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Chapter I 

INTRODUCTION 

The process of becoming socialized into teaching is one of the most difficult 

stages in the professional development of teachers. Indeed, the teacher's experiences 

during the first year are often pivotal in the eventual success or failure of the beginning 

teacher. Beginning teachers are usually expected to assume all of the responsibilities of 

teaching as if they were veteran teachers (Wildman & Niles, 1987). Some beginning 

teachers experience personal changes such as moving to a new community and starting a 

new lifestyle (Levy, 1987). 

The transition from student to first year teacher is traumatic for many. New 

teachers are often placed in classrooms with little preparation and no specific support 

structure. It is no wonder that "beginning teachers frequently report stress, anxiety, and 

. feelings of inadequacy" (Joyce & Clift, 1984, p. 6). Fifteen percent of all new teachers 

never recover from this initial experience and leave the profession after the first year 

(Huling-Austin, 1989). Over 50 percent of all beginning teachers leave the profession 

within five years (Olson & Rodman, 1988). 

It has been long recognized that beginning teachers need support to help them 

through the first year (Wildman & Niles, 1987). Veeman (1984), in a study of teachers 

across subject matter disciplines, identified eight problems frequently faced by beginning 

teachers. The problems included: classroom discipline, motivating students, dealing with 

1 
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individual differences, assessing students' work, relationships with parents, organization 

of class work, insufficient and/or inadequate teaching materials and supplies, and dealing 

with problems of individual students (Veeman, 1984). 

Induction is the broad process by which beginning teachers are socialized into the 

profession. Camp and Heath (1988) identified the induction process as a transitional 

period when beginning teachers move from the role of students to become experienced 

teachers. This assistance ranges from informal friendships to very formal and structured 

programs. No matter what type of induction program has been adopted, all have been 

initiated for the same reason. 

First year agricultural education teachers especially need this assistance. 

Experienced agriculture teachers have higher levels of morale or job satisfaction when 

compared with beginning agricultural education teachers (Debertin & Priebe, 1984; 

Grady, 1985). Specifically, when compared to national morale norms for junior and 

senior high faculties, beginning agricultural education teachers rank consistently below 

the 50th percentile (Flowers & Pepple, 1988). These new teachers of agriculture are not 

only responsible for the activities of a normal subject teacher, but also they are 

responsible for an entire agricultural education program; Researchers (Birkenholz & 

Harbstreit, 1987; Claycomb & Petty, 1983; Garton & Chung, 1997; Hillison, 1977; 

Mundt, 1991; Shippy, 1981; Talbert, Camp, & Heath-Camp, 1994) have identified the 

needs of beginning teachers of agriculture. Hillison (1977) stated these responsibilities 

included: completing state department reports, planning lessons, and ordering materials. 

Birkenholz and Harbstreit (1987) identified additional needs for first year teachers such 



as developing skills in specialty courses, training agriculture/FF A contest teams and 

assisting students with SAE records. 

In the early 1980s, programs were developed to serve as a vehicle for connecting 

theory and practice for beginning teachers. Since their inception, resident teacher 

programs have created "new ways for colleges and school systems to work together 

around instructional reform, creating greater common ground and leveraging 

improvements in both settings" (National Commission on Teaching and America's 

Future, 1996, p. 80). Resident teacher programs (also referred to as teacher induction 

programs) represent "one of the major innovations supporting ... improvements in 

teacher education" (p. 78). 
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In 1980, Oklahoma mandated an induction program for all first year teachers 

identified as the Oklahoma Entry-Year Assistance Program. The original bill, House Bill 

1706 (HB 1706) was introduced in January 1980, therefore establishing both teacher 

preparation criteria and the Entry-Year Assistance Program. The stated intent of the bill 

was "to establish qualifications of teachers in the common schools of this state through 

licensing and certification requirements" (HB 1706, Section 4). 

The second part of the original bill, few changes have occurred with the Entry-

y ear Assistance Program throughout its twenty-two year history. Presently referred to as 

the Oklahoma Residency Program, all first year teachers with zero (0) years of classroom 

teaching experience still are required to participate. The induction program is made up of 

four persons: the first year teacher, referred to as the resident teacher, and three residency 

committee members. Members include a higher education representative from the 



teacher's graduating school, an administrator and mentor teacher from the school district 

where the resident teacher is employed. 
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Several studies over the last 21 years have specifically examined the Oklahoma 

Residency Program, particularly the role of the support committee (Barbee, 1985; 

Barrera, 1991; Crawford, McBee & Watson, 1985; Elsner, 1984; Everett, 1995; Friske, 

Combs & Koetting, 1986; Godley, Klug & Wilson, 1985; Godley, Wilson & Klug, 1989; 

Stem, 1985; Stem & Wisley, 1985). Each study reflected a generally positive view of the 

overall program as well as the participation of the committee members. Findings from 

other studies (Crawford, McBee & Watson, 1985; Elsner, 1984; Everett, 1995; Friske, 

Combs & Koetting, 1986; Godley, Klug & Wilson, 1985; Martin, 1986; Stem & Amey, 

1987; Todd, 1990) noted some variations in the overall program value as well as the 

value of committee members from the viewpoint of the resident teacher; however, these 

variations were not investigated further. 

The National Commission on Teaching and America's Future (1996) document, 

What matters most: Teaching for America's future, lists "inadequate induction for 

beginning teachers" as one of the barriers to providing all students with a quality 

education. One of the authors' recommendations in addressing this issue was to "create 

and fund mentoring programs for beginning teachers" (p. vii). These mentoring 

programs allow the first year teachers to gain invaluable knowledge and experience from 

practicing teachers. Feiman-Nemser and Floden (1986) stated that the "practical wisdom 

of competent teachers remains a largely untapped source of insights for improvement of 

teaching" (p. 505). 
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The term mentor was defined by Schmidt (1987) as "experienced professionals 

who enjoy sharing their enthusiasm, understanding, and perspective of the full meaning 

of a professional career with those entering the field" (p. 4 ). Cohen ( 1995) expanded on 

this definition explaining that the term mentor "entered out of contemporary language as 

a description of non-parental, competent, and trustworthy figure who consciously accepts 

personal responsibility for the significant developmental growth of another individual" 

(p. 1 ). Providing beginning teachers with mentor support is one means of addressing the 

issue of teacher attrition. 

Today's schools are experiencing the need to be more accountable for instruction 

and teacher development. In his 2001 report to the United States' Congress, President 

George W. Bush identified the need to improve the educational system so that no child is 

left behind (House Document 107-34, 2001). States will be given more flexibility. In 

exchange, greater accountability will be held in two important areas: student performance 

and teacher professional development. "States will be expected to ensure that all children 

are taught by effective teachers" (HD 107-34, 2001, p. 10). To accomplish this, high 

standards for professional development will be set to promote research-based, effective 

practice in the classroom. 

Statement of Problem 

In almost every state in America, induction programs are established to provide 

mentoring to beginning agricultural education teachers. Is the Oklahoma Residency 

Program providing a mentorship experience for the professional development of first year 

agricultural education teachers? 
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Purpose of the Study 

The purpose of this study was to evaluate the Oklahoma Residency Program with 

emphasis in mentoring first year agricultural education teachers. 

Objectives of the Study 

To accomplish this purpose, the following objectives were developed: 

1. Describe the personal characteristics of resident teachers in agricultural 

education and the residency committee members appointed to mentor first 

year teachers in agricultural education. 

2. Determine the perceptions ofresidency committee members concerning 

mentoring the resident agricultural education teacher. 

3. Describe the mentor relationships that exist between the resident agricultural 

education teacher and his or her committee members. 

4. Compare perceptions among committee members of the Oklahoma Residency 

Program. 

5. Compare perceptions of committee members about the Oklahoma Residency 

Program to those perceptions of participants in previous research studies 

conducted in 1985 and 1991. 

6. Determine if the participants in the Oklahoma Residency Program favor 

continuance of the program. 

7. Identify otheradditional mentors used by first year agricultural education 

teachers. 



Assumptions 

The following assumptions are made regarding this study: 

1. The instruments used in this study will elicit accurate responses from 

the participants. 
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2. The participants of this study will answer the questions honestly and to 

the best of their ability. 

Limitations 

The author recognized the following limitations: 

1. This study examines only the Oklahoma Residency Program. Because 

of other states' induction programs may vary in purpose and design, 

the results of this study may not be generalized beyond Oklahoma. 

2. The data gathered were based on participants' perceptions of the 

Oklahoma Residency Program. Similar perceptions may not be shared 

within or among groups. 

3. In addition to the required observations and committee meetings, 

resident agricultural education teachers may participate in other 

induction activities ( e.g., more frequent classroom visits by committee 

members, opportunities for the resident teacher to observe other 

teachers, attendance at school/district workshops, Professional 

Improvement (PI) groups, district meetings, etc.). These additional 



activities may affect the participants' views of the efficacy of the 

Oklahoma Residency Program. 

Definition of Terms 

For the purpose of this study, the following terms were identified: 

Mentorship: A developmental work relationship between an experienced professional 

(mentor) and a new professional (protege). This relationship can be formed through the 

choice of the mentor or protege( Levinson et al., 1978). 

Mentor: An individual who forms an interpersonal relationship with another individual 

for the purpose of providing beneficial career and psychosocial support (Bower, 1993). 

Mentoring: A relationship involving career and psychosocial function activities between 

an experienced person and one who lacks experience. The experienced person provides 

support, guidance, and counseling to enhance the career development of the other person 

(Levinson et al., 1978). 

Induction: A transitional period on teacher education, between the pre-service 

preparation and continuing professional development, during which assistance may be 

provided and/or assessment may be applied to beginning teachers (Huling-Austin, Odell, 

Ishler, Kay & Edelfelt, 1989, p. 3). 
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Residency Committee: A committee assigned to a local school district for the purpose of 

giving guidance and assistance, reviewing the teaching performance of a resident teacher, 

and making recommendations to the State Board of Education regarding certification 

(Oklahoma State University Resident Teacher Handbook, 2001, p. 1). 
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Oklahoma Residency Program: The state-mandated minimum one-year induction 

program, with provisions for a second year that is administered by the State Department 

of Education through a three-member committee consisting of an administrator, mentor 

teacher, and higher education faculty member. The expressed purpose is to assist in 

classroom management and professional development and to evaluate the performance of 

the resident teacher, with successful completion of the program being a requirement for 

certification (Oklahoma Residency Committee Handbook). 

Resident Teacher: A licensed teacher who is employed in an accredited school and who 

has zero (0) years experience as a classroom teacher. (Oklahoma State University 

Resident Teacher Handbook, 2001, p. 1) 

Mentor Teacher: A classroom teacher and have a minimum of two (2) years of classroom 

teaching experience as a certified teacher. The mentor teacher must hold at least a 

standard certificate (Oklahoma State University Resident Teacher Handbook, 2001, p. 2) 

Administrator: A principal or assistant principal of the employing school district, or a 

administrator designated by the local school board (Oklahoma State University Resident 

Teacher Handbook, 2001, p. 1). 

Higher Education Representative: A teacher educator in a college or school of education 

of an institution of higher learning (Oklahoma State University Resident Teacher 

Handbook, 2001, p. 1). 

License: A permission granted to an individual or organization by a designated authority, 

usually public, to engage in a practice, occupation or activity otherwise unlawful (The 

Facts on File Dictionary of Education, 1988, p. 273). 



Certificate: A legal document giving authorization from the state, an agency, or an 

organization for an individual to perform certain services (The Facts on File Dictionary 

of Education, 1988, p.86). 

Scope 
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The scope of this study included all resident agricultural education teachers and 

their committee members within.the Oklahoma Residency Program for the 1999-2000 

and 2000-2001 academic school years. The frame identifying the committee members 

was developed with the assistance of the Oklahoma State Department of Education. The 

census included 148 participants of the 3 7 residency committees assigned in August 1999 

and in August 2000. Of these 148, 37 individuals were first year agricultural education 

teachers. The other residency committee members included 37 mentor teachers and 37 

administrators within the 37 school districts. Also, 13 teacher educators from Oklahoma 

State University, Oklahoma Panhandle State University, and Northeastern State 

University served on 3 7 residency committees as higher education representatives for the 

academic years 1999-2000 and 2000-2001. 



Chapter II 

REVIEW OF LITERATURE 

This chapter reviews related literature pertaining to two concepts: beginning 

teacher induction and mentoring. Areas to be examined include the problems of 

beginning teachers, the mentoring experience, induction prowams for beginning teachers, 

and the Oklahoma Residency Program. 

Problems of Beginning Teachers 

"Given comparisons to fields such as medicine and law, which recognize the 

needs of new professionals more fully, some observers have dubbed education the 

profession that eats its young" (Halford, 1998). Unlike most other professions where the 

job becomes more challenging over time, in teaching the most challenging situations are 

given to the new teacher (Glickman, 1990). Having to work with students oflow ability 

and disruptive behavior, having many different classes to prepare for, and having use 

poorly supplied classroom compounds the stresses of beginning teachers (Huling-Austin, 

1987). Even worse, is the fact that in the mid 1980's up to 12% of all newly hired 

teachers in the United States were not certified in the fields they were assigned to teach 

(Roth, 1986). 

11 
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The first three to five years of teaching are a period of transition from novice to 

established teacher. It is during this time that the begimiing teacher develops competence 

in knowledge, skills, and values. This period is followed by the development of the 

teacher's performance that can be defined as enacting the tasks of teaching by using the 

acquired knowledge, skills, and values. The third step in the development of the teacher 

involves effectiveness, which is the accomplishment of an intended outcome (usually 

related to student learning and behavior) as a result of teacher performance (DeBolt, 

1992). 

Several factors contribute to a teacher's sense of efficacy, enhanced motivation, 

and commitment. Some include a supportive school climate, the presence of collegial 

values, shared decision-making, and a school culture that provides a sense of purpose and 

a shared vision (Sergiovanni & Starratt, 1998). This is to say that the most effective and 

highly motivated professionals are those who can move beyond doing what gets rewarded 

to doing what they know is good and should be done. Schools must become learning 

communities for teachers to feel safe to experiment with various strategies and talk about 

teaching and learning (Sergiovanni & Starratt, 1998). 

It is not enough to simply look at the immediate school environment to predict if a 

teacher will remain in the profession. According to Chapman (1984), the strongest 

predictors of the retention of a new teacher were the teacher's initial commitment to the 

teaching profession and early work experiences in the profession. Yee (1990) found 

teachers with positive early first year experiences, reasonable assignments in terms of 

course loads and subjects, and adequate feedback and personal support from colleagues 
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and supervisors are more likely to become competent and skillful teachers who remain in 

the profession. 

Career development and advancement opportunities are influenced by a variety of 

personal characteristics; however, evidence suggests that environmental and 

organizational factors also play a significant part in the academic career development 

process (Fowler, 1982). Ryan (1974) discovered a "curve of disenchantment" that 

followed the change from the beginning teachers' initial warm and positive attitudes 

toward their students to a sharp decline after two months' classroom experience, then to a 

slow and gradual rise in positive attitudes again. Aspy (1969) found that survival was 

more important than competence for the beginning teacher. Varah, Thune and Parker 

(1986) discussed the process of teaching as new professionals, and referred to new 

teacher survival as sink or swim. Recently, others reinforced the concept of survival for 

new teachers and offer assistance in this area (DePaul 2000; Nichols & Mudnt, 1996; 

Stedman & Stroot, 1998). 

Veenman (1984) established problems of beginning teachers as perceived by 

teachers in their first year. Significant problems existed including: maintaining 

classroom discipline, developing student motivation, dealing with individual student 

differences, assessing student's work, interacting with parents, organizing work, 

obtaining sufficient instructional materials, dealing with student's personal problems, 

managing heavy course loads with inadequate preparation time, and getting along with 

colleagues. 

Odell (1987) derived seven generalized categories of needed support for the 

beginning classroom teacher: 



1. Instructional-giving information about teaching strategies, curriculum or 
instructional processes. 
2. System-giving information related to procedures and policies of the school 
district. 
3. Resource-collecting, distributing or locating resources for use by the new 
teacher. 
4. Emotional-offering new teachers personal support through considerate 
listening and sharing experiences. 
5. Managerial - managing and organizing the school day. 
6. Parental - giving help or suggestions related to working with parents. 
7. Disciplinary - giving guidance and ideas related to managing students. 
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The areas above pertain to all teachers across America. However, agricultural 

education teachers face additional problems within their first year of teaching. Numerous 

research studies have examined the problems of beginning agricultural education teachers 

(Edwards & Briers, 1999; Findlay, 1992; Garton & Chung, 1996; Hachmiester, 1981; 

Joerger & Boettcher, 2000; Johnson, Lindhart & Stewart, 1989; Mudnt & Conners, 1999; 

Nesbitt & Mudnt, 1993; Shippy, 1981). Specifically, professional development within 

the first year of teaching agricultural education is of great importance. Washburn, King, 

Garton and Harbstreit (2001) reported areas of professional development needed by 

beginning teachers in Kansas. In this study, beginning teachers referred to those 

educators with five years or less experience teaching agricultural education. The 

following areas were identified by beginning teachers in agricultural education: 

• Writing grantproposals for external funding 
• Preparing proficiency and degree applications 
• Recruiting and retaining quality students 
• Designing and modifying curriculum and course offerings to attract high 

quality students 
• Modifying the curriculum to meet the changes in technology 
• Developing SAE opportunities for students 
• Building the image of agriculture programs and courses 
• Computer applications in agriculture 
• Agricultural mechanics project construction. 



In many states, professional development needs of beginning agricultural education 

teachers are addressed through induction programs. 

One area that provides assistance to first year teachers is Higher Education. 
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Goodlad (1994) addressed the need for partnerships between school districts and higher 

education institutions. He stated, "We are not likely to have good schools without a 

continuing supply of excellent teachers. Nor are we likely to have excellent teachers 

unless they are immersed in exemplary schools for significant portions of their induction 

into teaching" (p. 1 ). 

Wood (1973) identified job satisfaction as the condition of contentment with 

one's work and environment, denoting a positive attitude. Teacher morale is a crucial 

element for beginning teachers. Morale is defined as the professional interest and 

enthusiasm a person displays towards the achievement of individual and group goals in a 

given job situation (Bentley & Rempel, 1980). High morale is characterized by interest 

and enthusiasm for the job, whereas a teacher with low morale may contain feelings of 

dissatisfaction and frustration. Both Debertin and Priebe (1984) along with Grady (1985) 

found that experienced agricultural education teachers have higher levels of morale or job 

satisfaction when compared to beginning agricultural teachers. 

How do beginning agricultural education teachers gain experience? One aspect is 

to expose the beginning teacher with experienced teachers. This mentorship experience 

is widely used, but often not closely examined. 
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The Mentoring Experience 

What is mentoring? The literature pertaining to mentoring provides a variety of 

definitions for the term mentor. Merriam (1983) notes that mentoring appears to mean 

one thing to developmental psychologists, another thing to business people, and a third to 

those in academic settings. It is stated that the term "mentor" means wisdom from the 

story of Mentor, Odysseus and Telemachus from Homer's epic The Odyssey. According 

to the story, during the Trojan War, Odysseus entrusted his son Telemachus to the care of 

Mentor, who would be the child's surrogate father, teacher, role model, counselor, and 

advisor while Odysseus was away at war. So from mythology we understand a mentor to 

be one with the leadership qualities and wisdom as well as skills and knowledge to be 

shared with others (Tauer, 1995). 

Many studies have been conducted regarding mentorship experience in corporate 

America. In a 1998 business study, Noe adopted the definition of Kram (1985) and 

stated that a mentor is an experienced productive manager who relates well to a less­

experienced employee and facilitates his or her personal development for the benefit of 

the individual and the organization. Zey (1984) described a mentor as a person who takes 

a personal interest in another person's career, guides that person, and sponsors him for a 

job. Others have defined a mentor as an individual who facilitates career advancement 

by teaching, coaching, counseling, sponsoring, functioning as a role model, and making 

imJi>ortant introductions to influential organizational leaders (Guy, 1992; Hale, 1992; 

Kram & Isabella, 1985; Welch, 1990). 

According to McIntyre and Hagger, (1996) mentoring is a multi-faceted concept 

incorporating personal support and the more rigorous notion of professional development 
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leading to enhanced competence. They also note that mentoring is now well established 

in some schools but there is little clarity about the nature of the relationship. Several 

different concepts have been advanced in the literature, including counseling and 

coaching. These notions have gained some support from the empirical evidence but no 

dominant model has emerged (McIntyre & Hagger, 1996). As we start to look at 

mentorship in education we must understand mentoring to be a complex, interactive 

process occurring between individuals within the program at different levels of 

experience and expertise. Through this process, outcomes of respect, professionalism, 

collegiality, and role fulfillment will hopefully be realized (Field & Field, 1994). 

Several studies explored the role of supportive relationships in the successful 

career development of individuals. Therefore, terms such as sponsors, guides, role 

models, and mentors acquired greater popularity (Bamier, 1981). Collins and Scott 

(1978) emphasized that everyone who advances to top-level positions has a mentor. Hale 

(1992) concluded that individuals usually advance in their careers more rapidly when 

they are mentored. 

Educational and corporate administrators have focused much attention on . 

mentoring relationships (Wildman, Magliaro, Niles & Niles, 1992; Weaver & Stanulis, 

1996). However, there are still many unresolved issues pertaining to the term mentor and 

the value of mentoring relationships (Auster, 1984; Braun, 1990; Collins, 1983; Murray 

& Owen, 1991). Collins (1983) claimed that many authors have conducted research 

pertaining to mentoring but have failed to define mentoring. Instead, they claimed that 

everybody knows what mentoring is. Statements of this nature contribute to the 

confusion of mentoring and the value of the mentoring relationships. 
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Despite the controversy regarding the concept of mentoring, several researchers 

have defined mentor as an individual who forms a interpersonal relationship with another 

individual for the purpose of providing beneficial career and psychosocial support 

(Bower, 1993; Hale, 1992; Kanter, 1983; LeBlanc, 1993). A mentor may also be defined 

as a more experienced person who assists another person with his or her career 

development by providing specific strategies, special opportunities, and resources 

(Dreher & Ash, 1990; Lankard, 1995; Murray & Owen, 1991; Odell, 1986, Odell & 

Ferraro, 1992). 

In summary, many definitions of mentors exist with a broad range. Fagan (1986) 

simply stated a mentor is "an experienced adult who befriends and guides a less 

experienced person" (p. 6). Levinson et al. (1978) noted the above was "a person who is 

ordinarily several years older, a person of greater experience and seniority in the world 

the young man is entering. This person acts as a teacher, sponsor, counselor, developer 

of skills and intellect, host, guide, exemplar, and one who supports and facilitates the 

realization of the young man's dream" (p. 98). The type of mentoring relationship that 

exists between mentors and mentees is the heart of the supportive process within the 

organization (Freedman & Jafee, 1993; White-Hood, 1993). 

