
(Anderson & Shannon, 1988); once again, however, this study is set within the US .context
Particularly since the 1990s, when teacher training providers were required to enhance their
partnerships with schools and school-based mentoring, there have been a number of publications
related to mentoring trainee teachers in the English context (Shaw, 1992; Turner & Bash, 1999;
Fletcher, 2000). These are all very useful for understanding the process of mentoring but tend to be
functional guides for practicing mentors in schools. For example, Shaw provides a model job
description for school-based mentors, and Turner and Bash give very specific advice to mentors on
giving feedback to and setting effective targets with trainee teachers. This literaturefis adsal

on the dyadic relationship between mentor and trainee teacher, without explicit exploration of the
role and influence of other individuals within the mentoring process (Edwards & Collinson, 1996;
Arthur et al., 1997; Harrison, 2002).

The partnership model of teacher training, incorporating schools and more traditional higher
education providers of training, has been the subject of a large number of publications over the last
twenty years. These have often been produced in response to changes or proposed changes to teacher
training policy, and focus on the institutional relationship between the partners (Dunnel @96y

Furlong et al.,, 1996; Taylor, 2008). Fewer have considered explicitly the implications ef thes

partnership arrangements for the mentoring process.

Teach First has attracted a number of publications in the period the programme has been operational
Publications about Teach First usually fall into one of two categories. Some are critighes of t
programme and focus on the implications of this model of teacher training for teachinigeand t
teaching profession (Smart et al., 2009; Leaton Gray & Whitty, 2010). These publications tend to
suffer from a pre-formed ideological position which leads to automatic antagonism wighofrtae

educational principles on which Teach First is based, and/or from a lack of ‘insider’ knowledge of



the programme (Merton, 1972), which leads to misrepresentation and oversimplification. The second
category includes publications focused on the impact of Teach First. These tend to show that the
programme has some positive, if limited, impact on pupil learning. However, these studidseare eit
hedged with caveats to such an extent (Allen & Allnut, 2013), or of such questionable objectivity
due the source of their commissioning funding (Hutchings et al., 2006a; Muijs et al., 2010), that the
usefulness of the presented conclusismsawn into doubt.

Few studies focused on the process of mentoring teachers take account of the partnership model of
teacher training, considering the role of traditional training providers and tutors asswedinee
teachers and mentors within the mentoring process. No studies have been completed of the
mentoring process within the Teach First programme specifidaligrefore believe this thesis will

make a valid, significant and useful contribution to the field.

Overview of the research process

A review of the literature in the field suggedthat the process of mentoring a trainee teacher can be
conceptualized largely, although not exclusively, as a cognitivist learning process. Following from
this, my research is constructed on cognitivist epistemological foundations. The methodoldgy buil
from this, incorporating a mixed-methods approach making use of both qualitative and quantitative
data. | have taken Teach First as a case study, selected on the basis of its distinctive features as

teacher training programme and the relative scarcity of previous research focused upon it.

To ensure the internal consistency of the research, | developed a unigque framework for
concepualizing the mentoring process against which each stage of analysis could be held. The
validity and integrity of the research was supported by the multiple levels ofuiiye data was
collected and analysed at a programme-level; at the group-level of trainee teachers, mentors and
tutors; and at an individual level through a series of interviews with Teach Fersomm The
emergent findings were considered against the context of the evolving teacher training policy
landscape. This allowed a process of reiteration, cross-reference and triangulation to be undertaken

at each stage of the research.

| completed this research over a number of years, during which not only my own professional
circumstances but the Teach First programme itself underwent significant changes. | foegaily

the research project in February 2010 whilst employed in a role which supported the Tdach Firs
programme. Following a review of the field and an analysis of the Teach First programme
documentation | administered a series of structured surveys to the Teach First meimess, tra
teachers and tutors in autumn 2010, the data from which was subjected to both quantitative and
qualitative analysis. This was followed by a series of focus group discussionemritisentatives

from the same three groups in spring 2011. A number of mentors and tutors were engaged in a pilot
mentor recognition project and a survey affording more open and detailed responses was

administered to these two groups in summer 2011. Following the end of my role working with Teach



First in August 2011 my research underwent a hiatus; in the same period Teach Firatagself
undergoing a number of organisational changes. During this transition, | was able to reflect on my
role as a researcher-practitioner. | completed the data collection in the spring of 20182eniitls af
telephone interviews with eleven Teach First mentors. At various points during the res@asch |

able to articulate my thinking through presentations at a number of national and international
educational conferences; this process allowed me to revise and fine-tune some of the emergent

findings.

Chapter organization

This thesis is organized into eleven chapters. Following this introduction, Chapter 2 consists of a
review and analysis of policy trends in teacher training in England between 1984 and 2012, with a
particular focus on the role of the school in teacher training. | outline the changes asetioulat
government acts, circulars and papers, and consider the rationale for the policy trends through an
examination of ongoing commentary from policy makers and policy critiques. This chapter als
includes an examination of the challenge of achieving consistency in school-based teacher training;

and of the use of international comparison as a tool for justifying policy decisions.

Chapter 3 reviews the Teach First programme. First, | outline the origins of the prognatinime

policy context and highlight the features of the programme which may be considered distinctive
from other teacher training programmes. | consider the evidence of the impact of Teach First, and
the aspects of the Teach First programme which have been subject to criticism. | also explore the
mentoring process within Teach First, primarily with reference to internal programme
documentation. This chapter also introduces the pilot Teach First mentor recognition framework,

including its background and conceptual basis.

Chapter 4 focusson the literature relevant to a conceptual understanding of mentoring. Following a
consideration of elemental and holistic worldviews, | review behaviourist and cognitivist thefories
learning. | use this review, including work-based and situated learning theories and andragogy, to
develop a conceptual framework for mentoring whigtdeployed throughout this research. This
framework draws from recent work on the architecture for mentoring, and encespadss
consistent with the relevant theoretical traditions; | propose the image of a cruciblessibdep

analogy for the mentoring process.

Chapter 5 outlines the methodological approach taken in this research, including the epistemological
foundations, the overall case study approach and the data collection and analysis strategies. | explain
my strategy at each level of the research, starting with the analysis of Teach First program
documentation, each stage of the group-level analysis, and finally the interview serietevéth

Teach First mentors. This chapter includeonsideration of my changing role as researcher during

the research process, and a section on the ethics of the research.



Chapters 6 to 10 contain the analysis of empirical data collected for this research. Chapter$ explore
the articulation of the role of the mentor and the mentoring process within the Teach First
programme documentation, and how this relates to the conceptual framework for mentoring. The
documentation is compared with that from a similar teacher training route to consider the
distinctiveness of the Teach First mentoring process. Chapter 7 reports on the analysis of data
collected from the tutors who support the Teach First programme. A wide range of themes are
explored, including the tutors’ perception of the quality of Teach First mentoring, their role in
supporting the mentoring process, and how the different elements of the programme achieve
coadination. Chapter 8 provides an insight into the perception of the Teach First trainees, through
their responses to a survey and in a focus group discud3ienainees’ conceptualizations of the
mentoring process are analysed, and the roles and responsibilities of the mentorsraneithuin

that process explored. Chapter 9 turns to the Teach First mentors as a group, and analseseheir

of self-efficacy as mentorandhow distinctive they perceive mentoring a Teach First trainee to be.

Chapter 10 contains individual-level analysis, through a series of interviews with Teath Fir
mentors. Following a description of how the interviews were organized, how the sample was
selected and how the data was recorded, the chapter explores the mentors’ perceptions of Teach First
mentoring in depth. The chapter includes discussion of the diversity of approaches that mentors
adopt across Teach First schools; how mentors perceive the tutor’s role in supporting the mentoring

process; the centrality of the schaolthe training programme; and the mentors’ perceptions of

Teach First, including the trainees, the programme and its mission to address educational

disadvantage.

Chapter 11 draws all these findings together, answers the original research questions and makes
explicit the knowledge that has been added to the. fillé diverse perceptions of the mentoring
process are reviewed and explained and the distinctiveness of Teach First within théngnentor
process is evaluated. A number of implications and recommendations for practice for various groups
are presented, including mentors, tutors and trainee teachers, programme managers and system
leaders, and Teach First itself. This chapter continues the narrative of my role gthisearch

process raised in Chapterabd considers the benefits and challenges that | experienced; areas for

further study are suggested.
Definitions

Through the introduction | have deliberately tried to avoid the use of unnecessary jargon or
acronyms which may be initially confusing. For the rest of the thesis, howevernkeed to ensure
that the terminology | use is consistent. In this field of study there are a naeerds and terms

which are used differently in different circumstances.

First T will use the term ‘teacher training’ and ‘initial teacher training’ (or ITT) to describe the

process and the period (usually one academic year) when a teacher undertakes the leaingng, trai



or development required to reach qualified teacher st@thisrs will use the term ‘initial teacher
education’ (ITE) or ‘initial teacher development’ (ITD), and I am aware that there are strongly-held
views on why ‘teacher training’ can be considered a pejorative term for this process. However, as
‘initial teacher training’ is the term used in relevant policy statements and in the Teach First
programme itselas in, ‘Teach First National Initial Teacher Training Partnership’), I will use this

formulation.

Secondly, a teacher undertaking a period of initial training can have a similarly varied d@signat
Depending on the training programme, the context, the training provider and/or the author’s personal
preference, they can be a ‘student teacher’, ‘trainee teacher’, ‘novice teacher’ or ‘beginning teacher’.
Teach First specifically refers to these teachers as ‘participants’ rather than trainee or student
teachers. In this research, | will refer to all teachers in these circumstances, includingrifsach
teachers, as ‘trainee teachers’, as this is the most commonly-understood phrasing for teachers
engaged in employmebtised training programmes, and also because ‘participant’ may lead to

confusion with the participants in the research, which includes tutors and mentors.

Thirdly, the traditional institutions which provider teacher training can have a range of designati

These can be ‘teacher training colleges’ (although this is quite dated), universities, university
colleges and so on. Teach First works with (at the time of the research) fourteen of theseriastitut
some of which are universities, some are university colleges, and some are designated as institutes
within universitiesI will use the term ‘higher education institute training providers’, abbreviated to

‘HEI providers and sometimes just ‘HEIs’ to encapsulate this group. It follows that the tutors who

are employed by these institutions will be ‘HEI tutors’.



Chapter 2 - Policy Review and Analysis, 1984-2012
Introduction

In this chapter | will review how government policy relating to teacher trainingngland
developed in the period 1984-2012, with a particular focus on how initial teacher training (ITT)
became increasingly located in a school context. | will consider the explicit rationales and
justifications for this trend, and the implicit ideological constructions of teacher traanicighe
professional identity of the teacher.

By focusing on documents produced by central government, there is a risk that any analysis would
be biased towards a perception of centralization, standardization and compliance in delivery. | will
therefore also outline the responses to these changes in teacher training from the education sector,

and consider how polioghanges may have had limited impact in practice.

The trend to locate ITT in schools continued through Conservative, Labour and Coalition
governments. Whilst this continuity suggests a policy which transcends political divisiass, it
nevertheless based on a particular construction of teaching and should not be considered
ideologically neutral. It has been noted thait educational policy text is always underpinned by an
ideological framework... [even if] the writer may not be aware of the ideological underpinning of

their chosen policy prescriptions’ (Scott, 2000, p.19).

Formal legislation such as Acts of Parliament and Circulars provide the detail of ipaiido not
give much information about the rationale and justifications for this policy; in additiegisiative
and regulatory sources, therefore, | will examine the consultation documents, white and green
papers, influential think tank reports and speeches by education ministers to unpick the rationales

and implicit constructions behind stated policy.

A useful structure for examining these rationales and justifications is the p6tiodmmonsense

discourse’ as a mechanism for positioning policy as obvious and entirely beneficent, to which no
reasonable opposition or alternative can be made (Scott, 2000, pp.25,27). Scott provides the example
of an Annual Report by the Chief Inspector to show how the construction of a commonsense
discourse involves the exclusion of contradictory evidence or data, the marginalization of any
opposition in the form of ideas or individuals and the construction, through syntactical and

grammatical devices, of authority and certaintits own argument (ibid., p.28).

Another mechanism for analysinlye presentation of policy is that of ‘political spectacle’, which
perceives policy-making as an artifice or display for public consumption for the purposéicélpol
gain (Edelman, 1988). The elements of the spectacledindiustly, ‘symbolic language’, including
both emotional terms (‘high standards’, ‘accountability’, ‘quality’) and ambiguous data presented as
certainties; secondly, ‘casting political actors as leaders, alliesandenemies’ (Smith & Miller-Khan,
2004, pp.12-20).



Government policy towards ITT in England can be set within an historical trend going beaktat

to the 1970s, a trend towards greater accountability and increasing central government control. This
takes place through a process of systemized inspection and allocation regimes and increasing the
consistency of criteria for the delivery and assessment of teaching and ITT. The stated fationale

this process is the improvement of teaching quality and the educational outcomes of pupils.

Alongside this, the role of the school as preferred arena for ITT has increased; yatutteeof
training delivered in schools (although, not the programmes themselves) has continued to be
unsystematic, unregulated and unaccountable; characterized by variability in quality and outcomes
These trends and contradictions continued through the period 1984-2012.

Implicit within the changes in ITT is a wider ideological framework which constructs teaasiag

craft, best developed through practical apprenticeship-style experience; a framework which does not
regard education as an academic discipline and which envisages the future of the teafgssigmpr
through the prism of free-market ideas: specifically, flexibility within the lalfotce and the
monetization of ITT. The 1988 Education Reform Act, whilst not referencing ITT directly,
exemplifies this ideological framework. The Act introduced the National Curriculum and grant-
maintained schools, gave central government more legal powers and reduced the ability of local
authorities to set policy for schools (Great Britain, 1988); it has been defireahilestone in direct
government control of teachiragd ‘the culmination of a move initiated by the Department towards

central direction and statutory control, particularly in curricular and assessment matters’ (John, 1990,
pp.31-32). In more general terms, the Act has been describf&itlastarting a “quasi-market” in
education’ (Machin & Vignoles, 2006, p.3k central aspect of the Act was to ‘turn citizens into
consumers’ (Biesta, 2004). It has been argued that the consequences for the teaching profession were
increased stress, value conflict and lower job satisfactiothe Act ‘[exerted] pressure for the
remodelling, reskilling and change in the culture of teaghfiWebb & Vulliamy, 2006, p.6). This
ultimately created a reduction in teacher morale, which leads to reduced retention, increased
resignations and teacher shortages generally (Osborn et al., 2000; Constable et al., 2001; Smithers et
al., 2012). The practical impact of this cultural change has been examined, showing the financial,
reputational and psychological costs to trainee teachers and ITT providers (Griffiths & Jacklin,
1999). The changes rendered to the nature of teacher professionalism by the Education Reform Act
were mediated bgn enhanced culture of school did inspection introduced with the Office for
Standards in Education (Ofsted). The creation of Ofstecheen described as ‘an unprecedented

shift in relations between government and the educational estadlisi{Exley & Ball, 2011, p.97).
1984-1992
Policy Narrative, Rationale and Response

In 1984 the Department of Education and Science issued Circular 3/84 (DES, 1984) which required

all courses providing ITTo meet criteria administered by a new Council for the Accreditation of



Teacher Education (CATE) which comprised members from various institutions and fields relating
to education, appointed by the Secretary of State in an individual rather than a representative

capacity.

Circular 3/84 required ITT providets collaborate with schools in a series of clearly defined areas

The word ‘partnership’ was not used, but instead ‘co-operation between institutions, local authorities

and schools’. Thisrequirement included a stipulation that the training institution’s staff should have

recent and ongoing classroom experience. The consultation paper which preceded 3/84 outlined in

more detail the proposed practical application

‘This will not be easy to achieve... training institutions should therefore now take steps... to
ensure that there is sufficient recent teaching experience among relevanhrsiagh, e.g.,
secondments, the use of joint teacher/tutor appointments aahastof teacher/tutor exchange
The establishment of close links between training institutions and suitablglsahtheir vicinity

will facilitate arrangements’ (DES, 1983).

By giving preeminence to the value of classroom experience, the theoretical, research-based and
academic elements of ITT facilitated by traditional higher-education institution (HEI) providers were
ascribed lower value in the training of the teacher. The emphasis was placed on HEI providers to

adapt to the requirement for recent and relevant practical experience amongst their staff.

The 1985 White Paper ‘Better Schools’ reiterated the government’s desire to situate ITT in the
classroom. The rationale for this was presented in terms of a commonsense discourse: the necessary
features of a good teacher were asserted, a problematic situation which cannot be leftiunazat
described, and &elf-apparent’ solution outlinedTeachers need ‘training and practice in classroom

skills” and, whilst ‘there is much excellent teaching in maintained schools,’ it is assertedhat ‘a
significant number of teachers are performing below the standard required to achieve the planned
objectives of schools’. The evidence for this statement is authoritative ‘HMI reports’. The solution is

‘a more rigorous approach to initial teacher training’ — the use of ‘rigorous’ is an example of
symbolic language. This solution includes centralized approval (via CATE) of teacher training
courses, all of which ‘should include a substantial element of school experience and teaching
practice’. The importance of the schomlsed element is such that ‘in no case should qualified

teacher status be awarded to a student whose practical classroom work is unsatisfactory’. Whilst
acknowledging the existence of the HEI-based element, it is recommended that the tutors in these
institutions ‘should have recent successful experience of schoolteaching’ (DES, 1985). Again, there

was an implicit diminution of the value of HEI-based elements of ITT courses.

The implementation of policy into practice is a non-linear process which can lead to unintended
consequencefXdicy initiatives can be adapted to existing structures and accommodated within
practices which are not decisively affected; or even contained and marginalized whilst paying lip-

service to compliance (Scott, 2000, p.23).



The practical implication of Circular 3/84 has been examined with respect to seven providérs of

The study concluded that the level of substantive change was limited, as ITT institutions managed
the impression that they presented to CATE inspectors in relation to the requitenievlve

schools and teachers in the training: ‘course elements and rationales would be re-written or re-

named, “creative accountancy” would transform the calculation of hours in particular subjects and

activities would be regfined to “count” in respect of important criteria’ (Barton et al., 1992).

3/84 was succeeded by Circular 24/89, which solidified and systemized the policies introduced in
1984. CATE was reconstituted with revised criteria for the approval of ITT co@89 also took

into account the National Curriculum introduced by the Education Reform Act 1988. The points in
3/84 relating to the role of schools in ITT were reiterated and moved forward. Sahdtésachers

were required to be involved in planning ITT coursesihe selection of trainees and in their
supervision and assessment. The onus was placed ontdiElake links with schools; draw up
‘policy statements’ outlining the roles of tutors, schools and school-based trainers; ensure the quality

of school-based trainers; and ensure that, by 1992-93, their own tutors has recent teaching
experience- the minimum was specified as ‘one term in every five years’. 24/89 also set out a
minimum time of 75 days, or 15 weelkbkat trainees should spend in schools (the exception was for
four-year consecutive courses, where the requirement was 100 days) (DES, 1989).

On 27 January 1989 the Secretary of State for Education announced a new route for ITT, the
Articled Teacher Scheme (ATS) (Baker, 1989). The first cohorts began training in 1990 and the
scheme ran until 1994. The ATS was a twar course in which ‘articled teachers’ spent 80% of

their time in schools. The rationale given was based on a conceptualization of teachingad®a v

and the merits of training through an apprenticeship model, including financial benefits to the
trainees. Baker argued that the ATS aboMraineeteachers ‘to go straight into a school and be
trainedon the job.. I believe that will be very attractive... [they] will receive salaries while they are

training’ (Hansard, 1989) (my emphasis).

The 1989 Elton Report was focused on pupil behaviour and discipline in schools but made some
important recommendations relating to ITT. The importance of school involvement in ITT was
emphasized, due to the relevance of the experience gained in managing pupil behaviour. ITT courses
should include ‘compulsory and clearly identifiable elements dealing in specific and practical terms

with group management skills’; ‘teaching practice should be systematically used to consolidate these

skills’; schools ‘have an important part to play in preparing trainee teachers to manage their classes
effectively’. The Elton Report also reiterated the requirements of 3/84 that HEI-based tutors must
have recent classroom experience. Those who'dwdaught full-time in schools for many years’

were considered deficient and it was recommended that these tutors ‘stioest and refine their

own classroom skills’ (Elton, 1989).

The trend to locate ITT in schools and away from HEI providers now seemed to accéierate;

culture and authority of training providers was attacked and the commonsense ratiorede of t
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‘relevance’ of classroom-based ITT was reiterated. A speech by the Secretary of State at the North
of England Education Conference in January 1992 presented a pejorative spectacle of traditional
HEIl-based ITTpromoting ‘dogmas about teaching methods and classroom organization’; he argued

that there should be a ‘much closer partnership between the school and the teacher training
institutions’ in which ‘schools and its teachers are in the lead in the whole of the training process,

from initial design of a course right through to the assessment ... of the student’, and that teacher

training must be ‘fully relevant to classroom practice’ (Clarke, 1992).

Analysis of education policy in this period often makes a link between policy decisions and
politically affiliated think tanks and pressure groups, claiming that ‘the government’s diagnosis of

the problem has been heavily influenced by the criticisms of teacher education expressed by the new
right’ (Blake, 1993) ‘ideological pressure, particularly from the New Right, pushed policy
development towards workplabesed training for new teachers’ (McBride, 1996, p.10). Indeed, in

early 1992 the Department of Education and Science issued a consultation document on further
reform to ITT whichproposed that ‘80% of the secondary PGCE [Postgraduate Certificate of
Education] will be schodbased’, and that ‘resources for teacher training will move from higher

education to schools’ (DES, 1992} a proposal which would have represented a radiwaige

However, the full vision of the New Right (O'Hear, 1988; Hillgate Group, 1989; Lat$®0) was
not realized; ITT did not become entirely school-based and ITT tutors working in HEI providers
were not driven back to classroom teaching. The new regulations introduced in Circular 9/92
required a significantqtion of a students’ training to take place in school (24 weeks in a PGCE and
32 weeks in a Ed.), an increase from the 15 weeks of 24/89, but substantially lower than the 80%

envisaged in the consultation document (DFE, 1992).

Crucially, the 1992 General Election fell between the release of the 1992 consultation document and
the publication of 9/92; following the election there was a natural period of hiatus as a new Secretary
of State for Education was appointed. Perhaps more importantly, there were indications in 1991-
1992 of a growing recognition that the wholesale shift of ITT into schools was logistically

unrealistic.

In 1991 Her Majesty’s Inspectorate (HMI) published a report into school-based ITT. The report
stated that the principle of schd®ised training ‘is sound and can be put into practice effectively’,

yet highlighteda number of issues to be considered before ‘there is a general increase in the
involvement of schools’. These included: the inappropriate nature of some schools and teachers for
working with trainee teachers; the lack of training for school-based trainers; and the thacof
resourcing for schools for training teachersany significant increase in training responsibilities

would require clear definition of the respective functions of the higher education institutiotie and
schools and appropriate provision ofawces.” The report noted that the expertise provided by

HEIls is ‘crucial’ and that there is ‘no straightforward and cost-effective way of devolving these
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functions successfully to a large number of schools’, the prime purpose of which is ‘to teach pupils,

not train students’ (HMI, 1991).

In 1992 Ofsted published a report on the first two years of the AT®ted that training was most
successful where ‘in- and out-of-school training experiences were designed to inform and build on
each other’; and where ‘mentors were well chosen and suitably trained’. The report stated that the

quality of ITT on the ATS was more inconsistent than on the traditional PGCE routeba@nd t
weaknesses were apparent from poor school placements, badly designed training and insufficient

attention to monitoring and evaluation, particularly in schools (Ofsted, 1992).

A tension therefore existed between the bodies tasked with monitoring the quality of teacimgy tr
(HMI/Ofsted) and policy makers; the contradiction of locating ITT in schools in ever-greater
numbers, where the capacity for facilitating effective training was variable, was becoming apparent.

Circular 9/92 strengthened the requirements for HEI providers to form partnerships with schools,
setting out the duties of both partners in ITT. Schools and HEIs hathairesponsibility for the

planning and management of courses and the selection, training and assessment of students’. The

areas of responsibility were delineated: schools should lead on training and the assessment of
trainees, whereas HEIs should oversee course validation, awarding qualifications and arranging
placements9/92 also established a framework of 27 defined ‘competences’ for ITT which trainees

were required to meeind emphasized the importance of developing the trainees’ subject
knowledge, in light of the still-recent National Curricul@dF+E, 1992).

The reforms leading up to and including 9/92 were widely criticized in the education sector,
particularly by those based in HEIs. The Conservative government was considered to be @mgaging
an ideologically-driven attack on traditional providers of ITT. The language used was highly
charged; Gilroy labelleche reforms a ‘political rape’, and sees the 1980s as characterized by ‘an ill-
informed campaign against those involved in initiatheacducation’ (Gilroy, 1992). Furlong stated

that Conservative reforms to ITT in the 1980s and 1990s Wered on both neo-liberal and neo-
conservative principles’; that government believed teachers were ‘wedded to outmoded, left-wing,
collectivist ideologies. hostile to market principles’; and that reforms to ITWere required to ‘raise

a generation of teachers who would support the new Conservative world” (Furlong, 2005) Whitty

puts the reforms of the 1980s and 1990s down to ‘an intellectual critique of public sector
management on the part of nkleerals and public choice theorists’ (Whitty, 2005b). David Blake
identified three strands in government policy up to 1992: the ‘provision of a market in initial teacher
education’; ‘central control’ and supervision of teacher education; and ‘the drive to make training

more schoobased’ (Blake, 1993). Each of these strands wesribed as ‘conceptually flawed’.
Hagger and Mclntyre conclude that ‘the thinking behind the 1992 decision... was in part... an
opposition to what were rightly seen as egalitarian, inclusivist, progressive and nuuhicult

emphases in university teacher education courses’ (Hagger & Mclintyre, 2006).
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Overall, the early 1990s has been seen as one of tumultuous change and reform in education policy.
Barber called it a ‘cultural revolution’ and ‘the brief but disastrous era of free-market Stalinism’

(Barber, 1994)Circular 9/92 is seen as a major turning point in the development of teacher training
Arthur et al., with reference to the competences framework for teacher traitited, that ‘an

entirely new concept was introduced to ITE in England and Wales’ in 1992 (Arthur et al., 1997).

Although the changes introduced in 9/92 were scaled back from those initially proposed, doubts
remained about the effective operation of school-HEI partnershipg. The demand for more and
longer high-quality school-based training placements (which were the responsibility of the HEI
secure for traineesschools themselves were under no obligation to offer placements) after 1992 led
to pressure on the supply of such placements. In 1993-94, 51% of HEIs reported diifficulty
securing placements for their trainees; in 1994-95 this figure had risen to 71% (Whitehead et al.,
1996) Similarly, Ofsted reported that ‘in some areas of the country, and in some shortage subjects,

HEIs experienced difficulty in finding sufficient good-quality departments in which to place
students’ (Ofsted, 1995).

The financial viability of a policy which shifted the bulk of ITT into schools was gisgstioned

9/92 stipulated a transfer of funds for ITT from HEIs to compensate schools fanctieased
partnership role, without ever stating precisely the form or level of this provikievas soon
apparent that, ‘as the complexities and constraints of having to provide such mentoring is becoming
recognized, many schools are calculating the costs, and questioning the cost-effectiveness of
involvement’ (Evans et al., 1996). In an article for the Times Educational Supplement (TES) Furlong
discussed what he calléiet “‘diseconomies of scale’ implied by school-based ITT (Furlong, 1993)
Blake described the fundinarrangements as ‘muddle and confusion’, with some schools
‘threatening to withdraw from the scheme altogether unless they receive substantially more money’

(Blake, 1993). Whilst 9/92 called for increased funding for schawlgractice ‘the sums on offer

were seen as derisory’ (Arthur et al., 1997).

A 1994 survey of schools involved with the new demands of ITT suggested that insufficient
resources (both time and money) were being provided to effectively train teachers in Sdhddis.

of school-based ITT coordinators either agreed or strongly agreed that the new responsibilities
placed on schools had led to an increase in both their workload and the pressure they were under
(Whitehead et al., 1996). Concerns were raised about how schools would manage the increase in
responsibility required by Circular 9/9Bdwards stated that ‘there is almost complete agreement

that the Government’s initial timetable would be unworkable even if schools were not coping
simultaneously with unprecedented changes in their funding, organisation and curriculum’

(Edwards, 1992).
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1992-2010

Between 1992 and 2010 ITT policy in England continued to focus on the accountability and quality
assurance of training provisiamd building ‘stronger partnerships’ between HEI providers and
schools. This was the case with both Conservative (1992-97) and Labour (1997-2010) governments
Following the end of the ATS in 1994 this period saw the establishment and expansion of €8T rout
based almost entirely in schools: the Graduate Teacher Programme (GTP) and School-Centred Initial
Teacher Training (SCITT).

In 1993 a consultation document was issued proposing further reféfi. The main proposal was

the creation of the Teacher Training Agency (T BAJ reference was also given to a new ‘scheme

for encouraging consortia of schools to offer tposluate courses’ in teacher training. The
consultation document referred back to the requirements for school-HEI partnerships set out in
Circular9/92 and stated that the government ‘believes that the case for training through partnerships

is now well acepted’ (DFE, 1993) Rather than an explicit rationale or justification, there is the
presentation of a steady ideological accretion having taken pladeghe proposed policy is
presented in a way which ‘restricts and constrains the reader from understanding the world in any
other way’; the author is presented as the ‘neutral arbiter... above the fray which he reports, rather

than part of it” (Scott, 2000, pp.27, 29).
Policy Narrative, Rationale and Response

The 1994 Education Act introduced the TTA to replace CATE; in addition to the responsibilities
which CATE held,including the accreditation of ITT providers’ provision, the TTA would have
‘statutory responsibility for the central funding of all courses of initial teacher training in England’

(DFE, 1993) Three of the statutory objectives of the TTA related to the quality and standards of
teaching and the fourth was ‘secure the involvement of schools in all courses and programmes for
the initial training of school teachers’ (Great Britain, 1994)the use of the terms ‘secure’ and ‘all
courses and programmes’ makes clear how the role of schools in ITT was considered essential and

currently insufficient.

The creation of the TTA separated the funding of ITT from that of traditional higher eduaation

‘the funding of the Higher Education Funding Council for England will be adjusted accordingly’

(DFE, 1993). The Education Act 1994 gave statutory power to school governing bodies to provide
courses of initial teacher training for graduates; this was to become known as ‘School-Centred Initial
Teacher Training” (SCITT). The Education Act 2005 (under the Labour government) developed this
trend by repealinghe requirement that ‘courses. .. so provided shall be open only to persons holding

a degree or equivalent...” (Great Britain, 2005). The traditional notion of a one-year postgraduate-

level course of ITT, located in and managed by HEIs, was being eroded.

Reforms to ITT were undermining the definition of education as an academic discipline and

reshaping the professional profile of teaching as a evhith required practical experience to
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achieve expertise. This process places education within a wider, free-ivalteaischauungwvhere
autonomy and competition are considered essential mechanisms for success and teachers are the
agents of those mechanisms. The creation of the TTA has been described as representing
preoccupation with increasing the competitiveness of United Kingdom plc in the global economy’,

reflected in an urgent ambition to raise education standards through ‘reconstructing the teacher’
(Mahoney & Hextall, 1997). This framework can be detected within the educational reforms and
policies of both Conservative and Labour governments during the 1980s and dra®fésgtures
strongly inthe Coalition government’s ongoing programme to reform school governance systems.
Academies and similar autonomous institutions (free schools, university technical college and studio
schools) were recently given th&eedom’ to recruit unqualified teachers as they felt necessary,
which ‘additional flexibility will help schools improve faster’ (DfE, 2012c).

There was little change in the direction of ITT policy with the election oE#®ur Government in

May 1997.‘The transition was seamless and those in higher education who had anticipated that a
change of administration would lead to a reduction in government control were disappointed’
(Furlong, 2005) The preponderance of continuity over change in education policy shows how
‘contemporary educational change is incremental in nature and rarely abrupt or radical (despite

change of governments)’ (Welch & Mahony, 2000).

In July 1997 new requirements for ITT were published in Circular 1B/&7sed ‘Standards’ for the

award of Qualified Teacher Status (Q®&xe laid out, replacing the ‘competences’ set out in 9/92.

An ITT curriculum for primaryphase English and Mathematics was included, as well as ‘more

detaikd requirements for partnership and quality assurance arrangements... to facilitate effective

working relationships between providers, schools and colleges’ (DFEE, 1997b). These partnerships
would require schools to be ‘fully and actively involved in the planning and delivery of ITT, as well

as in the selection and final assessment of trainees’. The delineation of roles in 9/92 was therefore
removed. The onus was placed on HEIs to ensure the quality of the partnership, including a
requirement to provide ‘extra support’ where schools fell short of the criteria required for effective

training. The amount of time trainees were to spend in schools was unchanged from 9/92.

The Labou government’s first education White Pape was also published in July 1997 (‘Excellence
in Schools’) and included a commonsense rationale and justification for Circular 10/97 and other

proposed reforms:

‘Teaching: high status, high standards. Good teaching is the key to high standards... The
Government has an obligation to ensure that trainee teachers, new entthatpriofession and

those already in teaching have the training and support they need to raise standards’ (DFEE,
1997a, p.45)

A simple set of assertions make links between the proposals and the unimpeachable ambition of

‘high standards’. The terms ‘raising standards’ and ‘high standards’ are common examples of
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emotional language which, without clear definition of what these are and how they are to be

achieved and measured, are nearly meaningless:

‘Most countries... are operating on the premise that the challenge is to reform education to do
better... to improve... to raise standards. And people say we have to raise standards addfat
breakthroughWhy would you lower them?’ (Robinson, 2008, p.6).

‘Excellence in Schools’ proposed to ‘strengthen existing partnerships between schools and higher
education training institutions to ensure that teacher training is firmly rooted in theldsssbom
practice’, thus Labour policy continued the trend to locate ITT in schadls animplicit conception

of teaching as a practical craft (DFEE, 1997a, p.47). An addition proposal was for partgodatly
schools to becoméd.aboratory Schools’, modelled on the system of teaching hospitals, where ITT
and continuing professional development (CPD) would take place through demonstration lessons,
and these lessons shared through ‘distance learning via video-conference, or other technology’

(ibid.). This was the first explicit reference in policy to schools acting as centrégeftraining of
teachers on the basis of their merit in teaching pupils, without any reference to HEls df dther
providers. This proposal was implemented in a limited form with the subsequent introcafction
Training Schools and can be seen as an ideological precursor to the Teaching Schools network

introduced by the Coalition Government in 2010 (see below).

‘Excellence in Schools’ also proposed the new career grade of ‘advanced skills teacher’ (AST). The
intention was for these teachéoSmentor trainees and newly qualified teachers during a scholarship

term’ (Baty & Richards, 1997knd government would ‘urge higher education institutions that work

in partnership with their schools to consider making advanced skills teachers associate fellows or
professors to enhance their participation in initial teacher training’ (DFEE, 1997a)Thus the AST

role was initially conceived as focusing on developing the capacity of schools to leahdTd

take a more dominant role in the school-HEI partnership. There is an assumption implict in thi
proposal that the expertise of a classroom practitioner is comparable with that of atyrfeirai

or professor; and that the teacher training provided by an AST, with their directeexpedf the
classroom, is preferable to that of a tutor based in a college or utyivaisis proposal was
reflection of those in the 1980s and ed®@0s to move teacher training away from the ‘dogmas’

propagated in teacher training institutions.

Later guidelines, however, statkat the ‘distinctive function of the AST grade is to provide
pedagogic leadership within their own and in other schools driving forward improvements and
raising standards in teaching and learning’ (DCSF, 2009). In these guidelines, no reference is made

to ASTs having a role in ITT or in the mentoring of trainee teachers. The AST career grade has since
been discontinued, followinge report of the School Teachers’ Review Body (STRB, 2012, p.46).

Employment-based ITF where teachers are employegthe schools where they are trainingvas
established in 1998 with the ‘Graduate Teacher Programme’ (GTP). In many ways this was a revival

of the ATS except that, whereas the ATS was a two-year course in which the trainee spent a
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significant minority of time (20%) in a HEI, the GTP was a one-year ITT rouedbadgtirely in a
school. The school employed the trainee, paid them a salary as an unqualified teacher and only a

very few days (for example, six across the year) were designated for HEI-led training.

The introduction of this route to QTas justified as ‘a high-quality and cost-effective route into the
teaching profession for suitable graduates who do not want to follow a traditional pre-sauntece r

such as the Postgraduate Certificate of Educa@®BCE)’; it was intended to attract ‘career-
changers’ into teaching who would not be able or willing to spend a year without a salary and as

such was initially restricted to graduates over 24 years old (although this restrietiosoan
removed to avoid breaching EU anti-discrimination law) (Foster, 2001). The scheme struggled, at
least initially, to engage sufficient numbers of schools. A report published in early 1999 suggested
over 9,500 enquiries had been received by the TTA, but only 620 schools had expressed interest in
hosting a GTP trainee (TTA, 1999).

The ‘Laboratory Schools’ proposal was revised into that of the ‘Training School’ in the 1998 Green

Paper ‘Teachers: meeting the challenge of change’, which proposed ‘a network of schools to pioneer
innovative practice in schoddd teacher training’. The rationale waan assertion that ‘standards of

training vary widely at institutions... further change is needed to ensure that all new teachers start
their careers having mastered the knowledge and skills they need’ (DFEE, 1998, pp.45-46). This
rationale is based on the assumption that ‘mastery’ (in a craft rather than academic sense) of
knowledge and skills for teaching is always more efficacious in a school-based setting than in a HEI-
based course oYariable quality.

Training Schools were initially funded £100,000 a year to develop their teaching expertise into
school-based ITT provision and disseminate good practice to other schools. Later revieas of t
scheme identified many positive results but conceded that wider impact outside the individual school
was limited (Ofsted, 2003Dbservers noted the ‘capacity of an ever-exparming number of Training
Schools to alter the dynamics of partnership and disrupt the status quo’ (Brooks, 2006); however,
government simultaneously reaffirmed the role of HEIs in ITT, stating that the Training Schools
scheme aied to ‘strengthen existing partnerships’ (DFEE, 1999). By 2010 there were 214 Training
Schools (TDA, 2010).

The requirements for ITT courses underwent a series of reiterations in 1998, 2002 and 22@8. In

and 2002, providers were required to ‘work in partnership with schools and actively involve them in:

planning and delivering initial teacher training; selecting trainee teachers; assessag teachers

for Qualified Teaher Status’ (DFES, 2002). Providers were required to set up partnership
agreements making clear each partner’s role and responsibility and to ensure the training delivered

by each partner was coordinated. The 2008 Requirements do not state categoricallynihat trai
providers should work with schools but rather with a range of possible providers; as suggtisted i

1993 consultation document, the practice and model of partnership had become widely accepted and

was now assumed. The 2008 Requirements inste@dnore simply that ‘partners should establish
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a partnership agreement’ and that these partners should ‘work together to contribute to the selection,
training and assessment’ of trainees’ (TDA, 2008). The number of weeks required to be spent

training in schools was unchanged from 9/92.
Analysis: the challenge of achieving consistencgdhool-based ITT

The period 1992-2010 therefore saw the continuation of the trend to increasingly locate ITT in
schoolsanda diversification of routes to QTS. Implicit in the policy statements of goversnment

this period was the axiom that schools are an essential locale for ITT due to the apsalityednd
relevance of the training experience they provide. However, the tension between this trend and the
capacity of the schools system to provide consistently high quality ITT on a largeesnalead

apparent.

The obvious cause of this problem was the sheer number of potential providers should ITT be
entirely devolved to the level of individual schools; it was to mitigate agdiissthat the seemingly
counter-intuitive situation arose, where all teacher training continued to be linked back to a HEI
provider for validation, and in many cases these providers remained accountable to the inspectorate
for the quality of the training delivered in schodisr example, schools involved in the GTP were
required to make a link with a HEI provider to act as‘iesignated Recommending BAdipRB)

in order to make a recommendation of QTS for each trainee teacher. Another factor in this problem
was the lack of engagement from schools to engage wholesale in ITT. A specific proje@leds tr

to attract maths and science graduates into employment-based teacher training. With a tabget of 60

placements, only 100 were achieved; the project was subsequently scrapped (Mansell, 2000).

Following a comparison of ITT administered by HEIs with ITT led by school consBxtems et al.
concluded that th‘single most important factor’ limiting schools’ involvement in ITT was a lack of
resources, both time and money. With reference to the measures introduced in Circulik®482,
many other recent educational reforms, the practicalities of implementing them werepestypr
thought out’. A clear provision of incremental mentor training leading to recognized qualifications
was recommended as a significant component of quality assurance; in additiortommon,
agreed mentorinpayments’ should be organisecand schools receive funds based on the schools’

‘level of mentoring accreditation” as well as other contextual factors (Evans et al., 1996).

With ITT increasingly focused in schools, the role of the school-based mentor became a central
element of the ITT experience. The quality of mentoring provision in schools has been idastified

a significant factor in ITT outcomes, to the point that a lack of effective support from school mentors
in the initial training year is the most commonly cited reason for teacher wastage abmthgst
trainee and early career teachers (Hobson et al., 2009, p.243). The correlation between the quality of
mentoring and the quality of the new teachers has faiterated by Ofsted: ‘Trainee’s competence

depends very much on their experience in partnership schools... even the best [HEI] providers could

not compensate fully for weaker input from schools’ (House of Commons, 2010b, p.243).
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However, studies of ITT in England in this period show that mentoring is consistently the most
variable element in the quality of ITT programmes (Wang & Odell, 2002; Hobson et al., 2005;
Hutchings et al., 2006a). A study by a centre-left think tank criticized the inconsistent quality of ITT
and noted that ‘not enough policy attention is given to the role of school-based mentors. There is
poor retention and recruitment of mentors, which impacts significantly on quality of trainireyv
teachers. This may be partly because the position is often fimded in schools’ (Margo et al.,
2008). Recent Ofsted inspections of Ipioviders, even those graded as ‘Outstanding’ overall

nearly all note the need to improve the quality and consistency of mentoring provisioh
generally that there is ‘more outstanding initial teacher education delivered by higher education-led
partnerships than by school-centred initial teacher training partnerships and employment-based
routes’ (Ofsted, 2010).

A recent parliamentary select committee report into ITT confirmed that mentoring geiserHl
‘variable quality’. The report recommended that Ofsted onbngschools an ‘outstanding’ grade if

the school was participating in an ITT partnershipgd that schools should ‘receive a more
appropriate share of the resources than they do at present’. It also recommended that school mentors
should have a minimum level of teaching experience and that mentoring should be embedded into
the framework for teachers’ career progression. High-quality mentors should have access to a
‘clinical practitioner’ grade, and be associated with HEIsS. This report therefore identified (and
attempted to resolve) many of the issues and contradictions of locating ITT increagitnghy

schools (House of Commons, 2010a, pp.30-33).
2010-2012

The formation of the Conservative/Liberal Democrat Coalition Government in May 204€8uoéd

a period which saw many previous education initiatives abolished, overhauled or de-prioritised and
the introduction of a new dynamic in education policy making; however, there was more continuity
than change in policy towards ITT and although policy was in some cases more explicitly
articulated, the underlying presumptions concerning the teaching profession and how teachers learn

to teach remained the same.
Policy Narrative, Rationale and Response

Coalition policy relating to teacher training was comprehensively previewed in a repbet tight-
wing think tank Policy Exchange (PX)More Good Teachers’ (Freedman et al., 2008), the dea
author of which became a special adviser to the Secretary of State for Education a2&1Blayn

contrast to the relationship between think tanks and policy makers in the early 1990s, thsrPX re

1 See, for example, the ITT inspections of the University of War{id¢ky 2010); Canterbury Christ
Church University (May 2010); the Institute of Education, Lonfday 2010); Kings College, London
(March 2010); Birmingham City University (March 2010); NorthuirabUniversity (April 2009), all
available at ofsted.gov.uk
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was a very apparent example of influence over policy making, where the organizations, individuals
and ‘gateways’ developing ideological thought are part of a widespread and interconnected network:

‘Ideas in speeches and policy documents are the same ideas flowing through organisations within the
network.They are spread and reinforced by the network, feeding into normative shifts in the media
and public mind” (Exley & Ball, 2011). The PX report outlines an explicit conceptual framework for
teaching:

‘Over the past 30 years there has been a reluctant acceptance that practical, competence-based
training is more valuable than theory. At the beginning of thaieera, new teachers need to
acquire the craft of managing classrooms so that their pupils leantiedfy. This is not achieved
through the acquisition of abstract knowledge in a seminar roomgdtined through apprentice-

style training in classrooms’ (Freedman et al., 2008, p.26)

Teaching is defined as a ‘craft’; the process of training which is most appropriate is an ‘apprentice-

style’ model; the model of academic teacher training is denigrated as ‘abstract knowledge in a

seminar room’ with an implication of irrelevance. The trend towards school-based ITT has been
achieved in the face of ‘reluctant acceptance’, modeling opponents to this trend as out-of-touch and
marginal to the debate about ITT. This is a central feature of the use of commonsense discourse in

policy documents (Scott, 2000, p.32).

‘More Good Teachers’ closely informed the proposals for ITT in the 2010 Schools White Paper,
“The Importance of Teaching’. The White Paper statésat ‘too little teacher training takes place on

the job’, so ‘we will reform initial teacher training so that more training is on the job’. The phrase

‘on the job’ echoes that used by Baker in 1989 to introduce the ATS, and is redolent of teaching as a
vocational, rather than professional, car@aere is a stated aim to ‘raise the quality of new entrants

to the profession’, by removing government funding for post-graduate ITT for those with a third-

class degree. School-based liblites are to be expanded and improved, and ‘our strongest schools

will take the lead and trainees will bble to develop their skills, learning from the best teachers’. A

national network of Teaching Schools was propogestt as ‘outstanding models’ for both ITT and

CPD (DfE, 2010a, pp.19-20).

Analysis: the use of international comparison ifi policy

The White Paper was published alongside a companion document, ‘The Case for Change’, in which

the preoccupations of policy makers can be detected. International comparisons, based on pupil
achievement in Finland, Singapore, South Korea and Shanghai as measured by the Programme for
International Student Assessment (PISA), are cited to support the policy proposals. ‘The evidence is

clear. It is possible to have an education system in which many more young people achieve highly
than in the past or the present’ (DfE, 2010b, p.2).

The use of comparisons across different educational systems as a valid tool for policy making has

been challengedt has been argued that the educational outcomes of different systems are a result of
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a variety of social, cultural and political factors, many of which are not applicable, relevant or

possible within the English context. For example:

‘Finland’s high achievement seems to be attributable to a whole network of interrelated factors, in
which students’ own areas of interest and leisure activities, the learning opportunities provided by
schools, parental support and involvement as well as social andatatintexts of learning and of
the whole education sysn combine with each other’ (Valijarvi et al., 2002, p.46)

It has also been suggested that Finland’s high position in PISA had as much to do with historical and
sociological factors, looking back as far as the turbulent period of 1917-18, as to decisions of policy.

‘First, a somehow archaic, authoritarian but also collective culture prevails, secondly there is some
social trust and appreciation of teachers, third, there is a tendency towdititsalpand
pedagogical conservativeness among teachers, and finally, teachers are redatisfgd with
and committed to their teachih¢simola, 2005, p.465)

Finnish classrooms are very different places to those in Englangell-organised and effective
special education system’ removes the lowest-ability pupils from the mainstream; alongside ‘a

certain cultural homogeneity in most Finnish classrooms’, this has the effect of ‘unifying and
harmonizing the groups taught by the classt teacher’ (ibid.). This is quite different to the typical
classroom in Englanéhere, like in most of the rest of Europe, ‘classrooms now contain a more
heterogeneous mix of young people from different backgrounds and with different levels of ability
and disability’ (EC, 2007, p.4).

The high-performing status of Asian school systems are often believed to be a result gfithe cul
status of teachers, rooted in Confucian tradition (McKinsey & Co., 2007, p.16); this has been cited
as a reason for the popularity of teaching as a career, and thus the high academic profile of

applicants and entrants to the profession:

‘Currently in Korea, young people’s preference for teaching careers is very high First, it is
because of the social recognition given to teachers in KKi@aan society, which is traditionally
based on Confucianism, still believes... that the king, father and teacher have the same level’

(Kwon, 2004, p.158)

McKinsey’s perspective of East Asian systems is based on models of opposing Confucian and
Socratic traditions of learning (Tweed & Lehman, 2002); however this blanket approach could itself

be considered a deficit model.

In his review of the 2010 Schools White Paper, Paul Morris has questioned this practice of ‘policy
borrowing’ as a rationale for policy making; after exploring the attractions of policy borrowing to
think tanks and government agencies, and a fiyimeint refutation of the assertions in the White
Paper and the evidence it draws upon, Morris concludes thza théVhite Paper ‘relies on a report

that excluded an analysis of key variables, was selective in the evidence provided, was
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methodologically flawed... [and] wasbased on invalid inferences from the data’; that, ultimately,

the authors are ‘seeking to find evidence for a predetermined policy’ (Morris, 2012, pp.104,102).

The use of PISA data in the preparation of policy is an example of deploying a commonsense
discourse through the use of datesuggest authority and objectivity whilst concealing any caveats

or subjectivity in that data. The use of big datasets such as PISA to draw conclusionfi@bout t
effectiveness of different educational approaches has been quesfidreedChair of the UK
Statistics Authority queried the validity of data used to demonstrate the declining erderof the

English education system relative to other nations in the period before 2009, and castigated policy
makers for the manner in which this data has been used since May 2010:

‘Conclusions should not be based on this resource alone, and other evidence contradicts the
findings... therefore it may be difficult to treat an apparent decline in secondary school pupils’
performance as “a statistically robust result”. | was concerned to review the Department for
Education’s press release... in which headline results for England from the PISA study, alongside

relative international rankings, were not accompanied by detailed advice or caveats’ (Dilnot,

2012).

Building on the proposals of the 2010 Schools White Paper, in 2011 the Department for Education
releasedts strategy for ITT ‘Training our next generation of outstanding teachers’. This included

the proposal that ‘schools should take greater responsibility in the system’. The ‘School Direct’ ITT

route was introduced, replacing the GTP. From December 2011 schools were able to bidrkir the fi
500 School Direct places funded for 2012-13. The Teaching Schools network would:

‘...play a central role in further improvement in the quality of training... for example, supporting
the development of the highest quality school placements and trainee sraartms their alliance,
working with a university to ensure that selection and training srteetneeds of local schools, or

managing “school direct” places for their alliance of schools’ (DfE, 201L1b).

Concerns over Coalition proposals to locate more ITT in schools, and the School Direct route
specifically, echo those heard in the 1990s. Once again, the operational effectiveness and financial
viability of the proposals has been raiséd.dean of education suggested, ‘If you pass more
responsibilities to schools, perhaps you will then get them to pay for the teacher tigitiig.a

way to make cuts?’ In response, a head teachka, ‘there is absolutely no way, in a time when our

budgets are falling, that we can subsidise teacher training’ (TES, 2010). The chief executive of a
representative body of universities felt that ‘School Direct has been rushed through. This is not a
measured approach, or a susthie way of ensuring teacher supply’, and the executive director of

the Universities Council for the Education of Teachers (UCET) saw the introduction of School
Direct as representing ‘a very real risk of huge disruption and the loss of teacher training courses’
(Maddern, 2012). In February 2013 one long-standing HEI proeideounced it was considering a
recommendation to end its participation in ITT (UCU, 2013). An annual report into teeo&tafr

in England reported in 2012 that ‘it seems to us that the government is taking a risk in stripping the
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GTP of its identity and merging it into School Direct, with less financial support to schools’

(Smithers et al., 2012).

The requirements for Teaching Schools as centres of excellence in ITT were detailed in a prospectus
published by the National College of School Leadership in 2011. Expectations include ensuring all
trainee teachers observe outstanding teaching, ‘working alongside the best teachers in an
apprenticeship role’; ensuring a wide range of CPD activities (including those at Masters level) into
which trainee teachers would be fully integrated; having close links with a univerdity awi
expectation that staff from both institutions wopldy an active role in the respective institutions’

ITT and CPD activities; and for staff to deliver high quality school-based coachipgotaging

appropriate training and ongoing support for coaching and mentoring roles (NCSL, 2011).

Teaching Schools in many ways embody the apotheosis of a thirty-year trend to locate ITT
schools. The eligibility requirements for becoming a Teaching School inaludatstanding track

record in pupil attainmentlthough schools must also give evidence of their capacityndke
significant and high quality contribution to the training of teachers’. The Teaching School sits at the

hub of an alliance of other schools and the involvement of HEI providers is possible but not a
requirement. Crucially, funding for training activities is held by the Teaching School which shoose
the services to buy in from any local HEI provider, thus fundamentally shifieghature of the
relationship between HEI providers and schools in the ITT partnership. The nature of the funding
Teaching Schools receive is particularly important. The core grant of £60,000 is reduced each year
on the expectation that the Teaching School will market the expertise that the school holds in IT
andCPD to other schools and clients as part of a sustainable business model. Thus the provision of
ITT is monetized and the traditional HEI provider is required to market its provision to schod!

to compete in a marketplace against Teaching Schogisodscer’ of training (NCTL, 2013).

A new framework for the inspection of ITT providers came into effect in September 2012aand w
far more prescriptive in terms of the partnership requirements than the 2008 iteration. The
framework includes assessment of the quality of training provision, including ‘subject and phase-

specific mentoring’. Specifically, there is a requirement that school-based ITT:

‘is provided by experienced and expert mentors; responds to trainees’ specific training needs,
including enhancing their subject and curriculum knowledge and phase expiniiseyes
trainees’ teaching skills; models good practice in teaching; provides high-quality coaching and

mentoring to enhance trainees’ professional development’ (Ofsted, 2012)

By comparison, earlier inspection framewoskske of ‘considering the quality of placements and
mentoring support for trainees’ (Ofsted, 2008b). With a stated aim to increase entirely school-based
ITT provision— ‘next year nearly a third of ITT will be delivered by School Direct’ (DfE, 2013)- it

is possible that the 2012 inspection framework is an attempt to manage the perennial issue of

variability in mentoring provision.
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How funding is allocated for different teacher training routes gives an indication of policy makers’
preferences, priorities and ideological preconceptiBrem September 2012, the funding of HEI-
based ITT courses changed significantly, alongside wider changes to the funding of higher
education. Postgraduate ITT courses (e.g. the PGCE) which had previously attracted £5,220-5,830
per capita from government were now to be funded by the trainee teacher, charged at between
£6,000 and £9,000 (TDA, 2011b). Alongside this change and to mitigate the additional oosts
certain areas the government provided ‘bursaries’ to those undertaking ITT, the value of which
depended on the degree class of the trainee and the subject or phase in which they were training
Bursaries either cover the cost of the training course (e.g. £6,000), rising to £20,000 for those
training in shortage subjects who hold a first-class degree. In certain circumstances, ndtably if t
prospective trainee held a third-class degree, no bursary was available and training dolly ipossi
self-funded (TA, 2012c). The implication for the construction of the teacher is that academic
excellence in the subject or topic to be taught is the most important element in becoming an
excellent teacher. This is reflected in the justifications given for giving academies theitjesabil

recruit unqualified teachers, to have ‘the same advantages as independent schools’. The headmaster

of a private school is quoted, ‘our History and Politics department has three recent graduates, all

with Firsts from Oxford and all excellent teachers’ (DfE, 2012c).

Trainees on the GTP in 2010-11 attracted £5,210 as a training grant and £13,500 as a contribution to
their salary as a trainee teacher (TDA, 2011a, pp.19,22); these funds were paid to the school where
the trainee worked as a supernumerary teacher. These figures were maintairiddlia, 2owever

as the School Direct route expanded, the number of places allocated to the GTP in 2012-13 was
reduced to 4,400 (TA, 2012b, p.3) and the GTP discontinued at the end of academic year 2012-13.

Currently there are two School Direct routes. The standard School Direct programme is funded
through tuition fees paid by the trainee, which can be offset with bursaries and scholarslitips as w
the PGCE routes (above); however, there alsBtsethe ‘School Direct training programme
(salaried)’, available to applicants with at least three years’ experience of employment, which

attracts funds from the Teaching Agency to subsidise salary and training costs. These funds are
dependent on the proportion of pupils in the school who are eligible for free school medls and t
priority of the subject area of the trainee, and range from £14,000 to £2G@id@lines from the

TA state that ‘schools are free to determine the proportions of funding to be used for salary subsidy

and training’ (TA, 2012a).

Conclusion: 1984-2012, a continuum of change

Although the nature of the rhetoric has changed and become more-diféetidea is a simple one:

take the very best schools,dgput them in charge of teacher training for the whole system’ (Gove,
2012)- government policy since May 2010 is part of a continuing trend to locate ITT in schools
initially around a HEIl-school partnershipith the HEI provider retaining accountability and

responsibility for the training, but latterly in schools alone.
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| have highlighted the continuity in policy between the pre-2010 and post-2010 periods, including
the manner in which the validity of education as an academic discipline has been downgraded
‘There is a chilling sense of déja entendwabout recent Coalition government pronouncements on
teacher education in 2011/12... for two decades successive Conservative and New Labour
governments showed no interest at all irstepiology in relation to teacher education’ (Davison,

2012).

A contradiction at the heart of the twin moves to increase the accountability ofdVisipn and to

locate ITT in schools is the lack of attention given to the nature of the training that ocsthedh

based ITT. There is an assumption, not always made explicit but always present, that excellent
classroom teachers are all that is needed to deliver high-quality ITT in schools. Mtentbnature

of this training, the preferred profile of those teachers working as mentors to traineestethehe

ideas of teacher education, work-based learning and the skills and knowledge required to train
teachers, has been largely absent from policy directives.

There are some signs of development in this area over the last few years. The 2010 select committee
report into the training of teachers and the recommendations it made relating to schooFbased |
and mentoring came closest of any official publication in identifying and seeking to resslve t
contradiction. The 2012 Ofsted inspection framework for ITT makes explicit the featureghef hi
quality mentoring to a level not previously defined. The Teaching Schools network affords the
opportunity for a systematic approach to framing and promoting high-quality mentoringjgrax
school-based ITT. The question remains of how these criteria are interpreted, and by whom, and

what role the political pressure to make the Teaching Schools scheme a success will play.

The process of policy making through this period is characterised by the use of a commonsense
discourse to justify and explain policy decisions and conceal ideological motivations. Policy is
repeatedly presented in a manner which represents ‘a technology of ideological closure’ (Burton &

Carlen, 1979, p.13). This approach has not changed in the thirty-year period of this review. What has
changed since By 2010 is the tenor of one aspect of the commonsense discouttse
naturalization of one’s argument through the minimization of one’s opponents and their arguments

This involves the characterization gfponents as: ‘making excuses for their past performance and

not being open and honest about mistakes they made in the past... marginal to the real debate about
educational standards... old-fashioned and out of date’ (Scott, 2000, p.32). This approach is not the

preserve of any particular political party, but since 2010 the rhetoric has reached a different level:

‘Who is responsible for this failure... Who are the modern Enemies Of Promise? They are all
academics who have helped run the university departments of educatiomsiielspdor
developing curricula and teacher training courses... they seem more interested in valuing

Marxism, revering jargon and fighting excellence’ (Gove, 2013)

Whereas in the early 1990s the inspectorate arguably acted as a brake on reform, expressing

concerns over the effectiveness of its implementation, in the period since 2010 Ofsted hews acted
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an overtly political manner, attacking traditional HEI providers. A recent press reled3tstby
claimed ‘school-led partnerships are leading the way in improving the quality of teacher training’,
whilst stating that ‘none of the higher education institutions... inspected so far has been awarded an
outstanding judgement for overall effectivesie@®fsted, 2013)This statement provoked criticism
from UCET as ‘misleading, inaccurate and inappropriately political... there must now remain a
suspicion that OFSTED ratings are a reflection of bias against university invalvé&mITT’
(Noble-Rogers, 2013).

