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Executive Summary
The context of this work is a PK-12 independent boy’s school in the suburbs of a major
metropolitan city on the east coast. The school, given the pseudonym Country Day School in
this report, serves over one thousand boys from the city and surrounding areas and employs 159
faculty divided among three divisions. In the past few years the school has engaged in several
efforts to increase the diversity of both the student body as well as the faculty, particularly
focusing on recruitment of females and peoples of color into faculty roles. Traditionally faculty
and administrative roles have been primarily filled by males, with a greater number of female
faculty in the primary grades. Neighboring the school is a girl’s school that partners with CDS in
many ways including coordinate classes for 11th and 12th grades, but the proximity of the girl’s
school often results in competition for faculty, especially in the middle and upper school grades.
One recruitment tool that the school has engaged is in participating in the University of
Pennsylvania Day School Teacher Residency (DSTR) program, in which recent college
graduates are placed in independent schools for two years while they simultaneously complete a
master’s degree in education. During this time, DSTR fellows carry a reduced teaching load at
the school and are partnered with a master teacher at the school. The DSTR program adds to the
already existing mentoring program at CDS as well as a fellows program for new teachers that
has a long history at the school.
An understanding of this context led to an examination of the literature on the aspects of
effective mentoring practice and the use of mentoring in new teacher induction programs. In the
literature, mentoring is commonly defined as “one-to-one support of a novice or less experienced
practitioner (mentee) by a more experienced practitioner (mentor), designed primarily to assist
the development of the mentee’s expertise and to facilitate their induction into the culture of the
profession (in this case, teaching) and into the specific local context” (Hobson, et al. 2009).
Three main categories of mentoring support defined in the literature are instrumental support,
psychosocial or emotional support, and sponsorship within the larger field or institution. Further,
researchers have defined the conversation between mentors and protogees as “a special kind of
professional conversation regarded as a core activity in knowledge construction (Orland-Barak &
Hasin, 2010, Helgevold et al., 2015). This understanding provided a structure to look into the
“special conversations.”
The examination of the literature, the conceptual framework, and its application in the context of
CDS led to three research questions focused on the mentoring activities and the structures used
to support these activities at the school. First, what are the mentoring activities in place at CDS
and what activities are used to structure these activities for mentors? Second, how are postobservation debrief sessions or video sessions with UPenn mentors and fellows distinct from
reflective practices used within other mentoring pairs at CDS? And finally, is there a relationship
between the categories of discussion or approach during debrief and mentor training?
The investigation began with an examination of the materials and training provided to mentors in
the DSTR program by the University of Pennsylvania. Qualitative interviews were also
conducted with program administrators at the school. Thematic codes were developed from
these sources an interview guide was created for qualitative interviews with mentors and
protegees. As a result of COVID and the restrictions placed on the school in responding to the

pandemic, the interviews were restricted to only DSTR mentors and fellows. Part of the
interviews were conducted in person prior to the restrictions, but the other half were conducted
virtually due to social distancing requirements.
Finding 1: CDS offers a high degree of instrumental support, some psychosocial support, and
very little networking support.
Results show a great degree of instrumental support in the forms of shared assignments, syllabi,
assessments, ect., but fellows reported a varying degree of psychosocial support. The data also
suggests that mentors provide very little networking support. These varying degrees of support
impact fellow’s feelings of self-efficacy and emotional connection.
Finding 2: Fellows in the middle school are more likely to express dissatisfaction with their
mentoring experiences.
Current and former middle school fellow expressed higher sentiments of dissatisfaction when
compared with upper school fellows. This follows from the trend where more upper school than
middle school fellows have accepted employment at CDS after the DSTR program. Comments
about this dissatisfaction largely reference the rigidity of the mentors or differing teaching styles.
Finding 3: Underrepresented faculty express feeling “isolation” despite the mentoring support.
Most of the DSTR fellows have been female and people of color, but the majority of mentors are
white males. In addition, fellows often find that they are the only person of color or female
faculty member in their department or grade, and they express feeling more pressure due to a
lack of diversity in representation.
Finding 4: Post-observation debrief sessions are not as detailed or reflective as what is
described by the UPenn training. These sessions are more informal and held on a less frequent
or inconsistent basis.
Both mentors and fellows indicate in the interviews that the more formal DSTR debrief
methodology is not being followed at CDS. Instead debrief sessions are often casual, sometimes
held in the cafeteria, and infrequent, often resulting from perceived student behavior in the
classroom.
Finding 5: Post-observation discussions primarily focused on classroom management and
student behavior.
Debrief sessions could not be observed because they were not conducted regularly or following
the DSTR format but mentors and fellow reported that post-observation discussion often focused
on student behavior and classroom management. Fellows reported that mentors often provided
advice about how to foster student engagement or about teacher reactions to student behavior.

Recommendation 1: Outline the “transformative” philosophy of the DSTR Fellows program at
CDS
Outlining a clear statement about the mission and goals of the DSTR program at CDS can ensure
that all individuals have a clear understanding of the vision of school leaders and addresses the
perceptions of middle school fellows around the rigid structure of the mentoring. The statement
is a recruitment tool for future mentors and fellows to the program. By outlining the roles of
mentors and fellows for the broader school community, it also starts to address the lack of
networking support.
Recommendation 2: Establish debrief protocol and implementation schedule
Currently CDS does not follow the DSTR framework for post-observation debriefing
discussions. Implementing a protocol for debriefing ensures that the discussion addresses both
content, student behavior and instruction strategies during each debrief. A schedule also ensures
that these discussions take place on a consistent basis because the data indicated that postobservation discussions were currently inconsistent and casual in nature.
Recommendation 3: Improve mentor training prior to first year and create regular meetings for
mentors
During the school year the meetings of groups of fellows and mentors is inconsistent. The
practice of “critical friends” was not used this year due to time constraints, and mentors rarely
meet to discuss issues they are experiencing. Establishing regular meetings for mentors and
fellows provides participants with increased support including allowing second year mentors to
discuss problems of practice with faculty peers.
Recommendation 4: Create a network of informal mentors
Benefits to creating this network include increasing the level of networking support, the area that
fellows and mentors identified as the lowest level of support currently offered in the program.
Possible informal mentors include former fellows and mentors, other members from the
department especially in other divisions, and female teachers or teachers of color who are
traditionally underrepresented at the school. This network could also serve as a recruitment tool
for future potential mentors in the DSTR program and as an opportunity for current mentors and
fellows to share specific knowledge about the program with potential participants.
Recommendation 5: Consider opportunities for fellow’s participation in the community
Interviews revealed the difference in perceptions between mentors and fellows and between
faculty in the DSTR program and other faculty not involved in the program. Fellows are
engaged in the act of crafting and exploring new identities as teachers and as participants in an
independent school world. Creating more opportunities for fellows to participate in the
community allows addresses the lack of networking support identified by the data and allows
fellows to explore and develop new identities through social connections with other individuals
at the school.

Recommendation 6: Evaluate the mentor/fellow pairing process
Both mentors and fellows indicated that the mentor selection process often happened late and as
a result some mentors could not attend the summer training session prior to the first year of the
program. Additionally, since fellows from underrepresented groups expressed feelings of
isolation, attempting to match mentors and fellows based on gender, race and ethnicity should be
a consideration in the future. Research indicates that mentors and protégées matched based on
gender or race report greater psychosocial support and feeling of trust in their first year.
Recommendation 7: Prioritize opportunities for fellows to participate in professional
development
The lowest area of support as described by both fellows and mentors was network support and
professional development provides fellows with this support. Allowing fellows to present what
they have learned from these development sessions increases their exposure among the broader
faculty at CDS.

Institutional Context
Country Day School (CDS) is an independent PK-12 boy’s school founded in 1897 in suburban
mid-Atlantic city. The school includes over one thousand boys from the city and surrounding
areas and employs 159 faculty divided among three divisions. Over 35% of the school’s student
body and 22% of the faculty identify as people of color. CDS has a high standard of teaching
excellence and 67% of the faculty hold advanced degrees. The average number of years of
teaching experience for CDS faculty is eighteen years, and the average number of years spent at
CDS is eleven years.
Country Day has a long history of new teacher fellowship programs used to recruit new teachers
to the school. These positions are supported through four endowed fellowships: The Class of
1955 Henry Callard Teaching Fellowship, Michael Howard Cooper Teaching Fellowship,
Johnnie L. Forman Jr. Teaching Fellowship, and Tickner Writing Fellowship. The school’s
website outlines the benefits to potential applicants: “Fellows benefit from the coaching of a
mentor teacher and a range of unique professional development experiences. They also
participate in regular seminars dedicated to the exploration of critical issues in education.” At
CDS, all fellows are expected to teach 1-2 classes per year in addition to coaching a sport, which
is half of the load of a full-time teacher at the school. In addition, they are expected to attend 1-2
class meetings taught by their mentor teachers. These classes are intended to serve as exemplars
for fellows to observe mastery teaching in the curriculum. Fellows also complete several
projects such as a shadow day, a “teaching walk,” and digital portfolio of work.
Over the past three years, CDS and twelve other independent schools, mostly on the East Coast,
have partnered with the University of Pennsylvania as part of the Day School Teaching
Residency Program (DSTR). As a part of this program, new teachers are given the opportunity
to teach under the guidance of a mentor for two years. While, each school has the ability to form
the residency program in a slightly different manner to meet the context of their community, all
schools agree that the new teacher will have a reduced teaching load during this time and that the
new teacher will be observed on a weekly basis by the mentor teacher as well as other school
administrators on a less regular basis. At the same time, the UPenn Fellows commit to a twoyear residency at the school that also includes completing coursework towards a Masters of
Science in Education. This coursework includes weekly synchronous online classes about
subject area methods, intensive seminars on the UPenn campus twice a year, and two weekend
sessions at other DSTR partner schools throughout the year. Mentor teachers also attend these
off-campus sessions at UPenn and the partner schools as well. Each mentor also agrees to a twoyear commitment to partner with the new teachers. In addition, the DSTR school also selects an
administration team member or another teacher to serve as a dean within the program, who also
travels to these seminar sessions and who provides another level of support within the UPenn
program.
The school compensates DSTR fellows in several different forms as part of the program.
Fellows receive a reduced salary scaled in proportion to other teachers based on experience and
the number of teaching hours. Fellows are compensated for their own teaching hours but not the
time they spend observing mentor teachers. A substantial benefit of the program is that fellows
complete a master’s degree at The University of Pennsylvania over the course of the two years.