Benefits to the Mentee 

Kram (1985) claimed that mentors provide moral support and acquaint mentees 

with values and missions of their organizations. Mentors often assist mentees with career 

advancement by helping them to acquire positions equal to their own. In some situations, 

connections made for mentees by mentors advance their mentees' career success beyond 

their own. Several researchers have established a link between mentoring and job 



success, job satisfaction, rate of career advancement, and increased self-esteem (Bower, 

1993; Hale, 1992; Riley & Wrench, 1985; Rogers, 1986). 

Benefits to the Mentor 
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The benefits do not end with the mentee. Several mentors have greatly valued 

their experiences in such partnerships with a new teacher, citing the challenge to reflect 

and question their own teaching practices and philosophy. To many mentors, it provides 

a breath of fresh air. It may be a stimulus to sharpen their skills and improve their 

professional images by mentoring less experienced individuals (Welch, 1990). When 

applied in the classroom, working in pairs can enhance student learning (Williams, 1994). 

The mentor has the opportunity to demonstrate leadership bringing a sense of 

satisfaction. This action may rejuvenate the veteran teacher, thus an exchanging of new 

ideas and strategies occur. 

Erikson (1980) noted that many middle-aged mentors have the desire to make a 

professional contribution to the next generation by helping them develop their careers. 

Many believe it is in fact their moral obligation. This commitment is usually self­

motivated, rather than organizational directed. As time passes, the initial sense of 

obligation to help the rookie ideally moves into a sense of pride in the accomplishments 

of the mentee. 

In some situations, mentors receive job satisfaction as a result of assisting young 

co-workers who are similar to them when they started their professional careers (Green, 

1990a). By helping these people, the mentors are afforded opportunities to relive their 

professional lives through their mentees. Many mentors who participate in mentoring 
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relationships perceive that their mentees are their encouragers, their added strength on the 

job, and their supporters (Lambert, 1995). However, it must be mentioned that not 

always does the relationship prove to be a positive one (Wunsch, 1994). 

Other motivators also exist to attract mentors into organized mentoring situations. 

Dependent on the model of the mentoring program used, there often is a monetary benefit 

for the mentor. At the present time in formalized mentoring programs, some state level 

Departments of Education are financially supporting the establishment of mentoring 

programs by awarding grants. These may be used to pay mentors for their time and 

energy as well as provide for professional training. Some districts also provide mentors 

with an abbreviated teaching load to provide time to support the new teacher. These 

benefits do result in costs, often incurred by the school district. 

Benefits to the Students 

Students are the ultimate recipients of benefits from a mentoring program since 

students are the primary victims when new teachers fail (Ryan, 1986). Helping 

beginning teachers learn to cope with the demands of their students is a critical challenge 

facing schools. Many strategies are possible, including providing each novice teacher 

with a mentor and reducing the student load for beginning teachers. Supporting the 

efforts of beginning teachers who have the capabilities to be good teachers if they can 

overcome initial problems would reduce the number of children who are taught by a 

series of novices (Murnane, Singer, Willett, Kemple & Olson, 1991). 

A mentoring program improves instruction, classroom management and 

networking among experienced teachers and new teachers throughout the building and 

school system. This helps break down the isolation teachers often experience. 



Adherence to school rules and regulations and positive attitudes by the new teacher all 

benefits the students. In addition, there is often a certain esprit de corps that develops. 

This spirit can be contagious and fosters innovations and enthusiasm and has positive 

effects on the student body (Heller & Sindelar, 1991 ). 

Organizational Factors that Influence Mentoring 
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The benefits of a mentoring relationship stretch beyond the mentor, mentee and 

students. The organizational culture is thought to benefit and be improved significantly. 

Kozlowski and Ostroff (1987) found mentors provide mentees with organizational 

information about norms, procedures, and policies that allow employees to have a clearer 

understanding of the organizational environment, helping them to fit in more quickly. In 

addition, Kram (1985) found mentoring relationships reduce turnover, because 

employees who have a mentor are more likely to advance within the organization, leading 

them to feel closer to it, therefore ultimately decreasing their desire to leave. Areas most 

frequently identified are: reduction in entry-level shock for newcomers (Kram, 1985; 

Levinson, Darrow, Klein, Levinson, & McKee, 1978; Murray & Owen, 1991; Zey, 

1991), facilitation of advancement (Kram, 1985; Levinson, Darrow, Klein, Levinson, & 

McKee, 1978; Zaleznik, 1977) and reduction in staff turnover (Levinson, Darrow, Klein, 

Levinson, & McKee, 1978; Kram 1985; Zey 1991). 

Authors have stated that the organizational climate is important to mentoring. An 

atmosphere providing managers and staff at different career stages frequent opportunities 

to interact, and using resources such as organizational members who have interpersonal 

skills is needed. An important aspect is establishing a culture and norm that encourages 



mentoring (Carden, 1990; Hunt & Michael, 1983; Kram, 1985; Murray & Owen, 1991; 

Noe, 1988; Zey, 1991). 

Types of Mentoring Programs 
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One important element that differentiates mentoring experiences is the type of 

mentoring. Formal or informal mentoring relationships have been linked to increased 

morale in the workplace due to the improved lines of communication among management 

and employees. Considerable interest has been expressed in the formal mentoring of new 

teachers as a part of the teacher's educational process (Egan, 1986; George, 1982; Gray 

& Gray, 1985). Some authors have suggested that good teaching is indeed just good 

mentoring (Duloz, 1990; Taylor, 1992; Zey, 1991). 

The accumulated benefits coupled with legislation have encouraged some 

researchers to investigate the formalization of assigned mentoring relationships (Alleman, 

1991; Chao, Walz & Gardner, 1992; Fagen, 1986; Klauss, 1981; Murray & Owen, 1991; 

Zey, 1991). Both in education (Brown & DeCoster, 1982; Redmond, 1990) and in 

business (Kram, 1985; Murray, 1991; Zey, 1991), the key factors that have been 

identified are the organizational climate, appropriate pairing or matching procedures, and 

careful training and monitoring of the relationship. Formal mentoring programs 

involving pairing mentors with mentees often involve more limited definitions of 

mentoring. This is because assigning the intense emotional involvement described by 

most researchers of informal or spontaneous mentoring is not possible (Alleman, 1989; 

Kram, 1985; Levinson, Darrow, Klein, Levinson, & McKee, 1976; Merriam, 1983). 

Mentoring programs can be organized into three distinct ways: (1) formal, 

organization chooses mentor, (2) formal, mentee chooses mentor, or (3) informal. 
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Formal Organization Chooses (FOC) mentorship programs involve the organization 

implementing a mentorship program and pairing mentors with mentees. FPC programs 

involve the organization sponsoring a mentorship program, while allowing the mentee to 

choose a mentor whom he or she would like to work with. Informal mentorship 

programs involve the mentee choosing to work with a mentor without any input frnm the 

organization. 

The differences between types of mentorship programs are most evident in the 

initial stages of the program. Informal mentorship programs allow for much more choice 

in the selection of a mentor since they grow out of informal relationships between senior 

and junior members of the organization. The relationship may begin as a result of work 

or non-work circumstances, and grows when a mentor finds a mentee whom he/she is 

interested in developing. Informal mentorship experiences generally produce 

relationships where the mentor can closely identify with the mentee and has a strong 

desire to put forth additional effort. Further, the mentor and mentee both have a feeling 

of having a choice in forming the relationship (Chao, Waltz & Gardner, 1992). It should 

be noted that new teachers often find mentors on their own, drawn toward others with 

similar values and professional goals. This form of informal mentoring programs are 

most often very successful since the selection process and matching a novice teacher and 

mentor happens without coercion or mandates and usually culminates in friendships. 

On the other hand, formal mentor relationships may form for less personal 

reasons. In all formal mentor relationships, the mentee is required to have a mentor; 

therefore, the relationship is less likely to develop due to a random meeting between two 

people who happen to have similar interests (Chao, Waltz & Gardner, 1992). Formal 
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mentorships, in which the organization chooses the mentor, generally do not allow the 

mentee any input in choosing the mentor. They can develop due to random assignment 

of mentors, committee assignment or through the organizations attempt to match mentors 

and mentees based on similar interests (Chao, Walz & Gardner, 1992; Teeper, 1995). 

While these assignments can produce excellent matches in terms of interests and skills, 

by definition the mentor and mentee had little or no choice in the relationship. 

Formal relationships where the mentee chooses the mentor fall in between the 

other two types of mentoring. In this type of mentorship, the mentoring relationship is 

forced upon the two participants; however, an element of choice still exists because the 

participants determine the actual pairing. To date, few studies have been identified in the 

literature on this type of mentoring. It is expected that within the formal relationship, the 

mentee chooses the mentor and thus falls between informal and formal mentoring. 

Chao (1991) examined differences between informal and formal nientorships. 

Mentees in formal mentorships reported higher levels of career-related support, 

organizational socialization, and intrinsic job satisfaction. Chao concluded, however, that 

the key to a successful mentorship is not whether the relationship is formal or informal, 

but the extent that the mentor truly reaches a mentee about all aspects of the job and 

organization. 

Some of the most important differences between types ofmentorship involve the 

ease of forming the relationship, level of choice the participants' experience, the amount 

of psychosocial and career functions the mentor provides, and the degree of shared goals 

and values the different types of relationships encourage. 
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Mentoring and Career Development 

Kram (1985) summarized mentoring functions into two broad categories: career 

and psychosocial functions. Career functions are those aspects of a relationship that 

enhanced "learning the ropes" and preparing for advancement in an organization. 

Examples include sponsorship, exposure and visibility coaching, protection, and 

providing challenging assignments. In business, these functions serve to aid 

advancement up the hierarchy of the organization. The other type is psychosocial. 

Functions enhance a sense of competence, clarity of identity, and effectiveness in a 

professional role. Affecting each individual on a personal level, psychosocial functions 

develop self-worth within the organization and the employee. Examples of psychosocial 

functions identified are role modeling, counseling, friendship and acceptance, and 

confirmation. 

According to Kram (1985), when a relationship provides both career and 

psychosocial functions "it best approximates the prototype of a mentor relationship" (p. 

42). The range of specific functions varies from one relationship to another. However, 

mentors use their organizational influence to provide opportunity for the mentee to gain 

exposure and visibility in the organization. They also coach and protect their mentees. 

Zey (1984) identifies the most intense and useful function of mentorship is sponsorship. 

Sponsorship is where the mentor puts his or her reputation on the line by actively 

promoting the protege and giving him or her more responsibilities. Sponsorship is 

extremely important to organizational success (Kanter, 1977). 

Studies by Levinson et al (1978), Erikson (1980), Hale (1992), Kram (1985), and 

Lambert (1995) suggested that mentors are crucial to successfulcareer development. In 
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fact, a major function of the mentoring relationship is to facilitate a person's career 

growth and success. Although Levinson (1978) advocated that a mentor is fundamental 

to all aspects of one's development, other researchers and theorists viewed the primary 

benefits of mentoring as those affecting performance in the workplace (Zey, 1984; Kram, 

1985; Kanter, 1977). 

When mentoring relationships are established for the purpose of helping less 

experienced individuals develop their careers, one-to-one mentoring is most beneficial 

(Murray & Owen, 1991). Zey (1984) concluded that to successfully develop their 

careers, mentees should be mentored by someone who has held the same job within the 

same organization. Establishing career goals is an important aspect of the mentoring 

process and should be shared with the mentor. 

Flaxman (1990) claimed that when mentees successfully develop their careers, 

they are usually more inclined to become motivated and remain in the organization, thus 

reducing turnover. Other benefits associated with successful career development of 

mentees include discovering unknown talents, increasing work productivity, encouraging 

positive behavior change, enhancing shared values, and providing a willingness to work 

as a team. Alleman (1982) and Zey (1984) claimed that employees who participate in 

mentoring relationships and work toward career development perform better on the job 

and their overall productivity ratings are higher than those employees who do not wish to 

be mentored. 

Career development may be just as important and valuable to problem employees 

as it is to high potential employees. It is possible for unproductive employees to pursue 

supporters and role models who are willing to assist them by bringing about small 
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successes that may lead to big behavioral changes and career development (Groder, 

1980). As a result of being coached or advised by more experienced individuals, low and 

high performing mentees can acquire the necessary skills to move up the career ladder. 

Too much time spent in unsuitable positions may lead to frustration, stress, job burnout, 

and loss of independent-minded employees who may prefer to integrate their own values 

and ambitions with those of the organization. Formal or informal mentoring relationships 

established in the workplace could prevent situations of this nature. When employees 

have access to mentoring programs but perceive that they are performing jobs in which 

they feel trapped, mentors may benefit them. 

Mentoring and Psychosocial Development 

Mentoring facilitates professional development and contributes to career success, 

but it also has been linked with maximum job satisfaction (Vance, 1982). Often when 

employees are dissatisfied on the job it is due to burnout. According to Maslach and 

Jackson (1981) burnout is defined as a syndrome of emotional exhaustion and cynicism 

that occurs frequently among individuals who do "people work" of some kind. The 

quality of job performance can be immensely compromised by feelings of burnout. In 

other words, burnout may cause the organization to lose human potential of employees to 

prevent burnout whether they are mentees or mentors. Numerous researchers cite job 

satisfaction as an invaluable product of a mentor connection (Guy, 1992; Hale, 1992; 

Levinson, 1978; Vance 1982; Zalezik, 1977). As the mentorship experience leads to job 

satisfaction, Bullen and Flamholtz (1985), Moore (1982), and Rogers (1986) found an 

association betweenjob satisfaction and turnover. 
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Mentors, as well as mentees, fulfill emotional and psychological needs as a result 

of participating in mentoring relationships (Lambert, 1995). Most of the time, pride is 

instilled in mentors who support mentees as they mature professionally and advance in 

their careers. In some situations, mentors receive public recognition and praise due to the 

effectiveness of establishing mentoring relationships (Murray & Owen, 1991 ). Many of 

these mentors are respected for the valuable roles they assume while helping to develop 

new or less experienced employees. Mentees normally admire their mentors; therefore 

the mentees may establish permanent personal relationships with mentors based on trust 

and respect. 

The Downside of Mentoring 

Generally, mentoring relationships constitute totally positive experiences in much 

of the theoretical and general literature pertaining to mentoring. However, a few 

researchers have reported findings that suggest mentoring relationships are unglowing or 

negative experiences for some mentees (Braun, 1990; Rose & Larwood, 1998). Halcomb 

(1980) claimed that the mentor-mentee relationship could have pitfalls in the corporate 

world. These pitfalls may greatly affect both the mentor and mentee. 

In Braun's 1990 study focusing on mentoring, he reported that 20% of the men 

and 13% of the women revealed that they were involved in mentoring relationships that 

did not have positive endings. These men and women reported the following negative 

consequences of being assisted by mentors: (a) betrayal, (b) mentor's loss of power 

which resulted in diminished career possibilities for mentees, (c) mentor's destructive 

personalities, ( d) dependency and over dependency issues, ( e) traditional views of 



mentors clashing with mentees' new found roles, (f) exploitative relationships, (g) 

encountering the queen bee syndrome, and (h) gender difficulties. 
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Some issues associated with areas of concern for mentors include pressure to 

assume responsibilities as mentors by either mentees or organizations that have 

established mentoring programs, and mentees or organizations that have established 

mentoring programs, and mentees that lack skills such as the ability to plan or perform 

work tasks satisfactorily. In some cases, mentees may not take coaching and feedback 

seriously; or mentors may lack sufficient time to work with the mentee. Another factor is 

that rewards for mentors may not be present, therefore lowering motivation for the 

mentor to assist the mentee. Several authors indicated that mentors resent mentees who 

are ambitious and feel they may be a threat to them at the next higher level of 

advancement (Braun, 1990; Welch, 1990). Finally, some individuals will not enter 

mentoring relationships as mentors without being rewarded or compensated in some way 

(Murray & Owen, 1991 ). 

George and Kummerow (1981) asserted that complications and problems arise 

because mentees may become overly dependent on mentors for assistance. In addition, 

mentors may also become condescending or domineering toward their mentees. Halatin 

and Knots (1982) suggested that mentees might want to discontinue mentoring 

relationships when mentor's assistance is no longer needed. They also claimed that 

generally the mentee is guilty of excessive dependency on mentors, but it is possible that 

mentors can become overly dependent on mentees. Kelly (1984) claimed that 

dependency on mentors could lead to social isolation if other network ties are weakened. 

Colleagues, friends, and supervisors who perform roles are significant sources of 
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assistance and often are overlooked. The contributions of these individuals should be 

considered as important to career development and advancement as the contributions of 

unfamiliar mentors (Kelly, 1984; Shapioro & Farrow, 1988). 

In some situations, co-workers of mentees who were not selected, or who did not 

wish to participate in mentoring relationships, may resent mentees who were selected. 

Kasten (1986) suggested that jealousy and resentment of these individuals who are not a 

part of the mentoring relationship could readily create tensions among peers, with 

supervisors, as well as spouses. Some colleagues may not approve of such relationships 

because they often assume that the mentees who are participating in mentoring 

relationships have acquired an advantage over them. 

Braun (1990) further described ways that gender may negatively impact 

mentoring relationships. These include men have more access to mentors than women, 

men mentor men more frequently than they do women, and most women lack female role 

models because of the shortage of female mentors. He also found that men did not seem 

to regard gender as an issue in influencing their mentoring relationships. However, this 

was not the situation for women. 

Murray and Owen (1991) noted that organizations with facilitated mentoring 

programs must consider the negative impact of mentoring. The success of the facilitated 

mentoring programs depends largely upon the strong commitment of the organization in 

developing and promoting the employees within. The lack of strong support for 

facilitated mentoring programs by administrators will result in an unsuccessful effort. 

Often administrators are not aware of this process, as the programs and mentorship 

relationships may be difficult to describe. Facilitated programs are often expensive to 



operate and require buy in from all participants to be successful. Finally, Murray and 

Owen (1991) pointed out that some mentees establish mentoring relationships with 

specific mentors because they have high expectations of career development and 

advancement. However, they learn that the instant magic they expected results in 

disappointment. . 
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Many authors indicated that the positive aspects of mentoring far outweigh many 

potential difficulties associated with mentoring relationships (Bower, 1993: Guy, 1992; 

Hale, 1992; LeBlanc, 1993; Welch, 1990). Some negative aspects of mentoring cited in 

the literature included·betrayal, mentor's loss of power resulting in diminished career 

opportunities for the mentee, harsh treatment by the mentor, dependency and over 

dependency issues, traditional views of mentors clashing with mentees' new found and 

creative roles, exploitative relationships, and possible gender based difficulties (Braun, 

1990; Little, 1990; Myers & Humphreys, 1985). In most situations, mentoring 

relationships are positive experiences for both mentees and mentors. Bredeson (1991) 

recommended mentoring relationships for less experienced individuals who are 

concerned about professional and career growth. 

Accountability in Education 

Assessment and accountability have played prominent roles in many of the 

educational reform movements. Performance standards and accountability is prevalent 

and an issue impacting education at all levels. States have historically used 

accountability policies as a way of monitoring and regulating education in their 

communities. Traditionally, state accountability policies were designed to ensure a 



minimum level of educational inputs, course offering and programs for students with 

special needs, and proper use of educational resources. During the standards-based 

reform of the 1990s, accountability systems are expected to promote academic 

achievement as well as monitor the condition of education in school districts and states. 

Student Accountability 
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On January 30, 2001 President George W. Bush transmitted a report to Congress 

calling for a Nationwide Education Reform. The report entitled, "No Child Left Behind" 

established his determination to improve America's educational system. In this report, 

President Bush expressed that in 2001, "We have a genuine national crisis. More and 

more, we are divided into two nations. One that reads, and one that doesn't. One that 

dreams, and one that doesn't" (House Document 107-34, 2001). Steps to merge this 

division includes: increasing accountability for student performance, focusing on what 

works, reducing bureaucracy, increasing flexibility, and empowering parents. "The 

federal government must be wise enough to give states and school districts more 

authority and freedom. And it must be strong enough to require proven performance in 

return" (p. 9). 

Teacher Accountability 

In his report to Congress, "No Child Left Behind," President Bush specifically 

examined the area of improving teacher quality. A goal established is for all students to 

be taught by quality teachers. To accomplish this goal, "states and localities will be 

given flexibility in the use of federal funds so that they may focus more on improving 

teacher quality" (p. 10). More freedom will be given to schools at the local level. In 
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exchange, states will be expected to ensure that children are taught by effective teachers. 

Another goal established by House Document 107-34 is to improve teacher quality to 

have funding that works. "High standards for professional development will be set to 

ensure that federal funds promote research-based, effective practice in the classroom" (p. 

10). 

The Administration's proposal for preparing, training, and recruiting teachers is 

based upon the basic principle that "teacher excellence is vital to achieving improvement 

in student achievement" (p. 17). To accomplish this, states and local school districts will 

have greater flexibility for effective professional development. With this flexibility for 

professional development, in return states and districts must establish high standards. 

Accountability in the areas of teacher improvement will result in better teachers in the 

classroom, therefore resulting in better students and greater levels of learning occurring. 

Student learning best measures the quality of a teacher's ability to educate. 

The last area to improve teacher quality is strengthening Math and Science 

Education. Partnerships for states to work with institutions of higher education to 

improve Math and Science Education" (p. 11 ). By strengthening teacher quality in these 

academic areas, students will receive a higher quality education directly. Penick (1985) 

suggested that a rationale for science teaching must include carefully formulated goals 

and a well justified set of behaviors to attain those goals. This will develop teachers who 

are at the highest level of the continuum of teaching skills, attitudes, and knowledge. 

Dass {1999) further states in order to prepare science teachers who have rationales which 

they are able to defend, the entire science teacher education program must be designed 

around the rationales, including teaching and learning goals. 
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Excellence in teaching happens as accountability for teaching and learning takes 

place. In addition to funding professional development, states may "promote innovative 

programs such as reforming teacher certification, or licensure requirements, alternative 

certification ... and mentoring programs" (p. 18). Induction programs, especially the role 

of mentoring in education has a large impact on teaching excellence. 

As education is moving towards accountability induction programs should reflect 

this mission. The purposes, goals and steps towards the development of teachers should 

reflect the greater issue of accountability. 