The current Secretary of State for Education has recognized the development of teacher training
policy as a continuum of change: ‘Pushing more teacher training through schools has been an aim of
successive Governments since the late eighties. And there have been important initiatives... but

previous efforts have always been piecemeal’ (Gove, 2012). His claim that the introduction of
Teaching Schoolas ‘a proper network of outstanding schools to deliver training on a serious scale’

has brought coherence to ITT policy is certainly possible, but the final outcome remains to be seen.
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Chapter 3— The Teach First Programme: a distinctly different training route
Introduction

In this chapter | will review the Teach First ITT programme which has been described as
‘distinctly different employment-based route for training teachers’ (Ofsted, 2008a, p.4). Teach First
can be considered a variant of other employment-based ITT routes, such as the GTP or School

Direct routes, but incorporating some unique features.

Policy Context

Teach First sits within the policy context outlined above; it had its origins in a McKiapeyt for
business groups which looked at how business could help resolve an epidemic of deficient teaching
and teacher shortages in challenging London schools (McKinsey & Co., 2002). In recalling his
initial visits to London schools, the founder and CEO of Teach First described theneresit as

‘worse than prison’ over which hung ‘the stench of apathy’; the pupils were described ‘inmates’

and the teachers as having ‘given up on the kids’; this was a ‘failure of school, classroom and

societal leadership’ (Wigdortz, 2012). From its inception Teach First was conceived with these
priorities in mind, as a school-based ITpFogramme modelled on the ‘Teach for America’
movement. In order to address the perceived urgent need for change, the programme required its
teachers to start working in schools almost immediately. The statutory frameworks for teache
training in England at the time, however, led to the development of an ITT programme fiistmct

Teach for America which integrated links with HEIs. Teach First trainees are required to
successfully complete ITT courses which are validated by HEIls at postgraalud Masters-level

It has been argued that the involvement of higher education leads to Teach First trainees being better
prepared for the classroom than their equivalent colleagues on the Teach for America programme
(Mercer & Blandford, 2011)

Another defining characteristic of the Teach First programme was that it aimed to ‘attract the best
graduates in the country... this had to be highly selective’ (Wigdortz, 2012) Prospective applicants

to the programme are required to hold a first- or upper second-class degree, a higher ittiga bar
any other ITT route at that time. The proposition that a background of academic excellence is a
prerequisite for high quality teaching practice derives from and sits within those which wiftem

policy trends in education and ITT, as discussed in the previous chapter.

The Teach First programme shares this assumption, that the most effective teachers are high-
achieving graduates. McKinsey, the organisatidrich seeded Teach First, reported that ‘the top-
performing school systems consistently attract more able people into the teaching profession’, where

‘ability’ is equated to the candidates’ track-record of ‘academic achievement’ (McKinsey & Co.,

2007, pp.19-20). The PX report mentioned above makes a similaritaseis a close correlation
internationally between education systems that recruit only the best graduates and those that achiev
the highest scores in compsrve tests’ (Freedman et al., 2008, p.19). The Schools White Paper in
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2010 echoes this"While some countries draw their teachers exclusively from the top tier of
graduates, only two per cent of graduates obtaining first class honours degrees from Russell Group
universities go on to train to become teachers...” (DfE, 2010a, p.19). The Department for
Education’s 2011 ITT implementation plariTraining our next generation of outstanding teachers
outlines how this would be achieved: ‘We propose to... raise the bar for entry to initial training:

attracting more of the highest achieving graduates... therefore [the government] will only fund

trainee teachers who hold a second class degreetat.hi doing this will raise the status of the
profession and make it more attractive to the most able’. In this report, Teach First is cited frequently

as a successful model for raising the quality of teaching through its ‘rigorous approach to selection’

with a ‘very high bar for entry’ (DfE, 20114, pp.3-5).

With its central feature of recruiting only the most high-achieving graduates, Teacls Eugently

a niche ITT route- in 2007-08 the number of teachers trained via Teach First represented 0.65% of
the national cohort (House of Commons, 2010a, pp.13-15); with its continuing expansion, in 2012-
13 the allocation of 1,000 still represents just 2.75% of the national cohort (DfE, 2012b).

Distinctive Features

Far more than any other ITT programme, Teach First sets itself apart from oftesr ta qualified
teacher status. Most significantly, Teach First is both a route and a corporate entity (holding
charitable status). Despite its relative small size in terms of the number of tetnaherd via the
programme, Teach First is disproportionately visible and influential in political and media
publications. The Teach First programme is frequently cited in the media whenever discussions ar
raised about the quality of the teaching workforce or issues of educational inequality and
disadvantagee.g. (Humphrys, 2010). Before the 2010 General Election, Teach First featured
positively and prominently in the election manifestos of all three major political parties
(ePolitix.com, 2010). An investigation by the Children, Schools and Families select conimittee

the training of teachers drew heavily on evidence presented by and about the programme (House of
Commons, 2010b, pp.46-50).

Teach First is itself very conscious of the importance of publicity, and maintains a dedicated
External Relations department and Press Office, as well as a corporate-style webdite whi
celebrates its continuing growth, achievements and positive public profile. The charity releases
regular press releases and publications online (Teach First, 2010c), and uses social media for
frequent, informal exposure (Facebook, 2010; Twitter, 20AQey annual publication is ‘Policy

First’, a series of propositions, recommendations and suggestions for policy makers and education

leaders, constructed from the views and experiences of Teach First trainees during timejratnaini

first years of teaching in the classroom (Teach First, 2009). With a mission requiring a proactiv
stance and unanimous and uncritical support from all major political parties, the Tedch Firs
organisation has great confidence in its own agency within the field of education and ITT, and

encourages a similar confidence in Teach First trainees themselves.
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The packaging and positioning of Teach First is not the only element which sets it apartiigom ot
routes into teaching, and in this section | will outline the six distinctive featurebeofTiT

programme.
A central mission with three elements

Teach First carries a missaicstatement to ‘address educational disadvantage by transforming
exceptional graduatdsto effective, inspirational teachers and leaders in all fields’. Therefore the

Teach First programme has three distinctive features at its core: it is focused ongetfieatige in

schools and amongst pupils considered to be at socio-economic disadvantage; it aims to achieve this
by recruiting and training particularly high-achieving graduates into teaching; and itenniss
achieved not just by training classroom teachers but by developing leadership skills applicable to
other fields.

Teach First works with state-maintained schools that meet pre-determined criteria whiakeindi
pupils may be in ‘challenging circumstances’ or at ‘educational disadvantage’. These are (at the time
of writing): more than 50% of pupils living in the lowest 30% of postcodes defined bgdbeme
Deprivation Affecting Children Index (IDACI); and/or schools where less than 30% of mabils
five Level 2 qualifications (i.e. A*-C GCSE) including English and Maths (Teach First, 2013).

The entry standard for the Teach First programme requires candidates to hold an upper second or
first class degree, along with A-level results equivalent to three B-grades. Thisréftegrinciple

of sourcing teacher excellence from the academic elite. However, perhaps because of the imperative
to meet annually increasing recruitment targets, Teach First trainees’ academic profile is more

diverse than this headline criterion. Analysis of the academic background of Teach First trainees in
one region of England suggests entry standards are not rigid and some flexibility can be
accommodated by the assessment procedure. From a regional cohort of 286 trainee teachers in 2010-
11, 18 held a 2:2 or third-class degree; 90 trainees did not hold a degree in the samated a rel
subject as their teaching specialism; 67 of these held the equivalent of an A-grade at\tlmiel i

teaching subject, but the remaining 23 held an A-level with a lower grade (B or C).

The recruitment process invelymore than analysis of academic credentials, however; applicants
must also pass the Teach First Assessment Centre day. Assessment days are managed by Teach First
and held at the Teach First offices. Through case study exercises, mock lessons and interviews,
applicants are judged on a range of personal and professional criteria. These include self-evaluation,
leadership, problem-solving, resilience, humility, respect and empathy (Teach First, 2010a). The
Teach First programme therefore works on the assumption that the ‘close correlation’ (Freedman et

al., 2008) between the recruitment of high-achieving graduates into teaching and pupil outcomes is
not as simple as some commentators have claimed, a point recently reiterated by the Teach First
CEO: ‘We reject more outstanding people than we accept. I do not believe someone who is

outstanding academically will automatically become a great tea¢tenshaw, 2013).
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This process of assessment is unique amongst ITT programmes and has been cited as an example for
other training routes: ‘we know that highly effective models of teacher training (including...Teach
First...) systematically use assessments of aptitude, personality and resilience aheadmdidate

selection process. We...plan to make them part of the selection process for teacher training’ (DfE,

2010a, p.21).

There are various assumptions behind the Teach First mission and programme: that the graduates
recruited to Teach First would not otherwise have considered teaching as a career (House of
Commons, 2010b, pp.63,192); that these graduates, by virtue of their high academic abilities, will
have a greater impact on the learning of pupils than others; that after the two years of teaching a
significant proportion of those recruited may leave the classroom but will continue to sineport t
educational ideals of Teach First in other fields.

The Summer Institute

Before starting the school-based element of the programme, successful applicants undertake a six-
week residential Summer Institute in regional and central locations in July and August. Hosted at
partner higher education institutions (HEIs), the programme includes sessions on the theory and
practice of teaching led by HEI tutors, sessions on leadership run by Teach First employees, and a
period of teaching experience in schools. Upon successful completion of the Summer Institute,

participants are enrolled as trainee teachers in one of the regional HElIs.

The Teach First Summer Institute represents a unique feature compared to other emplowdent-bas
ITT routes, not just for the programme of HEI-led training which trainees must corbpliete
working in schools (similar to the HEI-based element of a PGCE programme), but also irrdtls cent
purpose to develop ‘an esprit de corp®f Teach First participants outlining the distinctive nature of
the Teach First programme’ (Teach First, 2010b, p.2).

National and regional management of the traininggpamme

The Teach First ITT programme sits withintwo-year leadership development programme for
recent university graduates run by the Teach First charity. The Teach First programme is managed
by the Teach First National ITT Partnership (NITTP), which consists of the Teactclirity
supported by a number of HEIs across England, each of which holds a subcontract to deliver the ITT
programme on a regional basis. The one-year Teach First ITT programme incorporates the

recommendation of QTS and a PGCE from the partner HEI, which acts as the awarding body.

The ITT programme, therefore, sits within a career development programme and, uniquely amongst
ITT routes, holds a nationwide identity and brand which is administered on a regional basis by a
variety of ITT providers, each with its own particular history, systems andreudf ITT. Teach

First therefore requires multiple institutions to mould their practices to fitglesand distinctive
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approach to teacher education, something which has attracted criticism over the implications for

these partner HEI providers and the academic freedom of their employees (Savage, 2013a).
School placement process

Schools approach Teach First in the first instance expressing interest in recruiting a Teach First
trainee, in a particular subject area or areas. Once applicants have been accepted onto the programme
and have completed the Summer Institute, they are matched to a school which has a need for thei
teaching specialism; this could be in any of the cities or regions in which Teach First gperates
although the placement process does try to take account of the applicant’s preferences. The school

employs the trainee as an unqualified teacher; generally speaking, trainees are not supernumerary,
although there have been exceptions to this when placements have needed to be made at short notice,
or within other mitigating circumstances (Hutchings et al., 2006b, p.27). The school receives £2,500
from Teach First to cover the costs of mentoring provided in the training year, although the school
alsopays Teach First £3,200 per trainee as a ‘finder’s fee’, as trainees are recruited by Teach First
(House of Commons, 2010b, p.358).

As an employment-based ITT route, therefore, Teach First is unique in the extent to which an
organisation which is neither an ITT provider nor the employing school leads the selection,
assessment and placement of trainee teachers. This represents a significant divergence from the idea
of school-HEI partnership seen in recent ITT policy, and is very different from the ghimner
requirements which providers of other ITT routes, particularly the mainstream PGCE, have to meet.

Enhanced support for trainees

Each Teach First trainee is supported by two tutors from the regional HEI. A subject tivensdel
programme of subject knowledge development over six days across the training year; a professional
tutor visits the trainee’s school approximately once every two weeks to provide support, training and

to liaise with the school mentors. By comparison, a GTP trainee might expecttarasitimes a

year from a partner HEI tutor (NTU, 2011, p.3).

This feature of the Teach First programme, along with the introduction of HEI-led ITT sessions at
the Summer Institute, might suggest that Teach First is underpinned by a different conceptual model
of teacher education than that of other employment-based routes such as the GTP orifxtool D
Alternatively, or additionally, this could represent a recognition of the increased support tfat Tea
First trainees typically need compared to trainees on other routes, due to the challenging nature o
the schools in which they are placed and the expectations for impact and achievement placed upon

them.
Cost

As a consequence of all the points above, and particularly the Summer Institute, the Teach First ITT

programme has historically required higher per capita funding than other ITT. loutebmissions
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to a parliamentary select committee in 2010, the Training and Development Agency (TDA) gave the
total per capita costs of the Teach First ITT programme as £38,623. This was compared to £24,977
for the cost of training a teacher through the GTP, a similar employment-based t@inen(House

of Commons, 2010b, pp.358-59).

In 2012-13 the GTP was discontinued and employment-based teacher training was delivered through
School Direct, the most comparable route to Teach First. For new and recent graduates (i.e.
equivalent to the Teach First ITT programme) School Direct places will be funded by tleegrai
themselves, up to £9,000, as part of wider changes to the funding of higher education and
postgraduate ITT. The exception to this is the School Direct (salaried) programme which is restricted
to applicants with three or more years’ career experience. These places attract government funding

from £14,000 per trainé¢o support salary and training costs (TA, 2013).

The current cost of Teach First can be extrapolated from figures recently released by theyTeachin
Agency for the funding of the Teach First ITT programme. These are summarised-tikéofourth

column is my addition (DfE, 2082 This shows that, even as funding for both higher education and
initial teacher training is going through a period of retrenchment, Teach First continugadb att
substantial financial support from central government. This represents an expression of confidence
in the programme and a recognition that its objectives, conceptualisations and approaches align with
policy trends in teacher training.

Figure 1: Summary of government funding for the Teach First ITT programme, 2010-13

Financial year Government funding | Training places Per capita
2010-11 £16.5m 500 33,000
2011-12 £17.5m 772 22,668
2012-13 £26.8m 1,000 26,800
2013-14 £33.4m 1,250 26,720

Impact of Teach First

Between 2003 and 2005 the Institute for Policy Studies in Education conducted an evaluation of the
innovative practices of the Teach First ITT programme. This was commissioned by the TTA and

looked at the first two years of the programme’s operation (Hutchings et al., 2006b).

Teach First trainees were found to be making a positive contribution to schools and to pupils’
learning, particularly through being ‘creative, energetic and hard-working’, and simply by ‘providing

continuity of teaching’ (ibid., p.68). However, schools also reported concern over the level of

2 Supplementary funding is available for schools with over 35% pitpaligible for Free School Meals,
and also for priority subjects.
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investment, both financially and in teachers’ time, in taking on Teach First trainees, a high

proportion of whom are anticipated to leave the school after two years (ibid., p.69).

In 2010 a further evaluation of the impact of Teach First teachers was commissioned by Btach Fir
and undertaken by the University of Manchester. This looked particularly at the impact on pupil
achievement (Muijs et al., 2010). Quantitative analysis of performance data suggested that Teach
First teachers had a positive impact on pupil outcomes compared to other schools; and that a larger

number of Teach First teachers in a school had a larger impact on pupil outcomes (ibid., p.3).

A recent study sought to quantify the impact of a Teach First trainee teacher on pupil outcemes; thi
study estimated that there was a very small positive impact on pupils’ GCSE grades (Allen & Allnut,

2013). The impact reported was a fraction of that suggested by the Muijs report, representing only
5% of a standard deviation from the outcomes of pupils without Teach First teachers and therefore
lacks any statistical significance; in addition, the findings were so heavily circoedonwith

caveats and limitations that the value of the report for drawing conclusions about the meative

of the Teach First ITT programme is questionable, at best.

Teach First was inspected by Ofsted in 2011 and the final report was very positivehemiiT t
programmegraded ‘Outstanding’ in all 44 areas which were inspected. The effectiveness of Teach

First trainees as teachers in the classroom was highlighted: ‘The extremely thorough and rigorous

process of self-evaluation and improvement planning leads to continuous improvemenf thell
outcomes for participants... The attainment of participants is outstanding and has improved each

year for the last three years. The proportion of participants whose attainment is outstanding has
improved significantly’ (Ofsted, 2011, pp.8-9).

Critiques of Teach First

As a result of the distinctive features outlined above, the Teach First programme hasdattract
comment, critiques and controversy since its inception and this commentary has contirheed as t
programme has expanded and become more prominent in the field of ITT. Critiques come in the
form of reports, academic journal articles and blagdhave addressed issues including the cost of

the programme, the retention of Teach First trainees within the profession, the impact of &ach Fir
trainees on other teachers in the schools where they are training, and the conceptual and ideological

implications of the programme.

A recent article examined conceptions of teacher professionalism and how new career paths,
including that of the Teach First ITT programme, influenced these conceptions. The role of Teach
First trainee (along with ASTs and Higher Level Teaching Assistamtp)aced within a New
Labour policy context as articulatedthin the 2002 Education Act (Leaton Gray & Whitty, 2010)

It is argued that ‘although the total number of teachers involved in these roles is small relative to the

overall workforce, these categories [including the Teach First trainee] are important beeguse t

represent fundamental shifts in... interrelated aspects of teacher professionalism’ (ibid., p.8). The
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implications of Teach First are regarded within Bourdieu’s conception of professional identity, or
‘habitus’; with respect to Teach First trainees, the cerdspkct is the ‘question of teacher
knowledge’, andit is argued that Teach Fir&townplays the importance of specialist professional
preparation’ (ibid., p.12).However, the article’s description of the Teach Firsprogramme as ‘a short
introduction to teaching, and some ongoing professional development and mentoring in leadership
by the business community’, with ‘limited time given to professional studies’ and ‘a greater
emphasis on generic management a&adetship skills’ is not an accurate summary — not least, in

the lack of reference to the significant role of traditional HEI providers and tutors in sagpbet

programme.

Teach First has also been challenged that rather than tackling ‘the fundamental inequalities in social,
cultural and economic capital between classes, the invisibility of middle-class privilegdeand t
discourses of workingtass deficit’, the nature of the programme limits the long-term impact of the
project to address educationabkadivantage by ‘reproducing middle-class privilege and values’

(Smart et al., 2009, p.51). This article argues that Teach First trainees identify #esrasemiddle-

class, that they use the social and cultural capital gained from their position of cldsgetivi
access the Teach First programme, that engagement with the programme allows the accumulation of
further social and cultural capital, and that Teach First reproduces middle-class values and
perceptions of the whking class ‘other’. Evidence from trainees highlights their own perception of
their working environment as ‘totally different to me’, a ‘different environment to my own
upbringing’ (ibid., p.39). These comments demonstrate a difference in experience, cultural
background andlVeltanschauungThis can be seen if those elements which define a worldview (for
example: futurology, ‘where are we heading’; values, ‘what should we do’; theory of action, ‘how

should we attain our goals’) are considered against the trainees’ observations: ‘[My pupils] can’t see

any way out of the cycle that their parents don’t have decent jobs, their parents are on benefits or
whatever and they don’t see any need to get out of the cycle or indeed any way to get out of the

cycle’ (ibid., p.40).

However, the trainees’ perceptions of ‘difference’ between themselves and the social context within

which they are working could be seen as the process of teacher socialisation into the cuiture of t
school (Cherubini, 2009) a phenomenon not restricted to Teach First but related to the concept of
communities of practice and legitimate peripheral participation, to which | will refigach First

have released figures in response to concerns that trainees predominantly represent privileged social
and ethnic groups, showing that a quarter of trainees were eligible for free schools meals when they

were at school, and 20% represent ethnic minorities (Henshaw, 2013).

At the operational level, the Teach First programme has attracted criticism for the scale and nature of
the government funding it receives, and the value for money this represents, partidtharbgard
to the long-term retention rate of Teach First teachers within the profession. The ceteetibn

rate after five years is 40% (Savage, 2013bis argued that the Teach First training route is ‘the
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largest single factor by which teachers leave teaching early’, and that this represents poor value for

money given the scale of government funding for the programme (Savage, 2013a).

It has been suggested that the emphasis within the programme on teaching for two years before
(perhaps) moving on to another profession undernpne®ssional teachers’ identity andleads to

the recruitment of teachers who have a ‘profane’ motivation, choosing teacher training ‘on the basis

of enhanced career advancement opportunities’ and perceiving teaching itself as ‘a temporary

lifestyle chote’ leading to an ‘inner emptiness’. As a consequence of this, Teach First trainees have
been described as ‘self-serving... consumers of training’ and the Teach First programme itself as ‘a

moral out-sourcing of professionalisitbeaton Gray & Whitty, 2010, p.13).

In these terms, the programme can be presented as an example of ‘Gesellschaft within the
conceptions of social organisation developed by TonBigshis, Teach First is defined as ‘a kind of
self-interested civil association’, since some of the trainees will be ‘sufficiently disinterested to look

outside education’ for future career decisions (ibid., p.14) However, from another perspective Teach
First represents a model of what Tonnies presents as the direct opp@tseti§chaftthat is, the
conception of a communityr ‘Gemeinschaf characterised by a group with shared mores, beliefs

and a ‘unity of will’ (T6nnies, 1887). This can be seen in the common mission which all participants
subscribe to upon entry to the programme (House of Commons, 2010b, p.56), and which is
reinforced through the Summer Institute, the developmenspfit de corpsn each year’s cohort
(Hutchings et al., 2006b, p.20), through to the placement strategy of grouping small numbers of
trainees in each school (ibid., p.22).

When challenged about the retention rate of Teach First teachers within the profession, Seach Fir
and its representatives highlight the stated aim of the programme to identify and luritegafting
individuals who would not otherwise consider becoming a teacher (House of Commons, 2010b,
p.63). Teach First was originally conceived as a way to address chronic problems of staff shortage
and retention in challenging secondary schools in London; trainees are placed in schools where they
are fulfilling vacancies where staffing issues remain a constant issue for the schdaolsng@s et

al., 2006b, pp.25,27-28); gaining a teacher who is demonstrating a commitment to the school for a
minimum of two years represents a positive staffing result, in comparison withetratlte (Muijs

et al., 2009, p.7).

Finally, there is some evidence that, at least in the earlier years of the progtasnmeture of the
programme and the element of ‘mission’ which it attempts to imbue in Teach First trainees can lead

to antipathy between Teach First trainees and other teachers in the schools where theyngre traini
The Teach First ethos ‘potentially belittles normal teachers’ (Hutchings et al., 2006a, p.80). The
Teach First programme has attempted to address this issue with the development of the selection an
assessment process, which now includes more emphasis on personal criteria. The Teach First CEO

acknowledges the importance of trainees having a respectful and professional approach: ‘Teach First
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teachers must have respect and humility. If they are going in and annoying people then we have

picked (the wrong peoplejHenshaw, 2013).

Mentoring within Teach First

Historically, Teach First has encountered the same issues relating to the quality and cordistency
mentoring provision as other ITT routes. In 2005, a report to the Tre@chieing Agency stated

that ‘the main issue that the [Teach First] project needs to address is the lack of consistency between
the provisions made in individual schools... subject mentoring remains the most variable aspect of

the training programme’ (Fitzgerald, 2005, pp.2-3The external moderator’s report into the training
programme in 2005 identified a similar concern: ‘the least satisfactory of the trainees were those

whose mentoring process had been lax, or in some cases, almost non-existent, or those who had not
taken a pro-active stance... Where [classroom practice] was not supported sufficiently by mentors
and others, development was hindered, and in some cases, led to withdrawal from the programme’

(CCCUC, 2005, p.2).

In 2006an evaluation of Teach First noted that ‘participants... have received very variable support
from staff in their placement schools. The greatest variability related to subject mentors.” A survey

of TeachFirst trainees found that 15% considered their subject mentor to be ‘not effective’ and a
further 16% considered their mentor only ‘slightly effective’ (Hutchings et al., 2006a, p.46). This
result reflects a higher proportion of negative responses than in other, more general stuadieeof tr
teachers’ perceptions of their subject mentors (Hobson et al., 2005, p.122), suggesting that the
challenging schools in which Teach First trainees were placed were finding it more difficult
provide adequate mentoring provision; for examplerdpert found that ‘sometimes lack of support
occurred because the person allocated as subject mentor did not want to do the job, or had not
received a timetable allocation to dpadt was simply too busy’ (ibid.). This echoes the findings of
other explorations of how mentors are selected for the role, where in the majarityesfteachers

report that the role is ‘thrust upon them’ (Cunningham, 2004).

The variability of mentoring quality has been a persistent issue in the Teach First pnegrEine
external moderator’s report into the programme in 2006 identified trainees ‘who had not reached

their full potential due to poor or almost non-existent subject mentoring. This issue has been
identified before and still exists’ (CCCU, 2006, p.2); in 2007 the report considered some trainees to
have been ‘let down by the school’s mentoring system’, and that some mentors had been ‘given the

role of mentor without any training and with no time allowance’ (CCCU, 2007, pp.1,3); by 2010 the
situation was not completely resolveédh-school support and assessment, although good in many
cases, continues to be the most variable part of the programme... Secondary tutors are now very well

skilled in supporting schools where mentoring is weaker’ (CCCU, 2010, p.7). This final comment
suggests that the support provided by the HEI provider included elements intended to address known
deficiencies in the support provided by the schools; the reports make it clear how effective

partnership can be in providing complementary support: ‘Good quality mentoring is paramount, and
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was at its best when school mentors and college tutors were seen to have sharede discours
throughout the training year’ (CCCUC, 2005, p.4). An initial Ofsted review of the programme found
that:

‘The employment-based nature of the scheme relies heavily on the qéaiéining provided by
schools... There were wide variations between and within schools in the quality of subject
training Not all the subject mentors had the understanding or skills ibthéfr training role to a
high standard; others lacked the time they needed to carry out theaffedtvely. This meant
that some trainees did not reach the level of competence of which they were capable’ (Ofsted,

2008a, p.5).

Similarly, an independent study found that ‘mentoring arrangements... were not in all cases strong,

and appear inconsistent across Teach First schools, hindering the possible impact Teach First
participants can make’ (Muijs et al., 2010, p.6)This same study made clear the significance of the
quality of mentoring provision on the effectiveness oftthiees’ teaching:

‘The strongest predictor of effective teaching was lack of support (a negative correlation indicating

that lower levels of perceived support are related to less effective teachimgsetond most
significant predictor was positive support, meaning that where the salmobrsed Teach First
teachers strongly they were likely to be more effective... School $athos had a significant

indirect relationship with effective teaching by Teach First teachers’ (Muijs et al., 2010, pp.336).
The Teach First Mentor Recognition Framework

There were, therefore, issues identified with variability in quality of mentoringgioovivithin the

Teach First programme; whilst not unique to this training programme they wereulaali
apparent given the typical context of the schools in which the programme operated. As a result, a
series of resources and interventions were deployed in an attempt to address these 2€869In

a website of resources to supporting mentors and mentoring practice was developed and deployed,
designated the ‘Mentors’ Online Support System’, or ‘MOSS’ (CCCU, 2008). An attempt was made

to develop an online professional community of Teach First mentatkd cthe Mentors’
Blackboard’, but this failed to attract any active participation and was soon discontinued. In 2009-10
a recognition framework was developed to support the practice of Teach First mentors. This
framework features within the main focus of my research and | will refer toethigince in later
chapters with reference to both the data collection strategies and the analysis of dathelefiolte

describe this framework in more detail, including its background and conceptual basis.

Background and conceptual basis

The overall aim of the recognition framework was to improve the quality and consistency of
mentoring across the Teach First ITT programme. The key mechanism to achieve this was the
introdudion of a ‘learning journal’ for mentors which allowed mentors to provide evidence of

mentoring skills and activities against a set of performance critBiiaframework ‘recognised’
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mentoring practice at one of three levels: Developing, Effective anénsdd The performance

criteria for each level are included in Appendix 1.

The objectives of the Recognition Framework included: to give Teach First mentors a clear
understanding of their role; to encourage the recognition by schools of the value oftiésmse;

and to develop greater support for school mentors from HEI-based tutors. The principles which
underpinned the Recognition Framework weteset out the criteria for ‘quality mentoring’; to

engage mentors in a process‘@flection-on-practice’, directed towards each mentor’s individual
professional learning needs; to be based on clearly identifiable evidence highlighting the impact of
mentoring on Teach First trainees’ teaching and their pupils’ learning; and to allow this evidence of
mentoring practice to support other measures of competence, for example the ‘Threshold’ standards

for professional progression.

The Recognition Framework therefore represented a similar conceptual approach to supporting
mentoring practice as that which supports the training of teachers: the principles and objectives
which underlay the Recognition Framework, as with the Standards for QTS, can be said to derive
from cognitivist theories of adult learning with the emphasis on reflective practiceeHsdirected

learning; the mechanism by which this is enacted adopts a more technical-functionalist approach,

with the deployment of evidence from observable actions and behaviours.

The idea of a structured recognition framework for mentoring practice is not a new one. Id-the mi
2000s the state-supported National Partnership Project led to the development of several different
frameworks for mentoring trainee teachers, each with its own number and set of performance
criteria, each developed by individual HEI providers. The Teach First Mentor Recognition
Framework itself was built on the model of a pre-existing framework for mentoring practice that was
being used by a HEI provider in the North West region; the Teach First framework is inigae

it was developed for a specific training programme and piloted on a national scale.

38



Chapter 4 - Literature Review
Introduction

In this chapter | will review the literature surrounding the fields of ITT and mentoring, adult learning
and education generally. By drawing on this literature | will develop a new conceptual frmewor
for mentoring within a partnership ITT programme, such as Teach First, to whichréfeillin the

analysis of data from Teach First trainees, mentors, tutors and the programme documentation.

| will start with a consideration of theories of learning in their most general sedseutline what

can be considered theo ‘worldviews’ on which the majority of twentieth-century learning theories

are based- the elemental and the holistic. From these philosophical standpoints the traditions of
behaviourist and cognitivist learning theories can be derived, and | will consider each of these
traditions in turn. | will show how cognitivist theories form the basis for rettextretical work on

adult learning, work-based learning and situated learning, and how these theories are relevant to
conceptualisations of the role of the mentor and models of mentoring and mentor development.
Within this, | will explore some problems of terminology, how different roles and regjldies

can be encapsulated in the title‘ofentof and the activity of mentoring, and how this can lead to

uncertainty and divergence in perceptions and conceptualizations.

I will consider how the mentoring process can be defined as more than just theooee-
interactions between a mentor and a trainee teacher and review work which emphasises the
importance of the surrounding ‘architectural support’ for the mentoring process, a feature which is
particularly relevant in a partnership ITT programme like Teach First which invohgsple
institutions. This leads to a consideration of notions of power and control in the mentoring process

and how these notions are perceived by the different participants within that process.

Finally 1 will outline my own framework for understanding of mentoring, which ptdtgether

various strands from the literature to propose a view of the mentoring process which isrbased
triadic relationship between trainee, mentor and one or more ‘supporters’ (e.g. professional mentor,

HEI tutor), each of whom have distinct roles and responsibilities, different levielfueince within

the mentoring process and diverse perceptions of that process. Through the mechanism of the
mentoring process this group, or triad, are moving within the dimensions of professional
socialisation and communities of practice and share a common idea about their purposgecor

however, they experience varying levels of coherence in their perceptions of the mentoring process.

Theoretical background: the dichotomy of elemental and holistic worldviews.

The notion of learning is one which can be defined as representing ‘learning as change’ (rather than,
for example, as ‘memorising’). These changes, which include reinforcement of existing knowledge
and behaviour, can take place in various fields: Lewin defined these as skills, knowledge and

understanding, motivation and interest, or beliefs and ideology (Lewin, 1935). Gagné identified five
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domains of learning: motor skills; verbal information, including facts and principles; intellectual
skills, involving how to use knowledge in a discriminating way; cognitive skills, includingdmaw

learns, thinks and solves problems; and attitudes (Gagné, 1972). The process by which change takes
place in these fields or domains can be considered learning theory.

Theories of learning have proliferated since the beginning of tAe@@ury; to a large extent these
theories have derived from the work of experimental psychdldgyowles identifies no fewer than

64 distinct propositions for a theory of learning between 1885 and 1986, and a further 33
refinements of these theories (Knowles et al., 2005, pp.19-20). It would not be practicable to
critically examine each of these in depth, but it is necessary to bring some levelgoirisation to

the various theories of learning in order to analyse their role within school-based mentoring.

Different views of learning have been characterised by the notion of input or of actiosarher |
taking either a passive or an active role in the learning process; leasreggponding to stimuli or
initiated by an inner drive; learning which fills a deficit, or which is a search for satisfaRtige!(s,

2003, p.278). Reese and Overton show how all theories of learning are derived fromitved dist
‘worldviews’ which they label the ‘elemental” and the ‘holistic’. Approaching fom a psychologist’s
perspectivethey show that these are ‘different ways of looking at the world and, as such, are
incompatible in their implications’ (Reese & Overton, 1970, p.116). In this section | will briefly
summarisethese two ‘models’, as Reese and Overton refer to them, which will inform the
subsequent examination of theories of learning; in doing so, | will show that these two fields of
thought are not necessarily as dichotomous as Reese and Overton suggest.

Reese and Overton begin with the premise that psychological models originate in metaphor as a
means to comprehension; the basic metaphor for the ‘elemental’ model is the machine and for the

‘holistic’ model the organism. An elemental worldview holds that what is perceived exists and
operates as a machine, in that everything is composed of discrete, elementary particles which interact
to produce outcomes. Upon the application of force, a sequence of results can be observed and
measured. It follows that the outcomes to given stimuli can be predicted if enoughaiidarabout

the composite particles is known. When employed within fields such as history, epistemology
psychology, the elemental model conceives of humans as passive, reactive and, initially at least,
‘empty vessels’. When related to developmental psychology, this view holds that a change in the
behaviour of a personin other words, the visible outcome from some episode of learnisignot

resulting in a change in structure, or a qualitative shift, but rather a quantifiable respoefecit

inputs or causes (Reese & Overton, 1970, pp.131-32). This is the common theme underlying

behaviourist theories of learning.

% Although thisis not always the case; more recent theories such as ‘connectivism’ and ‘multimedia
learning theory” derive from perceptions of how technology affects the human experience.
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The holistic worldview derives from the assertion that the essence of a substance, organism or
person is to be found within its activity; that change is constant; and from the repudiation of the view
that reality can be discovered through an analysis of constituent, static elements. Within pgycholog
this leads to the ‘active organism model of man’, the individual as the source of action rather than a

machine reactive to external force. Related to developmental psychology, a change in behaviour
cannot be explained through distinct, measureable causes, since change is the given state of
existence; the nature of change can be qualitative as well as quantifiable (Reese & Overton, 1970,
pp.133-34). From this position, a thread can be drawn to cognitivist theories of learning.

These worldviews represent different methods of perception. There are similarities between these
psychological perspectives and groups of scientific theories. Elemental views are closely aligned
with notions of classical Newtonian mechanics, where the observable universe operates efficiently
and in measureable and predictable manners at certain scales, and up to certain levels of complexity
Critics of elemental approaches in theories of learning would argue that human action and
development cannot be defined as the action and reactiarrafv of steel balls on a strindqReese

and Overton take this position, and label elemental approaches to psychology as ‘naive realism’

(Reese & Overton, 1970, p.132); others have described theories of learning which are based on these

assumptions as ‘atomistic’, or ‘mechanistic’ (Jones, et al., 2005).

During the 28 century, scientists realised the limits of classical scientific laws and a new way for
perceiving reality was developedquantum field theory. The emphasis shifted to notions of energy
change, virtual particles and probability density fields rather than obsealal chains acting
upon ‘little billiard balls’. This scientific worldview is analogous with the perception of reality

adopted by the holistic model of psychological development.

Just as classical and quantum scientific the@ad@sceexist, there is a valid place for both elemental
and holistic worldviews in theories of learningezirow is clear on this: ‘One must not dichotomise
these two domains. It is important to emphasise that most learning involves elemieotis thfe

instrumental and the communicative’ (Mezirow, 1997, p.10).

Behaviourist theories of learning

As with the elemental philosophical model from which it derived, a behaviourist tbé@grning
generally holds that the learning or development of an individual can be overtly and externally

observed, measured and to a certain extent predicted under experimental conditions.

The tradition of behaviourist psychology was first systemised by the work of Thorndike late

19" century; his theory of “bond psychology’ was the original stimulus-response theory of learning.

In its simplest form, this stated that learning occurs when the response to a stimopug is met

with reward or benefit for the learnéihe learner in Thorndike’s view begins as an empty organism,

which responds to stimuli automatically and randomly, until learning is reinforced by reward.

Thorndike’s theory derived from the learning displayed by animals, a dataset which was also to
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feature in the work of subsequent development psychologists (Thorndike, 2000). Similar theories of
development form the basis of Pavlov’s work, whose famous experiments developed the concept of
‘conditioned reflexes’ through deliberate stimuli and reinforcement. These reflexes could be
observed, measured and analyskelhough not directly related to learning, Pavlov’s concepts and
technigques were incorporated into subsequent behaviourist theories (Hilgard & Bower, 1966). For
example, it has been suggested that the development of emotional responses to particular situations

is the result, at least in part, of classical conditioning (Woolfolk & Nicolich, 1980).

An early theory of learning was that of ‘contiguity’, expressed by Edwin Guthrie in the early 20
century Guthrie defined the principle of the ‘contiguity of cue and response’ as ‘a combination of
stimuli which has accompanied a movement on its reoccurrence tends to be followed by that
movement’ (Hilgard & Bower, 1966, p.77)To Guthrie, this was a law ‘from which all else about

learning is made comprehensible’.

B. F. Skinner developed a philosophy which he called ‘radical behaviourism’, which developed the
Pavlovian notion of psychological development through classical conditioning into one of
development through ‘operant conditioning’; unlike earlier behaviourists, Skinner held that
organisms are not simptabulae rasaand that one’s genetic or physiological endowment, private
emotions and the enviiment which actions ‘operate’ within all influence the development process
(Chiesa, 1994). The example of self-directed learning via computer-based study has been given as an
example of operant conditioning: when students answer questions correctly, they are informed, so
reinforcing that behaviour, and allowed to move on; when they answer incorrectly theyearamiv
explanation and offered the chance to answer again until the right answer is found (McKenna, 2003,
p.296).Although a refinement of earlier theories, and despite Skinner’s statement ‘I am not an S-R
[stimulustesponse] psychologist’ (Skinner, 1974), operant conditioning remains firmly within the

behaviourist tradition.

Behaviourism, or neo-behaviourism, has also formed the basis of social learning theory, or
‘vicarious conditioning’. The process of a teacher modelling behaviour has been argued to represent
a form of learning in which the learner observes the behaviour and the consequences they-generate
depending on whether these consequences are desirable or undesirable, the learner may or may not
adopt them (Bandura, 1977). Behaviourist ideas have an emphasis on observable, measurable
outcomes to learning ‘a behaviourist asks, what are the signs that learning has taken place?’

(Owens, 1997, p.71)Yhis emphasis continues as a trend in the fields of assessment and impact in
education policy. The Department for Education recently commissioned an epidemiologist to
promote the use of randomised controlled trials in education, using quantifiable data on pupil
learning outcomes to determine the efficacy of specific educational interventions (Goldacre, 2013)
The requirement for trainee teachers to meet pre-defined Standards in ITT, for which evidence must

be presented to show that professional learning has taken place, follows this behaviourist tradition.
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The aspiration that learning can be an entirely quantifiable and thus predictable phenomenon was
most clearly expressed in the work of Clark L. HHlIl developed an elaborate ‘mathematico-
deductive’ formula for learning, based on up to sixteen variables which he believed could be
quantified, including ‘excitatory potential’, ‘stimulus intensity’, ‘reactive inhibition’ and
‘momentary behaviour oscillation” (Hull, 1940).Hull’s approach to understanding learning has been
assessed as ‘the most conscientious effort to be quantitative throughout’, ‘the ideal... for a genuinely
systematic psychological system’, although ‘not necessarily the one nearest to psychological reality’,

or ‘whose generalisations were the most likely to endure’ (Hilgard & Bower, 1966, p.187).

However, it is apparent that behaviourist theories of learning have a relevance to the daveddépm
teachers’ professional identity. Not only in relation to the formal assessment structures which
surround the process but also in the field of personal attitudes, beliefs and through the modelling of
behaviour, there is a relevance and resonance with the field of ITT. | will retums teetow, when

considering models of professional socialisation and theories of situated learning.

Cognitivist theories of learning

Cognitivist theories of learning derive from the holistic worldview and build fileeneducational
philosophy of Dewey, Piaget and Lewin, wéh emphasis placed on the ‘whole child’ (or learner)

and the learner’s motivation to solve its own problems. Dewey’s notion of the school teacher as ‘the
intellectual leader of aosial group’ (Dewey, 1997) was first published in 1910 and prefigures the
‘facilitative learning’ outlined by Brookfield in the 1980s. Piaget conceptualized the process of
cognitive development within evolutionary stages. Kigtvin, of the German school of ‘gestalt’
theorists in the early J0century, proposed a ‘ficld theory of learning’, where individuals exist

within a ‘life space’ of external and internal forces which include (but are not limited to) the physical
environment, personal history, genetic inheritance and momentary situgtiofith Dewey’s focus

on internal motivation, Lewin speaks of internal aspiration as the key product of cognitive
development and the realignment of vectors within the life space; in other words, learnirgy. In hi
habilitation thesis, Lewin outlined his philosophical concept of ‘genidentity’, in which objects (and
individuals) consist of multiple phases of the same object at different times, channgingément

to moment into distinct but genidentical objects (Lewin, 1922). This is a holistic viesalil and
development: ‘unity is found in multiplicity, being is found in becoming, and constancy is found in
change’ (Reese & Overton, 1970, p.133). It is interesting to note that German philosophers of
science in the 1920s adopted Lewin’s notion of genidentity, using the same principle to articulate

their metaphors for Einsteinian theories of space-time and relativity (Reichenbach, 1957).

The link from genidentity to cognitivist theories of learning can be seen in the work of the
‘phenomenologists’ Combs and Snygg, who focused on the learning of children and the role of their
educators. Their findings are summarised here by Pittenger and Gooding, and the connection to

gestalt, holistic thinking is apparent:
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‘Learning is a process of discovering one’s personal relationship to and with people things and
ideas Learning results in and from a differentiation of the mpingenal field of the individual...
Further differentiation of the phenomenological field occurs as an indiviggalgnises some
inadequacy of a present organisati®hen a change is needed to maintain or enhance the
phenomenal self, it is made by the individual as the right and ptbiperto do The role of the
teache is to facilitate this process... Given a healthy organism, positive environmental influences,
and a non-restrictive set of percepts of self, there appears to be no fdesmwhlio the
perceptions possible for the individu@Pittenger & Gooding, 1971, pp.136,144,150-151).

These theories had a major influence upon the development of a ‘child-centred’ or ‘progressive’
approach to education in schools in the mid-lat® @&htury, especially in the USA and to a lesser
extent in EuropeThe progressive approach towards children’s learning remains a key element of
contemporary pedagogical thinking, but has not been within controversy and criticism. This thesis,
however, is focused on the role that cognitivist theories have played within the trainirsgafoep

and development of prospective teachers, and | will therefore concentrate on the implications of
these theories to models for mentoring and adult learning that have been articulatedaratbeelit

beginning with Schén and Kolb.
The Reflective Tradition (Schén)

Dewey included the notion of ‘reflection’ within a theory of learning and development based on self-
actualisationReflection was defined as ‘active, persistent and careful consideration of any belief or
supposed form of knowledge in the light of the grounds that support it and the further conclusions to
which it tends’ (Dewey, 1997, p.9).

Schoén built on this proposition in the 1980s with his exploration of the learning undertaidualby
professional practitioners, including teache3shon stated that a professional operates through a
process of ‘knowing-in-action’, drawing on existing skills and experience to address a given
situation; however, professional development, learning and the acquisition of further skills occurs
mainly through the reflectiorhis could be cither ‘reflection-on-action’ — a retrospective process

or ‘reflection-in-action’, which is contemporaneous to the events being reflected upon and
undertaken when confronted by an unfamiliar situation which one’s ‘knowing-in-action’ cannot fully

address (Schoén, 1983). The link to the cognitivist tradition of learning theory is very apparent.

Schon’s notion of learning through reflection is particularly suited to adult learning, as an existing

body of skills and knowledge is a prerequisite upon which the reflective activity can build. In the
case of mentoring trainee teachers, the issue of acquiring this body of knowledge, skills and
experience to reflect upon remains; Mcintyre believes that the purer, Deweyian reflective approach
has a limited application to ITT, as student teachers, at least initially, havettlergXperience to

reflect upon and the process therefore has limited value to them (Mcintyre, 1983).
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Experiential learning (Kolb)

Kolb draws directly from Lewin’s work in putting together his ‘cycle of adult learning’ model which

is based on ‘concrete experience’. In Lewin’s original use of the term ‘action research’, in the

context of group dynamics and conflict resolution, a spiral of steps is described, ‘each of which is
composed of a circle of planning, action and fasding about the result of the action’ (Lewin,

1946). Kolb extrapolates from this to create the theory of experiential learning applicablzdidtal
learning, based on the four-step cycle of concrete experience; reflective observation; abstract
conceptualisation; and active experimentation (Kolb, 1984). As with Schon, the emphasis in this
process isvithin the learner and their cognitive processes.

As will be seenKolb’s model of learning has been influential in the design of subsequent models for
adult learning and mentoring, although extrapolating from the context Lewin worked within has not

escaped cticism:

‘Kolb and Fry detour by adapting Lewin’s theory of experiential learning in groups to learning qua
learning... Whereas experiential learning techniques and action-research methods may facilitate
change and even learning in adults in groups, they do n&segran epistemological explanation

for how humans know or come to learn’ (Webb, 1980, p.16).

More significantly, the model of a ‘cycle’ (or ‘spiral of development’) has been criticised, given that
‘the idea of stages or steps does not sit well with the reality of thinking’ (Smith, 2001, p.6). In
reviewing the model generally, it can be said that ‘whilst Kolb may have identified many valid
aspects of learning in his model it may well be too simplistic to reflect the fulleaity of the

learning process’ (Rice, 2008, p.103).
Facilitative learning (Brookfield)

Brookfield’s notion of ‘facilitative learning’ also draws heavily from the theoretical inheritance of

Schon and Lewin. Brookfield works exclusively within the field of adult learners, who he defines as
‘proactive, initiating individuals engaged in a continuous re-creation of their personal relationships,
work worlds, and social circumstances rather than as reactive individuals, buffeted by uncontrollable

forces of circumstance’ (Brookfield, 1986, p.11)

As with Combs and ¥hgg, ‘the role of the teacher is to facilitate this process’; in the context of
teaching adults, this involves ‘assisting in the development of a group culture in which adults can
feel free to challenge one another and feel comfortable with being cldfempe notion of adults
learning through a ‘group culture’ closely follows the work of Kolb, and learning through challenge
that of Daloz (see below). Like Mcintyre, Brookfield refines the purer self-refeeepproach of
Dewey, and sees the ‘facilitating educator’ having a key role in the process, through ‘presenting
alternate ways of interpreting the world’, including ‘alternatives on their personal, political, work

and social lives” which they might not want to consider (Brookfield, 1986, pp.14, 286).
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Brookfield explains that his concept of facilitation is grounded in ‘humanistic psychology — a respect

for participants in the teaching-learning transaction, a commitment to collaborative modes of
programme develapent, and an acknowledgement of the educational value of life experiences’
(Brookfield, 1986, p.285). Brookfield works towards the implications for practice, including the
design and structuring of programmes for learning. The association with cognitivifbhiads

clear, with his exploration ofdults’ ‘motives for learning” which lead to ‘six principles of
facilitation’: voluntary participation; mutual respect; collaborative spirit; action and reflection;

critical reflection; and self-direction (ibid., pp.9-20).
Transformative learning (Mezirow)

Mezirow develops the notion that an individual’s circumstances and past experience are an
important element in the learning process; Mezirow considers learning itself todresfarimative

process: ‘learning involves assessment or re-assessment of assumptions... reflective learning
becomes transformative whenever assumptions or premises are found to be distorting, inauthentic or

otherwise invalid” (Mezirow, 1991, p.6).

Mezirow’s approach can be seen as a cognitivist or even constructivist theory of education, although
the teacher continues to have a key role in creating a community of adult learners “united in a shared
experience of trying to nk@ meaning of their life experience’ (Cranton, 1994). At the core of the
theory is the process of ‘perspective transformation’, which leads to ‘the expansion of consciousness

through the transformation of basic worldview anecfic capacities of self” (Elias, 1997, p.3).

Transformative learning theory is in some ways more than just a theory of learning, as it ‘rescues the
belaboured concepts of freedom, justice, democratic participation amityfiom attack... it holds

these values, along with tolerance, education, openness and caring are necessary to the ideal of
undistorted communication’; the implications for practice here requires ‘a conscious effort by the

educator to establish and enforce norms in the learning situation that neutralise or silgnificant
reduce the influence of power and prestige, the win/lose dialogue and the hegemony of instrumental
rationality found elsewhere in society’ (Mezirow, 1997, pp.12-13). This will be relevant in the
discussions that follow later in this chapter, regarding notions of power and control in the mentoring

process.
Cognitive dissonance theory (DaleFestinger)

With a particular focus on teaching and mentoring, Daloz states that learning is bestefhdflitat
adult learners are ‘both supported and challenged’ by their educational environment. In terms of the
underlying theory of how learning operates, this is very close to what is proposed by Mazirow

Brookfield, and qualitatively similar to Schon’s tradition of reflective learning.

To some extent, though, Daloz draws from a distinct psychological theoretical tradition, that of

cognitive dissonance. This is related, in terms of the emphasis on the cognitive process. Cognitive
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dissonance theory was developed in the 1950s by Leon Festinger to explain how individuals resolve
two incompatible and contradictory notions (dissonarféedtinger focuses particularly on negative
situations; individuals justify their behaviour in the face of conflicting informatioadjusting their
cognitive process rather than adapting their behaviour. Festingerian cognitive dissonance is
exemplified by adults who continue to smoke in the face of evidence that it risks thiir aedlin

how cult members respond to a predicted doomsday passing without incident (Festinger, et al., 1956)

By contrast, Daloz sees dissonance as a positive force, generated by the educator challenging the
preconceptions and assumptions of the adult learner. As dissonanas areaincomfortable
cognitive state, the learner is forced to adapt or transform their perspective (theitgirilar
Mezirow, above, is clear) in other words, to learn. Daloz also emphasises the functional need for
challenge to be balanced by ‘support’; taking this forward, models have been developed for the

context of ITT proposing the positive outcome when support and challenge are appropriately
balanced- ‘confident, reflective practitioner progressing up the organisation’ — and also the effects

of too little support- ‘attempts initiatives without reflection’ — or too little challenge- ‘remains

entrenched in existing practices’ (Elliott & Calderhead, 1994).
Andragogy (Knowles)

Knowles adopted the term ‘andragogy’, with its associations of adult-focused learning, to define his
theories. There have been different explanations of what andragogy actually is: ‘an empirical
descriptor of adult learning styles; a conceptual anchor from which adult teaching behaviours can be
derived...” (Brookfield, 1986); Knowles has progressively refined his definition to represenbf set

‘assumptions about [adult] learners and learning” (Knowles et al., 1998, p.64).

Knowles’ theories of adult learning are based on six principles: the need to know; the learner’s self-

concept; the role of experience; readiness to learn; orientation to learning; and motivation (Knowles
et al., 2005, pp.62-63). For example, Knowles contends that an adult is defined as such when,
psychologically, they ‘have arrived at a self-concept of being responsible for one’s own life, of being
selfdirecting’; and yet, when adult learners enter a learning environment they are conditioned to
respond in the child-teacher relational context from their own school-days. If the teact@mbs

to this expectation and adopts a traditional pedagogical approach, this creates ‘conflict with their
psychological need to be self-directing, and their energy is diverted away from learningrng deali

with this internal conflict” (Knowles, 1984, p.9).

Knowles’ andragogical model insists on a dual role for the teacher of adults: primarily they are
facilitator, gateway and signpost to other resources for learning that the adult learner can exploit, and
only secondarily as a content resource themselves. A good andragogical process consists of several
discrete elements, which can be summarised as the setéinggugropriate climate for learning, and
involving the learner in all elements of the learning process (Knowles, 1984, pp.14-18). There are

strong similarities with the application of facilitative learning theory suggested by Brookfield.
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Summary: Schén to Knowles

This represents only a very brief survey of cognitivist theories of learning; howevernot
necessary to explore each in depth to demonstrate the shared heritage of these theories, and their
relevance to the context of adult learning represented by ITT. The gesiirals that ‘the act of

learning is... largely initiated by the learner, exploring and extending their own understanding’

(Rogers, 2002), which could be taken as a reasonable general summary of cognitivist theories of

learning.

Situated and Work-based Learning Theories

The notion of situated learning makes the assertion that ‘there is no such thing as “learning” sui
generis.. [rather], participation in everyday life may be thought of as a process of changing
understanding in practice, that is, as learning’ (Lave, 2009, p.201). Situated learning theory builds on

the principles of cognitivist learning theory and develops earlier theories of adult learairgy¢o

that learning is a social process involving co-construction of knowledge which cannot be separated
from the context in which it takes place: the ‘community of practice’ — a group of individuals with

(to a certain extent) a shared purpose, knowledge and skills and sense of identity (Lave & Wenger,
1991). The notion of situated learning has resonance with the mentoring of trainee taadhers
implicitly considers the context in which the learning is taking place; as Lave says,

‘decontextualized learning activity is a contradiction in terms’ (Lave, 2009, p.202).

In terms of the development of teachers, the mentoring process has been described as a co-
construction of professional identity within the community of practice represented byhtha, sc

with the trainee taking an increasingly central role in the profession through a proteggiofate
peripher&participation’. Further development of Lave and Wenger’s ideas of situated learning have
emphasised the importance of practical problem-solving approaches in a social context for higher-
level learning (Hung, 2002), a nuance which is suggestive of recent policy trends inhidiT w
emphasise the importance of schbaded experiences and ‘real-life’ situations for developing
expertise in teaching. Wenger developed the idea of the community of practice to propose that the
construction of rolédentity is based upon various ‘modes of belonging’ (or, conversely,
marginalization) within a community of practice (Wenger, 2002). Whilst the majority ofiattent

this conceptual framework has focused on d¢bmestruction of the trainee teacher’s professional

identity, a ‘Wengerian matrix framework’ has also been developed to understand the construction of
the teacher’s identity as mentor within the mentoring process (Kwan & Lopez-Real, 2010). Whilst

the trainee teacher constructs their identity through a process of belonging and participation withi
the community of practice of school-teachers, a mentor might be said to construct an fidentity
themselves as a ‘teacher-mentor’ through modes of belonging within an overlapping community of
practice for mentoring. As the identity of the trainee teacher develops, it influences theiamgract
within the mentoring process, the interactions in turn influence identity formation, andnike sa

reciprocal process is underway with the meniones has applied Lave and Wenger’s notions of
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legitimate peripheral participation to the field of mentoring trainee and early career seacher
specifically, articulating the process dearning by socialization ‘becoming a member of a
community of practice is concomitant with participating in social practice, which in daiiteftes
learning” (Jones, 2006, p.60). Jones considers socialization and integration intehtid’s
community as crucial for the development of trainee teachers, as the sense of affiliaticcudtyd se
which comes with ‘fitting in’ are prerequisite to engaging in effective critical reflection and

collaboration (ibid., p.79).

The work of Michael Eraut on work-based learning is part of the cognitivist tradition and has
relevance here, with its emphasis on the learning of adult professionals in variousrigidsng
teaching.Eraut uses the term ‘informal learning’ to describe the process by which professional
knowledge and competence are acquired;t#his ‘provides a simple contrast to formal learning or
training that suggests greater flexibility or freedom for learners. It recognises thesgpifadance

of learning from other people, bimplies greater scope for individual agency than socialization’
(Eraut, 2004, p.247).

Informal, work-based learning which is centred on professional competence can be largely invisible,
because the process of learning, the resultant knowledge and the discourse and terminology of such
learning can be implicit, tacit and distinct from traditional propositions of learnindgrmnledge

This knowledge of what constitutes effective professional practice may not be explicitly defined and
codified— Eraut refers touncodified cultural knowledge’ — in general terms, this may be common
across a professional field, however each individual brings their own knowledge and capability to

this process and, most significantly for an ITT programme based in a large number of schools:

‘The theory ofsituated learningpostulates that the personal meaning of a concept, principle or
value is significantly influenced by the situations in which it wasoentered and the situations in
which it was used. Hence the personal meaning of a concept or thetpisd by the series of
contexts in which it has been used. ...The sequence of such contexts is [therefore] probably unique

to each individual practitioner’ (Eraut, 2010, p.2).

Eraut distinguishes betweéimplicit learning, which leads to unconscious expectatidnsactive

learning and ‘deliberative learning’; the latter two may also be considered elements ofksmased

learning based on spontaneous reflection on events and planned discussions and reviews,
respectively (Eraut, 2004, p.250). In the case of both implicit and reactive learning, the leaying

or may not involve the agency of another individual. Eraut would therefore conceptualise the process
of mentoring a trainee teacher within a school setting as one which not only goes beyond the
boundaries of any defined learning events or episodes, such as a regular meeting between trainee and
mentor, but also beyond the interactions between trainee and the other professionals in that work-
based setting: those features which Jones identifies as an important part ofalieatoc of the

new professional within the community of practice. Efsighlights the trainee’s development of

professional knowledge and competence as an individual process of construction, based upon their
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immersion in the worlbased setting: ‘This phenomenon is much broader in scope than the implicit

learning normally asgiated with the concept of socialisation’ (Eraut, 2010, p.2).

It has been argued that formal models of teacher development, such as induction programmes for
newly qualified teachers, place particular emphasis on deliberative learning models, with specific
learning ‘sessions’, regular reviews and targets set to meet pre-defined standards of competence

This risks overlooking the significance of reactive learning, whidladsd on the ‘unpredictability

of life in the classrom’; it is suggested that for many early career teachers learning is ‘implicit or

reactive, collaborative [rather than individual] and horizontal [rather than vertical E@itéfiths,

2001)’ (Williams, 2003, p.216).

There is a risk in following this conceptual pathway too far, in that consideration of the infldience o
the social context and the trainee’s individual agency reaches the point where the role of the mentor
becomes excessively diminishéthe importance of the ‘expert’ in facilitating the situated learning

of the novice has been developed through the concept of ‘cognitive apprenticeship’, which outlines
strategies to facilitate the development of professional competence via ‘modelling, coaching,
scaffolding, fading, articulation, reflection and exploration’. This process puts into practice the
principles of andragogy and situated learning, increasingly transferring the responsibilte for t
learning to the learner, whilst retaining the importance of the expert making explicit their ow
situational knowledge to the learner and drawing attention to the key features of successful and

effective professional practice (Cope et al., 2003, p.353).