The university discounts the tuition cost for fellows by 50% for participating in the program.
Additionally, CDS pays for 50% of the remaining cost of tuition for fellows, meaning that the
tuition cost is reduced overall by 75%.

Country Day has combined the previous fellowships at the school with the UPenn program.
While the Callard and Cooper Fellows are part of the UPenn DSTR, the Forman and Tickner
Fellows follow different programs, and Country Day has other new teachers who are not a part
of either of these fellowship programs. Since the fall of 2017, the school has recruited one
middle school and one upper school teacher per year in the program, and four fellows have
successfully completed the program.

Demographic Makeup of DSTR Fellows

2017-18

2018-19

2019-20

2020-21

Subject

Employed at
CDS after
Fellowship

Gender

Grades

Female

MS

Female

US

Science

Yes

Female

MS

Science

No

Male

US

English

Yes

Female

MS

History

Male

US

Spanish

Female

MS

Math

No

Female

US

Math

One goal of the UPenn DSTR partnership is to recruit faculty from traditionally
underrepresented groups to the school. The school has traditionally employed more male faculty
members especially in the middle and upper grades, but school leadership has developed a
strategic plan that includes recruiting faculty from a more diverse backgrounds including more
people of color and female faculty. CDS also partners with a neighboring girl’s school in the
middle and upper grades, with students taking classes on both campuses and the schools
coordinating extra-curricular activities especially in the performing arts. This partnership
provides CDS some benefits of students working with faculty at both schools, but also creates
competition in the recruitment of female faculty members. Coupled with the strategic plan, the
school’s statement “Community, Inclusion and Equity Call to Action” also outlines a
commitment to faculty recruitment that includes an ethnically and racially diverse staff that is
representative of the larger student and family body. Of the eight UPenn Fellows recruited to
CDS, six identify as male and three identify as people of color. All of the middle school fellows
identify as female and two of the four identify as people of color. In addition, only one of the
eight fellows attended an independent school as either a middle or high school student.
Since all new teachers at CDS are assigned mentors, the problem of practice is that the school
operates several different mentorship programs. All of the fellows are partnered with mentor
teachers, and other teachers new to Country Day are partnered with mentors as well. In addition,
each division structures their mentoring differently. The UPenn model is the only multi-year
program which also includes online mentoring from program directors and peers in other DSTR
institutions. Thus, Country Day’s mentors are positioned at the intersection of several different
activity systems: several mentoring systems, new teacher training, the culture of the school,
UPenn GSE and UPenn DSTR.

Opportunities for development of different types of new teachers at CDS
DSTR fellows

Forman & Tickner
fellows

Non-fellow new
teachers

Number each 2 (4 total)
year

1 per fellowship (2
total)

Varies per year

Length of 2 years with opportunity
Commitment for hire

1 year without
opportunity for hire

1 year contracts

1-2

4

Classes Taught 2

Specialized Provided by UPenn
professional
development • 2 school visits
•
•

At the request of
teachers
None provided by
school

•
•

•

Summer week
immersion at UPenn
Coursework
throughout the year

Opportunities • Daily observation of
mentor teachers
for observation
and reflection • Periodic observation
•

None provided by
school

of other master
teachers in department
Coursework involving
reflective practice

•
•

Shadow Day
Digital Teaching
Portfolio (Forman)
Completed writing
project (Tickner)
“Teaching Walk”-department
observations

•

Formal faculty
evaluation by
department
head and Dean
of Faculty
Self-reflection

Research Questions and Conceptual Framework
1. What are the mentoring activities in place at Country Day and what activities are used to
structure these activities for mentors?
2. How are debrief sessions or video sessions with UPenn mentors and fellows distinct from
reflective practices used within other mentoring pairs?
3. Is there a relationship between the categories of discussion or approach during debrief
and mentor training?

Mentoring as new teacher training
Background
Since the early 80’s in the United States, school-based mentoring has become a prominent part in
the initial teacher education programs across the country and around the world (Hobson, Ashby,
Malderez, & Tomlinson, 2009). Mentoring is primarily used to assist beginning teachers who
tend to leave the profession at a higher rate (Ingersoll, 2001; Kukua-Acevedo, 2009) due to
reports lower teacher efficacy and higher emotional exhaustion (Richter, Kunter, Ludtke,
Klusmann, Anders, & Baumert, 2012; Tynjala & Heikkinen, 2011). Cannata, Neergaard, and
Hawkinson (2012) provide a Theoretical Framework of Mentoring Beginning Teachers that
divides mentoring into precursors, processes and outcomes. This framework follows a logic
model format and attempts to distinguish mentoring into distinct but interconnected parts.

Precursors
The precursors to the mentoring process describe the organizational conditions and personal
perspectives in place outside of the mentoring process. Precursors include school context,
mentee background and dispositions, mentor characteristics, and mentor pair matching. These
precursors include prior experiences of the mentor and mentee and the history of mentoring
activities at the school. Dyad matching has a significant impact on mentee’s initial connection
with the mentor and the ability of the mentor to provide psychosocial support, although the
literature is not conclusive on which aspects of the participants backgrounds have greater impact
on the connection between mentor and mentee.

Processes
Mentoring is typically defined as an interpersonal exchange between a more experienced
individual (colleague, advisor, peer), the mentor, and a less experienced protege. The role of
mentor teachers is seen as one-on-one support to help mentees feel welcome, accepted and
included facilitated through regular meetings while allowing mentees an appropriate degree of

autonomy to make decisions and to develop their own teaching (Feiman Nemser, 2001; Hascher
et al., 2004; Maynard, 2001; Rippon & Martin, 2006; Hobson et al., 2009). Types of mentoring
support are divided along three main areas: instrumental support, psychosocial functions,
including career related support specific to the site, and networking support in the broader
discipline or community (Kram, 1988; Scandura, 1992; Blake-Beard, Bayne, Crosby & Muller,
2011).
Framework of Mentoring for Beginning Teachers (Cannata, Neergaard and Hawkins, 2012)

Other researchers have further defined the mentor role as “matriarchal,” focused on “personal
caring, emotional support and nurturing, or “patriarchal,” guiding, instructing and challenging
(Little, 1990; and Orland-Barak, 2014). The result has been correlated with the retention of
beginning teachers, increases in job satisfaction, use of diverse pedagogical strategies, and

improvements in student learning (Hobson et al., 2009). The good mentor, then, is described as:
“acting as a model of an ongoing learner who exhibits transparency, is open to learning from
colleagues and new teacher, strives for professional growth, engages in the development of new
curricula, reads professional articles and shares new knowledge with others” (Rowley, 1999;
Orland Barak & Hasin, 2010).

Types of Mentoring Support
Purpose of Support

Activities

Psychosocial Support

Personal/Emotional
Role Modeling

Instrumental Support

Socialization
Skill Development

Networking Support

Connection with Broader
Field
Growth of Future Leaders

Counseling
Role modeling
Friendship
Acceptance and Confirmation
Goal Setting
Planning
Advocating
Coaching
Protection
Introducing
Supporting
Steering

Orland Barak & Hasin (2010) describe the mentoring conversation as a “special kind of
professional conversation regarded as a core activity in knowledge construction.” Moreover,
Crasborn et al. (2015) and others locate the source of this “special kind” of conversation in the
trust that is built between the mentor and mentee and explain that the mentor is “usually the first
to be consulted” both due to the physical proximity and position as an experienced teacher. The
Dalloz 2-D model (shown below) demonstrates the relationship between trust and challenge
established between the mentor and mentee. Trust is defined as “a psychological state
comprising the intention to accept vulnerability based upon the positive expectations of the
intentions or behavior of another (Rousseau et al., 1998, p. 395), and others have defined a
“deepest form of trust” that includes “identification and reciprocity” (Bouquillon et al., 2005).
Trust between mentor and mentee, established through the three main channels of support,
allows the mentor to adequately challenge or encourage the mentee to self-challenge in order to
promote mentee growth in accordance with the Dalloz 2-D model.

Others describe the impact of these conversations on the teaching practice of the mentee because
“teacher’s knowledge and skills are event-structured, context-based, and practice-oriented in
nature (Elbaz, 1983; Kessels & Korthagen, 1996; Helman, 2006; Crasborn et al., 2015). And
Cochran-Smith and Paris (1992) described that good mentors encourage process rather than
products of learning focusing on the connection within the mentor pair relationship and the
professional changes in the teacher. Yet, further research on novice teachers has described them
as preoccupied with surviving and delivering their lesson plans, in contrast to attention towards
the learning of their pupils (Fuller, 1969; Maynard & Furlong, 1995; Richardson & Placier,
2001; Helgevold et al., 2015) and analysis of discourse between mentors and mentees has
confirmed that most of the conversation focuses on classroom management.
Strong and Barron (2004) were the first to analyze these conversations and suggested that they
could be divided into three different subjects--instructional matters, students, and subject
specific--and found that 70% of content based on instruction and classroom management, 18%
on students and only 2% on subject specific content. Other research separates the categories of
conversation into four groups: instruction and organization, the pupils and class, subject matter,
and general topics (Borko & Mayfield, 1995; Coulon, 1994; Edwards & Collison, 1996;
Hawkey, 1998; Orland-Barak & Klein, 2005; Strong & Baron, 2004; Crasborn et al., 2011;
Helgevold, Naesheim-Bjorkvik, & Ostrem, 2015). Strong and Barron further looked at the direct
or indirect questioning in the conversation, and others (Hennisen, Crasborn, Brouwer,
Korthagen, & Bergen, 2008; Crasborn et al., 2015) have extended this model into a multidimensional matrix by considering who sets the agenda for the conversation.