Induction Programs for Beginning Teachers 

The concept of induction with regard to teachers is decades old, while 

popularization of the term induction is relatively new. Studies dating from 1905 

discussed new teacher socialization, professionalism, effectiveness, and instructional 

improvement (Odenweller, 1936). In 1948, the American Association of Colleges of 

Teacher Education (AACTE), the primary organization in the field, took a formal 

position on support for new teachers. Then, in the 1950s and 1960s, induction began·to 

be equated with entry into a school as a beginning teacher, although these efforts were 

few and informally implemented (Elias, 1980b; Shaplin, 1962). During the 1970s and 

early 1980s, three influences converged to focus on the need for more formal systematic 

induction processes: educational research, political mandates, and educators' call for 

reform (Lawson, 1992). In particular, studies on such areas as teacher cognition, 

effectiveness, and socialization alerted legislators and educators to seriously consider the 



difficulties that new teachers face and the methods to retain these teachers into the 

profession. 
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In response to these concerns, states began mandating induction programs for new 

teachers in the early 1980s. Oklahoma (1980) and Florida (1981) were the first. Then 

between 1981 and 1992, the number of states enacting programs increased significantly. 

In 1992, Selan and Darling-Hammond reported six states had enacted programs by 1984; 

12 states by 1988; 18 states by 1990; and a total of 45 states and the District of Columbia 

by 1992. Today, almost all fifty states have mandated induction programs in existence. 

The beginning teacher induction movement was a significant change for teacher 

education in the 1980s as a result of educational reform efforts. According to Ishler 

(1988), "This movement is considered by some to be the most important change in 

teacher training since the advent of student teaching because it provides the bridge form 

pre-service to in-service staff development" (p. 2). 

Lawson defines induction as "the influence exerted on recruits by a profession's 

admission, preparation, and initiation systems, usually involving special status passages 

that mark the path to full acceptance and membership" (p. 163). The intended goal is the 

. professional development and socialization of an individual, involving such critical 

aspects as the profession's language, norms, mission, knowledge, and ideology .. 

In terms of the teaching profession, induction has been defined as "a transitional 

period in teacher education, between the pre-service preparation and continuing 

professional development, during which assistance may be provided and/or assessment 

may be applied to beginning teachers" (Huling-Austin, Odell, Ishler, Kay & Edelfelt, 

1989, p. 3). Lawson (1990) views induction as formal and systematic "preplanned, 
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structured, and short-term assistance programs offered in schools for beginning teachers" 

(p. 163). According to Odell (1987), such programs should enhance beginning teachers' 

development by addressing and supporting teachers' individual concerns "during their 

transition from student teacher to instructional leader in the classroom" (p. 69). 

During the past 15 years, researchers have examined different teacher induction 

programs that have been developed (Huling-Austin, 1992; Johnston & Kay, 1987; Odell, 

1990a, Odell, 1990b). The overall findings have shown that these programs have 

provided some assistance to beginning teachers in a number of areas, such as instruction 

and socialization, as well as accessed their performance. However, studies show 

variances in the programs' purposes and designs. Selan and Darling-Hammond (1992) 

found that early programs emphasized assessment, generally for certification. The 

assistance provided was directed toward mastery of prescribed skills. However, 

programs established later stressed assistance and assessment as related to a 

developmental process. 

Model Induction Programs 

Generally, induction programs follow either a deficit or developmental model 

(Kester & Marockie, 1987). In a deficit model, induction focuses on the knowledge base, 

skills, and competencies that the beginning teachers lack. The purpose is to provide 

support in these areas, thus filling a void created by a new teacher. For example, the 

deficit model program may be narrowly focused on prescribed teacher behaviors (Selan 

& Darling-Hammond, 1992). 



In contrast, a developmental model recognizes that professional growth occurs 

over time, and the purpose is to provide appropriate support at appropriate times. A 

developmental model is based on the premise that each professional entering a System 

has a set of skills and, as a result of the induction program; these skills are extended, 

modified, and refined to meet the needs of the profession and the uniqueness of the 

school system. Developmental model programs may also be more broadly focused on 

meeting the needs of individual teachers and their teaching context (lshler, 1988). 
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A common goal of both models is "to provide a structured and supportive entry 

into the teaching profession for beginning teachers" (Odell, 1987, p. 69). In addition, the 

responsibility for providing support is generally shared by such groups as experienced 

teachers, school administrators, institutions of higher education, school boards, state 

departments of education, and teacher organizations (Johnston & Kay, 1987). However, 

the design and practices of programs based on these models generally vary. Early 

induction programs generally followed a deficit model, while later programs follow a 

developmental model. 

The Oklahoma Residency Program 

In the early 1980s, programs were developed to serve as a vehicle for connecting 

theory and practice for beginning teachers. Since its inception, resident teacher programs 

have created "new ways for colleges and school systems to work together around 

instructional reform, creating greater common ground and leveraging improvements in 

both settings" (National Commission on Teaching and America's Future, 1996, p. 80). 
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Resident teacher programs ( also referred to as teacher induction programs) represent "one 

of the major innovations supporting ... improvements in teacher education" (p. 78). 

In 1980, Oklahoma mandated an induction program for all first year teachers, the 

Oklahoma Entry-Year Assistance Program. The original bill, House Bill 1706 (HB 

1706), was introduced in January 1980, establishing both teacher preparation criteria and 

the Entry-Year Assistance Program. The stated intent of the bill was "to establish 

qualifications of teachers in the common schools of this state through licensing and 

certification requirements" (HB 1706, Section 4). These qualifications were established 

to ensure the education of Oklahoma's children by teachers of demonstrated ability. This 

law requires the licensed teacher to participate in the Oklahoma Residency Program 

during his or her initial year of teaching. The district that the teacher is employed should 

be an accredited school. The first year teacher is under the guidance and assistance of a 

residency committee to qualify for his or her Oklahoma teaching certificate. This applies 

to all students completing an approved teacher education program or receiving alternative 

certification after February 1, 1982. 

The program has remained essentially the same throughout its twenty-two year 

history. Today, all first year teachers in Oklahoma participate in the Oklahoma 

Residency Program. The induction program is made up of the first year teacher (today 

referred to as resident teacher) and three residency committee members. Members 

consist of a teacher educator representative from higher education and the first year 

teacher's graduating school. Also, an administrator and a mentor teacher from the school 

district where the resident teacher is employed serve as committee members within the 

Oklahoma Residency Program. 
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Many studies during the last 22 years have specifically examined the Oklahoma 

Residency Program, particularly the role of the support committee (Barbee, 1985; 

Barrera, 1991; Crawford, McBee and Watson, 1985; Combs and Koetting, 1986; Elsner, 

1984;.Everett, 1995; Friske, Godley, Klug & Wilson, 1985; Godley, Wilson & Klug, 

1989a; Godley, Wilson & Klug, 1989b; Stem, 1985; Stem & Wisley, 1985). Each study 

reflected a generally positive view of the overall program as well as the participation of 

the committee members. Findings from other studies (Crawford, McBee & Watson, 

1985; Elsner, 1984; Everett, 1985; Friske, Combs & Koetting, 1986; Godley, Klug & 

Wilson, 1985; Martin, 1986; Stem & Arney, 1987; Todd, 1990) noted some variations in 

the overall program value as well as the value of committee members from the viewpoint 

of the resident teacher; however, these variations were not investigated further. 

The Administrator's Role 

Most studies examining induction programs identify the mentor teacher as being 

central to the success of the first year teacher's induction into the teaching profession 

(Combs, 1985). However, the role of the administrator as a committee member is not as 

well defined as those of other members (Godley, Wilson & Klug, 1989b ). 

Shulman and Bernhard (1990) indicated functions of the administrator as a 

member of the residency committee included: supervising mentors, assigning buddies to 

beginning teachers, providing substitutes when the mentor teacher and the beginning · 

teachers needed release time, making a referral to mentors when beginning teachers are 

experiencing difficulty, and participating in monthly meetings with beginning teachers 

and their mentors. Another view of the administrator's roles and responsibilities was 



reported in Caruso's 1990 study of four Connecticut schools. Seven specific 

administrative roles in the induction process were monitor/coordinator, trainer, enabler, 

cheerleader/recruiter, evaluator, backseat observer, and mentor .. 
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Stern and Wisley (1985) examined the residency committees in Kansas and 

Oklahoma. Both Kansas and Oklahoma first year teachers found that teachers ranked 

their administrator's support and assistance in the same order: professionalism, human 

relations, teaching and assessment, and classroom management (Stern & Wisley, 1985). 

In a study of Oklahoma administrators and their perceptions of roles they play in 

the Oklahoma Residency Program, Godley, Wilson and Klug (1989) reported similar 

findings. The administrators viewed their role as a resource person, support person, and 

problem solver for the first year teacher. More than half of the administrators indicated 

their indirect involvement with the induction process through scheduling, staffing, 

communicating, coordinating, reporting, and directing. The majority of the 

administrators recognized the importance of choosing the appropriate mentor teacher 

(Godley, Wilson & Klug, 1989b). Stern (1985) identified the administrator as the 

committee member most responsible for keeping the meetings on task. He also indicated 

that the first year teachers indicated that the administrator's greatest contribution was 

coordination of logistics. 

In Oklahoma, the administrator has the obligation to mentor the resident teacher 

by supervision in the Oklahoma Residency Program and also conduct a district wide 

evaluation system. This makes the administrator's role more complicated. In Godley, 

Wilson and Klug's (1989b) study, 58% of the administrators noted the role of evaluator 

in assessing the progress of the first year teacher both formally and informally. The 
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Oklahoma Residency Program regulations and guidelines specified that there was to be a 

distinction made in the evaluation for district use and the evaluation for certification 

(Oklahoma State Board of Education, 1984). The regulations clearly specify that all 

official action of the induction committee must be transacted with all committee members 

present including the first year teacher. In this setting the administrator is a team member 

and shares his or her evaluation and recommendations with other team members. In 

determining the first year teacher's certification, he or she has no more authority than the 

other committee members in the program. 

The Higher Education Representative's Role 

The role of the higher education representative in the induction process varies 

according to the individual program. While the role has included supervision practices, 

the representative is not a part of the daily context of the beginning teacher's school 

(Johnson & Kay, 1987). Godley, Wilson and Klug (1989a) studied the perceived roles of 

higher education representatives from Southwestern Oklahoma State University. Roles 

identified included: problem solver, evaluator of the first year teacher's skills, a 

socializing influence, and facilitator in the committee process. A 53% majority indicated 

they provided support arid bolstered the beginning teacher's self-concept, helping the first 

year teacher to adjust to a new place, colleagues, and routines. 

Although the higher educatioJ?. representatives all mentioned the benefits of 

working with the program, they also mentioned some of the problems with the process. 

Time constraints imposed by travel to the school district and finding an appropriate time 

to conduct discussions with the first year teacher during the day was of concern by the 

higher education representative (Godley, Wilson & Klug, 1989a). However, all the 



higher education representatives indicated that the opportunity to work with young 

teachers was worth the additional effort. (Godley, Wilson & Klug, 1989a). 

The Mentor Teacher's Role 

42 

Bova and Phillips (1984) identified mentoring, or the establishment of a personal 

relationship for the professional, as the most critical component of an induction program. 

In terms of teacher induction, an experienced teacher generally fills the role of mentor. 

This person can provide classroom assistance in terms of instruction, resources, and 

assessment, as well as provide an orientation to the school context and climate. The first 

year teacher does benefit by quickly becoming acclimated to the school environment, 

establishment of professional competence, and introduction to teaching as a continually 

developing process. 

The role of the mentor teacher was examined by Gehrke and Kay (1994) when 

interviewing first year teachers. Roles identified in order of importance to the first year 

teacher were: teacher, confidant, role model, developer of talents, sponsor, door opener, 

and protector. 

In the Oklahoma Residency Program, the role of the mentor teacher is similar to 

those in other studies. Godley, Wilson and Klug (1989a) found the mentor teacher to 

have the role of resource personnel. Roles identified in order of importance to the first 

year teacher were: support person, problem solver, evaluator, and provider of work place 

socialization. 
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Summary of Literature Review 

This chapter provided an overview of the literature available for the problems of 

beginning teachers, specifically problems of beginning agricultural education teachers, 

accountability in education, the mentoring experience, induction programs, and the 

Oklahoma Residency Program. 

New teachers, especially those in agricultural education, face many problems 

when beginning their teaching career. Assistance programs, most commonly referred to 

as induction programs, are in place at the state level for all teachers, and additional 

induction programs are designed for agricultural education teachers. In 1981, as part of a 

two-part bill, Oklahoma. was the first state to mandate an induction program for all 

teachers'. Today, the Oklahoma Residency Program is still in place, with little changes in 

its twenty-two years. 

As induction programs were incorporated the shift of emphasis went from 

certification and evaluative to a developmental process for the teacher. Mentoring within 

induction programs played a much larger role. Various aspects of mentoring exist for the 

new teacher. The literature revealed mentoring within education and corporate business. 

The purposes and philosophical reasons were examined in detail. 



Chapter III 

METHODOLOGY 

The purpose of this chapter is to describe the methods and procedures used to 

conduct this study. Chapter III contains a description of the research methodology, 

population, and an overview of the Oklahoma Residency Program. The instruments 

used, which include the telephone survey and mentor identification instrument, are also 

described. The processes for accomplishing the objectives of the study through 

administration and statistical analysis are presented as well. 

Institutional Review Board 

Federal regulations and Oklahoma State University policy require review and 

approval of all research studies that involve human subjects before investigators can 

begin their search. The Oklahoma State University Office of University Research 

Services and the Institutional Review Board (IRB) conduct this review to protect the 

rights and welfare of human subjects involved in biomedical and behavioral research. In 

compliance with aforementioned policy, this study received proper review and was 

granted permission to proceed. The Institutional Review Board assigned the number of 

IRB: AG0210 to this study evaluating the mentorship experiences of first year 

agricultural education teachers. A copy of the IRB approval form appears in Appendix E. 
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After consultation with members of the researcher's dissertation committee, 

modifications were made regarding instrumentation used in the study. The Institutional 

Review Board approved the modifications and the Modification Approval Form also 

appears in Appendix E. 

Objectives of the Study 

The objectives were: 

1. Describe the personal characteristics of resident agricultural education 

teachers and the residency committee members appointed to mentor first year 

agricultural education teachers. 

2. Determine the perceptions of the residency committee members concerning 

mentoring the resident agricultural education teacher. 

3. Describe the mentor relationships that exist between the resident agricultural 

education teacher and his or her committee members. 

4. Compare perceptions among committee members of the Oklahoma Residency 

Program. 

. 5. Compare perceptions about the Oklahoma Residency Committee Program to 

those perceptions of participants in other previous research studies conducted 

in 1985 and 1991. 

6. Determine if the participants in the Oklahoma Residency Program favor the 

continuance of the program. 

7. Identify other additional mentors used by first year agricultural education 

teachers. 
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Research Methodology 

The design of this study was a descriptive survey of a population. One aspect of 

this study was a replicated research methodology of research studies conducted by 

Barbee (1985) and Barrera (1991). Objective Five_was to compare current data to 

previous studies, will be met using these studies: thus allowing for an aspect of a 

longitudinal study to be used. Best (1970) stated: 

Descriptive research describes and interprets what is. It is concerned with 
conditions or relationships that exist; practices that prevail; beliefs, points of 
view, or attitudes that are held; processes that are going on, effects that are being 
felt; or trends that are developing. The process of descriptive research goes 
beyond the mere gathering and tabulation of data. It involves an element of 
analysis and interpretation of the meaning of significance of what is described (p. 
116). 

Descriptive research was chosen as the research design since this study dealt with 

the perceptions of mentor teachers, administrators, higher education representatives, and 

the resident agricultural education teachers within the Oklahoma Residency Program. 

Population of the Study 

To accomplish the purpose of this study,,agricultural education teachers who were 

in the Oklahoma Residency Program for the academic years of 1999-2000 and 2000-2001 

and their committee members were surveyed. For the two-year reporting period, a total 

of 37 resident teachers in agricultural education were employed within the state of 

Oklahoma. To provide assistance and guidance to the resident agricultural education 

teachers there were 3 7 mentor teachers who were assigned by their principals, 3 7 

administrators who were hired by their local boards of education, and 13 teacher 



educators representing the higher education institutions of the resident teacher's 

institution. For this study, the institutions included Oklahoma State University (OSU), 

Northeastern State University (NSU), and Oklahoma Panhandle State University 

(OPSU). In total, 148 committee members and first year teachers were involved in the 

Oklahoma Residency Program as it relates to the agricultural education teacher's first 

year of teaching. Of the total population of 148 participants, 144 responded to the 

telephone interview, thus yielding a 97.30% response rate. 

Follow-up attempts were made to contact the remaining subjects. The non­

respondents were each administrators, and could not be reached because of career 
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change. Therefore, 100% of the resident teachers, 100% of the mentor teachers, 100% of 

the higher education representatives, and 89.29% of the administrators within the 

population were respondents in this study. The percentage of the total respondents within 

each type of committee member is the following: resident teacher (26. 70% ), mentor 

teacher (26.70%), higher education representative (26.70%), and administrator (22.92%). 

These percentages are represented in Figure 1. 
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The frame of participants in the Oklahoma Residency Program was obtained from 

several sources. The Oklahoma Department of Career and Technology Education 

provided identification of all first year teachers in agricultural education for the academic 

years 1999-2000 and 2000-2001. The Oklahoma State Department of Education further 

added to the development and accuracy of the frame by providing committee members' 

name and school district for each resident agricultural education teacher. 

Instrumentation 

Through a review of the literature and meetings with the dissertation advisory 

committee, two specific survey instruments were used to meet the objectives of the study. 

The telephone instrument, modified from the Barbee (1985) and Barrera (1991) studies, 
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contained general questions seeking quantitative information in order to determine the 

perceptions of the resident agricultural education teachers and the residency committee 

members within the Oklahoma Residency Program. Numerous questions from the 

research instrument used in the Barbee (1985) and Barrera (1991) studies were modified 

to ensure that an accurate comparison could be accomplished for this study. 

A major concern of Barbee (1985) was how to administer the instrument in order 

to obtain a high percentage of responses. Two methods of obtaining responses were 

studied: mailed questionnaires and telephone interviews. In order to determine which 

method to use in collection of data, Barbee (1985) considered input from a research 

report conducted by Finley and Key (1983). The report yielded the following 

information: 

1. it is more economical to use the telephone to gather data; 
2. the percent of valid responses will be approximately twice as great through the 

telephone interview as anticipated by the mail questionnaire 
3. an infinitely large population or small population are both well suited to the 

telephone interview technique; 
4. and interviews conducted over the telephone are highly reliable (p. 4). 

Because of these findings and the relatively small population to be surveyed, the data for 

this portion of the study was collected by telephone interview. 

The Barbee (1985) instrument contained a list of general questions that were 

relevant to determining the perception of the Oklahoma Residency Program in 

agricultural education. These questions were derived from interviews with agricultural 

education teachers who participated in the Oklahoma Residency Program, along with 

their committee members. Members of Barbee's (1985) graduate committee also provide 

input with the development of the survey. 



After development of Barbee's initial instrument, faculty members of the 

Department of Agricultural Education at Oklahoma State University reviewed it for 

content, applicability, and clarity. After receiving this input, revisions were made to 

strengthen the instrument. Barbee's (1985) next step was to establish validity and 

reliability of the instrument and make further revisions, if necessary. 
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Barbee (1985) used mock telephone interviews to assist in determining the 

validity and reliability of the instrument and any further refinement that needed to be 

accomplished. Upon completion of the mock interviews with the agricultural education 

faculty, a pilot study consisted of a telephone interview with two resident teachers, two 

higher education representatives, two administrators, and two mentor teachers who were 

not included in the population for this study. At the conclusion of each interview, the 

interviewee was allowed time to formulate any concerns and/or suggestions they had in 

reference to the instrument. 

Upon completion of the pilot study, revisions were made and the instrument was 

presented to Barbee's (1985) doctoral advisory committee for their final review and 

approval. Barrera (1991) used the same instrument and procedures to ensure validity and 

reliability within the two studies. 

Present Study 

The Oklahoma Residency Program instrument used within this research study 

included portions of the instrument used in the Barbee (1985) and Barrera (1991) 

research studies. Questions specifying personal information and mentorship components 

of the program were selected from Barbee's (1985) instrument with additional areas 

developed by the researcher. 
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The instrument contained seven questions designed to obtain personal information 

from the respondents. All respondents were asked four questions regarding the following 

areas: gender of committee members, teaching experience in public schools of committee 

members, certification areas of committee members, and the educational level of 

committee members. Two questions, specifically directed towards administrators, dealt 

with the number of years for administrative experience and type of administrative 

experience. Two questions were directed specifically toward university teacher educators 

serving as the higher education representative within the Oklahoma Residency Program. 

These questions identified number of years teaching secondary agricultural education and 

number of years spent in teaching in higher education. 

To ensure the validity and reliability of the instrument, a panel of experts was 

used. Members of the graduate committee, other faculty members, and graduate students 

in the Department of Agricultural Education, Communications and 4-H Youth 

Development analyzed the instrument for content validity. Because the instrument was 

used as a telephone survey, face validity was not examined. A pilot study was also 

conducted to ensure validity and reliability of the instrument. The pilot group was a 

random sample of resident agricultural education teachers and the mentor teachers, 

administrators and higher education representatives assigned to the residency committee 

for the 1998-99 academic school year. 
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To gain accurate responses for the identification of other mentors for first year 

agricultural teachers, an additional instrument was developed. A review of the literature 

provided the researcher a list of problems all teachers have their first year. When 

examining problems specific to agricultural education teachers, many areas and topics 

were found. The instrument included five areas: classroom instruction, program 

management, SAE and the FF A. For each area, problems teachers encounter were given, 

and the agricultural education teacher was asked to identify a name and position of a 

person who provided assistance within each area. 

Face and content validity was established using a panel of experts. The panel 

included faculty and graduate students of the Department of Agricultural Education, 

Communications and 4-H Development. The instrument was pilot tested with resident 

agricultural education teachers from the 1998-99 academic school year to establish the 

validity and reliability within the instrument. The panel of experts and members of the 

pilot group made suggestions to the instrument and changes were made regarding the 

format and wording of specific problems. 

Data Collection Procedures 

Previous Studies 

Barbee (1985) evaluated all aspects of the Oklahoma Residency Program. 

Barrera (1991) replicated his study and compared perceptions ofresident agricultural 

education teachers and committee members from 1985 to 1991. Minimal changes to 
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Barbee (1985) procedures were changed for Barrera's 1991 study. A replicate instrument 

was used to ensure accurate responses with validity and reliability of the instrument. 

The Present Study 

In effort to ensure accuracy of data collection, procedural practices of this study 

were strictly adhered to that of the Barbee (1985) and Barrera (1991) research. 

Deviations, minimal in nature were purposely introduced in efforts to enhance the 

research study and achieve a greater response rate. 

Prior to the actual telephone interview, telephone calls were made to the resident 

agricultural education teacher and the committee members to set an appointment for the 

telephone interview. This allowed participants to prepare for the interview, and gather 

his or her thoughts regarding their mentorship experiences and participation in the 

Oklahoma Residency Program. Between the initial telephone call and the appointment 

for the survey, resident agricultural education teachers were either faxed or e-mailed a 

mentor identification instrument. This instrument asked resident teachers to identify 

mentors who provided assistance to them with problem areas beginning agricultural 

education teachers often experience. Areas included: classroom instruction, Supervised 

Agricultural Experience Program (SAEP), program management, and FF A. After the 

instrument had been returned, the resident agricultural education teacher was called for 

the telephone survey at his or her designated appointment time. 