Setting mentoring within theories of learning

Definitions of the mentor

Fitting the role of the mentor and the practice of mentoring neatly within theafritssarning
remains a challenge due to the variety of meanings and definitions which can be given to the word
‘mentor’ and the wide range of contexts in which it can be applied. The etymology of the word, from
Ancient Greek legend via {7Zentury French literature (Fénelon, 1699), has an emotional resonance
which speaks of protection, caring, support and guidance; the passing of wisdom and experience
from one generation to the next. The action of mentoring is traditionally based on a dyadic
relationship between a novice or inexperienced individual, typically younger than the expert mentor
In its modern context, however, the word has been applied to a variety of roles anigsativa

range of fields which all vary, to a greater or lesser extent, from the original medeimgring can

take place in the context of youth mentoring, social rehabilitation, business leadership, human
resource development, vocational training and induction, counselling, coaching, co-coaching; and

across a range of cultural and social traditions.

For example, Clutterbuck defines mentoring as ‘off-line help from one person to another in making
significant transitions in knowledge, work or thinking” (Clutterbuck, 2004, p.12)Off-line’ refers to

a mentor not being a lin@anager; ‘help’ covers a variety of activities and resources and could
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include giving advicer listening; ‘significant transitions’ refers to the need for a clear objective and
benefit for the participants in the mentoring relationship. Clutterbuck uses the followirgytterm

define the activity of mentoring:

‘A partnership betw two people built on trust... its primary focus tends to be the acquisition of
people skills which enable people to operate effectizehigh levels of management... the aim is

to build the capability of the mentees to the point of sgifince... the mentoring relationship is
confidential... [the mentor] is there to help the learner manage his or her own learning’

(Clutterbuck, 2004, pp.123).

However, Clutterbuck discusses mentoring in the context of human resource development, social
entrepreneurismand ‘peer mentoring’ (Clutterbuck, 2004, pp.4-5). There is no reference to

mentoring in the context of professional learning, such as in the training of teachers, doctors,
lawyers, nurses or police. There is no element within this mentoring which involves assessment;

instead, mentoring is more about sponsorship, networking and the ‘acquisition of people skills’.

As well as the divergence in meaning between mentoring in a business context and as a part of
induction into a profession, there is a disparity between what is understood by mentoringeid the f

of teacher training in different countries. In literature focused on the US context, the tbke of
mentor is defined in distinctly psychosocial terms, and the mentor is far more of a picptioeal

than a developer of skills and knowledge. Discussions of mentoring trainee teachers in the US tend
to focus on issues which enhance career advancement, such as sponsorship, exposure and coaching;
whereas the British tradition of mentoring more likely to focus on learning (Megginson &
Clutterbuck, 2003, p.146). Literature relating to the mentoring in the US also tends to rtbier

trainee as the ‘protégé’, implying a more protective role for the mentor than in England, where the

role is also associated with assessment and acting as gatekeeper to the profession. For example,
Anderson and Shannon (based at the University of Minnesota) reviewed the concept of the mentor

and concluded that mentoring is:

‘A nurturing process in which a more skilled or more experiencedmessrving as a role model,
teaches, sponsors, encourages, counsels and befriends a less rskdéscerperienced person for
the purpose of promoting the latter’s professional and/or personal development. Mentoring

functions are carried out within the context of an ongoing, caellgionship between the mentor

and the protégé’ (Anderson & Shannon, 1988, p.29)

Casey and Claunch, coordinators of induction programmes at the University of New Mexico, define
the role of mentons ‘role model, counsellor, teacher, supporter and friend. The protégé receives
reinforcement, affirmation, acceptance, and confirmation from the mentor’ (Casey & Claunch, 2005,

p.96). Alleman defines the mentor as a person of greater rank or expertise who teaches, counsels,
guides and develops a novice in an organisation or profe§diene are nine stated functions of
mentoring: giving information; providing political information; challenging assignments;

counselling; helping with career moves; developing trust; shging protégés’ achievements;
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protecting; and developingpersonal relationship (Alleman, 1986). It is notable that this definition
pre-dates the introduction of a more formalised role for schools and school-based menttias in ini

teacher training in England, as defined and required Circular 9/92.

More recent definitions of mentoring trainee teachers in England integrate both cognitivist traditions
of self-directed adult learning with the requirements to meet pre-defined standards against which
behaviour can be measured. Fletcher defines mentoring as:

‘A dynamic process whereby a teacher new to the profession not only learns the necessary skills...
with a more experienced colleague but also develops the attitudes, practiceatetige that are
conducive to bringing about pupils’ learning in class... Ensuring that trainee teachers can
demonstrate their ability to meet the burgeoning number of standargisdfiified teacher status is

only part of the picture’ (Fletcher, 2000, p.4).

Shaw provides the following as a model job description for a school-based mentor, which also
combines both cognitivist and behaviourist elements, with more emphasis on the assessment of

observable behaviour:

‘To provide professional support to students or new teachers... with particular reference to
classroom teaching skills; to coach, guide, counsel, advise and assistssaumienew teachers; to
be a source of information about subject content, teaching methadsngrissues, school
procedures; to assess the needs of the trainee and from that assessmpitiylaa training
programme; to facilitate the trainee’s access to information; to remove any constraints which
hinder the trainee in following the training programme and/or develdp&igteaching skills, this
may involve negotiation with others; to be involved in the formadiveé summative assessment of
the trainee’s teaching performance and to enable him/her to evaluate and reflect upon their own

performance’ (Shaw, 1992, p.138).

Handbooks for mentoring, focused on an audience seeking to successfully negotiate the competency-
based framework of ITT, tend to adopt a more functional apprdacher and Bash define the role

of the mentor as ‘listening to the mentee’s concerns and answering their questions; demonstrating

and explaining; observing performance and giving feedback; discussing problems and dilemmas;

giving advice and setting targets for further develagm@urner & Bash, 1999, p.68).

The competency-based system of Ikds been criticised as conceptually behaviourist, ‘with its
implications that the significance of theoretical knowledge in training is a purely technical or
instrumental one’ (Elliott, 1993, p.17); as discussed above this trend has been criticised, with these
systemscontaining the potential to ‘reduce teachers to little more than technicians... this has

deprofessionalisedokh teachers and teacher educators’ (Arthur et al., 1997, p.27).

Within the frameworks for teacher competency there are elements suggestive of cognitivist

appoaches to professional learning and references to reflective practice and self-directed adult
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learning principles. For example, the 2007 iteration of the Teacher Standards include the

requirement that trainee teachers should:

‘Reflect on and improve their practice, and take responsibility for identifying and meeting their
developing professional needs’ (Q7a)
‘Have a creative and constructively critical approach towards innovation...” (Q8)

‘...Be open to coaching and mentoring’ (Q9) (TDA, 2007).

However, Schon postulated tHatring cannot take place ‘in the nexus of official policies at the
centre’; instead, the role of the ‘centre’ is, or should be, ‘as the facilitator of society’s learning, rather

than as society’s trainer’ (Schén, 1973, p.166).

The CUREE National Framework for Mentoring and Coaching draws together a range of literature
and conceptualizations to define mentoring as: ‘a structured, sustained process for supporting

professional learners through significanteeatransitions’. Activities to achieve this include:

‘Identifying learning goals; supporting progression; developing learners’ control over their
learning; active listening; modelling, observing, articulating and disogisgractice to raise
awareness; shared learning experiences; providing feedback, guidancevhemdnecessary,
direction; review and action planning; assessing, appraising and accredititigepfamkering a
range of support’ (CUREE, 2005).

What is most apparent is how the majority of literature relating to mentoring in ITThdbesake
explicit any theoretical framework on which the work is based. Hansford et al. conduetseht r
review in this area. From a pool of 159 studies into mentoring of a theoreticakcdpiiles nature,

only 22 could be identified as being underpinned by a conceptual framework (Hansford, et al.,
2003). There is also a marked variation in how mentoring and the mentor are defihed, ‘there

is no one model of mentoring... [because] the role of the mentor carries a variety of definitions
within different contexts’ (Yau, 1995, p.48). The result is a lack of conceptual clarity for those
undertaking the role and significant diversity in the experience of those within the megntori
process. Jacobhighlighted the ‘troubling issue’ of this ‘continued lack of clarity about the
antecedents, outcomes, characteristics, and mediators of mentoring relationships’ (Jacobi, 1991,

p.505).
Mentoring in relation to models of teacher develepin

The diversity of approaches to mentoring has been explored in relation to both different contexts and
different stages in the development of trainee teacBeosks and Sikes identified six ‘models of
mentoring’: the apprenticeship model; the competency model; the reflective practitioner model; the

reflective coach model; the critical friend model; the co-enquirer model (Brooks & Sikes, 1997).

The apprenticeship model involves a relationship based on a clear hierarchy and involves the

modelling of behaviour and the transmission of knowledge from expert to novice. This model
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derives from 19 century traditions of teacher preparation. It might be supposed that this is a model
which has limited currency in contemporary approaches to mentoring trainee teachers, however, as
shown above, the conceptualisation of teaching as a ‘craft’ and the process of teacher training ‘based

on apprenticatyle training in classrooms’ in policy statements leaves open the possibility that, in
certain contexts, an apprentice model of mentoring is exercised in schools (Freedman, et al., 2008)
The notion of hierarchy (and concomitant issues of control) in the practice of mentoring igycertai

apparent and will be explored below.

The competency model is defined by Brooks and Sikes as mentoring which is directed towards
specified competencies; this is a process of training in behavioural outcomes. This can be considered
a necessary approach in the context of systems required to control the quality of teacheiopreparat
and teacher workforce suppl.model of mentoring which is ‘programme-oriented’ (as opposed to
‘development-oriented’) is ‘a logical one to adopt in the formulation of frameworks of competent
performance which must apply to large groups of teachers, for example, national proficiency
requirements’ (Roelefs & Sanders, 2007, p.125). Testing cognitive skills on a similar scale carries
not aly systematic but conceptual challenges: ‘learning objectives for cognitive skills are usually
described in operational (behavioural) terri$early, this linkage creates confusion’ (Westera,

2001). Although a competency model may be a necessary element of the mentoring process, recent
research focused on the experience of trainee teachers has shown that the competency framework is
not the key influence upon the design of ITT programmes. The indication given by training
providers werethat ‘developing a reflective practitioner’ is more central (Hobson et al., 2006,
pp.244-51), suggestive Brooks and Sikes’ reflective practitioner model.

Each of the remaining four models of mentoring identified by Brooks and Sikes follow the traditions
from Schon to Knowles, Eraut and Wenger, with an explicit reference to reflective practiee, n
hierarchical relationships, self-directed learning and the mentor as facilitator of learrooggB:

Sikes, 1997). Elliott summarises the notion of a reflective practitioner as:

‘Learning to reflect about one's experience of complex human situatitisscally. It is always a
form of experientiallearning. The outcome of such learning is not knowledge storednronen
prepositional form, buthblistic understandings' of particular situations which are stored in

memory as case repertoires’ (Elliott, 1991) (my emphases)

It is possible that each of the six models of mentoring outlined by Brooks and Sikes couldrbe draw
upon in different contexts, depending on the conceptualization of teaching and teacher training by
the school and mentor involved, and also on the requirements and assessment structures of the ITT

programme.

Fuller and Brown outlined distinct stages in the development of trainee and early-career teachers
based on a model of ‘categories of concern’. In this model, it was proposed that the trainee is
sequentially ‘concerned’ with a number of factors such as self, survival, teaching tasks, pupil

learning, materials and curriculum. Initially the trainee is concerned with those more inemediat
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them- self, ‘survival in the classroom (i.e. behaur management) and their delivery of ‘teaching’;
over time, the concerns will shift to the consequences of their actions (e.g. pupil learningd and th

context within which their actions take place (e.g. curriculum) (Fuller & Brown, 1975)

Maynard and Furlong applied this model to their conceptualization of mentoring which encompasses
similar ‘phases’ to meet the changing needs or concerns of the trainee teacher at different points in a

training programme. The stages of development are giveriealy idealism’; ‘survival’;
‘recognizing difficulties’; ‘hitting the plateau’; and ‘moving on’ (Maynard & Furlong, 1995, p.12)
Maynard and Furlong suggest that mentors should be aware of this process of development and
adjust their practice accordingly. Reference is made to the models of mentoring identifieshks Br

and Sikes- apprenticeship, competency and reflectivandit is suggesd that the practice of
mentoring should movthroughthese models as the development of the trainee teacher progresses

and their knowledge base grows:

‘In the early stages... when trainees are still ‘learning to see’, mentors need to act as collaborative
teachers, acting as interpreters and mod@lsce tramees have... started to take increased
responsibility for the teaching process itself, mentors need to extend their role... to develop a more
systematic approach to training, acting as instructdfsally, once trainees have achieved basic
competence, theole of the mentor needs to develop further... as co-enquirers with the aimfo

promoting critical reflection... by the trainee’ (Maynard & Furlong, 1995, p.22).

These models of theainee teacher’s professional development passing through predictable and

discrete ‘stages’ have been questioned:

‘At a very broad level it is certainly possible to see the student-teachers' progress in terms of a
gradual shift from consideration of their own classroom performatocemore detailed
consideration of the learning processes and achievements of the phpys are
teaching... However, there are... important qualifications that need to be acknowledged... The

evidence suggests that this kind of sequential view is too simplistic’ (Burn et al., 2003).

Ertmer and Newby attempted to assimilate these models in a graphical representationeot differ
mentoring strategies to be adopted at different stages. With one axis representing the level of the
learner’s ‘task knowledge’, which rises as development occurs, and the other the level of cognitive
processing required by the task, they demonstrate how different points of intersection between these

factors require behavioural, cognitive and constructivist strategies:

‘A behavioural approach can effectively facilitate mastery of the content of a profession (knowing
what); cognitive strategies are useful in teaching problem-solving tactice whéned facts and
rules are applied in different situations (knowing how); and constructividegies are especially
suited to dealing with ill-defined problems through reflectimaction’ (Ertmer & Newby, 1993,
p.68)
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The difference in this proposal is that the strategies adopted do not follow a predictable jpatiern fr
beginning to end of the training period, but are responsive to the nature of the training task to be

completed.
Theoretical implications of mentor selection analiting

The process behind the selection of teachers to work as mentors in an ITT programme can be
implicitly indicative of the regard given to mentoring activities by both school aogrgnme
managers and may be suggestive of the quality of mentoring provision. The mentor selection process

within ITT programmeganbe categorised as either ‘ad-hoc’ or ‘systematic’ (Kajs, 2002).

A small-scale study of mentors in the post-compulsory sector found that 63% of respondents had not
actively sought out the role of mentor, but were designated as a mentor by others (Cunningham
2004, p.276)1t is claimed that in the US, ‘the prevailing practice is that campus principals, on their

own, select teachers to serve as mentors for novice teachers’ (Kajs, 2002, p.60)More systematic
approaches to mentor selection have been proposed, where school leaders or selection committees
made up of school managers and HEI tutors draw up a set of defined criteria against which
selections are madébid.). An example of a systematic approach to mentor selection is the guide
developed by onetate’s Education Department‘mentor teachers are selected based on defined

selection criteria... potential mentors complete an application... [and] an induction committee

selects mentors with input from the [school] princigiaine Dept of Education, 2007, pp.31,41).

Once mentors are in place they require induction, training and development; in the English
partnership model of ITT, the HEI provider is typically responsible for this. The valdkisof
training in ensuring the quality of mentoring has been made and reiterated by successive select
committee investigations into the quality of teacher training (House of Commons, 2010a, g&; Hou

of Commons, 2012, p.33). There are, however, no statutory or prescribed pedagogies or curricula for
mentor training; rather, each HEI provider develops its own models and approaches to prepare
teachers to act as mentoang and Odell have reviewed and analysed three ‘basic models of

mentor preparation’: the knowledge transmission model; the theory-and-practice connection model;

and the collaborative inquiry model (Wang & Odell, 2002, pp.525-30). Evidence of the respective
impact of these three models on trainee teachers’ professional development is scarce. However, it is
apparent that both the theaapdpractice connection and collaborative inquiry models of mentor
preparation are built upon Knowles’ six principles of andragogy, and that these models work from

the assumption that both the process of mentoring and the preparation and development of mentors
should be based upon adult learning theofidsas been suggested that ‘if mentoring planners take
seriously the fact that they are working with adults who bring a great deal of expetetige

learning situation, then they need to involve mentors and mentees from the outset’ (English, 1999,

p.196). In a Hong Kong study it has been shown that the professional benefits which mentors accrue
from their practice are based upon their collaboration with trainee teachers, other izuethtEs

tutors, as well as on a process of self-reflection. (Lopez-Real & Kwan, 2005). This slabwiset
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development of a ‘learning community of shared visions and teaching goals’ can benefit the

professional development, and thus the quality, of the mentor.

Systematic mentor preparation programmes based on these principles have been developed,
implemented and evaluatefls part of a strategic priority to develop a quality teaching force, the
Hong Kong Institute of Education developed a series of ‘Mentor Support andDevelopment” (MSD)
programmes based explicitly upon theangpractice connection principles (Tang & Choi, 2005)

The stated focus of these programmes twéprepare mentor trainees as effective change agents in

reform in teaching and learning’. Two MSD programmes were developed, designed for 30-hours and
60-hours of instruction; the intended constituency foisehgrogrammes was analogous to the

English designation dkubject mentors’ and ‘professional mentors’ respectively (ibid., p.389).

In terms of content, it has been suggested that mentor training programmes focus eithbe upon t
practice of mentoring or on the knowledge base of mentoring (Garvey & Alred, 2000). This echoes
earlier propositions that professional knowledge can be classified as either theoretical or craft-
practical knowledge (Eraut, 1994)a dichotomy which goes to the heart of assumptions about the
nature of professionalism, in teaching or more generally. In discussing the professional development
of mentors, Kajs claims that the ‘prevailing practice’ is for mentor training to focus more on
programme logistics than training in coaching technigdefined as ‘instructional’ rather than

‘educational’.

‘A presumptia is that teachers’ competence as classroom instructors is sufficient for the
mentorng role... [however] mentors need to be familiar with adult education principles to
appropriately guide novice teachers in a learning process. While theyhenay sufficient
understanding of pedagogical principles appropriate for classroom youth, nthg lack

techniques in working with adults’ (Kajs, 2002, pp.653).

In their assessment of a mentor training programme for a PGCE programme, Youens and Bailey
exemplify the instructional emphasis within the typical ITT mentor training curricuongns &

Bailey, 2004). A curriculum for mentor training which places more emphasis on educational content
has been recommended by Capel and B¥&orking from the basis that ‘consideration needs to be

given to whether, and how, trainee teachers can be supported in developing and using deep
approaches to learning’, and that ‘trainee teachers accept the established views of their mentors and

copy their mentor’, it follows that ‘one area for development is the role of the mentor and hence the

focus of mentor training’. This would mean that training might include reference to models of
mentoring, discussions of the role o€ thentor, and theories of teacher education such as ‘zones of

proximal development’; training should ‘focus on the mentor adopting the role of significant other

who supports the trainee teacher to a position of increased capability in terms of thééadkeow

skill and understanding’ (Capel & Blair, 2007, pp.16-17).

Drawing from the principles of adult education, English suggests ‘the opening educational sessions

should focus on what the mentors and mentees need to know about mentorship... recall clearly their
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own experiences of mentoring... and think thoroughly through their beliefs and assumptions about
mentoring, teaching, and learning’ (English, 1999, p.198). In this, HEI partners have a clear role to
play, drawing upon their strengths and particular areas of expertise: ‘What is needed for mentors is

much more support from higher education institutions, clearly pointing them in the direttion
appropriate research, from which practical implications may be drawn and used as a basis for
mentoring students’ (Evans & Abbott, 1997, p.145).

Summary

It is apparent that there are not only diverse models of mentoring and definitions of tbkethele
mentor, even within the limited field of ITT, but that these models derive from kbtwlourist and
cognitivist theories of learning, depending on the purpose of different elements within the pfocess
mentoring and/or conceptions of the development of trainee teachers as adult learners. In some cases
discussions of mentoring acknowledge the educational philosophies of Kolb and Knowles,
emphasising the role of the trainee as a self-directing learner, and the relationship between mentor
and trainee being characterised by enabling, empowerment and collaboration (Morton-Cooper &
Palmer, 2003, pp.101,103). In others, there is a recognition of the aspect of the role whigs invol
summative assessment, acting as a gatekeeper to the profession and validatisg learning

through observable behaviour and actions (Smith, 2afddause of this supervisory aspect the
mentoring relationship, for all the overt expressions of collegiality, inevitably tmltder the

‘shadow of control’ (Cullingford, 2006, p.xiv).

Given this diversity, it is not surprising that assessments of the concepts, theories aleddeow
bases that mentors and trainees draw from during the mentoring process \aged and
incoherent. These studies commonly suggest that those involved in the mentoring process draw from
their own personal ‘hinterland’ of experiences, ahead of explicit principles of adult or work-based

learning. This is the case for both mentors (Jones & Straker, 2006; Rice, 2008) and trainegs (Drev

& Cope, 1999). It is apparent that to gain a fuller and richer understanding of the mentoring proces
we need to consider interpretive models of mentoring which attempt to bridge the gap between the
assessment of actions and cognitive development and also which take account of the factors beyond

the oneto-one relationship between mentor and trainee: the architecture of the mentoring process.

Interpretive models of mentoring and architecture for mentoring

Attempts have been made to bridge the gap between the focus on observable practice and cognitivist
theories. This begins with a re-evaloatiof what is meant by ‘teacher competence’. An initial
distinction to make is betweeftompetence which is a comprehensive and general concept
reflecting the ability of a person to perform effectively in a raled ‘competencies which are
narrower, atomistic descriptions of particular abilities, skills or attributes restjfor a role
(McConnell, 2001; Mulder, 2001, p.76). Considering competanceore holistic terms, it is

suggested that teacher competence cannot be wholly encapsulated in observable behaviour; rather,
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competence is manifested in a variety of ways (Spencer & Spencer, 1993). Competence in teaching
has, at various times and in various settings, been attributed to one or more of the fédotoirsy
personality traits and attributes (Getzels & Jackson, 1963); level of subject knowledgengncludi
both content and pedagogical techniques (Tom & Valli, 1990); particular actions and teacher
behaviour which contribute to pupil learning (Brophy & Good, 198&Yhers’ cognitive abilities

and the decision-making processes undertaking before, during and after teaching (Verloop, 1988;
Kagan, 1990); and the practical knowledge for managing specific situations which arise in the
classroom (Beijaard & Verloop, 1996).

Each of these different dimensions of competence require different assessment techniques, whether
standardised knowledge tests, questionnaires, psychological tests, observational instruments,
stimulated recall interviews or assessments of pupil learning. Roelofs and Sanders have developed
an interpretive model for assessing teacher competence which takes account of this multi-
dimensional conceptualisation of teacher competence and which also takes account of pupil learning,
classroom climate, teachers’ actions and decision-making, and the knowledge, skill and attitudes

which act as a base for the teachers’ actions and decisions (Roelofs & Sanders, 2003). It follows that
approaches to the development of trainee teachers should similarly take account of these different
elements of teacher competence, incorporating behaviourist approaches and observable actions as

well as support for cognitive development.

Considerations of mentoring in the literature, particularly those which are presented as practical
guides or handbooks for mentors in schools, tend to focus on the interactions between mentor and
trainee (Edwards & Collinson, 1996; Harrison, 20@articular attention has been given to the
nature of the dialogue between mentor and trainee in ‘mentoring meetings’, which may make
reference to the field of educational and academic subject discourses (Arthur et al., 1997, p.117) or
to the development of ment@iredback to a more reciprocal ‘dialogic review’ (Stopp, 2008). Within

this section of the literature are more general explorations of how mentors can encourage and
promote reflective practice and thinking in trainees (Hatton & Smith, 1995; Burchell &
Westmoreland, 1999; Husu et al., 2006).

The mentoring process, however, is more than a dyadic relationship in a contextual vacuum; the
notion of situated learning and the role of professional communities of practice would sudggest tha
the context of the school in which the mentoring process takes place has a significant influence on
the nature and effectiveness of that process. Cunningham has considered this issue and proposed that
the institutional context can be considered as a &frfdrchitecture’ for the mentoring process. He

contends that ‘effective mentoring needs solid institutional backing’. The term architecture is used

not only because this backing acts as support and buttress to the actions of mentor and trainee, but
also because, just as well- and poorly-designed buildings can influence the morale, efficacy and

experience of those who inhabit them, so too can ‘an organisation lacking the appropriate
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architecture be prone to ineffective, under-resourced and under-valugaringgén(Cunningham,
2012, p.17).

Cunningham identifies seven distinct factors within an ‘architecture for mentoring’, each of which

by its strength or deficiency would influence the effectiveness of the mentoring provisiontsthe fi

is ‘an institutional commitment to mentoring’, which includes provision of sufficient time for
teachers acting as mentors to undertake the role effectively, and generally ensuring mentors have a
sense that the school recognises and rewards their effiaetsecond is ‘an appropriate institutional

ethos’, based on a sense of collegiality between school leadership and mentors, which in turn

supports the reciprocity of the relationship between mentor and trainee. Cunningham makes explicit
referere to Lave and Wenger’s models of communities of practice and legitimate peripheral
participation. The third factor are the resources available for mentoring, which might include
physical spaces set aside for mentoring meetings, access to relevant texts and journals and
investment in electronic systems and networks which support mentoring within and beyond the
school. The fourth and fifth involve the process of mentor selection, induction, trainimmnagoicdg

support, and whether this is based on an explicit rationale for how mentoring sits within the
institution’s mission and strategic plans, rather than mentoring being a role which staff are ‘landed

with’. The sixth factor involves issues of clarity and consistency based on a principle of shared
ownerslip, including the provision of a contract between school and mentors, which is consistent
across the schodrhe final measure of an institution’s architecture for mentoring is the nature of (or

lack of) any systematic researdb measure the impact of mentoring on the professional

development of trainees, mentors and on pupil learning (Cunningham, 2012, pp.18-23).

The factors which Cunningham sets out are all dependent on the school and its leadership making
explicit a commitment to support and value the role of the mentor, the work the mentors undertake
and the mentoring relationship. This commitment may be the responsibility of diffedantiiials

in different schools- a professional mentor, an ITT or CPD coordinator, or the headteadhsr

would be perceived in the general culture of the school. This extends the notion of a novice teacher
as a peripheral participant or ‘bottom of the pecking order’, and defines the success or otherwise of

their mentoring experience by the extent to which they successfully integratéhdrdchool’s
community of practice (Jones, 2006; Hobson, 2009). It suggests that the success of the mentoring is
dependent on the culture of the school and the degree to which it is aligned with effective
approaches to mentoring; and alsotldegree to which the school’s leadership is committed to
promoting this culture through its workforde.is worth noting that this ‘architectural suppdrtfor
mentoring is a feature which has previously not featured significantly in quality framefeorks

teaching, teacher training or school leadership, or in policy discourses about ITT.

Cunningham’s notion of architecture therefore provides a useful additional dimension to
understanding the mentoring process in schools, one which is based on the principles of effective

adult and work-based learning theory. However, the majority of ITT programmes in Englarod are
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basely entirely in schools and the notion of architectural support for mentoring should therefore also
take account of other sources of support which are present in ITT programmes, most significantly,

the HEI providers and tutors who support trainees and schools to varying degrees.

The respective roles of HEI provider and school in partnership-based ITT programmes continue to
shift and develop, and the nature of the support that the HEI provider could or should provide to the
mentoring process, either at the institutional or personal level, is difficult to pin diovis simplest

terms the role of the HEI provider in ITT can be articulated as providing the more itedavet
contextual elements of the programme, whilst the school provides the setting for pradtice in

the classroom. However, the configuration of HEI-school partnership in ITT as a simple dichotomy
between theory and practice risks creating a fragmented experience with trainees’ learning taking

place in a ‘twilight zone between university and schools’ (Taylor, 2008, p.65), the development of a

kind of conceptual schizophrenia, and the impulse for those involved in the programme to make
value judgments about one aspect over the other (Hodkinson & Hodkinson, 1999); judgments similar

to those seen in some policy statements about ITT.

The more complete portrait of what the HEI provider contributes to the partnership mouaekis
complex; indeed, with the trend in ITT policy over the last twenty years, the role girb\dlers in

ITT at all is no longer assumed: ‘are universities needed or is the workplace of the school all that

students need to learn to teach?’ (Taylor, 2008, p.66)The ‘Modes of Teacher Education’ project of

the early 1990s identified three different types of partnership between HEIls and schools that were
evolving across England, depending on a number of local factors ranging from ideological
convictions to financial constraints (Furlong, et al., 1996). The changing, complex and inconsistent
nature of partnership between HEIs and schools has led to perceptions of uncertainty in relation to

issues of roles, responsibilities and control (Dunne, et al., 1996).

In terms of the architecture of the mentoring process, the HEI provider can be said to endance

support the process by providing additional resources to those derived from the school. This may
include: training for mentors, both in terms of effective practice in mentoring and coaching and as an
induction to the formal requirements of ITT programmes; quality assurance and accreditation of the

mentoring process; and additional training sessions and support for trainee teachers.

A triadic relationship: a framework for understanding the mentoring process in ITT

Drawing this together, a conceptual framework for understanding the mentoring process can be
presented. At one level, the mentoring process is a complex interaction between trainee teacher and
mentor with both involved in a reflective cycle of learning which is constantly mdtgeen

action, knowledge, experience, cognition and decision-making. It is a process involving the
principles of adult learningnd situated learning and relies on both the trainee teacher’s orientation

to learning and the mentor’s greater knowledge and experience to facilitate the process. The actions

of the mentor may involve challenging the trainee’s preconceptions of teaching and what it is to be a

61



teacher; it is work-based learning, unstructured and not limited to formal or schedules @vent
meetings but occurring throughout the school-based experience. The role of the mentor encompasses
both supporter and assessor, and trainee and mentor must both navigate this delicate distction; as
consequence, mentoring can involve both behaviourist and cognitivist elements. The mentoring
process is not just the relationship between mentor and trainee, but occurs around and between the
competing pressures and priorities of the school in which it isagdtheld within a substantial

structure of ‘architectural support’ which includes support provided by a partner HEI and its tutors.

The mentoring process is not a specific event, action or approach, but something more abstract
which comes out of ariadic relationship between trainee, mentor amdpporters’ within a
community of practice with ‘a shared vision or project” (Wenger, et al., 2002). Each participant in

this relationship has a different role within and a different perception of the mentoring process, based
on their responsibilities, preconceptions, perspective and experience. | define sugsthose

formally responsible for different elements of architectural support for mentoring; legtbed in the

school, a HEI, or any other agency or institution involved in the mentoring process. Supporters
therefore include school-based professional mentors, HEI-based tutors and programme managers.
These supporters cannot be considered as a single entity as they also comprise diverse and changing
relationships (for example, between the professional mentor and the HEI tutor) which may influence

the nature and coherence of the support provided to a particular mentoring experience.

This is not to diminish the importance of informal support mechanisms and networks that trainees
will develop and draw from during the period of initial training. The nature and qualitlyeof
relationships between a traineedawhat might be called their ‘personal allies’ — other trainee
teachers and peer networks, friends and family, and other colleagues within the-sateootitical

to trainees’ experience, psychological well-being and socialization into the professional community
(Jones, 2006). These relationships, focused on the single point of the trainee, are not integrated into
the formal systems of the mentoring process and therefore | consider them supplementasy (but

marginal) to the triadic mentoring relationship.

Above all, the period of initial training is a transformative experience for all tea¢cheas be an
extreme experiencét can seem to be chaotic, fluid, unique, intense and challergmupyet it is
ultimately a formative and creative process. The exigencies and tribulations of becoming edqualifi
teacher change individuals, both professionally and personally; often taken to the limits of mental,
emotional and physical capabilitiesand sometimes beyordrainess will be ‘fired” into something

new. In this analogy, mentoring can be represented as a crucible. The role of mentoring is to
manage, mediate and direct this experience into a successful outcome; like a crucible, effective
mentoring safely contains and provides substantial support for intense processes involving great heat
and pressure. Like a crucible, mentoring brings shape and certainty to an alchemic transiitutation;

controls a process which is intangible, transient, unsystematic, occurring in the non-linear and
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unstructured space between words and actiomscrégmtion of a construct which is qualitatively

different from the original reagents; a new teacher.
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Chapter 5— Methodology
Introduction
Epistemological foundations

| have shown how the process of mentoring is based on cognitivist learning theory and how
mentoring for ITT can be viewed through the prism of related epistemological foundations. Framing
the mentoring process as a triadic relationship has implications for the methodological choices which
underpin this thesis. The prominence of cognitivist and transformative theory leads to a position
which is more naturalistic-interpretive than normative-scientific although, as has beeredbserv
‘whilst there are social theories which adhere to each of these extremes, the assumptions of many

social scientists are pitched somewhere in between’ (Burrell & Morgan, 1979, p.2). Generally,
however, naturalistic approaches have been seen to be more appropriate in the study of human
beings, on the assumption that ‘the social world can only be understood from the standpoint of the
individuals who are part of the ongoing action being investigated’ (Cohen et al., 2000, p.19), and

that ‘the purpose of social science is to understand social reality as different people see it and to

demonstrate how their views shape the action which they take within that reality’ (Beck, 1979).
Previous methodological approaches to the studyesitoring

Previous studies of mentors and mentoring practice have adopted various forms of naturalistic
methodology. One example adopted an interpretive approach, which placed the mentor at the centre
of the research process and sought to understand not only the mentor as an individual, but their
interpretations of the worldFrom the individual mentor’s experience and understanding, a
‘grounded theory’ was derived. In this study, focused the role of learning theory in mentors’
practice, Rice statethat ‘I have chosen to... use an interpretive approach... to assist in the

understanding of mentors’ personal interpretations of the surrounding world’ (Rice, 2008, p.130).

Another recent studyhich examined ‘personal models of mentoring’ in the context of teacher
preparation adopted a symbolic interactionist framework. Symbolic interactionism is a stiturali
approach based on the proposition that humans act from the basis of the meanings they generate,
inhabiting both a natural world within which they are subject to external forces, ancbvsmrdi

where ‘symbols’, or language, allow individuals to create their own meaning (Cohen et al., 2000,

p.25). The researchers sought data that ‘would allow us to gain access to how the mentors made

sense of their work as mentors’ (Young et al., 2005, p.171).

Investigating mentors’ professional knowledge base, Jones and Straker adopted a
‘phenomenological, social contructivist approach’ (Jones & Straker, 2006, p.168). Phenomenology,
in relation to the study of social behaviour, states that the behaviour of others is given rganing

process of typification, based on the observer’s experience and biography Adopting this
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methodology, the study aimed to ‘provide insights into mentors’ thinking and how it influences their

selection and justification of strategies employed’ (Jones & Straker, 2006, p.169).

Overallapgoach: a case study

The focus of this research is the distinctiveness of the mentoring process within the Tea@f First |
programme, as perceived by the different participants within that process. The researchvgtrategy
be based on a case studigh Teach First as a single case, selected on the basis of its distinctive
features as an ITT programme and the relative scarcity of previous research focused éiir§ieach
This renders the case of particular interest, and the research likely to generate new knovitexige i
field.

Case study has been described as ‘a strategy for doing research which involves an empirical
investigation of a particular contemporary phenomenon within its real life context, usinglenulti
sources of evidence.” (Robson, 1993, p.52). The case is necessarily set within a bounded context,
which might be an individual, role, group or (as in this case) an organisation or pragraases

may also be bounded spatially or temporally (Miles & Huberman, 1994, p.26). These bounds may
occur naturally, as with the limits of an organisation, or framed by the researcher, such as in setting a
start-and enepoint in time for the study (Schostak, 2002).

The validity of the approach

A case study approach is therefore an appropriate strategy for this research, as Teach Firss represent
a particular and unique example of an ITT programme, an organization with clear idegttity; y
whilst Teach First has a clear and distinct identity, the operation of the ITT programoteisvhi

based in schools the mentoring processcannot be easily distinguished from the other activities
within the school which are not associated with Teach First. These activities may itretude
teaching and learning of pupils and other teacher training or staff development programmes which
may be operating within the schodlhe case study has been characterised as ‘a contemporary
phenomenon in its real-life context, especialljem.. the boundaries between phenomenon and

context are not clearly evident’ (Yin, 1981, p.59).

Focusing on the ‘bounded phenomena and systems’ of a single case offers the opportunity to ‘catch

the complexity and situateeks of behaviour’ (Cohen et al., 2000, p.79); therefore taking Teach
First as a case study will allow a close examination of the fine detail of theringriirocess within
this ITT programme and permit the researchuteavel the complexities’ (Denscombe, 1998, p.30)

of the Teach First mentoring process.

One benefit of taking this approach is the abilitgdopt an ‘exploratory’ strategy (Yin, 1981, p.59;
Robson, 1993, p.53) which allows the generation of a framework for analysing the data which is
derived from the data itself; that is, grounded theory (Glaser & Strauss, TB&rranslates into an

iterative process which covers each stage of data collection and analysis, where the researcher is
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undertaking a constant process of comparison and repeatedly (internally) asking the duéstion,
am | learning about [the focus of the research] nevafid how is this different from what | learned
before, from previous levels/data?” The exploratory element of the case study allows the
modification of data collection strategies and details during the research process. Thadegifim
retaining this flexibiliy, or ‘controlled opportunism’, ‘allows the researcher to probe emergent
themes or to take advantage of special opportunities which may be present in a given situation’

(Eisenhardt, 2002, p.16).

It has been shown that case studies can employ an embedded design and have multiple layers of
analysis (Yin, 1984). A case study approach allows for a range of data types and methods of data
collection and analysis; this research will draw on both quantitative and qualitative pkdaaty
different stages. Organisational case studies have previously combined qualitative and geantitativ
data (Gross et al., 1971). This closely reflects the approach developed for this research. The
mentoring process within Teach First will be considered first at an organisational levéieand t
implications which can be drawn from the structure of the training presented in the pregramm
documentation; these will be analysed in terms of existing models of teacher training and how Teach
First sits within the evolving context of policy. This top-level analysis will alssvdrpon my own

‘lived experience’ as a practitioner-researcher working within Teach First and upon my ability to
access natulig-occurring and historical programme data to shape the evaluafiensndly, the
mentoring process will be considered at the level of the groups which are involved in that process
the school-based mentors, the HEI tutors and the Teach First trainees themselves. Thaidata at t
level will take the form of survey responses and focus group discussions, and the respieses of
three groups will be considered collectively, through quantitative and thematic analysiy, Fieall
mentors involved in the Teach First mentoring process will be considered at an individual level
through a series of detailed interviews and the data analysed at a much finer level ohomigh, t

interpretive thematic approaches.

These multiple levels of data collection and analysis ultimately make it possible to triangulat
emergent themes and produce more robust outcomes. The combination of quantitative and
qualitative data is particularly important in this regard; for example, analysis of queatiata

from the survey responses may highlight features not previously considered which can lesl explor

in greater depth in the subsequent series of interviews with mefitokgher words: ‘while
systematic data creates the foundation for our theories, it is the anecdotal data that enable us to do
the building’ (Mintzberg, 1979, p.587).

The progressive data collection strategy across these different levels allowed the casted®dbe
over a period of time (approximately eighteen montthé$ allowed the development and shifts in
education policy, in the Teach First programme, and in my own circumstances as a researcher to be

captured. In addition, the extended period of data collection allowed for careful assimilation and
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consideration of the findings at each stage, and a modification of the approach and focus of each

subsequent stage.

The process of undertaking a case study based on grounded theory is predominantly an iterative one
involving constant comparison of data collected, redefinition of the research questions at each stage,
and the generation and ongoing revision of theoretical frameworks. The resulting hypotheses and
frameworks are likely to be both verifiable and valid because they have ‘already undergone
verification as part of the theobuilding process... [and] because the process is so intimately tied

with evidence that it is very likely that the resultant theory will be consistéht empirical
observation’ (Eisenhardt, 2002, p.29).

Within this theorybuilding process there is a key role for the ‘enfolding literature’ (Eisenhardt,

2002, p.24) which can be used to generate juxtaposition with emergent theories and hypotheses. This
includes both policy documents and academic research which together set the context of the case and
the emergent themes. By identifying elements of the case study which are confirmed byiair confl
with existing literature, the generalizability of the findings from the single case can be widened,

and/or the limits to generalizability sharpened.

Overall, the strength of taking a case study approach to the investigation of mentdringregch

First is the likelihood for generating novel insights into the mentoring process within tticsilpar

ITT programme, through a multi-level study of mentoring within Teach &fiisicreasing levels of

detail. By a process of constant comparison between the data generated at each level, and
comparison of the findings with the literature, the policy context of ITT, and with how Te@th Fi
presents itself publicly, | would expect to find juxtapositions, contradictions and tensiomgraati

the nature of mentoring within Teach First and the distinctiveness of mentoring in the Teach First
programme, as perceived from different perspectives. These contradictions and tensions might then
be reconciled and resolved such a way as to ‘reframe perceptions into a new gestalt’ (Eisenhardt,

2002, p.29).

The generalizability and integrity of the approach

Generalizability in qualitative research approaches has always been problematic, and reviewing the
methodological literature at one level suggests that there ‘appears to be a widely shared view that
[generalizability] is unimportant, unachievable, or both’ (Schofield, 2002, p.172). Generalizability i

an aspect of external validity, a fundamental principle of scientific methodology in thalnatur
sciences. External validity emphasizes the importance of being able to generalize to and across
populations and of the replicability of results. It has beserted that ‘the goal of science is to be

able to generalize findings to diverse populations and times’, and ‘at the heart of external validity is
replicability. Would the results be reproducible in those target instances to which one intends to
generalte — the population, situation, time, treatment form or format, measures, study designs and
procedures?’ (Smith, 1975, p.88; Krathwohl, 1985, p.123).
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The nature of qualitative research in the social sciences typically precludes this prgieguieyoth

the subject of the researethumans and human interactiehand the context in which the research

is conducted- the social environment. In addition, the subject and the context are inextricably
interwoven ‘It is virtually impossible to imagine any human behaviour that is not heavily mediated

by the context in which it occurs’ (Guba & Lincoln, 1981, p.62). Without the predictable variables
and controls characteristic of the natural sciengesgralizations are impossible, since phenomena

are neither time- nor conteftee...” (ibid., p.238). This is a relevant point for this research, which
explores individuals’ perceptions of the Teach First mentoring process and could be said to be
developing an idiographic body of knowledge which is specific to those individuals and the contexts
(e.g.,the school) within which they work.

If the nature of the research precludes positivist objectivity, then other concepts should be used in
commenting on the rigour of the research. Rather than external validity, the qualitegaeiies

aspires to internal validity. The requirements for internal validity have been definedans ways,

including ‘causal validity’ and ‘construct validity’ (Cook & Campbell, 1979; Kirk & Miller, 1986),

but in essence all reflect a sense that the project as a whole is appropriate in approachcahd met
andthat a sense of theoretical consistency runs through the phenomenon being researched to the
methodology adopted to research it. Readers of the research should feel that the findings presented
are reasonable in the context of the approaches adopted anddtiwee collected, even if ‘they do

not expect other researchers in a similar or even the same situaliesplicate their findings’
(Schofield, 2002, p.174). In this research, the theoretical consistency is represented by the
conceptual framework for the mentoring process as a triadic relationship, which buildshé&om t
theoretical foundations and models of adult learning and mentoring, and which informs each stage of

data collection, analysis and evaluation.

Internal validity therefore ‘attaches to accounts, not to data or methods’ (Cohen et al., 2000, p.106)
Another interpretation of internal validity relates to the notion of ‘quality’, defined as something

which can be ‘described but not measured... discussed, but not defined with precision’ (Bassey,

1995, p.119).Another requirement is ‘trustworthiness’: that the data collected captures the
information required to address the research questions (Robson, 1993, p.66); this depencsl on logi
and coherent research designs. Internal validity also depends on the ability to tie the eheogent t

to not only the data but also the existing literature (Eisenhardt, 2002, p.26). In this thesis, | will make
multiple links between a conceptual framework for mentoring, the data and the emergentttteemes,
literature and the policy landscape. A final concept to reach for isotfen of ‘integrity’ in the
research project, which is to say the honesty and openness of the approach: ‘validity is not a
commodity that can be purchased with techniques... Rather, validity is like integrity, character and

quality, to be assessed relativghe purpose and circumstances’ (Brinberg & McGrath, 1985, p.13).

Altogether, it seems that the characteristics of the field, the epistemological principiagcbrihe

research is based and the methodological implications of the research strategies preclude an
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objective generalization of the findings across the wider population oiH®Wever, | would argue

that this research is not entirely idiographic and particular, and does have both a sense and
applicability beyond the participants and their circumstances. Rather than generalizabiéitybig m
more appropriate to propoge ‘fittingness’ of the findings which has been described as ‘analysing

the degree to which the situation studied matches other situatiowhich one is interested’
(Schofield, 2002, p.178). Another is theomparability’ of the findings, in which the level of
description in a particular case allows other researchers to use the findings as a basis faorompari
in other settings (Goetz & LeCompte, 1984, p.228). Finally, the coneEptaturalistic
generalization’ has been advocated, in which the findings may be applied to a similar situation
through both explicit comparison and tacit knowledge of the field (Stake, 1978). In other words,
readers with an understanding of (in this case) the field of mentoring and ITT programouhéde

able to implicitly translate the findings of this case to other related contexts.

The lack of a clear definition to the boundaries of the case works to the advantage of the wider
applicability of the findings. Mentoring within the Teach First ITT programme takes place within the
setting of multiple schools where a range of other activities, not least the teaching and learning of the
pupils, overlap with the mentoring process; the professional identities of both traineesrdaags m
incorporate various roles; the mentors engaged in this process work with Teach First trainees
alongside a range of other activitipsofessional mentors have oversight of the school’s portfolio of

ITT andCPD programmes; HEI-based tutors supporting the Teach First mentoring process may also
be engaged with other ITT programmes, partnerships and political priorities. An importantoAspect
this research will be the exploration of the ‘fuzzy boundaries’ of Teach First mentoring. The research

strategy is a process of delving into deeper and more complex levels of this process.

Data collection and analysis strategies

Introduction

In exploring the Teach First mentoring process, data collection occurred at three levels: programme-
wide, through analysis of the programme documentation; group-level, through a series of structured
and open surveys and focus group discussions administered to Teach First mentors, trainees and
tutors; and at an individual level, via a series of detailed interviews with Teach Emsbrel
developed three inter-dependent and cross-fertilising strands of data collection and analysis which sit
within a ‘mixed-methods methodological framework (Andrew & Halcomb, 2009) based on an
initial research design which evolved deductively during the research process and adapted to

practical considerations of access and limitations of time.

It is important to emphasise the iterative nature of the data collection and analgssspData was
generated from different sources across a substantial period of time. The approaches taken to data
collection, including the lines of enquiry and exploration, were developed in response to the data that

was emerging around and before it; in addition, an ongoing review of literature and an evolving
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policy context, and my own changing professional circumstances, refined the nature and detail of

data collection at each stage. A summary is given in Figure 2.

Figure 2: Summary of the research strategy

1. Reviewing the field | Policy review of the role of the school iiT

Review of the Teach First programme

Literature review of learning theories and models of mentoring
Development o new framework for conceptualizing mentoring

2. Programme-level Analysis of Teach First programme documentation The iterative
analysis Comparison with similar programme documentation process:
3. Group-level analysig a. HEI tutors | b. Teach First c. Teach First Ongoing
trainees mentors review and
i. Structured Surveys | Structured Structured trainee | Structured mentor | revision of
tutor survey survey* (July 2010)| survey (November | emergent
(November 2010) themes,
2010) research
ii. Focus Groups Tutor focus Trainee focus Mentor focus questions and
groups groups (March groups (May 2011) | conceptual
(January 2011) 2011) framework.
iii. Open Surveys Open tutor Open mentor survey The influence
survey (July (July 2011) of changing
2011) professional
circumstances
4. Individual-level Mentor Interviews (March 2012)
analysis
5. Conclusions Constant comparison of emergent analysis and hypothes
with enfolding literature; integration of findings;
consideration of apparent juxtaposition and tensions;
reconciliations and resolutions.

* Naturally-occurring data
Programme-level analysis

Data collection strategy

The first stage of data collection was conducted at the level of the ITT programme as a whole. | drew
on documentation relating to the form, objectives, quality and operation of the Teach First

programme, witha specific focus on the mentoring element. The sources used are shown in Figure 3.

Figure 3: Summary of sources used in programme-level analysis

Item Description Intended Audience
Programme Guide 20112 | Summary of training programme, Teach First trainees and
requirements for trainees and assessmg mentors
procedures.
Participant Journal 20112 | Working document used by trainees Teach First trainees, also usg
throughout the training programme by mentors and HEI tutors
Professional Studies & Overview of the Professional Studies &| Teach First trainees
Practice Handbook 20112 | Practice element of the training
programme
Subject Studies Handbook Overview of the Subject Studies elemer Teach First trainees
201112 of the training programme (one for each
subject area)
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Data analysis strategy

In examining this documentation | sought to understand how the Teach First programme defined and
conceptualised the mentoring process within the ITT programme. The strategy chosen was
documentary analysis. | identified any references to the mentoring process, how it is understood
operate and hovt is supported. | held my framework for the mentoring process against this data and
explored the degree of resonance between this framework and the Teach First mentoring process as
described in these documents. | also considered if and how this documentation articulated a
theoretical model for teacher training and development, including any recognisable models of
teacher identityand anyimplications for the mentoring process.

To accomplish this | considered the two dimensions of authorship and access which are used to
distinguish between different types of document (Scott, 1990, p.14). It is particularly impartant, i
the wider context of ITT, with its institutional and political sensitivities angeis®f accountability,

to remember that ‘documents are not just a simple representation of facts or reality. Someone (or an
institution) produces them for some (practical) purpose and for someofonse’ (Flick, 2009,

p.257). This is particularly the case with the Teach First programme documentation, which reflects
the relationships between multiple institutions (HEIls, schools, Teach First, government agencies and

departments) and the various power issues within them.
Group-level analysis
Introduction

To understand what was happening within the Teach First mentoring process | sought the
perceptions of the three groups most closely involved: the Teach First trainees and their mentors;
and the HEI tutors who act in support of the mentoring process, with the perspective that position

affords.

In working with these three groups a mixture of closed and open surveys and focus group
discussions produced data suitable for both quantitative and qualitative analysis. A mixed-methods
approach is particularly suitable for this research project; it not only allows triangukatd
expansion of quantitative survey data with the richness of interview data, it giveggpthrtunity for
complementary, contradictory or discrepant data to emerge (Denzin, 1970; Greene et all, 1989)
will outline the collection and analysis strategy on a chronological basis, to reflect thdevay t
research was conceived, deployed and developed; however the analysis and findings will be
organised by group (tutors, trainees, mentors) to allow themes to emerge and develop without

needless recapitulation.
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The Structured Surveys

I initially developed a set of structured surveys for both Teach First tutors and Testaindfitors

Both surveys were administered in November 2010. | did not develop a separate survey for Teach
First trainees as the latest programme survey, which Teach First administers to eactofcohort
trainees annually, provided adequate contribution to my research, and | felt that an additiopal surve
would have added little new data. Therefore | drew ondhsts of this trainee survey as ‘naturally

occurring data’.
The structured tutor survey

The objective of this survey was to explore, in general tefimh First tutors’ perception of the
mentoring process. The questions were arranged in three main themes. After a serieons qaesti
provide differentiating data (the tutor’s region, level of experience and role), tutors were asked about

their perception of the quality of mentoring in the schools they visited. Tutors were ashesl d0 g
rating on a Likert scale, from Excellent to Poor for each school they supported. The second theme
related to the role of the tutor: from a list of seven different activitiesstiigtorted the mentoring
process, respondents were asked to identify those which they had undertaken. Tutors were then
asked to indicate the frequency with which they engaged with each activity although, bs will
shown later, this element was later discarded as it was apparent the question had beeadrterpret
different ways. Finally, tutors were asked about the structures that supported partnevabgnm bet

HEI and school in the ITT programm@pecifically, they were asked about the ‘Schools Advisory

Group’ which is held in each Teach First region as a forum to bring together Teach First mentors and
Teach First tutors to discuss the programme, the trainees in general terms, and possibly

modifications and developments to Teach First.

The survey was posted online and all tutors were sent an email invitation to participate, which
included an explanatory note about the purpose and context of the research. 118 tutors received the

invitation and 67 surveys were completed, a response rate of 56.8%.
The structured trainee survey (naturally-occurrilaga)

The Teach First organisation conducts surveys of all Teach First trainees on a termlyHesss

are wide-ranging surveys which cover all aspects of the Teach First programme, includmittathe i
Summer Institute, the Leadership Development programme, the Masters-level work required for the
PGCE and the school-based element. Given this pre-existing mechanism of data collection, and
following discussion with the Data and Impact team of Teach First which adminfssessurveys,

it was felt that to administer an additional survey to Teach First trainees would placeeaessary
burden on the trainees during their busy training year, particularly as the intended somey w

overlap with some of the themes in the Teach First survey.
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It was therefore decided that the responses from one of these surveys would be used in lieu of a
survey specifically developed for this research projElst. responses can be considered ‘naturally
occurring data’, in that they are being collected as part of the structures and systems of the Teach

First programme and therefore halie advantage of ‘being regularly collected, without burdening
participants’ (Harvey & Lieberman, 2012). The benefits of using naturally occurring data also
include minimal costs to participant and researcher, fewer ethical issues and a high level of
consistency (Lister & al., 2009, p.157)héTterm ‘naturally occurring’ in this context does not
represent the sort of data which ‘exists independent of the researcher’ (Silverman, 2001, p.159) as

the responses, whilst not being generatethis/research, have been ‘researcher-provoked’ by the

Teach First evaluation systems. Silverman has considered the potential ambiguity of the term
‘naturally occurring’: ‘we should treat appeals to ‘nature’ (as in the term ‘naturally occurring’) with
considerable caution’ (ibid.); in the fourth edition of this book he adds as parenthesis to this: ‘an

alternative, with fewer assumptions, wouldrizguralistic data(Silverman, 2011, p.275).

The survey in question was administered to the cohort of Teach First trainees who hadbegun t
ITT programme in September 2009 (tH¥09 cohort’), and was distributed at the end of the

summer term in 2010, i.e. near the end of the train@@syear when they would be in a position to
reflect directly and fully on the experience of the mentoring process. | focused on the responses to
section 9 of the survey, ‘initial teacher training’. The trainees were asked to rate the support they had
received in school by responding on a 5-point Likert sdalen ‘strongly agree’ to ‘strongly
disagree’ to ten statements, such as ‘my subject mentor met with me on a weekly basis’, and
‘professional development opportunities provided were valuable’. Trainees were also asked about

the support provided by the HEI provided tutors, again responding on a Likert scale to a series of
statements. On both these questions the trainees were given the opportunity to make further

comments using an open text box.

The survey was sent electronically to 447 trainees in July 2010 and 302 responses were received, a
response rate of 67%. The responses were analysed by the Teach First Data and Impact team and a
report was prepared in October 2010, to which | was given access. This report included an executive
summary and detailed commentary on each section of the survey. For each of the statements in the
two questions mentioned above, the total number of responses were given and the percentage of
responses which fell into each of the Likert categories, presented as a table. A sumthary of
comments was given under each table. These results are included in Appendix 4. | did not have
access to the raw data from this survey, so there was some level of detail whildstwafor

example, whilst | could draw some tentative conclusions from the cohort as a whole | could not
differentiate and compare the responses from trainees based in different regions, those specialising in
different subjects or phases, or review all of the comments provided (I am not aware of the criteria or
methodology, if any, that was used to generate the summary of comments which were included in

the report).
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The structured mentor survey

The objective of this survey was to explore the identity construction and self-effit@depach First
mentors within the mentoring process. Questions were grouped within four themes: mentor
selection; mentoring as a professional activity; mentoring skills and practice; and mentoring
specifically within the Teach First programme. Mentors were asked how they first becaie an |
mentor (whether a Teach First mentor or associated with another programme). | sought to explore
how they perceived mentoring as a professional activity, asking how much protected tinedtthey f
subject mentors should have to fulfil their role, and also how important they feltrttieioring role

to be in relation to their role as a classroom teacher (and/or school manager). Mentors wlere aske
about how interested they were in the possibility of achieving recognition or more formal
accreditation for their role as a mentor. To explore their perception of mentoring skills amgkpract
mentors were asked to choose from a list those factors which they felt contributed to th
development of the skills and practice they drew upon in mentoring trainee teachers. They were
asked to identify the systems or resources they had accessed to support their worknas.a m
Finally, the mentors were asked the extent to which they perceived there to be differences betwe
mentoring Teach First traineemd mentoring trainees on other programmes (if their experience
allowed a comparison), and to indicate any areas in which they felt the partner HEIs and iBtach Fi

could improve the support they provide to the development of mentoring.

The survey was posted online and all mentors were sent an email invitation to partitijzéite w
included an explanatory note about the purpose and context of the research. 599 mentors received

the invitation and 154 surveys were completed, a response rate of 25.7%.
Data analysis strategythe structured surveys

The analysis strategy of the structured surveys drew on both quantitative and qualitatoaches

and built a series of thematic codes following the grounded theory tradition (Strauss, 1987). The
emergent themes from this stage of the data collection recha@latively broad and were
referenced back to the initial findings from the documentary analysis and also ddftinm
development and focus of later data collection instruments and strategies, as part of thes inductiv

process outlined above.

The surveys differentiated respondents by a range of variables such as role, region, and level of
experience. This allowed examination of the significance of any variation in response between these
groups, through a series of different statistical {gsigicularly heteroscedastic Student’s t-tests,

binary logistic regression analyses and ANOVA te$te tests were completed using the IBM
SPSS Statistics v20 software package and the analysis includes output tables from SHE§HD hi

selected test results.

In addition to this quantitative analysis many of the questions allowed respondentsnbentom

further. This allowed thematic coding to be conducted, drawing out some of the detail behind the
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quantitative results. Commentaries were analysed to identify emergent themes and graboesel by
themes, along with a frequency count. This data was set alongside the quantitative analyses from

total response to the question, allowing further detail to be given to the headline results.

The Focus Groups

Following administration of the structured surveys, | conducted a series of focus groupi@iscuss
with Teach First tutors, trainees and mentors. Taking the preliminary themes emerging from the
survey data, | developed a series of discussion points and invited these groups to comment further on

their perceptions and interpretations of mentoring in Teach First.

The distinguishing feature of a focus group as a data collection mechanism is that ‘a discussion is

focused on a particular g and that group dynamics assist in data generation’ (Catterall &
Maclaren, 1997). The benefits of taking a focus group approach include the probability of widening
the range of responses received and releasing inhibitions as a consequence of the interaction of the
group (Merton et al.,, 1956); the data generated is richer in detail than other group-level data
collection mechanisms, such as surveys (Asbury, 1995);hanthth benefits from the ‘synergism,

stimulation and spontaneity’ of multiple participants responding to each other’s words (Hess, 1968).

Depending on the objectives of the research and its epistemological base, focus groups can be
developed from either a social constructivist point of view, with an emphasis on hdisdhssion

and the group collectively constructs a shared meaning, or from a more phenomenological

perspective, with an emphasis on the subjective, idiosyncratic perceptions of individuals (Stewart et

al., 2007, p.112). This duality influences decisions concerning data collection strategies, the

approach taken to data analysis and the generalizability of the findings.