Outcomes
The benefits widely reported in the literature are positive impacts on teaching competencies
including classroom management skills, socialization to new school environments, and
emotional and psychological support (Lindgren, 2005; Bullough & Draper, 2004; Johnson, Berg
& Donaldson, 2005; Marable & Raimondi, 2007; Crasborn, Hennissen, Brouwer, Korthagen &
Bergen, 2011). Benefits are not isolated to only the mentee, but also include mentor benefits
such as leadership training and career rejuvenation, and a broader impact on the organization.

A Model of the Consequences of Mentoring in a Learning Organization
Mentor Benefits

Mentee or Protégé Benefits

•
•
•
•
•
•

•
•
•
•

•
•

Learning partner
Knowledge
Skill enhancement
Cognitive rejuvenation
Feedback
Expanded awareness of
environment
Creativity
Sense of purpose and
fulfillment

•
•
•
•
•
•
•
•
•
•
•

Knowledge
Skill enhancement
Supportive feedback
Assimilation into the
culture
Sense of cohesion,
responsibility, and
integrity
Awareness of political
environment
Sense of power and
confidence
Creativity
Leadership development
Higher earnings
Personal values
clarification
Professional values
clarification
Advancement of
underrepresented groups
Increased job satisfaction
Greater influence in the
organization

Organizational Benefits and
Outcomes
• Improved job
performance
• Productivity
• Cost-effectiveness
• Improved recruitment
• Talent pool development
• Career and life planning
• Career satisfaction
• Increased organizational
communication and
understanding
• Increased trust
• Maintaining motivation
• Improved strategic
planning
• Creativity
• Employee enthusiasm
• Collaboration

Klinge (2015). A Conceptual Framework for Mentoring in a Learning Organization
Other benefits to mentees include “self-esteem, self-efficacy, and locus of control” (Cannata,
Neergaard, & Hawkinson, 2012), and include increased job retention and persistence.
One difficulty with the research on mentoring is that its findings are primarily informed by
mentor and mentees perceptions and accounts taken through surveys and interviews, rather than
quantitative measures; however, more recent research has focused on the dialogue between
mentor and mentee as the unit of analysis (Strong & Baron, 2004; Crasborn, et al, 2011;
Helgevold, Naesheim-Bjorkvik, & Orstrem, 2015). In fact, while the literature points to
impressions of exemplary mentoring practices or mentors, there is little systematic research to
substantiate these impressions (Orland Barak & Hasin, 2010; Cannata, Neergaard, & Hawkinson,
2012).

Conceptual Framework
The conceptual framework used in this study is based on the “perspectives towards teaching”
crafted through the work of Becker, Greer, Hughes & Strauss (1961) as well as Zeichner and
Tabahnick. This view was crafted in the study of teaching through medical school residency
program, similar to the format employed in the DSTR, and focuses on new teacher’s perspectives
towards teaching as defined as “a coordinated set of ideas and actions a person uses in dealing
with some problematic situation (Becker et al., 1961). According to Zeichner & Tabachnick
(1985) these perspectives are “realized” through behaviors that are described in the language
used to discuss this behavior. Moreover, these behaviors are contextualized within the classroom
setting, the broader environment of the school, the background and including the experiences of
each of the participants in the mentor pair.
Activity theory offers the opportunity to examine these constructions within the wider context of
interrelations between activity systems where “context is constituted through the enactment of an
activity involving people and artifacts” and “context is both internal to people—involving
specific objects and goals—and, at the same time, external to people, involving artifacts, other
people, specific settings” (Nardi, 1996, p. 38). Several researchers (Edwards & Protheroe, 2003;
Ellis, Edwards, & Smagorinsky, 2010; Grossman Smagorinsky & Valencia, 1999) cite the ability
of activity theory to “address complex social phenomena more than just linear connections
between input and output and for it concerns about issues of enculturation and their myriads of
causes and effects” to be particularly useful for understanding processes when learning teaching
(Helgevold et al., 2015, p. 130). According to Orland-Barak and Becher (2011, p. 116), “such a
system entails the enactment of reflective discourse (the tool of mediation), which directs the
mentor’s action (the subject of activity) toward promoting participants’ professional learning (the
desired object of the activity). The tool of mediation is also shaped by a certain set of rules,
which are the explicit and implicit regulations, norms, and conventions that constrain actions and
interactions, as determined by the mentor’s professional community. The different systems are
constituted through particular “divisions of labor,” which is the way in which members distribute
their tasks, power relations, and status within the community.”
One central element of this relationship between mentor and mentee is the discussion in planning
for a lesson and in the debrief that takes place after the class as part of a cycle of reflection on
action. Activity theory looks at the “dynamic process of participants’ meaning making of their
practice as they engage in recursive cycles of reflection” as well as the mentor’s articulation of
the “gaps and contradictions between different educational practices, directing participants’
processes and outcomes of learning, as they actively transform their practice” (Orland-Brak and
Becher, 2011, p. 115-116. Activity theory views these practices as artifacts which mediate the
learning of the mentee and allows the mentor to direct future action to illuminate the gaps and
contradictions between different educational practices based on the teacher’s background and
context as well as the social and historical setting of the school. In the context of new teacher
mentoring, activity theory draws our attention to the conversations between mentor and protégée
as a dynamic process where the mentor guides the new teacher to a new understanding of the
teaching process.

Methods
To answer these three research questions, I engaged in observations, interviews with CDS
administrators, including all current DSTR fellow and their mentors, and two past DSTR
mentors. Interview questions covered topics like past mentoring experiences, current mentoring
activities, and topics of debriefing. Initial plans were also to record two post-class debrief
discussions for each mentoring dyad, but the interviews revealed that these formal debrief
sessions were not being utilized at CDS.
To better understand the UPenn DSTR program, I attended the mentor training prior to the start
of the school year and reviewed all materials provided to mentors and fellows. The DSTR
training for mentors included four days of in person meetings on UPenn’s campus in June.
Mentor were required to attend two sixty-minute sessions per day focused on topics such as
observation, mentoring activities, and facilitating debriefing sessions. Mentors also attended two
additional sixty-minute sessions each day with their mentees. The topics of these sessions were
focused on the three DSTR strands: Teaching and Learning, History and Culture of Day Schools,
and Reflective Practice. Additionally, administrators, mentors and mentees were allowed
independent time to begin planning. Schools were encouraged to create opportunities for
administrators, mentors and mentees to start creating relationships as well.
Initial interviews were conducted with the Assistant Head of School and Assistant Head of
Upper School, both of whom are involved in the DSTR program. The Assistant Head of School
was responsible for the program for its first two years at CDS and continues to be involved in the
recruitment and hiring aspects of the program. The purpose of the interview with the Assistant
Head of School was to obtain information about why CDS decided to participate in the DSTR
program, the initial process of implementation, and recent trends in recruitment and hiring. The
Assistant Head of Upper School was selected for interview because he is the current coordinator
of the program at CDS. He was previously a mentor in the program during its second year. He
is responsible for the implementation of the program including training at the school, facilitating
meetings of mentors and fellows, and the initial screening of applicants in the hiring process.
The combination of these two individuals provided a comprehensive viewpoint on the changes in
the program since its inception through to its current iteration. These interviews revealed
potentially different mentoring programs at CDS: the DSTR program and the mentoring
provided to teachers new to CDS who were not in the DSTR program.
Research question one is derived from these discussions to determine what mentoring activities
were taking place at the school and what training was provided by the DSTR program and the
school. The second and third research questions were developed after attending the October
meeting of DSTR schools, including fellows and mentors, and a further review of the literature.
The curriculum of the DSTR meeting was focused on debriefing tools. This training included
several video-taped debriefing sessions where mentors were asked to evaluate the effectiveness
of different techniques. The second research question was developed from this training session
and conversations to determine the effectiveness of the debriefing methods being deployed at
CDS. Previous research (Helgevold et al., 2015, Crasborn et al., 2011; & Strong and Baron,
2004) examined the content of post-observation discussions and method of questioning to

analyze the relationship between mentor and mentee. After reviewing these initial interviews
and the relevant literature, an interview guide (Appendix A) was developed.

Research Question Alignment to Concepts and Data Collection Methods
Research Question

Concept/Variables

Method of data collection

What are the mentoring
activities in place at Country
Day School and what activities
are used to structure these
activities for mentors?

• Administrator interviews
• DSTR Mentor & mentee
interview
• New teacher interviews

How are debrief sessions or
video sessions with UPenn
mentors and fellows distinct
from reflective practices used
within other mentoring pairs?

• Mentoring activities
described by interview
participants
• Effective activities for
new teacher
development
• Forms of reflective
practice used
• Types of debrief activity
• Other tools used for
debriefing

Is there a relationship between
the categories of discussion or
approach during debrief and
mentor training?