Another purpose for contacting the participants in this manner was to allow them 

time to consider relevant aspects of the forthcoming interview, which provided more 

accurate information for the study. 
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Telephone interviews were conducted between February 6 and March 11 , 2002. 

A specific appointment time was scheduled collaboratively with the participant and the 

researcher. The purpose of contacting these individuals at this particular time was to 

ensure a more relaxed response, free of time constraints or other influences. Of the 148 

persons serving as participants in the Oklahoma Residency Program for 1999-2000 and 

2000-2001 , 144 persons were contacted during the allotted time. Therefore the telephone 

instrument used for this study resulted in a 97.30% response rate. Figure 2 shows a 

description of the percentage of total respondents for the Oklahoma Residency Program 

telephone instrument. 

Non-Respondents 
•3% 
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Figure 2. Response rate for the Oklahoma Residency Program instrument. 
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Data Analysis 

Data were analyzed using the Statistical Package for Social Sciences (SPSS), 

version 10.0. The information received from the instrument was coded and entered into 

the computer using the SPSS software. Data generated by the instrument were both 

descriptive and comparative. 

Descriptive statistics were used for reporting demographic information for the 

resident agricultural education teachers and their committee members. All respondents 

provided data regarding type of committee member, total number of years in education, 

number of years of teaching in secondary education, level of education, certification area, 

and gender. Other questions specific to each committee member type were asked to all 

committee members within that type. Additional demographic data the administrator 

provided were the number of years served as an administrator and the type of 

administrative experience within the time frame of this study. Specific demographic data 

pertinent to the higher education representative was also analyzed. The higher education 

representative provided additional information by identifying the number years teaching 

in higher education and the number of years taught secondary agricultural education. The 

SPSS software package was used to calculate frequencies, percentages and central 

tendencies for all the variables. Frequencies and percentages were used to develop a 

profile of the resident agricultural equcation teacher and the residency committee 

members. 

To analyze the data collected from this research study to the other previous 

studies conducted by Barbee (1985) and Barrera (1991), Microsoft Excel was used. Chi­

square was computed for all data regarding the resident agricultural education teacher and 
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the committee member perceptions of the Oklahoma Residency Program. Shavelson 

(1996) stated the purpose of a chi-square test is "to determine whether the two variable in 

the design are independent of one another" (p. 563). 

To meet Objective Seven, to identify other additional mentors used by resident 

agricultural education teachers, an additional instrument was developed by the researcher. 

This instrument provided the first year teachers the opportunity to identify a name and 

position of a person who assisted them for each problems identified in the literature. 

Frequencies and percentages for each problem area identified were reported based on 

information provided by the first year agricultural education teachers. 

Non-Response Error 

An analysis and comparison of respondents to non-respondents was made in this 

study. For the mentor identification instrument, five (31.25%) of the non-respondents 

were contacted and completed the instrument. No differences between the respondents 

and non-respondents were found, therefore the results may be generalized to the entire 

population studied in this research. 

For the telephone instrument regarding perceptions of mentoring in the Oklahoma 

Residency Program, no analysis for non-respondents could be made. Contact of 144 of 

the 148 participants resulted in a 97.30% response rate. Four administrators could not be 

located, therefore as non-respondents they could not also be located. 
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Summary of Research Procedure 

The study to evaluate the first year agricultural education teachers was conducted 

in the Spring 2002 Semester. A census of participants in the Oklahoma Residency 

Program for the 1999-2000 and 2000-2001 academic school years served as the 

population for the study. Data were collected through a mentor identification instrument 

and telephone interviews conducted by the researcher. The instrument examining the 

Oklahoma Residency Program was developed by Barbee (1985) and members of his 

graduate committee, and was used in his 1985 study. In 1991, Barrera used Barbee's 

instrument for a replication of the research study. For organization and clarity on part of 

the researcher, the telephone questionnaire was separated into four independent 

instruments specifically targeted for each type of committee member. In total, 37 

committees were examined resulting in a total of 148 persons. Of the 148 committee 

members and resident teachers, 144 respondents resulted from the 37 committees. 

Therefore, this study had a 97.3% response rate. Resident agricultural education teachers 

within the time frame of this study completed an additional instrument identifying other 

additional mentors they received assistance from during their first year of teaching. 

Thirty-seven teachers were faxed or electronically mailed the instrument to identify 

various areas and specific responsibilities of the agricultural education teacher. Of the 37 

resident agricultural education teachers, 21 responded with a response rate of 51.6%. 

Figure 3 shows the response rate for the mentor identification instrument for first year 

agricultural education teachers. 
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Both completed instruments were coded with a number representing the 

respondent prior to being entered into the computer. Data were analyzed using the 

updated 10.0 version of the Statistical Package for Social Sciences (SPSS). The findings 

are presented and discussed in Chapter IV. 



Chapter IV 

FINDINGS 

The purpose of this chapter is to provide a discussion of the findings derived from 

completing the objectives of this study. Chapter IV is divided into the following 

sections: (1) Introduction, (2) Purpose, (3) Objectives of the Study, (4) Background of 

the Population, and (5) Findings. 

Purpose 

The primary purpose is to present findings of the study related to evaluation of the 

Oklahoma Residency Program with emphasis in mentoring first year agricultural 

education teachers. The secondary purpose of this chapter is to compare the findings of 

the research effort to the Barbee (1985) and Barrera (1991) research.· 

Objectives 

From the purpose of the study, the following objectives were developed: 

1. Describe the personal characteristics of resident teachers in agricultural education 

and the residency committee members appointed to mentor first year agricultural 

education teachers. 
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2. Determine the perceptions ofresidency committee members concerning 

mentoring the resident agricultural education teacher. 

3. Describe the mentor relationships that exist between the resident agricultural 

education teacher and his or her committee members. 

4. Compare perceptions among committee members of the Oklahoma Residency 

Program. 

5. Compare perceptions of committee members about the Oklahoma Residency 

Program to those perceptions of participants in previous research studies 

conducted in 1985 and 1991. 
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6. Determine if the participants in the Oklahoma Residency Program favor 

continuance of the program. 

7. Identify other additional mentors used by first year agricultural education 

teachers. 

Population 

The population (N= 148) of this study included first year teachers in agricultural 

education, mentor teachers, administrators, and higher education representatives . 

appointed to serve on the Oklahoma Residency Program. Of the total population 

(N=l48), 144 first-year teachers and residency committee members cooperated by 

responding to the telephone instrument. The telephone interview instrument was 

identical to the instrument used in Barbee's 1985 and Barrera's 1991 research. The 144 

respondents constituted 97.3% of the total population. A second instrument was 
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developed by the researcher to identify other mentors used by first year agricultural 

education teachers in Oklahoma. Of the resident teacher population (N=37), 19 first year 

teachers responded, giving a response rate of 51.4% for the second instrument. 

Findings 

Findings for this study are presented according to each objective. Objective Five 

is woven throughout all objectives as it is designed to compare results of this study to 

those in previous studies conducted in 1985 and 1991. Data are reported in frequency 

distributions and percentages for objectives 1, 2, 4, and 6. Throughout the study, Chi­

square was used to determine significant differences between the three research studies 

conducted through time as stated in objective 5. Statistical differences were based on 

data from Barbee's (1985), Barrera's (1991), and this research study. Data provided for 

objective 3 was derived from the last question of the telephone instrument. 

Objective 1: Personal Characteristics of Respondents 

The first objective was to determine the personal characteristics ofrespondents. 

Table 1 shows the gender of the committee members, thus establishing frequencies and 

percentages of the resident teacher, mentor teacher, administrator, and higher education 

representative. Participants were largely male, comprising 84.0% of the total population. 

Twenty-three females serving as mentor teachers, higher education representatives, 

administrators, and resident agricultural education teachers made up 16.0% of the total 

population. Mentor teachers were the committee type with the greatest percentage of 

females, with 29. 7% of all mentor teachers being female. The largest percentage of 
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males were represented in the higher education (89.2%) and resident teacher groups 

(89.2%) within agricultural education. 

Table 1 

Gender Comparison of Participants in the Oklahoma Residency Program 

Higher 
Mentor Education Resident 
Teacher Administrator Representative Teacher Totals 
(N=37) (N=33) (N=37) (N=37) (N=144) 

Gender n % n % n % n % N % 

Male 26 70.3 29 87.9 33 89.2 33 89.2 121 84.0 

Female 11 29.7 4 12.1 4 10.8 

Totals 37 25.7 33 22.9 37 25.7 37 25.7 144 100 

Respondent's total years in education, whether in teaching, administration, or 

higher education is shown in Table 2. The resident agricultural education teachers had 

the least experience in education with 37 respondents teaching within the range of "0-5 

years" at the time of this study. A large percentage of mentor teachers (73.0%), 

administrators (87.9%), and higher education representatives (87.1 %) were in the "Over 

15 Years" category. Those with the least amount of experience were mentor teachers 

(10.8%) and higher education representatives (10.8%) in the "0-5 Years" experience 

category. Table 3 shows the central tendencies used for respondents' number of years in 

education. 



Table 2 

Comparison of Respondents' Range of Total Years in Education 

Higher 
Mentor Education 
Teacher Administrator Representative 
(N=37) (N=33) (N=37) 

Years n % n % N % 

0-5 4 10.8 4 10.8 

6-10 3 9.1 1 2.7 

11-15 6 16.2 1 3.0 2 5.4 

Over 15 27 73.0 29 87.9 30 87.1 

Total 37 25.7 33 22.9 37 25.7 

Resident 
Teacher 
(N=37) 

N % 

37 100.0 

37 25.7 

Totals 
(N=144) 

N % 

. 41 28.5 

8 5.6 

9 6.3 

86 59.7 

144 100.0 

0\ 
w 
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Table 3 

Central Tendency for Number of Years in Education 

N=144 Mean Std. Dev. Median Mode Minimum Maximum 

Number of 
Years in 16.78 0.923 18.00 3.00 1.5 39.0 
Education 

The data regarding committee members' number of years teaching experience in 

public schools are presented in T~ble 4. Of the 144 respondents, 43 (29.9%) indicated 

they had zero to five years of experience, with the equal amount of 43 (29.9%) also 

indicating they had six to ten years of experience. Sixteen respondents ( 11.1 % ) had 11-

15 years teaching experience, whereas 42 (29.2%) indicated over 15 years of experience 

in public schools. When compared to the research conducted by Barrera (1991) and 

Barbee (1985), there was a large significant difference between the three study 

populations (x2=70.74, df=8, p=OSL>0.001). 

In this study, as with the Barbee (1985) and Barrera (1991) research, certification 

areas referred to those areas where the resident teacher, mentor teacher, administrator, 

and higher education representatives were certified to teach. The certification areas by 

profession are presented in Table 5. One hundred and one (70%) respondents held 

certification in secondary vocational education. Of these respondents, 38 (57.6%) held 

certification specific to agricultural education. The remaining 18 (12.5%) respondents 

held certification in industrial arts and family and consumer sciences. Forty-three 

(29.9%) of the respondents held certification in academic areas within secondary 

education. No respondents held certification in areas of elementary education. 



Table 4 

Comparison of Respondents' Years of Teaching Experience in Public Schools 

Higher 
Mentor Education Resident 

· Teacher Administrator Representative Teacher Totals 
(N=37) (N=33) (N=37) (N=37 (N=144) 

Years of 
Experience n % n % n % n % N % 

0-5 -- -- 4 12.1 34 91.9 37 100 43 29.8 

6-10 4 10.8 7 21.2 2 5.4 43 29.8 

11-15 6 16.2 8 24.2 1 2.7 16 11.1 

Over 15 27 73.0 14 42.4 42 29.2 

Totals 37 25.7 33 22.9 37 25.7 37 25.7 144 100.0 

x2=70.74 df=8 p=OSL>0.001 significant 

Barrera's 
1991 
Research 
(N=96) 

N % 

41 42.7 

15 15.6 

8 8.3 

32 33.3 

96 100.0 

Barbee's 
1985 

Research 
(N=205) 

N 

74 

42 

30 

59 

205 

% 

36.1 

20.5 

14.6 

28.8 

100.0 

0\ 
Vl 



Table 5 

Comparison of Certification Areas by Response Group 

Certification 
Areas* 

Elementary 

Secondary 
Academic 

Secondary 
Vocational 

Agricultural 
· Education 

Totals 

x2=9.43 

Mentor 
Teacher 
(n=37) 

n % 

13 35.1 

14 37.8 

10 27.0 

37 25.7 

df=6 

Higher 
Education Resident 

Administrator · Representative Teacher 
(n=33) (n=37) (n=37) 

n % n % n % 

29 87.9 1 2.7 

3 9.1 1 2.7 

l 3.0 35 94.6 37 100 

33 22.9 37 . 25.7 37 25.7 

p=0.250>0SL>0.100 not significant 

Barrera's Barbee's 
1991 1985 

Totals Research Research 
(N=l44) (N=96) · (N=205) 

N % N % :N % 

2 2.4 2 0.9 

43 29.9 35 41.2 71 34.6 

18 12.5 10 11.8 35 17.1 

83 57.6 38 44.7 97 47.3 

144 100.0 85 100.0 205 100.0 

0-, 
0-, 
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Specific to certification areas of mentor teacher's, secondary vocational areas, 

other than agricultural education, was the largest area with 14 (37.8%) respondents, 

followed by secondary academic with 43 (29.9%). Ten (27.0%) respondents certified in 

agricultural education served as mentor teachers to the resident agricultural education 

teacher. 

Regarding administrators, 29 (87.9%) indicated certification in secondary 

education in an academic area, while only 3 (9.1 %) specified a vocational area other than 

agricultural education. One administrator (3.0%) held certification in agricultural 

education. 

Of the 37 higher education representatives, 35 (94.6%) held certification in 

agricultural education. However, one respondent (2.7%) held certification in a secondary 

academic area, and one (2.7%) held certification in a secondary vocational area outside of 

agricultural education. When compared to the Barrera (1991) and Barbee (1985) 

research, there was no significant difference in certification areas of committee members 

between the three study populations (x2=9.43, df=6, p=0.250>0SL>O. l 00). 

The frequency and percentages for the educational levels of committee members 

are presented in Table 6. The educational level is determined by the highest degree 

earned by the respondent. Of the 144 respondents, 62 (43.1 %) completed a bachelor's 

degree. The doctorate degree was the next largest group ofrespondents with 34 (23.6%). 

Twenty-six (18.1 %) reported holding a master's degree, and 22 (15.3%) held a master's 

plus 15 semester hours .. 



Table 6 

Comparison of Respondents' Level of Education 

Certification 
Areas* 

Bachelors 

Masters 

Masters plus 
15 hours 

Doctorate 

Totals 

x2=42.88 

Mentor 
Teacher 
(n=37) 

n % 

, 
25 67.6 

12 32.4 

37 25.7 

df=6 

Higher 
Education Resident 

Administrator Representative Teacher 
(n=33) (n=37) (n=37) 

n % n % n % 

1 : 3.0 36 97.3 

13 39.4 1 2.7 

18 54.5 4 10.8 

3.0 33 89.2 

33 22.9 37 25.7 37 25.7 

p=OSL>0.001 significant 

Totals 
(N;,,,144) 

N % 

62 ! 43.1 

26 18.1 

22 • 15.3 

34 23.6 

144 100.0 

Barrera's Barbee's 
1991 1985 
Research Research 
(N=96) (N=205) 

N % N % 

42 43.8 105 51.2 

17 17.7 16 7.8 

28 29.2 71 34.6 

2 9.4 13 6.3 

96 100.0 205 100.0 

O'\ 
00 
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Resident agricultural education teachers holding a bachelor's degree was the 

largest reported group with 36 (97.3%) respondents. Administrators comprised the 

largest group at the master's level with 18 (54.5%). Administrators also had the largest 

group at master's plus 15 semester hours with 13 (39.4%). Higher education 

representatives represented the largest profession within the doctorate educational level. 

Thirty-three (89.2%) of the higher education representatives had a doctorate degree, and 

four (10.8%) had an educational level of master's plus 15 semester hours. When 

compared to the Barbee (1985) and Barrera (1991) studies, there was a significant 

difference. In 2002, fewer participants had a bachelor's degree, and master's plus 15 

hours. However, more committee members had a master's degree and doctorate degree 

(x2=48.88, df=6, p=OSL>0.001). 

A comparison of the distribution by years of experience for administrators is 

reported in Table 7. Eleven (33.3%) respondents reported having 6-10 years of 

experience as an administrator. Nine (27.3%) had 11-15 years of experience in 

administration, whereas approximately one-fourth of the administrators, (24.2%) had 0-5 

years of administrative experience. Five (15.2%) administrators reported having more 

than 15 years of administrative experience. When compared to the previous studies, no 

significant difference was found (x2=5.74, df=6, p=0.50>0SL>0.30). Also, within the 

studies completed by Barbee (1985), Barrera (1991), and this study, the largest group 

within years of experience as administrators was 6-10 years. 
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Table 7 

Comparison of Distribution of Administrators by Years of Experience as Administrators 

Barrera's Barbee's 
1991 Research 1985 Research 

Frequency Frequency Frequency 
Distribution Distribution Distribution 

Experience N % N % N % 

0-5 years 8 24.2 8 27.6 18 29.0 

6-10 years 11 33.3 10 34.5 22 35.5 

11-15 years 9 27.3 4 13.8 6 9.7 

Over 15 years 1 

Totals 33 100.0 29 100.0 62 100.0 

df=6 p=0.50>0SL>0.30 not significant 

Central tendencies describing the administrators are shown in Table 8. Mean, 

median, and mode for this specific committee type is provided. Administrators had an 

average of nearly 23 years of experience as an educator, however the range was 28 years. 

High school principals made up 84.8% of the administrators serving on residency 

committees for agricultural education resident teachers. The second most frequent type 

of administrator was the assistant high school principal (9.1 %). Only one superintendent 

and one middle school principal served on resident teacher committees. 

Table 9 provides a summary of the data collected about higher education representatives 

who served on the resident teacher committees investigated. Higher 
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Table 8 

Central Tendency for Administrators 

Administrator Mean Mode Median Std. Variance Range Minimum Maximum 
Dev. 

Number Years 22.97 18 22 7.082 50.155 28.0 6 34 
in Education 
Number Years 13.48 13 13 6.13 37.63 26 4 30 
Teaching 
Number Years 
Administrative 9.67 3 9 6.50 42.23 31 2 33 
Experience 

Table 9 

Central Tendency for Higher Education Representatives 

Mean Mode Median Std. Variance Range Minimum Maximum 
N=37 Dev. 
Number 
Years in 21.73 18.0 17.0 9.918 98.369 34 5 39 
Education 
Number 
Years 4.08 4 4 2.22 4.91 13 0 13 
Teaching 
Ag Ed 
Number 
Years in 16.49 12 13.00 8.83 77.98 30 3 33 
Higher 
Education 

education representatives had a range of 34 years spent in education, with an average of 

nearly 22 years. Teacher educators, serving as higher education representatives, taught 

secondary agricultural education for an average of four years. They also had an average 

of more than 16 years teaching at the higher education level. 

Table 10 shows the number and percentage of teacher educators' experience 

teaching secondary agricultural education and teaching at the university level. The vast 



Table 10 

Comparison of Higher Education Representatives by Years of Experience as an Agricultural Education Teacher and 

Teacher Educator. 

Barrera's 1991 Research Barbee's 1985 Research 
Asa Asa I 

Asan Asa Agricultural Asa Agricultural 
Agricultural Teacher Education Teacher Education As a Teacher 
Teacher Educator Teacher Educator Teacher Educator 

Years of (N=37) (N=37) (N=9) (N=9) (N=14) (N=1'4) 
Experience N % N % N % N %i N % N % 

None 2 5.4 -- -- -- -- -- -- 4 28.6 5 35.7 

1-5 32 86.5 6 16.2 5 55.6 2 22.2 5 .35.7 3 21.4 

6-10 2 5.4 -- -- 3 33.3 1 11.1 4 28.6 

11-15 l 2.7 16 43.2 1 11.1 2 22.2 -- -- 3 21.4 

Over 15 -- 15 40.5 -- -- ~ 44.4 1 1J. 1 21.4 - - - -
Totals 37 100.0 37 100.0 9 100.0 9 100.0 14 100.0 14 100.0 

Years of experience as an agricultural education teacher x2=22.00 df=8 p=O.Ol>OSL>0.001 not significant 

Years of experience as a teacher educator x2=25.40 df=8 p=O.Ol>OSL>0.001 not significant -...J 
N 
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majority (86.5%) of the teacher educators taught secondary agricultural education 1-5 

years. However, two (5.4%) higher education representatives had no experience teaching 

agricultural education at the secondary level. Two higher education representatives 

(5.4%) taught secondary agricultural education 6-10 years, and one teacher educator 

taught agriculture at the high school for 11-15 years. Of the 37 respondents serving as 

higher education representatives, 16 (43.2%) and 15 (40.5%) taught 11-15 years and over 

15 years as teacher educators at the university level, respectively. Only six (16.2%) had 

1-5 years experience in higher education. When compared to the Barrera (1991) and 

Barbee (1985) research studies, there was a significant difference in the number of years 

experience the higher education representative had as an agricultural education teacher 

(x2=22.00, df=8, p=O.Ol>OSL>0.001). A significant difference was also found when 

comparing the three studies on the number of years of experience as a teacher educator 

(x2=25.40, df=8, p=O.Ol>OSL>0.001). 

Objective 2: Perceptions of Mentoring Within the Oklahoma Residency Program 

The second objective of this study was to determine the residency committee 

members' perceptions of mentoring the resident agricultural education teacher in the 

Oklahoma Residency Program. 