The objective was to gain an understanding of perceptions of the mentoring process within Teach
First at the group level, so the approaches taken were more focused on the group as ahehole rat
than its constituent individuals. Also, the research at this stage is set withinativet@rocess,

looking both forwards and back to the elements of data collection and analysis around it; it is
building on emergent themes, it is reviewing and refining those themes, and suggesting new
approaches for the next stages of the research. It is therefore neither appropriate nor practical t
undertake an in-depth, hermeneutics-led approach to these focus groups which would involve the
collection and analysis of non-verbal cues, tone and pacing of responses, and visual representations

and gestures.

That said, there are certain sub-textual elements to these discussions which | will be able to comment
on and analyse, drawing on my understanding of the unspoken political aspects of the different
elements of the Teach First programme, the possible reasons why tutors representing HEI providers
may respond in particular ways, or the characteristic approach of the Teach First trainees’

representatives as a collective body.
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Tutor focus groups

The logistics and organisation of the tutor focus groups was built into the management amezhoperat

of the Teach First programme. In each region where the programme operated, Teach First worked in
partnership with one or more HEI providers. These providers, who employ the tutors supporting the
Teach First trainees and schools, held termly regional business meetings. It was therefore
appropriate and practical to make use of this mechanism and run a focus group discussion as an item
on the meeting’s agenda. The focus groups took place in January-February 2011 in each of the five
regions in which Teach First then operated. By setting the focus groups within these meegings |

able to involve all the Teach First tutors.

The focus was developed from the themes and issues that had emerged from a first analysis of the
structured surveys, particularly the survey for the HEI tutors. These issues weledldistiil four

questions, around which the discussions were structured:

How do you monitor the quality of the mentoring provision in the schools you work with?
How do you support the development of mentors’ skills and practice?

What is your view of the proposed Teach First Mentor Recognition Framework?

A wnh e

How far do you feel the school-based element of the programme is aligned with the

requirements and ethos of Teach First?

| sent copies of these questions to the Teach First Programme Directors in each region, who chair the
meetings, and gained their consent to attend the meeting and be included in the agenda. When that
point in the agenda was reached, | introduced the purpose of the discussion and an overview of the
issues to be covered, and moderated the discussion (although it remained under the overafl control o
the chair).The discussions lasted between 20-25 minutes. All the discussions were recorded using an
audio recording device and tutors were made aware of this before the discussion started and given

the opportunity to object or withdraw from the discussion (none did).
Trainee focus groups

The trainee focus group was organised through a similar approach. Teach First trainees, or
‘participants’, are represented within the operation of the Teach First programme through a body

called the ‘Staff Participant Liaison Committee’, or SPLIC. Trainees are nominated and elected by
their peers to sit on the regional SPLICs and representatives from each region meet antigally at
national‘SPLiC Summit’. The SPLIC allows Teach First trainees to feedback directly to the Teach
First organisation, rather than via school or HEI representatives. It is a forwiridh trainees are
accustomed to discussing their views and making suggestions for changes to the ITT programme,

and therefore was the most appropriate mechanism for hosting the focus group discussion.

It was not practicable to attend all of the regional SPLIC meetings as | had done wibitmalr

tutor meetings; not least because of the logistics of travelling to different meetingspikiagn
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the same day. However the structure by which information was fed from regional to niatiehal
allowed for a compromise. With the agreement and support of the Teach First ParticipadenPresi
(who has overall responsibility for SPLIC and who chairs the SPLIC Summeibldd a series of
questions for discussion at each of the regional SPLIC meetings in February 2011, without being
present. | then attended the national SPLIC Summit, which was attended by representatives fro
each of the regions, and moderated a focus group discussion which drew out the points they had
previously discussed at the regional level. This discussion, as with the tutor focus groups, was part of
a longer agenda, and | was allocated 15 minut@shough the discussion actually ran for between
20-25 minutes.

Originally | drew up a long list of questions which the regional discussions could exploretebut af
reflection [ felt that this approach, without my presence, would be unhelpful and could lead to either
completely unfocused or a series of short, near-meaningless responses. | therefore asked the trainees
at the regional and national meetings to consider the following three questions, which were derived

from the issues raised in the tutor, trainee and mentor survey responses:

1. What should Teach First participants expect from their subject and professional mentors
during the first (training) year?
Are there any areas or issues where you feel Teach First mentors could be more effective?
3. What can the programme do better, or differently, to support and develop good mentoring in

Teach First schools?

At the national SPLIC Summit | introduced the discussion, made the purpose and context of the
focus group clear, made the trainees aware that | was making an audio recording of the discussion
and gave them the opportunity to object or withdraw (none did). During the discussion | eldde fi

notes, including identifying which region each trainee was representing as they spoke.
Mentor focus groups

| used a similar programme mechanism to reach groups of Teach First mentors. In each region Teach
First invites representatives from the schools they work with (typically, thfegsional mentor or

other senior leader) to sit on a regional ‘Schools Advisory Group’, or SAG. The purpose of the
SAGsis to provide a channel for the schools to feedback their comments on the operation of the ITT
programme to Teach First and make recommendations for changes. Once again, it was appropriate to

use part of these meetings to hold focus groups with the mentors who attended.

| attended the SAG meetings and, following a short introduction to its purpose and focus,edoderat
a discussion around the following four questions which had been derived from the themes emerging

from early analysis of the surveys:
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1. What’s your view of the training and support currently offered by partner HEIs and Teach
First?

2. How would you compare mentoring a Teach First trainee with mentoring a trainee teacher
on another ITT programme?

3. What your view on how Teach First trainees manage the professional relationship with their
mentors?

4. How would you assess the role of the school within the Teach First ITT partnership?
Discussions lasted about 20 minutes in each case.

Unfortunately, for various reasons, some technical and some organisational, this data collection
strand was less successful than the others. | was not able to make an audio recording of the
discussions, and had to rely on field notes. Therefore | did not create a transcription of the discussion
but instead had to work from a series of notes covering the main points and thernaméatt of

the discussions. Also, | was only able to hold a focus group in three regional SAGs: London, the

East Midlands and the West Midlands.

Data analysis strategythe focus groups

‘There is no one best or correct approach to the analysis of focus group data. As with other types
of data, the nature of the analyses of focus group interview datddshe determined by the

research question and the purpose for which the data areta@bligGtewart et al., 2007, p.1Q9)

Analysis of focus group data can range from ‘a simple descriptive narrative’ (ibid.), through to
‘micro-interlocutor analyses’, a variant of conversation analysis involving not only who responds but

how they respond, their non-verbal cues and how the discussion evolves (Onwuegbuzie et.al., 2009)

The tutor and trainee focus groups were recorded with complementary notes taken; because | was
seeking a thematic, interpretive analysis, | did not feel it would be appropriate to undentidlke a f
transcription of the discussion and subject the text to detailed content analysis. Instead, Itdistened
the recording whilst reviewing my field notes and made a set of notes highlightingithéssues

and points of interest which were relevant to the research questions. This process required repeated
listening of the recording to cross-check, re-emphasise and confirm my impressions and.thought
These notes were linked to timestamps in the audio recording. | was then able tobtrathecri
selected sections of the audio and group them into the themes and codes | have provisionally
identified. The approach taken was therefore a refinement of the thematic coding strategy used f
the commentaries of the structured surveys. Here | was moving further from the development of
grounded core categories and codes, and generating more selective coding in response to the earlier
stages of data collection; in addition, ¢gfed ‘sweeps’ through the transcripts allowed the thematic

coding to be progressively more refined and passages of text analysed for finer levels of
interpretation (Flick, 2009, pp.319-20).
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The mentor focus groups, as mentioned, produced less rich data and the notes | generated were
grouped into themes and compiled in a brief comparison between the three. ndgioaser, this

data was useful in the sense that it could be held against data generated from the other focus groups,
and also against that generated by the surveys which preceded and followed it.

In analysing the text of the discussions | will draw particularly on the model sugge<Baidmyan
and MacDonald, as appropriate to this particular case (Goldman & MacDonald, 1987, pp.164-66)
This includes consideration of the following six areas:

1. Issue Order when asked a general opening question, how participants respond and what
issues surface first;

2. Issue Absence issues which the researcher may expect to be discussed but which are not,
and the possible reasons why;

3. Time Spent- when the discussion on a particular question or issue takes a longer (or
shorter) amount of time than expected;
Intensity of Expression the level of emotion attached to particular topics or questions;
Reasons and Reactionsonsidering both how the respondents react, and also the possible
reasons behind these reactions;

6. Doubt and Disbelief- responses which don’t ‘seem right’, which challenge previous
expectations, or which might be a result of the pressures of social desirability, group

conformity, political sensitivities or the dominance of an individual or individualfien t

group.
The selection of participants in the focus groups

The participants in the tutor focus groups were all of the HEI tutors working with Témsth F
However the participants in the trainee and mentor focus groups were a self-selecting sample, those
who had decided (prior to this research project) to volunteer their time as a regtiesentd
spokesperson of their group. The implications of this are in the nature and scale of any

generalisations that might be made.

However, any group involved in a focus group discussion has been described as one ‘in which
participants are selected because they are a purposive, although not necessarily representative,
sampling of a specific population...” (Thomas et al., 1995). Therefore, if the nature of how the
sample of participants in the focus groups is understood and acknowledged, analysis of the data

generated can still be applied to the wider group with those caveats in place.
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The Open Surveys

The next phase of data collection was woven into the evaluation of the pilot mentor recognition
framework, described above in Chapter 3. The second round of surveys was targeted at those
mentors and tutors who had taken part in the pilot. Therefore the process by which schools were

selected to participate in this pilot project needs to be made clear.

A number of schools were invited to join the pilot, which ran from January t®0daly. The target

was to include about ten schools from each of the five regions in which Teach First vedsgper
with the exception of the large London region where the target was to recruit twhablssto
engage with the pilot a total of 60 schools. In the event, 45 schools and 84 mentors participated in

the pilot.

Pilot schools were recommended by Higbrs in each region, and the schools’ participation in the

pilot was agreed following discussion between the professional mentor in the school and the HEI
tutor that was working to support them. The sample of mentors and tutors involved in this second
round of surveys was therefore much narrower than in the first round, and its pefilefluenced

by the self-selecting character of the group of tutors and mentors who were involvegilottbé

this new initiative to support the development of mentoring across the Teach First progfdisme

is an important feature of this element of the data collection and the implicationserdlto be
considered when analysing responses; however, the self-selecting nature of the group does not, in

itself, invalidate the findings, given the interpretative basis on which the data will be analysed.

Although this round of surveys was related to the evaluation of the pilot of the remogniti
framework, the objective of the surveys continued to be the main research questions: the perception
of the role of mentor within the Teach First programme and the perceived links betweenandntor

HEI tutor in supporting the mentoring process. The specific questions used in the sundsesd,

the form and content of the recognition framework itselMere derived from and influenced by the
issues and themes which had emerged from both the earlier surveys, focus groups and reviews of
programme documentation and historical reviews. The overall structure of the surveys was far more
open and less structured than the first round of surveys; the surveys included fewer questions and

participants were provided with an open text box, inviting responses of any level of detalil.
It should be noted that there was no related survey for the Teach First trainees.
The open tutor survey

The tutor survey was administered via an online form. The 29 tutors who had been invohed in t
pilot of the mentor recognition framework were emailed a link to this form on 4 July &td1

invited to respond to the questions below, in as much detail as they wished.,I® tasponses

were received, representing a 31% response rate. The questions were closely tied to the evaluation of

the pilot project, but also sought to explore the partnership between HEI and school and its role in
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supporting the mentoring process; an issue which was particularly apparent in the responses from the

tutor focus groups and first round survey. A copy of the questions can be found in Appendix 3.
The open mentor survey

The open mentor survey was also administered via an online form. Two surveys were developed,
one for subject or classroom mentors and one for professional mentors who, in additional to thei
own mentoring role, were asked about the wider practice of mentoring within their school. The 84
mentors who had engaged with the mentor recognition pilot were emailed two links on 27 June
2011, with instructions on which link to use depending on their role and invited to respihrad to
questions in as much detail as they wished. A reminder email was sent on 4 July 20tHl, 33
responses were received, representing a response rate of 39.3%. 14 responses were from subject
mentors and 19 from professional mentors. A copy of the questions can be found in Appendix 6.

Data analysis strategythe open surveys

The purpose of the open surveys wasetplore the tutors’ and mentors’ perceptions of the
mentoring process in Teach First, not at a greater level of detail but within the coraespexfific
intervention to support that process: the pilot mentor recognition framework. Therefore the data
aralysis strategy built on those of earlier stages of data collection. The strategy wdsohas
thematic coding and this coding was increasingly selective, reflecting the issues that had emerged
from the structured surveys and focus groups and particularly on the recognition framework as

factor in the mentoring process.

As with the focus groups, a multi-stage procedure was undertaken for this process of thematic
coding, but with the open surveys the analysis was able to consider respondents as sin{leecases
ability to focus on single cases allows the categories that emerge from thematic codimgoie be
closely linked to the empirical data (Flick, 2009, p.319); in this case, it provided a mechanism f

cross-checking the tentative conclusions from earlier stages of the research.

Given their engagement in the pilot project, various assumptions could be made about each
respondent’s perception of the mentoring process and the role of the mentor, and of their role within
the Teach First programm&hese assumptions would act as a useful lens when considering the
responses; in addition, the surveys aftkan opportunity for falsification, an important element of
qualitative research. The structure of this research, with its overall single-case clstiractedi
progressive stages of data collection allowing the inductive development of theory, is gréyticul
appropriate for the ‘black swan’ model: ‘if just one observation does not fit with the proposition it is
considered not valid generally and must therefore be either revised or rejected’ (Flyvbjerg, 2004,

p.421).
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Individual-level analysis

For the final level of analysi$ wanted to explore Teach First mentors’ perceptions of the mentoring
process at an individual levelhd mechanism of interviews was chosen, ‘allowing access to what is
inside a person’s head... [and] what a person thinks (attitudes and beliefs)’ (Tuckman, 1995, p.213)

The interview is ‘a conversation initiated by the interviewer for the specific purpose of obtaining
research relevant information’ (Cannell & Khan, 1968, p.527). The data produced would therefore
offer a thick description of thaterviewees’ perceptions of the mentoring process within the Teach

First programme (Geertz, 1973).

The interview schedule and logistics

The overall purpose of the interview was to explore perceptions of the role of the Teach First
mentor, particularly in relation to the perceived level of support required and opportunitibe for
development of mentoring proficiency (self-actualisation); in addition, the interviews sought to

explorementors’ perceived degree of association with the Teach First programme and movement.

In preparation for the interview series | developed a schedule of questions with explaotgeifor

each question. The purpose of these notes was two-fold: to show how the questiorolitileed t
wider research focus and epistemological foundations; and to act as an aide-memoire during the
interview, with possible subsidiary and follow-up questions to use depending on how the interviewee

respondedA copy of the interview schedule is included in Appendix 7.

An interview schedule has been found useful where ‘the topics and issues to be covered are specified

in advance, in outline form’, but retaining the flexibility to allow ‘the interviewer to decide the
sequence and working of the questionshindourse of the interview’ (Cohen et al., 2000, p.271)

The development of this schedule underwent several iterations. An early draft of the interview
schedule included a final question which sought to explorenthe/iewee’s own experience of
training to be a teacher; however, on reflection it was felt that this moved thechebegond the

scope of the study and this final question was removed from the schedule.
The interviews were intended to be semi-structured in form, built around the following themes:

e The role and identity of the mentor
¢ Building mentoring proficiency (their own and/or colleagues’)

e The mentor and Teach First

A series of main questions would be asked to all participants, and a range of subsidiazpgjoesti
comments were prepared in anticipation of expected responses or to encourage deeper.responses
However, | retained a significant level of flexibility beyond the main questions esgbmded
intuitively to responses in what | felt was the most productive way at tlee Titre topics of the

main questions were organised in a way which tried to ensure the mental and emotional comfort of
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the subject- i.e. more prsonal, ‘deeper’ questions came later, when some degree of trust between

interviewer and subject might have developed.

The degree of structure imposed on an interview will vary depending on the aims and purpose of the
interview and the research project as a whole (Kvale, 1996). A semi-structured intelwvesvtiaé
participant to speak about their perceptions and experiences in ways most comfortable to them,
whilst maintaining sufficient similarity across the participants’ experience of the interview to allow

meaningful comparison and ensure the validity of subsequent analysis (Nisbet & Watt, 1984, p.78).

An email invitation was sent via the proxy of programme administrators to all Teach First mentors in
two regions: London, and Yorkshire and the Humber. Further details of the invitation, response and
selection procedure can be found in the relevant section of the data analysis chapter, and the text of
the invitation can be found in Appendix 7. Interviews were conducted by phone and the discussions
were recorded on a computer using a software jplliotked to the telephony system. | also took

complementary notes during the interviews. Each interview was fully transcribed.

The interview is a paradigm of social interaction and when attempting to understand a self-select
sample of respondents it may be useful to view the invitation-acceptance process iof e roost-
benefit analysis. In accepting the invitation, the mentors presumably perceived that the bénefit
participating— to themselves, their school, and the teaching profession genemllyveigted this

cost. To explore this further, | contacted all participating mentors and asked them to artiwilat
reason why they accepted the original invitation to be interviewed; the responses | recdined

query are incorporated within the relevant section of the findings.

Data analysis strategythe interviews

The analysis strategy for the interviews was based on iterative thematic coding, taking account of the
more empirical questions within the interviews. This involved an iterative process efirgyithe

audio recordings and transcriptions of the interviews and identifying the themes inpbesess

which related to the research questions, either directly or tangentially. After each teesav

themes became more fine-grained and nuanced. Throughout this process, consideration was given to
explicit and implicit expressions by the mentor of their ideological construction of teachingTand |
Analysis of responses also took account of the differentiating characteristics of the respondents,
including the respondent’s seniority, the degree of experience they had of Teach Fiestdof acting

as a mentor, and whether or not they had been a Teach First trainee theriraplias meaning

was sought from the use of language by the mentors, including analogies, cues and euphemisms, and

from analysis of the tone, pacing and hesitations in the responses.

A guiding principle for my analysis wahe idea of ‘interpretive repertoires’ (Silverman, 2001,
p.179); these can be defined as the broad discourses which participants use to define their identities,
built around ‘one or more central metaphors’ (Potter, 1996, p.131). One example is that of a

‘contingent repertoire’, in which participants articulate a process through a vocabulary loaded with
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issues of political influence and interest, and institutional affiliation (Gilbet&kay, 1984).

These metaphors have immediate resonance with the ways in which the various institutions involved
in the Teach First programme (schools, HEIs and Teach First itself) work together, arafthre w
considering in an exploration of how mentors articulate their role in relation to the ITaprogr

in which they are operating.

A central aspect of the interviews was to explore how the mentors construct their mentigytors

and how they locate themselves within the mentoring process, relative to other factaas thgeh

HEI tutors and the Teach First ITT programme. The interviews sought to identify theiesctivi

which the mentors undertake in supporting the trainaed supporting the mentoring process in

their school. They also sought to identify the activities HEI tutors engage in to supgrgadrsn

These activities as reported were compared with the responses to similar questions and discussions
in the focus groups and surveys. It was therefore appropriate to undertake a fderatofei
thematic coding, building on the analysis of the surveys and focus groups.

Summary of the data collection and analysis stnateg

This methodology allows, as a final stage, the integration of these different strands and dges of

in an over-arching analysis of the Teach First mentoring process, and decisions to be made about the
relative weight and priority of the individual analyses (Creswell, 2003). Building fitoen
background of grounded theory generatia@mployed a constant comparative method to integrate

the data and analyses as they ematgeEach stage (Glaser, 1969). Each set of data, including the

programme documentation and the literature, remained active throughout the evaluation process.

The findings were written up within the structure of the three main stages: the progiemme
analysis, then the group-level analysis, then the individual-level analysis. Within the grelup-lev
analysisl addressed each group in turn, building up a construction of how that group addresses the
research questions through the various surveys and focus groups, before turning to the ndxt group

present the responses from the HEI tutors first, the trainees second, and the mentors last.

The data collection and analysis strategy is therefore complex and involves both multiple groups
(tutors, trainees and mentors), different levels of analysis (group and individual), diffletant
collection mechanisms (structured and open surveys, focus groups and interviews) as well as
documentary analysis. All this is placed within the context of the literature and peliding to

ITT, mentoring and Teach First. Above all, the research methodology sits within a case study
approach of mentoring within Teach First; this approach draws on the epistemological foundations
of the topic and informs the research questions. Qualitative research must ensure the methodological
approaches are consistent with both the research issue and the forms of data collection (Flick, 2009,
pp.374-80); the levels and layers of this research are consistent with the epistemologicabfmindati

and with the case study approach. This consistency lends the research internal validity and integrity.
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My role as researcher within the research process

In this section | will consider how the challenge of being a researcher within the management of
Teach First has transitioned to that of being a researcher external to the organisation and how this
change has affected the research process in terms of access, objectivity and ethical and

methodological implications.

My initial position within the ngative of this research is related to that of a ‘practitioner-
researcher’, which has been defined as ‘someone who holds down a job in some particular area and

is, at the same time, involved in carrying out systematic enquiry which is relevant to the job’
(Robson, 2002, p.534). Between October 2008 and August 2011 | was employed to work with Teach
First, initially as a Research Assistant and later as an Associate Director thighireach First
NITTP. As such | was closely involved in the operational work of the programme thas |
researchingand benefited from ‘insider’ status with increased access and understanding of the

subject under enquiry; however, my research may have suffered from a lack of objectivity due not
only to my proximity to Teach First but also from my professional requirements to achieve outcomes
in developing mentoring provision across the Teach First prograffieee are ‘the distinctive

assets and liabilities of insider research’ (Merton, 1972).

When Idesigned the data collection tools for my research in 2010, | keshfediin direct experience

and knowledge of Teach First. | was drawing on an awarendsspbgramme’s content and form,

its history and objectives and the organisation and management structures; | understood the strengths
and weaknesses of Teach First. The benefits of working within the organisation | was negearchi
went beyond knowledge of the programme and its structures. My knowledge of the issues, th
terminology, the shorthand and the acronyms meant that | was more likely to avoid misooscepti

or misrepresentations in my analysis of the data.

Insider research, of course, is a ‘double-edged sword’ (Mercer, 2009), where familiarity with the
subject runs the risk of ‘myopia and an inability to make the familiar strange’ (Hawkins, 1990,
p.417). In this case, this is most explicit in the tension between an ethical imperative tottiellow
data wherever it leads and the pressure for positive evaluation of the role and the orgdeisegion
researched:Evaluation’, distinct from research, has been described as ‘tangled up in the macro-
politics of national resource allocation and the micro-politics of organisational prefefoerihis
reason it may be done in outright bad faith, although the reality may more often be évaitlagor

is led to bias the outcome without being fully conscious of what is happening’ (Killeen, 1996,
p.331).

In August 2011 my contract with Teach First was not renewed and my work with the pragramm
ended, whilst my research continued. With this change in professional circumstances a series of
challenges and implications were raised for my research; most significantly issues ofcatioess

involved with Teach First. | lost my knowledge of the ongoing internal operation and management
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of the Teach First programme; | did not have access to internal reports and reviewdjcandtl

know if or how the resources developed to support mentors were subsequently used within the Teach
First ITT programme. However, any handicaps need not be debilitating and instead can Ise seen a
drawing a definite line in research narrative. | will return to this issue, and consithesr ftire
implications of this professional transition, in my final reflection on the research pindekapter

11.

Ethics

At both survey and focus group stage of data collection, respondents were informed of the purpose
of the research, including how the data would be used in future publications, the anonyhety of
responses, and were informed of their right to withdraw their data at any time. a&hshawron

the online survey title page before respondents began answering questions; after the focus groups,
respondents were emailed a transcript of selected comments which may be used, along with a similar
notification. In the series of interviews, all responses were anonymised, notes and recoedings w
kept in secure locations, and all participants were reminded at various times of theiloright t
withdraw from the research process. Pseudonyms were used for the mentors in the @terview
Following the completion of the interviews, all participants were sent copies ofripdioss and

early analyses and given the opportunity to comment.

Ethical clearance for all stages of data collection was gained from the Graduate School at Canterbury
Christ Church University; copies of the application and approval forms are included in Appendix 8.
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Chapter 6 — Programme-level analysis: Teach First ITT programme documentation
Introduction

The first stage of data analysis considers the Teach First programme documentation. This analysis
provides an insight into how the Teach First programme presents the role of the mentor, how the
HEI tutors role in supporting the mentoring process is articulated, and the extent to which
mentoring Teach First trainees can be considered distinctive. | examined the Teach FirsttRgogram
Guide, Participant Journal and Subject and Professional Studies Handbooks for the academic year
2011-12. In considering the distinctiveness of Teach First and to allow comparison of Teach First
with other programmes, | also examined the 2011-12 Secondary Training Handbook and Secondary
Individual Training Plan for a Graduate Teacher Programme (GTP) run by a HEI priovitier

South of England. The GTP is an employment-based ITT programme and closest in structure to the
Teach First ITT programme: like Teach First, GTP trainees are based fulhtisebaols with two
designated school-based mentors and periodic support from a HEI tutor. The GTP documents which
share equivalence with the Teach First Programme Guide and Journal are the Training Handbook

and Individual Training Plan respectively.

All Teach First programme documentation is produced by the Teach First National ITT Partnershi
(NITTP), a management group made up of the HEI providers working in partnership with Teach
First Therefore the provenance of the documentation is HEI-based and it should be anticipated that
the perspective of the mentoring process will be that of the HEI providers and tutors, afid not

schools and mentors.

First, | will introduce the two main documentsthe Programme Guide and the Journand
consider how the role of the mentor is presented in these documents, how the mentoring process is
conceived, and how the tutor supports the mentoring process. Secondly, | will examine subsidiary
programme documentation, the Professional and Subject Studies Handbooks. Finally, | will evaluate
how the model of mentoring presented in the documentation relates to the conceptual framework of
the mentoring process as based on a triadic relationship, and the extent to which Teach First

mentoring can be considered distinctive.

The Programme Guide and Participant Journal

The Programme Guide is the central operational document of the Teach First ITT programme. |
details the principles and values upon which Teach First is based and contains a summary of the
different elements and assessment procedures of the ITT progrdimendocument also contains

policy statements, glossaries, guides and exemplars for various actions and tasks.

It is intended td'provide guidance for participants and mentors about the Initial Teacher Training

(ITT) programme... during their first year of teaching’. The Teach First ITT programme is described
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as ‘an intensive programme of education and leadership training... a unique opportunity for

graduates to commit themselves to teaching for two years...” (Teach First NITTP, 2011a, p.3).

The ITT programme is shown to fit within the wider two year Leadership Development programm
which aims to ‘develop participants’ leadership abilities so that they can have a profound impact on

the achievement, access and aspirations of all their pupils’. This programme consists of three strands

— Leading Learning, Leading People and Leading Organisatidngt duringthe trainees’ initial

training year, the focus is on the first of these strands, Leading Ledfhiids described as ‘core’

because ‘it facilitates participants’ development as leaders in the school and classroom context’. The

other two strands of the Leadership Development programme are intended to become a focus in the
second year of the Teach First programme when participants are newly qualified teachers (NQTS)
(Teach First NITTP, 2011a, p.5).

The Participant Journal is the main working document used by Teach First trainees throughout the
Summer Institute and the initial training year. It provides a space to organise andtaegets for
professional development, personal reflectamdreferences to provide evidenfor the Standards

for QTS, and periodic action plans for subject knowledge development. It is an integral thart of
mentoring process, as it is ‘an active document, [providing trainees] with an opportunity to reflect on

their practice and also for Mem$ to contribute to this reflective practice’ (Teach First NITTP,

2011c, p.2).

Articulation of the role of the mentor

The role of the Teach First mentor is described explicitly in both the Programme Guide and Journal
In the Journal, the professional mentor has responsibility for ‘providing a pre-planned programme of
professional training’ and the subject mentor should ‘provide an individualised programme of
training and support which is updated and modified at weekly mgs&(Teach First NITTP, 2011c,

p.5). In the Programme Guide, the role of the subject mentor is described in similar tewd#gpr
‘individualised training and support using the weekly meeting... and other training opportunities...

in relation to needs identified in the Journal’ (Teach First NITTP, 2011a, p.14).

The Programme Guide details the number of observations that a trainee can expect to have from both
mentors and HEI tutors. The need for observations to be linked to the statutory assessment
framework for ITTis emphasised: ‘it is important that observation addresses, over time, the full

range of Standards for QTS which can be assessed by classroom teaching’; however, the
obsevations are also described as part of a formative process: ‘offer strategies and ideas to help the
participant improve and to identify new targets... it is important that... summative judgments along

OFSTED lines are not made. This can inhibit the formativer¢iaf these vital learning episodes...’

(Teach First NITTP, 20114, pp.22-24).

Whilst not necessarily representing a contradiction this does reflect a tension in the twde of t

mentor.The duality of the Teach First m#@rs’ role, encompassing both support and assessment,
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reflects the ubiquitous tension in models of mentoring which incorporate the role of advocate and
facilitator of adult learning, whilst acting as a gatekeeper to the profession. In somthe/dyeach

First ITT programme militates against this through the professional mentge, which
complements that of the subject mentor and can be considered a supporting figure to the mentoring
process, similar to the HEI tutor. The professional mentor therefore represents an agemaif
architecture However the professional mentor also occupies the role of ‘mentor’ to the trainee in

their own right. The professional mentor is typically a more senior and more experienced ofember
the school staff, such as the deputy head teacher. The professional mentor has less frequent and more
formalised contact with the trainee. The programme documentation makes it clear that the
professional mentor carries greater responsibility for the formal and summative assedstiment
trainees’ competence as a teacher. Whilst the subject mentor contributes to the termly reviews of
progress and the final judgment on a trainee’s competence, ‘it is the responsibility of the
Professional Mentor to ensure that judgments and grades are internally moderated so that
participants are treated consistently...” (Teach First NITTP, 2011a, p.29). Even so, the subject

mentor has a significant advisory role in the formal assessment of the Teach First trainee.

Therefore with both subject mentor and professional mentor, the relationship between mentor and
trainee falls under the ‘shadow of control’” where implicit or explicit expressions of hierarchy could

inhibit the interactions within that relationship (Cullingford, 2006, p.xiv). A recent sitithachers
involved in both ‘in-line’ school-based mentoring programmes and ‘off-line’ support provided by

external mentors discovered examples in the formerphEnomenon called ‘teacher fabrication as

strategic silence’, defined as:

‘Teachers’ reluctance or inability to raise or discuss freely with school-based mentors, line-
managers or colleagues specific difficulties they were encountering inpttagitice, or other
matters whichthey feared might draw attention to their perceived shortcomings as teachers’
(Hobson & Mclintyre, 2013)

This tension is not explicitly recognised in the Teach First Programme Guide and the dodomentat

does not include any explicit suggestions for how to manage this duality in the role of the mentor.
Articulation of the role of the tutor within the msring process

The Programme Guide includes a summary of the Teach First initial training year, outl@ing
programmes of subject and professional training to which both school mentors and HEI tutors
contribute (Teach First NITTP, 2011a, p.8). The summary suggests that HEI- and school-based
elements of the ITT programme are coordinated and that the mentors and tutors togetlaer form
coherent programme of support with regular visits from tutors to the school sEhingxpectations

for these visits and the respective roles of mentors and tutors and the imp@tainedlip between

them are outlined in Figure 4.
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Figure 4: Excerpt from Teach First Programme Guide: subject and professional visits

Role of Subject Tutor | Subject Visits Professional Visits
and Professional specifically specifically
Tutor
Engagement with Quality assurance of | Empowering Subject | Timetables.
Mentors mentoring. Mentor to engage in Discussion of progress
Joint observations. subject knowledge of participant.
Acting as reference development Quality assurance with
point for Teach First conversations. requirements of
activities. Engaging with ICT ad | programme.
Support for M level Subject Knowledge
reflections. Audits.
Joint formative
observation.

This suggests that the HEI tutor has a role supporting the mentoring process, througb specifi
activities such agoint observations of the trainees’ teaching and encouraging a particular level of
discussion with the traine@he tutor also has a ‘quality assurance’ role within the mentoring
process; in common with other partnership-model ITT programmes, the HEI provider has overall
responsibility for all aspects of programme quality including the quality of mentoringsiorov
experienced by trainees. The school is not formally accountable for the quality of mentoring,
however dripartite partnership agreement between Teach First, HEI providers and schools makes it
clear that the HEI provider can insist that schools and mentors which are felt to be providing
inadequate traininganbe removed from the partnership arrangements and alternative provision for
trainees be made (Teach First NITTP, 2011b).

There is an expression in the programme documentation that the HEI- and school-led elements of the
programme should cohere, although the terms of these expressions are more aspirational than
categorical, and there is an indication that the trainee themselves should be the agent for ‘making

sense’ of how the two elements complement each other. The Journal suggests that the ‘school-based
development programme’ should include activities which ‘participants request... to supplement
universityled subject training sessions’ (Teach First NITTP, 2011c, p:4)he subject mentor’s

training programme should ‘enhance’ the Subject Studies programme provided by the Summer
Institute and the six subject studies days led by the subject tutor. It is suggested that the subject
training led by the mentor should be shared with the HEI tutors, and that as the training year
progresses the programme shoblgd modified ‘in response to the development needs of the
participant’. Later in the training year, the trainees should be encouraged to ‘take increasing

responsibility for requesting tasks and activities’ (Teach First NITTP, 2011c, p.5).
Articulation of the mentoring process

The Programme Guide provides extensive guidance for mentors on the activities they should be
undertaking and how these activities should be completed, including formative lesson observations,
weekly progress meetings, supporting lesson planning and evaluation, formal termly reviews of

progress, assessing and making recommendations on trainees’ competence, and how to use the
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Journal- the main mechanism for the school-based element of the ITT programme (Teach First
NITTP, 20114, pp.22-29).

Targets set by the subject mentor should ‘go beyond preparations for the following week and should

be tailored to the overall progress of the participant’. Recommendations for the weekly meetings
between mentor and trainee include distin of ‘what has been learned’ at earlier training events,

such as the Summer Institute or subject training days led by thetukdiEl and “discussion of
individual targets and training needs and how these may be met’ (Teach First NITTP, 2011a, p.14)

The mentoring process, therefore, is perceived in the documentation as a learner-led cognitivist
process.

The Programme Guide makes clear the importance of the weekly progress meeting between mentor
and trainee, and encourages schools to ensure that these meetings are timetabled and allocated a full
hour to avoid being diminished by competing priorities on the mentor’s or trainee’s time. The

purpose given for these meetings include reviewing progress against previously agreed targets for
development, but also to ‘identify how the participant can access the people, resources and
professional development experiences needed to makerfprtipgess’ and ‘to enable the Subject

Mentor to access and engage with the participant’s developing reflections on his or her own practice’

(Teach First NITTP, 2011a, p.24). The implication is that the Teach First mentoring process
encompasses the ‘advocate’ or ‘sponsorship’ element typical in US models of mentoring (Anderson

& Shannon, 1988).

In the introduction to the Journal, the suggested ‘school-based development programme’ is loosely

defined and open to the interpretation of each school, mentor and the professional learning needs of
each traineeFor example, several elements focus on the trainees’ induction into the practice and

processes specific to each school: ‘activities and tasks organised by the school specifically to support
participant development, e.g. meetings with the SENCO [Special Educational Needs Co-
ordinator]...; activities organised by the department to support departmental development, e.g.
training... on a new specification...; activities which participants participate in which are part of

whole school INSET [In-Servé Training]...” (Teach First NITTP, 2011c, p.4).

However, the appendices to the Journal contain two sets of specific guidelines for the school-based
training programme: a ‘record of school-based professional training” and a ‘record of school-based

subject training’. Each record is a two column table; one column contains statements of topics to be
covered, and the second is to be completed with a brief description of the training or pfomision

the school which meets this statement. The intention is that the trainee will completetimssi f

reflect the training delivered by the school with respect to their professional and stéjecy t

respectively, and they will be verified by the school mentors.

The professional training form includes 25 statements and the subject training form contains 34

statements. All the statements are linked to one or more of the StandardESfoaffording the
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opportunity for the completed forms to be used as evidence that the Standards have been met. The
statements relate to induction into the school’s systems and operations (‘communication with parents

and other stakeholders’); discussion of the school’s values and ethos (‘how the school pastoral

system and culture supports the setting hifh expectations...’); and to the trainee’s own
professional development, both in practical terms (‘managing time effectively’) and their
pedagogical approach (‘catering for differentiation, SEN, EAL, diversity...”) (Teach First NITTP,

2011c, app.4-5).

The introduction to the Journal suggests that ‘mentors may focus on issues which arise from the
participants’ development targets, but a suggested focus for each week’s evidence check has also

been included in the Journal’ (Teach First NITTP, 2011c, p.6). The weekly review forms in the
Journal prompt reflection or discussion on a predefined topic, statement or question. The inclusion of
a predefined list of ‘suggested training meeting foci and weekly key reflections’, and the themes
addressed in these suggestions, are an important feature for understanding the intended nature and
objectives of the school-based element of the Teach First programasedefined by the HEI-
authored programme documentation (Teach First NITTP, 2011c, app.1).

For example, on the week beginning 16 April 2012 all Teach First trainees and mentors were
encouraged by the Journal to reflect on the following issue: ‘how can you demonstrate that you have
developed outstanding subject knowledge and applied outstanding pedagogical knowledge and
understanding in your work with different pupils?” (Teach First NITTP, 2011c, p.104). The Journal
offers both trainee and mentor a space to record their response to this prompt.

Analysis: the Programme Guide and Journal

The Journal and the Programme Guide present a model of mentoring which is based on cognitivist
traditions and theories of adult learning, with the role of the professional leathertrainee-

central to the progression of the programme, taking increasing responsibility for their owmglearni

The structure of the programme and the central mechanism of the Participant Journal places
emphasis on the principle of ‘reflection-on-action’ being central to professional learning (Schon,

1983). The repeated reference in the documentation to ‘individualised training and support’ and
‘individual targets and training needs’ presents a learning approach built around the experience of

each trainee as an unique learner, following the model of experiential learning (Kolb, 1984). The
encouragement in the documentation for the trainee to increasingly direct the mentoring process and
facilitate their own progression strongly echoes the andragogical model of the ‘self-directing learner’

(Knowles et al., 1998).

However, the content of the mentoring process is heavily prescribed, with pre-defined targets,
weekly foci for reflection, and statements of training to be completed. The implication in both
documents is that the form and nature of the school-based element of the training programme should

be prepared by the school mentors, within parameters set by the HEI provider which are both
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abstract and tightly focused on the need to produce evidence to meet the Standards for QTS and the

quality assurance requirements of the ITT programme.

This is a result of the system of ITT in England which rests on the twin pillagsaofiards for
teacher competence and accountability measures for ITT providers, requiring verifiable evidence to
be generated against specific statements of competence. There is a sense that Teach First schools and
mentors are given the opportunity to develop bespoke and individualised programmes of mentoring
however, the HEI providers also make available to the schools prepared programmes which can be
taken ‘off-theshelf” to use if they do not have the time or capacity to developing bespoke mentoring
programmes. This reflects both the Hpzoviders’ responsibility for the delivery of the ITT
programme and an expression of risk management; without it, school-based provision could be
inadequately delivered resulting in a heavily deficient experience for trainees. One consequence of
this ‘risk management” approach is that mentors and schools may be less inclined to take ownership
of the mentoring process when there is an off-the-shelf product available which meéis all t

technical requirements of the training programme.

In essence, the model of mentoring presented in the Teach First documentation closely follows those
models presented in recent literature relating to mentoring trainee teachers in Englatine méid

to incorporate both cognitivist and behaviourist strategies, and the implicit tension btte/eiemal
‘support-andasses feature of the mentor’s role (Shaw, 1992; Turner & Bash, 1999; Fletcher,
2000).

The programme of suggested meeting foci in the Journal can be categorised into several themes
which show the intended progression of the Teach First trainees’ focus from the start to the end of
the training year. This provides some insight into the Teach First programme conception of how

teachers learn to become teachers:

e Establishing good classroom management, incl. use of teaching assistants
o Effective lesson planning

e Developing a range of planning and teaching strategies

e Assessment strategies; formative, summative & ‘Assessment for Learning’

e Whole-school strategies and procedures

¢ Developing subject knowledge and pedagogy

e Wider professional role

e |ssues of diversity and inclusion

e Setting high expectations for pupils

There is a sense that Teach First anticipates trainee teachers moving through distinct ‘categories of
concern’, as proposed by some models of mentoring, with an initial focus on classroom
management, lesson planning and effective teaching strategies before moving on to the

consequences of their actions (pupil learning) and more complex or wider issues (Futtav® B
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1975). Close analysis of the individual weekly reflections suggests, contrary to FullBroamd

the programme expects an early engagement with issues of pupil learning. When considering lesson
planning, for example, trainees are encouraged to reflect on how they might ‘ensure that these

processes work together to take student learning forward’ (Teach First NITTP, 2011c, p.54). This
echoes the critiques of teachers’ development passing through discrete phases, discussed above:

‘even [within three months of the start of the course], student-teachers were thinking a great deal
about pupils' learning, and were very aware of somgée€omplexities of teaching’ (Burn et al.,

2003).

In terms of the partnership between school and HEI provider and the architectural support provided
to the mentoring process, the nature of co-ordination between the two institutions is expressed in
aspirational terms. How this should operate in practice is unclear and in places contradictory.
places, the documentation suggests that the school-based programme is intended to take account of,
or supplement, the HEI-led elements. When discussing the weekly progress meeting and the
suggested foci for reflection and discussion between trainee and mentor, the Journal includes the
following statement circumscribing the role of the mentor: ‘Subject Mentors should discuss the

material puely within the context of the practice and school documentation’ (Teach First NITTP,

2011c, p.5) This suggests that Teach First delineates the mentor’s role to issues immediate and

specific to the context of the school, with the Hhitor responsible for facilitating the trainees’
understanding of wider educational contexts and theories. However, the HEI-based provenance of
the documents should be considered in relation to this issue; how the HEI and school-based elements

cobere in reality may be different and will be explored in later stages of data analysis.

Other Programme Handbooks

The other main operational documents of the Teach First ITT programme atrdfessional

Studies and Practice Handbook’ and the ‘Subject Studies Handbook’. These two programmes are
delivered mainly through the six-week Summer Institute, although some elements continue through
the training year when trainees are based in schools. Schools and school-based mentors are not
involved in the Summer Institute and, perhaps as a consequence of this, there is limited reference t
the role of the mentor and the mentoring process within these handbooks. In the Professional Studies
and Practice handbook there are several references to the school mentors, but only ingbe simpl

3

terms: ‘...your subject mentor (the subject expert who will supervise and support you on subject
teaching); your professional mentor (the person with overall responsibility for your iwork

school)...” (Teach First NITTP, 2011d, p.19).

The Subject Studies handbooks are more varied, as there is a different document for each secondary
subject— English, Mathematics, Science, Business Studies, Citizenship, Design & Technology,
Geography, History, ICT, Modern Languages, Music and Religious Educationd another for

primary school trainee&he role of the mentor in supporting the trainees’ subject knowledge and

pedagogical practice is presented differently in the documents. In most of the handbooks (Musi
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History, Geography, Religious Education, Design & Technology, Mathematics and Science), the
role of the mentor is not mentioned at all. Several handbooks, including ICT and the Primary
handbook, make generic statements about the role of the mentor in relation to the summative
assessment process: ‘You will be assessed throughout the year through classroom observations
conducted by your subject tutor, and by your subject mentor in school, against the QTS standards’

(Teach First NITTP, 2011e, p.2).

The Modern Languages handbook makes it clear that the Subject Studies programme is intended to
be complemented by the school-based mentor, but dééschale any suggestion for how the two
elements should be integrated. The role of the mentor is defined here in terms of suppottarather
assessment against Standards or in terms of subject knowledge development, which is the main
focus d the Subject Studies programme. ‘The programme relies heavily upon your subject mentors’

input offering you support, guidance and acting as a critical friend, as you develop your competences
and confidence throughout this first year’ (Teach First NITTP, 2011f, p.35). The English handboo

uses the same form of words and the Business Studies handbook a slight variation:

‘The course relies heavily upon your subject mentors’ input. We shall provide subject-based
mentor guidance so that your mentors and departments can adaneskegoissues to help you
meet the standards that integrate with the subject. ddys aim therefore is for you to draw
together the Summer School Institute, the six subject days, yoapolsekperience and your
mentor input so that you have some coherence during your training year’ (Teach First NITTP,

201149, p.29)

The mentor has a role in ‘addressing the key issues’ which is more active than that implied in the
Modern Languages handbook; it is for the trainee to bring coherence to the different elements of the
Teach First programme. The Citizenship handbook makes a similar but not identical poile the

of the mentor themselves is not clear

‘It is important that you follow up our work during the Subject Development Days with your
subject mentors within your schools. This will help you to wioskards the QTS Standards, and
will also help you to relate the material to your school and classroactiqe. Our aim, therefore,
is for you to draw together the Summer Institute, the six subfgs, gour school experience and
your mentor input so that you have coherence throughout your training year’ (Teach First NITTP,
2011h, p.33)

It is apparent that the school-based element of the Teach First programme is at ledst partial
dislocated from the HEI-led elements of the ITT programme, as articulated in both the main and
subsidiary programme documentation. This is particularly the case with the initial six-wesle6Gum
Institute. There is a stated aim that the various elements of the programme should achieve coherence
but the only expression of how this should be achieved is to make it the responsibility of individual
trainees. It is paradoxical that the Teach First programme is prescriptive in its comc#ptine

mentoring process on one level, down to what the focus for the weekly conversations between
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mentors and trainees should be, and yet addpissez-faireapproach to managing the coherence of

the programme, relying on the social cognition of each Teach First trainee to make sense of the
whole in ways which will inevitably lead to variance in understanding, cognitive shortcuts and
misrepresentations (Lefton et al., 2000, p.457).

The presentation of the mentor’s role and the conception of the mentoring process are not consistent
across the programme documentation. This is particularly apparent in the various editions of the
Subject Studies handbooks but also across other documents. In considering this, it is important to
note the authorship of the programme documentation both as individual documents and as a whole
There are not only different editions of the Subject Studies handbook relating to each subject area
(and another for primary phase trainees) but also different editions for each Teach Frst regi
which are part-authored by staff in different HEI providers. All of these documentarhatigle

authors and have been produced through an iterative process involving the creation of templates
followed by drafting, proofing and an eventual drawing together of content and style. Asbegen

similar terminology can be detected, representing textual templates which have been modified, and
different emphases placed on a range of themes. This includes the role of the mentor and the
mentoring processAs has been observed, ‘administrative documents produced by government and

private agencies... are shaped by the structure and activities of the State and other organisations’

(Scott, 1990, p.82). The divergence in how the mentoring process is presented in Teach First
programme documentation is therefore a result of the regional and national management structures

of the programme, one of the distinctive features of this ITT programme.

Relating the programme documentation to a conceptual framework of mentoring

The model of mentoring as articulated in the Teach First programme documentation shares some of

the features of the conceptual framework for understanding the mentoring process, outlined above.

Most significantly, it is apparent that the model of mentoring and teacher developmeneagegres

in the Teach First programme documentation builds on cognitivist traditions of learning and
established theories of adult learning as proposed by Knowles and Brookfield. There are repeated
references to trainees as a ‘reflective practitioner’, and to the role of the mentor as facilitator of
reflective learning. The trainee is placed at the centre of the learning process, taking biisponsi

for setting and evaluating targets for professional development. On the matter of how the school- and
HEI-based elements of the programme should be brought together, it is for the trainee dsetmselv

bring a sense of coherence to their experience.

There is little explicit reference in the documentation to approaches that could be derived from
situated or work-based learning theory. The focus of the mentoring activity is the weeklygmeeti

and discussion between mentor and trainee. These meetings are structured and controlled, with a
focus for discussion suggested every week through the programme. The wider role of the school, and

of other individuals who may be considered to contribute to the professional socialization of the
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trainee or the process of identity construction through immersion in the work-based enviresment
not acknowledgedThe role of othelindividuals in developing trainee teachers’ professional skills
and identity, besides the designated mentdexhnicians, trainee teachers, pupils, parents and other

figures in the school’s wider community — is hot explicitly mentioned.

It is likely that the structure of the suggested weekly reflections is based on the requicemeet

the prescribed Standards for QTS; however, not all of the weekly reflections are magpecifio
Standards and the flexibility that this affords allows the Teach First institutional notieaabfer
development to be detected. The emphasis that is placed on the trainee effecting change within the
schoolandinfluencing the practice of their colleagues is a reflection of the unique feature of the
programme to develop professional confidence and educational leadership within Teach First
teachers.

The documentation acknowledges that the mentor’s role encompasses both supporting and assessing

the trainee, but does not take account of how this delicate dual role is best negotiated.

External architectural support for the mentoring proeetise HEI tutor— is strongly emphasised,;

indeed, the tutor in some senses acts as the arbiter of the mentoring process, holding a quality
assurance role anid extremisacting to remove deficient schools or mentors from the mentoring
process. There are issues of power and hierarchy apparent in the relationship between tutor and
mentor, as delineated in the documentation. This relationship is based on the partnership agreement
between Teach First, the HEI providers and the schools (Teach First NITTP, 2011b). In this tripartite
agreement, it is clear that there is an institutional hierarchy running from Teach First dihwen to
school, based on the structure of contracts and subcontracts to deliver ITT, and the nature of
accountability for the quality of the training. The subtle power issues inherent in the relationshi

between HEI tutors and mentors are a reflection of this.

Whilst the architectural role of the HEI in supporting the mentoring process is explicih withi
documentation, the importance of internal architecture is downplayed and the role of therschool i
providing support for the mentoring process is less apparent. There is a recognition that each school
should provide the functional minimum to allow the weekly meetings to take platdeast one

hour each week designated in the mentor’s timetable — but no mention is made of the importance of

the school and its leadership engendering a culture which values the activity of mentoring, and

which validates and recognises the importance of the role of mentor.

This imbalance may not reflect a conceptual rejection of the seshagé in supporting the
mentoring process but rather the nature ofdfiemmentation’s authorship, which is based to a large
extent on the input of the HEI providers. There is no evidence that trainees or mentors haiue a rol
the authorship of the programme documentation. The tutors represent the role of supporter within the
triadic relationship of trainee, mentor and supporter. It is anticipated that eachwgfbbpve a

different perception of the mentoring process and hold different priorities and concerns. HEI
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providers are held accountable for the quality of the mentoring provision within schods. It
therefore possible that the particular perspective of the HEI tutors leaals dmphasisin the
documentation of a mentoring process which is focused on meeting the functional requirements of

the ITT programme.

Given the nature of the source material, the functional presentationméih&’s role is perhaps to

be expected. The purpose of programme documentation is to set out minimum expectations,
requirements and standards which must be met by all parties. In this sense the programme
documentation can be considered a form of contractual document, what haslleder ‘technical
instrument’ (Scott, 1990, p.85), and should not be expected to include an exploration of the
conceptual foundations on which the processes are based. A richer, deeper exploration of the
mentoringprocess may be found in the ‘softer’ data collected from focus-group discussions and

interviews with tutors, mentors and trainees.

The distinctive nature of mentoring within the Teach First programme

The programme documentation makes reference to several aspects of the Teach First programme
which can be considered to be distinctive from other ITT programmes. There is extensive reference
to the Summer Institute, for example, and to the enhanced support for trainees from the HEI
providers. | have shown that the activities of the tutors and the mentors are not gxuiettent
However, there is no indication in the programme documentation that a distinctive approach is
required for mentoring a Teach First trainee. The suggested pattern of activities, focused on weekly
progress meetings, and the exemplars given for activities are generic to mentoringu Idan be

related to functional handbooks of mentoring practice, e.g. (Fletcher, 2000). Indeed, there is an
acknowledgement in the Programme Guide that Teach First trainees require no differenbarhappr

in the schoobased element of their training than trainees on other routes: ‘They [professional
mentors] may include participants in the training programmes they offer to traineasriglother

training routes’ (Teach First NITTP, 2011a, p.14).

Perhaps the closest analogue to the Teach First programme is the employment-based GiEP; analy
of the documentation from a GTP programme allows comparison with the definition rofethef

the mentor and conceptualisation of the mentoring process (CCCU, 2011a).

The structure of support for the mentoring process is very similar, withldutbr supplementing

the training provided by two mentors at the trainee’s school. The roles of both mentors and tutors are
defined in the GTP programme documentation and, as with the Teach First model, the mentors
encompass both supportive and assessment elements; their role defined as both ensuring evidence is
generated to meet the Standards for QTS and facilitating the professional and dearedr-
development of trainee teachers (CCCU, 2011a, pp.80-81). The role of the HEI tutor on the GTP
programme is also similar to that of the tutor on the Tedsch programme, to ‘support the...

subject rentor, and to monitor the school’s delivery of training” (CCCU, 2011a, p.20). As with the
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Teach First programme, the HEI provider is responsible for the quality of the programme and
therefore the HEI tutor acts as the agent of this responsibility. One significant differeéhatthe

Teach First trainee will expect to be visited by a HEI tutor about once a fortnlgrieas the GTP

tutor will visit trainees about six times across the training year (ibid.). Thebbdge architectural
support for the mentoring process is therefore a stronger feature of the Teach First mentoring process
than thain the GTP

Trainees engaged with the GTP are required to complete an ‘Individual Training Plan’ throughout

their training year, a document analogous to the Teach First Participant Journal. This is structured in
a very similar form to the Journal and requires the same basic actions froee tesid mentor

during a weekly meetingEach week, targets or ‘learning objectives’ are set for the trainee’s
professional development along with ‘learning opportunities’ which allow them to be met, and a
spacefor ‘reflective evaluation’ is given against each (CCCU, 2011b). The processes and principles
of reflective learning which underpin them are similar to those behind the Teach First Journal.

The GTP Training Plan differs from the Teach First Journal in one regard: GTP traineesrdocs

are not directed to pre-defined statements or questions for each of the weekly meetings. The
mentoring process through the GTP therefore seems to have a more discursive, cognitivist character
than the tightly prescribed structure of the Teach First mentoring process. The differéecievwelt

of prescription for the weekly meetings, alongside the enhanced HEI-based support, suggest that
Teach First anticipates greater or more frequent examples of deficiency in the school-based element
of the ITT programme. This could be represented as a distinctive feature of Teach Fiosingient

that the characteristically ‘challenging’ profile of Teach First schools results in greater obstacles to

effective school-based mentoring.

Therefore there is little in the programme documentation which suggests that, despite the distinctive
nature of the Teach First programme in various regards, the mentoring process itseiflésexns

be or aims to be distinctive from generic mentoring in ITT.
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Chapter 7— Group-level analysis: the HEI tutors
Introduction

In this chapter | will consider the data collected from Teach First HEI tutord. aneilyse this data
against the conceptual framework for understanding the mentoring process, where the tutors
represent the ‘supporter’ within the triadic relationship. In particular, I will explore the tutors’
perception and conceptualisation of the mentoring process and the extent to which the Teach First
mentoring process is distinctive from other ITT programmes. | begin with an analgsséra€tured

survey which was administered to Teach First tutors in November 2010 and consider the themes
which emerge from this data; | will develop these themes through evaluation of the subseEmigent f

group discussions and open survey results which were collected in 2011.

The Structured Survey

Three main themes emerged from the responses to this stihefirst was the perception by tutors

of the quality of mentoring that took place in Teach First schools. The second was the significance
of the architectural support required for effective mentoring provision; this theme hatrawds,

one relating to the support provided by the school and the second to that provided by the partner HEI
and the tutor themselves. The third theme was the nature and degree of co-ordination and coherence
between the school-based and HEI-based elements of the Teach First programme. A copy of the

structured tutor survey can be found in Appendix 2.
Perceptions of Quality and Variability

Tutors were asked for their perception of the quality of mentoring in each of the schools they
supported, and how they felt the quality of mentoring had changed over their period of involvement
with Teach First. Tutors cadikhoose one of the following measures of quality: ‘Excellent’, ‘Good’,
‘Satisfactory’, ‘Inconsistent’, or ‘Poor’. For the purpose of analysis, each of these statements was
coded on a nominal scale from 1 to 5, with 1 representing ‘Excellent’. Responses were received in
relation to 259 Teach First schools from 118 tutors. Overall figures show that 59.8% ofFirsaich
schools were perceived as providing ‘Good’ or ‘Excellent’ mentoring for Teach First trainees. The

mean response (2.40) falls between ‘Good’ and ‘Satisfactory’; this was the case for all of the Teach

First regions with the exception of the North West where the average falls between Excellent and

Good (1.81). A summary of the results is given in Figure 5.
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Figure 5 Cross-tabulation of HEI tutor region against perceived mentoring quality.

Count: Number of schools
Quality Total Mean
Excellent |Good (2) | Satisfactory Inconsisten Poor (5)
1) 3) 4)
EM 3 24 11 6 0 44 2.45
LON |19 44 32 10 2 107 2.36
Region |NW 12 9 5 1 0 27 1.81
WM |6 25 14 10 4 59 2.68
YH 3 10 6 2 1 22 2.45
Total 43 112 68 29 7 259 2.40

The data was tested to seek any association between the two variables. A chi-squamsed rtest
appropriate as 40% of the cells had an expected value of less than 5 (Yates et al., 1999, p.734)
Because there are more than two independent variables (the five regions), the most appropriate
approach was a one-way ANOVA test. This compares the variances of different groups to the
variance of all the groups combined; based on this comparison and the degrees of freedbm from t
number of groups and the number of cases in each group, the extent of association between the
independent variable (the region of the tutor) and the dependent variable (their perception of

mentoring quality) can be tested (Antonius, 2013, p.258). The results are given in Figure 6.

Figure 6: Results of ANOVA testtutor region and mentoring quality.

ANOVA Table
Sum of Mean .
Squares df Square F Sig.

lity * Btwn Groups (Combined) [14.135 4 3.534 3.834 |0.005
ggaioﬁ Within Groups 234104 254 | .922
¢ Total 248.239 | 258
Measures of Association
Eta Eta Squareq
Quality * 239 057
Region

The p-value of 0.005 is less than 0.05 and therefore we can be confident that there is somé degree o
association between the variables; the eta-squared value of 0.057 indicates a moderate association
(Antonius, 2013, p.260). To locate the difference between the regional responses, a post-hoc series
of difference-of-mean t-tests was conducted, comparing results from each region against all other
regions. The p-values from these tests are given in Figure 7. Results suggesting significant
differences in sample means are highlighted; these show that the mean response of the North West
sample is significantly different to all other regions (at the 95% confidence intangthat no

other region is significantly different from any other. This is confirmed when the East Midlands
London, West Midlands and Yorkshire and Humber samples are aggregated and compared to the

North West sample; this produces a p-value of 0.001.
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Figure 7: Post-hoc difference of mean t-test resultgor region and mentoring quality.