• Topics of debriefing
discussions
• Components of mentor
training

• Materials review
• Videotape of debrief
sessions

• Review of UPenn training
and materials
• Mentor interviews

Interviews were conducted with all six DSTR fellows, including two fellows who had completed
the program. One of these fellows continues to teach at CDS and the other former fellow is
teaching at another independent school. Interview questions focused on open ended responses
which allowed participants to describe events and activities in their own words. Interviews took
approximately 40 minutes to complete and three were conducted at the school. As a result of
COVID, the school stopped all in-person activities in the spring and three other interviews were
conducted over Zoom. All three mentors currently participating in the were interviewed as well,
two in person and the third over the telephone. One mentor interview was not completed
because the mentor was removed from the program and the mentee was being reassigned to a
new mentor. Additional interviews with past mentor participants were scheduled but could not
be completed because of complications as a result of COVID.
Software was used for the transcription and coding processes. Recordings from the interviews
were transcribed through the service Otter.ai and edited for errors. Transcripts were then
uploaded to NVivo to help with data analysis and coding. Transcriptions were initially coded for
thematic topics and analytic memos were created with the help of handwritten notes to capture
impressions from the interview and to identify pertinent quotations. Based on earlier
conversations with school administrators the initial topics for coding were:

Initial Coding Themes
Instrumental Support
Psychosocial Support
Networking Support
Mentoring Activities
Recruitment
Informal Mentoring
Debriefing
This coding and memoing process follows the concepts of Grounded Theory, first proposed by
Glaser and Strauss (1967), and later further articulated by Corbin and Strauss (2008). According
to Galser (1998) “During the initial and intermediate coding phases, the researcher ascribes
meaning to data through the use of codes. Ascribing meaning is not, however, an isolated act.
Through the process of constantly comparing data codes to codes, codes to categories, and
categories to categories, the researcher interacts with the data, continually reassessing meaning to
“what is really going on” in the data (Glaser, 1998, p. 12). Memoing prompts the researcher to
question positions, of both the subject and the researcher within a social context, and to make
visible internal debates and decision making. From the memos and initial coding, intermediate
codes were developed including sub-codes for specific activities related to each mode of support
initially coded and codes for statement about diversity, mentor pairing, teaching styles, and
independence as these were recurring topics that began to emerge from the interviews.

Limitations
As a result of the COVID impact on the school and in particular the increased demands on the
faculty, the school asked me to limit my interviews to only DSTR fellows and mentors and not to
continue the research on the other mentoring programs at the school. Therefore, I did not
interview mentors or new teachers who were not a part of the DSTR program. Additionally,
interviews with mentors no longer participating in the program were cancelled as well due to the
pandemic.
An additional limitation is that after completing interviews with DSTR program mentors and
mentees, it became clear that participants were not completing the debriefing activity in the
manner intended by the training. As a result, I was not able to videotape debriefing sessions as
intended. Participants did describe short post-observation discussions on an irregular and
informal basis, but I was not able to observe these. The complications of COVID resulted in
online synchronous and asynchronous classes which also caused further difficulties for
participants to debrief on a regular basis and for my ability to observe these conversations.

Analysis and Findings
Research Question 1: What are the mentoring activities in place at CDS and what
programs are used to structure these activities for mentors & mentees?
Finding 1: CDS offers a high degree of instrumental support, some psychosocial support,
and very little networking support
When mentors and fellows were asked about typical mentoring activities, they identified nine
activities. All mentors and fellows discussed frequent mentor observation of the fellow as well
as daily observation of the mentor teacher by the fellow. Eight fellows discussed co-planning or
shared plans as a regular activity and five fellows and one mentor discussed sharing of materials.
Three fellows also described some form of debriefing and one mentioned an activity he
described as “huddling.” These activities, which are defined as instrumental support, represent
the majority of mentoring activities. Other activities including “critical rounds,” social activities,
and informal mentoring fall under the category of psychosocial support. Of the activities
mentioned, only advocating fits under the category of networking support. Mentors and mentees
were most often to mention observation when discussing mentoring activities (graph below),
followed by panning and shared materials with activities like critical rounds, advocating, and
huddling, which directly address teaching and networking activities being mentioned by a few
individuals. The graph notes the number of instances each activity was mentioned in participant
interviews.

Instrumental Support

Of the three types of support offered by mentor teachers to mentees, both members of the pair at
CDS indicated various forms of instrumental support were offered, including shared syllabi,
assignments, rubrics and assessments. In the first year, mentees taught the same classes as the
mentor teacher. The pairs engaged in regular meetings to plan upcoming classes and the mentees
often utilized identical assignments and assessments. Several fellows described following the
curriculum of their mentors closely, “We spent a lot of time on curriculum together and so my
first year especially I followed what his curriculum to a tee” and another said “in the beginning I
was pretty much trying to imitate her and do what she was doing.” Fellows discussed the
benefits of being able to use the materials instead of having to create their own in their first year
of teaching: “And the best part of the program is that he kind of passed down to me all of his
syllabi and the rubrics that he uses and the assignments and his lesson plans. So that’s, the
program’s really amazing because I didn’t have to make any of those on my own. I could just
follow his lead last year.” Fellows usually observed mentor’s class prior to teaching their own
sections in order to model the lesson plans and troubleshoot some of the potential responses from
students. One fellow described the pattern of observations in the first year as set up to guide her
progress:
The first couple of months, my mentor was in my, well, pretty much the majority of the
first year my mentor was in my class every single day. And I was in one of her classes
every single day. And we kind of set it up so that I had access to her curriculum. And then
I taught like one day behind her, so that I could like observe her class one day and then
make changes that I wanted to and then teach it the next day. So in the beginning, I was
pretty much trying to like, imitate her and kind of just like, do what she was doing. And
then towards the end of the year became more, I guess, just like doing more different
things than I was at the beginning of the year relative to her and that has increased this
year as well.
During these classes, some mentors engaged in coaching activities like “huddling” or making
meta-narrative comments during teaching to highlight changes the mentee could consider when
teaching the same lesson. These techniques were presented at the mid-year DSTR meetings as
effective methods for mentor coaching.
During the first year of the fellowship, mentors also observed fellow’s classes on a regular basis,
and most indicated that observations were daily. Observations conducted were intended to
ensure curricular goals were met by mentee’s lessons as well as to understand mentee’s strengths
and weaknesses in order to guide future planning. One fellow described these observations:
And then I think the first three months of teaching, he was in my class every day
observing me. So, I had almost immediate feedback, every class for like, what he thought
went, well what he thought I could improve on. And he would always take really good
notes that he let me look over afterwards. And so I was getting a lot of feedback. And I
think I was getting quality feedback as well.

Several mentees noted that mentor teachers were such a regular presence in their classrooms that
the students did not even notice their presence. Fellows also noted that mentor teachers rarely if
ever interrupted or made comments during classroom observations but saved any comments for
the fellow until after the class. Both first and second year mentors helped fellows to plan
upcoming activities:
“And one of the things that I appreciated about my mentor was that she’s always been
pretty open about kind of like ‘tag teaming’ with me if there was something that I was
interested in. We would both discuss ways that we could imagine doing it and she was
pretty open to trying to integrate those ideas into his class as well, especially this year.”

In addition to support around instruction, mentors also provided other instrumental support to
assist mentee’s socialization to CDS. Such activities include preparation and guidance during
comment writing at the end of the marking period, discussions about expectations for important
community events such as “Back to School Night,” and preparation for parent teacher
conferences.
In the second year of the fellowship, instrumental support was provided less frequently as
fellows often taught classes that were not identical to those of mentor teachers or made
significant changes to their class beyond that of mentor teachers. Some fellows also took on
additional classes as well outside of their departments or the supervision of mentors. One upper
school fellow described that in the process of changing the books taught in his class the second
year he talked with his mentor and department head a few times, but he was allowed to make the
changes and felt supported throughout the process. Similarly, another upper school fellow
described the process of shadowing a class in another department because it was in a field of
interest, and then being asked to take on an extra class in this subject in the second year.
Psychosocial Support

Of the three types of mentoring support provided at CDS, instrumental support was most often
described by both fellows and mentors, but there was a considerable difference in the amount
and description of psychosocial support provided. Psychosocial support involves other
emotional support including such activities as counseling, offering personal advice or friendship,
confirming, and goal setting. This is especially important since only one of the DSTR fellows
attended an independent school like CDS. Both mentors and fellows described a varying degree
of psychosocial support. While both upper school and lower school mentors and fellows indicate
an equal amount of psychosocial support, this type of support is significantly lower that the
instrumental support provided. Some examples of support that both mentors and fellows
describe are when a student was being accused of academic dishonesty or of disciplinary issues.
One upper school fellow stated:
We kind of go, we base it on more, I guess the emotional weight of what needs to be, I
guess addressed or what is addressed if something happens like academic dishonesty in a
class or a student is, you know yelling or making jokes when the materials really heavy,
then we'll have a really a conversation that is either charged by irritation or are just
concerned depending.
Another middle school fellow also discussed this connection:
So sometimes we'll just kind of like, try and catch up and talk about how things are going.
And I actually think like, the informal time, even though it's a little bit rare is usually
where like my favorite conversation moments happen in terms of thinking of like ideas or
just kind of like, talking about how things are going because there are still a lot of things
in our classrooms that are the same or like kind of, especially in like the structure of the
class.
Both comments demonstrate the value that fellows place on the emotional support provided by
their mentors. These descriptions also demonstrate that these sessions are infrequent or are
based on events rather than planned opportunities for the two to connect.
Two mentors and two fellows detailed problems in the mentor pairing process. The issues stem
from hiring fellows who have interest in a wide variety of subjects and then finding faculty in the
departments to pair with the fellows. The school has traditionally hired fellows who have strong
academic and athletic backgrounds, four of the six fellows played Division I sports and three
either earned double majors or minors in a secondary field. As a result, the teaching assignment
for the fellows and the mentor pairing was often determined late in the process. For at least one
pair, this prevented the mentor from attending the summer training session prior to the first
academic year. Since all the fellows and mentors at the school typically attend the session, this
is a great opportunity to establish a strong connection between mentor and fellow, which is
facilitated by the training as well as the informal meetings that take place during social settings
throughout the week. Another middle school fellow described problems with the pairing
process:

I think that [CDS] needs to be more intentional about the mentor/mentee pairing process.
It's been totally fine in the upper school, but in the middle school, they have had some
issues with finding right fit because of that initial, like, we'll take anybody approach,
which as an applicant was awesome. Like I was super stoked about that. But I think that
it kind of put current faculty members in a little bit of a bind to be like, okay, we have a
science fellow or like, we have a history fellow, like who's gonna volunteer. And maybe
that department isn't at a place where they want to be accepting fellows.
These comments reveal the fellow’s perceptions that the mentor pairing process is the last step in
the recruitment of DSTR fellows and that the process does not take into account the capacity of
the department or mentors to assume the workload of the program.
One additional structure of support that has been used at CDS is a meeting described as “critical
peers.” At this meeting, which in previous years was scheduled for every other week, one fellow
would be asked to present a problem of practice that she has encountered in her own experience
at the school. While these practices could be related to classroom experiences, they also
included issues outside of the classroom such as dealing with a difficult parent or how to
approach a colleague about an issue. After the presentation, other fellows would discuss the
elements of the problem and offer possible options. Mentors also attended the meetings and after
the discussion among the fellows would offer additional perspectives as well. One of the fellows
and one of the mentors discussed this meeting as beneficial. In addition to the immediate benefit
in addressing the problem of practice, this regular meeting allows the fellows and mentors to see
each other as a network of support. According to several participants, scheduling constraints
have stopped these meetings this past year.
Networking Support
Networking support encompasses activities such as introducing, steering, advocating and support
that the mentor provides outside of instructional activities, as well as within the broader
independent school world or within an academic field. In the context of CDS networking
support might include helping fellows to make connections in the professional communities by
participating in independent school conferences such as National Association of Independent
Schools or International Boy’s Schools Coalition or attending conferences with them,
encouraging them to be a part of a professional organization related to the academic discipline or
to publish in a journal, or introducing the fellow to peer teachers at other schools. Networking
support also includes the network within the school itself and includes activities such as
introducing fellows to faculty and staff in different divisions or to alumni or trustees of the
school.
DSTR fellows already have access to networking support as a benefit of being a part of the
UPenn program. Three in person events throughout the year provide mentors and fellows the
opportunity to network with individuals at other independent schools in the program.
Additionally, UPenn supports several affinity groups for the program and fellows interact with
other DSTR members in their subject disciplines at least once per month in “teaching rounds.”
However, beyond the UPenn framework, CDS fellows described no activities that might be
described as networking support either within the CDS community, the broader independent

school community, or within the professional discipline. Only one of the upper school fellows
described a mentor as an “advocate.” She describes this support as a type of protection taking
place within the community:
He was my first kind of advocate at school too, like he was the one that was like, 'Hey,
why are you coaching three seasons, you're not supposed to coach three seasons" and
like he went and spoke to the athletic director about that. So, I immediately felt like he
was going to be supportive. And he's also just such an honest human being, like, even
when it's critical, like, I know it's coming from a good place. And I trust him implicitly.
While this fellow describes the protection of the mentor, this description reveals that other
individuals did not understand the expectations of the fellows, and that the mentor needed to set
boundaries for the fellow. Other fellows described feeling disconnected from the rest of the
school community and the problems that result from the lack of a clear understanding of their
roles:
I think it’s really cool for these schools to say we have this fellowship with UPenn, but if
it’s never like infiltrating past the four people it directly and immediately affects, then
what…how much is it actually impacting our community?
Another fellow offered a similar description:
It's sort of isolated, and I guess speaks to again, like how many people actually know
what we're doing, besides the people that are directly involved. We don't even know what
all of us are doing.
All three comments reveal a lack of networking support within the school to help fellows
establish their role within a broader community at CDS. Furthermore, none of the fellows or
mentors indicated that they engaged in networking support beyond CDS either.
Finding 2: Fellows in the middle school are more likely to express dissatisfaction with their
mentoring experiences.
All three of the middle school fellows describe their instrumental support as being rigid, at least
in the first year. One of the mentors confirmed this view and offered the insight that that has
changed slightly in the last year of the program, but she attributed the change to the hiring of a
new interim middle school head, not a change in the program. The fellows describe the teaching
styles of their mentors as “regimented” and expressed a desire to “just try out this random new
science thing that I just read about as see what happens.” Another fellow said, “I think the other
challenging thing has been the ongoing difference in the way that we approach teaching and
specifically science education” and that she was nervous to bring up new ideas “because my
mentor just wasn’t really interested in those things.” Another fellow also commented that she
was discouraged from trying new teaching techniques as well:
So, in the beginning of the year, I did not have very much freedom. And that was one of
the initial points of conflict. I was meant to, I was paired with someone who had been

teaching, I think, for 15 years at [CDS], and prior to that had been teaching for a long
time. And essentially, it was like anytime I presented something particularly like a new
teaching method that we were learning at Penn, he was like ‘I did that before I tried that
seven years ago. It didn't work, don't do it.’ And that was really like, detrimental to my
development as a teacher because I think that this is what this program is for. You are
doing a disservice if you are not allowing your mentee to be able to explore in the same
way that you did when you were a first-year teacher.
All of the fellows pointed back to the philosophy of the DSTR program as reflective and inquiry
based, the final Capstone project for the program is labeled as an Inquiry Project, to draw a
contrast between the types of support being provided by CDS and the expectations of the UPenn
program. Further, they indicate by not being allowed the freedom to engage in an open and
experimental way with new pieces of curriculum or teaching techniques, their relationships with
their mentors suffered and they felt less valued as participants.
In the upper school, however, mentors and fellows both describe a more personal connection as
resulting from the freedom that fellows are given to explore new materials and techniques. Both
members of one pair described a strong personal connection as resulting from their time
coaching together. They both describe the conversations from the classroom often extending to
the athletic field as well.
We both coach lacrosse, and, and I like to remember certain moments where, you know,
we'll be in the middle of the drill or something. And like, like, the guys are, like, you
know, doing their thing. We're just kind of sitting on the sidelines. Maybe another coach
is running the drill and we talk about American literature. I think that's really cool that
we have that, you know, different setting to talk about even if it's pretty brief, like just
affirmative that you know, okay, this has happened in my class or maybe I here are a few
things that you can do differently. The fact that we have that time together I think helps.
Other upper school fellows also describe a higher degree of psychosocial support. One upper
school fellow described the “freedom” he had to choose new materials for his class:
I just followed his lead last year. And he gave me a lot of freedom to deviate, if I wanted
to do a different type of lesson or a different book. I taught a different a couple different
books that he did in my first year. But that's what I that's what I've loved about the
program so much is that I have all this infrastructure in place, but I have some freedom
too and watching his classes really helps.
The comments of another upper school fellow in describing his relationship with his mentor
contrast with those of the middle school fellows:
He's really not fixed to his authority. And I would say, between us, I guess the authority is
really fluid. It's more of a reciprocal exchange of ideas. And it's only kind of authoritative
when we want it to be or asked for that guidance or perspective. So that's, yeah, that's
how I would really characterize it overall.

The fellow described his mentor’s position as having “fluid” authority and he indicated that they
had a “reciprocal exchange of ideas,” which he indicated at other times as well, made him feel
free to express his ideas. This reciprocity and fluid authority contrasts with the lack of freedom
that one fellow in the middle school signaled as the source of conflict and that other middle
school fellows also demonstrated in their comments about
Finding 3: Underrepresented faculty express feeling “isolation” despite the mentoring
support
Another aspect of mentor/mentee pairing that has been extensively studied in the literature that
also arose in the interviews was the pairing based on gender and ethnicity. The research
indicates that women and people of color experience greater psychosocial support when they are
paired with like mentors. This perception of support is usually attributed to a higher degree of
trust and shared empathy. Due to historical hiring patterns at CDS, few faculty are female or
people of color which means that fewer may be selected as mentors for the program. As a result,
all but one fellow has been paired with a male mentor in their department, and all but one of the
mentors have been white.

Fellow 1
Fellow 2
Fellow 3
Fellow 4
Fellow 5
Fellow 6

Fellow/Mentor pairing by Race and Gender
Division Gender
Race
Gender
US
Female
Mentor 1
Male
MS
Female
Mentor 2
Male
US
Male
White
Mentor 3
Male
MS
Female
Asian
Mentor 4
Female
US
Male
African
Mentor 5
Male
American
MS
Female
Latinx
Mentor 6
Male

Race
White
White
White
White
African
American

Several of the female fellows indicated feeling some tension at being a female teacher at an all
boy’s school and spoke about being the only female member of their department in their
division.
On fellow stated, “when I came into the department, I was the only woman and was the first
woman in the department probably, I don’t know, I think I was the first permanent woman in the
department when I got there because I know that there was an interim for a sabbatical, but I was
the first permanent female hire. Now there are two of us.” Two of the fellows attest to talking
with their mentor about “being a woman at a boy’s school,” especially when an issue would
arise:
I had a kid last year who, for the life of him would not learn from me. He had such an
issue learning from a woman. And that’s exactly what he said. He’s like, ‘I don’t like,
I’ve never had a woman as a teacher. I don’t know how to look like…I don’t want to
learn from you.’ And I’m like, ‘Fine. Whatever.’ But we problem-solved through that.