Table 11 presents a comparison of the residency committee member perceptions 

as reported for the following question, "As a committee member of the Oklahoma 

Residency Program, do you feel you provided the needed assistance to the resident 

agricultural education teacher?" Resident teachers were not asked to respond to this 

question. The number of respondents for this item was 108. Ninety-six respondents 



Table 11 

• . . ' i 
Comparison of Committee Members' Perceptions of Mentoring Assistance to the Resident Agricultural Education Teacher* 

. Higher Barrera's ' Barbee's 
Mentor Education Resident 1991 1985 
Teacher Administrator Representative Teacher Totals Research Research 
(N=37) (N=33) (N=37) (N=37) (N=l44): (N=96) (N=205) 

i 
--

Responses n % n % n % n % N % N % N % 

Definitely 24 64.9 23 69.7 9 24.3 -- -- 57 52.8 26 38.8 71 50.4 
Yes 

Probably 13 35.1 9 27.3 17 45.9 -- -- 39 36.1 41 61.1 65 46.1 
Yes 

Uncertain -- -- 1 3.0 5 13.5 -- -- 6 5.6 -- -- 2 1.4 

Probably -- -- -- -- 3 8.1 -- -- 3 2.8 -- -- 3 2.1 
Not 

Definitely -- -- -- -- _]_ ~ -- -- _]_ 2.8 - - - - - -
Not 

Totals 37 34.3 33' 30.6 37 34.3 -- --- 108 : 100.0 67 100.0 141 100.0 

*Resident Agricultural Education Teachers were not asked to respond (N=108, N=67, N=l41). 
-.J 

x2=21.28 df=8 p=O.Ol>OSL>0.001 
~ 

significant 
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(88.9%) reported that they had indeed provided the needed assistance to the resident 

agricultural education teacher. Six committee members (5.6%) indicated they were 

uncertain of having provided assistance. Also, six (5.6%) of the committee members 

reported that they probably did not (3, 2.8%) or definitely did not (3, 2.8%) provide 

mentoring to the first year agricultural education teacher. It should be noted that of the 

six individuals who indicated that they were uncertain about providing assistance, five 

were higher education representatives. Furthermore, all six who said they did not provide 

assistance were teacher educators. 

Compared to the Barbee (1985) and Barrera (1991) research, this study was 

similar to Barbee's where five committee members indicated they did not provide 

assistance to the resident teacher. In Barrera's study (1991), all 67 of the committee 

members indicated they provided mentoring through this program. When statistically 

compared with the previous studies, the difference was significant (x2=21.28, df=8, 

p=O.Ol>OSL>0.001). 

Resident agricultural education teachers were asked_ a similar question to attain 

their viewpoint on whose mentoring provided the needed assistance from among their 

assigned residency committee members. Table 12 shows the perceptions of the 37 

resident teachers. Twenty ( 54.1 % ) of the resident teachers responded "definitely. yes" as 

to the amount of assistance provided. Thirteen (35.1 %) indicated "probably yes." 

Therefore, 89.2% of the resident agricultural education teachers perceive they gained the 

needed mentoring assistance through the Oklahoma Residency Program. However, four 

(10.8%) indicated they were uncertain or did not receive assistance from the assigned 

residency committee members. When establishing the significant differences between 
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the three research studies, the results were not significant (x2=4. 78, df=8, 

p=0.80>0SL>0.70). 

Table 12 

Comparison of Resident Agricultural Education Teachers' Perceptions of Mentoring 

Received from their Residency Committee 

Barrera's Barbee's 
Frequency 
Distribution 

1991 Research 
Frequency 
Distribution 

1985 Research 
Frequency 
Distribution 

Response N % N % N % 

Definitely 
yes 20 54.1 21 72.4 34 53.2 

Probably 
yes 13 35.1 6 20.7 23 35.9 

Uncertain 2 5.4 1 3.4 2 3.1 

Probably 
not 1 2.7 1 3.4 2 3.1 

Definitely 
not 1 2.7 J 4.7 

Totals 37 100.0 29 100.0 61 100.0 

x2=4.78 df=8 p=0.80>0SL>. 70 not significant 

Table 13 only solicited responses from those resident teachers in agricultural 

education who indicated they did not receive assistance from their committee members. 

Although four resident teachers identified they did not receive assistance, only three 

respondents chose to indicate a reason why they did not receive mentoring from their 

committee. Respondents indicated why they did not received mentoring and they 

included: higher education representative unavailable most of the time (33.33%), higher 



Table 13 

Comparison of Reasons the Resident Agricultural Education Teacher Did Not Receive Mentoring from their Residency Committee* 

Reasons 

Mentor Teacher unavailable most of the time 

Mentor Teacher appeared to be unconcerned 
and did not provide guidance 

HER unavailable most of the time 

HER appeared to be unconcerned and did not 
offer the needed guidance 

Administrator unavailable most of the time 

Administrator appeared to be unconcerned and 
did not offer the needed guidance 

Other 

Frequency Distribution 

N % 

1 33.3 

1 33.3 

1 33.3 

* Only Resident Agricultural Education Teachers were asked to respond (N=37). 

x2=19.97 df=12 p=O. l O>OSL>0.05 not significant 

Barrera's 
1991 Research 
Frequency 
Distribution 

N % 

1 

1 

3.4 

3.4 

Barbee's 
1985 Research 
Frequency 
Distribution 

N % 

4 6.5 

4 6.3 

--...) 
--...) 
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education representative appeared to be unconcerned and did not offer assistance 

(33.33%), and committee members were available however, it was just a state mandated 

process (33.33%). Resident agricultural education teachers were only asked to respond to 

this question and each teacher could provide more than one response. 

Thirty-seven resident teachers in agricultural education were asked: "Who do you 

feel provided the most assistance throughout your residency year?". Their responses are 

reported in Table 14. Eighteen (50%) resident teachers identified the mentor teacher as 

the person who provided the most assistance. Both the higher education representative 

(6, 16.7%) and an experienced teacher other than the assigned mentor teacher (6, 16.7%) 

were identified as being influential mentors their first year of teaching. Administrators 

were also identified as the most influential by five of the 37 resident agricultural 

education teachers (13.9%). In comparing the research conducted in 1985 and 1991, 

trends emerged. Since the beginning of the Oklahoma Residency Program, the mentor 

teacher has become identified as the individual who provides the most assistance to the 

beginning teacher. The higher education representative has decreased in frequency (21 to 

6) and percentages (32.81 to 16.7) from 1985 to 2002. Statistically comparing the 

studies, a significant difference was found (x2=22.38, df=lO, p=0.02>0SL>0.01). 

In Table 15, a comparison of the number of times residency committee members 

were asked for assistance is presented. Resident teachers were asked, "Approximately, 

how many times did you ask your committee members for assistance?". Residency 

committee members received a similar question, "Approximately how many times did 

this resident agricultural education teacher ask for your assistance?". Therefore, 



Table 14 

Comparison of Individuals Providing the Most Assistance During their First Year as Perceived by Resident Agricultural Education 

Teachers* 

Response 

Mentor Teacher 

Administrator 

Higher Ed Representative 

Experienced teacher other 
than MT 

Other 

Totals 

Frequency 
Distribution 

N % 

18 

5 

6 

6 

l 

37 

50.0 

13.9 

16.7 

16.7 

2.7 

100.0 

Barrera's 
1991 Research 
Frequency Distribution 

N % 

10 

10 

8 

1 

29 

34.5 

34.5 

27.6 

3.5 

100.0 

*Only Resident Teachers in Agricultural Education were asked to respond (N=37). 

x2=22.38 df=lO p=0.02>0SL>O.Ol significant 

Barbee's 
1985 Research 
Frequency Distribution 

N % 

22 

7 

21 

4 

10 

64 

34.4 

11.0 

32.8 

6.3 

15.6 

100.0 

--.J 
\D 



Table 15 

Comparison of Times Residency Committee Members Were Asked for Assistance by Resident Agricultural Education Teachers 

Higher Barrera's Barbee's 
Mentor Education Resident 1991 1985 
Teacher Administrator Representative Teacher Totals Research Research 
(N=37) (N=33) (N=37) (N=37) (N=144) (N=96) (N=205) 

Times n % n % n % n % N % N % N 

Never 1 2.7 -- -- 16 43.2 1 2.7 18 12.5 7 7.3 19 

1-5 8 21.6 9 27.3 18 48.6 20 54.1 55 38.2 20 20.8 59 

6-10 6 16.2 11 33.3 1 2.7 6 16.2 24 16.7 26 27.1 30 

11-15 3 8.1 5 15.2 1 2.7 2 5.4 11 7.6 10 10.4 23 

More than 15 19 51.4 ~ 24.2 l 2.7 ~ 21.6 36 25.0 33 34.4 74 

Totals 37 25.7 33 22.9 37 25.7 37 25.7 144 100.0 96 100.0 205 

x2=16.30 df=8 p=0.05>0SL>0.02 significant 

% 

9.2 

28.8 

14.6 

11.2 

36.1 

100.0 

00 
0 



perceptions can be compared to both the resident agricultural education teacher and the 

committee members. 
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When questioned about how often they asked for assistance, 20 (54.1 %) resident 

agricultural education teachers responded 1-5 times. Eighteen (48.6%) higher education 

representatives reported that the resident teacher asked for assistance 1-5 times. Sixteen 

(43.2%) higher education representatives indicated that the resident agricultural education 

teacher never asked the higher education representative for assistance. Forty-four 

percent, or 19 mentor teachers, said the resident teachers asked them for assistance more 

than 15 times. Overall, 55 of the 144 respondents indicated that the resident teacher 

asked for assistance 1-5 times. Exactly one-fourth of the respondents, (36) perceived that 

the resident teacher asked for assistance 6-10 times. However, 18 (12.5%) of all 

respondents admitted that they were never asked or did not ask for assistance. The 

number of times members of the residency committee were asked was significantly 

different in 2002 as compared to studies conducted in 1985 and 1991 (x2=6.30, df=2, 

p=0.05>0SL>0.02). The trend established the number of times the resident agricultural 

education teacher never asked for assistance, or asked only 1-5 times increased from the 

1985 to 1991 to 2002. 

Resident agricultural education teachers were asked "Did the mentor teacher 

spend the required 72 hours of his/her time, above observation and committee time, in 

providing assistance to you as a resident teacher", to specifically identify the mentor 

teacher's role in providing assistance. Table 16 shows data for this question. Twenty­

nine (78.4%) resident teachers answered yes. Eight (21.6%) resident agricultural 

education teachers indicated the mentor teacher did not spend the required amount of 



Table 16 

Time Spent by the Mentor Teacher in Providing Assistance as Perceived by Resident 

Agricultural Education Teachers 

Totals 

Responses N % 

Barrera's 
1991 
Research 
N % 

Barbee's 
1985 
Research 

N % 

82 

Yes 29 78.4 22 81.5 38 59.4 

No 

Totals 37 100.0 27 100.0 64 100.0 

df=2 p=0.02>0SL>0.05 significant 

time mentoring the resident teacher in agricultural education. In comparison to the 

Barrera (1991) and Barbee (1985) research, the 2002 study improved from Barbee's 

study completed in 1985. However, the frequency and percentages declined from 1991 

to 2002. When comparing the research studies over time, there was a statistically 

significant difference (x2=6.03, df=2, p=0.02>0SL>0.05). In relationship to the Barbee 

(1985) research, more time was spent providing assistance. When compared to Barrera 

(1991), today's resident agricultural education teachers believed less mentor teachers 

provided assistance than in the past. 

Table 17 shows data regarding the question "Do you believe the committee 

members provided opportunity for the agricultural education teacher to adjust and 



Table 17 

Comparison of Respondents' Perceptions of Committee Members' Providing the Opportunity for the Resident Agricultural Education 

Teachers to Adjust and Improve 

Higher Barrera's Barbee's 
Mentor Education Resident 1991 1985 
Teacher Administrator Representative Teacher Totals Research Research 
(N=37) (N=33) (N=37) (N=37 (N=l44) (N=96) (N=205) 

--
Responses n % n % n % n % N % N % N % 

--

Definitely 
yes 24 64.9 24 72.7 18 48.6 23 62.2 89 61.8 69 71.9 159 77.6 

Probably yes 12 32.4 8 24.2 13 35.1 11 29.7 44 30.6 26 27.1 41 20.0 

Uncertain 1 2.7 1 3.0 3 8.1 1 2.7 6 4.2 1 1.0 2 ! 1:0 

Probably not -- -- -- -- 2 5.4 2 5.4 4 2.8 -- -- 3 1.5 

Definitely 
not -- -- -- -- 1 2.7 -- -- 1 0.7' - - - - - -

Totals 37 25.7 33 22.9 37 25.7 37 25.7 144 100.0 96 100.0 205 100.0 

x2=16.74 df=8 p=0.05>0SL>0.02 significant 00 
w 



84 

improve as the year progressed?". Of the 144 respondents, 89 (61.8%) answered 

"definitely yes" an additional 44 (30.6%) replied "probably yes." Therefore, 92A% 

believed the committee members allowed opportunity for the resident teacher to adjust 

their teaching and improve throughout the academic year. It should be noted that 6 

(4.2%) respondents were either uncertain, probably were not, or definitely were not 

allowed the opportunity to adjust and improve. In the uncertain category, all committee 

types were present. In comparison to the previous research in 1985 and 1991, the data 

was found to be statistically significantly different (x2=16.74, df=8, p=O.Ol>OSL>0.001). 

Fewer respondents believed the program to be important than in previous studies. More 

respondents also believed the Oklahoma Residency Program to be less important than 

those respondents in 1985 and 1991. 

Objective 3: Mentorship Between the Resident Teacher and Committee Members 

The third objective was to describe the mentor relationships between the resident 

agricultural education teacher and his or her residency committee members. All 

participants of the study were asked to provide any additional comments regarding their 

mentorship experience that occurred between the resident teacher and his or her 

committee members. Comments from the open-ended question on the telephone 

instrument were categorized according to their committee member type. Categories for 

both positive and negative aspects of the Oklahoma Residency Program were developed 

for each committee member type. 
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The following themes emerged from responses given by the resident agricultural 

education teachers. Quotes from each of the categories derived from the open-ended 

question are in Appendix D. 

Positive Points 
• Mentor teacher provided assistance 
• Higher education representative was of assistance 
• Administrator provided assistance 

Areas for Improvement 
• Mentor teacher did not offer assistance 
• Committee members do not completely understand the agricultural 

education program 
• Higher education representative doesn't understand agricultural education 

programs 
• Program is more evaluation than mentoring 
• Just a process to go through 

The mentor teachers' role is to provide mentorship to the resident teacher in 

agricultural education. These mentor teachers were asked to describe their mentorship 

experience with the agricultural education teacher. The following categories were taken 

from their responses. In Appendix D, direct quotes for each category are provided. 

Positive Points 
• Success depends on people on the committee 
• Program is needed for beginning teachers 
• Areas are similar-can provide assistance to the resident agricultural 
education teacher 

Areas of Improvement 
• Higher education representative 
• No assistance provided regarding technical agriculture or agricultural 
education 
• Time to provide assistance was difficult 



The administrator described many mentorship experiences from his/her 

viewpoint. The following are themes taken from their responses. Actual quotes are 

found in Appendix D. 

Positive Points 
• Program effectiveness deals specifically with personality of participants 
• Oklahoma Residency Program is a valuable tool to help teachers 
• Higher Education Representative was impressive 
• Mentor Teacher did a good job 
• The Oklahoma Residency Program is a tool for improvement rather than 

for evaluation 

Areas for Improvement 
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• Mentor teacher is not aware of technical aspects of agricultural education 
• More involvement with mentor teachers at local level 

Higher education representatives from the graduating institution of the resident 

agricultural education teacher were also asked to describe their experience mentoring the 

resident teacher and working with members of the Oklahoma Residency Program. Their 

perceptions have been categorized into "Positive Points" and "Areas for Improvement." 

Actual quotes are located in Appendix D. 

Positive Points 
• Higher education representative provides support 

Areas for Improvement 
• A rush to get the process finished 
• Uneven assistance given from higher education representatives 
• Improvements need to be made in the system 

Objective 4: Perceptions Regarding the Oklahoma Residency Program 

The fourth objective compared perceptions among committee members regarding 

the Oklahoma Residency Program. Perceptions for each group and totals are identified in 

Table 18. All mentor teachers (100%) and administrators (100%) perceived the program 



Table 18 

Comparisons of Respondents' Perceived Level of Importance of the Oklahoma Residency Program Regarding Resident 

Agricultural Education Teachers' First Year of Teaching 

Higher Barrera's Barbee's 
Mentor Education Resident 1991 1985 
Teacher Administrator Representative_ Teacher Totals Research Research 
(N=37) (N=33) (N=37) (N=37) (N=l44) (N=96) (N=205) 

Levels of 
Importance n % n % n % n % N % N % N 

Very 
important 32 86.5 26 78.8 11 29.7 15 40.5 84 58.3 76 79.2 116 

Important 5 13.5 7 21.2 15 40.5 14 37.8 41 28.5 10 10.4 66 

Less than -- -- -- -- 7 18.9 5 13.5 12 8.3 9 9.4 17 
important 

Unimportant -- -- -- -- 1 10.8 1 .Ll. 1 4.9 l 1.0 Q - - - -

Totals 37 25.7 33 22.9 37 25.7 37 25.7 144 100.0 96 100.0 205 -

x2=20.85 df=6 p=O.Ol>OSL>0.001 significant 

% 

59.6 

39.0 

8.3 

2.9 

100.0 

00 
--:i 



to be either very important or important. Very important was perceived greater than 

important within both groups. Fifteen (40.5%) resident agricultural education teachers 

also perceived the program to be very important. Twenty-one percent of the resident 

teachers believed it was less than important or unimportant. Of the higher education 

representatives, 15 (40.5%) viewed the program to be important. This is the only group 

that perceived the Oklahoma Residency Program to be important, rather than very 

important. Also, 11 (29.7%) higher education representatives identified the Oklahoma 

Residency Program to be less than important or unimportant. 
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Only those participants who responded that the program was very important or 

important were asked reasons why they believe the program was important. Therefore, 

only 117 participants responded to this question. Responses are shown in Table 19. 

Forty-two (33.1 %) of the committee members perceived the greatest reason the program 

is important is that it creates a feeling of security on the part of the resident agricultural 

education teacher. The second reason identified was that the program provides assistance 

to improve classroom management. Twenty-eight (22.0%) of the respondents believed it 

provided information to the resident teacher on his or her strengths and weaknesses. Of 

the 117 respondents, 13 (10.2%) perceived this to be the primary reason the program was 

important. Four (3 .1 % ) respondents perceived other reasons to be of importance to the 

program. They included the following from mentor teachers: program provides support 

and information; keeps the first year teaching from getting too frustrated; the program 

provides the opportunity for the teacher to discuss routine matters of the school day with 

another teacher; and the program provides the first year teacher a mentor to discuss issues 

such as dealing with parents and administrators. 



Table 19 

Comparison of Reasons the Oklahoma Residency Program is Important for the Resident Agricultural Education Teacher 

Higher Barrera's Barbee's 
Mentor Education Resident 1991 1985 
Teacher Administrator Representative Teacher Totals Research ,, Research 
(N=37) (N=33) (N=37) (N=37) (N=144) (N=96) (N=205) 

Reasons n % n % n % n % N % N % N % 

Provides 
assistance --
classroom 
management 10 27.0 17 51.5 6 21.4 7 24.1 40 31.5 14 14.6 45 22.0 
Creates feeling 
of security for 12 32.4 10 30.3 9 32.1 11 37.9 42 33.1 27 28.1 70 34.2 RT 
Provides 
opportunity -
teaching 

7 18.9 2 6.1 2 7.1 6.9 13 19.8 methods 2 10.2 19 14 6.8 
Provides 
information -
RT strengths 

7 18.9 3 9.1 9 32.1 9 31.0 28 22.0 26 27.1 and weaknesses 15 7.3 
Provides for -- -- -- -- -- -- -- -- -- -- 10 10.4 71 34.6 
consultation 
Other 1 2.7 1 3.0 2 7.1 -- -- 4 3.1 

*N varies because not all respondents chose to respond to the questions (N=l27). 

x2=101.85 df=lO p=OSL>0.001 significant 
Table 20 

00 
\D 
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As respondents perceived reasons that the Oklahoma Residency Program was important, 

there were also reasons why respondents believed the program was not important to the 

first year agricultural education teacher. Table 20 shows perceptions from respondents. 

Six (35.3%) respondents perceived the program to be "unimportant" or having a lack of 

importance. Reasons given concerning why the Oklahoma Residency Program was not 

important included: the resident teacher believed it was just a process they had to go 

through; the program was a frivolous form of accountability; and the program did not 

help beginning teachers with issues of teaching agricultural education. Specifically, the 

issues cited were: career development events, shows, and leadership activities. Another 

problem identified was that the program does not provide the opportunity to examine and 

learn about things that could go wrong while teaching agricultural education. Another 

respondent added that the program doesn't focus on those resident teachers who are 

alternatively certified and face issues different from the traditional resident agricultural 

education teacher. 

All participants were asked to identify their perceptions of the strengths and 

weakness for the Oklahoma Residency Program. Tables 21 and 22 show the perceptions 

of the participants. Fifty-one percent (74) of the respondents stated the assistance from 

the mentor teacher is the greatest strength of the program. When analyzed by committee 

member type, all groups identified the mentor teacher as the greatest strength. The 

percentages for each committee type were: administrator, 69.7%; mentor teacher, 54.1%; 

higher education representative, 43.2%; and resident teacher, 40.5%. 

The participants felt the guidance given from the committee to help the resident 

agricultural education teacher make decisions was the next most important (15.3%) 



Table 20 

Comparison of Reasons the Oklahoma Residency Program is Not Important Regarding the Resident Agricultural Education Teachers' 

First Year of Teaching* 

Higher Barrera's Barbee's 
Mentor Education Resident 1991 1985 
Teacher Administrator Representative Teacher Totals Research Research 
(N=37) (N=33) (N=37) (N=37) (N=144) (N=96) (N=205) 

--
Reasons n % n % n % n % N % N % N % 

Doesn't 
provide help to 
improve 
classroom 
management -- -- -- -- -- -- -- -- -- -- 1 1.0 1.5 
Creates 
apprehension -- -- -- -- 3 33.3 -- -- 3 17.6 3 3.1 5 2.4 forRT 
Too much time 
in reference to 1 11.1 1 12.5 2 · 11.8 6 6.3 5 2.4 other activities -- -- -- --
Lack of 
importance -- -- -- -- 2 22.2 4 50.0 6 35.3 1 1.0 6 2.9 viewed by RT 
Lack of 
importance -- -- -- -- 2 22.2 -- -- 2 11.8 2 2.1 5 2.4 viewed by RC 
Other -- -- -- -- 1 11.1 3 37.5 4 23.5 12 6.3 12 5.9 

*Only respondents who indicated ORP was not important responded to this question, therefore there is no total N or %. 

x2=1 l.72 df=lO p=0.50>0SL>0.30 not significant 
\0 ,_.. 