Region Mean N Std. Deviation

EM 2.4545 44 .81994

LON 2.3645 107 .94562

NW 1.8148 27 .87868

WM 2.6780 59 1.08978

YH 2.4545 22 1.01076

Total 2.4015 259 .98090

p-values EM LON NW WM YH
EM / 0.582 0.003 0.257 1.000
LON 0.582 / 0.007 0.055 0.688
NW 0.003 0.007 / 0.001 0.022
WM 0.257 0.055 0.001 / 0.405
YH 1.000 0.688 0.022 0.405 /

There are a number of possible conclusions that can be drawn from this. The first is to suggest that
in common with the findings from other studies of ITT programmes and earlier reports abdut Teac
First, there is a significant degree of variability in the quality of mentqguiogision across the
programme.However, this result is an expression of tutors’ perception of mentoring quality
Therefore, a second possible conclusion is that tutors in the North West region have a significantly
different conceptualisation of the mentoring process and therefore respond in a significantly different
way to other tutors when asked to evaluate the quality of mentoring in the schools they. gupport
third possibility is that both these factors are influencing this result; that the tutors in one region have
a different conceptualisation of mentoring and, through the consequently different support they

provide to the schools and mentors, have influenced the quality of mentoring in this region.

Of the 72 comments expanding on this question, 19 made positive comments about the quality of
mentoring, 19 were negative, 17 indicated a mixed picture and 17 were not directly commenting on
quality. Those comments which presented an image of mixed qumlitgentoring provision
suggested that variability in quality occurs both between and within schools; this impli¢isethat
variability in responses from tutors is not simply a result of different concegatiiahs of
mentoring, but rather that the absolute quality of mentoring provision across the progmamme i
variable. Several responses indicated that the quality of mentoring depended on the school and could

change over time.

Again, impossible to generalise; there are great variations between sahdolgthin schools.
(London tutor)

It is now taken much more seriously, although there was verk wemtoring in a school |
worked in last year. (London tutor)

In some schools yes in others hardly at all. (North West tutor)

Limited and depends on the school setting. (Yorkshire and the Hunbgr tu

Tutors reported that there was a disparity between the support provided by the professional mentor

and the subject mentors. In some cases the professional mentor facilitated more effpptive s
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than the subject mentors; however in other schools it seemed that the professional mentor was the

‘weak link’ in the mentoring process.

The PM [professional mentor] is outstanding and is training upathenew SMs [subject mentors]
— this is where the inconsistency lies and is being addressed. (Londgn tu

Professional mentor is providing some helpful sporadic feedbac¢kydoy poor from subject
mentor. (Yorkshire and the Humber tutor)

Subject mentors are diligent - new to TF. Not helped by Professional nvembois completely

ineffectual. (London tutor)

4 participants & mentoring variable but prof mentor not overseeiragitguas should. (East
Midlands tutor)

Tutors also reported that variation could exist between subject mentors, and across different subject

departments

It is impossible to rate a whole school, since there is great variation amofguSjest mentors?].
(London tutor)
Varies according to subject from excellent for citizenship to poor in Einglihd maths. (West
Midlands tutor)

These comments, along with the quantitative data, support the characterization of Teach First
mentoring as variable in quality; there is no Teach First model of mentoring; and Tesich Fi

trainees’ mentoring experience depends heavily on the circumstances in each school. This echoes
findings from other ITT programmes where mentoring has been found to be the most variable

element in the quality of the programme (Hobson et al., 2005).
Architectural Support for Mentoring

The second theme which emerged from the structured tutor survey was the nature and exent of th
support for mentors and trainees, that is, the architectural support for the mentoring. process
Responses from the tutors made reference to both internal architectural supip@relements
derived from the school and external architectural suppertwhich includes both systems of
support provided by the HEI provider (such as programmes of mentor training) and the nele of t
HEI tutors.

Internal architecture: the school

Within thar comments the tutors identified a number of factors for the provision and development of
quality mentoring. One was the nature of the support that schools gave to the mentoring process

particularly the amount of time allocated to mentors.

PM had little time. (London tutor)
Motivated, but relatively inexperienced members of staff. HOD [Head ofibepnt] who is

subject tutor has little free time to observe participant. (West Midlands tutor)
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Experienced subject mentor, but little free time to observe participant. (West 8&idigor)

Another element of suppaH the intrinsic value that mentoririg perceived to have in the schoad,
reflected by the ability of the school to designate a mentor from within the school.

There was no professional mentor at the start of the programme antktlsetreated as a bit of a
hot potato as the full time member of staff has passed it to a retiredemefrgtaff who attends
one day per week. (West Midlands tutor)

The participant has been given one hour per week with a visiting/cartssutsject mentor. (West
Midlands tutor)

The data from the tutor survey therefore reinforces the importance of internal architectur

mentoring and the consequences for mentoring quality if this is deficient.

External architecture: the HEI provider

The role of the HEI and the HEI tutor in supporting the mentoring process was explored. Tutors
were asked whether, during their visits to schools, they engaged in specific actiatieg tel the
support of mentors and mentoring, and how frequently they did this. Upon considering theitresults,
was decided to eliminate the frequency variable, as there was a potential for confusion and
misrepresentation of the data. Therefore the analysis is based on a binandisstigors engage in

a particular activity during the course of the training year, or not. The results are shagurénd

and are indicative of tutors’ perceptions of their role in supporting mentors and mentoring.
Generally, a strong majority of tutors engaged with activities a, b, ¢, and f. Fewer tutors engaged

with activities d, e, and g.

Figure 8 Tutors’ engagement with activities to support mentoring: summary of responses.

Activity % Yes

a. |Check the mentor’s comments in the participant’s Journal as evidence of the quality of|92.5
training provided

b. | Conduct a joint observation of the participant’s teaching with their mentor 91.0

c. |Discuss the content of the school-based training programme with dfiesgional/leal 82.1
mentor

d. |Work with the subject/classroom mentor to develop their mentoring skillpractice 56.7

e. |Discuss how the school-based training programme can supportSKie [Subjec)65.7
Knowledge Audit]; your subject knowledge development days; the written assignmer

f. | Seek the participant’s perception of the quality of the school-based training provision 97.0

g. |Conduct a joint visit with the Teach First Leadership Development OffideO) to co4{56.7
ordinate the training and support provided by school mentors, HE$ @mad Teach First

These results indicate that nearly all Teach First tutors define their role, inrreétathe mentoring
process, as focused on monitoring or quality assurance; in addition, between half and two-thirds of
tutors consider that their role also incorporates activities which support the development of
mentoring and bringing coherence to the HEI- and school-based elements of the ITT programme.
This supports the findings from the programme documentation, where the role of the HEI tutor in the
mentoring process is articulated primarily in terms of quality assurandéje relationship between

tutor and mentor based upon an implicit hierarchy. Supplementary comments for this question
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indicated that a significant proportion of tutors do not perceive their role to encompass the
development of the mentor’s practice at all, mainly because they have not been directed to engage in

these activities, and the time they spend in schools is taken up with supporting the trainee directly.

| have assumed that this broadly takes place in University as pae afdntor training scheme.
(East Midlands tutor)

Very rarely in the school - more likely to happen at the university tigiday - but not all SM
come to tls. (North West tutor)

I have a very tightly defined number of hours for which | Wwélremunerated. None are allocated

for such a role. (West Midlands tutor)
Coordination and Coherence

The final theme which emerged from the structured tutor survey was the degree of coordination and
coherence between the school-based mentoring process and the HEI-led element of the programme
Nearly half the tutors (43%) did not perceive their role to include coordination the sahdblEl-

led elements of the ITT programme, and supplementary commentsigtinee details of tutors’

views on this, including the lack of time that tutors have available for visiting sciuodlmentors

not recognising the value of the HEI-led elements of the programme.

This is unrealistic! How much time do you think school staff have to discuss thismglwur 2
hour visits? Everyone is so busy! (East Midlands tutor)

When | can though this is not always possible as mentors (dohsed) are not always supportive
and do not see the need to meet up with me despite emails regtndirtg arrange these.
(Yorkshire and the Humber tutor)

I have to ‘champion' the academic work as is often described as 'gettiegway' by the mentors.

They would prefer to have [the trainees] in school all the time. (Yorkahitdhe Humber tutor)

The final questions of the structured survey focused on the system specifically establsipgubrt

the coordination of the different elements of the Teach First ITT programme. Responsesdndicat
that despite this system, difficulties in achieving co-ordination persiSichools Advisory Group’

(SAG) operates in each Teach First region, including representatives from HEI providedds sc

and Teach First. Tutors were asked to indicat®ols’ level of engagement with the SAGs, and
what they understood the objectives of these groups to be. The results suggest thadtaiatrs di
have strong understanding of the SAG58% of tutors did not know the level of their schools’
engagement with the regional SAG, and 53.7% did not know the stated objectives of their regional
SAG. Only three tutors reported that the schools they worked with had a high level of engagement
with the regional SAG. This echoes findings from the programme documentation, which highlighted
the dislocation of school-based elements of the ITT programme from the HEI-led elememss. In t
documentation this was particularly apparent in relation to the Summer Institute, but theestructur

tutor survey suggests this is also a feature of the year-long ITT programme.
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Variability by region and experience

The structured survey demonstrated significant variability in the responses fromatuboitsthe
support they provided for mentoring and their attempts to achieve co-ordination and coherence
across the ITT programme. This variability was apparent between tutors working in different

regions, and to a lesser extent, between tutors with varying levels of experience.

Due to the dichotomous nature of the dependent variables (whether or not they engaged in a
particular activity), the sample sizes, and the difficulty in assuming a Gaussian distriitiion

the samples, | decided that a difference-of-mean t-test would not be the most appropriate mechanism
for examining the extent to which the independent variable (the region of the tutor) influenced
responses. Instead, a series of binary logistic regression analyses were conducted (Maroof, 2012,
pp.67-75). | conducted a series of analyses by coding each region, in turn, as 1 and all other regions
as 0. Where the resultant p-value was lower than 0.05, the test suggested the pattern of responses
from that region was significantly different from the others. Tests also generated p$eudo-R
measures of association; a summary of the results can be found in Appendix 2, wiittastgpt

values highlighted.

The results showed that tutors in London were significantly more likely than tutors in egiaersr

to indicate that they undertook activity d: ‘Work with the subject/classroom mentor to develop their
mentoring skills and practice’. Tutors in the West Midlands were significantly less likely than tutors
in other regions to indicate that they undertook activities ¢, d and e: ‘Discuss the content of the
school-based training programme with the professional/lead mentor’; ‘Work with the
subject/classroom mentor to develop their mentoring skills and practice’; ‘Discuss how the school-
based training programme can support [the HEl<lements of the programme]’. Tutors in
Yorkshire and the Humber were significantly more likely than tutors in other regionsdatanttiat
they undertook activity g: ‘Conduct a joint visit... to co-ordinate the training and support provided
by school mentors, university tutors and Teach First’. In all these cases, when compared to the
remaining four regions, the binary logistic regression indicated that an awareness of the tutor’s

region was a significant predictor for how a randomly chosen tutor would respond to the question.

| used the same approach to analyse the variation in responses by other covariate factors. More
experienced tutors were significanthore likely to check the mentors’ comments in the Journal that

those with limited experience (although both groups returned very high results). This wasezbnfirm

by a Spearman’s rho correlation analysis of tutors’ level of engagement against their experience4; a
correlation coefficient of 0.333 was produced, indicating a correlation significant at the 0.01 level
(2-tailed).

4 Only possible here with ordinal variables; other variables are categorical/nominabaappropriate

for correlation analysis.
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Analysis of the results shows that nearly all Teach First tutors understand their rod¢iom el the
mentoring process to incorporate quality assurance, and a proportion of tutors perceive their role as
also involving a more developmental or coordinating aspect. This proportion varies by region, and
there is no programme-wide model or shared understanding for the nature of external architectural
support provided to the Teach First mentoring process. It is apparent that tutors frenendiff
regions have a different conceptualization of their role in supporting the mentoring process and
bringing coherence to the different elements of the ITT programme. Possible reasons for this
include: the different cultures towards I'Within the different HEI providers which employ the
tutors; the varying levels of experience that the HEI providers have with the Teach First pregram
which has incrementally expanded into different regions of the country over a period of several
years; and the varying level of experience that individual tutors have of the Teach First pregramm
and of working in ITT. Testing these hypotheses fully, however, would require further research

which goes beyond the scope of this study.
Conclusions: the structured tutor survey

The results from this survey suggests that Teach First HEI tutors perceive their thite tineé
mentoring process as being one which supports the trainee directly and monitors the quality of
mentoring facilitated by the school mentors. There is a suggestion of the hierarchical nature of the
tutor-mentor relationship implied in the programme documentation, which is a reflectioe of th
responsibility for quality assurance placed on the HEI and the tutors. This, in turn, is a consequence
of the policy landscape which places the burdema@buntability for the quality of ITT in

partnership-based programmes upon HElIs.

The other main feature of the structured tutor survey is the variability between responses
Perceptions of the quality of mentoring in Teach First schools and conceptualizations of the role of
the HEI tutor in supporting mentoring vary significantly between regions and between individual
tutors. The data shows perceptions of the mentoring process by supporters of that process can be
divergent, depending on the different cultures and approaches to school-based ITT in diférent H

providers.

This survey suggests there is no programme-wide approach to conceptualizing or supporting the
mentoring process in Teach Fiestd despiteits nationwide identity, different HEI providers and
different schools develop and deploy different strategies based on their own circumstances and
available expertise. This is the situation at the time of data collection; there is a suggettéon

data that variations in conceptualization and approach depends on the level of experience that
individual HEI tutors and providers have of the Teach First programme. In two cases thechppr

taken by tutors to support mentoring was significantly different amongst tutors with over two years’
experience of working with Teach Firsteg®onal variations in tutors’ approaches to supporting

mentors and developing coherence between HEI- and school-based elements were characterised by

significantly different outcomeén the London region, the original Teach First region at the
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programme’s inception. Significantly lower results were seen in regions (e.g. Yorkshire and the

Humber) where the HEI providers had only recently started working with Teach First.

This is also the case with schools; analysisuafrs’ comments suggests that a school’s level of
experience with Teach First can be a factor in the perceived quality of the mentoring provision

within that school. This can be seen across both long-standing and more recent Teach First regions.

It has got better as professional mentors become more familiar with theamprog. (West
Midlands tutor)
All schools have improved as mentors and the schools realised the demands of the programme...

(Yorkshire and the Humber region)

The variability in support for mentoring within schools and HEI providers reinforces the piaposi

that there is no distinctive programme-wide model of Teach First mentoring; howeverliddémcev

that direct experience of Teach First is a factor in mentoring provision suggests there may be
something particular about mentoring Teach First trainees. This was articulated by one tutor:

...schools being more focussed on the TF mission and participars whexdh are different from
those of traditional PGCE & GTP trainees. (East Midlands tutor)

The suggestion here is that these different needs require mentors and tutors to become maore famil
with the Teach First programme. Greater familiarity would lead to the developmergnsdring

quality; tutors’ becoming increasingly focused on cognitivist as well as functional responsibilities;

and to greater coherence between HEI- and school-based elements of the programme. This is a

tentative conclusion to be reviewed at later stages of data analysis.

The Focus Groups

A few months after the completion of the structured survey, a series of focus group discusstons w
organised with the HEI tutors in each of the five Teach First regions. As mentiones] Himse
used the mechanism of termly business meetings held at the HEI provider in each region, and

included all the Teach First tutors.

After an initial introduction in which | set out the proposed format of the discusemmethod of

data collection and the purpose to which this data might be put, | attempted to have as aninimal
presence in the discussion as possible and allow the dialogue between the tutors to develop naturally
| set out the four questions as detailed above as prompts for discussion, but made it diear that
tutors could address these in any order, could exclude any or discuss anything else they felt was
relevant. Only if and when discussions seemed to have reached a natural conclusion did | intervene

and refer the tutors back to the questions.

By leaving the management of the discussion open in this way, | hoped to take account of the

priority that the tutors in each region gave to the themes which had emerged fronudheestr
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survey, in terms of which question they chose to discuss first, how much timgperstson each,

which themes were absent or discussed in cursory fashion, the reasons and rationale advanced to
explain their importance, and the intensity of language and expression that tutors used in discussing
them; drawing where relevant on the six areas discussed above (Goldman & MacDonald, 1987). The
structure of the data collection process also allowed me to consider which themes were significant in

multiple regions, and which were more isolated.

The discussions that resulted were very rich, open and honest and provided invaluable insights into
tutors’ perceptions of mentoring in the Teach First ITT programme. It is worth mentioning, however,
that the context of the discussions were business meetings chaired by the Programme Director for
Teach First in each HEI provider; it is possible that this hierarchical structure mighinhéoited

some comments or individual tutors, due to concerns about jeopardising the professional and
political relationship between the HEI provider and Teach First, or with the schools amdsntieat

HEI tutors worled with. | did not detect any sense of this inhibition but it is necessary to note as a

caveat to what follows.

The questions proposed for the focus group discussions were chosen to explore the themes which
had emerged from the structured tutor survey; to reinforce, attenuate or modify the provisional
conclusions from the survey data through this richer form of expression. The first theme which
emerged from the focus group discussions was the extent to which the tutors perceived their role, i
relation to the mentoring process, to be one of monitoring and quality assurance. The role of the HEI
tutor in supporting the mentoring process through facilitating thelel@uent of the mentors’ skills

and practice was conspicuous by its absence and, when mentioned, it was more as an aspiration
rather than a current activity. This echoes the findings from the structured survey, whiakethdi

that this monitoring elemenif the tutors’ role was a priority; indeed, the focus group data goes

further as there is no sense of between half and two-thirds of the tutors engaging with more

developmental activities in relation to the mentoring process.

The second theme which emerged from the structured survey was the perceived liritstfoot-

based support for mentoring. In the survey responses, this was linked ¢chdb®’ level of
experience and familiarity with the Teach First programme, suggesting that Teach First was a
distinctive programme which schools and mentors needed time to adapt to. This suggestion was to
some extent supported by the focus group discussions. Three of the five focus groups discussed these
limitations, with reference to the challenges for mentoring faced by Teach First schools bécause o

their typical profile.

Thirdly, the difficulty of achieving co-ordination and coherence between the school-based element
of the programme and the HEI-led elements was acknowledged in all focus groups, to varying levels

of detail, and additional reasons were given for this.
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Finally, an implicit theme in both the programme documentation and structured tutor\sas/ee
hierarchical nature of the relationship between HEI provider and school, and between tutor and
mentor. This theme emerged more starkly in the focus group discussions when discussing both the
monitoring aspect of the tutors’ role and the challenges faced in co-ordinating the schookndHEI-

led elements of the programme. It was particularly interesting to note the naturdaoigiege that

tutors used when discussing the character of the tutor-mentor relationship.

The Role of the Tutor

Tutors in all five focus groups discussed how they monitored the quality of mentoring in Trsach F
schools during their school visits. In the majority of responses, this monitoring tookrulaeetly

and, if required, the tutor spoke to either the mentor concerned or the more senior professional
mentor, if they had any concerns about the quality of mentoring provision. Tutors explained how
they would check if (and how well) the mentors had completed their required sections of the

Participant Journal.

[The trainee] wasn’t having her meetings regularly, and I mean, I picked it up straight away by
looking through the handbook, the journal, and then spokegktraway to the professional
mentor because I feel it’s their turn first of all to put it right, and it has been righted. (East
Midlands tutor)

If we look at the Journals, and find that the quality of respomgbe Journals is poor, we can
come back to- obviously— to the programme leaders and ask if that would be followed up...
(West Midlands tutor)

Tutors also used informal discussions with the trainees to get a sense of whether mentoring was

proceeding as it should, or whether there were any deficiencies.

I also have on my checklist, for every time I see my participants, “Have you had your weekly
meeting? What was it about? Any issues, any concerns you’ve got?” So that I can then have a
discussion either witlthe subject mentor or professional mentor if I thought there’s an issue...
(London tutor)

| think what happens at many subject days is that, anecdotally, wio téik participants about

issues in school and that will arise... (Yorkshire and the Humber tutor)

However tutors also noted that Teach First trainees, because of the position they occughevithin
school and in relation to the mentor, are not always able to give a clear and full picturguaiitlye

of mentoring provision; this is another exampfehe ‘strategic silence’ that beginning teachers may

revert to when considering shortcomings in their support within an in-line management situation
(Hobson & Mcintyre, 2013, p.352).

Sometimes the trainees can be qditfensive or protective of their mentors, and they don’t want
to let the side down, so they will say “Oh yes we had a meeting” when maybe it was quite a short

meeting. (London tutor)
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You're not always aware of what’s gone on in that interim; the participant obviously isn’t always
willing, they’re in a bit of a precarious position to be able to always divulge what’s going on.

(Yorkshire and the Humber tutor)

The trainees’ position within the school is an example of their ‘legitimate peripheral participation’

(Eraut, 2004) and the difficulty that they experience in reporting concerns or deficiencies with the
mentoring provision is a result of the dual role of the school-based mentor as both supporter an
assessor to the traine€his professionally delicate and politically sensitive phenomenon is an
important characteristic of the triadic relationship between trainee, tutor and mentor.

The issue of how tutors monitor the quality of mentoring in schools was theofirstthat all the

focus groups discussed; this may have been a result of the ordering of the suggestedndiscussio
points that they were given. Although in my introduction | made it clear that the groupdsuds

any of the questions (or none) in any order, the tutors may have naturally been drawfirgbithe

the list. However the length of time that all the groups spent discussing this quést&rme cases

it dominated more than half of the discussion timi&monstrate that this aspect of the tutors’ role

was felt to be an important one. The pattern of activity outlined above suggests thaittidast

initially seek examples of concern or deficiencies through an indirect approach, via theamginee

the programme documentation; the implication is that tutors do not systematically work directly with

the mentors to develop the mentoring process, which echoes findings from the structured survey.

The second of the four proposed questions statun this specifically: ‘How do you support the
development of meaots’ skills and practice?” The responses which addressed this question were
characterised by numerous references to the obstacles that tutors face in undertaking such a role;
most typically, a lack of time during their visits to the schools. There was also, hpwever
recognition of the valuef supporting the mentors’ development and a willingness to undertake

these activities if the practical obstacles could be overcome.

Now, it’s not always possible because of timetables and people getting called over and whatever...

And in that hour, when you’re feeding back, maybe that would be a good time to bring up the
aspects of subje mentoring and how it’s going... maybe we could look at that kind of aspect
make sure it works a bit better than it does. (London tutor)

As a subject tutor one of the most valuable things for me hasjbe¢robservations, because
often they’re the only times | meet the subject mentoind I’ve been in schools for two or three
years and I’ve never managed a joint observation. (West Midlands tutor)

We need ta. increase the capacity... to be able to allow time for doing that, because | think the
mentor training’s great but I think sometimes... there’s a more bespoke element that sometimes
needs to come into it, in terms of what specific mentorgquire. (Yorkshire and the Humber

tutor)

The nature, content and tone of the language used suggest that some tutors feel that thi is a vali

aspect to their role as a HEI tutor, but it is more aspirational than essentials $hgported by
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other comments which suggest that that ¢himent of the tutor’s role is somethingto aim for’, if

one had ‘plenty of money’.

One of the things that | think would be quite useful, if one haddrikizanvas and plenty of money
is to actually develop a sharedderstanding in... a clear understanding in the partnership of what
constitutes effective practice... (Yorkshire and the Humber tutor)

If we had an unlimited resource then we could, you know, | earaggreat argument for working
with whole staffs and then with whole departments, then withdimidual mentor, you know, and
then with the trainee and the mentor together. (East Midlands tutor)

The idea of self-assessment, or working as a partnership to defcaia both perspectiveswhat
quality support from tutors looks like, as well as what quality supipom mentors looks like
That’s where to aim for; and that’s another point in terms of, how those two roles of mentor and

tutor link together. (West Midlands tutor)

Tutors therefore aspire to supporting the mentoring process, but there are obstacles to achieving this.
These obstacles are often logistic, in that the school and the mentors are balancing their work with
the Teach First programme with the business of the school itself. Here, the tutors are emperienci

the ‘fuzzy boundaries’ of the mentoring process discussed above.

My ideal would be that the mentors would come to the subject trainjgwdéh the participants,
but it’s never going to happen because it’s always going to be at least two members of department
out of school on the same day and most schools will just say “No” to that, and I can’t get past that.

(East Midlands tutor)

The data suggests that the external architectural support is dependent not only on the
conceptualization of the mentoring process by the HEI provider and tutor and their role in supporting
it, but also the identity construction of the mentor and the nature of the internal architagbypat
provided by the school; if the mentor and/or the school do not place value on the role of neentor t

it is more difficult for an external agent to support the development of mentoring. The thke of

school in supporting mentoring was the second theme which emerged from the tutor focus group.
The Role of the School

The tutors were clear on the importance of the support provided by the school for the mentoring
process; the lack of dedicated time for mentoring was highlighted as a persistent problem and
concerns were expressed over the process by which teachers were selected to be mentors. These
points were suggestive of an institutional culture in some schools which did not value the role of

mentor:

The big thing for me is time. Youegmentors who are trained, but then they aren’t allocated any
time to be with their participants... very few of them actually have a timetabled meeting during the

week. (West Midlands tutor)
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The professional mentor [said that the] school didn’t recognise the importance of mentoring
trainees, and that she wasn’t given any time, and she wasn’t given any support, she wasn’t given
any financial encouragement to do a role that she was fundamentallyittedrton (East Midlands
tutor)

Here I think we’re in a different thing where it’s very often the school’s decided to take the

participant, and then this role has been dumped on somebody. (West Midtangds t

This data recalls the different approaches to mentor selection discussed above, categorised as either
‘ad-hoc’ or ‘systematic’ (Kajs, 2002); the implication here is that Teach First schools adopt the
former approach. The comments reflect findings from otherpitbgrammes, where ‘the prevailing

practice is that campus principals, on their own, select teachers to serve as mentors for novice
teachers’ (ibid., p.60).

Coordination and Coherence

Another obstacle tutors identified was the higher than usual turnover of teachers and mewtors t
saw in Teach First schools. This was attributed to the particular characteristicsdfidbs which

work with Teach First as part of its overall mission to ‘address educational disadvantage’. As a
consequence, mentors often had limited experience of Teach First specifically and mentoring in
general and tutors struggled to achieve coordination between the HEI- and school-led elements of
the programme.

And another issue is turnover of mentors, isn’t it? We’re finding some schools where participants
are on their fourth mentor this year. (Yorkshire and the Humban) tuto

In some schools because of theirqueinature, let’s say... N0 matter what we seem to be trying to
do, there’s a turnover of mentors and a problem with mentoring, and just wider issues within the
school that we’re finding particularly difficult to resolve. (Yorkshire and the Humber tutor)

I think my concern would be that whoever gets trained originally isethiastitutions is probably
not able to pass on the trainitgt they’ve had to whoever succeeds them, and that... has led to

serious lack of support in at least four instances that I’'m aware of. (West Midlands tutor)

The impact of staff turnover on the quality of mentoring has been an historical istigeTiaach
First programme: ‘Subject support was adversely affected... by staffing turbulence in the subject
which, because of staff turnover, resulted in a lack of subject leadership...” (Fitzgerald, 2005, pp.13-
14).

The particular challenges that exist in Teach First schools can be considered a distinctive feature of
the Teach First programme; not just in the sense that the school leaders and mentors in these schools
may have additional priorities to balance with those of mentoring trainee teachersphtthiabthe
employment-based structure of the Teach First programme (in comparison to, for example, PGCE
trainees on school placements) makes it more difficult for the mentor, trainee anatdf b co-

ordinate their activities.
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To me the key difference... is that obviously with more traditional routes people have lessons
taken from their timetable whilst they have a student or a trainedareas the mentor in a Teach
First school is juggling an almost full timetaho go and observe and support someone who’s got
an almost full timetable, and... even when that’s carefully coordinated it doesn’t need a very large

piece of grit in the mechanism to set that out of sequence really. (Yerksld the Humber tutor)

In one of the focus groups, the particular approach that Teach First takes to the placemagresf trai

in schools and the nature of the relationship between Teach First and the school was highlighted in
relatively strong terms. It was felt that, in comparison to other ITT programhegeach First
approaches do less to support the interests of the trainees or to ensure the qualityeafdhiegm
provision. There is also a suggestion from tutors that, in other ITT programmes, HEI tw®rs ha
more control over the provision of mentoring, whereas the placement process in Teachriérst

the distinctive features of the programmieaves HEI providers partially disenfranchised.

You hit on another factor there | think, of the subtlety of the plac¢procesas it’s carried out
on a PGCE or GTP model... we would actually be matching an individual... to an individual
mentor... the way that the placement is done [with Teach First] over the course of the year...

doesn’t in any way support quality training. It just doesft. (West Midlands tutor)

The focus groups therefore supported the findings from the structured survey in suggesting that co-
ordination between the HEI- and school-led elements of the programme was something which was
aspired to but that there were significant logistical, cultural and institutional obstaaekiéving

this; and that these obstacles were in some cases exacerbated by the particularly challenging
circumstances of Teach First schools. Faced with this challenge, one tutor outlined how they

encourage Teach First trainees to take responsibility for bringing co-ordination and coherence to

their own professional learning experience, echoing the programme documentation.

Somehow we have to empower participants to have that language, satilily take ownership
of those meetings we’re talking about bright young people here — and I don’t think we focus
enough on that at Summer Institute, and the actual critical nature oélgt®mship with the

mentor. (West Midlands tutor).

The focus groups therefore took forward the theme which emerged in the structured survey, that t
relationship between tutor, mentor and trainee can lack coherence and tutors can find ittdifficult

see deeply into the mentoring process.

There is so little we know about that, what actually happefws all the literature on mentoring
relationships- what actually happens in those meetings, we know virtually notfivgrth West

tutor)
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Issues of Power and Hierarchy

Another important theme which was developed by the focus gneap the relationship between

HEI and school and the implications for the mentoring process. This relationship ultimatedg deri
from the contractual structures underpinning the delivery of the Teach First ITT programme and the
pathway of funding for that programme, which flows from the government to Teach First, to the HEI
providers and finally to the schools (although not necessarily to the individual menaong,om

whom do not receive additional payments for their role). The corollary of this strustdinati
responsibility for programme quality flows up from the school, through the HEId@®vio Teach

First, which ultimately answers to government. This structure sets the HEWtthior a hierarchical
relationshipwith the mentors and this hierarchy is reflected in the emphasis that the tutors place on

monitoring the quality of mentoring in Teach First schools.

The tutors’ perception of their position in relation to the mentors is implicit throughout the structured

survey and the focus group data; however, it is interesting to note how tentative the sespoase
when tutors addressed this issue explicitly. There was a clear reluctance to frame the relationship
overtly hierarchal terms and several tutors protested that the relationship should be one of

‘partnership’ and mutual development rather than one party having oversight of the other.

Some of the language when discussing this issue is by natiteel@pded, and implies power
being held and judgment being made by one efptities that’s in partnership, and actually the
strongest models for developing mentor training... is to work in partnership. (West Midlands
tutor)

You know, we’re talking here about a partnership with the school, so therefore its incumbent on all
membersof that partnership to actually work towards providing the trainee... the best possible
support | think those [monitoring and assessing¢ very precarious terms... I think there are

sensitive ways of viewing this as a partnership. (Yorkshire and Eutatar)

It is worth noting that these comments came from regions which had less experience of Teach First
than others; the discussion in the original London region did not make reference to these concerns
and the language used by London tutors to describe the monitoring element of their role was far

more definitive about the responsibility of the HEI tutor to assure the quality of mentoring provision:

| find that | read their comments [in the Journal] very carefullgnd if there are no comments in
the Journalthen I’ve got no real evidence that the meetings have been going on... So I think the

comments in the Journal are very telling and should be monitergdeitly. (London tutor)

The Teach First programme was at this time developing a ‘recognition framework’ for Teach First
mentors, and tutors were invited to discuss their view of this proposed mechanism to support the
mentoring process. Not all the focus groups referred to the recognition framework, which is
understandable as it was in the early stages of a pilot and represented to some a hypotlestical iss

rather than an example of actual practice. However three of the focus groups segued into a
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consideration of how the proposed recognition framework could make a positive contribution to the
mentoring process. In one, the framework was mentioned as a potentially useful device for
supporting the monitoring of the mentoring process by tutors, and a mechanism for providing more
objective data on which judgments can be made.

| would be looking at that [the Recognition Framework] and | wagddto that, maybe, for
criteria... if I wanted to judge something, assess something as good or not so good. So, that would
be a yardstick. (North West tutor)

It objectifies it, doesn’t it? When you got that criterion-based thing, it moves it away from just
impressions, because you will get impressions... from the participant of what the mentor’s like, in

fact that’s where we pick up most of our information. (North West tutor)

By contrast, in the London region where the pilot phase of the framework had already been
introduced, it was described as a useful device for moving the relationship between HEI tutor and
school mentor away from monitoring and quality assurance and towards one where tutor and ment

work together to develop the mentoring process without such an apparent hierarchical aspect.

Working with the professional mentor that I’m working with as part of the pilot, is that actually,
the thing that’s been exciting for us is that it actually gives us space and time to work together... it
kind of gives us a framework to work together to develop what going on in their school; so it’s not,

we’ve not seen it as a hierarchical relationship at all. (London tutor)

Another London tutor suggested that the recognition framework could help to develop internal
architectural support for the mentoring process; using the analogy of ‘battling for time’ with the
school leadership, a scenario was presented where tutor and mentor work together againat struct

obstacles to carve out space and resources to develop more effective mentoring.

The recognition framework... I think that’s actually a really useful tool, in terms of... the battle for
time — in terms of... that mentors want in school... if mentors have got something to say to their
school, “I have to fulfil this part of my job of mentoring,” then they have to be given time for it.

(London tutor)

Although not seized on enthusiastically in all the focus group discussions, it is clear thaitsosne
felt that the idea of a recognition framework might have traction in terms of supporting and
developing the mentoring process. However, tutors perceived the framework supporting mentoring

in different ways and it was clear that this issue required further exploration.

| therefore began to consider whether systems such as the Teach First Mentor Recognition
Framework could represent a significant element in the architectural support required for the
mentoring process. In the subsequent series of open surveys to tutors and mentors, the focus became

the impact 6this framework on the mentoring process.
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The Open Survey

As mentioned above, in 2010-11 Teach First introduced a pilot of the Mentor Recognition
Framework. In total 84 mentors engaged with the pilot and 29 tutors were involved intisgppor
these mentors. The survey that was administered to these tutors in June 2011 had a dual purpose:
firstly, to generate some data which would allow the initial stages of the pilot to hatedaland
secondly, to explore the themes that had emerged from the structured survey and focus group
discussions. In particular, the suggestion that the recognition framework could act as are effecti

element of the support for mentoring provided by HEI providers was investigated.

All 29 tutors involved in the pilot, representing all five regions, were sent an iowitaticomplete

the survey. The response rate was low, just 31%, consisting of only 9 responses. Although all
responses were anonymous, it was apparent that one response was from a school mentor (Response
7). Because the survey was intended specifically for the tutors and to explore their tlede in
mentoring process, | decided to exclude this response from my analysis. Of the remaining eight,
seven responses came from tutors in the London region and one from the Northhatesore the

data carried a strong regional bias.

The survey consisted of only four questions, but tutors were given the opportunity to respond to each
in far more detail than had been possible in the initial structured sUnveyfirst question asked for

the tutors’ views on the strengths and challenges of the new mentor recognition process; the second
asked for any indication of impact on the practice of the mentors they were supporting through the
recognition process; the third focused on the impact on the mentor-tutor relationship; andtthe f
sought to explore the tutors’ thoughts about how the pilot might develop in the future. The detailed
responses generated by this survey developed the themes which had emerged previously and

introducedsome new themes relating to the tutors’ perception of the mentoring process.

Several responses referencéd tmplications for the tutors’ role in supporting the mentoring
process; two tutors felt that the recognition framework was a potentially useful neechfzmi

supporting their role in monitoring and quality assuring the provision of mentoring in schools.

Strengths: QA [quality assurancekchanism... [it should be] rolled out to all schools to ensure
QA. (Response 1: London)

It has been used asliscussion point over the effectiveness of individual mentors... It challenges
the school to evaluate the quality of their mentoring. Should be incindibg key requirement

document schools sign on acceptance into the TF programme. (Respoosdd@)L

In contrast, others perceived the framework to be a powerful tool for supporting the development of
the tutor-mentor relationship, bringing greater coherence to the HEI- and school-led elements of the
programme and allowing the tutor to work with the mentor to develop their skills andtgract

mentoring.
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Gave us a common language to discuss mentoring... great framework for discussion and to “drill
down” into issues. (Response 2: London)

Mentors have engaged more with tutors and understood the importarnibe tutor/mentor
relationship. (Response 6: London)

The major strength of the pilot has been in working more closetly feequently with the
mentors... I have had more positive contact than usual with the Subject Mentors in the pilot group.

(Response 9: North West)

The framework was not just seen as a device for enhancing external architectural support for
mentoring; it was also noted that internal architectural support would develop as a reduiotd sc

and mentors engaging with the framework. Some tutors predicted that the framework may lead to
schools undertaking some of the support currently provided by the HEIs, for example leading the

training of mentors.

Legitimising of time for mentors to spend discussing, reflectireyelbping. (Response 1:
London)

PM [Professional Mentors] haselcomed the opportunity to... work with their SM [Subject
Mentors] in schools to develop their skills as a mentor. (Response 4orbond

Two Professional Mentors have expressed a willingness to be involteriimg other mentors

next year. (Response 9: North West)

Tutors recognised that it would be a challenge to find sufficient time to engage with thevidm
fully. Engaging with the recognition framework clearly addadadditional loadto the tutors’
working time. Tutors noted that no allowance had been given to support mentors through the

framework, echoing comments in both the structured survey and the focus groups.

Challenges- finding the time to properly support and monitor the programiti@n school given

our loadings for this year did not take into account this additionativie. (Response 3: London)
The main challenge has been time. Time is needed to support titer nre addition to the
trainees. (Response 5: London)

The challenge has been one of providing sufficient quality time 1 tariake this a meaningful
process, particularly the final ‘recognition’ visit towards the end of the summer term. (Response 9:

North West)

As with the structured survey, one tutor made direct and explicit reference to the distinctiveness of
Teach First mentoring. This tutor felt that the recognition framework was an impogahanism

for developing the unique mentoring practice required in the Teach First programme.

Sharing good practice across the mentor network within a schodbewas beneficial and has
moved mentors forward as a Teach First team... in particular, training of new mentors into the

Teach First model which is essential and specific in nature. (ResponsedWhst)
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A theme which emerged from the open survey which had not been apparent in earlier phases of data
collection was that of mentor self-efficacyhow the mentors perceived their professional role as

mentors in relation to their role as a teacher.

It has been stated that a ‘better understanding of teachers' self-efficacy as mentors of other teachers
holds promise for shedding light on improving teacher preparation through strengthening the quality
and effectiveness of mentoring’ (Hall et al., 2005, p.188); and thahentors need to feel self-

confident in their own agency as teacher educators’ (Hawkey, 1998, p.668). Orland-Barak showed

that mentors in the Israeli school system demonstrated confusion over the boundaries between their
role as a teacher and as a mentor, which was ‘manifested in the mentors’ expressed discomfort with

the vague specification of their role’ (Orland-Barak, 2002, p.457).

Several tutors reported that the recognition framework allowed mentors to reflect on theie @scti
a mentor, and develop confidence in their practice.

[Mentors are] more confident, sense of recognition for work done... (Response 1: London)

Gave it [mentoring] kudos... mentors are willing to share their good practice now they believe
what they do has been recognised. (Response 2: London)

Mentors have seen the importance of their role and reflected on théi €hgths and A4D
[areas for development]... mentors have increased awareness of the different facets of their role.

(Response 5: London)
Conclusion

The findings from the group-level analysis of HEI tutors builds upon, develops and reinforges man
of the themes which emerged from the analysis of the programme documentation. In addition, a
number of new them emerged which were specific to the tutors’ perspective on the mentoring

process.

There is significant variation in how tutdrsdifferent regions perceive the mentoring process, their
role in supporting that process, and the quality of mentoring provision in the schools that the
support. The majority of tutors felt that their role in supporting mentoring was focused on
monitoring and oversight, whilst a smaller proportion attempted to develop the skills ancepcti
Teach First mentors; tutors generally felt that this developmental role was magthisgnio be

aspired to due to limitations of time and resour¢dg emphasis on monitoring schools and mentors
was an expression of the hierarchical relationship between HEIs and schools, which the tutors also

confirmed as a feature of Teach First mentoring (albeit somewhat reluctantly).

Data from the tutors supports the implication taken from the programme documentatitire that
characteristically challenging nature of Teach First schools increases the chance of deficiencies in
mentoring provision. There was a large minority of Teach First schools (40.2%) where the
mentoring was perceived to be less than good; it was felt that the challenges these schools face

makes it more difficult to provide school-based architectural support for mentoring, palsticol
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terms of time, recognition or value of mentoring as a professional activity. This hasuggested

in previous evaluations of Teach First: ‘The challenging schools used in the Teach First programme
find it more difficult than others to provide adequate mentoring for trainees’ (Hutchings et al.,
2006b, p.46).

This would imply that HEI-based support for mentoring would need to be enhanced, as suggested by
the structure of tutor visits given in the Programme Guide; this is a phenomenon whlnehas
identified by external observers of the Teach Firsgjptnme: °...arrangements [exist] to provide

schools with a high level of support through regular visits by experienced tutors from the gniversi

Tutors helped to compensate for any emerging weaknesses’ (Ofsted, 2008a, p.5).

The distinctiveness of mentoring within the Teach First programme was given some support by the
suggestion from tutors that schgchndmentors familiarity with the Teach First programme was a
factor in the quality of mentoring provision. The importanceanfawareness of the particular
requirements of the Teach First programme has been previously: nStéfect support was
adversely affected when subject mentors were not familiar with Teach First requirements and

trainees found that they had to explain requirements to their mentors’ (Fitzgerald, 2005, p.13).

The new recognition framework was identified as a potentially useful mechanism for enhaacing th
support provided for mentoring, but the nature of the support envisaged varied by tutor, HEI
provider and region, with some suggesting it would help Hdaeitor the quality of mentoring,

others seeing it as a useful tool to support the professional development of the mentors, and others
seeing a weapon to use in the ‘battle’ with schools to carve out more support (in the form of time and

value) for mentoring. An interesting theme which emerged from the open survey was théhaotion

the recognition framework could also be a useful device for developingmieself-efficacy as

mentors. | will return to this last point, later.

The coordination between the schoahd HEI-based elements of the programme was questioned;
tutors generally did not perceive this to be part of their role and a significant propodiootdi
engage in the mechanisms developed to achieve this (the SAGs). As in the programme
documentation, there was some recognition from tutors that individual trainees had a resgonsibilit

to bring coherence to their experience of the ITT programme.

The group-level analysis of HEI tutors therefore presents a view of Teach First mentoxhgswhi
increasingly complex; in general, tutors have a particular perspective on Teach Firstmgeartdri
their role in supporting it, but significant variation exists within and between differenhsediEl

providers and tutors.
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Chapter 8 — Group-level analysis. the Teach First trainees
Introduction

In this chapter | will examine the data collected from Teach First trainees and explore how the
trainees perceive the mentoring process. The trainee is the focus of the mentoring process and their
professional learning and development is the objective and purpose of all the activitiesnakech

up that proces#\s a result, the trainee holds a unigue perspective of mentoring and could be argued
to have the clearest view of its effectiveness; however, the trainee also has the npexspestive

of mentoring as a professional activity. Whereas the tutor and the mentor may haverangide
experience of mentoring across multiple cases, contexts and possibly a range of time, the trainee
only has direct experience of his or her own mentoring, and by definition it will be the first time they
have experienced mentoring for ITT.

In attempting to explore this unique perspective, | encountered a number of obstacles in the process
of data collection. | have outlined these above, but in essence it relates to the positiceat thesld

time of data collection. My position afforded me excellent access to the Teach First éladikgely

good access to the Teach First mentors, but my direct access to Teach First trainees was far mor
restricted. There were a number of reasons for this, some of which were simply the result of
organisational structures which increased the intermediary layers of administration betyeen m
position and the trainees’. There were Data Protection concerns around access to Teach First
trainees’ personal details; also, there were concerns about adding to Teach First trainees’ workload

and commitments during their initial training year.

The consequence of this was that the data collected from Teach First trainees consistegfshe r

of a structured survey administered by the Data and Impact team at Teach First asthpart of
scheduled programme evaluation strategy, which can be considered ‘naturally occurring data’ as
discussed above, and a focus group discussion with a group of trainee representatives on the Teach
First SPLIC. The data is therefore less rich than that collected from the tutors orsmémtor
particular, as | did not have access to the raw survey results, the level of quarditaliysis | was

able to complete waat a lower level than that undertaken with the data from the tutor and mentor
structured survey. However, both the structured trainee survey and trainee focus group yielded some
interesting data which complements that from other sources and makes a worthwhile contdabution

my research questions.

The structured trainee survey (naturally occurring data)

As part of the regular programme of survyelsach First trainees reaching the end of their initial
training year were asked to rate and comment on the support and training received from their subject

and professional mentors, and from their subject and professional HEI tutors.
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For each of these questions the trainees were asked to respond to a series of stategarftgaisi
point Likert scale froniStrongly Agreé to ‘Strongly Disagre®e The full table of results, including

all the statements, are included in Appendix 4.

Overall the Teach First trainees had a positive perception of the mentoring process imdwodsr sc

Over 50% of responses agreed or strongly agreed with nine out of the ten positive statements relating
to the trainees’ experience in schools. For example, 66% of trainees felt that their professional
mentor was ‘readily available for support’; 67% felt that ‘professional development opportunities

provided were valuable’; and 54% confirmed that ‘regular opportunities were provided to observe

models of good practice’.

The results for each statement were converted from the agree/disagree Likert scale to a nominal
scale from 1 to 5, with 1 representing ‘Strongly Agree’ and 5 representing ‘Strongly Disagree’. For

nine of the statements, the average of the responses was between 2 and 3, or ‘Agree’ and ‘Neutral’;

the exception to this was the statement ‘the staff generally are approachable and supportive’, where

87% of trainees either agreed or strongly agreed and the average response was calculated as 1.65.
Whereas nearly 90% of trainees felt that their colleagues in school were supportive, oagnbetw

half and two-thirds agreed that the meetings with their mentors were focused and supportive.

This result implies that, for some trainees at least, they felt colleagues whamatvetesignated
mentors were more supportive of their professional development than their mentors. Thisamay be
consequence of the duality in the mentors’ role. Trainees may feel that a colleague who does not
hold a management, assessment or other hierarchical role might be a more effective supportive
figure, depending on the nature of the support they feel they need. This possibility wastalinded

a tutor focus group.

Actually, the formal support structure of tutor and two mentotiénschool are used remarkably
little. 1t’s the other colleagues in the department for scientistlso technicians are very important

— to give them the support. (North West tutor)

The importance of what have been called ‘external mentors’ who stand apart from traditional
hierarchical structures (which both Teach First mentors and tutors occupy) has been reiterated in
recent research: ‘We have seen that external mentoring has helped produce more informed, more
adventurous and more committed teachers... The potential long term impact should not be
underestimated’ (Hobson, et al., 2012). The importance of the external mentor represents another

refinement of the conceptual framework for understanding mentoring.

Teach First trainees were generally positive about the mentoring provision that they experignced, bu
there was clearly a degree of variance both within the cohort, with about 30% of traiabksto

give positive responses to the statements, and also within each trainee’s experience, with the data
suggesting variance in experience between different mentors in the school. These findings support

those from the structured tutor survey, which showed that whilst the overall assessment of mentoring
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quality across Teach First schools was positive, there was significant variability iry dpedkit

across and within schools.

The average response when asked about the meetings with the professional mentor was 2.54 and for
the meetings with the subject mentor this figure was.2Sl®jecting this data to a two-tailed
heteroscedastic t-test produces a p-value of 0.002, suggesting that the trainees have a significantl
different perception of their meetings with their professional memtdtheir subject mentor.

Trainees were notably more positive when asked about the support they had received from the HEI
tutors. For example, 93% agreed oosgiy agreed that their professional tutor ‘supported me in

being an effective practitioner’; 75% felt that their subject tutor helped to develop their subject
knowledge. Converting the responses into a nominal scale shows that the average response for all the
statements about support from HEI tutors ranged from 1.45 to 2.3

Conclusions: the structured trainee survey

Despite the limitations placed on the analysis of the data some useful and interesting conclusions can
be drawn. In common with the findings from the structured tutor survey, Teach First trainees
presengd a perception of mentoring which, whilst effective in many individual cases, eadibit

notable variability overall both between and within schools.

On the distinctiveness of mentoring within the Teach First programme, the data presents an
uncertain picture. The majority of Teach First trainees (56%) did not agree that theirsnieda

good awareness of the programme requirements; however, a majority of trainees felt thay generall
their mentoring was a positive experience, which speaks against the notion of mentoring Teach First
trainees being a distinctive process. Some mentors may not have good awareness of the programme
requirements, but through their generic practice as mentors they produce an effective mentoring

experience for the trainees.

The trainees’ notion of architectural support for the mentoring process, both HEI- and school-based,

can be implicitly detected in the survey results. It is apparent that the trainabsitféiite support

they received from the HEI tutors was highly valued and contributed to an effestiv®ring
process. Trainees were more likely to identify deficiencies with the school-based elemtets of
programme; statistical analysis bears out the hypothesis that the trainees have a significantly

different perception of the comparable elements of the programme facilitated by tutors and mentors.

Finally, there was a suggestion in that data that the trainees value the group that havedusken call
‘external mentors’ — colleagues who support trainees without any formal role in the mentoring

process and who stand apart from the hierarchical structures of management and ITT assessment.

In all these cases, due to the nature of the data and its presentation, the conclusions deren here

tentative; however, they echo and build upon some of the themes which have emerged from earlier
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phases of data analysis and can be referred back to in later stages, through a processatiamiangul

and confirmation.

The Focus Group

As outlined above in Chapter 5, the trainee focus group discussion took place within the mechanism
of the Teach First SPLIC. | submitted a list of discussion points to each of the region@l SPL
meetings, and then attended and moderated a plenary discussion at the national SPLIC Summit in
March 2011 which included representatives from each of the regional meetings. The trainees were
encouraged to consider how they perceived the mentoring process, discuss any areas where mentors
could be more effective, and if the programme as a whole could do more to support the mentoring

process.

Full details of the discussion points, SPLIC Summit agenda and an introductory messlage t
trainees outlining the ethical considerations can be found in Appentlixadldition to myself and

the Participant President who chaired the meeting, there were twelve Teach First trainees in
attendance; in the data each trainee was identified by the region in which they worked.

A theme which emerged strongly in the discussion was the variability of mentoring @mdvisin

school to school and the lack of control that trainees have in the school placement process. In some
cases the trainees attributed this variability to more general deficiencies in the schedBchraf
competency amongst the established siaffluding the schools’ senior managers). At times, the

tone of the comments demonstrated the characteristic self-confidence of Teach First ar@inees
their willingness to engage in categorical judgements of their colleagues, which has previously
attracted criticism (Hutchings et al., 2006a, p.80).

The key thing that came up ...was just the massive discrepancy, and you speak to people whose
mentors are highly effective... and the quality of their teaching... is so vastly accelerated
compared to people who are just mean there are instances of people just not being supported at
all. (London trainee)

... They don’t know quite what they’re expected to do... and the nature of our schools is that some
of the people in senior leadership aren’t massively effective, so there are all these mitigating
reasons for why they can’t be held accountable for... not doing what we’d really like them to do.
(West Midlands trainee)

The thing is, whenit’s bad it’s REALLY bad, so you get a lot which are OK, and they’re
supportive... they might not be the tilnate mentor, but they’re fine... and then when it doesn’t
work it really falls apart, and I think it’s identifying where that’s happening and really intervening.
(London trainee)

There is SO much discrepancy and it’s not fair on those who don’t have a good mentor, yet they
would be paid the same amount of mariém going to be quite selfish here — it’s money that has

been ring-fenced for us, as participants, to help us progressidihdrainee)

124



This last comment introduced the theme of mones mentioned in Chapter 3, schools receive a
‘training grant of £2,500 which is intended to support the mentoring process and facilitate the
release of the school mentors for mentoring and mentor training events. Once this poiisedas
several other trainees made reference to this funding, particularly when discussing what they
perceived to be deficient mentoring; they proposed using the grant as a lever to eifontenm
standards in mentoring. At this point, the Teach First trainees were conceptualising mentaring as
transactional process which includes quality assurance measures: this is reflected in the language
used by the trainees, includifiggandards’ to be ‘hit’; ‘qualification’, ‘rights’ and ‘accountability’.

If it’s a paid position, which, in essence, the money that’s received for taking participants makes it,
then there’s no reason why there shouldn’t be an expectation that there MUST be certain standards
that you must hit in order to qualify to be a mentor. (London trainee)

As a participant, | think we need to be really clear wh&dr want of a better word what our
rights are | think so many Teach Firsters just end up going alongy whatever cards they’ve
been dealt; we know it’s going to be really hard, we get on with it. (London trainee)

There does need to bd’m going to say that horrible word — accountability for mentors. (London
trainee)

As an extension of this, trainees were very clear that the role of the HEI pravidetation to
mentoring should be one of oversight (rather than developmestalihat mandatory systems for
mentoring competence should be introduced, similar to the Standards-based model for ITV that the
were familiar with.

If you made mentor training compulsory, where they had to metircastandards, the quality of
mentoring would improve... You could have to redo it every five years... it wouldn’t be hugely

difficult... because that would be a nice way of quality assuririgdhdon trainee)

The Teach First trainees therefore had a clear conceptualization of the role of the HEI provider in
relation to the mentoring process, which was focused on assuring the quality of mentoring. In
contrast, the trainees had a different conceptualization of their own professional develdpegent; t
felt thatthe mentor’s role towards them should be based on support and development rather than just

oversight.

Last year, the mentors thought their roles were a lot more abetsight, and I don’t think they
understood the responsibilities they had towards our trainihgdon’t think they understood that
we were still developing as much, and needed that support ratheréharetsight (Yorkshire and

the Humber trainee).

This apparent contradiction is a result of tkainees’ limited perspective which tends towards a
narrow view of their own situation and personal preferences rather than an appreciation of the wider
context.
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The trainees’ comments build on the data from the structured trainee survey, with the suggestion that
some mentors lacked a clear understanding of the specific requirements of the Teach First ITT
programme. Several developed this further, stating that personal experience of Teach Frst was

valuable factor in assuring a good mentoring experience.

In London I’d say it’s really good, but I think that is down to, at our school, a lot of the mentors

have done Teach First itself, so they have an understanding of tmamnog... (London trainee)

The 2010 report into the training of teachers by the Children, Schools and Families Select
Committee recommended that mentaisould ‘have at least three years' teaching experience’
(House of Commons, 2010a, p. 33). However, in this focus group, it was proposed that Teach First
alumni, even those with very little experience of teaching, could in some cases be betbtes o

Teach First trainees than experienced mentors who had trained as a teacher through another route.

| am confident that there are ‘09s [Teach First teachers trained in 2009-10] in my school who
would be a MUCH better mentor to me than my current mentor (Londime¢)
The other chap in my department has an ‘08 who’s outstanding, she’s unbelievable, the best

mentor since sliced bread... (London trainee)

The idea that former Teach First trainees would make the most effective Teach First mentors
similar to the findings from a recent impact evaluation of the Teach First programme labilidhg

at the impacbn pupil outcomes, concluded that when a school had a ‘critical mass’ of current and

former Teach First trainees in the school, there was a disproportionately positive impactlon pupi
outcomes (Muijs et al., 2010, p.3). The implication is that there is something distinctive about
mentoring a Teach First trainee which requires specific knowledge, experience and empathy to be
most effective, which is best achievédthe mentor is a former Teach First trainee. There is an
implication that the Teach First programme is particularly demanding in comparison toootiesr r

and that trainees are under unusual levels of pressure; a Teach First mentor who has not directly

experienced the Teach First ITT programme may be deficient as a result.

It would be really nice if we had some kind of contact, an *09, that could come in and mentor me a
bit, could have a real understanding of what we’re going through, and no-one else has that.

(London trainee)

The conceptualisation of the mentoring process and the attributes required for effective mentoring
seen here are different from the perceptions of the HEI tutors, and also from the literdhise i

field. This could be a result of the trainees’ lack of professional perspective as discussed above,
drawing on a singular experience; howeves,view that ‘no-one else has that’ could also be a result

of the deliberate policy of the Teach First programme to instésgmit de corpsnto the trainees
during the initial Summer Institute (Hutchings et al., 2006b, p.20). The eagerness of Teach First
trainees to work with mentors who have been through the programme themselves repdesergs a

for a ‘shared experience’ and feeling part of a similar culture- making the process of socialisation
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into the profession a smoother experience for the Teach First trainees (Jones, 2006)ndde trai
made clear that the personal relationship between the trainee and the mentor is of criticahd@port

for the success of the mentoring process.

If you do have quite a lousy one, sometimes you might think it’s actually personal, and then if they
carry on mentoring someone and it’s not working, it’s not effective... It’s been brought up at
SPLIC that some people are close to dropping out because they just gatron with their

mentor. (London trainee)
Conclusion

Teach First trainees therefore present a perception of the mentoring process whgdnis imays
aligned with that of the HEI tutors and the programme documentation but, in others, is specific to the
position of the trainee within the triadic relationship of mentoring.

In common with the HEI tutors, Teach First trainees generally perceive their mentoring as good
although a significant minority (30-40% on various criteria) consider their experience to have bee
less than good. rhinees’ responses, both in the structured survey and the focus group discussion,
show that there is significant variability in mentoring provision both within and betwéeolsc

and that the consequences of this for trainees’ professional development can be severe. The
importance of mentoring for Teach First trairlepsogression has been noted before: ‘Where
[classroom practice] was not supported sufficiently by mentors and others, development was

hindered, and in some cases, led to withdrawal from the programme’ (CCCUC, 2005, p.2).

The importance of the support provided by the HEI tutor was reiterated in the datadrtairtees.

It was clear that the trainees particularly valued HEI-based architectural support forimgentith

a significantly different response to questions about the tutors compared to the school mentors. This
supports the framing of the enhanced HEIl-based support as a distinctive feature of this ITT

programme.

The trainees also placed particular value on the support they received from colleagues outside of
formal mentoring structures, ofexternal mentors’. Earlier analyses of the Teach First ITT
programme have recognised the importance that non-mentor colleagues and peers can have where
deficiencies exist: “Where school mentoring was weak, inexperienced or inconsistent, it was good to

see how some participants had identified other teachers or visiting consultants used by the school
who could provide support and help’ (CCCU, 2009, p.6).

The most striking finding from the analysis of this data was how the trainees concegttradise
mentoring process. Particularly in the focus group discussion, it was clear that Teattfair@st

see mentoring as a transactional process and have a developed sense of what their rights and
expectations should be; consequently, there is a strongly-held view that mentors should be held to

account The role of the HEI tutor in relation to the mentoring process is seen to be one of
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administering accountability, and there is an implicit impression that the trainees conceftaglise

own role as working with the tutor to assure the quality of the mentoring that they experience.

Teach First trainees conceive the role of the mentor in similar terms to thatte&ther that they

are becoming; a role based on defined competences, to which mentors should also be held; mentors
should demonstrate evidence of their competence and be accountable for the qulityesf
mentoring experience. The language used by the trainees clearly draws from the discourse of the
current policy landscap#nd represents an example of ‘discursive colonisation’ (Mohanty, 1991).

The trainees in the focus group placed particular emphasis on the funding which Teach First schools
receive for mentoring activities; as discussed above, this funding is not ring-fenced andcht®prese
relatively nominal amountHowever, it was claafrom the content and tone of the trainees’
comments that they felt that if they or their colleagues had a deficient experience aingettiey

were effectively being defrauded. In essence, Teach First trainees have monetised the mentoring

process.