This fellow felt empowered to work through the issue because she was supported by her mentor
and other informal members who were female faculty in other departments. Another fellow
spoke about the perceptions of gender at CDS and how it affected her relationship with her
mentor:
I think that women are perceived as the more caring and like, nicer. So my first point of
communication, granted I had just had surgery and was on crutches…maybe this comes
from that part and not from me being a woman, but my mentor essentially said, you need
to establish the rule the first day of school. So actually, I think I'm going to take your
classroom because I don't think that you can do that.
Again, the perception of this fellow was that she was being treated differently from the other
fellows and perceived as less able because of her gender. These fellows feel like they are facing
considerable challenges as a new teacher and additional challenges in the CDS community as
being in a minority group, but do not have the kind of psychosocial support from a mentor who
has faced the same challenges.
One fellow described that while she did not have a female mentor in her own department, she
found female faculty in other departments who severed as informal mentors. These other faculty
provided her support in dealing with issues of gender:
And then [faculty member] in the English department has just been, you know, another
one where I can go and say like, I am having issues as a woman in a boys school, how
have you handled these situations? Or like what's your best solution here? And so,
[faculty 1] and [faculty 2] have been really like informal mentors. For me, in terms of
like, emotional support, as like, I hate playing like gender card, but like, I am a minority,
gender wise at Gilman and, I don't love the all boy’s setting. I think it's wonderful, but
there are times where I'm like, "Oh my gosh, like, I need someone to vent to.
Her comments illustrate the issues of being a female teacher at a boy’s school and not feeling
support within her own department. She describes the emotional or psychosocial support of
other women in other departments as being significant.
Several fellows who identify as people of color also describe feeling “isolated” within their
department or not being able to talk to their mentor about issues related to race or ethnicity. The
majority of mentors have been white and male while the majority of the fellows have been
female and are mostly individuals of color. While CDS has made an effort to hire more women
and people of color, and the DSTR program is a part of that effort, several fellows spoke about
larger issues of race, gender and privilege that the felt like their mentor could not address or
made worse:
“So I think I've navigated that well, but the Penn fellowship itself, the more challenging
thing is really just the outside of the classroom stuff and outside of Penn work, it's more
the real political and economic kind of realities that we have to navigate that also kind of
inform in are informed by what we have to do in the classroom and our jobs and so on.
And that's usually kind of, you know, questions of compensation. Other schools have

housing stipends. [CDS] doesn't offer a housing stipend or, you know, the privileges that
exists between the Penn fellows, at [CDS] alone, right. Like, you know, one Penn fellow’s
father, you know, found housing for him. I have to find my own housing, right, and I pay
out of pocket for that stuff. So I mean, it's, that's more of the challenge and trying to, in
trying to come to terms with that stuff and it may or may not affect how we go about or
kind of view the mentor-mentee relationship, bringing it full circle but it definitely does
have an impact on it and just being a [CDS] in general.”
In this experience, the fellow discusses economic realities, which were discussed on several
occasions during the interview, and privileges of another fellow, and that “trying to come to
terms with that stuff” affected the mentor-mentee relationship.

Research Question 2: How are debrief sessions or video sessions with UPenn mentors
and fellows distinct from reflective practices used within other mentoring pairs?
Finding 4: Post-observation debrief sessions are not as detailed or reflective as what is
described by the UPenn training. These sessions are more informal and held on a less
frequent or inconsistent basis.
At the mid-year training meeting for mentors, DSTR professors focused their presentations on
debriefing strategies to use in discussions with fellows. The debriefing strategy included
allowing fellows to reflect on the effective elements of the lesson and to discuss other
approaches to class topics. The presentations included providing a range of questions to
facilitate post-observation conversations, with resources aimed at distinguishing between
directive coaching versus facilitative coaching.
In completing interviews with mentors and fellows it became clear that this practice was not
being implemented with fidelity at CDS. Both the format of the UPenn style debrief as well as
the proscribed frequency are not being followed in the current setup at CDS. While mentors and
fellows sometimes engaged in post-class follow up, these conversations were not based on a
schedule or implemented on a consistent basis. Mentors and fellows both described short
coaching sessions after classes to discuss mentor observations:
Of course, after class, we would talk for 10 to 15 minutes and, and really even not
directly after class but like a few periods later during lunch or at the end of the day. But a
lot of it's just informal and just figuring out the best way to engage your students and you
know, almost like our huddling in, you know, 10 minutes. Just, just feedback advice and
thoughts, different ways to do certain things.
DSTR first year mentors sit in on fellows’ classes on a daily basis, so there is not enough time to
implement a debrief protocol for every class. One mentor commented on these informal
meetings resulting from the schedule,
So I think by keeping it more casual, it helps to kind of talk about things immediately.
Where with like more veteran teachers, I like to keep it more formal so that we have the
time to actually, or that I blocked that time out for us to meet. Where [my fellow’s]
schedule is so open that we could sort of talk whenever.
These comments point to issues several mentors cited such as the need to teach another class or
other meetings as impediments to more formalized feedback. In the second year, mentors
observe fellow’s classes on average around once per week. A second-year fellow also
commented on the informal and casual nature of the process:
We may just have chats in an empty classroom or like in the office whenever something
comes up. We rarely debrief, and that's usually before big projects or big changes or
activities. And that's those are more of like, you know, sit down kind of conversations and
we kind of just workshop things we might be interested in or like he's really interested in
kind of adapting.

This fellow describes debrief sessions in the second year as chats that take place in the available
spaces in the school. This fellow also differentiates between these “chats” and the “sit down
kind of conversations” that he indicates are less frequent and are more focused on planning and
workshopping activities rather than debriefing observations.
Mentors and fellows frequently discussed the cafeteria as an area that allowed for more informal
conversations including debriefing class activities. Having these discussions in the cafeteria
might be a strategy to mitigate the time constraints, but it also has an impact on the tone of the
feedback. One fellow described this practice:
So that's what it usually it kind of looks like the debriefing and things like that or what we
can do it over lunch with even, [CDS] has an interesting kind of lunch culture where they
will talk about students and things that I would consider to be closed door conversations
or kind of, you know, more hush conversations, openly at the lunch table. So sometimes
that will happen.
On a regular basis these are “chats” or “casual” and he again describes lunch as being a location
for some of these discussions. One of the mentors describes how the meetings changed from
informal discussions to more structured observations:
And this year, I've actually done some more like formal write ups. We didn't do a lot of
the formal kind of debrief like UPenn kind of modeled last year. But we did more, I've
done more of that this year, just to kind of show like, this is what it looks like in a more
like normal setting, as opposed to me always being in there and kind of chatting after
class. But [CDS] kind of gives you the freedom to kind of work on what you need to with
your fellow and to kind of decide how frequently you need to meet and kind of what that
looks like.
Again, this mentor describes typical debriefing activity in the first year as “chatting” and
describes that this informal structure allows for a “freedom.” This comment also clearly
demonstrates the mentor understands the distinction between the UPenn modeled debrief
activities and the types of casual conversations used at CDS. Another fellow also described
debriefing activities as taking place at lunch, but also indicated that the mentor teacher allowed
her to look over the notes taken during class, “He would always take really good notes that he let
me look over afterwards, so I was getting a loft of feedback. And we would sit down and chat
over lunch about how I can handle something better or something he hadn’t thought of that I was
doing that he wanted to incorporate. So, it felt really symbiotic in that sense as well.” Both
comments indicate that fellows found this kind of debrief to be timely and helpful.

Research Question 3: Is there a connection between the categories of discussion or
approach during debrief and mentor training?
Finding 5: Post-observation discussions primarily focused on classroom management and
student behavior.
The finding that mentors at CDS were not employing the UPenn framework for post-observation
debriefing prevented recording and analysis of debrief sessions for analysis. Instead participants
were asked about the typical focus of these post-observation discussions. Comments from both
mentors and mentees about the categories of topics revealed that these conversations often
focused on classroom behavior of students or classroom management. In describing this
feedback, one fellow noted its focus on student behavior as well as its casual nature:
But for the most part, she would just kind of like hang out, do her own thing, and then
like, every once in a while, be like, you really need to stop trying to talk over seventh
grade boys because it's not gonna happen.
This fellow indicated that the feedback resulted from student behavior. The feedback is focused
on teacher reaction to student behavior instead of strategies to mitigate behavior or to implement
in order to alter its effects in class. Similarly, another upper school fellow also noted that
feedback or discussion of class activities often resulted from disruptive student behavior during
class:
So that's where the planning of activity we usually do as well after big activities, or
incidents in class or something happens that you know really is just irritating or a student
does something, we'll just you know, chat about it not in a really scientific way more than
the casual way usually, that stuff.
This fellow discusses mainly describes these as planning related to “big activities” or after an
“incident.” Both comments describe that these conversations were a result of classroom
behaviors and that the feedback was delivered in a casual format.
Other fellows similarly described feedback as focused on classroom management, but indicated
that comments were directed at methods to increase student engagement. One middle school
second year fellow described these discussions:
I think mostly our conversations are about the classroom management. And the different
students that were specifically in my class last year, and different ways that I can engage
certain students versus others.
A second-year upper school fellow also noted a similar focus on classroom management,
specifically how the setup of the classroom can impact the engagement of certain participants:
So those bits of advice that [my fellow] gave me, the things that I wouldn't even see, like
she's sitting, she's feels isolated. That's maybe why she's not talking is because there's
two empty seats next to her. Let's move her into the circle. Let's rearrange the furniture,

let's you stand in the back of the classroom instead of the front of the classroom has all
these little tactics that he's obviously developed in his years of teaching that I would
never even really thought of in my first year has helped me kind of develop that skill in
the English classroom specifically where you have to, you have to speak up, you have to
be vulnerable and feel comfortable with each other.
Both comments highlight the focus of mentor comments on student interaction and how to utilize
classroom management techniques in order to increase engagement from students who are
reluctant participants. The upper school fellow notes that his mentor is helping him to “develop
a skill,” a sentiment that was reflected in the comments of the lower school fellow as well, which
demonstrates that fellows found value in this discussion.
One intent of this question was to ascertain if the mentors followed the inquiry based reflective
framework of the DSTR curriculum in their own debrief practices or if mentors followed another
practice. Since CDS mentors and fellows were not employing the debrief framework, this
practice could not be recorded and observed. While comments from participants do reveal the
focus of some of these conversations, they do not reveal the methods mentors or fellows used to
come to these conclusions.