Table 21 

Comparison of Respondents' Perceptions of Major Strengths of the Oklahoma Residency Program 

Higher Barrera's Barbee's 
Mentor Education Resident 1991 1985 
Teacher Administrator Representative Teacher Totals Research* Research 
(N=37) (N=33) (N=37) (N=37) (N=144) (N=96) (N=205) 

Major 
Strengths n % n % n % n % N % N % N % 
Assistance from 
MT 20 54.1 23 69.7 16 43.2 15 40.5 74 51.4 14 18.4 36 17.6 
Assistance from 
HER -- -- -- -- 3 8.1 9 24.3 12 8.3 5 6.8 11 5.4 
Assistance from 
Administrator 2 5.4 5 15.2 4 10.8 4 10.8 15 10.4 1 1.4 2 1.0 
Guidance in 
making 
decisions 

7 18.9 .3 9.1 7 18.9 5 13.5 22 15.3 17 23.0 35 17.1 

Moral support 
offered by RC 8 21.6 1 3.0 6 16.2 4 10.8 19 13.2 23 31.1 32 15.6 
Do not perceive 
any strengths -- -- -- -- 1 2.7 -- -- 1 ; 0.7 1 1.4 8 3.9 

Other -- 1 3.0 -- -- -- -- 1 0.7 13 17.6 81 39.5 - - - -

Totals 37 25.7 33 22.9 37 25.7 37 25.7 144 100 74 100.0 205 100.0 

*N varies because not all respondents chose to answer all questions. 

x2=153.89 df=12 p=OSL>0.001 
I.O 

significant N 



Table 22 

Comparison of Respondents' Perceptions of Major Problems of the Oklahoma Residency Program 

Higher Barrera's Barbee's 
Mentor Education Resident 1991 1985 
Teacher Administrator Representative Teacher Totals Research* Research 
(N=37) (N=33) (N=37) (N=37) (N=144) (N=96) (N=205) 

Major 
Problems N % n % n % n % N % N % N % 

1, 

Do not perceive any 
problems 12 32.4 17 51.5 11 29.7 13 35.1 53 36.8 36 40.5 65 31.8 
Insufficient assistance 
from MT 2 5.4 1 3.0 3 8.1 -- -- 6 4.2 7 7.9 4 2.0 
Insufficient assistance 
from HER -- -- -- -- -- -- -- -- -- -- 5 5.6 9 4.4 
Insufficient assistance 
from Administrator 8 21.6 1 3.0 2 5.4 5 13.5 16 11.11 -- -- 2 1.0 
Overall assistance was 
insufficient -- -- -- -- 2 5.4 -- -- 2 1.4 -- -- 16 7.8 
RC's more evaluative 
than instructional 

8 21.6 3 9.1 11 29.7 10 27.0 32 22.2 4 4.5 3 1.5 improvement 

LackofMT/A 5 13.5 6 18.2 4 10.8 9 24.3 24 16.7 2 2.3 16 7.8 
understanding of AE 
Other 2 5.4 .2. 15.2 ~ 10.8 -- -- ll 7.6 35 39.3 90 43.9 - -

Totals 37 25.7 33 22.9 37 25.7 37 25.7 144 100.0 89 100.0 205 100.0 
*N varies because not all respondents chose to answer all questions. 

\0 
w 

x2=492.79 df=14 p=OSL>0.001 significant 
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benefit. However, resident teachers viewed the order of importance differently than the 

rest. They perceived the mentoring given from higher education representatives as being 

the second most important strength. One respondent (0.7%) did not perceive any 

strengths of the program. 

Assessing the Oklahoma Residency Program's impact on mentoring, respondents 

were asked to identify possible weaknesses. Thirty-six percent responded that they did 

not perceive any problems with the program. However, 32 respondents (22%) perceived 

that the residency committee's function appears more for evaluation than for instructional 

improvement. 

Objective 5: Comparison of Perceptions to those in Previous Research Studies 

Comparisons for Objective Five are intermingled within the other objectives. 

This allows for a complete and accurate comparison for each area to occur. Table 24 

summarizes the areas of significance and non significance. 
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Table 24 

Comparison of the Research Studies 

Areas Not of Significant Difference Areas Significantly Different 
Certification Areas Number of Years Teaching in Public 

Schools 
Distribution of Administration Level of Education 
Reason Oklahoma Residency Program is Higher Education Representative 
Not Important Experience as Ag Ed Teacher 
Resident teachers Perceptions of Mentoring Higher Education Representative Years of 
from Committee Members Experience as Teacher Educator 

Major Strengths of the ORP 
Maier Problems of the ORP 
Time Spent bv Mentor Teacher 
Individual Provided Most Assistance 
Importance of the Oklahoma Residency 
Program 
Reasons why the Oklahoma Residency 
Program is Important 
Times Committee Members were asked for 
Assistance 
Perceptions of Committee Members 
Provided to Adjust and Improve 
Favor of Continuance of the Oklahoma 
Residency Program 

Objective 6: Continuance of the Oklahoma Residency Program 

Objective Six of this research study was to determine if the members of the 

residency committee favor the continuance of the Oklahoma Residency Program. 

Participants were asked one question specific to this objective: "Do you favor the 

continuance of the Oklahoma Residency Program?". Respondents were asked to choose 

one answer ranging from "strongly favor" to "strongly oppose." Data resulting from this 

question are presented in Table 23. 



Table 23 

Comparison of Respondents' Favor of Continuance for the Oklahoma Residency Program 

Higher Barrera's Barbee's 
Mentor Education Resident 1991 1985 
Teacher Administrator Representative Teacher Totals Research Research 
(N=37) (N=33) (N=37) (N=37 (N=l44) (N=96) (N=205) 

--
Responses n % n % n % n % N %. N % N:% 

-

Strongly 
favor 27 73.0 25 75.8 16 43.2 16 43.2 84 58.3 76 79.1 117 57.0 

Tend to favor 10 27.0 6 18.2 11 29.7 13 35.1 40 27.8 15 15.6 64 31.2 

Uncertain -- -- 1 3.0 7 18.9 6 16.2 14 9.7 2 2.1 4 2.0 

Tend to 
oppose -- -- 1 3.0 -- -- 2 5.4 3 2.1 2 2.1 12 5.9 

Strongly 
oppose -- -- -- 3.0 J u. -- -- J 2.1 l 1.04 ~ 3.9 - - - - -

Totals 37 25.7 33 22.9 37 25.7 37 25.7 144 100.0 96 100.0 205 100.0 -

x2=31.03 df=8 p=OSL>0.001 significant 

'° 0\ 
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From the 144 persons involved in the program for the two academic years, 84 

(58.3%) stated they would strongly favor the continuance of the Oklahoma ~esidency 

Program. All groups identified the greatest frequency and percentage in the category of 

strongly favor. Of the 144 respondents, 124 (86.1 %) had a positive view of the 

Oklahoma Residency Program. However, 20 (13.8%) were either uncertain or opposed 

to continuing the program. Of the 20 respondents who were uncertain or opposed, ten 

served as higher education representatives on the committee. It should also be noted, that 

the three higher education representatives strongly opposed the continuance of the 

Oklahoma Residency Program. Resident teachers also have some uncertainty, with six 

respondents (16.2%) in this category. Two (5.4%) of the resident agricultural education 

teachers also indicated they tended to oppose the continuance of the Oklahoma Residency 

Program. 

Objective 7: Other Additional M~ntors of Resident Agricultural Education Teachers 

Objective Seven identified other additional mentors used by first year agricultural 

education teachers. Problems first year agricultural education teachers encountered were 

identified by a review of literature conducted by the researcher. The mentoring 

identification instrument was developed, examined by a panel of experts, and pilot tested 

to establish validity and reliability of the instrument. Resident teachers were asked to 

identify a name and position of a person who assisted them with the specific problem 

identified for each area. 

Findings related to this objective are identified below. Four areas in which the 

agricultural education teacher is responsible for were identified. These areas were: 

classroom instruction, SAE, program management, and the FF A organization. 
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Specific problems addressed in the classroom instruction area were: classroom 

discipline, student motivation, dealing with students' individual differences, assessment 

of students' work, interaction with parents, organizing work, obtaining sufficient 

instructional materials, dealing with students' personal problems, heavy course loads, 

inadequate preparation time, and getting along with colleagues. Findings identifying 

frequency and percentage specifically for each problem are analyzed and presented in this 

section. 

Table 25 shows mentors who assisted them with classroom discipline. The most 

commonly used person was the high school principal, selected by six (28.6%) of the 

respondents. Four respondents ( 19 .1 % ) reported that no one helped them in this area; 

they learned it on their own. Other mentors included the mentor teacher who was an 

agricultural education teacher (14.3%), other agricultural education teachers (14.3%), 

Table 25 

Mentors Assisted with Classroom Discipline 

Area I: Classroom Instruction 
Problem A: Classroom Discipline 

Position 
High School Principal 
None-Learned on own 
Mentor Teacher-Ag Education 
Other Ag Education Teachers 
Cooperating Ag Ed Teacher 
Other Teacher in School District 
Program Specialist-Career Tech 
Totals 

Frequency 
6 
4 
3 
3 
2 
2 

l 
21 

Percentage 
28.57 
19.05 
14.29 
14.29 
9.52 
9.52 
4.76 

100.00 

cooperating teacher from the resident teachers' student teaching experience (9.5%), 

another teacher within the school district (9.5%); and a program specialist from the 

Department of Career and Technology Education (4.8%). 
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The second problem identified was motivating students to learn. As shown in 

Table 26, the most common response for mentors in this area was that no assistance was 

provided. Five respondents (23.8%) reported that they learned this skill on their own. 

Other persons serving as mentors were other agriculture teachers, committee members of 

the Oklahoma Residency Program, and spouse of the beginning agricultural education 

teacher (4.8%). 

The next problem focused on dealing with students' individual differences. 

Twenty-three percent (5) of the respondents reported no one mentored them in this area. 

Respondents reported, the special education teacher at the school as the most common 

mentor. Two administrators (9.5%), two mentor teachers in th~ areas of agricultural 

education (9.5%), a mentor teacher in a vocational area (4.8%), and one mentor teacher in 

an academic area ( 4. 8% ), serving as mentors within the Oklahoma Residency Program, 

Table 26 

Mentors Assisted with Student Interaction and Motivation 

Area I: Classroom Instruction 
Problem B: Student Motivation 

Position 
None-Learned on own 
Other Ag Education Teachers 
Mentor Teacher-Ag Teacher 
Higher Education Rep.-OSU 
High School Principal 
Other Teacher in School District 
Mentor Teacher-other subject area 
Spouse 
Totals 

Frequency 
5 
4 
3 
3 
2 
2 
1 
1 

21 

Percentage 
23.81 
19.05 
14.29 
14.29 
9.52 
9.52 
4.76 
4.76 

100.00 

were mentioned as persons who assisted the first-year teacher in this area. These data are 

summarized in Table 27. 



Table 27 

Mentors Assisted in Dealing with Students' Individual Differences 

Area I: Classroom Instruction 
Problem C: Dealing With Students' Individual Differences 

Position 
None-Learned on own 
Special Education Teacher 
Other Teacher in School District 
Mentor Teacher-Ag Education 
High School Principal 
Cooperating Ag Education Teacher 
Mentor Teacher-Vocational area 
Mentor Teacher-other subject area 
osu 
High School Guidance Counselor 
Totals 

Frequency Percentage 
5 23.81 
4 19.05 
3 14.29 
2 9.52 
2 9.52 
1 4.76 
1 4.76 
1 4.76 
1 4.76 
l 4.76 

21 100.00 
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First year teachers were asked about their mentoring related to assessment of 

students' work. As shown in Table 28, six (28.6%) first year agricultural education 

teachers reported other agricultural education teachers were looked to in providing 

expertise. Mentor teachers in various areas (14.3%, 9.5%, 4.8%), high school principals 

(19.1 %), and a cooperating teacher from his or her student teaching experience (4.8%) 

were all called upon to assist in this area. 



Table 28 

Mentors Assisted with the Assessment of Students' Work 

Area I: Classroom Instruction 
Problem D: Assessment of Students' Work 

Position 

Other Ag Education Teachers 
High School Principal 
Mentor Teacher-Ag Teacher 
Mentor Teacher-Vocational Area 
Other Ag Education Teachers 
Cooperating Ag Educ,~tion Teacher 
Mentor Teacher-other subject area 
osu 
None-Learned on my own 
Totals 

Frequency Percentage 

6 28.57 
4 19.05 
3 14.29 
2 9.52 
2 9.52 
1 4.76 
1 4.76 

· 1 4.76 
l 4.76 
21 100.00 
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Table 29 presents those who mentored beginning teachers in the area of working 

with parents. Again, the most reported mentor (6, 28.6%) was other agricultural 

education teachers not formally assigned. Four of the respondents (19.1 %) indicated they 

did not have assistance in this area. Other mentors identified were members of the 

administration, with the principal and superintendent each identified once. Community 

members, school board members, and a retired teacher in the community were also 

mentioned as mentors. 

In the area of organizing work, (Table 30) all three members of the Oklahoma 

Residency Committee were identified as mentors. In particular, the three mentor teachers 

who were teaching partners in the agricultural education program comprised 14.3%. 

Resident agricultural education teachers identified the superintendent and other 

agricultural education teachers. However, 33.3% of the respondents indicated that no one 

assisted them in this matter; they learned it on their own. 



Table 29 

Mentors Assisted with Parental Interaction 

Area I: Classroom Instruction 
Problem E: Interaction With Parents 

Position 
Other Ag Education Teachers 
None-Learned on own 
Cooperating Ag Education Teacher 
Higher Education Rep-OSU 
Mentor Teacher-Ag Education Teacher 
Retired Ag Teacher in the Community 
Principal 
Superintendent 
School Board Member 
Community Member/Pres. FF A Alumni 
Program Specialist-Career Tech 
Totals 

Table 30 

Frequency 
6 
4 
2 
2 
1 
1 
1 
1 
1 
1 
1 

21 

Mentors Assisted with Organization of Work 

Area I: Classroom Instruction 
Problem F: Organizing Work 

Percentage 
28.57 
19.05 
9.52 
9.52 
4.76 
4.76 
4.76 
4.76 
4.76 
4.76 
4.76 

100.00 

Position 
None-Learned on own 

Frequency 
7 

Percentage 
33.33 
14.29 
14.29 
9.52 
9.52 
4.76 
4.76 
4.76 
4.76 

Mentor Teacher-Ag Education Teacher 
Other Ag Education Teachers 
Program Specialist-Career Tech 
Higher Education Rep-OSU 
Superintendent 
High School Principal 
Other Teacher in School District 
Spouse 
Totals 

3 
3 
2 
2 
1 
1 
1 
l 
21 100.00 

102 

As shown in Table 31, six first-year agricultural education teachers stated that the 

process of attaining instructional materials was learned on their own. Four mentors, who 

each were identified by three respondents, were: mentor teacher in agricultural education 
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(14.3%), other agricultural education teachers (14.3%), district supervisor (14.3%), and 

teacher educators (14.3%). The administrator and higher education representative were 

each identified by 4.8 percent of the first year teachers. 

Table 31 

Mentors Assisted with Obtaining Sufficient Instructional Materials 

Area I: Classroom Instruction 
Problem G: Obtaining Sufficient Instructional Materials 

Position 
None-Learned on my own 
Mentor Teacher-Ag Education Teacher 
Other Ag Education Teacher 
Program Specialist-Career Tech 
Teacher Educator-OSU 
Higher Education Representative-OSU 
Principal 
Other Teacher in School District 
Totals 

Frequency Percentage 
6 28.57 
3 14.29 
3 14.29 
3 14.29 
3 14.29 
1 4.76 
1 4.76 
l 4.76 
21 100.00 

Resident agricultural education teachers were asked to identify mentors who 

provided assistance in the area of learning how to deal with students and their personal 

problems. Table 32 displays the findings. Five (23.8%) of the resident teachers 

identified the high school guidance counselor as the person providing assistance in this 

area. However, five (23.8%) also responded that no one assisted them. One resident 

teacher (4.8%) identified his/her mother as a meritor in this area. 



Table 32 

Mentors Assisted in Dealing with Students' Personal Problems 

Area I: Classroom Instruction 
Problem H: Dealing With Students' Personal Problems 

Position 
High School Counselor 
None-Learned on my own 
Mentor Teacher-Ag Education Teacher 
Other Teacher in School District 
High School Principal 
Mentor Teacher-Other Subject Area 
Other Ag Education Teacher 
High School Secretary 
Mother of Resident Teacher 
Program Specialist-Career Tech 
Totals 

Frequency Percentage 
5 23.81 
5 23.81 
2 9.52 
2 9.52 
2 9.52 
1 4.76 
1 4.76 
1 4.76 
1 4.76 
1 4.76 
21 100.00 
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Table 33 shows the data generated from the question "Who assisted you regarding 

the heavy course loads?". Seven (33.3%) resident teachers in agricultural education 

responded that no one provided assistance. Other agricultural education teachers were 

mentioned by four (19.1 %) respondents. When the mentor teacher assigned was an 

agricultural education teacher, three (14.3%) resident teachers indicated their mentor 

teacher provided assistance. However, that was only in the cases where the mentor 

teacher was also the teaching partner in agricultural education. Other responses included 

two high school principals (9.5%) and two other teachers in the school district (9.5%). A 

teacher educator, program specialist, and a cooperating teacher from the student teaching 

experience were each identified once with 4.8% of the population. 



Table 33 

Mentors Assisted with Heavy Course Loads 

Area I: Classroom Instruction 
Problem I: Heavy Course Loads 

Position 
None-Learned on my own 
Other Ag Education Teacher 
Mentor Teacher-Ag Education Teacher 
High School Principal 
Other Teacher in School District 
Teacher Educator-OSU 
Program Specialist 
Cooperating Ag Education Teacher 
Totals 

Frequency 
7 
4 
3 
2 
2 
1 
1. 
l 
21 

Percentage 
33.33 
19.05 
14.29 
9.52 
9.~2 
4.76 
4.76 
4.76 

100.00 
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Mentors who provided assistance in the area of inadequate preparation time for 

the first-year agricultural education teachers are shown in Table 34. In five (23.8%) 

cases, other agricultural education teachers provided the new teacher assistance in this 

area. There were also five resident teachers who responded that they had to deal with this 

problem on their own. Two members of the Oklahoma Residency Program were 

identified as providing assistance in this area: three principals (14.3%) and three (14.3%) 

mentor teachers who also were agricultural education teachers. 

Table 34 

Mentors Assisted with Inadequate Preparation Time 

Area I: Classroom Instruction 
Problem J: Inadequate Preparation Time 

Position 
Other Ag Education Teachers 
None-Learned on my own 
Mentor Teacher-Ag Education Teacher 
High School Principal 
Other Teacher in School District 
Teacher Educator-OSU 
Mentor Teacher-Vocational Area 
Tota:ls 

Frequency 
5 
5 
3 
3 
2 
2 
l 

21 

Percentage 
23.81 
23.81 
14.29 
14.29 
9.52 
9.52 
4.76 

100.00 
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Table 35 shows the data reported in the area of "Getting Along With Colleagues." 

The most frequent response was the high school principal at five responses (23.8%). A 

teacher within the school district was identified three times (14.3%). However, three 

(14.3%) of the respondents believed they learned this skill on their own. Other mentors 

were also identified, such as mentor teachers (9.5%), one program specialist (4.8%), and 

all three committee types in the Oklahoma Residency Program. 

Table 35 

Mentors Assisted in Getting Along with Colleagues 

Area I: Classroom Instruction 
ProblemK: Getting Along With Colleagues 

Position 
High School Principal 
None-Learned on my own 
Teacher in the school district 
Cooperating Ag Education Teacher 
Mentor Teacher in other subject area 
Mentor Teacher in Ag Education 
Program Specialist-Career Tech 
Superintendent 
Higher Education Representative-OSU 
Was never a problem 
Totals 

Frequency 
5 
3 
3 
2 
2 
2 
1 
1 
1 
1 
21 

Percentage 
23.8 
14.3 
14.3 
9.5 
9.5 
9.5 
4.8 
4.8 
4.8 
4.8 

100.0 

Supervised Agricultural Experience Program 

When asked to identify mentors who assisted in the selection of students' 

projects, six (28.6%) resident teache~s indicated they learned how to select projects from 

an experienced agricultural education teacher. Five (23.8%) stated no one provided 

assistance; they had to learn this on their own. Parents of students were identified four 

times (19.0%). Two program specialists (9.5%) were identified as mentors. A student at 
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Oklahoma State University, a former director of the 4-H Foundation, and a school board 

member each were mentioned once (4.8%). Table 36 shows data related to this area. 

Table 36 

Mentors Assisted with Selection of Projects 

Area II: Supervised Agricultural Experience (SAE) 
Problem A: Selection of Projects 

Position 
Other Ag Education Teachers 
None-Learned on own 
Parent 

· Program Specialist-Career Tech 
OSU Student 
Former Director of 4-H Foundation 
School Board Member 
Mentor Teacher-Ag Education Teacher 
Totals 

Frequency 
6 
5 
4 
2 
1 
1 
1 
l 
21 

Percentage 
28.57 
23.81 
19.05 
9.52 
4.76 
4.76 
4.76 

·4.76 
100.00 

Responses given by resident agricultural education teachers in the area of 

developing SAE Opportunities for students is shown in Table 37. Other agricultural 

education teachers ranked highest, identified by 38.1 % of the respondents. However, the 

second most frequent response, at six (28.6%), was no mentor was used. Teacher 

educators were important in this area, whether they served on a residency committee or 

not. A parents club was said to have provided support and assistance to one resident 

agricultural education teacher (4.8%). 

When needing help with supervision of students SAE projects, other agricultural 

education teachers were looked to by 9 (42.9%) teachers. Again, the second most 

frequent response reported was the resident teacher learned it on his or her own (23.8%). 

Table 38 shows the data for this area. 



Table 37 

Mentor Assisted in Developing SAE Opportunities for Students 

Area II: Supervised Agricultural Experience (SAE) 
Problem B: Developing SAE Opportunities for Students 

Position Frequency Percentage 
Other Ag Education Teachers 8 38.10 
None-Learned on own 6 28.57 
Teacher Educator-OSU 2 9.52 
Mentor Teacher-Ag Education Rep 2 9.52 
Higher Education Rep.-OSU 1 4.76 
Parents Club 1 4.76 
Program Specialist-Career Tech 1 4.76 
Totals 21 100.0 

Table 38 

Mentors Assisted with Supervision of Projects 

Area II: Supervised Agricultural Experience (SAE) 
Problem C: Supervision of Projects 

Position 
Other Ag Education Teachers 
None-Learned on own 
Mentor Teacher-Ag Education Teacher 
Ag Education/Family (dad, uncle) 
Program Specialist-Career Tech 
Higher Education Representative-OSU 
Totals 

Frequency 
9 
5 
2 
2 
2 
l 
21 

Percentage 
42.87 
23.81 
9.52 
9.52 
9.52 
4.76 
100.0 
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Ten (47.6%) of the respondents indicated that another agricultural education 

teacher provided assistance for the responsibility oflivestock show procedures. Four 

(19.1 %) of the resident teachers indicated they learned about livestock show procedures 

on their own. The responses are displayed in Table 39. Other mentors mentioned were 

fair board members, parents, and a member of the soil conservation service. 