The trainees’ position diverged from that of the HEI tutdrs their perception of the distinctiveness

of mentoring for Teach First. Whereas the tutors gave only a tentative sense that mentbeng
Teach First programme was distinctive from other ITT programmes, the Teactrdfirsés were

clear that the ideal qualification for being a Teach First mentor was having been a Teach First
trainee; that the experience of being a Teach First trainee and therefore the experience oigmentori
a Teach First trainee was unique and represented a unique challeisgeas expressed to the point

that some trainees would prefer a very recently qualified former Teach First t@iaeeds their

mentor than a teacher with substantial experience of both teachiiffand

The variance in perception of the mentoring process between the HEI tutors and the trainees is a
result of the trainees’ having an individualised and narrow perspective of teaching and mentoring;

their responses are strongly focused on their own individual circumstances and lack the institutional
and contextual breadth of the tutors’ perceptions. Nevertheless the perspective of the trainees is
invaluable in understanding the functioning of the mentoring process and essential for appreciating
its nature in its fullest sense, as the trainees represent a fundamental component adlithe tri

relationship.
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Chapter 9 - Group-level analysis. the Teach First mentors
Introduction

In this section | will consider the data collected from the mentors supporting Teachdhirses
through their initial training year. As with the data collected from the HEI tutorghenttainees
themselves, | will analyse this data through the conceptual framework | have proposetbricansi

how the Teach First mentor fits into the triadic relationship of the mentoring pracesstitular, |

will explore the Teach First mentors’ sense of self-efficacy, that is, how the mentors perceive and
value the role of mentor, and how they articulate the practice of mentoring in rédatieories of

adult learning and models of mentoring. | will also explore the extent to which mentoach Te
First trainees is perceived to be distinctive from mentoring other trainee teachers. Treach Fi
mentors, by virtue of their combined role of teacher and mentor, have a wider perspective of
teaching and ITT. The mentors have a limited degree of institutional loyalty towards Teaah First
comparison to the HEI tutors and Teach First trainees, unless they are also former Teach First
trainees. The proximity of the Teach First mentors to the centre of gravity of therimgmirocess,
combined with this breadth of perspective and relative objectivity, means that the mentinlg poss
represent the most valuable of the grofgpexploring the Teach First mentoring process.

It should be noted that the group ‘Teach First mentors’ incorporates two discrete roles — the subject

mentor and the professional mentor. | have shown above how these roles are delineated in the
programme documentation and how both tutors and trainees perceive the two roles as di€tinctive.
one level, the subject mentor occupies the classical ‘mentor’ role within the triadic relationship and

acts in supportive, facilitative capacity based on a cognitagroach to adult learning. In
contradistinction, the professional mentor may be considered to stand more distant from the
mentoring process, with responsibility for assessment, quality control and with less frandent
more formalised contact with the trainee. In this sense, the professional mentor can be conaeived as
supporter of the mentoring process. In practice, however, the distinction is less clear-cut and the
professional mentor can and will act in the capacity of mentor towards the trainees,thehilst
subject mentor also incorporates elements of assessment within their role. This chapter ineludes dat
from both professional and subject mentors; however, at each stage | have differentiated between

their responses.

| begin with an analysis dhe structured survey which was administered to Teach First mentors in
November 2010 and consider the themes which emerge from this data; | will develop these them
through evaluation of subsequent focus group discussions and open survey results which were
collected in 2011.
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The Structured Survey

154 Teach First mentors completed the structured survey; 93 identified themselves as ‘subject

mentors’ (60.4%) and 58 as ‘professional mentors’ (37.7%), and this data was used to differentiate a

number of the responses throughout the survey, due to the different nature of these two reles. Ther
were also three responses from ‘primary mentors’ — mentors supporting Teach First trainees in
primary schools- however due to the size of this sample the primary mentors’ responses were
excluded from the subsequent analysis. Responses to the survey were grouped into three themes:
mentor selection, including how the Teach First mentors first became mentors (whether with Teach
First or another route); the self-efficacy of Teach First mentors, including how the mentors perceived
their role and how they conceptualised the mentoring process; and the extent to which the mentors
considered mentoring Teach First trainees to be distinctive from mentoring other trainee teachers.

Mentor selection

The data from the tutor focus groups sugegttat the approach to mentor selection with the Teach
First programme can be &de, with one tutor commenting that the role is often ‘dumped on
somebody’. In this survey, mentors were asked to select from a number of statements to describe
how they first became a mentor (either with Teach First or another ITT .r@aejuse multiple
responses were allowed, a total of 184 responses were received; 117 from subject mentors (63.6%)

and 64 from profssional mentors (34.8%). A summary of the responses is given in Figure 9.

Figure 9: Summary of responses to Question 2, mentor structured survey.

‘How did you first become an ITT mentor, either | Subject | Professional | Primary | TOTAL

with Teach First or another route?’ Mentor Mentor Mentor

Mentoring trainee teachers is a part of my wi( 33 40 1 74

role (e.g. as HoD, Assistant Principal) (28.2%) | (62.5%) (40.2%)

I was asked by a line manager/school manage| 35 10 2 47

would like to be a mentor (29.9%) | (15.6%) (25.6%)

| was told by a line manager/school manager | 26 2 0 28

| was going to be a mentor (22.2%) | (3.1%) (15.2%)

| requested the opportunity to work as a mento| 13 9 0 22
(11.1%) | (14.1%) (12.0%)

| was persuaded/recommended by a univern 1 0 0 1

tutor (0.8%) (0.5%)

I was a former Teach First participant 9 3 0 12
(7.7%) (4.7%) (6.5%)

TOTAL 117 64 3 184

Only 12% of responses indicated that the mentor actively sought out the opportunity to become a
mentor.By contrast, over 40% of responses indicate that the role is integrated into teachers’ wider

role within the school, and over 40% suggest that becoming a mentor is a consequence of either
being asked or being told by a line manager. This echoes the findings of a small-scale study of
mentors in the post-compulsory sector which found that 63% of mentors had not actively sought out

the role, but were designated as a mentor by someone else (Cunningham, 2004, p.276). The
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influence of HEI tutors on teachers becoming Teach First mentors is vanishingly small. The spread
of responses reinforce the view that there is no programme-wide approach to the selection and
appointment of Teach First mentors, but rather that an ad-hoc arrangement takes place depending on
the circumstances within each Teach First school. The results suggest that professional mentors
(62.5%) are more likely than subject mentors (28.2%) to have the mentor role as partveiirei

role in the school; similarly, subject mentors (52.1%) are more likely than professiensbrs

(18.7%) to become a mentor as a result of either being asked or being told to do so hyetheir li

manager.

The most appropriate formal test for association between the variables is a chi-squaiidustest.
identifies statistical association betwean independent variable (mentor type) amdiependent
variable (mentor origin). However, a chi-squared test of the full table would breach the assaimpt
required for a valid chi-squared result, i.e. that fewer than 20% of cells should return andexpecte
value less than 5, and the minimum expected value should be more than 1 (Yates et al., 1999, p.734)
In this case 3 cells, or 25% of cells return an expected value less than 5 and the minimum expected
value is 0.35Therefore I reorganised the data to aggregate the responses to ‘I was asked by a line
manager...” and ‘I was told by a line manager...’, and excluded the responses to ‘I was persuaded by

a uniwrsity tutor’ (as the responses were negligible) and ‘I was a former Teach First participant’ (as

this is a subsidiary factor and, by itself, not a reason for becoming a mentor; anyoseleubed

this would have also selected another statement). The revised data is given in Figure 10, lalong wit

the chi-squared analysis.

Figure 10: Summary of aggregated responses to Question 2 with chi-squared analysis.

Mentor Type* MentorOrigin Crosstabulation
Count
MentorOrigin _ Total
AskedTold Requested WiderRole
MentorType PM 12 9 40 61
SM 61 13 33 107
Total 73 22 73 168
Chi-Square Tests
Asymp. Sig. (2-
Value df sided)
Pearson Chi-Square 23.452 2 .000
Likelihood Ratio 24.603 2 .000
N of Valid Cases 168
a. 0 cells (0.0%) have expected count less than 5. The minimum expegteds 7.99.
Symmetric M easures
Value Approx. Sig.
Phi 374 .000
Nominal by Nominal Cramer's V 374 .000
Contingency Coefficient .350 .000
N of Valid Cases 168
a. Not assuming the null hypothesis.
b. Using the asymptotic standard error assuming the null hypothesis.
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The p-value is less than 0.001 which confirms the existence of an association between the
independent and dependent variables; the measures of association given by phi, Cramer’s V and the

contingency coefficient are all between 0.3 and 0.4 which suggests a moderately strong association
(Antonius, 2013, p.241). These results confirm the suggestion from the headline figures that the

reported origins of subject and professional mentors are significantly different.

This is likely to reflect the fact that professional mentors typically hold a more senitop@sthin
the school than subject mentors, with a range of responsibilities which may include staff
development, performance management and co-ordination of school-based ITT. The difference in

the mentors’ origins, however, may influence their perception of mentoring.
The self-efficacy of Teach First mentors

A recent Select Committee report into IEdmmented that the ‘mentoring of trainees is still not
seen as a centredquirement of all teachers, as it is, for example, for the medical profession.” The
report added that ‘there is a need to raise the status of school teachers who are involved in delivering
initial teacher training in schools (including but not limitednientoring)’ (House of Commons,
2010a, pp.33,35).

Despite this, and in spite of the data which showed that only a minority of Teachméitstrs had
originally sought the role of mentor, over 90% of respondents to this survey considered the role of
mentor to be either ‘very important’ or ‘equally important’ to their role as a classroom teacher and/or

school manager. There was no significant difference in the profile of responses from subject or
professional mentorsMientors were given the opportunity to make further comment, and these
showed that mentors’ perception of the importance of the role was related to three issues: pupil

learning; the professionalism of teachers; and the wider context of the teaching profession.

This impacts as much on the experience of school as your owinigadhyou get this right you
are in theory helping more pupils to achieve. (Professional Mentor)

Experienced teachers should recognise mentoring and coaching astpeirt mfle— working as a
mentor is as important for the development of the experienced teacher derithis trainee
(Professional Mentor)

It’s about developing the next generation of teachers. (Professional Mentor)

To explore these perceptions further, mentors were asked how much protected time a subject mentor
should have each week to fulfil their role. It should be noted that the subject mentors were
responding in relation to their own role, and the professional mentors responding in theiy cdpacit
overseeing th mentoring provision across a school and managing the capacity, time and resources

available for this provision. A summary of responses is given in Figure 11.

132



Figure 11: Summary of responses to Question 3, mentor structured survey

‘How much protected time do | Subject Mentor| Professional Primary TOTAL

you think subject mentors nee Mentor Mentor

to fulfil their role?’

No protected time 2 3 0 5
(2.2%) (5.2%) (3.2%)

1 hour per week 26 26 0 52
(28.0%) (44.8%) (33.8%)

1-3 hours a week 60 22 1 83
(64.5%) (37.9%) (53.9%)

Over 3 hours a week 5 7 2 14
(5.4%) (12.1%) (9.1%)

TOTAL 93 58 3 154

Results to this question suggest that nearly two-thirds of Teach First mentors (53.9%9.1e3

that the role of subject mentor requires more than the one hour of protected time stipulated in the
Teach First programme documentation. Subject mentors seem to be more likely to take this view
(69.9%) than professional mentors (50%). Grouping the responses into those who feel mentoring
requires one hour or less per week (coded as 1) and those who feel it requires more than one hour per

week (coded 2) allows a Fisher’s exact test to be conducted which produces the following result.

Figure 12: Fisher's exact test analysis of responses to Question 3

Mentor Type* Response Crosstabulation
Count

Response

1 > Total

PM 29 29 58
MentorType SM >3 65 93
Total 57 94 151
Chi-Square Tests
Asymp. Sig. | Exact Sig. | Exact Sig.

Value df (2-sided) | (2-sided) | (1-sided)
Pearson Chi-Square | 6.015 1 .014
Continuity Correctioh | 5.199 1 .023
Likelihood Ratio 5.976 1 .014
Fisher's Exact Test .016 .011
N of Valid Cases 151
a. 0 cells (0.0%) have expected count less than 5. The minimum expegatéds 21.89.
b. Computed only for a 2x2 table

Symmetric M easures

Value Approx.
Sig.
Phi .200 .014
Nominal by Nominal | Cramer's V .200 .014
Contingency Coefficient .196 .014
N of Valid Cases 151

a. Not assuming the null hypothesis.

b. Using the asymptotic standard error assuming the null hypothesis.
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The test produces p=0.011 which suggests a statistical association between the variables, which is to
say that there is a significant difference in the profile of responses from subject and qurafessi
mentors; however the three measures of association (about 0.2) suggest this is a nekdively
association.

Supplementary comments from the mentors who had selected ‘1-3 hours a week’ made repeated
reference to the need for additional protected time to allow mentors to conduct observations of

trainees’ teaching, as well as an hour for weekly review and progress meetings.

We have an hour to meet but | need time to observe his teaching. (Suéreor)
One hour for meetings, another for conducting formal/informasenkations per trainee
(Professional Mentor)

Two hours would be better one for planning/observing and another for meeting and fekdbac
(Professional Mentor)

Mentors also commented on the need for time for ‘informal mentoring’. This is an aspect of the
conceptual framework for mentoring presented above; where mentoring goes beyond the structured
weekly meeting between mentor and trainee, and incorporates situated and work-based learning

interactions involving other colleagues.

We currently deliver a one hour timetabled slot, but informal mentorkesta lot more time.
There is the subject mentor but also the teacher whose class the trainee iartdkhey also give
time to the trainee. (Professional Mentor)

The responses therefore indicate that the majority of mentors place significant value oe ttie rol
mentor and consider it to form an important aspect of their professional identity as a.t€hehe
self-selecting nature of the sample represented in this survey should be noted, as thisemay hav
placed a positive skew on the resultsth the mentors who perceive mentoring to be of limited

importance less likely to have participated.

Mentors were asked to select and rank from a list of statements the factors underpinning the
development of their skills and practice as a mentor. A summary of the results are dgtiguren
13, with the most popular result for each statement highlighted; there was no significant difference in

the responses from subject mentors and professional mentors.
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Figure 13: Summary of responses to Question 6, mentor structured survey

Which of the following do you | Level of importance, 1=most important
consider were most important i
the development of your
mentoring skills and practice?

1 2 3 4 5 TOTAL | Mean
6a. Transferable skills as 83 36 19 5 5 148 1.74
classroom teacher (56.1%)
6b. Staff management skills ag 54 46 31 11 5 147 2.10
HoD or school manager (36.7%)
6c. Cumulative experience of | 61 53 27 5 2 148 1.88
mentoring trainees or NQTs | (41.2%)
6d. Own experience of being | 31 39 42 16 16 144 2.63
mentored as a trainee (29.7%)
6e. University led mentor 5 29 58 28 13 133 3.11
training events (43.6%)
6f. School-led mentor training | 14 31 42 31 12 130 2.97
events (32.3%)
6g. Further study (e.g. at M- | 8 38 40 21 19 126 3.04
level) into mentoring, staff (3L.7%)
development or adult learning
6h. Other 5 2 6 1 9 23 3.30

These results show that Teach First mentors perceive their mentoring skills and pradtideeto

most significantly from their own practical experience as a teacher, manager and a mentor; to a
lesser extent from their experience of being mentored as a trainee teacher; and thaafomgpbtr
educational input, including HEI-led mentoring training, is at best of moderate importance in
developing a mentor’s skills and practice. The implication is that, in common with other studies of
teachementors’ conceptualisation of the role of mentor, these Teach First mentors consider their

own practical experience as a mentor and a teacher to be sufficient to fulfil the role, rhactant

to see the value of more theoretical or academic work, characterised as ‘paperwork’, for the

effectiveness of their activities as a mentor (Jones & Straker, 2006; Rice, 2008).
The distinctiveness of Teach First mentoring

Mentors were asked to indicate the extent to which mentoring Teach First trainees was a different
process to mentoring trainee teachers on other ITT routes. A summary of the rebigtguestion

is given in Figure 14.
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Figure 14: Summary of responses to Question 8, mentor structured survey

How different have you found mentoring Tea| Subject Professional Primary TOTAL
First trainees to mentoring trainee teachers| Mentor Mentor Mentor

other ITT routes?

I have only mentored Teach First trainees 23 2 0 25
No significant differences, beyond programi 20 9 2 31
administration (codeb)

A few differences (code?) 16 18 0 34
Quite different (code3) 11 6 0 17
Significant differences (codd¥ 11 20 1 32
Teach First trainees require a totally differd 12 3 0 15
mentoring approach (codg&F

TOTAL 93 58 3 154
Mean (from coded responses) 2.70 2.82 / 2.74

As well as excluding the primary mentors’ responses, I also excluded the 25 responses from mentors
who had only mentored Teach First trainees, where no comparison with other programmes was
possible. Of the remaining 129 mentors, half (50.48%) that there were either ‘no significant

)

differences...” or only ‘a few differences’; whereas 49.6% felt that Teach First trainees required
either a ‘quite’, ‘significantly’ or ‘totally’ different mentoring approach to those on other routes. The
even split between these two groups makes it difficult at this stage to draw any strong conclusions

about the extent to which Teach First mentoring is a distinctive process.

The data suggests that subject and professional mentors hold similar views on this question. To test
this assumption more formally, the most appropriate approach is the non-parametric Mann-Whitney
U test; this is more appropriate than a difference-of-mean t-test as it doeguiceé an assumption

that the samples are drawn from Gaussian (normal) distributions. This test requilepahdent
variable (the responses chosen by the mentors) to be coded as a nhominal variable; in frosncase,

1 to 5. The results are given in Figure 15, and show there is no significant difference between the

two groups.

Figure 15: Mann-Whitney U test analysis of responses to Question 8

Hypothesis Test Summary
Null Hypothesis Test Sig. Decision

1 | The distribution of TFDiff is the | Independent-Samples .529 Retain the null
same across categories of Mann-Whitney U Test hypothesis.
MentorType.

Asymptotic significances are displayed. The significance level is .05.

This question attracted a very large number of supplementary comments (134, 87% of the sample),
which provide a valuable insight into mentors’ perception of the Teach First programme, the trainees

and the mentors’ role in supporting them. Of the mentors who felt that there was no significant
difference with Teach First, the reasons given focused on the uniqueness of every mentoring

experience and the circumstances of each trainee.
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| have mentored two Teach First participants - poles apart, one was intelbgénwdrking, and
would take on advice and develop and adapt ideas into a broader skill basthethis arrogant,
fails to listen to advice, and thinks he knows better. (Subject Mentor)

Every trainee is unique regardless of route into teaching. (Subject Mentor)

Not much difference it all depends on the individuals. (Subject Mentor)

Comments from mentors who felt there was a degree of difference in mentoring Teach kérss trai
to other trainees mainly fell into two categories: those which highlighted the interasive of the
Teach First ITT programmaeyhich placed particularly high demands on the trainees and brought
unique challenges to the mentoring process; and those which referred to the typicaltyivdisti

characteristics of Teach First trainees. | will consider these two themes in turn.

The structure of the Teach First ITT programme requires trainees to teach a full griunkarl
timetable of lessons in their initial training year, with limited prior classreaperience. This is
similar to the structure of other employment-based ITT routes, such as the GTP or Sddwiol D
However, Teach First trainees are also typically operating in challenging environménthevi
addition of HEI-based academic assignments to manage. This creates difficulties for theagnentor
processas it is more difficult for mentors and trainees to work together and observe each other’s

teaching.

The timetable is more demanding of the participant and therefore of the n{Suotgject Mentor)
They need more support due to the fact that they are put into a fienétadnediately in
comparison to the gradual build-up of PGCE students. (Subject Mentor)

Clearly additional essays/action research as one is training is a straggartibipants when they

are attempting to develop their ‘classroom skills'. (Professional Mentor)

Mentors also noted that the Teach First ITT programme, and the trainees themselves, had higher

expectations of what Teach First trainees could and should achieve.

More intense for them and more expected of them at an earlier starfes¢itmal Mentor)
The standard of teaching at which they are expected to be at by endvofL Tfer example is
higher. (Subject Mentor)

Although the majority of comments about the particular nature of the Teach First ITT pmugram
emphasised the additional support required from mentors, some mentors felt that the programme
afforded uniquely positive opportunities for trainees, leading to a richer and deeper mentoring

experience.

Much more freedom with Teach First; enabled participant to be more innovativdessd
constrained. (Subject Mentor)
PGCE and GTP don't always have good training at their univerafiéeg outdated methods used

Teach First are at the forefront of creativity. (Professional Mentor)
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The second category of responses focused on the typical academic and attitudinal profile of Teach
First trainees, a consequence of the Teach First selection process with its emphasis on high
achieving graduates with particular personal characteristics. The commentsdghatvmentors

considered Teach First trainees to be more motivated, resourceful and independent in their

professional learning than trainees engaged with other ITT programmes.

They all start off with the same problems but Teach First studendsttemake more rapid
progress and are eager to be "the best". (Subject Mentor)

Teach First participant in my experience was much more self-motivated @epeimdent than
some ITT students. (Subject Mentor)

Teach First mentees appear more independent, resourceful and the pace of étminaant is
both faster and at a higher level than typical ITT graduate trainees - ixpayience. (Subject
Mentor)

As a consequence of their personal characteristics, it was suggested that Teach First trainees may
initially struggle more than others, but progress fastedthat this requires a different mentoring

approach.

[Teach First trainees] initially need significant help but move forward very quickiey become
used to school systems and procedures far quicker than PGCEséfynél Mentor)

Very keen, hardworking but very needy at the beginning becaudeafy timetables and
complete lack of knowledge. The demand on the mentor reduces as tinigy g(fasoject Mentor)
Teach First trainees have a completely difference experience from PGCHhtstlitley have a
much more difficult first term and need intensive suppddwever, in my experience they also

have a much quicker and steeper learning curve so progress velly gifctfessional Mentor)

Therefore, despite the relatively even split between mentors who felt that mentoring Teach Fir
trainees was distinctive and not particularly distinctive, there are some clear indicationsahere t
mentors feel that there are certain features of the Teach First programme and the tractees whi
require a different approach from mentors. The suggestion that Teach First trainees face a
particularly intensive challenge supports similar comments made by Teach First traineeis in t
focus group discussion, which gave the impression that only those that had been through the Teach

First ITT programme themselves could really understand what a Teach First trainee needed.
Conclusions: the structured mentor survey

The structured mentor survey examined how Teach First mentors perceived the mentoring process;
how they conceptualised the role of the mentor and thus their own self-efficacy as a amehtbe

distinctiveness of mentoring Teach First trainees as opposed to trainees engaged with other ITT
programmes. The data allowed responses from subject mentors and professional mentors to be

differentiated and significantly different patterns of response from these two groups to be identified.
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The data revealed that it was rare for teachers to proactively seek the role of mentat dinel t
typical origin of subject mentors and professional mentors was significantly differémtswiiject
mentors more likely to be asked or told to take on the role of mentor and professionas meméor

likely to undertake the role as part of their wider responsibilities in schowl.likely that this
differenceis a result of professional mentors typically holding more senior positions within schools
which incorporate a range of roles and responsibilities, of which professional mentor would be one
The spread of results confirmed the suggestion that there is no programme-wide approach to mentor
selection in Teach First, and that each school adopts its own approach.

The subject and professional mentors also had significantly different perceptions of the amount of
protected time which subject mentors need to fulfil the role, with subject mentors morédikexdy

that the role required more than the one hour per week designated in the programme documentation;
although half of professional mentors also held this viggain, it is possible that the difference in
responses is a result of the different roles that subject and professional mentors tholdpnei

senior professional mentors likely to have a responsibility for managing time and resauatoall

and therefore more likely to respond conservatively over the amount of time the role requires.

All Teach First mentors, however, presshf positive perception of the mentorole and the
mentoring process; the role was highly rated relative to their wider rolenwtitei school. Teach

First mentors conceptualised mentoring as an activity which is based on practical experience,
their experience of teaching and mentoring, and to a lesser extent on external or more theoretical
approaches to adult and work-based learning. The role of the HEI provider and tutors in providing

external architectural support for mentoring was downplayed.

There was no significant difference between subject and professional mentors in the perception of
the distinctiveness of mentoring Teach First trainees. Roughly half the responses suggested ther
were no, or only minimal, differences between mentoring Teach First traindesher trainees; of

those that did perceive the process as more distinctive, the reasons given mainlydak iotdwo

(related) categories. Some focused on either the particularly intensive nature of the programme,
incorporating an employment-based structure alongside challenging teaching environments and
enhanced expectations from both the programme and the trainees themselves. Others identified the
typical profile of Teach First trainees as a reason why the mentoring process wasiveistinct
requiring the mentor to manage thebiher expectations and the trainees’ typically rapid

progression.

The Focus Groups

As with the tutors and the trainees, | conducted a series of focus group discussions with
representative groups of Teach First mentors following the completion of the structured mentor

survey. These were conducted in three of the five Teach First regions (London, the East Midlands
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and the West Midlands) and were organised through the mechanism of the regional Schools

Advisory Group (SAG) meetings.

The groups meet four times throughout the year and are chaired by the Teach First regional director;
with their permission | was able to use about 20 minutes of the meeting to facilisission

The mentors attending the meeting were given a briefing sheet outlining the four main points for
discussion, given in Chapter 5, and briefed on the proposed format, the methods of data collection

and the purpose to which the data might be put.

The questions were developed in response to the themes that had emerged from the responses to the
tutor, trainee and mentor structured surveys, and which were emerging from the trainee and tutor
focus groups which were running concurrently. The first goiesbught to explore the mentors’

perception of external architectural support for mentoring and specifically their perception of HEI-

led mentor training. The second and third questions considered the distinctiveness of mentoring
Teach First traineesyith the third focused on the suggestion that Teach First trainees have typical
chaacteristics which require a particular approach to mentoring. The final question focused on the
co-ordination between the different partners in the mentoring process and the degree to which
mentors considered their schools to be part of the purpose and identity of the Tea¢hTFirst

programme.

This stage of data collection experienced a number of technical and logistical chadledges a
consequence, the data collected was not as rich or extensive as that collected from the tutor or trainee
focus group discussions. Only three of the five regions were represented in the datataradlacie

of adequate recording systems my analysis relied on my field notes. For this reasoat fedd it

would be appropriate to give verbatim quotes; instead, | have presented general comments reflecting
the points that were made by mentors in the discussions. It should also be noted thiatakhsheit

stages of data collection, there may be a self-selecting bias in the responses; not alir§each F
schools were represented in the regional Schools Advisory Groups and those that attended and
participated in the discussions may represent schools and mentors which are more engaged with
Teach First than the general population of Teach First mentors. Finally, the structure of the focus
group, with representatives from both Teach First and partner HEIs in attendance, may hav
influenced the type and tone of comments that mentors made, due to the hierarchical nature of the

relationship between Teach First, the HEIs and the schools.
Findings and Discussion

As with the tutor and trainee focus groups, the purpose of the mentor focus graopexgisre the

themes which had emerged from the structured sumuéynalyse the extent to which the mentors’
comments reinforced, attenuated or modified those themes. Three topics emerged: the perceived
weakness of the HEI-led model of mentor training; the lack of co-ordination between schools, HEI

providers and Teach First, leading to mentors not identifying with the ethos and objectives of the

140



Teach First programme; and the unique profile of Teach First trainees which requaeklanced,

but not necessarily different, approach by the Teach First mentors.

Mentors in the East Midlands region felt that the provision of mentor training and support provided
by the partner HEI was excellent; however, significant variability of provision wasrdgrated by

mentors’ responses in the other two discussions. Concerns were raised about the structure and model
of mentor training, rather than the content. Mentors in both the West Midlands and London regions
commented that the scheduling of mentor training events during the working week was
unsatisfactory, requiring mentors to leave school and the classes they would otherwise teach to
require cover supervision. It was felt that the typical characteristic of Teacts¢himtls, serving

areas of socio-economic deprivation, brought particular challenges to the issue of teacher release, as
consistency of teaching staff was particularly important in these sch®obs result, some schools

looked for opportunities to provide in-house mentor training to avoid a negative imppupitn

learning experience; however, the schools did not have any fundsedifarainentor training.

These schools would develop their own approaches to mentor training and development based on the
expertise and resources in each particular school. As with the process of mentor selection, this
approach tends toward@s atomisation of the mentor development process across the Teach First

ITT programme.

Mentors in the London region expressed a preference for mentor training to be differentiated
between those who were new to the Teach First programme, with a focus on induction and the
requirements of the ITT programme, and more established and experienced mentors, where the focus
would be more on the development of mentoring skills. The London mentors also recommended that
training should be bespoke to each Teach First s@mshould include Teach First trainees in the
sessions. These comments represent a conceptualisation of the mentoring process based on a triadic
relationship of trainee, mentor and supporter; the most effective mentor training would therefore take
account of this characteristic and involve all three elements in the development of the mentoring

process.

The second theme which emerged from the mentor focus groups was the lack of co-ordination
between the school and HEI provider, and between schools and Teach First. Mentors in all three
regions felt that communication with schools could be improved, referencing their lack of awareness
of the requirements, deadlines and key dates in the HEI-led element of the ITT programroes Ment

in London and the West Midlands noted that schools are not informed about what happens on the six
subject knowledge development days led by HEI tutors. Mentors in London requested more contact
with tutors to standardise subject knowledge development, as the onus of subject knowledge
development throughout the year falls on the subject mentor. Mentors in the West Midlands
mentioned that they relied on the trainees to feedback from these days so the mentors- could co
ordinate their own subject knowledge development; however achieving effective feedback was often

difficult and particularly so with trainees who were struggling. This echoes the findomgsttie
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programme documentation and the HEI tutors, that responsibility for bringing coherence to the two
elements of the programme is devolved to the trainees themselves, and suggests thatdhissstrat

not always effective.

Mentors in London also commented on the lack of information given to schools and mentors about
trainees’ academic work, for example the written assignments assessed by HEI tutors. In general,
mentors reported that a lack of information about the programme both before the traineesnarrived i
schooland during the initial training year made it difficult for schools and mentors to engage with
the Teach First mission and the specifics of the programme. Mentors in the West Midlands
commented that they didn’t feel part of the programme in the same way that HEI tutors do
Therefore mentors do not adaptapproach to mentoring Teach First trainees which is based on the
particular aims and mission of Teach First, due to the lack of engagement between schools and the
other elements of the programme. One mentor in the West Midlands commented that there are many
similarities between the Teach First programme and the GTP; as a consequence, TeaahgFirst
itself’, fulfilling the same QTS Standards as any other ITT programme. Mentors did not, however,
necessarily consider this a deficiency or want more programme-wide structure; one Lamdon m
noted that the Teach First Journal was too prescriptive, and another made it clear that schools needed

to ‘retain their independence’ in the approach they took with Teach First trainees.

When asked specifically about the process of mentoring Teach First trainees, the mentors did
identify some distinctive characteristics. Although mentors may not perceive the ITT pragramm
very differently from other employment-based ITT routes, the typical profile ofhTigast trainees

was mentioned in all three regional discussions. Comments were varied but generally positive about
the trainees, focusing on the attitude, professionalism and impact that the trainees had in schools
Mentors in London said that Teach First trainees were particularly proactive in their own
professional development, and were routinely innovative and outstanding; in the West Midlands
Teach First trainees were also described as proactive and enquiring; in the East Midlands mentors
reported that Teach First trainees managed their professional relationships very well, and had taken
on responsibilities to such a degree that the mentors sometimes had to be reminded wWexethey

still trainee teachers. As a consequence, the mentors explained that they did not have a distinctly
“Teach First’” mentoring process, or tailor their activities to the Teach First mission and objectives,

but they did find that the mentoring process was more advanced and they eelkpahel trainees’
demands for additional skills, practice and resources. London mentors reported that in some cases
Teach First trainees were grouped together in school-based training sessions, distinetirfiemm t
teachers engaged in other ITT routes. The distinctiveness of mentoring a Teach First trainee was

described as providingomething on top” of normal mentoring provision.

Mentors in all three regions commented that a minority of Teach First trainees faliffiduitt to
listen to feedback and remain resistant to criticism, perceiving it as a personalsaitaeknentors

hypothesised that Teach First trainees are often not used to failing and become disheartened when
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they are not instantly successful in the classroom. Therefore mentors are required to adept a mor

sensitive and nuanced approach in managing the mentoring relationship with Teach First trainees.

An interesting point that emerged from the mentor focus groups related to the second year of the
programme, when Teach First NQTs are engaged in the Leadership Development programme.
Although not directly relevant to this study, there is some tangential relevance Tedtie First
mentoring process. As a consequence of the enhanced progression that mentors typically
experienced with Teach First trainees, mentors in both the West Midlands and London regions
commented that it was difficult to tailor the training and development provision indhetion year

for Teach FirstNQTs. Some felt the statutory induction programme was, for these teaehers,
repetition of the previous year which might be considered redundant after they had reached such a
high level in their initial training year; one mentdgscribed it as a ‘wasted year’ for Teach First

NQTs. Mentors in both regions noted that schools were not given much information about the
Leadership Development programme, or the activities of the Teach First Leadership Development
Officers (LDO9 who work with each Teach First NQT. Mentors felt it would be advantageous if the
schools and their NQT induction programme could be more closely linked to this pragramm

Mentors in London and the West Midlands echoed the suggestion which emerged from the trainee
focus group discussion that former Teach First trainees, Teach First Ambassadors, could have a
greater role in the mentoring process. Mentors in the West Midlands suggested that trainees could
shadow a Teach First NQT to encourage stronger links between the cohorts and support the
development of therainees’ expectations of the training year; mentors in London independently
made a very similar suggestion, fortaiddy-mentoring’ scheme between Teach First NQTs and
trainees to develop the trainees’ perspective of working in the school and develop the leadership

potential of the NQTSs.

The system of Teach First Ambassadors is unique amongst English ITT prograndmaishough

not directly influencing the school-based mentoring process in a formalised manner, should be
recognised as having an influence on the development of Teach First trainees. This is related to the
development of a unique identity esprit de corpsvhich begins during the pre-training Summer
Institute. Towards the end of the six week programme, prospective Teach First trainees are
introduced to the experience of trainéesn the previous year’s cohort during a ‘Returner’s Week’.
Explicitly, this supports the development of an extended professional community within Teach First,
which is part of the overall mission of the programme; implicitly, this represestrong influence

on the development ofrainees’ perceptions, preconceptions and attitudes towards teaching
perceptions which are based on the experience of their peers who themselves have very limited
direct experience of teaching. In turn, this may diminish the influence of other, more experienced

(but non-Teach First) colleagues, tutors and mentors.
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Conclusion

Three themes came out of the mentor focus groups which, although not producing as rich data as
other stages, produced some useful contributions to the research. Firstly, mentors expressed their
concern about the structure of mentor training provision, which they perceived to be unditiedenti

and logistically challenging to engage with. Secondly, mentors identified a lack of coawdinati
between schools and HEI providers in the delivery of the Teach First ITT programme; rihisgabi
emerged in earlier stages of data collectionthtiinentors’ concerns were particularly focused

the lack of basic information about the structure of the programme, such as the calendar of
assessment deadlines)dfeedback on the professional development of the trainees. It is important

to note that the mentors did not necessarily desijreater degree of top-down structures within the

ITT programme, and wanted to ‘retain their independence’ in shaping and controlling the ITT

programme as it was conducted within each school.

Thirdly, the focus groupighlighted mentors’ perception of the typical profile of Teach First
trainees. In common with the findings from the structured mentor survey the responses were
generally positive and focused on the enhanced abilities and expectations of Teach First trainees in
comparison to trainees engaged with other training programmes. As a consequence the trainees
required enhanced levels of support which could have implications for the NQT induction year,
when it was suggested that Teach First Ambassadors might have a greater role to play.

The Open Survey

In parallel with the open survey administered to Teach First tutors, a survey wastBesétdeach

First mentors who had engagetth the pilot of the Teach First mentor recognition framework in
June 2011. As with the tutor open survey, this had a dual purpose of seeking to generatehagata for t
evaluation of the pilot project and exploringntors’ perception of the recognition framework. The

survey consisted of six questions which mentors were invited to answer. The questions focused on:
the reasons the mentors had chosen to engage with this process; the impact that it maydmve had
their practiceandwhat this implied about their identity construction and self-efficacy as a mentor;
and the effectiveness of systems like the recognition framewatkpporting the mentoring process.

A copy of these questions is included in Appendix 6.

All 84 mentors who participated in the pilot were invited to complete the survey am$@hses

were received, representing a response rate of 39.3%. Figure 16 details how the responses break
down by role and region; this shows that the response rate from professional mentors was higher
than from subject mentors, that nearly half of professional mentor responses came fromdtre L

region,andthat over a third of subject mentor responses came from the North West region.
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Figure 16: Summary of responses to the mentor open survey

Region Subject Mentors Professional Mentors Total
London (LON) 1 9 10
East Midlands (EM) 3 2 5
West Midlands (WM) 1 3 4
North West (NW) 5 4 9
Yorkshire and the Humber (YH) | 4 1 5
Total Response 14 19 33
Total in Pilot 45 39 84
Response Rate 31.1% 48.7% 39.3%

Mentors were asked to identify which region they were based in and which ‘phase’ of the
recognition framework (Developing, Effective or Advanced) they had engaged with. Fifteen of the
nineteen professional mentors were engaged with the Advanced Mentor phase and the remaining
four with the Effective Mentor phase; eight subject mentors were engaged with the Developing

Mentor phase, five with the Effective Mentor phase and one with the Advanced Mentor phase.

In exploring the responses to these questions, | focused on how mentors conceptualised the role of
the mentor in relation to the recognition framework, which represents a system of architectural

support for mentoring, administered by the HEI provider and mediated by the HEI tutor.

The sample size returned from this survey allowed a process of thematic coding and crossatabulati
analysis to be complete@he first three questions in the survey explored mentors’ sense of self-

efficacy and how they perceived their role as a mentor. The first question sought the reasons for each
mentor's participation in the pilot scheme; the second and third asked the mentor to conduct a
process of ‘reflection-in-practice’ and ‘reflection-on-practice’ respectively (Schon, 1983), and
consider how the recognition framework as a system of support for the mentoring pragdess h
influenced their practice. It should be reiterated that the responses formed a sétigssdenple of

those that were willing to engage in the pilot of the recognition framework and thereéare t

identity construction as a mentor may not be typical of the wider population of Teach First mentors.

After examining the responses from the first three questions an iterative process of casling w

completed, which produced the categories and codes summarised in Figure 17.
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Figure 17: Summary of thematic codes used in analysis of responses to the mentor open survey

QUESTION 1 Reasonsfor engaging with recognition framewor k

code | Reasons given

1 Gaining recognition/evidence for the work | have done, or skillseeady have

2 | want to improve my mentoring practice

3 An opportunity to reflect on mentoring practice

4 | was invited to take part by the HEI tutor

5 | have never mentored a Teach First trainee before

6 Quality assurance, to ensure necessary requirements being met khyotie sc

7 | wanted to support other mentors taking part, and set an example
QUESTIONS2 & 3 | Impact of the recognition framework on role/practice as a mentor

code | Area of impact Examples

1 Identity Construction| Encouraged reflection; re-examined my role as a mentor; re-evalua
& Self-Efficacy my practice; set targets for improvement; provided reassurance,

confidence, motivation

2 Knowledge and Skill§ Improved specific mentoring practices (e.g. giving feedback); greatg
for Mentoring knowledge or awareness of the principles and concepts of mentorin

3 Communities of Encouraged liaison and contact between mentors in different schog
Practice

4 Structures for Allows the QA of mentoring within the school
Assuring Quality

5 Negative Responses| No impact; minimal impact yet

Each mentor’s response could be coded within this framework; however some mentors made more
than one point in their response so the total count exceeds the total number of survewmartici

Responses were counted and cross-tabulated; the results of this analysis can be found in Appendix 6.

The results show that the main reason Teach First mentors engaged with the recognition framework
was to gain recognition for the work they had done or the skills they currently held as g mentor

minority were seeking to develop new skills and knowledge as a mentor.

| thought it was a good opportunity to gain recognition for tloekwnvolved as being a Teach
First mentor. (Subject Mentor, Yorkshire and the Humber, Developing Mentor)

It was a great opportunity simply to get recognition for the waska mentor. (Professional
Mentor, West Midlands, Advanced Mentor)

Why not have formal recognition for something | would be daingway? (Subject Mentor, North
West, Developing Mentor)

| thought this is an opportunity to develop my skills in mentoand coaching and seeing the

difference between the two. (Professional Mentor, London, Effectivedv)en

Professional mentors and those engaged with the ‘Advanced Mentor’ phase (which was largely the
same group) returned a more diverse range of motivations, including monitoring the quality of
mentoring across their school and setting an example to the subject mentors. This reflects the wider

role of the professional mentor relative to that of the subject mentor.
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To ensure that | was following a set of guidelines that ensureas Ipnoviding adequate support
and a level of consistency with the Teach First institutions. (Professional Mérgst Midlands,
Effective Mentor)

To ensure effective mentoring, and to support quality assurance a®fpdm Teach First

programme at [my school]. (Professional Mentor, North West, Effective Mentor

Whereas responses to question 1 sugdestat many mentors perceived the framework as a
mechanism for providing retrospective recognition for the role and the skills they helesgbases

to questions 2 and 3 suggasthat engaging with the framework did have an impact on their role.
The largest group of responses fell into the category relating to the mentors’ identity construction

and self-efficacy. Mentors felt that the process of engaging with the recognition frantedoldd

to renewed reflection on and re-evaluation of their role as a mentor, had given them reaasdrance
confidence in their role, and had encouraged them to set targets for their own development as a

mentor.

Reflecting on my overall strengths and areas for development as a mvastektremely useful in

helping me to set targets for how | can be a better mentor in tre fiiSubject Mentor, London,
Developing Mentor)

It has supported me by clarifying my role, giving me timeefitect and think about the methods |

use to mentor. (Subject Mentor, Yorkshire and the Humber, Effective Kento

The second most frequent response related to how the recognition framework had led to the

development of specific skills, such as questioning techniques.

I am more aware of how I ask trainees questions instead of telling them ‘the answers’. (Subject
Mentor, North West, Effective Mentor)
It has made me more aware of the many variables which need to be factorbe iprovision to

effectasuccessful practice. (Professional Mentor, North West, Advanced Mentor)

Mentors were asked if and how the framework had impacted upon their relationship witBIthe

tutors. Responses were more balanced, with nine of the 33 mentors stating that there had been no or
minimal impact on the nature of the relationship (however some of these commented that the
relationship was already positive and effective). Ten mentors, mostly professional mentths, felt
introduction of the recognition framework had improved the quality of the communication between
HEI- and schoobased colleagues; several mentioned improved ‘professional’ or ‘academic’

dialogue, one reporting these discussions now had ‘a sharper focus on the craft of a mentor’. Other

changes were mentioned: giving the mentggeater awareness of the tutor’s role, the Teach First
programme and theainee’s experience; a sense of reassurance from increased contact with the
tutor; and an opportunity to share good practice and standardise tutor- and mentor-led assessments of

thetrainee’s teaching.
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Prior to the introduction of the recognition framework an attempt had been made td suppark

of the Teach First mentors with the development of a dedicated website, the ‘Mentors’ Online

Support System’ and an online professional community for Teach First mentors. This survey
afforded an opportunity to explore whether the mentors who had participated in theqaitgiition
framework had made any use of these online resources (or any others) to support khas avor
mentor and, if so, how useful they had been. 28 of the 33 mentors reported that they had not used
any online resources. This may be a result of a lack of awareness of the systems that had been
deployed; one mentor commenté&dp but would appreciate knowing obise as I would use them’,

and awother,‘T would definitely be open to using them if they were made readily available by Teach

First’. The nature of these systems, which were essentially passive repositories of infoaimation

ITT mentoring, can be contrasted against the more interactive process of engaging with the
recognition framework, which involved the active support of a designated HEI tutor. The implication

is that support systems which lack human agency and mediation are less effective in supporting th

mentoring process.

At one level this survey was useful for evaluating the implementation of the edogmition
framework; however, the responses were also invaluable for exploring mentors’ perceptions of their

role and how the mentoring process could be supported by external systems. The themes which
emerged support the findings from earlier phases of data collection. Mentors perceived skills and
knowledge for mentoring to derive largely from their own experience and expertiseaaher} yet

there was acknowledgement that mentoring can be supported by a system which encourages
reflection on those skills and knowledge; and that this system is most effective if mediated by human

agency rather than presented as a passive system or repository of information.
Conclusions

Findings from the group-level analysis of Teach First mentors confirm and extend many of the
themes which emerged from the analysis of the programme documentation and the data from
trainees and tutors. Once again it is apparent that there is no programme-wide model of $each Fir
mentoring. The data showed significant variability in the strategies employed to select and induct
mentors; the majority of professional mentors found the role came within a portfolidhef ot
responsibilities, and the majority of subject mentors were asked or told by a line martagerthe

role. As schools take different approaches to the selection and induction of mentors, this reflects
differing conceptualizations of the role of mentor and therefore variation in the approaches

developed to mentoring trainee teachers.

Teach First mentors overwhelmingly perceive the role of mentor to have great intahsic v
Within this, Teach First mentors feel that the skills and practice for mentoring deriaifyriftom

their practical experience as a teacher in the classroom, rather than from more theoreticalabr exter
knowledge bases. The efficacy of external sources of support for mentoring were lyeneral

downplayed; although the recognition framework was identified as a useful mechanism by those
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who were participating in the pilot, the majority felt that its purpose was to recagastimg and
established practice and there was wariness expredsatl the recognition process requiring
additional work. The mentor focus groups commented on the perceived weaknesses of the HEI-led
model for mentor training and the lack of coordination between HEIs and schools in the ITT
programme. Teach First mentors perceived their schools to be independent settings for the mentoring
process, selecting mentors on their own terms, developing mentoring skills from practicabotassr
experience, and recognising established practice. The exception to this is their acknowledgment of
the value of the HEI tutor. The recognition framework was mediated by the HEI tutors amadfsom

the mentors who had engaged with this processitfélad a positive impact on the relationship
between tutor and mentor and strengthened the depth and quality of the mentoring process. It was
noted, however, that in volunteering for the pilot phase of the recognition framework, both mentor
and tutor found they had to commit more time than they had been formally allocatetkinto

achieve this.

The Teach First tutors gave minimal indication of the distinctiveness of mentoring thighireach

First programme and the trainees by contrast made a strong case for the distinctiveéhess of
process of mentoring a Teach First tesriThe mentors themselves presented a response somewhere
between these positions, with half of the mentors who completed the structured survey suggesting
that mentoring a Teach First trainee was significantly different from that of othgerbigfammes.

Where it was perceived to be different this was a result of two factorly, firet enhanced intensity

and expectations of the Teach First ITT programme, giteemployment-based structure, the
typical profile of Teach First schools and the targets and aspirations that Teach Firstteidgbs

set themselves; secondly, the typical profile of Teach First trainees as highraxhéd
aspirational graduates with a strong commitment to effecting educational impact in a short tim
These two factors had an impact on the mentoring process as mentors had to manage these enhanced
expectations alongside the pressure and intensity of the ITT programme, whilst also faditigating

Teach First trainees’ professional development.
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Chapter 10— Individual-level analysis: Teach First mentor interviews
Introduction

Following the completion of the data collection from the three groups involved in the Tiesich F
mentoring process the mentors, tutors and traineemy research strategy required a final phase of
data collection which would allow analysis at an individual level. The target group faméligsis

was the Teach First mentors themselves. After consideration of the research objectiveseges
available and relevant literature, it was decided that a series of interviewabaiihtwelve mentors

would generate a range of data that was both rich and broad enough to provide a useful addition to
the research strategy, whilst remaining a manageable size (Baker & Edwards, 2012).

The original intention was to complete this interview series in the autumn of 2011, irigllow
completion of the mentor and tutor open surveys. However, due to a hiatus in my professional
circumstances the interviews did not take place until the spring of 2012.

The interview schedule was developed over a period of time and underwent a number of iterations
For example, initially the interview concluded with an invitation for the mentors to sketch a narrative
of their own experience of entering the teaching profession and undertaking ITT; it was thisught t
line of enquiry would give detail of the mentors’ social and academic profile, their professional and
personal experiences, and their values and philosophy towards education. From this, it would be
possible to explore explicit or implicit perceptions of the mentoring role, the teaching profession and
Teach FirstHowever, on reflection it was felt that this life history approach (West, et al.,,2007)
whilst fundamentally valid, would move the analysis into realms beyond the scope thietsis and

draw into question the internal consistency of the methodology, so this final question was removed.

The interview schedule included planned questions with explanatory notes and supplementary
questions, but it should be noted that the interviews were semi-structured and developed lgrganical
in response to the content, level of detail and tone of the mentors’ answers and therefore each
dialogue was uniqgue. | ensured that the main themes in the schedule were covered in every
interview: the role and identity of the mentor; building mentoring proficiency; the mentor and Teach

First. A copy of the final interview schedule can be found in Appendix 7.

An email invitation (also included in Appendix 7) was sent via the proxy of Teaach Fir
administrators to all Teach First mentors in two regions: London and Yorkshire and the Humber.
chose two regions to allow some comparison between different areas and schools linked to differen
HEI providers; London was chosen as the largest and longest-running Teach First region, which
therefore may give the greatest range and diversity of responses; Yorkshire and the Humber was also
chosen as it was by comparison the most recently initiated Teach First region (atehaAt the

time of the interviews | was operating as an independent researcher rather formally wadttking w
Teach First and, due to the imperatives of data protection, | was not able to seedisgrifultion

list; | estimde that between 200 and 300 mentors were invited to participate in the interviewlseries.
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received fifteen expressions of interest from the mentors which translated into elevestedompl

interviews.

The interviews were scheduled to last between 20 and 25 minutes (in practice the shortest was 15
minutes and the longest nearly an hour) and were conducted by phone, at a mutually agreed time
either during the working day or in the evening. The conversations were recorded on a computer
using a software plugy linked to the telephony systeamd subsequently transcribed in full. | also

took complementary notes during the interviews. All responses were anonymised and pseudonyms
have been used in the analysis. Written notes were kept in secure office envircenmaévetisl in

locked cabinets when not in use. Audio recordings were stored on a corporate network within a
permission based directory behind a firewall, or on laptops carrying FIPS 140-2 compliant
encryption systems. All raw data will be securely destroyed 12 months after the subwidbis

thesis. Participants were told the purpose and context of the research in the initidébmsyitatd

again as the interview commenced, and were reminded at each stage of their right to withdraw fr

the research process at any time.

The Sample

Eight mentors were based in the London region (LON) and three in the Yorkshire and Humber
region (YH) Nine mentors identified themselves as professional mentors (PMs) and two as subject
mentors (SMs). Seven were female and four were male. Five were based in academies; one was
based in a Teaching School and two in former Training Schools. Of the nine professional mentors,
all had extensive experience of ITT with the exception of one who was in her third yaar as
qualified teacher For four of the experienced professional mentors this was their first year working
with Teach First, which allowed a useful comparison of Teach First against other ITT programmes
Finally, two of the mentors were alumni of the Teach First programme, Teach First Adadrassa

(TFAs). A summary of the mentdreharacteristics is given in Figure 18.

151



Figure 18: Mentor interviews - summary of respondent characteristics

Mentor PM or | Gender | Region | School type | School’s Role in school | TFA?
(pseudonym)| SM experience of
TF (in years)
Adam PM M LON Academy 10 AHT
Brian PM M LON Community | 1 HoD and
School Science AST
Charlotte PM F LON Community |1 AHT
School
Daisy PM F LON Foundation | 7 Deputy Head | Yes
School of Faculty
Edward PM M YH Academy 1 Principal
Frances SM F LON Academy/ HoD
Teaching
School
Georgia SM F YH Community |1 KS3 science
School co-ordinator
Helen PM F YH Academy 1 Induction co-
ordinator
Isabelle PM F LON Community | 10 Deputy Head
School/
former
Training
School
John PM M LON Academy 2 Consultant PM
Kayleigh PM F LON Community | 10 Director of Yes
School/ Professional
former Development
Training
School

Due to the ratio of responses from professional and subject mentors, | chose to focus sigy@maly

the interviews with the nine professional mentors. This would provide a caottastmentor open

survey, which focused on the direct mentoring activity with trainees of both subject agsbjmadl
mentors. The professional mentors have an oversight of the structures, systems and culture of
mentoring within the school, and also a central role in shaping those systems and that culture. A
discussed above, the professional mentor combines the mentor role within the triadic relationship
with a supporter roleélheir responses would therefore provide an opportunity to explore the school’s

overall approach to supporting trainees, teachers and mentors, and the school’s engagement with

Teach First on a strategic level.

The sample is therefore an ‘informationeriented selection’ rather than a random sample, based on
‘paradigmatic cases’ which act as exemplars of the issue in question (Flyvbjerg, 2004, pp.426-27).

As well as my decision to focus on the professional mentors, the self-selecting nalersarhple

should be considered. An open invitation led to a small number of positive responses within whi
professional mentors were disproportionately represented. These mentors tend to hold more senior

positions than subject mentors, and the mentors in this sample represent a range of management and
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leadership positions from assistant head teachers (AHT) and an Advanced Skills Teacher (AST) to a

school principal.

The interview is a commonly-understood paradigm of social interaction (Neuman, 2012 an@34)

as mentioned in Chapter 5, it may be useful to view the invitation-acceptance pramestdenefit
analysis terms. In accepting an invitation to participate, the interviewee incurs-antaisty, his or

her time (but also in giving up or exposing their views and feelings to a varyielgoledetail and
intimacy). Each of these interviews was due to last about 20-25 minutes and was conducted by
phoneat a time of the interviewee’s convenience; however, a cost remained and would have been
perceived differently by each interviewee depending on the relative value they placed on 20-25
minutes of their time at a particular moment. These mentors perceived that the benefits of
participating outweigéd anycost.

After completing this cycle of interviews | contacted the mentors again and asked if they coul
articulate the reason for accepting the initial invitation. Those mentors who responded cited
‘professional courtesy’, ‘maintaining a good relationship with Teach First’, and that it would be
helpful for the development of the Teach First ITT programme. Some cited more general
motivations: the value of educational research in developing practitioners’ knowledge and
understanding, a sense that theirs was a perspective was worth sharing, and that individuals’

contributions to research lead to increased shared understanding.

If we are going to progress as a species, we have to work towardleresed am not much but

doing my best to help us understand. That is really why | accepiéah)

These responses, and the motbf a ‘cost-benefit analysis’ alongside that of a ‘paradigmatic
selection’, is useful to keep in mind when analysing this small sample of Teach First professional

mentors.

Sometimes we simply have to keep our eyes open and look camgfifigividual cases not in
the hope of proving anything, but rather in the hope of learnimgtong. (Eysenck, 1976)

It is all that we have. It is the only route to knowledgeoisy, fallible, and biased though it be.
(Campbell, 1975).

Findings and Discussion

Analysis of the interview transcripts led to the development of four distinct themefirstineas the
diversity in approaches taken in Teach First schools towards supporting the mentoring process,
including support for both trainees and subject mentors. These different approaches have
implications for how the mentoring process is conceptualised in different schools. A second theme
was an extension of the notion of HEI-based architectural support for mentoring; as suggbsted i
mentor open survey, it was apparent that systems alone were afforded limited vathe but
relationship with the HI tutor could be of paramount importance in supporting the mentoring

process. As a refinement of the conceptual framework for understanding mentoring, this proposes
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that what might be termetiuman architecture’ is of particular importance. The third thera which
emerged from these interviews, which relates to the first two, was the cemtfdligy school in the

Teach First trainees’ mentoring experience. The fourth theme was the mentors’ perceptions of Teach

First, including of the trainees and the ITT programme, and the extent to which the character and

distinctiveness of Teach First becomes attenuated through the school-based mentoring process.
A Diversity of Approaches

Mentors were asked to describe the typical activities that they undertook as a TehaheRioy
professional mentors were also asked if and how they supported subject mentors in their school
Taken together, the professional mentors’ responses were indicative of the approaches taken in each

school to the provision of school-based ITT and, implicitly, their perception of the role of a
professional mentor in overseeing that provision. It was apparent from the responses thiir3teach
schools adopted a significant range of approaches; the four main approaches which mentors

described are examined below, in turn.

Oversight and Trust

Some professional mentors saw their role in relation to both trainees and subject memtersfas

oversight: monitoring, organising, and administering.

I am very much the overseer of the process... I put on a training programme... I arrange the

second placeemt... I liaise with Teach First. (Adam)
| then asked this mentor about his involvement in the induction of new Teach First subject mentors.

Ah, well, in terms of the school, yes, clearly | am the first port offoallpause] that procesBut
obviously | would expect and get [pause] quite a lot of input from Teach First themselves on
that.

[Me] ...So is that something that just involves Teach Riraining sessions, or is there more to it
than that?

Well, in terms of the school, | think we really have a very solid rarmdf staff who have
mentoring experience in other situations... all of the Teach First mentors have mentored PGCE
students before... and of course a lot of those skills are transferable, although the intensity with

Teach First is greater... the skills are the same. (Adam)

The repeated use of the phrase ‘in terms of the school’ places the issue of mentoring and mentor
preparation withirthe context of this mentor’s school, which draws fromthe ‘very solid number of

staff” which the school has as a resource for mentoring. There is a sense in the tone and pacing of the
response that the mentor is reluctant to represent mentor training as something lefititely
external agencythe staff’s inherent experience and expertise, both from teaching and mentoring
through other ITT programmes, and theiansferable’ skills are perceived to be of greater value

The implication is that mentoring Teach First trainees requires skills and practice which are not
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particularly different from those required for mentoring any trainee teacher. The approach to

mentoring trainee teachers is one which has developed independently within this school.

The emphasis on oversight and administration might suggest a ‘managerial’ model of mentoring
(Brooks & Sikes, 1997); however, the implications of functionality and emotional distance which
come with this label do not encompass the complexity of these professional mentors’ identity
constructions. For example, one mentor described their role in terms which could be considered

quite systematic and process-driven:

There are certain formal things I have to do, I have to complete a termly review... checking their

progress against the Standards... (Edward)

The phrase ‘things I have to do’ is telling as it suggests that these processes are necessary tasks but
not perceived to be core elements of the role, and within the same response this mentor elaborates on

other elements of the role:

My second part, | supposB,to ensure that on a daily basis I’'m available if [the trainees] want to

see me... I frequently check on their health and well-being. (Edward)

The role for this mentor therefore also encompasses emotional and psychological support, which is
suggestive oflie ‘mentor ascounsellor’ construction (Anderson & Shannon, 1988)is clear that
simple characterisations are rarely appropriate to describe the complexityméntor’s perception

of their role.

| asked the same mentor about the support that subject mentors in his school received; danvith A
the response emphasised the inherent professional skill of the teachers in the schodiarather t
external training provided by HEI providers. This echoes the findings from the group-leysisanal
of Teach First mentors. Again it is interesting to note the hesitations and tone wéthgsponse,

which suggst a reluctance to reveal negative feelings about external training too explicitly.

...They’re given a time allocation in order to be able to do [mentoring], and teegive training
from the university, if they haven’t already, in the role of the mentor.

[Me] Do you think those training resources aredtfie and useful?