Recommendations
1. Outline the “transformative” philosophy of the DSTR Fellows program at CDS:
In the initial interviews, school administrators made clear the goals of the DSTR program at CDS
was to transform both the teaching of the mentees, as well as to provide a framework for the
mentors, mid-career teacher leaders, to reflect on their own practices as well. School leaders also
discussed the positive impact they felt this would have on the larger culture of the faculty after
several cohorts of teachers were involved in the program and some DSTR fellows graduated into
the faculty. However, comments by fellows revealed a distinction between the mentoring
experience in the middle school and upper school levels with the primary distinction being that
upper school fellows felt more freedom to explore while middle school fellows felt restricted to
the curriculum created by their mentors.
Cochran-Smith and Paris (1995) first distinguished two types of mentoring for new teachers:
knowledge transmission or knowledge transformation. This model has been further developed to
include “educative mentoring” (Feiman-Nemser, 2001; Wang & Odell, 2002). In the more
traditional knowledge transmission model “mentors perceive their role as expert teachers and
transmit their knowledge within a hierarchically structured relationship.” Richter et al. (2013)
further traces the foundations of this mentor/protegee dynamic and notes that in this structure
“novices are socialized into the prevailing culture of schooling which manifests the status quo.”
In the knowledge transformation model the relationship between mentor and mentee is
collaborative in nature and knowledge about teaching is “mutually generated.” Feiman-Nemser
elaborate “[mentors] interact with their novices in a way that supports inquiry and that enables
them to learn in and from their practice.” This framework echoes the inquiry-based
methodology modeled by the UPenn curriculum and which several mentors and fellows
discussed during interviews. Moreover, Richter et al. build on the research of others to
demonstrate that beginning teachers have more self-efficacy and feel less emotional exhaustion
when they have constructivist oriented mentoring.
Outlining a clear statement about the mission and goals of the DSTR program at CDS can ensure
that all individuals have a clear understanding of the vision of school leaders. Moreover, this
statement could also be a part of recruiting future mentors to the program and in outlining the
roles of mentors and fellows for the broader school community. As part of a logic model, this
outline can provide a more comprehensive structure to the DSTR program at CDS and ensure
that other parts of the program are implemented consistently to support the overall mission and
goals of the program.
2. Establish debrief protocol and implementation schedule:
The beginning of the year is a challenging time for everyone and creating and implementing a
process of debriefing with a new mentee adds to the challenge. Establishing the norms of the
debriefing process is an essential part of developing the relationship between mentor and mentee
because it creates the framework for giving and receiving feedback. However, one challenge to
this relationship is if mentors or fellows perceive a discrepancy between their own feedback
process and the processes of other pairs. Establishing a set protocol for feedback and a schedule

for implementation reduces the burden placed on mentors to create their own feedback process
and ensures that feedback addresses all areas of teaching, including classroom management,
content delivery and student engagement. In the most recent training sessions (October 2020),
after this study was completed, the DSTR program recommended a written framework (included
below) for regular debriefings to be used with first year mentors. This framework is
recommended but not required by DSTR. Benefits of the framework include ease of use,
employing reflective strategies from both mentor and fellow, and establishing pathways for
future actions.

Hobson et al. (2009) as well as others (Foster, 1999; Heilbronn, Jones, Bubb, & Totterdell, 2002;
Hobson, 2002) establish that the most effective part of the work is observations of the mentee
and of the mentor and that the guidelines for effective communication include a pre-observation
conference to set goals and where the post-observation debrief is “(i) conducted in a sensitive,
non-threatening way; (ii) focuses on specific aspects of mentees’ teaching; and (iii) provides an
opportunity for genuine and constructive dialogue between mentor and mentee which includes
joint exploration of the perceived strengths and weaknesses of the mentee’s teaching, discussion
of the likely impacts of observed teaching actions, and the development of ideas which might
help the mentee overcome any problems or weaknesses” (Hobson et al., p. 212). Establishing
this protocol would ensure that discussions follow the guidelines established by Hobson et al.,
that the feedback is focused on a specific aspect and delivered in such a way, perhaps through a
form, that allows the fellow time to process implications for planning future lessons. The
recommendations above also point to the need for “joint exploration” by both the mentor and
fellow, which is in alignment with the UPenn’s focus on reflective practice as well. Currently,

pre-observation meetings are not a regular practice at CDS, and could be included as part of the
observation protocol.
Several fellows and mentors talked about the reflective and inquiry-based nature of the UPenn
program at times being at odds with the structures at the school. Several fellows indicated the
importance of having input such as when mentors were willing to adopt or try out ideas they
suggested, it made them feel accepted or valued in the exchange. One fellow described this as
“reciprocal” instead of “being told what to do.” A framework that allowed for this type of
regular reflection and input as well as mentor guidance could mitigate this difference in
perspectives.
Another challenge to post-observation discussions is to focus on “specific aspects of mentees’
teaching” and to allow a “joint exploration” for how these teaching practices mediate student’s
understandings. Many researchers (Helgevold, Naesheim-Bjorkvik, Ostrem, 2015; Crasborn,
Hennissen, Brouwer, Korthagen, & Bergen, 2011; Orland-Barak & Klein, 2005; and Strong &
Baron, 2004) have noted that post-observation discussion can be divided into several categories
such as: instruction and organization, student behavior, classroom setup, content and other
matters. During feedback mentors’ suggestions focus on teaching/instruction (70%), students or
classroom (18%) and the smallest focus on content (2%). These findings are consistent with the
comments of mentors and fellows at CDS. A debrief protocol would encourage mentors and
fellows to keep all four areas in mind when engaging in planning as well as during postobservation debrief.
3. Improve mentor training prior to first year and create regular meetings for
mentors:
Current training for new mentors is the three-day orientation with fellows at UPenn in July.
Mentors leave this event with many materials as well as the book, The Art of Coaching (Aguilar,
2013), but no additional training. The in-person event presents several methods for observation
and approaches to mentoring and debriefing. In addition to the formal DSTR program, many
informal events help to create the basis for the psychosocial connection between mentor and
fellow. This event also serves to create networking connections for mentors and fellows at other
schools as well. However, as several mentors noted in interviews, since the pairings have been
made late in the process, some mentors have not been able to attend the meetings. The result is
that some mentors have little to no training when the school year begins. Moreover, research
(Langdon et al., 2014) has indicated that mentors who have access to professional development
have significantly more positive perceptions than mentors who do not have access to this kind of
training.
The structure of the in-person training sessions prioritizes the instrumental support of mentees,
but more training needs to focus on the areas of psychosocial support and network support that
currently are the weaknesses of the DSTR program at CDS. Bullough (2005) suggested that
“mentor preparation needs to go beyond training, traditionally conceived as behavioral
inculcation without insight, and should include planned strategies to assist individuals in
developing their identities as mentors.” He and others (Carroll, 2005; Graham, 1997; Orland
2001) recommended seminars organized around the practice of mentoring to serve as a type of

“affinity groups,” “helping to overcome mentor isolation, facilitating the development of a
shared discourse for mentoring, and enhancing mentors’ skill development through
conversations about mentoring practice and pedagogy”
During the school year the meetings of groups of fellows and mentors is inconsistent. For the
first two years of the program fellows and mentors met together to discuss problems of practice,
but these sessions were led by fellows. Scheduling issues interrupted these meetings this past
year. Even during this time, mentors do not have regular meetings to talk about issues with the
program or to share approaches to mentoring that have led to successful outcomes. One way to
resolve this issue is to give mentors relief from one season of coaching and reserving this time
for regular meetings with mentors.
4. Create a network of informal mentors:
When fellows were asked about informal mentors, several were able to explicitly name other
individuals at the school. Often these informal mentors were individuals with whom they
coached or whom they felt comfortable discussing issues about being a woman or person of
color at the school. These informal mentoring relationships offer fellows psychosocial support
and increase the sense of belonging or connection within the school community. Other fellows,
who expressed feeling less connected with the school, described informal mentors in other places
such as past teachers or others in the DSTR program. This data suggests that creating additional
support by encouraging informal mentorship opportunities can increase fellow’s connection to
the community and improve retention.
Several fellows described informal mentors who they coached with or who they worked with as
co-advisors. These non-academic areas provided fellows with additional informal mentors and
allowed them to make contributions that they felt were validated by veteran faculty members.
One fellow described that in co-advising with teachers besides her mentor, she was able to watch
other teachers build relationships with students and able to contribute in a substantial way.
Another upper school fellow described that due to his experience with a Division I sport, the
coach was willing to provide him with more responsibilities in coaching, and this level of respect
provided him with a feeling of support. Since these areas tend to lie outside of structures and
frameworks of existing academic frameworks, they allow fellows to take on more substantial
roles in a low-stakes environment and for additional mentors to take on a psychosocial
supporting role.
Additional benefits to creating this network include increasing the level of networking support,
the area that fellows and mentors identified as the lowest level of support currently offered in the
program. Possible informal mentors include former fellows and mentors, other members from
the department especially in other divisions, and female teachers or teachers of color who are
traditionally underrepresented at the school. This network could also serve as a recruitment tool
for future potential mentors in the DSTR program and as an opportunity for current mentors and
fellows to share specific knowledge about the program with potential participants. This network
would also allow program administrators to evaluate the talents of potential mentors and to work
with individuals to build strengths or capacities in other areas as well.