Table 39 

Mentors Assisted with Livestock Show Procedures 

Area II: Supervised Agricultural Experience (SAE) 
Problem D: Livestock Show Procedures 

Position 
Other Ag Education Teachers 
None-Learned on own 
Mentor Teacher-Ag Ed Teacher 
Program Specialist-Career Tech 
Former HS Ag Teacher 
Fair Board Member 
Parent 
Soil Conservation Service 
Totals 

Frequency 
10 
4 
2 
1 
1 
1 
1 
1 
21 

Percentage 
47.62 
19.05 
9.54 
4.76 
4.76 
4.76 
4.76 
4.76 
100.0 

Program Management 
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Areas investigated relating to program management included: recruiting and 

retaining quality students, offering a variety of courses to attract students, modifying 

curriculum to meet changes in technology, building an image of an agriculture program 

and courses, using computer applications in agriculture, and agricultural mechanics 

project construction. 

Table 40 shows the data generated from the area ofrecruiting and retaining 

quality students. Of the resident teachers asked, eight (38.1 %) responded that no one 

helped them in this area. Other agri~ultural teachers (19.1 %) provided assistance to four 

first year teachers. Program specialists (14.3%) and mentor teachers (14.3%) each were 

identified three times. 



Table 40 

Mentors Assisted with Recruiting and Retaining Quality Students 

Area III: Program Management 
Problem A: Recruiting and Retaining Quality Students 

Position 
None-Learned on own 
Other Ag Education Teachers 
Program Specialist-Career Tech 
Mentor Teacher-Ag Ed Teacher 
High School Guidance Counselor 
High School Principal 
Cooperating Ag Education Teacher 
Totals 

Frequency 
8 
4 
3 
3 
1 
1 
1 

21 

Percentage 
38.10 
19.05 
14.29 
14.29 
4.76 
4.76 
4.76 
100.0 
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Seven (33.3%) resident teachers responded that no one provided assistance in the 

area of offering a variety of courses. Five (23.8%) identified other teachers of 

agricultural education as mentors. As shown in Table 41, other mentors included the 

high school principal, counselor, mentor teachers in agricultural education, program 

specialists, teacher educators, and other teachers within the school district. 

Table 41 

Mentors Assisted with Offering a Variety of Courses 

Area III: Program Management 
Problem B: Offering a Varity of Courses to Attract Students 

Position 
None-Learned on own 
Other Ag Education Teachers 
High School Principal 
High School Counselor 
Mentor Teacher-Ag Education Teacher 
Other Teacher in School District 
Program Specialist-Career Tech 
Teacher Educator-OSU 
Totals 

Frequency Percentage 
7 33.33 
5 23.81 
3 14.29 
2 9.52 
1 4.76 
1 4.76 
1 4.76 
l 4.76 
21 100.0 
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Mentors in the area of modifying the curriculum to meet changes in technology 

are shown in Table 42. One-third (7) of the respondents reported having no mentor in 

this area. Program specialists were identified five times (23.8%). More detail for this 

area is presented in Table 42. 

Table 42 

Mentors Assisted in Modifying the Curriculum to Meet Changes in Technology 

Area III: Program Management 
Problem C: Modifying the Curriculum to Meet Changes in Technology 
Position 
None-Learned on own 
Program Specialist-Career Tech 
Other Ag Education Teachers 
Teacher Educator-OSU 
Mentor Teacher-Ag Ed Teacher 
High School Principal 
Computer Lab Technician 
High School Guidance Counselor 
Totals 

Frequency 
7 
5 
3 
2 
1 
1 
1 
l 

21 

Percentage 
33.33 
23.81 
14.29 
9.52 
4.76 
4.76 
4.76 
4.76 
100.0 

Table 43 shows the mentors pertaining to building the image of agricultural 

programs and courses. The most frequent response was four other agricultural education 

teachers ( 19 .1 % ) and four individuals ( 19 .1 % ) noted that no mentor assisted them in this 

area. The higher education representative and parents of students were mentioned three 

times (14.3%), each for providing mentorship for this topic. More mentors are identified 

in Table 43. 



Table 43 

Mentors Assisted in Building the Image of Agriculture Programs and Courses 

Area III: Program Management 
Problem D: Building the Image of Agriculture Program and Courses 

Position 
Other Ag Education Teachers 
None-Learned on own 
Higher Education Representative-OSU 
Parents 
Program Specialist-Career Tech 
Ag Teacher/Family member 
Mentor Teacher-Ag Education Teacher 
Other Teacher in School District 
Blue and Gold Sausage Company 
Totals 

Frequency Percentage 
4 19.05 
4 19.05 
3 14.29 
3 14.29 
2 9.52 
2 9.52 
1 4.76 
1 4.76 
1 4.76 

21 100.0 
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Six (28.6%) first year teachers acknowledged the program specialists at the 

Department of Career and Technology Education as key persons to assist them in the area 

of computer applications. Five teachers (23.8%) replied they did not have assistance in 

this aspect of teaching agricultural education. A computer specialist in the school district 

assisted two first year teachers. Other mentors are identified in Table 44. 

Table 44 

Mentors Assisted with Computer Applications 

Area III: Program Management 
Problem E: Computer Applications in Agriculture 

Position 
Program Specialist-Career Tech 
None-Learned on own 
Other Ag Education Teachers 
High School Computer Specialist 
Teacher Educator-OSU 
Mentor Teacher-Ag Education Teacher 
Superintendent 
Cooperating Ag Education Teacher 
Totals 

Frequency 
6 
5 
3 
2 
2 
1 
1 
1 

21 

Percentage 
28.57 
23.81 
14.29 
9.52 
9.52 
4.76 
4.76 
4.76 
100.0 
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Data for mentors providing assistance for agricultural mechanics construction are 

identified in Table 45. Over half of the respondents (53.4%) indicated an agricultural 

education teacher was a mentor. Six (28.5%) stated they received no assistance regarding 

project construction. Mentor teachers who were agricultural education teachers or who 

taught in a vocational area were also of assistance. 

Table 45 

Mentors Assisted with Agricultural Mechanics Project Construction 

Area III: Program Management 
Problem F: Ag Mechanics Project Construction 

Position 
Other Ag Education Teachers 
None-Learned on own 
Mentor Teacher-Ag Education Teacher 
Mentor Teacher-Vocational Teacher 
Former Ag Teacher/Father 
Parent 
Totals 

Frequency 
11 
6 
2 
1 
1 
l 
21 

FFA 

Percentage 
53.38 
28.54 
9.52 
4.76 
4.76 
4.16 
100.0 

The final area examined was responsibilities related to the FF A organization. 

Areas investigated included: preparing proficiency awards and degree applications, 

planning activities of the local chapter, officer elections, fundraising issues, and planning 

trips and conferences. 

Mentors who provided assistance in the area of preparing proficiency awards and 

State FFA Degree applications are shown in Table 46. Nine teachers (42.9%) indicated 

that other agricultural education teachers/FF A advisors provided support and guidance. 

Program specialists were identified five times (23.8%), and five respondents noted they 

learned how to complete the awards and applications on their own. One respondent even 



Table 46 

Mentors Assisted with Preparation of Proficiency Awards and Degree Applications 

AreaIV: FFA 
Problem A: Preparing Proficiency Awards and Degree Applications 

Position Frequency Percentage 

Other Ag Education Teachers 
Program Specialist-Career Tech 
None-Learned on own (nightmare) 
Mentor Teacher-Ag Education Teacher 
Totals 

9 
5 
5 
2 

21 

42.87 
23.81 
23.81 
9.52 
100.0 
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went on to add that this experience was a "nightmare." Two (9.52%) mentor teachers 

who taught agricultural education were also reported as to providing mentorship in this 

area. 

When asked about mentorship related to planning chapter activities, eight first 

year teachers indicated they received the most assistance from another agricultural 

education teacher (38.1 %}. Five (23.8%) believed they learned how to plan chapter 

activities on their own. Two (9.5%) teachers indicated they learned about this aspect of 

the FFA from the chapter officers, and one (4.8%) stated that the parents provided great 

assistance. These data are presented in Table 4 7. 

Table 48 displays mentors used in the area of conducting local officer elections. 

Twelve (57.1 %) first-year teachers reported that they received assistance from another 

agricultural education teacher. Five (23.8%) reported that they learned this concept on 

their own while other mentors included the mentor teacher in agricultural education, 

program specialists, and chapter officers. 



Table 47 

Mentors Assisted with Planning of Chapter Activities 

AreaIV: FFA 
Problem B: Planning Chapter Activities 

Position 
Other Ag Education Teachers 
None-Learned on own 
Mentor Teacher-Ag Education Teacher 
Chapter Officers 
Program Specialist-Career Tech 
osu 
Cooperating Ag Education Teacher 
Parents 
Totals 

Table 48 

Mentors Assisting with Local Officer Elections 

Frequency 
8 
5 
2 
2 
1 
1 
1 
1 
21 

AreaIV: FFA 
Problem C: Officer Elections 

Position 
Other Ag Education Teacher 
None-Learned on my own 
Mentor Teacher-Ag Education Teacher 
Program Specialist-Career Tech 
Chapter Officers 
Totals 

Frequency 
12 
5 
2 
1 
1 
21 

Percentage 
38.10 
23.81 
9.52 
9.52 
4.76 
4.76 
4.76 
4.76 

100.00 

Percentage 
57.14 
2.81 
9.52 
4.76 
4.76 
100.0 
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Thirty-eight percent (8) of the resident agricultural education teachers identified 

another teacher in agriculture as providing assistance for fundraisers. The Blue and Gold 

Sausage Company, parents, and chapter members were each identified once (4.76%) as 

mentors in this area. Frequencies and percentages of these data are presented in Table 

49. 



Table 49 

Mentors Assisted with Fundraising Issues 

AreaIV: FFA 
Problem D: Fundraisers 

Position 
Other Ag Education Teachers 
None-Learned on own 
Mentor Teacher-Ag Education Teacher 
Program Specialist-Career Tech 
osu 
High School Principal 
Blue and Gold Sausage 
Parents 
Chapter Members 
Totals 

Frequency 
8 
5 
2 
1 
1 
1 
1 
1 
1 

21 

Percentage 
38.10 
23.81 
9.52 
4.76 
4.76 
4.76 
4.76 
4.76 
4.76 
100.0 
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When beginning teachers identify who helped them with planning trips and 

conferences during the first year of teaching, 8 (3 8 .1 % ) indicated another agricultural 

education teacher in the profession. Those identified included mentor teachers, either in 

agricultural education (4.8%) or vocational education (4.8%), parents (9.5%), program 

specialists (9.52%), and the high school principal (9.52%). Table 50 shows more 

information regarding mentors in the area of trips and conferences. 

Table 50 

Mentors Assisted in Planning Trips and Conferences 

AreaIV: FFA 
ProblemD: Trips and Conferences 

Position 
Other Ag Education Teachers 
None-Learned on own 
Program Specialist-Career Tech 
Parents 
High School Principal 
Mentor Teacher-Ag Education Teacher 
Mentor Teacher-Vocational Education 
Totals. 

Frequency 
8 
5 
2 
2 
2 
1 
1 

21 

Percentage 
38.10 
23.81 
9.52 
9.52 
9.52 
4.76 
4.76 
100.0 
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A summary of the most frequent mentors in providing assistance for first year 

teachers is shown in Table 51. Mentors most frequently used are other agricultural 

education teachers in the profession. Resident agricultural education teachers also stated 

they did not have a mentor with certain problems they experienced during their first year 

of teaching. 

Table 51 

Mentors of Resident Agricultural Education Teachers 

Mentor Identified Mentor Identified 
Problem Most Frequently Second Most Frequently 

Classroom Discipline High School Principal None-learned on own 
Student Motivation None-learned on own Other Ag Education Teachers 
Students' Differences None-learned on own Special Education Teacher 
Assessment of Students' Other Ag Ed Teachers. High School Principal 
Work 
Interaction with Parents None-learned on own Cooperating Ag Ed Teacher 
Organizing Work None-learned on own Mentor Teacher-Ag Education 
Obtaining Instructional None-learned on own Mentor Teacher-Ag Education 
Materials 
Dealing with Students' None ... learned on own Mentor Teacher-Ag Education 
Personal Problems 
Heavy Course Loads None-learned on own Other Ag Education Teachers 
Preparation Time Other Ag Ed Teachers None-learned on own 
Getting along w/ Colleagues High School Principal None-learned on own 
Selection of Projects Other Ag Ed Teachers None-learned on own 
SAE Opportunities Other Ag Ed Teachers None-learned on own 
Supervision of Projects Other Ag Ed Teachers None-learned on own 
Livestock Show Procedures Other Ag Ed Teachers None-learned on own 
Recruit/Retain Students None-learned on own Other Ag Education Teachers 
Offering Variety of Courses None-learned on own Other Ag Education Teachers 
Modifying the Curriculum None-learned on own Program Specialists 
Building the Image Other Ag Ed Teachers None-learned on own 
Computer Applications Program Specialists None-learned on own 
Ag Mechanics Project Other Ag Ed Teacher None-learned on own 
Preparing Proficiency Award Other Ag Ed Teacher Program Specialist 
Planning Chapter Activities Other Ag Ed Teachers None-learned on own 
Officer Elections Other Ag Ed Teachers None-learned on own 
Fundraisers Other Ag Ed Teachers None-learned on own 
Trips and Conferences Other Ag Ed Teachers None-learned on own 



ChapterV 

SUMMARY, CONCLUSIONS AND RECOMMENDATIONS 

The purpose of this chapter is to present a summary of the study problem, 

purpose, objectives, methodology, and major findings of the study. Conclusions and 

recommendations and implications are also included based on the analysis and 

summarization of the data collected through the instruments. 

Summary 

Statement of the Problem 

In almost every state in America, induction programs are established to provide 

mentoring to beginning agricultural education teachers. Does the Oklahoma Residency 

Program provide a quality mentorship experience for first year agricultural education 

teachers? 

Purpose of the Study 

The purpose of this study was to evaluate the Oklahoma Residency Program with 

emphasis in mentoring first year agricultural education teachers. 

118 
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Objectives 

The objectives of this study were to: 

1. Describe the personal characteristics of resident teachers in agricultural education 

and the residency committee members appointed to mentor first year teachers in 

agricultural education. 

2. Determine the perceptions ofresidency committee members concerning 

mentoring the resident agricultural education teacher. 

3. Describe mentor relationships that exist between the resident agricultural 

education teacher and his or her committee members. 

4. Compare perceptions among committee members of the Oklahoma Residency 

Program. 

5. Compare perceptions of committee members about the Oklahoma Residency 

Program to those perceptions of participants in previous research studies 

conducted in 1985 and 1991. 

6. Determine if the participants in the Oklahoma Residency Program favor 

continuance of the program. 

7. Identify other additional mentors used by first year agricultural education 

teachers. 
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Major Findings of the Study 

Personal Characteristics of Participants 

Objective one was to describe the personal characteristics of resident teachers and 

those members appointed to mentor first year agricultural education teachers. The 

selected variables included gender, years in education, years teaching in public schools, 

type of administrative experience, number of years served as administrator, and number 

of years teaching agricultural education in higher education. Profiles of resident teachers 

and committee members were summarized in Table 52. 

Table 52 

Participant Profile of the Oklahoma Residency Program 

Higher 
Resident Mentor Education 
Teacher Teacher Administrator Representative 
(n=37) (n=33) (n=37) (n=37) 

Gender Male Male Male Male 
(89.2%) (70.3%) (89.2%) (89.2%) 

Educational Level Bachelors Bachelors Masters+ 15 Doctorate 
(97.3%) (67.6%) (54.5%) (89.2%) 

Certification Area Agricultural Secondary Secondary Agricultural 
Education Vocational Academic Education 

(100%) (37.8%) (87.9%) (94.6%) 
Total Years in Education 0-5 Over 15 Over 15 Over 15 

(100%) (73.0%) (87.9%) (87.9%) 
Total Years Teaching 0-5 Over 15 Over 15 0-5 

(100%) (73.0%) (42.4%) (87.9%) 
Years in Higher -- -- -- 11-15 
Education (43.2%) 
Years in Administration -- -- 6-10 --

(33.3%) 
Type of Administrative -- -- High School --
Experience Principal 
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Perceptions of Mentoring in the Oklahoma Residency Program 

Objective two was to determine the perceptions ofresidency committee members 

concerning mentoring the resident teacher in agricultural education through the 

Oklahoma Residency Program. These findings related to this objective include: 

1. Committee members and resident teachers perceived mentoring did occur through 

the Oklahoma Residency Program. 

2. Of all the committee members, resident teachers perceived the greatest assistance 

came from their mentor teacher. 

3. Mentor teachers perceived they did not provide technical or agricultural education 

assistance to the resident teacher. 

4. Respondents of the Oklahoma Residency program perceived the resident teacher 

asked for assistance 1-5 times during his or her first year of teaching agricultural 

education. 

Describe Mentorship Experiences of Resident Teachers 

The third objective described the mentor relationships that existed between the 

resident agricultural education teacher and his or her committee members. Data from the 

open-ended questions were categorized into themes for each committee type. Table 53 

shows the committee type and categories derived from the data collected within each 

type. 
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Table 53 

Descriptive Categories for Mentoring Experiences 

Positive Points Areas for Imorovement 
Mentor Teacher was great MT provided no assistance 

Resident assistance Committee members do not 
Teacher Higher Ed Representative was understand the program 
(N=37) great assistance Higher Education Representative 

Administrator was great does not understand 
assistance More evaluation than mentoring 

Just a process to go through 
Administrator Personality of the RT Higher Education Representative 
(N=33) Higher Ed Rep-impressive More involvement with mentor 

Mentor Teaqher-good job teachers at local level 
Used ORP as a tool for teacher 
improvement 

Mentor Success is dependent on people Higher Education Representative 
Teacher on the committee Could not provide assistance 
(N=37) Program is needed for beginning regarding technical ag or specifics in 

teachers ag education to RT 
Areas are similar-mentoring Time to provide assistance was 

difficult 
Higher Higher Education Representative Seems to be a rush to get it finished 
Education provides support that other may Uneven assistance give from Higher 
Representative not be able to provide Education Rep. 
(N=37) Improvements need to be made in 

the system 

Perceptions Regarding the Oklahoma Residency Program 

Objective four was to compare perceptions among committee members regarding 

the Oklahoma Residency Program and its impact on the resident teachers' first year of 

teaching agricultural education. The findings to this objective are summarized below. 

1. Committee members perceived the Oklahoma Residency Program to be 

important. 

2. Participants viewed the Oklahoma Residency Program created a feeling of 

security for the resident teacher. 
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3. Although a majority of participants perceived no problems with the Oklahoma 

Residency Program, many felt the committee's function is more evaluative than 

mentoring. 

4. Resident teachers perceived higher education representatives provided more 

assistance when the higher education representative was familiar with the resident 

teacher, Oklahoma agriculture, and agricultural education programs. 

Comparison of the Present Research to Barbee (1985) and Barrera (1991) Research 

Many aspects of the Oklahoma Residency Program were compared to Barbee 

(1985) and Barrera (1991) research studies. The significance of the differences were 

determined using Chi Square for the 1985, 1991, and the present study. Figure 4 shows 

the differences within the three studies. 

Statistically No Significant Difference 
Certification Areas 
Distribution of Administration 
Reason ORP is not important 
RT perceptions of mentoring from CM 

Statistically Significant Difference 
Years Teaching in Public Schools 
Level of Education 
HER-Experience as aged teacher 
HER-Experience as teacher educator 
Major Strengths of the ORP 
Major Problems of the ORP 
Time Spent by Mentor Teacher 
Individual Provided Most Assistance 
Importance of the ORP 
Reasons Why ORP is Important 
Times RC were asked for assistance 
Perceptions CM adjust and improve 
Favor of continuance of ORP 

Figure 4. Similarities and differences between the research studies. 
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Other Additional Mentors of Resident Agricultural Education Teachers 

Objective seven identified mentors used by first year agricultural education 

teachers. Table 54 summarizes the mentors most frequently used during the agricultural 

education instructors first year of teaching. 

Table 54 

Additional Mentors Used By Resident Agricultural Education Teachers 

Mentor Most Mentor Second Most 
Problem Frequently Selected Frequently Selected 

Classroom Discipline High School Principal None-learned on own 
Student Motivation None-learned on own Other Ag Ed Teachers 
Students' Differences · None-learned on own Special Education Teacher 
Assessment of Students' Work Other Ag Education Teachers High School Principal 
Interaction with Parents None-learned on own Cooperating Ag Ed Teacher 
Organizing Work None-learned on own Mentor Teacher-Ag 

Education 
Obtaining Instructional None-learned on own Mentor Teacher-Ag 
Materials Education 
Dealing with Students' None-learned on own Mentor Teacher-Ag 
Personal Problems Education 
Heavy Course Loads None-learned on own Other Ag Ed Teachers 
Inadequate Preparation Time Other Ag Ed Teachers None-learned on own 
Getting along with Colleagues High School Principal None-learned on my own 
Selection of Proiects Other Ag Ed Teachers None-learned on my own 
Developing SAE Opportunities Other Ag Ed Teachers None-learned on my own 
Supervision of Projects Other Ag Ed Teachers None-learned on my own 
Livestock Show Procedures Other Ag Ed Teachers None-learned on my own 
Recruit/Retain Students None-learned on own Other Ag Ed Teachers 
Offering Variety of Courses None-learned on own Other Ag Ed Teachers 
Modifying the Curriculum None-learned on own Program Specialist 
Building the Image Other Ag Ed Teachers None-learned on own 
Computer Applications Program Specialist None-learned on own 
Ag Mechanics Project Other Ag Ed Teachers None-learned on own 
Preparing proficiency award Other Ag Ed Teachers Program Specialist 
Planning Chapter Activities Other Ag Ed Teachers None-learned on own 
Officer Elections Other Ag Ed Teachers None-learned on own 
Fundraisers Other Ag Ed Teachers None-learned on own 
Trios and Conferences Other Ag Ed Teachers None-learned on own 



From this objective the following findings are highlighted: 

1. Fell ow agricultural education teachers were the most frequent mentors used by 

first year agricultural education teachers. 

2. The second most frequent response given by resident agricultural education 

teachers was no one provided mentoring in this area. 
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3. Program specialists with the Department of Career and Technology Education, 

teacher educators, other teachers in the school district, and high school principals 

were identified as mentors for first year agricultural education teachers. 

Conclusions 

Based on the findings of this study the following conclusions were made: 

1. Resident teachers are male and hold a bachelor's degree and certification in 

agricultural education. 

2. Mentor teachers are well experienced teachers, hold a bachelor's degree with 

certification in secondary education, and are male. 

3. Administrators are male, have a high level of education with certification in 

secondary academic areas and have many years of experience serving as a high 

school principal. 

4. Higher education representatives are male, highly educated in agricultural 

education and have many years in higher education. 

5. Committee members in the Oklahoma Residency Program typically have many 

years of experience in education. 