Yes, | think [pause] | think they are, | think though the most éffedpause] First of all, the
mentor has to be an effective classroom practitioner themselves... It’s vitally important that that
person has credibility in the classroom themselves... I would expect them to be either somebody
who’s crossed the Threshold... or they’re identified through their own practice and our own self-

evaluation practices as being at least a good teacher in the classroom (Edward)

In defining their role as one set back from the mentoring process and holding a position of oversight
the professional mentors displayed a sense of trust in the subject mentors. Whereidghshiplat
between mentor and trainee is functioning effectively, these professional mentors were content to

give the subject mentors space to undertake their role without undue interference.

155



I don’t get too involved with that [overseeing the subject mentors], unless | deem there to be an
issue- like, if the weekly meeting isn’t taking place, or when I run a check on the Journal, if that’s

not up to date. What | do with the subject mentors is try to makelitressras easy as possible, by
making them aware of notices, reminders... (John)

After a while... | came to trust my subject mentors and reached the conclusion ¢haeyh
relationship underpinning successful Teach First training in any sehtitd one between trainee
and subject mentor, not the relationship between the professional medtdrasee, nor the
relationship between the mentors themselves (significant though thesebenay certain

situations). (Adam)

This locates the professional mensmsupporter to the mentoring process; as with the HEI tutor,
they are monitoring the interactions between mentor and trainee from a distance and assuring the
quality of those interactions.

The approach that professional mentors take towards the mentoring process is an element of their
own theoretical and ideological construction of teaching and teacher training. John gave a précis of

his views on mentoring and on teaching in general.

I’m as much a teacher to them, the trainees, as I was to my pupils... in the sense of providing them
with the necessary knowledge and understanding... If I was asked, I would say I’m a practitioner.
My favourite book is a book by Michael Marland called ‘The Art of the Classroom’®, | am not a
great philosopher... you know, it is a craft... I would have to say, mine is a very practical

approach. (John)

The emphasis on the practical, craft-based elements of teaching and ITT, as opposed to more
conceptual approaches to mentoring seeamher professional mentors’ responses, may be linked to

the mentors’ wider role in the school. All the professional mentors who were interviewed had a
degree of seniority in their schools, however, the responses which articulated teaching and ITT either
implicitly or explicitly in entirely practical terms came from an AHT @), a school principal
(Edward) and a mentor with a ‘full working life’s experience’ in teaching and ITT (John). With this
seniority might come an inclination to adopt the oversight/trust approach as a resultpeticgm
pressures and priorities. Adam articulated this point directly, explaining how his approach as a

professional mentor might differ from others.

As an Assistant Head Teacher | have been given more and moragobsr SLT [Senior
Leadership Team] has shrunkThe attitude of the head appes&rde, 'you've been doing the...
job a while now, it should be running itself: what else can | give?yo&o you evolve a style

which enables you to take on new responsibilities, requiring moreuotipoe. (Adam)

® Probably Marland, M. (1975) ‘The craft of the classroom: a survival guide to classroom management in
the secondary school’ Heinemann
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Intercession and Induction

A second group of responses presented a variation on how the professionalsmehtois
conceptualised, articulating distinct responsibilities towards trainees and subject mentors
respectively. These mentors perceived their tol@volve more direct support for the Teach First
trainees, including being available as an additional contact if and when the need arose and
interceding onrainees’ behalf if necessary, in a comingling of the mentor and supporter roles. Their
role in relation to the subject mentors focused on induction and ensuring that programme and
statutory requirements were being met. Beyond an initial induction, these professional mentors
adopted a similar approach to those discussed above, leaving the subject mentors to their job and
demonstrating trust in them to be effective unless and until deficiencies were apparent. The
provision of this induction was derivetbm the school’s own resources; as above, external systems

for mentor training were perceived to have a lower value.

Brian and Charlotte described their activities with the trainees in terms redathd ‘mentor as
counsellor’ model (Anderson & Shannon, 1998), drawing from their experience and seniority to

intercede on their behalf.

| listen to their issued’ve got a discreet office where... they can offload to me. I can advise... or

deal with colleagues... because I’'m... well-established and senior and so | have a bit of leverage
with staff, ® I can deal with things... which... they couldn’t because they were trainees. (Brian)

It’s basically being there as a support... getting that older hat on to say, ‘Is everything goin@K?

‘Are you getting the help you reqairthe support you require?’... ‘Havwe we met your

requirements?’... ‘Are you finding any difficulies?” (Charlotte)

The risk in this approach is that the effectiveness of the support is compromised by thealack of
isolating ‘firewall” between this activity and the assessment element of the professionalmentor’s

role; unlike the model of the external mentor the professional mentor is in a hierarchical @position
relation to the trainee (Hobson & Mcintyre, 201Bhe assessment element of the mentor’s role,

what has been called ‘judgementoring’, can lead to the failure of mentoring to achieve its full
potential (Hobson & Malderez, 2013). When asked about their role in relation to the subject mentors
in the school, Brian and Charlotte referenced a systematic process of induction into mentoring within
the school.

What we did at the beginning, | did a training session for the dulmentors and looked at the
whole issis around mentoring, what mentoring actually entails, what obligations are involved...
(Brian)

There’s a programme at the moment where we’re encouraging ten of our younger members of staff

to be ‘lead teachers’, and three of them are going to have gone on to be ASTs, and it’s those

people who we make subject mentors. (Charlotte)
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The support provided to subject mentors is focused on induction and the development of
professional capabilities. Brian described how, after the initial induction, his interactiosuljétt

mentors is focused on theogramme’s assessment structures.

For example, tomorrow we’re all going to sit together and make our second term assessments on
our Teach Firsters and make a joint decision... We’ll be very factual about it and be very objective

about it and we’ll have to find the evidence in our lesson observations. (Brian)

It should be noted that the emphasis on the assessment requirements of the Teach First ITT
programme may not be a reflectiontbis mentor’s ideological construction of what ITT involves,
but instead derive from the policy landscape with its culture of accountability, inspactiaquality

assuranceg culture which has been described as ‘surveillance overkill” (Mahony et al., 2004, p.440).

| asked Brian and Charlotte about any resources they used to support subject mentors on an ongoing
basis; | did not specify where these resources may come from, to leave their respopses ass

possible. Both mentors interpreted the question as making reference to HEI-led mentor training.

What I’ve done is taken the training I did when I became appointed as professional mentor to this
programme, we went to the Teach First training... we’ve got a lot of online documents... we
listened to people talk about various issues as meliifdrs deputy head] keeps feeding me with
various documents that | should be readSwg[pause] yeah... (Brian)

All subject mentors aroffered a day by Teach First... and we actively encourage all the people
who we designatas subject mentors to go [pause] I say ‘actively encourage’, it all depends when
the training comes out [pausejst year... we couldn’t release all five [Subject mentors] at one

time, so some went and some didn’t. [pause] So you’ve got it from Teach First, there. (Charlotte)

The comment by Charlotte about the difficulty schools sometimes face in releasing teachers to attend
HEI-led mentor training echoes those made in the mentor focus group discussions. The reference by
Brian to documents ‘that I should be reading’ suggests these resources hold limited value to him.

Both mentors displayed hesitation and reluctance in their responses, similar to the mentors
discussing external resources to support mentoring; there is almost a sense of embarrassment, or an
unwillingness to express how limited they really feel these resources are. This tiadaplgr

apparent when | explored this point furthBrian’s response became very hesitant and broken, until

he turred to the ‘practical realities’ of the school, when the tone and pacing of his response changed

markedly and became far more confident and fluent.

I think it’s the [pause] the universities are providing us with the [pause] you know, the- the- the,

you know, the theoretical, sort of, ideas. [pause] But the schomidés more practical and much
more, you know, the realitiesf ¢hat theory. We kind of shape... those ideals and those models.
But we make them bespoke... It’s got to be very bespoke to that school because there will be
particular aspects of that schoolThat will give a different nuance or emphasis on the [pause]

theoretical model that they’ve received. (Brian)
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Brian is describing the integration of theory and practice in ITT, which has been articulated
elsewhere in various configurations (Korthagen & Kessels, 199@) approach described here is
not necessarily devaluing the role of the HEI provider or theoretical approaches Withibut is
certainly claiming primacy for the role of the school and the school-based mentor ng $edti

‘realities of that theory’ within the particular context of that school.

Mentor Selection and Development

When asked to describe the activities they undertook as a Teach First mentor, neariyatfitthe
began with a reference to their role in relation to the trainee teachers. Helen and, |kabediver,
focused their initial response on their support for the subject mentors in their school.

| overse the mentors; I make sure the mentoring is happening... (Helen)
The first thing | do is sort out whfthe trainee’s] subject mentor’s going to be... I sort out a
programme that their subject mentors follow, tied to the current Q [qualifiedetde®tandards

(Isabelle)

| asked Helen to expand on what was involvethiaking sure the mentoring is happening’, and she
described her particular school’s approach to the induction and development of new subject mentors.
This represented a fundamentally different approach to those outlined by some of the other

professional mentors.

Whenever anyone it doesn’t matter if they’re PGCE, NQT, GTP or whatever — if anyone
becomes a mentor in our school I look at whether they’re doing it because there’s no-one else in
the department to do it, whether they’re doing it because they’ve been hand-picked or chosen
because they’re a good person to do it... And then I will just make my own personal judgement
about their personality, where they are in their career... and if they’ve not done it before... they
have to do three joint observations as part of a quality assurance wefde¢ them- even if

they’ve been teaching for twenty-odd years- before we can let them mentor anyone. (Helen)

This is an approach developed by this particular professional mentor for this particular school and
one which is not programnspecific: ‘PGCE, NQT, GTP or whatever’. This supports the findings

from other interviews and the mentor focus groups that the approach to mergtatavgloped by
schools independently. Helen explicitly refutes the view that classroom experience alone qualifies
one to be a good mentoeven if they’ve been teaching for twenty-odd years’. A possible reason for

the difference with other responses is that, unlike the professional mentors who combinedetheir rol
with senior positions within the school, Helen gave her job title as ‘induction co-ordinator’,
responsible for all induction, ITT and CPD in the school. This specialism may explain thg clearl
planned induction process and the sense of personal ownership of the pfoegkfist make my

own personal judgement...’
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| asked Isabelle whether her role included oversight of the quality of subject mentdemg.
response outlined not only an approach to the selection of subject mentors not seen in the other

responses, but one which was clearly based on her own conceptualization of ITT.

Some of that’s my knowledge... about teachers and how I perceive... their ability to
mentor/coach... The main thing I’m really pulled to, to know whether they’ll be good as a mentor,
is when they go into a classroom and they observe a youngepkirenced practitioner. when
they’re giving that feedback and they’re talking about target-setting, they’re getting it in the right
order... And that there’s a positive, not tolerance, but an understanding that training a teacher has
to be structured, but it has to be neg&dsstructured, you can’t just do one-size-fits-all, because

that won’t work. (Isabelle)

This articulation of the selection and development of mentors was unique and did not derive from
any programme-wide systems or documentation produced by Teach First. | asked Isabelle to expand
on the approaches she used in supporting subject mentors once they had been selected. She outlined
a system based on the use of questioning, modelling and observation; implicitly, her approach drew

on andragogy and work-based learning theory (Eraut, 1994; Knowles et al., 1998).

I do paired observations with people, so I say, ‘this is how I interpret it’... And then we share, you
know, what did you see at the end, what did | see at the endandkyhat does that mean? And
if you were feeding back, how would you do it? And | kindvagdel it with them. And for a very

new person, I’1l observe the feedback... (Isabelle)

Isabelle recognised she had developed a distinctive approach for her particular school, and the
approach taken by the Teach First ITT programme to supporting mentors was quite different and, in

her view, deficient.

The Teach Firs{mentor] training approach... is not particularly good, in my opinion... The
[mentor] training that has gone on with Teach First has been very mfiol what I’ve seen —
you have to do this observation, you have to do this, you have to fill in the Journal... And it’s all
very mechanistic, and I don’t think that’s terribly helpful... I do believe there’s a bit more to being

a teacher than filling in a Journal with nice writing. (Isabelle)

The relative seniority of some of the professional mentors may explain their more ‘hands-off’
oversight approach to the professional mentor role; however, it should be noted that Isabelle was a
Deputy Head and presumably combined her professional mentor role with other senior management

duties.
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The Theory and Practice of Mentoring

Few of the mentors interviewed made reference to theoretical approaches playing a part in the
mentoring provision within their schools. Two that did were Daisy and Kayleigh; in both cases,
however, the perceived value of this theory to their practice as a mentor seemednitetieA

possible reason why these mentors made reference to theory is that both were Teach First
Ambassadors. It can be supposed, therefore, that Daisy and Kayleigh have a different pedpectiv
the Teach First ITT programme than the other professional mentors. They were also, incidentally

the mentors with the least experience of mentoring.

| asked Daisy whether she drew on any resources in supporting the subject mentors in her school,
and she made reference to theoretical approaches to mentoring that she had engaged with as part of a
recentlyeompleted master’s degree. However, it was clear that this theoretical understanding was

not embedded in the practice of mentoring in her school.

I myself have been through coaching and mentoring trainingmaate of HEI provider]... |
studied it for my MA thesis... that’s something which I disseminated to the whole staff ... so we
talked a lot about ‘what is coaching?’, ‘what are mentoring skills?” We don’t use that day-to-day
as perhaps we could, | think it does end up inevitably that the mentoririjngseleecome a bit
about administration and getting paperwork done, rather than perhapgs theibest [pause]

examples of coaching... (Daisy)

Kayleigh demonstrated a similar understanding of more theoretical appstacthool-based ITT,

but also felthat ‘day-to-day’ mentoring required a more functional approach.

You know, when I’ve been to some universities to do some research about this, we can actually
have a theoretical debate about the principles of mentoring and coaach#sydoal years | would
imagine, if we wanted to... but from a dayto-day teacher’s perspective they want strategies that

are going to work straight away that they can just use. (Kayleigh)

The tone of the comment ‘we can... have a theoretical debate... for several years...” presents a
pejorative impression of theoretical approaches to mentoring, or at least to their agplicabil
schools. This echoes the findings from the group-level analysis of the Teach First mémgoesin

both structured and open surveys it was clear that Teach First mentors place greater value on their
practical experience in the classroom in mentoring and supporting mentoring, than on any theoretical
ideas or principles. The comments from Daisy suggest that even when mentors have a deep
understanding of the theoretical underpinnitgmentoring, practical measurand ‘strategies that

are going to work straigliway that they can just use’ are considered of greater value.

Practical strategies for teaching and mentoring are themselves grounded in theoretical poinciples
adult learning (Hardman, 2013); it interesting to note that both Isabelle and Daisy, despite thei
understanding of these principles, stile a ‘disconnect’ between the theory and practice of

mentoring in schools.
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Isabelle described an approach to developing mentoring which was based in the imperatives of
career progressioShe had established a ‘mentor forum’ with a local cluster of schools, providing a

space for professional discussion about effective mentoring. The motivation for this was rot only
‘make sure that [the subject mentoring] was really high quality, and very consistent’, but also to help

other mentors’ careers through the provision of evidence to migetpost-hreshold’ standards for
teaching.

[The sessions are] mapped to the post-threshold standards de pederstand the professional
development side of things from a school performance managemepéeg®ms, | think that is
actually important for staff... I found becoming a mentor for me, when I was in my second year of
Teach First [i.e. a newly qualified teacher], at my first school, that basicallyeallove to get the

head of department role... (Isabelle)

There is an echo here of the monetising of the mentoring process which was seen in the responses
from the trainees’ focus group; due to her background as a former Teach First trainee and the shared
experience there may be an ideological connection between this mapimoach to mentoringnd

the Teach First trainees’ conceptualization of mentoring.
The Role of the Tutor ‘Human Architecture’

The interviews refined the model of architectural support for mentoring to emphasiseetivé rol
people, and particularly the relationship between the HEI tutor and the professional mentor, which is
most significant in shaping the nature of school-based IIT&@ll this feature, which sits within the
different types of architectural support, ‘human architecture’. It follows that mentoring can be

supported by external human architecture as represented by the HEI tutor.

Charlotte and Helen were clear on the importance of the HEI tutor in supporting both trainees and

the overall provision of mentoring within the school.

The other thing is we’ve got a very good relationship with [name of tutor] who is the Teach First
[pause]... designated person. And | think, to be honest with you, because of the napeople
who we’ve got as subject mentors, if they [the Teach Firainees] feel that they’re not getting
what they should, they go to [name of tutor... who] has actually put that extra level of subject
knowledge in. (Charlotte)

I think [name of tutor] is [pause] amazing. [pause] Absolutely amazing... I don’t know how he fits

it in with his family... He does all the quality assurance stuff, but he’s very very mindful that he
needs to be a kind of [pause] shoulder to cry on, mentor, fAflwee: He’s very very good at that.
(Helen)

® New arrangements for teachers to apply for the upper pay rangeim@mneffect on 1 September 2013,
replacing the previous threshold arrangements.
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This is a feature of mentoring which derives not from any particular system or resoufaem the
personality and commitment of the individual tutor, and from their relationshighéthrofessional
mentor. Elsewhere Charlotte refers to the tutor as ‘one of the staff’, with a ‘relationship [that] is
bonded strailgt away’; she mentions that it ‘would be nice... if we could keep [name of tutor] next
year when we expand... and then, you know, we may as well give him his own office! [laughs] And

we’d be more than happy to do that.’

Other mentors made reference to how this human architecture can support not only the trainees but
also the mentors and the schools. One of the findings which emerged from the Teach First tutors was
that the quality of mentoring depended orschool’s level of experience with the Teach First
programme. John and Adam noted that personal support provided by the HEI tutor was pgarticularl
useful when the school first started working with Teach First.

The other two [tutors] are incredibly supportive, especially during the first year when... I wasn’t,
we weren’t, totally au fait with Teach First’s systems and processes and procedures. (John)

She [the tutor] was here a lot, she emailBdhe time, she would ring... and I probably needed
that the first year, but now | have had, for the last couple of yead) lass involvement from the

professional tutors... (Adam)

As the very human relationship between professional mentor and HEI tutor develops, the mentoring
process is supported and enhanced over a period of time on the basis of mutual professional respect
and trust. In their surveys and focus groups the tutors referenced the turnover of mentors within
schools as an obstacle to developing effective support for the mentoring process, and the reciprocal
situation was described by the mentors. Isabelle described a situation where the school was now
working with a new HEI tutor in different circumstances, which had tempered the effectieéness

the relationship between the different institutions involved in the ITT programme.

As [the Teach First programnies] got bigger and has changed, the new person I’ve got — | think
he’s very very good — but it’s not the same kind of relationship, and I think that person has a wider
juggling act to try to work with... three different institutions where they all do it slightly
differently, and they all come with a slightly different expectatioher€ is more tension now,

definitely. (Isabelle)

The interviews suggest that effective support for mentoring relies on the partnership between school
and HEI providers, which is represented specifically in the relationship between HEI tutor and
professional mentor. These two figures both occupy a supporter role within the triadicimgentor
relationship, acting as a link between internal and external forms of architectural support; by
working together they may bring a measure of coherence and coorditeati@ndifferent elements

of the ITT programme.

| asked the professional mentors about the resources they used to support mentoring in their school

It was particularly interesting to note that few mentioned the resources which have belepatkv
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by Teach First specifically to support mentoring (a website and the mentor recognition fremewor
and of those that did, the tone of the responses suggested that they had limited awareeess of t
made little use of them, or didn’t consider these resources to be of particular value in supporting

mentoring in their school.

I’ve just been part of completing a pilot of a mentor recognition framework... For me, it was a bit
of a boxticking exercise, so that I can put it on my CV... It was, like, I just filled it in and it was
done. (Daisy)

We went to the Teach First training ffmentors]... we’ve got a lot of online documents. The
[deputy head] keeps feeding me withvarious documents that | should be reading—S@ah.
(Brian)

There’s the Teach First mentor— accredited- website scheme thing that I’ve had a quick look at.

But generally speaking it’s just from my own experience. (Georgia)
The Centrality of the School

All the professional mentors, whatever their perception of the role of the mentor andewiiadav
approaches to school-based ITT, perceived the school to be central to the process of ITT, and felt
that the school should retaits independence over how the ITT programme was delivered in
schools. Several made it clear that their approach to mentoring Teach First traineesferert dif

from that used for trainee teachers engaged in other ITT routes. There was an acknowledgement that
Teach First trainees themselves could be different from other trainees (both positively and
negatively), and that this may lead to the mentoring taking on a particular emphasis or thre ment
having to take account of particular issues; however there was no sense of a specific each Fir
approach to mentoring. The overriding impression given was that Teach First was something that the

school had engaged with, but it was only one amongst many.

The school is much more practical and much more, you know, tlitgeseaf that theory. We kind
of shape that, but... we make them bespoke. It’s got to be very bespoke to that school because
there will be particular aspects of that school that’s going to impact on their teaching and learning.
(Brian)

Whenever anyone it doesn’t matter if they’re PGCE, NQT, GTP or whatever — becomes a

mentor in our school... (Helen)

Some mentors made reference to school-specific initiatives which had been developed to support
teaching and mentoring, which gave an insight into thisol’s culture of CPD. These initiatives

were not derived from or specifically for the Teach First ITT programme.

So that led to thinking about the mentor forum... we just set it up as a forum, and I mentioned it to
the headteacher that | wanted to do it, and she put it into the school calengl@igtia

One of the things we’ve done here in the school as well is we’ve introduced ‘learning walks’... we
[the school senior leadership team] actually go in every weekety elassroom, so that includes

Teach First as well... (Charlotte)
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And after school we run... what we call DIAL — it’s ‘Drop In And Learn’ — and all my NQTs,
GTPs and Teach Firsters, beginning teachers, whatever I’ve got, and more experienced staff who

wish to join, go to sessions which are facilitated by my AST... (Isabelle)
Perception of Teach First

A common feature was the mixed response towards Teach First, in relation to badindestand

the ITT programme itself. Mentors were asked to outline their view of Teach ®iestiTT
programme and how far they felt part of the mission to address educational disadvantageeRespo
were analysed by the number of mentors who made reference to particular issues andhalso by t
detail, depth and tone of the responses. Mentors generally felt positively towards Teadjut-irst,

had concerns about some aspects and were ambivalent towards others.

The Teach First mission

There was a view, expressed strongly, that the Teach First mission was incidéintahators’
work; the sense given was that the educational ideals of Teach First, including addressing
disadvantage, were an inherent part of the mentors’ own personal motivation for teaching, although

some responded more positively and some more negatively.

We contribute to it [the Teach First mission] in regards of, you knawking in a school where
I’m here for the kids, I’m here for them to do better, to aspire and have ambitions do that
regardless of Teach First. (Georgia)

The cando culture, and “we can make a difference”, it fitted in beautifully with our aspirations
and they contributed to it. (Isabelle)

The idea of raising aspirations among families who may be in the decahird generation of
unemployment is something that seriously motivates me. And so Teach First’s philosophy fits in

very much with my own. (Edward)

The Teach First trainees

On the trainees, the mentors were generally positive, admiring their resilience, urklbagacity,

their use of initiative and their ability to ‘bounce back’ from adversity. It was felt that Teach First
trainees, even at the earliest stages of their teaching career, contributed to the schools’ aspirations for

pupils’ learning; that they were genuinely making a difference. This was most apparent in terms of
the typical profile of Teach First trainees. Two mentors made direct and positive reference to

trainees’ academic credentials.

| think Teach First has been very helpful in terms of getting very briglotugtes into our school,
some of whom are still here and doing a fantastic job in mid-manag@oestions. (Adam)
We could not have recruited people from Oxford and Cambridge instis &nd two-ones in their

subject areas... we didn’t have that kind of profile. (Isabelle)
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The assessment process that Teach First uses, considering both academic achievement and personal
qualities, was highlighted as a positive feature of the ITT programme, and two mentors canment

on the implications for the mentoring process.

They go through a rigorous screening procéss;’re not just looking for somebody with good

qualifications, but in terms of their philosophy about education... They’re excellent learnersThey
react very positively to constructive feedback. (Edward)

The tests they do to filter them through, they’re clearly working. They identify hard-working
people who... bounce back, ask questions, you give them a target and before you blink they’ve

gone away and asked somebody or used their initiative. (Helen)

In speaking about the qualities of the Teach First trainees, three mentors commented on the impact
that the trainees have had in their school, both during the initial training year and once qualified.

You know, they’re already having clear impact upon standards in the classroomihey’re already
having impact on the progress of the learners... (Edward)
It was great for usit lifted the intellectual capacity of our teaching force phenomenally...

(Isabelle)

However one mentor, whilst acknowledging the need to identify personal qualities in prospective

teachers, felt the assessment approach taken by Teach First was not necessarily appropriate.

I think it’s good in that they go through a selection process and try to make sure they’ve got all
those qualities of resilience and everything else... I’'m not entirely sure that meeting those criteria

means you’re going to be good at this job. (Georgia)

Generally, thoughmentors’ responses were in line with those from the structured mentor survey and
the mentor focus groups; the typical profile of the Teach First trainee was very good and had

positive implications for both the trainees’ progression and tireimpact on pupil learning.

As with the surveys and focus groups, some negative points were raised. It was felt th&irfeach
trainees (as distinct from trainees engaged with other ITT routes) were partioaiadyand could,
occasionally, display a lack of professional judgement. This could manifest as arrogance, as
defensiveness in the face of perceived criticism, and as a poor management of theirework/lif
balance.

There is a little bit... the one who’s slightly weaker, he’s a little bit more... he’s the one who’s
most likely to do the, ‘oh, well, I have a first-class degree’, ironically. (Helen)

Some of them when they’re starting to struggle don’t come forward and say that because they’re
so used to never failing at anything academically, suddenly they’re in something quite difficult...
if you’ve got someone who for whatever reasaivesn’t know how to articulate that to you, then I
think that can become quite a vicious cycle. (Georgia)

She’s in school until 9 o’clock every night, and then back here at 7 o’clock in the morning, and

that’s a recipe for career burn-out No human being can sustain that. (Brian)
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All the negative comments came from mentors who had not been Teach First trainees é¢iseihselv
is interesting to note that one of the former Teach First trainees, by contrast, fethéranhentors

having unrealistic expectations of what Teach First trainees should be able to manage.

I’'m often quite shocked by the other [mentors’] comments, where they say, “my trainee cries all
the time” or “she doesn’t know how to plan a lesson”; and I think, well you knew you were
accepting a trainee when you took on Teach First, but sometimes I think that other people don’t

perhaps recognise that the participants aieets, they haven’t qualified... (Daisy)

One mentor felt that the profile of Teach First trainees had changed over their periodvanerdl
with the programme, in two waysrainees had become ‘far needier’; their motivation was less
about the Teach First mission and more about using Teach First as antoutaching: ‘they
wanted to be teachers anyyaut this was a route where you got paid’. As the numbers recruited by
Teach First increased each year, this mentor felt that there had been an inevitablecattentiei

quality of the trainees.

‘They’re not as experimental... they were exceptional people, and now they’ve very good people,

there’s a difference’ (Isabellg.

The Teach First ITT programme: retention, intensity and the Summer Institute

The Teach First ITT programme itself prompted mixed responses. Some mentors admired the
sustained, intensive nature of the ITT programme and thasgithool-based nature meant trainees
couldn’t ‘duck and weave’, or leave problems behind at the end of a school placement. One mentor
made a directomparison: ‘the PGCEs are molly-coddled with a member of staff in the room all the
time... Teach First do an oldetfsle of training in the sense that they are on their own’. Another
described the balance of theory and practice as giving ‘the best of both worlds’, and Teach First as

having ‘the potential to be the best route’ into teaching, although immediately qualifying this: ‘but

it’s not for everyone’.

Mentors expressed more concerns about the ITT programme than they did about the trainees. Teach
First is a two-year programme providing new graduates with a grounding in teaching arghlpader
before possibly seeking a career in other fields. The retention of Teach First participaohtsah

beyond the NQT year was described by professional mentors as ‘maddening’, ‘frustrating’, and
‘annoying’. It was feltthat the school had invested meastdtherefore lost most when Teach First

teachers left the profession.

‘It’s about now they tell me in the second year, “oh, I’ve had a law offer under my hat from the
beginning”... the really frustrating ones are the ones who disappear to Teach First and go and work
for them’ (Adarm).

The concern over retention beyond two years, and the implications for the value for money of the

ITT programme, is one that has been put to Teach First before, as mentioned in Cheqater 3;
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response from Teach First is that comparisons with other ITT routes are difficult, based on the
assertion thatwe are bringing a type of person into teaching that had not traditionally been attracted

to the profession’ (House of Commons, 2011). The attraction of a relatively short-term career
commitment to ambitious new graduates, which Teach First represents, has been argued elsewhere
(Freedman et al., 2008, pp.10-11).

One mentor commented on the retention of Teach First teachers in more strategic, and disagreed
with the wider strategy of Teach First to highlight educational issues amongst the futureifeaders

range of fields.

The view from Teach First is that they want the politicians and whoewedtiture to have an
idea about schooling, and all that sort of stuff. My concern is that I don’t think you should go into

teaching unless you want to be a teacher... I personally don’t think that’s fair on the kids. (Georgia)

There was a clear recognition from the mentors that the Teach First ITT programmedsiaisti

terms of the intensity of the demands and expectations that are placed on the trainees.

Of course, a lot of those [mentoring] skills are transferable, althowgimtémsity with Teach First
is greater because it’s — you know-— they’re here and they’re fulfilling a timetable — you know...
(Adam)

...Particularly if you’re looking at the rigorous nature of Teach First, I think that’s really
important... (Kayleigh)

| think, also, that because there are high expectations around them... it’s very intense... it’s a steep

learning curve. (Brian)

One mentor spoke at some length and with considerable sympathy about the pressures she felt Teach
First trainees are under, not just in terms of the requirements of the ITT programatsolbecause

of the placement process whicainleave trainees isolated from pre-existing support networks.

The expectations made upon them are so high that... it’s difficult if they’re having a bad period. In
almost all cases... particularly if you’re single, they will just send you anywhere in the country. |
do find myself saying to people that they can’t have a life or any kind of baggage because life
can’t get in the way. (Helen)

One mentor made the poithit ‘as with anybody’s first year of teaching, it’s tough’, but he felt that
because of the expectations placed on them at the Summer Institute, Teach First trainees in particular

were susceptible to stress, which in this mentor’s experience followed a familiar pattern.

At some point, normally in the second half of the autumn term, feeaiecrisis of some kind
sometimes nearer Christmas, but normally it’s October, November... for at least half of the

trainees we’ve had tears and all the rest at that point. (Adam)

The comments about the intensity of the Teach First ITT programme support those from the group-

level analysis of both trainees and mentors which indicated that a particular aspect of thar$ieach F
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mentoring process is not only the enhanced rates of progression and aspiration of the Teach First
trainees but also the vulnerability that they face as a consequence of this; the impEcttain

Teach First mentors need to manage this with particular care.

The most common concern which mentors had about the Teach First ITT programme was the nature
and efficacy of the Summer Institute. Mentors are not involved in the planning or deliveng of t
Summer Institute and so it is perhaps not surprising that the mentors were unclear about what
happened at the Summer Institute, and ambivalent about the quality of the preparation it gives to
trainees before they arrive in school. Some mentors felt the expectations that are placed on the
trainees were too high, that the tone of the event (based on their understanding of it, which often
seemed to be second-hand) was distasteful or inappropriate. They discussed the implicatidns for the
role as a mentor which included counteracting some of the messages given during the Summer
Institute. Professional mentors described the Summer Instituie’wind-up’, as ‘a bit rah-rah’,
‘Americanised’ and a root cause of the naivety and unrealistic expectations of some trainees when
they started working in schools. The quality of the training provided at the Summaernédnsiits

questioned.

I came across people this year who didn’t have a clue how to write a lesson plan, and I just
thought, you’ve just spent six weeks together in the summer, what on earth did you do?... What on
earth was happening at [name of HEI provjdéat they didn’t get that? If it was a fair bit of
drinking, then OK, but, you knowdo your drinking after you’ve learned how to plan a lesson.
(Helen)

The school was presented as a corrective against the perceived excesses of the Summer Institute;
mentors emphagsl the centrality of the school to the ITT programme, with mentors seeing their

role as bringing Teach First trainees back to the norm of the teaching experience.

They come in very driven and very idealistie,Ian a bit of a reality check. (Brian)

They come in all guns blazing, sort of fired up from their [pauseinser camp or whatever it is,
and they’ve been fed a lot of, slightly [pause] interesting ideas about what they’re going to do, and
then... you can see them melting as they discover that actually, it’s not working, and they’re

actually having to find things ouind do it a different way... (Adam)

The centrality of the school to the mentoring process, the diversity of approaches taken and the
ambivalence of school mentors towards certain aspects of the Teach First ITT programme may be at
least in part a consequence of the schools’ and mentors’ exclusion from the recruitment, assessment
andplacement of Teach First traineasdfrom the Summer Institute. As two mentors noted, this is

an urusual situation for a mentor, or indeed any employer, to be in.

We’re not involved in the recruitment process at all... the first time I actually met the [Teach First
trainees], it was a bit like a blind date, where they came into a amginthey had to find me and

representatives from my academy. (Edward)
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It’s quite an unusual situation, where someone’s coming into your school, they’re a trainee teacher
but they’re going to take on 80% of a timetable and stay with you for two years, and it’s someone

you’ve never met. (Helen)

Given the importance of the school and the mentoring process for shaping the identity of new Teach
First teachers, it is curious that the schools should be excluded from so many elements of the Teach
First ITT programme. One mentor fdliat when the Teach First trainees entered the ‘reality’ of his

school to begin the initial training year, they began to move away from the distifdzintity of

Teach First which had been generated by the Summer Institute.

Most of them [the trainees] aBse that there’s an element of company-speak, Teach First-speak if
you like, and they quickly develop quite a healthy scepticism... understanding that it’s the way the

company is... and they have their own coping mechanisms. (Adam)

There is an interesting Istéxt here when this mentor describes Teach First as ‘the company’; as
coming from a different ideological background, a more corporate world; and the implication of

something close to ‘double-speak’ in what Teach First tells the trainee teachers.
Conclusions

The mentors’ interviews show that a wide variation in approaches to mentoring exists in Teach First
schools. Professional mentors, who shape and lead the approach to mentoring in schools, develop
particular approaches based on their own conception of teaching and ITT. Practical factors, such as
the capacity of the schools to support trainee teachers and the level of familiarithevifleach

First ITT programme, also shape the mentoring that Teach First trainees experienoetrist,

systems and resources developed by Teach First have limited influence on what takes place in
schools. Teach First was seen by these mentors as distinctive in terms of theopuafiididates
attracted to the ITT programme, and the form of the programme itself, but not alwagesditivae

way.

When set within the conceptual framework of the mentoring process, the interview data suggests that
the identity construction of Teach First trainees will be characterised by signifeaaibility as

they move to legitimate participatiom the school’s community of practice. The responses from the
mentors make a strong case for the importance of what happens in the school over any other forms
of support or input into the trainees’ experience. In terms of their profile upon entering the ITT
programme, Teach First trainees can be said to be distinctive, and these mentors spokemabout t
making a particular impact on pupils’ learning. There was also a strong feeling that the school

experience was essential to mitigate some of the expectations placed on the trainees by Teach First.

Teach First mentors do not feel any particular common cause with the Teach First @uigkion
whilst they are generally positive about the programme, its objectives and the impatthiave,

retain a number of reservations. These mentors identify their professional community ick pract
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within the context of their school and not the Teach First community. Teach First, to these mentors,

is one of many different ITT routes that they work with.

With the school and the mentoring process taking such an important role in the shaping of the Teach
First trainees professional identity, the distinctiveness of the Teach First ITT programme
particularly the Summer Institute, the messages it delivers, the expectations for effectipg chan
which are placed on trainees and the emphasis on leadership skills as well as teaching-psactice
attenuated, as trainee and mentors, supported by HEI tutors and professional mentors, work with
different models of ITT; it may even be subverted if mentors are not professionally alighekde

ideals of the programme.

If Teach First is becoming attenuated within schools then this distinctly differemrbigfamme is
becoming more mainstream, less innovative and more like other ITT routes, whilstngetaini
substantial financial support from government. One mentor felt that, as the programme expanded

year after year, not just the profile of the trainees but the character of the programme was changing.

Gradually, as Teach First has got bigger and bigger, the pool of people they’re pulling in is not of
the very highest as it once was. Once upon a time they were Idoki&Q0 and now they looking
for one thousand, two thousand... you’re going to dilute slightly, and I do believe that they have.
They were exceptional people and now they’re very good people, there’s a difference. But still,

good. (Isabelle)

There are various implications here for how Teach First should engage with schools and mentors in
the future; for the purpose and nature of the Summer Institute in beginning to shapdetsqmal

identity of new Teach First teachers; for government, in reviewing how far the currentoh6del

in Teach First represents value for money; and for the Teach First trainees and mengalydisem

in encouraging further reflection on how these findings can be used to support mehtaiihg.

discuss these implications in more detail in Chapter 11.
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Chapter 11 — Conclusions
Introduction

This thesis covered three distinct but related areas. First, | developed existing theooetedaloh

adult learning and mentoring to propose a conceptual framework for understanding the process of
mentoring a trainee teacher in a school, based on the analogy of a crucible. Secondly, taking this
framework as a structure for analysis, and considering the Teach First ITT programme @s a cas
study, | explored how the mentoring process is perceived by the different parties direxdtigd in

the triadic mentoring relationship: trainee teachers, HEI tutors and mentors. Thirdly, heoddta

from this exploration to analyse the notional, perceived and actual distinctiveness of the i&ach Fi

ITT programme in the context of the mentoring process.

In covering these areas, | have made two propositions based on the empirical data fesadhib r

which may be considered claims to knowledge. First, school-based mentoring in a partnership model
of ITT is based on a triadic relationship between trainee, mentor and supporters (rathbe than t
dyadic relationship typically articulated in the literature around ITT mentoring). Eacbigeantiin

this relationship has a unique perspective on the mentoring process. One implication ohthis is t
importance of the relationship between the HEI tutor and professional mentor for the effectiveness of
the mentoring process. Second, whilst there are some aspects of mentoring a Teach First trainee
which are distinctive from other ITT routes, there is no Teach First model or prograidme-
approach to mentoringRather, Teach First trainees’ mentoring experience depends on the
circumstances of each school and, as a consequence, the distinctiveness of the Teach First
programme, including its purpose and objectives, is attenuated by the mentoring . ptowess
implication of this is for the nascent identity construction of Teach First teachers, which may be little
different from teachers trained through other ITT routes whilst the Teach First progcamiineles

to attract enhanced levels of funding and political support.

In this chapter | will summarise my findings in each of these three areas; tomsider the
implications of these findings for key groups and present some recommendations for practice; | will
reflect on the research process, and how the changes to my circumstances affected this process; and |

will propose some areas requiring further study.

A conceptual framework for understanding the mentoring process

| propose a conceptual framework for understanding the process of mentoring a trainee Iteacher.
developed this framework from three sources: first, from a review of the policy tredds which
emphasised the importance of the school as the location for ITT within a partnership between
schools and HEI providers, whilst identifying various constraints and contradictions within thi
partnership model; second, from a review of the literature on theories of learning, pértaadisdtr

and professional learning theory, models of mentoring and the notion of architectural support for

mentoring; and third, from the data which emerged from my research, which led to an adjustment of
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my conceptual framework, emphasising the importance of human architecture within the mentoring

process.
Policy context

A review of policy trends in ITT in England since the 1970s demonstrated the increasingnuesfer

for teacher training to be located in schools on the basis that practice-based traifasgrooms is
believed to bea more important element in becoming an effective teacher than theoretical, research-
based learning delivered through HEI providers. This trend runs through periods of Conservative,
Labour and Coalition administraticand has beerarticulated through a ‘commonsense discourse’

and the language of political spectacle. It can be argued that this trend evolved from an ideological
framework which constructs teaching more as a craft than a profession, presenting thef future
teaching through a discourse which builds a workforce via free-market ideas and centodlotontr

ITT.

It has been apparent since at least 1991, however, that the capacity of the school sgsibratéo f
consistently high quality training was insufficient for a wholesale transfer of i@ schools
Therefore, policy trends converged around the model of a partnership between school and HEI
providers. An important element of this partnership was the requirement that schools should not only
be involved as locations for trainee teachers to engage in classroom practice, but also in the

planning, management and assessment of the ITT programme.

At each stage of this process, the responsibility for achieving the involvement of sohddlsaand

the accountability for the quality of the training provided was placed on HEI prevatier than
schools. Other practical concemith the partnership model have persisted, including the limited
funding available for schools, and yet the model of partnership has become embedded in the

landscape of ITT through a process of steady ideological accretion.

Most significantly, the increasing role of the school in ITT has been characteriseciglality of

quality in mentoring provision. This is a consequence of the lack of centrally-controlled frameworks
or systems to allocate, support and hold accountable school-based mentarngcongruous
phenomenon, given the attempts seen in this period to bring centrally-defined standardization and
complianceto the delivery of ITT. Periodically, for example in 1996 and again in 2010,
recommendations have been made to improve the consistency of school-based ITT through
programmes of mentor development, recognition and accreditation, enhanced funding and by
making schools involved in ITT accountable for the quality of the training provision.sBhbesi

have persisted throughout the 1990s and 2000s, and only in the 2012 iteration of the inspection

framework for ITT is there a detailed attempt to monitor the quality of school-based mentoring.
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Literature review

A review of the literature around theories of learning indicated that school-based mentotiegtcan
be conceptualised as a process of adult and work-based learning which is based largely (but not
entirely) upon cognitivist traditions of learning theory.

A range of cognitivist theories can be shown to have relevance to the process of mentageg trai
teachers. Schon defines learning as a process of self-actualisation, characterised by sequences of
reflectionin-action and reflection-on-action; this has relevance to the trainee teacher working within

a practice-based classroom environm&ntlb’s cycle of experiential learning places emphasis on
group-based learning; this reflects the social aspect of learning within the mentoring process, both

the relationship between trainee and mentor and in relation to the trainee’s setting within the
professional social setting of the schd&dookfield’s facilitative learning theory posits the learner as

a proactive, initiating individual requiring defined motives for learning; the suggested six ‘principles

of facilitation’, including mutual respect and collaborative spirit, reflect the importance of the
relationship between trainee and mentor for an effective mentoring process. Mezirow considered
learning as a process of attempting to bring meaning to novel experiences, leading to a
transformation of perspective, and the theories of cognitive dissonance articulated rfyeFestd

Daloz similarly see learning as a process of encountering challenges to one’s preconceptions and

adapting to those challenges; these propositions echo the experience of trainees learning to be a
teacher in a schoon environment they have previously only experienced and made seasa of

pupil. Finally, Knowles’ principles of andragogy required for effective adult learning, including self-
awareness, motivation, and willingness and orientation to learning, place the empikasschon

and Brookfield- on the trainee teacher as the primary initiator of the learning which takes place in

the mentoring process.

In the andragogic model of learning, the mentor acts as gateway and signpost to the self-directing
trainee’s learning; however, there remains a necessary secondary role as a content resource. As the

trainee teacher, particularly at the start of the training process, typically needs aof iopaotent
knowledge about teaching from established ‘expert’, the mentoring process cannot be considered

a purely constructivist procesBrookfield emphasises the need for a ‘facilitating educator’ in the

learning process and Daloz stresses the importance for challenge and dissonance to be balanced by
appropriate support. Therefore school-based mentoring can be considered as a cognitivist learning

process and the mentor as the ‘expert facilitator’ in this process.

The mentoring process also has resonance with other theories and models, including some elements
of behaviourist theories of learning. The most apparent examples of this are the formal assessment
structures for qualified teacher status which the mentoring process sits within; tactsréfie
behaviourist emphasis on learning having observable, measurable outcomes. Mentoring also
incorporates neo-behaviourist ideas of vicarious conditioning through the modelling of attitudes,

behaviour and beliefs that the mentor is expected to undertake within the mentoring process. This
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modelling can also be shown to draw from the situated and work-based theories of learning
developed by Lave and Wenger, and Eraut. Locating ITT in the practical context of the classroom,
where trainee teachers take a progressively greater role in the activity of the schookdl{sweith

the idea of learning taking place within a community of practice through a process of kegitima
peripheral participation. Through this process, and the related idea of professional socialization and
the reactive-deliberative learning postulated by Eraut, the identity construction of the teacies

takes place- and a related process of identity construction of the teacher-mentor has also been
proposedThis can be related to Bandura’s neo-behaviourist theory of social learning.

Models of mentoring and definitions of the mentor typically articulate a dyadic relatidretinpen

a novice and a more expert practitioner, although there is a divergence of meaning depending on the
field, purpose and the national context of the mentoring. In the field of mentoring foth&l T
majority of models reflect aspects of the cognitivist theoretical tradition, howeees temains
significant diversity betweethe details of the various models; for example, the interpretive model
proposed by Roelefs and Sanders is based on a multi-dimensional conceptualisation of teacher
competence (Roelefs & Sanders, 2007).

The notion of architecture

A significant element within mentorinig Cunningham’s notion of architecture for supporting the
mentoring process which extends the definition of mentoring beyond the simple dyadic mentor-
trainee relationship. This notion builds from ideas of situated learning and communities aepracti
recognising that learning does not take place in a vacuum and that a whole range of resources,
factors and contexts will influence the learning proceks dltimately rests on the ‘field theory of

learning’ proposed by Kurt Lewin in the 1920s. Cunningham’s architecture for mentoring refers to

the commitment to mentoring expressed by the institution where mentoring is takingirpliig;

context, the school hosting the trainee teacher. This commitment may be expressed through
resources, time allowances, the processes and systems to support effective mentoring, and/or an

explicit ethos demonstrating the value placed on the activity of mentoring.

When the current policy context of school-based mentoring is considered, particularly the
importance of the partnership between school and higher education provider, it is apparent that the
unit of an individual school cannot be considered as the sole setting of the mentoring. process
Therefore | propose that the features identified by Cunningham which relate to the school can be
considered as internal architecturéhe walls, colonnades and vaults; but of equal importance is the
external architecture the buttresses, trusses and bulwarksovided through partner HEIls. This
support may include frameworks, systems and individuals intended to develop the mentoring process

in schools.
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Mentoring as a triadic relationship

This notion of internal and external architectural support for mentoring developed from the review of
literature and policy; the model was further refined during the collection and aradlgsita It was
particularly apparent in the interviews with mentors that the relationship between school-based
mentors and HEI tutoris very important in supporting an effective mentoring process; mentors
spoke with particular strength and clarity on this point. Therefore | refined my conceptual
framework for mentoring, to include the role of human architecture as a feature afteatialiand
external architectural support for mentoring. The actions and attitude of individuals supporting the
mentoring process, and the relationship between these supporters and the mentor, trainee and each
other, were not only important but of greater significance to the effectiveness of theimgentor
process than any systems, frameworks or other resources deployed by schools or partnensnstituti
My data for this was drawn particularly from interviews with professional meatatfocused on

the relationship between this group and professional tutors, but the same principle can be

extrapolated to other individuals involved in the mentoring process.

From this, | propose the mentoring process to be best describedtr@dadi@ relationship
incorporating trainee, mentor and ‘supporter’ — this third role comprises multiple individuals, such as
professional mentors, senior teachers, HEI tutors, external mentors or other colleagues intlolved wi
the professional development of the trainee teachieese supporters all have a role to play and
some form of relationship with the trainee teacher and mentor; the roles they tgkbema
complementary or overlapping and they may have a relationship with each other and coordinate their

actions, or retain a confidential aspect.
The crucible

My conceptual framework for understanding the mentoring process therefore proposes that:
mentoring a trainee teacher in a school-based setting within a partnership context is a largely
cognitivist process edged with some behaviourist elements; that the mentor acts as an expert
facilitator leading the trainee through a process of self-directed learning and reflectionngrtvidi
support of their own knowledge and experience where appropriate; that the process involves the
trainee’s integration within the community of practice of both the individual school and the wider
profession, as part of a process of professional socialization and the identity constructien of t
teacher; that the mentoring process involves a wider field than the interactions between mentor and
trainee, incorporating a triadic relationship incorporating a range of supporters; and the actions and
relationships between these supporters are of particular importance in providing architectural support

for the mentoring process.

An imperfect but possibly useful analogy for the mentoring process is the crucible, to theflect

intensity of the experience of becoming a teacher and the substantial support it requireshevithin
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support of the crucible a mingling of raw materials takes place in an environment of greatcheat

pressure, ultimately leading to an outcome which is both creative and transformative.

Perceptions of the Teach First mentoring process

Teach First: case study of a distinctly differeht programme

I have outlined the origins of the Teach First programme and how it can be considered a ‘distinctly

different’ ITT programme. There are at least six features which can be considered distinctive: that
the programme has a central mission statement and recruits trainees with a particulatoprofile
achieve that mission; the six-week Summer Institute, which all recruits complete thefgrbegin
school-based training; the management structure of the programme which incorporates the actions
and traditions of diverse HEI providers within one programme and brand; the school placement
process which is conducted entirely by the Teach First organisation; the enhanced level of support
from HEI tutors for Teach First trainees during the training year; and the higher perpdgita

cost of the programme compared to other ITT routes.

Teach First is therefore conceptually somewhere between the mainstream HEI-led PGCE model of
ITT and employment-based routes like the GTP and School Direct, but with signifidartriies

from both. Unlike the GTP and School Direct, Teach First includes significant elementsHéd by
providers, both at the Summer Institute and throughout the initial training year. UrIGCE
programme, trainees are based in and employed by the schools in which they are training, and the
Teach First programme lacks the partnership requirements of a HEI-led PGCE. Schools have very
limited involvement in or influence over the programme; schools are not represerggibaal or

national management levels; mentors are not involved in the planning, delivery or assessment of t
Summer Institute training; schools are not involved in the selection or placement afrieedithey

will employ as unqualified teachers. The only direct interface between schools and TeaateFirst

regional ‘School Advisory Groups’ (SAGs), which are of questionable potency.

There is evidence that the Teach First ITT programme has a positive impact on pupil outcomes, and
that placing multiple Teach First trainees within a school can have a cumulative effect on this
impact. However, not all evidence of impact is compelling and is often either lacking statistical
significance or hedged with caveats. The Teach First programme has attracted a number of critiques,
andhas been accused variously of undermining the professionalism of teachers, perpetuating class
divisions, and of being poor value for money given the relatively low retention of thaseuits

within teaching beyond two years.

Mentoring within the Teach First programme has encountered the same issues relating tanglality
consistency as other ITT routes, and successive external and internal reports have identified t
variability in the trainees’ experience of mentoring as a persistent weakness of the programme. In
2010-2011 a pilot mentor recognition framework was launched across all Teach First regions, which

aimed to improve the quality and consistency of mentoring. The framework drew on earlier
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frameworks and projects and was based on a similar model to the Standards-based modglel of ITT
with mentors taking a reflective approach to their practice and producing evidence to place against a

list of pre-defined statements of competency to achieve one of three levels of recognition.

My methodological approach to this research was to treat the Teach First programme as a case study,
as it represented a particular teacher training programme within a bounded context, but with
resonance across the field of ITT. The methodological openness afforded by a case study approach
facilitated an examination of the mentoring process within Teach First at progressivelgveisr

of detail and the adoption of exploratory strategies, which allowed me to respond flexibly to
unexpected data and emergent themes. The data collection strategy involved multiple levels,
allowing an examination of the mentoring process at an organisational level via the programme
documentation, at a group level through the perspective of trainees, mentors and tutors, and at an

individual level via a series of interviews with a group of professional mentors.
Articulation of the mentoring process within Tedg€inst programme documentation

| examined the main and subsidiary documentation associated with the Teach First ITT programme,
with a focus on how the role of the mentor and the mentoring process was presented and conceived
in these documents and how this related to the proposed conceptual framework for the mentoring
process. | also looked at how the documentation outlined thetdtlie$’ role in supporting the

mentoring process and whether other sources of support for the mentoring process were referenced.

The model of mentoring presented in the Teach First documentation was clearly based on tognitivis
theoretical traditions; the role of the mentor was conceived as a facilitator of refleativing and

the trainee was considered to be responsible for their own learning. However, the documentation
also presented a heavily prescribed structure for the mentoring process, wittbyweedk
recommendations for the trainees’ learning. | suggested that this prescription was a result of both the
need for the programme to fit into the Standards-based model of ITT and also to manadetdhe ri

the programme and the trainees from any deficiencies in the school-based provision.

The role of the mentor incorporated the typical support-assessment duality; however there was no
indication in the documentation of how this tension should be resolved. The role of the nsntor w
not presented consistently in all of the various iterations of the programme documentation, and
overall there was a degree of incoherence between the school-led and HEI-led elements of the
programme; the trainees were not only responsible for managing and directing their own,learning
but also responsible for bringing a coherence to the different elements and ‘making sense’ of their

learning experience. This incoherence may lead to misunderstanding, misrepresentations and what
Lefton has called ‘cognitive shortcuts’ amongst the individuals involved in the mentoring process

(Lefton et al., 2000).

As described in these documents, the ItiEdr’s role is focused on quality assurance rather than

supporting the mentoring process directly; external architectural support is emphasised over internal
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(i.e. school-based) architectural support for the mentoring process, and there is limited reference to
the influence or role of others (apart from the tutor) that may support the mentoringspfties

may be a consequence of the HEI-based provenance of the documentation and the implicit hierarchy
in the relationship between HEI providers and schools within the Teach First ITT programme. The
documentation does not account for the role of communities of practice or professional socialization
within the mentoring process, as derived from situated and work-based theories of |édraing.

potential of these other agencies for supporting the mentoring process is therefore not exploited.
HEI tutors’ perceptions of the Teach First mentoring process

| explored the HEltutors’ perceptions of the Teach First mentoring process through a series of
surveys and focus group discussidhise data from the tutors indicated that there is no ‘Teach First

model’ of mentoring and that significant variation in the quality of mentoring persists between
regions, between schools and within schodlkerefore Teach First trainees’ experience of
mentoring is heavily dependent on the circumstances of the individual schools in which they are
placed. The tutors identified the importance of internal architectural support from the schogl, notin
that both sufficient time but also a sense of value in the activity was requirefefdivef mentoring

to take placeThe tutors felt that the typically ‘challenging’ nature of the schools that Teach First
works with creates a particular risk of deficiencies in mentoring provision, although sortteefel
proposed mentor recognition framework might help to develop internal architectural support for

mentoring.

There is also no clear Teach First modeldopportingmentoring. There was significant variation
between the tutors regarding their understanding of their own role in relation to the mentoring
process. In common with the suppastessment duality of the mentor’s role towards the trainee,

there was a split between supporting and developing the mentoring process, and monitoring and
having oversight of its quality and outcomes. Only some of the tutors felt that ther fea® part of

their role, and when mentioned in the focus group discussions it was often described in aspirational
terms. Nearly all tutors, however, felt that their role involved monitoring the quality of the mentoring
provision within a school, typically by speaking to the trainee involved and reviewing tlenewi

of mentoring activity within the Participant Journal. When discussing the recognioe\ork,

some tutors saw this as a useful mechanism for monitoring the quality of mentoring, and others felt it

could be used in a more supportive way to develop the mentoring process.

The strong emphasis on tutors having a momigorole runs counter to the role of the ‘supporter’

within the triadic relationship that forms the basis of my conceptual framework for understanding the
mentoring process; this would suggest that this feature of the Teach Finsttdt€lrole is working

against the effectiveness of the mentoring procass.aspect of the tutors’ role is an expression of

the hierarchical relationship between tutors and memtioddHEl providers and schools within the
Teach First ITT programme. In the focus group discussions there was some variation by region in

how clearly or reluctantly this issue was recognised by the tutors, but in all cases at least
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implicitly apparent. This hierarchy is a consequence of the structure of the contracts and sub-
contracts (and thus the loci of responsibility) developed for the delivery of the Teach First
programme; and ultimately, of the trend in ITT policy for progressively greater ¢eatical of

control and accountability of provision.

The suggestion in the programme documentation of a lack of coherence between the school-led and
HEI-led elements of the programmas strengthened by the tutors’ responses. A large minority felt

that achieving coordination between these elements was not part of their role. In the focus group
discussions the tutors explained that coherence was particularly difficult to achieve with the Teach
First programme, compared to other ITT routes. This was due to both the disproportibiggiely
turnover of mentors in Teach First sclwand the way trainees are placed in schools, which
involves limited input from either HEI provider or school. Questions relating t8Alt&s indicated

that tutors perceived this mechanism to have limited value in bringing coherence to the different
elements of the ITT programme.

Analysis of the variations in the responses suggested that the degree of experience of Teach First
(both for tutors and for schools) may be a factor in the quality and nature of theingeptocess

The tutors’ comments about the quality of mentoring provision often cited the schools’ level of
experience of Teach First as a factor. Tutors in regions which had greater experience of delivering
the Teach First programme seemed more likely to indicate that their role incorporatitiesatdiv
support or develop mentoring and bring coherence between the different elements of the programme;
to have a clearer understanding of the purpose and activity of regional SAGs; and also to express
more definitively their hierarchical position in relation to the schools they supported. dtid w
suggest that experience of the Teach First programme is a factor in how the programme is
conceptualised; however, this is only a tentative conclusion and further study would be required to

explore this fully.
Trainees’ perceptions of the Teach First mentoring process

My sources for exploring the Teach First trainees’ perceptions of the mentoring process were a
programme survey administered and partly analysed through the Teach First Data and Impact
department, and a focus group discussion with twelve trainee representatives. It is a cagset for

that | was not able, for various reasons discussed above, to access more detailed data from the Teach
First trainees; | would suggest that this could be an area for further study to ta&kelfsome of the

conclusions presented here.

In common with the HEI tutors, the trainees identified significant variation in thetyqudli
mentoring provision both between and within schools. There was also an indication that external
architectural support from the HEI tutorsand particularly the professional tuterwas valued
higher than the support provided by the mentors themselves. The trainees also identified the

importance of other colleagues within the school for supporting the mentoring process, which
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supports the role of the community of practice in the identity construction of the newr teatche

the place of situated learning theory within my conceptual framework for mentoring.

The most significant issue which emerged from the Teach First trainees was the conceptualisation of
the mentoring process, which was in many ways different from that of theahdamentor groups

andin some ways contradictory. For example, trainees felt that the role of theitdEshould be

entirely focused on monitoring the quality of the mentoring provision; however, the mentors’ role in

relation to the trainees should not involve significant oversight but focus instead on suppeiting t
professional development. Trainees felt that mentors should be required to meet minimum standards,
and when discussing deficiencies in mentoring provisiten blamed this on their mentors’ lack of
competence. Overall, the trainees in the focus group felt that they have a right to \& positi
mentoring experience and that funding for schools to support mentoring activities (wiligely |
nominal, cancelled out by the Teach First finder’s fee and rarely passed on to individual mentors)

should be contingent on their experience of mentamiegting specific quality measures. With the
frequent references to Standards, quality assurance and accountability, it is clear that the Teach First
trainees have taken on the symbolic language and commonsense discourse of recent polioy trends i
teacher training; this can be considered an example of ‘discursive colonisation’ (Mohanty, 1991). In

short, the Teach First trainees seero conceptualise the mentoring process in transactional terms;

they had monetized mentoring.
Mentors’ perceptions of the Teach First mentoring process

As with the HEI tutors and trainees, an exploration of the perception of Teach First mentors was
derived from a series of surveys and focus group discussions; in addition, however, | was able
draw from rich data generated by a series of interviews, where | focused my analysis on the
responses of the professional menta@tsross these sources I was able to draw out the mentors’
perception of the Teach First mentoring process through their apparent self-efficacy as thentors;
approaches taken within the school towards supporting the mentoring process and shaping the
trainees’ mentoring experience; and the perception of external (i.e. HEl-based) systems of support

for the mentoring process.