5. Consider opportunities for fellow’s participation in the community:
One benefit of the DSTR program that the CDS program director described was the impact of
fellow’s learning on the larger school community. He identified specifically the professional
development on the mentor, the inclusion of new strategies on classroom instruction, and the
influence of knowledge about the field of education within the school faculty. He also described
the impact of the reflective and inquiry-based practices on the professional culture at CDS.
However, while these benefits were reflected in the comments of several mentors, the fellows
also described feeling isolated from other areas of school life. One second year fellow described
feeling disconnected from the school outside of the DSTR fellows and mentors. Another fellow
described a teaching schedule that often left him without any obligations after lunch or with days
that he did not need to come to school. Other fellows also described frustration being called
“teacher interns,” which is apparently a hold over from how fellows were classified in the past:
“But there’s a lack of respect for what we do. And that just stuff that if there were more people
who knew what the program actually was, that wouldn’t be the case.”
These interviews reveal the difference in perceptions between mentors and fellow and between
mentors and other faculty not involved in the DSTR program. Fellows are engaged in the act of
crafting and exploring new identities as teachers and as participants in an independent school
world. Jean Lave (1996, p. 157) focusing on apprenticeship in teachers stated, “crafting
identities in practices becomes the fundamental project subjects engage in; crafting identities is a
social process, and becoming more knowledgeably skilled is an aspect of participation in social
practice. By such reason, who you are becoming shapes crucially and fundamentally what you
‘know.’” Creating more opportunities for fellows to participate in the community allows for
them to explore and develop these identities through social connections with other individuals at
the school
6. Evaluate the mentor/fellow pairing process:
Both mentors and fellows discussed problems with the mentor pairing process in the current
system. Once concern focused on the late timing of the pairing preventing mentors from
attending the summer orientation session at UPenn. If mentors cannot attend these sessions, then
they miss training on observation techniques and mentoring strategies. Moreover, this time is
also important for mentors to begin the process of psychosocial support through informal
activities and to begin to develop a personal and emotional bond. Interviews with mentors and
fellows indicated psychosocial support as an area that needed more development. Earlier pairing
will allow for mentors to receive the benefits of training and an earlier connection with fellows.
Additional comments revealed that fellows of underrepresented groups often felt a lack of
psychosocial support or reported feeling isolated. Researchers (Allen, Day, & Lenz, 2005;
Lockwood, 2006; Foley, 2006; Kark & Shilo- Dubnov, 2007) have demonstrated female students
experience greater comfort and psychosocial support when they have female mentors versus
when they are paired with male mentors and are more likely to feel a greater sense of efficacy
and to persist in an academic field. Similar to these findings, researchers who studied mentor
matching based on race, especially when looking at doctoral students who are the same age as
the DSTR fellows, found that mentees felt greater psychosocial support and were more likely to

persist in the field when matched with a mentor of the same race (Estrada, Hernandz, & Schultz,
2018; Blake-Beard et al., 2011; Brown, Daly, & Leong, 2009; Ortiz-Walters & Gilson, 2005).
These findings suggest that matching based on gender and race may improve perceptions of
support and retention of fellows. CDS is actively recruiting faculty members to increase
representation to these underrepresented groups and the DSTR fellows program is a part of this
recruitment strategy. However, DSTR fellows might feel a greater sense of belonging if paired
with a mentor who is able to lead them though some of the challenges that other females or
people of color face at CDS or independent schools in general. Pairing DSTR fellows with
mentors who have similar demographic backgrounds may increase retention of DSTR fellows in
the future but also requires that CDS have willing mentors with enough experience at CDS to fill
those roles as well.
7.

Prioritize opportunities for fellows to participate in professional development:

The lowest area of support as described by both fellows and mentors was network support. Yet,
due to CDS’s position in a large east coast city, major conferences are often held in the city or
nearby locations and are easy to access. The school also maintains strong ties with both the
National Association of Independent Schools and the International Boy’s Schools Coalition, both
of which have major conferences on the east coast every few years. While these major multiple
day events are accessible, the state association of independent schools also offers a robust option
of single day or partial day events. The school should encourage fellows to participate in these
professional development opportunities.
Fellows and mentors are already engaged in classes and three professional development meetings
per year as part of the UPenn program, but these other meetings allow fellows the opportunity to
make connections outside of the immediate DSTR program. Attending conferences or other
professional development can also give fellows the opportunity to share findings from the
meetings with other CDS faculty and thus give fellows more opportunity to showcase their
knowledge at CDS.

Conclusions
The purpose of this improvement project was to determine the current mentoring practices in
place to support new teacher induction at an independent day school setting and to examine the
practices of a subset of these teachers enrolled in a two-year teaching fellowship. Through
interviews of school administrators and program participants findings demonstrated that while
new teachers are provided with a high level of instrumental support, they do not feel as
supported in other areas, especially emotionally or in their broader career path. Moreover, the
findings revealed that in particular middle school fellows and fellows from underserved
populations felt unsupported. The study also revealed that the school is not following the
recommended methods to support post-observation discussions between mentors and fellows.
Recommendations focus on methods to improve organizational structures to improve networking
and psychosocial support as well as establishing alignment between the school’s goals and
UPenn’s reflective practice. This includes improving training for mentors by increasing the
number of meetings for mentors, determining mentor pairing earlier to ensure new mentors can
attend the summer training session, and selecting mentors who are committed to “transformative
mentoring.” Recommendations also include addressing broader concerns about diversity in
hiring in order to pair fellows with mentors based on race and gender or to lead to formal
pathways for fellows to create connections with informal mentors who share similar
demographic characteristics. The outcome of these steps is intended to impact the sense of
belonging that fellows feel in the larger CDS community.
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Appendix A: Interview Guide
Introductory Questions:
1.

Can you describe your position at the school?
a. In addition to teaching, what other activities are you responsible for?
b. How long have you been at this school? In teaching?

2. Can you briefly tell me about your background prior to coming to CDS?
a. Training?
b. Schools?
c. Experience?
3.

How did you become involved in this program?
a. How did you learn about it?
b. How did you apply to be a part of it? Can you describe the application process?
c. Did you apply for other programs like it? Does the school have other programs
like it?
d. Did you look at other graduate programs in addition to this one (UPenn DSTR
only)

Mentors only:
1. Can you describe the process of becoming a mentor?
2. Is it the same for the different programs at CDS?
3. Have you had experience mentoring prior to this program?
a. When was this?
b. Can you describe it a little bit?
4. Have you had experience being mentored?
a. When was this?
b. Can you describe it a little bit?
5. What is your perception of the UPenn/Fellows/New teacher mentor program at CDS?
6. Did you receive any training prior to this year?
a. Can you describe that a little bit?
b. Is there something you wish you had known prior to this year? An area of training
you wished the program had focused on?
7. Have your received any training with regards to the program this year?
a. Can you describe that?
b. Is there a particular area where you feel like this training was focused?
c. Is there any area that you feel like the training missed?
8. What structures are in place to support you as a mentor?
9. What allowances (course reduction, salary benefit, ect.) are you granted in being a part of
this mentorship program?
a. Is this the same for all mentor programs?
10. How many hours a week would you estimate you spend in preparing for mentoring?
a. Classroom observation?

b. Other mentoring activities?
c. Debrief?
d. Training/Professional development?
Mentor Related Behaviors:
1. What was your training like prior to starting this school year?
2. Can you describe the role of the mentor at CDS?
a. How often is the mentor in the mentee’s classes?
b. How many classes do you teach?
c. Does the mentor have a supervisory/evaluative role?
3. What types of activities do you engage in with your mentor/mentee that you would
describe as “mentoring behaviors”?
a. Can you describe how often each of these happen?
b. Which of these do you find to be effective? Why?
c. What kinds of supports are provided by the school for these behaviors?
d. What structures do you think are most important part of the mentoring
relationship?
4. What interventions do you and your mentor/mentee use to discuss teaching activities?
5. How do you use debriefing activities?
a. Do you use video?
b. Do you use other tools?
6. Would you say you mostly discuss classroom management, students, content, other?
7. What other kinds of activities (not class related) do you engage in with your
mentor/mentee?
a. What other supports are mentors expected to provide?
8. What is the most important aspect of the mentor/mentee relationship?
9. What types of training have you received this year focused on mentoring?
10. What have been the challenges in mentoring/working with your mentor this year?
Mentee Questions:
1. Can you describe typical activities with your mentor?
2. How would you describe your mentor’s process of guiding your practice?
a. Directed
b. Exploratory
3. How would you describe the role of the mentor at CDS?
4. Is this similar to other mentor/mentee experiences you may have had?
5. What types of activities do you engage in with your mentor that you would describe as
“mentoring behaviors”?
a. Can you describe how often each of these happen?
b. Which of these do you find to be effective? Why?
c. What kinds of supports are provided by the school for these behaviors?
d. What structures do you think are most important part of the mentoring
relationship?
6. What interventions do you and your mentor/mentee use to discuss teaching activities?

7. How do you use debriefing activities?
a. Do you use video?
b. Do you use other tools?
8. Would you say you mostly discuss classroom management, students, content, other?
9. What other kinds of activities (not class related) do you engage in with your
mentor/mentee?
10. What have been the challenges in working with your mentor this year?
a. What kinds of supports does the school provide to deal with these challenges?
Other Questions:
1. If you have a conflict with your mentor, what supports are provided to you by the school?
2. Do the mentors meet together at any point in the year?
a. Who organizes these meetings?
3. Do the fellows/new teachers meet together in separate meetings?
4. Is there anything you would change about the teaching fellows/UPenn/mentoring
program?