The majority of mentors placed great value on the role of mentor and many expressediinteres
achieving recognition or accreditation for their work, although the self-selecting nature of the
samples should be notedternal architectural support for mentoring was considered of particular
importance; two-thirds of the mentors responding felt that the role of subject mesutined more

than the one hour per week recommended in the programme documentation. Mentors cited the
additional responsibilities they undertook beyond the weekly meeting with the trainee, mcludin
lesson observations, planning and feedback and ‘informal mentoring’ throughout and beyond the

working week in school. This supports the conceptualisation of the mentoring process as a
phenomenon which goes beyond the formal mentoring session but encompasses a wider range of

interactions.
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In common with earlier studies of mentors’ conceptualisation of the mentoring process, it was

apparent that the mentors considered their experience as a classroom teacher and other practical
experience as the most important source of their mentoring skills. Mentors downplayed the
significance of external architectural systems in supporting mentoring. HEI-led trainingjwveasa
particularly low profile, with the structure and model of trainingoff-site, undifferentiated,
information-heavy and based on a knowledge transmission pedagogyoking criticism.

Data from the focus group discussions suggkstat schools, faced with this deficiency, prefer to
deployin-house approaches to mentor training and development. This leads to the atomisation of the
character of the Teach First mentoring process; as with the data from other areas, there wer
indications that there is no Teach First model of mentoring. The surveys indicated that Tetach Fi
mentor selection is ad hoc and based on the individual circumstances of each school. Mentors in the
focus groups reported a lack of coordination between the different elements of the programme and a
lack of awareness within schools of the operational details of the programme. Data from the
interviews with professional mentors made clear that there is a diversity of appr@kemewithin

schools to supporting the mering process and trainees’ professional learning.

As a consequence, there was a diminished sense of partnership between the schools and Teach First;
mentors didn’t identify with the Teach First mission or brand, and some regard Teach First as a

corporateother’ inhabiting a different ideological world.

Although many mentors were interested in gaining recognition and accreditation, this came with a
caveat that this should be based on their practical skills and their experience to date andveot invol
further study or ‘bureaucracy’. The majority of subject mentors who engaged with the pilot
recognition framework indicated that they had done so to gain recognition for the work they had
already done or were doing; only a minority were seeking to use it as a mechanism to develop
further skills as a mentoiThose who mentioned the recognition framework in the interviews

referred to it as a ‘box-ticking exercise’.

Almost in spite of this, however, those mentors who did engage with the recognition framework
reported that the process did encourage them to reflect on their practice as a mentor and to develop
new skills and approaches, which would suggest that effective mentoring is not derived entirely from
practical experience of the classroom but involves both trainee and mentor engaging in a cognitivist
process of reflection and learning. Data from the tutor open survey also indicated thdattoeny

felt that engagement with the recognition framework had led to an increase in mentors’ self-efficacy.

Although mentors tended to downplay the role of extesystems many emphasised the importance

of thdr relationship with HEI tutors for supporting the mentoring process. On the basis of this
evidence, | modified my conceptual framework to incorporate the rélewian architecture’ in the
mentoring process. Several mentors who had engaged with the pilot recognition framework

indicated that the process had improved and ‘sharpened’ the discussions they had with the HEI tutor,
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and the importance of the personal and empathetic relationship between professional tutors and
professional mentors came through very stroighjne interviews. It is clear that systems to support
the mentoring process are far more effective when mediated by human agency and relationships than

knowledge-transmission models of training or passive repositories of information.
Summary of perceptions and articulations of thechelirst mentoring process

The Teach First case study supports the conceptual framework initially proposed for understanding
the mentoring process, with one significant modification: the importanbfoleiman architecture’

in supporting that process. Considering all the data together, there is strong evidence to support the
proposition of the mentoring proceasa triadic relationship between mentor, trainee and supporter,
where the supporter role may involve multiple individuals including colleagues, HEI tutors and
external mentors. It is particularly clear that the mentoring process involves more than the
interactions between a mentor and a trainee during designated mentoring meetings. Ongoing
informal mentoring, the relationships and interactions between trainees and supporters and
supporters and mentgtae school’s community of practice and the professional socialization of the

trainee within that community, are all important elements of the mentoring process.

Whenthe evidence is considered separately, however, it is clear that considerable variation exists in
how the mentoring process is perceived, and this variation is greater than would be expected fr
the different provenance of the data. The role of the mentor and the tensions inherent in that role ar
not articulated consistently in the Teach First programme documentation; it is therefore singurpri

that each group and each individual display similar inconsistency in ahculation of the
mentoring process. Issues of power and hierarchy are appamneihe peculiar management and
organisational structures of the Teach First programme seem to diminish the partnevsbgnm bet
schools and HEI providers. Tutors, trainees and mentors all emphasised the importance of different
aspects and individuals involved in the mentoring process. There was clear divergence, both between
and within the different groupsf what their own and others’ role was in supporting the mentoring

process. It is apparent that there is not, and no attempt has been made to develop, a Teach First

model of mentoring, or for supporting and developing mentoring within the ITT programme.

| would suggest that by bringing my conceptual framework for mentoring together and examining
the state of play within the Teach First programme through the lens of that framéwoay be
possible for a more unified understanding of the mentoring process to develop amongst the various
groups involved in that process, and clarity over how it should be supported, to achieve greater

levels of consistency.
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The distinctiveness of Teach First within the mentoring process

Teach First is clearly a distinctiv& T programme, not only in its brand identity and explicit purpose

to achieve educational and social reform but also in many aspects of its structure, management and
operation. However, my research has shown that the nature of Teach First changes significantly
when perceived from within the context of the mentoring process; in some ways the déstesdi

of Teach First is attenuated in schools.

There is some reference within the programme documentation to the distinctive elements of the
Teach First ITT programme, such as the Summer Institute, but there is limited indicatitre that
mentoring process itself requires a distinctive approdédimen compared to the GTP programme
documentation the only notable difference in the conceptioneah#éntoring process is that Teach

First mentoring is far more prescribed in how it directs the focus of the weekly iscsusstween

mentor and trainee.

HEI tutors indicated that school’s level of familiarity with the Teach First programme was often a
factor in the quality of the mentoring provision. This would suggest that there is something
distinctive about mentoring Teach First trainees in schools. It is likely that thi®rs than an
awareness of the particular programme structure and requirements, as at least some trainees
indicated that their mentoring experience was positive despite their mentor having poor knowledge
of the requirements of the Teach First ITT programme. The most direct evidence for what is
distinctive about Teach First mentoring came from the trainees in their focus group discussi
where it was strongly argued that direct awareness and experience of the Teach First programme was
the best criteria for effectilye mentoring a Teach First trainee. Trainees felt that Teach First alumni,
even those who were newly-qualified teachers, would make more effective mentors than more

experienced teachers without personal experience of the Teach First ITT programme.

To some extent this testimony is weakened by the trainees’ lack of experience of mentoring and
teaching; there is a possibility that a solipsistic sentir&ntoloured the trainees’ judgement — that

only those that have been through the programme can appreciate the challenges and pressures a
Teach First trainee undergoes. This may be a result oédpet de corpsvhich is deliberately
engenderedduring the initial Summer Institute. This not an imaginary phenomenon; the
importance of théshared experience’ that the trainees articulated represents an expression of their

desire to smooth the process of professional socialization.

More significantly, there is evidence from the mentors themselves that the experience of mentoring
Teach First trainees has distinctive elements. In the data from surveys, focus groupodseunsbi
interviews, mentors made reference to two aspects of mentoring Teach First trainees which were
different from mentoring trainees on other ITT programmes: first, the greater intefsihe
programme and higher expectations for success and impact placed upon the trainees (some of which

were generated by the trainees themselves); secondly, the typical profile of Teachif&sstrit
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was felt that these aspects created additional challenges for mentoring Teach First trainees, for
example the need to be sensitive to the pressures traineeantiite need for a more enhanced
approach, involvingsomething on top” of the approach taken with other trainee teachers. However,

whilst the mentors recognised that mentoring Teach First trainees required modifiattbns
allowances to be made to their practice, they did not genexally with the trainees’ view that

direct experience of Teach First was the best qualifier for mentoring Teach First trainees; there was a
clear indication from mentors that the experience of Teach First trainees themselves was
conceptually no different from that of any trainee teacher.

As a consequence of the lack of coordination between the school-based element of the programme
andthose led by HEI providers and Teach First, schools did not identify strongly with the Teach
First brand or its mission; mentors commented that the mission espoused by the progesnme w
something that they do anyway as teachers, ‘regardless of Teach First’. Mentors’ attitudes towards

Teach First can be described as ambivalent in general, with the aspects of the prograntme that t
have less involvement in or control over, such as the Summer Institute, the placeirsntes and

their retention subject to particular criticism. It should be noted, however, that thetynajori
mentors involved made many positive comments about the qualities of the Teach First ITT
programme and the impact of the trainees in school.

The diversity of approaches taken in schools towards mentoring Teach First trainees and to
supporting the mentoring process was particularly apparent. The structures, resources, ethos, context
and circumstances of each school shaped the approaches taken; the centrality of the school to the
mentoring process was very clear. There is no Teach First model for mentoring and in some cases
mentors felt that their own school-based approach was actually a necessary corrective to the Teach
First programme, particularly when trainees first arrived in school after the &uimstitute.

Indeed, mentors commented that they would not want to lose this independence of approach when
mentoring trainee teachers in their school, as they have a responsibility to the leathengugdils

taught by the trainees.

The weight and nature of the evidence suggests that the community of practice encompassed by the
school in which they are placed is more important in the identity construction of Teadhakieses

than any Teach First-specific identity esprit de corpsand the distinctiveness of the Teach First
programme becomes increasingly attenuated in the school-based mentoring process. It further
suggests that the professional identity of Teach First teachers will be as variable as the
circumstances, contexts, ethea and approaches to mentoring they encounter in schools. This is not a
qualitatively negative condition; the same outcome would be expected from any ITT programme
which was largely school-based. This suggestion resonates with the conceptual framework for
mentoring proposed above, which emphasises the importance of the mentoring process in the forging

of new teachefgrofessional character and identity.
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Implications and recommendations for practice

The empirical findings from this research present a variety of implications for a ramggeups
involved in ITT. In this section | will outline these implications and the recommendations for

practice that flow from them for each of these groups in turn.
The mentoring triad

One of the central findings has been a framework for understanding the mentoring process which
emphasises the importance of a triadic relationship between trainee, mentor and supporters. This
framework has direct implications for the practice of those undertaking these roles. In,ggheral
parts of the triad need to have an appreciation of the framework as outlined here and understand their
own role and responsibilities in ensuring the effectiveness of the mentoring processtiésl adao

need to understand the importance of the otherte within the triad, their perspective and

responsibilities, and how it varies from their own.

For example, mentors should have an appreciation that their emedspert facilitator’, involving

the sharing of specialist knowledge and experience as well as encouraging the self-directed learni
of the trainee; mentors may also consider how the behaviour and attitude they project supports the
trainee’s professional development througticarious conditioning’. Trainees need to appreciate the
importance of challenge in an effective mentoring process and the need to undergo periods of
dissonance which may be cognitively uncomfortable. Trainees should also understand that the
effectiveness of mentoring relies in large part upon their orientation to learning and Fiesaich
trainees in particular should be aware that becoming a teacher inegbregressive process of
legitimate peripheral participation within a community of practice. In addition to theaform
mechanisms of support, trainees should exploit the benefit offered by supporters and personal allies
as they undergo the process of socialization into the profession. HEI tutors supporting the mentoring
process should acknowledge the importance of the human element in the mentoring process and the
primacy of relationships over systems, frameworks and processes intended toitaspuagity.

Tutors need to be clear, both collectively and individually, of the parameters of theiin role
supporting and developing the mentoring process alongside the need to act in a monitoring capacity.
Both mentors and HEI tutors need to consider how they will manage the support/assessment duality
of their roles: for the mentors, with respect to the trainees; and for the tutdrgespect to the
mentors. A possible resolution in both cases may be the identification and deployment of an external
mentor, isolated from systems of hierarchy, management and assessment, to provide theesupporti

and guiding elements of the mentoring role.
ITT programme managers

Those involved in overseeing and managing ITT programmes in England, whether based in schools
or HEI providers, should be aware of the tendency for ITT to be increasingly located in schools.

Policy trends suggest that it is extremely unlikely for this tendency to change inutee therefore
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programme managers need to consider the implications for the teaching profession of a largely or
wholly school-based ITT model. In particular, they should consider the kind of teacher
professionalism that is aspired to, and how this is to be achieved through school-based ITT. This
research shows that a diversity of approaches to both ITT and CPD exists between schools, and that
attempts to bring uniformity to these approaches through programme-wide frameworks have not
proved effective. Programme managers should acknowledge these trends and this diversity, rather
than attempting to control or eliminate them. They should develop approaches whidh teeplo
merits of this diversity. This research has shown that some schools have developed exdellent an
innovative approaches to supporting, developing and training teachers; the culture within these
schools needs to be exploited and shared. In particular, programme managereshande the
involvement of schools in the selection, induction and training of mentors; this research suggests that
schoolto-school models of mentor support and development may be preferable to those led by HEI
providers. Finally, programme leaders should consider how coherence between HEI-led and school-
led elements of ITT programmes should be achieved, and who is responsible for achieving this
coherence. This research has shown that, in Teach First, the bridging of the different elements of the
programme is often left to individual trainees in a manner which is perhaps not deliberate or

altogether satisfactory.
System leaders

There are a number of implications for those overseeing teacher recruitment and development in
England at a national level, including the Department for Education, NCTL and Ofsted. These focus
on how the transition to school-led ITT and CPD can be managed most effectively. Hirstly, t
research has shown that not only is there a diversity of approaches to mentoring amangst diff
schools, but that significant variability in quality is a persistent feature of mentprawsion

System leaders should seek to build and support the capacity of the school system te Fagiiitat

quality mentoring on a national scale. There are a number of possible approachevitarégsl
long-standing challenge. This research has shown that mentors in schools perceive there to be a
deficiency of time and resources available for mentoring in schools. Allocating additional ftonding
schools for mentoring is probably necessary but may not, by itself, repeesemiplete solution.

System leaders should also seek to share and propagate those cultures of excellence in ITT and CPD
which already exist in schools; the obvious vehicle for this is the network of Teaching Scheols. T
shift to a school-led model of ITT creates the tendency for a diversity of approadeslap,and

the devolution of needs and initiatives to the level of individual schools; to counter this tendency, the
community of Teaching Schools needs to be made awadts refsponsibility to national priorities.

When considering the number and specialism of teachers to recruit for school-based ITT, these
schools need to look further than their own immediate staffing needs. Concerns about therallocat
and supply of teachers with particular subject specialisms through the School Direct route have been
already been expressed (Ward, 2013); this is arguably the result of individual schools redponding

their own needs rather than having a national view. System leaders should therefore consider how

187



Teaching Schools could develop this awareness and responsibility, perhaps by devolving the
allocation of training faces to a ‘parliament’ of Teaching School leaders mediated by the NCTL, or

assigning this role to the recently-proposed College of Teaching (PTI, 2014).

The other important consideration for system leaders is the question of power within Fsach F
Whilst school-based mentoring is increasingly important in ITT in England, schools remain
relatively distant from the centres of power in the Teach First programme and atsahie
concomitant responsibility for its quality. This is a result of the structuring of ctsfaagrovision

of ITT and the manner in which funding flows from government. Funds are passed to Teach First
and then distributed via sub-contracts to a number of HEI providers; the money receiveddis/ sc

is negligible and does not reflect the growing importance of schools’ role in the ITT programme.
Patterns of accountability follow the same structure; whereas Teach First and the indiNdual
providers are subject to Ofsted inspection to assure the quality of ITT provision,ssah®aiot
directly responsible for the quality of mentoring experienced by Teach First trainees. iAdiisr,

as in other contexts, is inextricably linked to the patterns of patronage and duty; it is finite in volume,

tends to accumulate and moves like an incompressible fluid:

‘Power [flows] through the system, concentrating at different points... we can speak of a kind of
“hydraulics of power”, in which the waxing of one node in the system produced the waning of

others’ (Clark, 2013, p.189).

To redistribute this accumulation of power more appropriately, system leaders could allocate
funding directly to schools upon the placement of Teach First trainees; these funds, as with School
Direct, would need to be sufficient for both the effective provisiom-aichool mentoring, and to
buy-in support froniTeach First-accredited’ HEI providers. Schools would then have greater power
within the ITT process and would be held directly responsible for the quality of school-based
mentoring. This would lead to developments in both the quality and consistency of the mentoring
provision, improving the equity of Teach First traineegerience and improving outcomes in the
classroom. The abbreviated funding received by Teach First itself would be reserved specifically for
management and support of the national programme, removing the need to inefficiently distribute
funds down through the programme structure via a series of service contracts carryingiv&uicces

management fees, overheads and VAT charges.
Teach First

It is apparent that the distinctiveness of the Teach First programme can be attenuated within the
context of school-based mentoring. Teach First trainees are imbued veifipréinde corpshrowgh

the initial Summer Institute and caran identity into schools at the start of their initial training

period. This research suggests that the inherent sense of mission and personal ambition carried
within this identity can create and exacerbate undue tensions and pressures when trainees are placed
in schools mentors often do not identify with Teach First in the same way and can consider the

expectations that trainees place on themselves to be unrealistic.
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Teach First should therefore consider the role of schools within the programme; to britigat

with other partnership-based ITT programmes, more should be done to involve school
representatives in the management and operation of the Teach First ITT programme. Mentors and
other school staffhould have a greater role in the initial Summer Institute and schools should play a
more direct role in the recruitment and placement of Teach First trainees. For exampléndollow
eachinitial Assessment Day for prospective trainee teachers, Teach First could presenbf pool
potential trainees, for which individual schools would then bid in an auction-style placement
process.

In addition, Teach First should consider whers iappropriate to imbue trainees with a distinctive
Teach First identity; whether encouragiag ambition achieve high and immediate impact in the
classroom in pursuit of the Teach First mission is a necessary or helpful element ifatighe
training period. This research has demonstrated that a diversity of approaches to mentoring exists i
Teach First schools; that mentors are ambivalent to the Teach First prograndtiegt the Teach

First brand becomes attenuated in schools. Rather than compete with, attempt to controtha deny
existence of these phenomena, Teach First should exploit them to develop the ITT programme to a
new level of maturation whilst retaining its distinctive character and purpose. First, Higsich
should work with HEIl-based programme managers and system leaders to propagate the best
elements of school-based ITT in England, as described above, across the Teach First programme.
Secondly, the introduction of Teach First-specific goals and expectations should be delayed until
after trainees have overcome the not insignificant challenges of becoming an effective classroom
practitioner in a challenging environment. Large and expensive national and regional Summer
Institute events should be replaced with short periods of local induction led by schools and mentors,
mediated through groups of schools aligned for teacher development (e.g. Teaching School
alliances, academy chains, Science Learning Partnerships, SCITTs) and supported by HEI providers.
Trainees would gain direct and relevant understanding of the school and local context in which they
are to work; trainees would then complete their initial training period, without additjanell
arguably unrealistic) expectations to achieve transformative outcomes placed upon them. These
expectations would be introduced through a slimmed-down Summer Institute facilitated by Teach
First Ambassadors and LDOs at the end of the ITT programme. After achieving qualificeeicim

First teachers would have a thorough grounding in classroom practice from which to develop further;
the NQT vyear is perhaps a more appropriate period for a distinctive Teach First idety to

inculcated and the mission to address educational disadvantage emphasised.
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Reflections on the research process

The liabilities of insider research; the benefitexclusion

As discussed in Chapter 5, I initially benefitted from ‘insider’ status in developing and undertaking
this research; midway through the research process my professional circumstances changed and |
ceased working within the Teach First programme. In this section | will reflect on the implications of

this transition for the outcomes of my research.

In both developing and administering the data collection tools for my research, | benefited from the
enhanced levels of access and acceptance of the insider; as a part of the management structure | was
a familiar face, particularly to the tutors working at the HEI providers associated edtih Firstl

was aware of the communication protocols, which administrative teams to contact to request data
necessary to distribute my surveys.an insider I knew ‘how far favours can be pressed... what the

power structures and the moral mazes and subtexts aérifpany are... what taboos to avoid, what

shibboleths to mumble and bureaucrats to placate’ (Hannabus, 2000, p.103).

It is possible that my position within the Teach First organisation engendered greatéermmfi

from the focus groups and from those being interviewed; their perception of my understanding and
empathy (which is particularly apparent when reviewing interview transcripis: almost
unconscious interstitial comments shawunderstanding and acceptance of what was being said)
may have helped facilitate the research proaesencouraged greater openness, generating richer
data than otherwise.

As discussed in Chapter 5, however, the status of insider can lead to myopia and ethical tensions. |
felt this tension as | attempted to balance my role supporting Teach First with mgpgnegearch.

The period when | worked with Teach First was bracketed by Ofsted scrutiny of the ITT programme
my role was initially created in response to the recommendations of the 2008 Ofsted review of Teach
First, to improve the support for school-based mentors. The role and its objectives were dacused
the anticipated Ofsted inspection of Teach First in the summer of 2011. The role itselrwas v
pragmatic, working to develop functional resources (a website, and later a mentor recognition
framework) which could be shown to be supporting the practice of Teach First mentors, thus
meeting earlier Ofsted recommendations. The website was built around a core of practidakactivit
and advice for mentors supporting trainee teaglieshiould be noted that maintenance of the site
was discontinued in 201and it was taken offline in 2013 (CCCU, 2008). The recognition
framework was structured in a very similar way to the Standards for Qualified Teacher Status, with a
series of statements of competency against which evidence should be provided (Teach First NITTP
& LIMU, 2010).

The initial focus of my research was to consider what impact these interventions wegedmathe
practice and skills of Teach First mentors. To establish a baseline, | reviewed the current state of

mentoring provision across the programmel concluded that this variability ‘represented a

190



potential lack of equity in the Teach First participants’ experience’ (Cameron, 2011, p.2). It became
increasingly apparent how little Teach First mentors were engaging with the new supporting
resources and how limited their impact was, as shown above. This finding was interesting and
suggestd that ‘the introduction of formal support mechanisms... [are] inimical to notions of
support and professional development’ (Hobson & Ashby, 2012, pp.178-79). In the research papers |
wrote in this period | felt an implicit pressure to present my data in awkah highlighted te
positive impact that the functional interventions | had overseen had made to the practeetof T

First mentors.

The change in my professional circumstances in August 2011 was a stressful and negative
experience; professional insecurity can affect confidence and leave lasting psychological strains
(Stokes & Cochrane, 1984; Dekker & Schaufeli, 1995). Leading up to this transition | was aware of
the challenge it would present to my ongoing research. | was concerned about whether becoming a
Teach First‘outsider’ would limit my access to the groups I needed to continue my researcth.
wondered whether | would be perceived in a different way by these groups. | doubted tyyaabili

find the space to complete my research alongside new and unrelated professional responsibilities.

This last point, the most pragmatic, was perhaps the most significant; it took seestias to find

my feet again and re-immerse myself in the research process. However, with kxegehat this
break camean opportunity to reflect openly and honestly on how my position as practitioner-
researcher influenced my work. | feel more awareness of these influences than | did whdst |
working with Teach First; the twin benefits of distance and hindsight brought clarity and helped to

overcome the myopia of the insider.

Additionally, | remaired in some ways an insider, in a way that is more important than being
employed to work with Teach First. | did not felt particularly hampered in settimgdijgonducting

the interviews with the Teach First mentors, despite no longer working with Teach Fétsinla

social and cultural alignment with those | interviewed. When they were invited tcigsg in the
research, the mentors were given an outline of my past and current role and my status as a PhD
student. | presented myself to the mentors as experienced within the education sector and with a
shared frame of reference, shared values and a shared terminology. When considered in these terms
it is apparent that, to those mentors who responded to my invitation, | ezhaaifinsider’. This

may be because the schools and mentors associated with Teach First do not identify thentiselves wi
the programme or its institutions in the same way that trainees and tutors do. Thatiomek

loyalty is to their school, and Teach First is one of a number of training routes \Whichmay

engage with.

Nearly all of the mentors who responded were professional mentors rather than subject mentors
This may indicate that more senior professional mentors tended to feel more aligned ndttiothe
of my research. Several mentors mentioned that they had themselves undertaken advanced studies in

education, at masters or doctoral level. The transcripts of the interviews show thivisieand
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interviewee recognised in each other a common ‘cultural capital’ (Bourdieu, 1986), which
established mutual credibility and ‘smoothed’ the process of ‘constructing knowledge relative... to a

cultural code, and to a personal biography.” (Eisner, 1992, p.14)
Areas for further study

There are a number of areas which | either did not have the capacity to explore in more tepth wi

the constraints of this research, or which emerged from the findings as possible continuations of this
work. It would have been useful to have been able to undertake a closer examination of the trainees,
both as a group and at the individual level, and explore their identity construction ionredathe

Teach First model of the teacher. It may be useful to expand the research beyond thaiimitigl

year and consider the outcomes of the mentoring process for trainees in subsequent years as they
undergo the Teach First Leadership Development programme and embark into their early career as

teachers or beyond the classroom.

| would also have preferred, with more time and resource, to have had the opportunitgcto col
more data in relation to the regional variations in perceptions, particularly between the different
groups of HEI tutors, and explore the possible reasons behind this variation. With my change in
professional circumstances this was not possible; similarly, it was not possible to éntegratest
changes and developments within the Teach First programme, including those relating to

programme-wide support for mentoring, since 2012-13.

Finally, if 1 was to take this research further, | would look primarily to appl/ ¢onceptual
framework | have developed to perceptions of and approaches to mentoring in the context of other
ITT programmes, particularly school-based programmes in England such as the expanding School
Direct route, but also in the other constituent nations of the UK, and beyond the UK, to bring an
international comparative element to the conceptual framework. Through this wider approach, |

would hope to both refine and strengthen the framework that | have developed here.

Final thoughts: fundamental forces

The raw materials may have a distinctive profile, but each Teach First trainegpeitience one of
a multiplicity of crucibles, therefore producing variation in outcomes and diversity in the trainees’

conceptualisation of teaching.

Countering this dispersive force is the convergent pressure of the Teach First Leadership
Development programme and the alumni Ambassador programnedther of which were the
subject of this study. Towards the end of the initial training year trainees retusedorad (shorter)
Summer Institute, intended to develop the common identity and purpose of the Teach First cohort. It
would be interesting to explore which of these forces is more prevalent for individual Tiesich F

teachers as they progress through their career, both within and beyond teaching.
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An illustrative analogy can be found in particle physics. The nucleus of an atom may contain
multiple protons, each of which carries an electrostatic charge which tends to drive the protons apart
from each other. Atomic nuclei are generally stable, as a bingirang nucledrforce overcomes

the effect of electrostatic forces over very small (sub-atomic) ranges. Howeregtomic nucleus
becomes particularly large, the cumulative effect of the electrostatic force within the nuteus c
overcome the strong nuclear force, leading to atomic instability and disintegration.

As the Teach First programme grows and the sources of diversity (schools, regions, HEI providers
and successive cohsjtincrease, the risk grows that a coherent Teach First identity will be
diminishedand the programme’s unique purpose begin to disintegrate. The long-term risk to the
Teach First programme is that, as a result of its success, it will expand to the peistits/
distinctive nature is lost and it becom@sst anotheroute into teaching’; in these circumstances the
programme’s unique and privileged position in policy discourse, and the value for money it

represents to the public purse, may become increasingly difficult to defend.
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Appendices

1. Teach First Mentor Recognition Framework: performance criteria

Developing Mentor

1.

2
3.
4

o

8.
9.

Have a working knowledge of the Qualified Teacher Status (QTS) Standards
Know the Key Requirements of the Teach First Initial Teacher Training Programme
Complete the appropriate documentation

Understand the principles of partnership and liaise effectively with the RTP [Regional
Training Provider]

Recognise and fulfil the dual aspects of the mentoring-relgport and assessment
Plan and implement a training programme, with attention to the Subject Knowledge Audit
Assess participants [Teach First trainees] by:

a. Undertaking analytical lesson observations and giving formative feedback;

b. Using a range of evidence, in relation to the Standards for QTS;

c. Supporting participants in setting appropriate targets;

d. Using assessment procedures confidently and consistently to support progression.
Understand the needs of adult learners

Understand how to facilitate participants’ self-evaluation and reflection

10. Engage with and help to resolve sensitive issues with participants

11. Be able to reflect critically on their own and others’ practice for professional development

Effective Mentor

1.
2.

9.

Have a thorough knowledge of the Qualified Teacher Status (QTS) Standards

Be involved in the management of Initial Teacher Training (ITT) within the
department/school

Provide an induction programme for participants in school

Liaise with other colleagues (including other professionals) to support development of the
participants’ subject and pedagogical knowledge for teaching

Facilitate the value of mentoring in Continuing Professional Development (CPD)

Ensure that assessment procedures are confidently and consistently carried out to ensure
progression and continuity, via observation and scrutiny of participants’ documentation

Moderate participants within own school

Implement effective moderation and Quality Assurance (QA) procedures as required by the
partnership

Understand the needs of adult learners and managing other adults

10. Be willing to contribute to the development of the school/RTP/Teach First partnership

11. Commitment to ensure a secure environment for the participant to engage in risk taking

12. Understand how to facilitate participants’ self-evaluation and reflection
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Advanced Mentor

© ® N o

11.
12.

Ensure participants are working with good role models in school

Demonstrate a willingness to work alongside others to enhance knowledge and skills
(Partnership development)

Evidence of achievement as Lead Mentor/ITT Coordinator that meets framework standards

Contribute to mentoring colleagues within and beyond school. An ability to provide
constructive support and guidance

Supportive approach towards CPD of colleagues in respect of SIP [School Improvement
Plan]

Commitment to work beyond the classroom context
Ensure the effective Quality Assurance (QA) process
Secure knowledge of participant development process, routes and phases of training

Be involved as a lead trainer or in training new mentors within their own/other schools

. Evaluate and confidently implement any necessary changes through liaison with Regional

Training Provider (RTP)
Commitment to sharing good practice with wider professional bodies

Representation on committees and consultative groups and professional bodies i.e.
participation in programme development
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2. Structured Tutor Survey

Questions

1.

Select your Teach First region:

East Midlands (EM)
London (LON)

North West (NW)
West Midlands (WM)
Yorkshire (YH)

. How long have you been involved with Teach First (in any capacity)?

Less than one year
Between 1-2 years
2-4 years
4-8 years

. Select your role:

Primary tutor (PRI)

Secondary subject tutor (ST)

Secondary professional tutor (PT)

Secondary subject and professional tutor (SPT)

How many schools have you been allocated this academic year?

. For each school please rate the quality of the school-based training provided by mentors.

Comment further if required.

Excellent (1)
Good (2)
Satisfactory (3)
Inconsistent (4)
Poor (5)

. How has the quality of school-based training changed over the period of your involvement with

Teach First?

®cooo

—h

g.

. When you visit Teach First schools, how often do you...?
a.

check the mentor’s comments in the participant’s Journal, as evidence of the quality of

training provided

conduct a joint observation of the participant’s teaching with their mentor

discuss the content of the school-based training programme with the professional/lead mentor
work with the subject/classroom mentor to develop their mentoring skills and practice

discuss how the school-based training programme can support: the SKA [Subject Knowledge
Audit]; your subject knowledge development days; the written assignments

seek the participant’s perception of the quality of the school-based training provision

conduct a joint visit with the Teach First Leadership Development Officer (LDO) to co-
ordinate the training and support provided by school mentors, HEI tutors and Teach First.

. How engaged are schools with the regional School Advisory Groups?

Low
Medium
High

Don’t Know
Other

. What do you understand to be the objectives of the regional School Advisory Groups?
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Summary of responses to Question 7

Results are differentiated by region, and include p-values from sivecdsnary logistic regression

analyses. Significant results are highlighted.

Tutor's’ engagement Region
with activity:
EM LON NW WM YH TOTAL

a No 1 0 0 2 2 5
Yes 7 27 6 14 8 62
% +ve 87.5 100 100 87.5 80.0 92.5
p-value 0.570 0.998 0.999 0.390 0.128

b No 0 1 1 2 2 6
Yes 8 26 5 14 8 61
% +ve 100 96.3 83.3 87.5 80.0 91.0
p-value 0.999 0.244 0.498 0.573 0.205

c No 1 3 1 7 0 12
Yes 7 24 5 9 10 55
% +ve 87.5 88.9 83.3 56.3 100 82.1
p-value 0.673 0.242 0.934 0.004 0.999

d No 3 7 3 11 5 29
Yes 5 20 3 5 5 38
% +ve 62.5 74.1 50.0 31.2 50.0 56.7
p-value 0.726 0.021 0.729 0.023 0.643

e No 1 6 1 12 3 23
Yes 7 21 5 4 7 44
% +ve 87.5 77.8 83.3 25.0 70.0 65.7
p-value 0.196 0.091 0.358 0.000 0.735

f No 0 0 1 1 0 2
Yes 8 27 5 15 10 65
% +ve 100 100 83.3 93.8 100 97.0
p-value 0.999 0.998 0.095 0.405 0.999

g No 1 10 2 8 8 29
Yes 7 17 4 8 2 38
% +ve 87.5 63.0 66.7 50.0 20.0 56.7
p-value 0.094 0.398 0.609 0.535 0.021
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3. Open Tutor Survey

Questions

1. Please select your Teach First region.
e East Midlands (EM)
e London (LON)
e North West (NW)
e West Midlands (WM)
e Yorkshire (YH)
2. What in your view have been the strengths and the challenges of implementing the mentor
recognition process?
3. What has been the impact of the mentor recognition process on the mentors that have
engaged in the programme?
4. What has been the impact of the mentor recognition process on the relationship between the
HEI tutor and the professional/subject mentor?
5. How do you see the mentor recognition process being integrated into your regional
mentoring strategy?
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4. Structured Trainee Survey

Summary of results

Please rate the support you have received in your school from the fglloRinfessional Mentor (PM):
This is the colleague in your school who has overall responsibility for TeestHParticipants and meets
with you periodically Subject Mentor (SM): This is the colleague in your department who meéts wi
you weekly Primary participants should respond only to questions relating to tioé&spional mentor.

Answer Options % Strongly % % % % %
Agree/Agree | Strongly | Agree | Neutral | Disagree | Strongly
Agree disagree

Response
Count

My PM was readily| 66 31 35 15 13 6
available for
support

270

Meetings with my | 57 25 32 19 13 11
PM were focused
and supportive

269

My SM met with 66 42 24 9 14 11
me on a weekly
basis

261

Meetings with my | 68 38 30 14 11 7
SM were focused
and supportive

263

My SM was well 44 22 23 19 24 12
informed about the
programme
requirements

263

The written 70 32 38 17 8 5
feedback and

targets from my
SM were useful

263

Professional 69 28 41 19 9 3
development
opportunities
provided were
regular

268

Professional 67 23 45 22 7 3
development
opportunities
provided were
valuable

269

Regular 54 20 34 22 17 7
opportunities were
provided to observe
models of good
practice

270

The staff generally | 87 52 36 8 3 1
are approachable
and supportive

270

If you have disagreed or strongly disagreed with any of tbeealplease tell us why:

126

answered question

270

skipped question

32
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Summary of qualitative response®rofessional and Subject Mentor
Of the 126 who elaborated on their responses:

32 (12%) found their SM had little or no knowledge of Teach First or whaiewgected.

18 (7%) found their PM too busy/unavailable or unwell to meet with them

16 (6%) said their PM was unapproachable/unhelpful or a bully.

11 (4%) reported that their SM was unapproachable/unhelpful or a bully.

10 (4%) participants said their SM was too busy or unavailable to meeheith(3%).

8 (3%) had not had regular meetings with their PM (this figure iadhHigher if combined with
the 18 that said their PM was too busy/unavailable or unwell to meet witt).th

Please rate the training you received from the following individuals Wwihin your individual initial
teacher training provider Professional Tutor (PT): This is the Universityr responsible for supporting
you in school through regular (usually fortnightly) visits, #iating with school personnel to provide
programme of professional development for Teach First particigamigect Tutor (ST): This is the
University Tutor responsible for providing your six subject trairdags, subject-specific guidance whe
needed, and for visiting your classroom to conduct observationsligatly throughout the year.

Answer Options Strongly Strongly | Agree | Neutral | Disagree | Strongly | Count
Agree/Agree | Agree disagree

My PT is easy to contaq 94 62 32 5 1 0 269

My PT supported me in| 93 61 32 4 2 1 269
being an effective
practitioner

The written feedback 89 52 37 8 2 1 266
and targets from my PT
are useful

The journal is useful for| 51 14 37 30 13 6 269
recording my progress

My ST helped develop | 75 37 37 15 9 1 267
my subject knowledge

Subiject training days 78 34 43 14 6 3 268
have been focused and
useful

Subject support 67 22 45 19 9 5 265
documentation/guidanc
is clear and helpful

| received adequate 75 25 50 19 4 1 267
support, guidance, and
access to materials and
resources to enable me
to complete the PGCE

and achieve QTS

Please give any other comments/suggestions on university training below: 86
answered question 269
skipped question 33
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Summary of qualitative responseg/niversity Training
Of the 86 participants who commented or made suggestions on university training:

10 (4%) felt that the reading materials and access to them were disecgand/or difficult to
find.

9 (3%) participants struggled with their essays, either through vagueoairggtiwriting to a
Masters level or writing the actual essay.

8 (3%) participants thought they had unclear information about what was expéttedh and/or
what they had to do with university training.

8 (3%) enjoyed the subject study days and commended them.

7 (3%) felt the subject study days were disappointing or ineffectual.
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5. Trainee Focus Group

Questions for discussion

1. What should Teach First participants expect from their subject and professional mentors
during the first (training) year?

2. Are there any areas or issues where you feel Teach First mentors could be more effective?

3. What can the programme do better, or differently, to support and develop good mentoring in
Teach First schools?

SPLIC Summit - agenda

L ocation: Teach First West Midlands OfficBt George House, Hill Street, Birmingham, B5 4AN
Date: Saturday 5th March, 2011

Time: 12.00 - 3.30pm

Agenda

1. Attendance and Apologiesfor absence

2. Action Pointsfrom last meeting

3. Leader ship Development Programme 2012 Refresh

To consult on a new curriculum thread: Journey Of Leadership
To gain participant input on 4 phases of the leadership journey and how we can better support them
to support themselves as leaders

4. Expansion

How attractive did you find the region you were assigned to before relocating? How do you feel
about it now?

Do you feel that you get an experience similar to those in other region? If not, in aysatveuld

you like the experience to change?

If you could be in any region in UK, including ones not currently served, which one would it be
Why?

5. Survey Results Feedback
6. Online Portal

What functions should be on the portal?

Content- are the things on ParticipantNet interesting or not? What would you like to see?

How do you want to connect with ambassadors/ what connections do you want to make? (Potential
search functions on a directory)

Do you want discussion forums online? If so, what types of things would you discussvand ho
would you want to discuss it?

7. Mentor Support

Feedback to David Cameron (Associate Director, MentorifNyTTP) regarding the effectiveness
of mentor support and areas for improvement.
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8. Communications Plan

What information do participants need to know/ would like to know on a montienth basis
during the academic year?

9. AOB

10. Summit Moving Forward

Post-focus group communication

From: Cameron, David (david.cameron@canterbury.ac.uk)
Sent: 07 March 2011 10:44

To: undisclosed-recipients

Subject: SPLIC summit transcript

Dear all,

Thanks again for allowing me to poach some of your meeting time. Please find attached a transcript
of selected comments. | would like to use some of these extracts in various reports and papers on
mentoring in Teach First. Can you let me know if you made a comment which you wouldnptefer

to be used? | have numbered them for ease of reference. For ethical reasons, itastinmaorll

those who contribute data to any research retain ownership of their words. Therefore, and thus, the
following notification:

The data in this document may be used for an internal report for Teach First, to be published
on March 21 2011.

The data may also be used subsequently in external conference papers and a PhD study
(supervisor, Dr Viv Wilsonviv.wilson@canterbury.ac.)k

Any comments used will be reported in an anonymised form, but will identify region and
role (e.g. ‘North West participant’)

Raw data and transcripts will be kept in a safe and secure location and will be used purely
for the purposes of the research project including dissemination of findings. No one outside
of the researcher and the researcher’s supervisors will have access to any of the raw data.

Please let me know of any factual inaccuracies. (@gere a comment from the NW has
been assigned to London).

You havetheright to withdraw any data generated by you (i.e. your comments) at any

time without risk or prejudice — however please note the date above for the internal

paper.

Once again, please do send me any further comments or questions on this issue as they occur to you.
It was a very useful session for me and many of your comments reinforce and confirm points that are
being made elsewhere in the programme’s management teams.

Best wishes

David

David Cameron

Associate Director, Mentoring
Teach First National ITT Partnership
Canterbury Christ Church University
01227 767700 ext.3855
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6. Open Mentor Survey

Questions

PwnNPE

professional relationship with the HEI tutor?

o

been?
7. Please select your Teach First region.
a. East Midlands (EM)
b. London (LON)
c. North West (NW)
d. West Midlands (WM)
e. Yorkshire (YH)

8. Which phase of the Mentor Recognition Framework did you engage with?

f. Developing
g. Effective
h. Advanced

9. Do you have any further comments or feedback about the Recognition Framework, Teach
First or your role as a mentor to Teach First participants?

Summary of responses to Questions 1-3

1. Coded response count cross-tabulated with mentor type

Why did you engage in the Teach First mentor recognition pilot?

How has the mentor recognition framework supported your role as a Teach First mentor?
What impact has the mentor recognition framework had on your mentoring practice?
How has engaging in the Teach First mentor recognition process impacted upon your

What is your view on how the recognition process has been introduced?
6. Have you used any online resources that support mentoring; if so, how useful have they

Professional Mentor Subject Mentor Total

Question 1

1 10 10 20
2 4 4 8
3 2 1 3
4 4 1 5
5 1 2 3
6 4 4
7 2 2
TOTAL 27 18 45
Question 2

1 13 11 24
2 7 5 12
3 1 1
4 1 1
5 1 2 3
TOTAL 23 18 41
Question 3

1 9 8 17
2 10 7 17
3 1 1
4 3 3
5 3 2 5
TOTAL 26 17 43
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2. Coded response count cross-tabulated with region

EM LON NW WM YH Total
Question 1
1 4 6 4 3 3 20
2 2 2 3 1 8
3 2 1 3
4 3 2 5
5 1 2 3
6 1 1 2 4
7 2 2
TOTAL 6 15 12 5 7 45
Question 2
1 3 6 9 3 3 24
2 4 3 3 2 12
3 1 1
4 1 1
5 2 1 3
TOTAL 5 12 12 6 6 41
Question 3
1 4 6 3 2 2 17
2 5 5 4 3 17
3 1 1
4 2 1 3
5 2 2 1 5
TOTAL 6 13 11 7 6 43
3. Coded response count cross-tabulated with phase of recognition framework
Developing Effective Advanced Total
Question 1
1 7 4 9 20
2 2 2 4 8
3 1 2 3
4 1 4 5
5 2 1 3
6 3 1 4
7 2 2
TOTAL 11 11 23 45
Question 2
1 5 7 12 24
2 2 6 4 12
3 1 1
4 1 1
5 2 1 3
TOTAL 9 13 19 41
Question 3
1 4 4 9 17
2 4 6 7 17
3 1 1
4 3 3
5 1 2 2 5
TOTAL 9 13 21 43
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7. Mentor Interviews

Invitation to interview

From: teach.first@canterbury.ac.uk [mailto:teach.first@canterbury.ac.uk]

Sent: Mon 27/02/2012 20:35

To: undisclosed-recipients

Subject: INVITE TO PARTICIPATE IN RESEARCH ABOUT THE ROLE OF THE MENTOR IN
THE TEACH FIRST PROGRAMME

Message sent on behalf of David Cameron, please respond diredtdlyidacameron@iop.org

Dear Teach First Mentor,

| would like to invite you to participate in some research about the role of the metier Teach
First teacher training programme.

Between 2008 and 2011 | worked with Canterbury Christ Church University and helped develop the
‘Mentors Online Support System’ (MOSS) website, and the Teach First Mentor Recognition
Framework. | am continuing to work on a PhD | started in this period, and | have presgnted
initial findings at conferences in London and Berlin.

This research is independent from Teach First, and does not form any part of its formaroperat
evaluation.

To minimise the inconvenience to you, | would like to conduct a semi-structured intervievn@ver t
telephone, at a date and time that suits you. | anticipate this would take no more than 30 rinutes. |
you are agreeable, please can you propose a date, or period of time, which would be convenient and
we can finalise arrangements via email. Please contactgiagidtcameron@iop.org

These interviews will contribute to an exploration of the role of school-based mentors in teacher
training generally, and in Teach First specifically. The direct insight of Teach First mentors
themselves will form a central element of the research and therefore these intemgewery
important.

In the interviews | would like to ask you about the actions you undertake as a mentor, thewskills y
draw upon when mentoring trainee teachers, and the extent to which you associate with the Teach
First programme and its mission.

All responses will be anonymised so neither individuals nor schools can be identified. The findings
may be published in academic journals or at conferences. The interview schedule has been given
ethical clearance by the Graduate School at Canterbury Christ Church University. The supervisor for
this research is Dr Viv Wilsorviv.wilson@canterbury.ac.k

Thank you for your consideration, | hope you can contribute your views on the important issue of
mentoring Teach First trainee teachers.

Yours sincerely,

David Cameron
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Interview schedule
Subject Group: Teach First Mentors (London and Yorkshire & the Humber regions)

Overall purpee: To explore the subjects’ perception of the ‘mentor’ role, particularly in relation to

the perceived level of support and response to opportunities for the development of mentoring
proficiency (self-actualisation); in addition, to explore their perceived degree of assouidl the

Teach First programme and movement.

Planned approach: A semi-structured interview built around the headings below. Key quelitions w
be followed by the subsidiary questions or comments which indicate the intended direction
however, the interviewer will remain flexible and respond intuitively to unexpected resjotises

most productive way. The topics are organised in a way which tries to ensure the mental and
emotional comfort of the subjeeti.e. the more personal, ‘deeper’ questions are later, when some

degree of trust between interviewer and subject might have developed.

Subjects will be reminded that they can express their preference not to answer any question, and may
terminate the interview at any time.

Opening remarks Make clear that:

| am undertaking a PhD in Education, with a focy
on the systems and practices which support schg
mentors on the TF programme.

The interview will explore your practice as a TF
mentor.

All responses are confidential to protect the idgnt
of individuals and schools.

The call may be recordedare you comfortable
with that? You will hear periodic tones on theelin
You can express your preference not to answer g
guestion; you may terminate the interview at any
time and you have the right to withdraw from this
research after the interview.

The role and identity of ‘mentor’

Do you act as a Professional Mentor or Differentiating question which may shape questio
Subject Mentor; what is your position in the later.

school?
How long have you been a Teach First Also explore their level of experience as a meiirio
mentor? general (e.g. PGCE) and as a teacher.

What sort of things do you do in your role g Explore their understanding of the role

a Teach First mentor? The balance between formal and informal activiti
how do they resolve the dichotomy between
supporter/counsellor and appraiser/gatekeeper?
Responses might be suggestive of an establisheq
model of mentoring; subsidiary questioning woulg
explore this and seek clarification/confirmation.
Do they think ‘mentor’ is a good label for what they
do? Does another word fit bettercoach’?
‘trainer’?
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Can you tell me a little about how you
balance your role as a teacher with that of
mentor to a trainee teacher?

They could discuss how they balance the roles in
terms of the time they spend on each, or the lefve
thought they give each during and outside of thei
working day, or how the two roles involve differen
activities and therefore assuming different
professional identities.

Follow their thread and try to get to whether they
perceive mentoring as distinct and additional, or
integral and necessary part of being an experien
teacher.

How supported, from within the school, do
you feel in fulfilling your role as a mentor?

Seeking an indication of the in-school
‘architectural’ mechanisms. Could explore the
process by which they became a TF mentor, thei
understanding of who they refer to in their
mentoring role, the resources (incl. time) whichyth
are given to be aentor...
Possibly ask about their level of confidence in thg
role, whether they have periods or moments of se
doubt.

Building mentoring proficiency

How do you, or have you, developed your
skills as a mentor to trainee teachers?

Responses could focus on either, or both, extern
or internalised processes. This might tend back
towards their understanding of the role in relatio
to that of a teacher

Are there any resources, opportunities or
training offers that have been relevant and
useful for developing your skills as a mentc

This might have been at least partially addresse
the previous question (external processes). Have
they heard of, or engaged with, the TF Mentor
Recognition Framework? Why? (or why netyhat
was their motive and what did they get out of it?
Was it to have a sense of ownership of their
learning? Or a sense of belonging? Did their
motivation change over time?

Explore the benefits and limitations of other
options, esp. HEI-led mentor training. Websites?
If not already mentioned, ask explicitly about the
HEI tutor linked to the school. Have they had aerg
in supporting the mentor or facilitating their
learning (might depend on the mentor’s level of
experience)?

[Atentative hypothesis is that the individual sopp
of another professional experienced in adult
learning is of greater benefit than other resource

The mentor and Teach First

What’s your view of the Teach First training
programme?

Open question to gauge their perception and
opinion of TF. If previously a TF trainee, may nefe
to it here. Otherwise ask in next question.

To what extent do you feel part of the Teac

First movement?

If they haven’t mentioned it previously they will
mention if they were a TF trainee themselves her
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Follow-up questions could explore:

How the school first became involved with TF; the
mentor’s involvement in the acceptance of the
trainee;

Whether they feel included in the programme anq
community— e.g. through events, news,
communication, CPD opportunities;

Do they know, and share, the values, ethos and
mission of the programme?

What do they think about the unique nature of thg
programme, the profiles of the trainees, and how,
they perceive their role in relation to this?
Are there any areas, or specific experiences, whg
they feel/felt the greatest degree of alignment, or
alienation, with/from the programme?

What effect do they think their position re:TF has
their mentoring? (If they have non-TF mentoring
experience)-is there any difference in their
approach?

Possibly: ask about their view on the policy pasiti
of TF —i.e. the support from govt and proposed
expansion. Good for teaching?

Closing remarks:

Thank you very much for your time. Your
contribution will be very useful for this research
and | will let you know when the findings are
written up and published.

Do you have any comments or questions?
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8. Ethics
Application for ethics review and approval
Education Faculty Research Ethics Review

Application for full review

MAIN RESEARCHER David Cameron

E-MAIL David.cameron@canterbury.ac.uk

Associate Director, Mentoring, Teach First National I

POSITION WITHIN CCCU .
Partnership

POSITION OUTSIDE CCCU --

COURSE (students only) --

DEPARTMENT (staff only) POINTED

PhD: Influences upon the development of the skills a

PROJECT TITLE .
OJEC knowledge base of Teach First mentors

TUTOR/SUPERVISOR: NAME Viv Wilson; Viv Griffiths

viv.wilson@canterbury.ac.uk;

TUTOR/SUPERVISOR: E-MAIL viv.griffiths@canterbury.ac.uk

DURATION OF PROJECT 5 years

OTHER RESEARCHERS None

1. GIVE DETAILS OF THE FUNDING BODY, OF THE AMOUNT OF FUNDING AND OF
ANY RELEVANT CONDITIONS IMPOSED.

Funded by CCCU

2. OUTLINE THE ETHICAL ISSUES THAT YOU THINK ARE INVOLVED IN THE PROJECT.

e Establishment of independence from participants in the research

e Ensuring voluntary informed consent; ensuring the freedom for participants to withg
at any stage.

¢ Designing the project to be free of active deception in any form.

e Confidentiality— depersonalising all individual references and quotations; ensuring (¢
is held securely and access is only given to researcher and supervisor; minimising
impact of the research on participants.

e Maintaining accuracy in the creation and use of data; avoiding contrived, implied o
fraudulent data, or the omission of data.

e Gaining formal permission for access to participants at an early stage, including the
headteachers of schools involved.

3. Is this project aimed mainly at achieving an academic qualificat Yes -PhD

4. |s this project mainly aimed at improving the practice/performan Also yes- results will

of people or organizations involved in the research? feed into improvement

plans of the Teach Firs

National ITT
Partnership

5. Will the project results be published in academic journals? Yes probably

6. Will the project results be published in professional journals? Possibly

7. Will the project results be published in other ways? PhD thesis

8. GIVE A BRIEF OUTLINE OF THE “SCIENTIFIC”, PRACTICAL OR POLITICAL
BACKGROUND TO THE PROJECT

In relation to professional practice, this study will contribute to discussions about the
professionalism of the teaching workforce, especially early-career teachers (c.f. the
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MTL scheme). This can be seen as part of a wider and more general policy debate
about the accountability and autonomy of teachers, a central element of government
initiatives including the proposed CSF Bill.

This study will also contribute to wider discussions about the role of the Teach First
programme within the matrix of teacher education in England, and its role within
schools in urban complex contexts; decisions about the continuation, criteria and
expansion of the programme are taken at a political level.

This study will re-investigate the academic debate about where the roots of a
mentor’s/teacher’s professional knowledge base lies.

9. Has a similar study been carried out General studies of mentoring in initial teache

previously? education, but not for Teach First
10. Give detalils of literaturgearches Literature on mentoring, e.g. Tomlinson,
conducted. Hagger, Maynard, Furlong, Mcintyre.

11. If so, why is it worth repeating the study?| Because this study will explore whether
mentoring is different on this alternative routg

into teaching.

12. Who has peer-reviewed this study? Viv Wilson & Viv Griffiths

(Attach any relevant comments.)

13. GIVE A BRIEF OUTLINE OF THE PROJECTnclude, for example, sample selection,
recruitment procedures, data collection, data aigly

e Deploy a pilot questionnaire (see attached) to small group of invited mentors and H
tutors for evaluation. Modify as appropriate.

e Global population of TF mentors equals approx 570 (subject to annual population g
distributed regionally as: London (c.300); East Midlands (c.40); West Midlands (c.9
North West (c. 80); Yorkshire and Humber (c.60)

e Contact this population through a) national and regional mentor events b) school vi
and cluster meetings c¢) email, explaining purpose and aims of project and requesti
participants to complete questionnaire. Data thus collected represents main body f(
guantitative analysis.

e Target a representative sample of subject and professional mentors from each regi
London: 16-32; East Midlands: 3-6; West Midlands: 5-10; North West: 5-10; Yorksh
ard Humber: 4-8) and invite to participate in series of interviews. Data will be subje
gualitative analysis.

14. WHAT IS EXPECTED TO BE LEARNT AS A RESULT OF THIS STUDY

e How far mentoring on the Teach First ITE programme has unique features comparg
mentoring through other ITE routes; how far practice reflects the rhetoric of the Teg
First programme

e How Teach First mentors acquire their professional knowledge and the impact distg
learning tools can have on developing this knowledge and supporting professional
development.

e The influence that the unique 3-way partnerships between school-HEI-Teach First
upon the development and actionsgT&fmentors, and how the partnership is perceive

15. Exactly what will happen to participants,
their products or records about them that gog
beyond usual practice?

In first phase of data collection, participants
will be required to complete a questionnaire |
their own time; in the second phase, they wo
attend a short series of interviews in school
with the researcher. All data generated by th
processes including personal information will
be held securely by the researcher and
supervisor.
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16. Potential risks for participants

Expressing views that are sensitive about the
programme or individuals. Mentors may be
reluctant to express any critical views in case
appears to reflect badly on themselves and th
professionalism.

17. Potential benefits for participants

Increased clarity about and reflection upon
professional practice which will develop skill
in mentoring Teach First trainees.

18. How will participants be made aware of {
results of the study?

A summary of results and analysis can be
offered to participants, as well as the final
publication.

19. How will participants be selected?

Through invitation, to meet a representative
sample of the global population of Teach Firg
mentors operating.

20. How many participants will be recruited?

In the first phase, as many as possible from {
total available; in the second phase,
approximately 30-65.

21. Explain, as precisely as possible, why thi
number of participants is necessary and
sufficient? Where details of a statistical
calculation are not appropriate, an equivalen|
level of detail should be provided.

In the first phase, in order to create quantitat
analysis which is as robust and statistically
significant as possible; in the second phase,
order to have a fair representation of the
various contexts and partnerships in the
different Teach First regions, and still have
sufficient responses in each individual region
allow meaningful qualitative analysis to take
place.

22. How, when and by whom will participants
be approached?

As explained in #13 above

23 Will participants be recruited individually ¢
en bloc?

Individually

24 Are participants likely to feel under presst
to consent / assent to participation?

No

25 Will participants include minors, people
with learning difficulties or other vulnerable
people?

No

26 How will voluntary informed consent be
obtained from individual participants or those
with a right to consent for them?

First phase- information letter attached to
guestionnaire; second phaseonsent letter
signed by participant and permission letter tg
school employing participant.

27 How will assent be obtained from compet
minors and other vulnerable people?

N/A

28 How will permission be sought from those
responsible for institutions / organisations
hosting the study?

Letter of permission to all schools within whig
participating mentors are employed.

29 How will the privacy and confidentiality of
participants be safeguarded?

All data will be held electronically on secure
CCCU servers and in hard copy in secure
locations in CCCU offices.

30 What steps will be taken to comply with th
Data Protection Act?

Data will be stored securely and destroyed a
the end of the doctorate or after relevant
publications are completed.

230



31 What steps will be taken to allow
participants to retain control over audio-visug
records of them and over their creative produ
anditems of a personal nature?

Participants will be informed at the time of
recruitment and reminded during data
collection that they have the right to view or
withdraw any data relating to them personally

32 Give the qualifications and/or experience
the researcher and/or supervisor in this form

The researcher is a tutor on Teach First. The
supervisors have relevant experience in

research. mentoring research.

33 If you are NOT a member of CCCU N/A
academic staff, what insurance arrangement
are in place to meet liability incurred in the

conduct of this research.

Attach any:
Participant information sheets and letters
Consent forms
Data collection instruments

DECLARATION

< The information in this form is accurate to the best of my knowledge and belief and
| take full responsibility for it.

* | undertake to conduct this research in accordance with University’s Research
Governance procedures.

» If the research is approved, | undertake to adhere to the study protocol without
deviation and to comply with any conditions set out in the letter sent by the FREC
notifying me of this.

« | undertake to inform the FREC of any changes in the protocol and to seek their
agreement and to submit annual progress reports. | am aware of my responsibility
to be up to date and comply with the requirements of the law and appropriate
guidelines relating to security and confidentiality of participant or other personal
data, including the need to register when appropriate with the appropriate Data
Protection Officer.

« | understand that research records/data may be subject to inspection for audit
purposes if required in future and that research records should be kept securely for
five years.

» | understand that personal data about me as a researcher in this application will be
held by the FREC and that this will be managed according to the principles
established in the Data Protection Act.

Researcher’s Name: David Cameron

Date: 9" February 2010
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FOR STUDENT APPLICATION ONLY

| have read the research proposal and application form, and support this submission to the FREC.

Supervisor’s Name:

Date:

CONDITIONS ATTACHED TO APPROVAL BY THE COURSE RESEARCH ETHICS
COMMITTEE

NAME DATE

Approved by Course Committes

Checked by Faculty Committee

CONDITIONS ATTACHED TO APPROVAL BY THE EDUCATION FACULTY RESEARE
ETHICS COMMITTEE

NAME DATE

Approved by Faculty Committeq Viv Griffiths 24.2.10
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