6. Few administrators and mentor teachers have an agricultural education 

background. 

7. Resident teachers perceive they receive mentoring from their residency 

committee. 
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8. Resident teachers in agricultural education rarely asks their committee members 

for assistance in their first year of teaching. 

9. Of all the residential teacher committee members, the mentor teacher provides the 

greatest assistance to the resident teacher. 

10. Mentor teachers believe they do not assist resident teachers in technical 

agriculture or agricultural education areas. 

11. Participants believe the function of the Oklahoma Residency program is more 

evaluative than mentoring. 

12. Higher education representatives should be familiar with the resident teacher, 

Oklahoma agriculture, and agricultural education programs. 

13. The Oklahoma Residency Program helps to create a feeling of security for the 

resident teacher. 

14. This study was similar to the previous studies in 1985 and 1991 in the areas of 

certification, distribution of administration, the resident teachers perceptions of 

mentoring received from their committee members and the reason why the 

Oklahoma Residency Program is not important. 

15. This study was different than the previous studies in 1985 and 1991 in the 

following areas: level of education of committee members, number of years 

teaching in public schools of committee members, the higher education 
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representatives number of years experience as an agricultural education teacher, 

the higher education representatives number of years as a teacher educator, major 

strengths of the ORP, major problems ofthe-ORP, time spent by the mentor 

teacher, individual provided the most assistance, importance of the ORP, reasons 

why the ORP is important, times residency committee were asked for assistance, 

perceptions committee members provided for improvement, and the favor of 

continuance of the Oklahoma Residency Program. 

16. The Oklahoma Residency Program should continue. 

17. Fellow agricultural education teachers provide mentorship to new teachers in 

agriculture. 

18. First year agricultural education teachers experience many of the problems within 

their first year without assistance from a mentor. 

Recommendations 

1. The residency committee for agricultural education teachers should be 

expanded to include a mentor agricultural education teacher and an 

agricultural education program specialist from the Department of Career and 

Technology Education. 

2. Collaboration between the State Department of Education, Department of 

Career and Technology Education, and the University Teacher Education 

programs should be encouraged to develop a more comprehensive a 

mentoring program specific to agricultural education teachers. 
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3. Because of the trust factor, higher education representatives appointed should 

be only those teacher educators who play an active role in the pre-service 

teacher education program. 

4. Committee members should make a special effort to make additional contact 

with resident teachers beyond the mandatory meetings and observations. 

5. Resident teachers must ask their committee members for assistance when 

needed. 

6. Program specialists, teacher educators, and other experienced teachers should 

continue to informally mentor first year agricultural education teachers. 

Recommendations for Research 

1. Additional research should be conducted to further assess the mentorship 

experiences of first year agricultural education teachers. 

2. A longitudinal study should be conducted to measure these participants' 

perceptions of the Oklahoma Residency Program throughout their career. 

3. Evaluate experienced agricultural education teachers about their views of serving 

as mentors for beginning agricultural education teachers. 

4. Evaluate first year agricultural education teachers regarding reasons they do not 

seek mentoring assistance. 

5. Additional research should be conducted to evaluate and compare the mentoring 

experience of first year agricultural education teachers who received alternative 

certification to those agricultural education teachers who received traditional 

certification. 
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6. Additional research should be conducted to examine mentor relationships within 

the Oklahoma Residency Program specific to other areas such as music, family 

and consumer sciences, business education, industrial arts, etc. 

Implications 

This research described the Oklahoma Residency Program and the mentoring of 

first year agricultural education teachers. This study also provided a profile of the 

committee members including the resident teacher, mentor teacher, administrator, and the 

higher education representative. 

As the program was closely examined, participants responded that many resident 

agricultural education teachers in the program only asked their committee members for 

assistance one to five times. This is different than previous studies examining the 

Oklahoma Residency Program for agricultural education teachers. If we are to continue 

to help teachers grow and develop within the profession, we must provide opportunities 

for mentorship to develop for the resident teacher. Also formally assigned mentors in 

this program or informally chosen mentors currently established need to provide more 

opportunities for assistance to be given. Failure to provide the needed assistance could 

make the survival of first year much more difficult. 

Participants believe mentoring does occur within the Oklahoma Residency 

Program. However, if resident teachers and the committee members believe less 

assistance is asked for and received, is the mentorship experience really happening? 
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This study also addressed the issue of identifying those mentors who provided 

assistance with problems typical first year teachers encounter. Fellow agricultural 

education teachers were most frequently identified, with no mentor assistance given as 

the second most frequent. This might indicate the Oklahoma Residency Program is not 

meeting the needs of first year teachers, specifically those teachers in agricultural 

education. 

As agricultural education profession becomes more accountable for students 

learning, teachers must be developed through mentoring. Presently the Oklahoma 

Residency Program exists to provide assistance to the first year teacher through assigned 

committee members. The purpose of the program is to provide guidance and assistance, 

and educational leaders must continually examine the Oklahoma Residency Program. 
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OKLAHOMA STATE UNIVERSITY 
RESIDENT TEACHER PROGRAM 

Selected From the 
State Department of Education Regulations 

INTRODUCTION 

Intent of the Resident Teacher (Residency) Program 
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The intent of HB 1706 is to establish qualifications of teachers in the accredited 
schools of Oklahoma through licensing and certification requirements to ensure that the 
education of the children of Oklahoma will be provided by teachers of demonstrated 
ability. 

This law requires the licensed teacher to participate in the Resident Teacher 
Program during the initial year of teaching in an accredited school under the guidance and 
assistance of a Resident Teacher Committee in order to qualify for an Oklahoma 
Teaching Certificate. This applies to all students completing an approved teacher 
education program and graduating after February 1, 1982. 

Definition of the Resident Teacher 

"Resident Teacher"* is a licensed teacher who is employed in an accredited 
school and who has zero (0) year experience as a classroom teacher. 

Definition of the Residency Committee 

"Residency Committee" refers to a committee assigned to a local school district 
for the purpose of giving guidance and assistance, reviewing the teaching performance of 
a resident teacher, and making recommendations to the State Board of Education 
regarding certification. 

Members of the Residency Committee 

A. Mentor Teacher - classroom teacher. 

B. Principal or assistant principal of the employing school district, or an 
administrator 
designated by the local school board. 

C. Teacher educator in a college or school of education of an institution of 
higher learning. 

A chair person shall be chosen by the committee members. 
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*Resident Teachers holding a valid teaching certificate who graduated prior to February 
1, 1982 will have a Mentor Teacher, but will not have the Residency Committee (this 
applies even though the Resident Teacher has zero (0) years teaching experience). 

RESIDENCY COMMITTEE 

Role and Function of the Residency Committee 

A. The Residency Committee will work with the resident teacher to assist in all 
matters concerning classroom management and in-service training for the teacher. 

B. The Residency Committ~e shall serve for one (1) school year. If the resident 
teacher is employed for less than 120 days during the school year, it will be 
necessary for the Residency Committee to continue during the next school year 
until a total of 180 days has been completed. No new Residency Committee will 
be formed after April 1 of the school term. 

C. The Residency Committee shall make a recommendation to the Certification 
Section of the State Department of Education after April 10 of the school year. 

D. The Residency Committee shall make recommendations for a staff development 
program for the resident teacher for the following year if the recommendation is 
for certification. 

E. If the committee does not recommend certification at the end of the first year of 
licensure, the resident teacher must repeat the Residency program for a second 
year with the same committee or a new committee. 

Selection Process of the Committee 

A. Mentor Teacher - the mentor teacher shall be a classroom teacher and have 
a minimum of two (2) years of classroom teaching experience as a certified 
teacher. The mentor teacher must hold at least a standard certificate. Whenever 
possible, the mentor teacher shall have experience in the teaching area of the 
beginning teacher. The mentor teacher shall not serve more than two (2) 
consecutive years, although such teachers may serve as a mentor teacher for 
more than two (2) years. The Mentor Teacher will provide at least 72 hours 
of guidance and assistance to the resident teacher during the school year (See 
Appendix A). 

B. The administrator shall be designated by the local school board to serve on the 
committee within ten (10) teaching days after the Resident teacher enters the 
classroom. 

C. The educator from higher education shall be identified on a mutual action basis by 
the superintendent and the teacher education institution coordinator 
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1. OSU is expected to assume responsibility for its own graduates; however, 
consideration will be given to the resident teacher's geographical location 
and the distance to the resident teacher's school district. 

2. All local school district requests for an OSU teacher educator will be 
channeled through the Professional Education Office, 325GWillard, OSU, 
Stillwater, OK 74078-0146, Phone, 405-744-6253. 

3. OSU will inform the requesting superintendent of the name of the 
qualified higher education faculty committee member within ten (10) 
working days after the request has been made. 

4. The Office of Professional Education will make every effort possible to 
place a teacher educator from the same subject matter area as the resident 
teacher. 

5. For out-of-state resident teachers, the superintendent will contact the 
designated teacher education institution coordinator of the nearest teacher 
education institution. Tulsa and Oklahoma City assignments will be 
rotated within the identified institutions serving the metropolitan areas. 

Evaluation Process 

A. The Resident Teacher Observation Instrument (see Appendix C) from the State 
Department of Education packet will be used by each Residency Committee 
member to evaluate a resident teacher for certification purposes only. Obtain 
extra copies of blank observation instruments from the State Department of 
Education, (405) 521-3607. 

B. Each Residency Committee will use meaningful parental input as one criterion in 
evaluating the resident teacher's performance. (PT A, open house, parent 
conferences, etc.) ' 

C. Each member of the committee will observe the resident teacher a minimum of 
three (3) times per year. * 

D. Each member of the committee will participate in three (3) informal residency 
program committee meetings.* 

E. All committee members, as well as the resident teacher, must be present to 
constitute an official committee meeting. 

* This is in addition to the regulations for the Mentor Teacher. 



159 

Residency Committee Procedures 

A. Committee Meeting I. 

. B. 

C. 

The first meeting with the resident teacher is to become acquainted with each 
other, elect a chairperson, establish a communication system, establish a schedule 
for committee members activities, and review the evaluation form. 

The responsibility of the chairperson is to: 

1. Chair the committee 

2. Follow the established Residency Committee regulations (see State 
Department packet). 

3. Assure that all committee members, as well as the resident teacher, are 
present for committee meetings. 

4. Complete the Residency Committee Form 002 within one week following 
Committee Meeting I and mail the NCR copies to the Residency Program, 
State Department of Education. 

5. Establish a communication system. 

6. Establish a schedule for committee members' activities. 

7. Provide the committee members and resident teacher with the observation 
instrument for review. 

8. Discuss how "meaningful parental input" will be secured. 

Observation I and II 
1. Each committee member shall make two independent visitations with the 

resident teacher before Committee Meeting II (usually before the 
Christmas holidays). 

2. The first observation instrument shall be completed by each committee 
member and then discussed at Committee Meeting II. 

3. If concerns arise before Committee Meeting II is scheduled, committee 
members are responsible for communicating this information immediately 
to the chairperson for appropriate action. 

Committee Meeting II 
1. All committee members, as well as the resident teacher, must be present to 

constitute an official committee meeting. 

2. Each committee member shall have completed the first observation 



instrument with recommendations. 

3. Following the discussion of each member's observation instrument, the 
chairperson and resident teacher must sign each instrument. 
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4. A copy of each committee member's observation instrument will be given 
to the resident teacher. 

5. Committee members are responsible for keeping their copy of the 
instrument until Committee Meeting III. 

D. Observation III 
1. Each committee member shall make a third independent visitation with the 

resident teacher. 

2. The committee members will continue to assist the resident teacher with 
the specific recommendations identified during Committee Meeting II. 

3. If concerns arise before Committee Meeting III is scheduled, members are 
responsible for communicating this information immediately to the chair­
person for appropriate action. 

E. Committee Meeting III ( cannot be held before April 10) 
1. All committee members, as well as the resident teacher, must be present to 

constitute an official committee meeting. 

2. Each member should have the second observation instrument completed 
and it should be used in the discussion. 

3. Following the discussion of each member's observation instrument, the 
chairperson and resident teacher must sign each instrument. 

4. The committee members decision regarding certification shall include 
meaningful parental input as one criterion in evaluating the teacher 
performance. 

5. The committee shall fulfill all requirements regarding the certification 
recommendation and staff development. 

6. Based on the majority vote, the Certification Recommendation Form 003 
(see Appendix D for sample) shall be completed by the chairperson and 
signed by each member of the committee, even if registering a dissenting 
vote. 

7. Upon completion of the Residency Committee, the completed 
Certification Recommendation Form 003 must be signed and dated by the 
three members of the resident teacher committee. 
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8. The copies of the Form 003 are distributed as follows: Copy 1 is given to 
the resident teacher with instructions to complete the certification 
application on the reverse side and mail it with the appropriate fee to the 
Resident Teacher Program section of the State Department of Education; 
Copy 2 is sent to the Resident Teacher Program at the State Department of 
Education with ten (10) days of Committee Meeting III; Copy 3 is given 
to the resident teacher; and Copy 4 is maintained in the personnel office. 

9. All official observation instruments will then be given to the resident 
teacher at the conclusion of Committee Meeting III. 

Certification Recommendation 
A. The Residency Committee recommendation shall be one of the following options: 

1. Recommendation for Certification. 

In this case, the Residency Committee shall also recommend a 
professional development program fo~ the resident teacher in any area 
identified by the committee. 

2. Recommendation for second year in the Residency Program. 

a. Upon request of the resident teacher, the committee will supply a 
list of the reasons for such recommendation. This list of reasons 
shall remain confidential, except as otherwise provided by the 
resident teacher. 

b. Also in this case, the resident teacher shall not be required to be 
under the supervision of the same residency committee, or any 
member of the committee who supervised the resident teacher 
during the initial year in the program although it is permissible if 
the resident teacher approves. 

3. Recommendation for non certification at the conclusion of the second 
year under the Residency Program. 

The committee, at the request of the resident teacher, will supply a list of 
the reasons for such recommendation. This list shall remain confidential, 
except as otherwise provided by the resident teacher. 

B. The recommendation of the committee members will be determined by a majority 
vote. 

C. The recommendation of the committee will be made to the State Board of 
Education between April 10th and the end of the school term ( or between the 
l50th and 180th day of employment). 
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D. If a resident teacher has been employed for less than 120 days during the school 
year, it will be necessary for the resident teacher to continue as a resident teacher 
during the next school year until a total of 180 days has been completed. The 
State Department's Form 004 must be completed in this case. 

E. The State Board will make an annual report to each teacher education institution 
in Oklahoma on the certification status of each of their graduates who was 
employed as a resident teacher: 

1. Recommendation for certification; 

2. Recommendation for a second year in the Residency Program; 

3. Recommendation for non certification at the conclusion of the second 
year. 

OKLAHOMA STATE UNIVERSITY POLICIES 

Qualifications to Serve On an Residency Committee 

A. OSU higher education faculty who serve on residency committees must 
be actively involved in the institution's undergraduate or graduate professional 
education programs. 

B. The teacher educator should have expertise in the teaching field of the resident 
teacher. 

C. The teacher educator should have common school teaching experience. 

D. The teacher educator must be an active participant in the Professional Education 
Faculty Development Program at OSU. 

E. The teacher educator should be certified or certifiable in a teacher education field. 

F. Priority for appointment as a higher education member in an Residency Program 
assignment will be given to faculty who have teaching assignments in 
professional education and specialization courses consistent with the area of the 
resident teacher. 

G. The teacher educator will have to be recommended by his/her department head 
and approved through the Office of Professional Education and the 
Superintendent of the resident teacher's school. 

OSU Administrative Procedures 

A. The central point of contact for the Residency Program will be the Office of 
Professional Education 



1. All requests for OSU higher education members on the residency 
committee will be made to: 

Kathy Boyer, Teacher Education Specialist 
3250 Willard 
Oklahoma State University 
Stillwater, OK 74078-0431 
405-744-6253 
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2. Each department head will provide the Office of Professional Education 
with the name(s) of the person(s) who will be officially assigned 
responsibility for serving on the Residency Committee. 

3. The department head will be responsible for providing the Office of 
Professional Education with the number of committee assignments per 
faculty having part of his/her load assigned to the Residency Program. 

B. The Office of Professional Education will submit in writing the name of a higher 
education teacher educator to the superintendent generally within ten (10) 
working days after the school's official notification. 

C. The Office of Professional Education will notify the department head and faculty 
of the assignment to serve on the Residency Committee. 

D. Faculty on a residency committee will submit visitation reports to the Office of 
Professional Education to assist in compliance with the State Regents for Higher 
Education guidelines. 

E. Faculty should notify the Office of Professional Education when Form 003 has 
been submitted to the superintendent by way of a recommendation noted on the 
visitation report. 

F. The Office of Professional Education will prepare a report containing information 
on the names of the resident teacher's, school system and school, area of licensure, 
and the higher education selection of all residency committee assignments by 
department. 

Role and Function of Residency Committee 

A. In all cases, at least one member of the residency committee will have expertise 
and experience in the teaching field of the resident teacher. 

B. The residency committee will serve for 120-180 days. 

C. The residency committee will select a chairperson from the committee. It is 
intended that the first committee meeting will be called by the administrative 
officer of the school system. 



D. The OSU Residency Committee recommends a minimum of six (6) trips to the 
school site for each resident teacher. 

1. At least three (3) individual observation visits by the higher education 
teacher educator. 
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2. Three (3) committee meetings for review, evaluation, recommendations 
(Generally an observation is also made on the day of committee meetings). 

E. The residency committee will recommend one of the following options. 

1. Recommendation for certification 
2. Recommendation for a second year in the residency program. 
3. Recommendation for certification or non certification at the conclusion of 

the second Residency year. 

Reports From Faculty 

F. Visitation Reports -- this report is to be submitted to the Office of 
Professional Education at the end of each visitation (see following copy). 
Prompt submission of these reports facilitates accurate Regents Reports. 

G. Travel Claims -- at the appropriate times after visitations (no later than 60 
days), a travel claim is to be submitted through the department head, who then 
forwards it to the Professional Education Office. The Professional Education 
Office will provide the department head with an account number for travel 
reimbursement. 
Note: Visitation reports must be on file for any travel being 
reimbursed. 



RESIDENCY PROGRAM 
OKLAHOMA STATE UNIVERSITY 

VISITATION REPORT 

INSTRUCTIONS: Promptly submit this Visitation Report to the Office of 
Professional Education 325G Willard, at the completion of EACH observation 
and/or committee meeting. One form per Resident Teacher should be used. 
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Faculty participating in the Residency Program are encouraged to use personal cars. If a 
personal vehicle was used, please turn in the necessary OSU travel reimbursement forms 
to your department head to be signed and forwarded to the Professional Education Office, 
325G Willard. Reimbursement will be determined by official state mileage maps. 

Faculty 
Person ____________ .Department __________ _ 

Resident Teacher_. ________________________ _ 

School Town ----------------- ·-----------

Check One: 
- Personal Vehicle ___ or University Vehicle __ _ 

Combined With Other Visits: Yes __ No __ 
If Yes, name of Resident Teacher ______________ _ 

Total Round Trip Miles. ____ _ 

Write THE DATE in the appropriate space to identify meeting or observation 
made. 

Date 

Committee Meeting I 

Observation I 

Observation II 

Committee Meeting II 

Observation ill 

Committee Meeting III* 

*Form 003 completed; the Residency Committee recommends (check only one 
after completion of Committee Meeting III): 

certification ---



second year in Residency Program, or 

___ Non certification at the conclusion of 2nd year under the 
Residency Program. 
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MENTORTEACHERPROGRAM 

Beginning in 1980-81, every beginning teacher with zero (0) years of experience as a 
classroom teacher, will be a part of a Mentor Teacher or Residency Program. 
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A. Beginning teachers who graduated before February 1, 1982, and met approved 
program certification requirements prior to that date will be assigned a Mentor 
Teacher. Beginning teachers who hold valid certificates on February 1, 1982, 
shall be assigned a Mentor Teacher. Beginning teachers who graduated before 
February 1, 1982, but did not meet approved program certificate requirements 
prior to that date or did not hold a valid certificate on February 1, 1982, shall be 
assigned a Residency Committee. 

However, if employment is after April 1 of a given school term, the beginning 
teacher shall be exempt from the Mentor Teacher Program for the remainder of 
that school term. 

B. Beginning teachers who graduate after January 31, 1982, shall be assigned a 
Residency Committee. 

C. A beginning teacher who is employed in an accredited school to serve as a 
substitute teacher shall be exempt from the Mentor Teacher Program while 
employed as a substitute teacher. 

Mentor Teacher Procedures 

A. Mentor Teachers shall be assigned according to the Mentor Teacher 
Regulations. 

B. The Mentor Teacher will be assigned for the total number of days the beginning 
teacher is in the classroom; the Mentor Teacher payment will be based on that 
number. 

C. All Mentor Teachers must be designated on the Teacher Personnel Report by 
position code 79, in order for the school district to receive payment at the end of 
the school year. 

D. Upon completion of the Mentor Teacher assignment, one school year as 
intended by the law, the Mentor Teacher will receive a stipend not to exceed 
$500. If the beginning teacher assignment is less than 180 days, the Mentor 
Teacher stipend will be prorated on the basis of the number of days the beginning 
teacher is employed. 

E. If the Mentor Teacher is replaced during the school year, items C and D must 
be addressed. 

F. . If the Mentor Teacher program is not completed the first year, item D must be 
addressed. 



168 

Mentor Teacher Examples: 

A. Employed for 180 days. A beginning teacher entering the classroom in the fall 
will be assigned a Mentor Teacher who will assist the beginning teacher for 180 
days as intended by law. Upon completion of the assignment, the Teacher 
Consultant will be paid a stipend not to exceed $500.00. 

B. Employed for 120-180 days. If the beginning teacher is employed by a school for 
at least 120 days, the teacher will fulfill the increment requirements for one year 
of teaching experience; therefore, it is possible for the Mentor Teacher Program to 
be completed. This means a Mentor Teacher will be assigned for the total 
number of days the beginning teacher is in the classroom and the Mentor Teacher 
payment wm be based on that number. The number of days may vary 
from 120-180. 

C. Employed less than 120 days. When the beginning teacher is employed for less 
than 120 days during the school year, it will be necessary for the beginning 
teacher to continue as a beginning teacher during the next school year until a total 
of 180 days has been completed. 

The Mentor Teacher will be paid for the number of days the beginning teacher 
is assigned during the first school year and the following year payment will be 
made for the number of days necessary to total 180 days. 

If possible, the Mentor Teacher should continue the assignment with the 
beginning teacher. 

Explanation: A beginning teacher may be assigned for 90 days during the 1999-
00 school year, but to fulfill the Mentor Teacher requirement, the beginning 
teacher will continue to have a Mentor Teacher for 90 days during the 2000-01 
school year. The Mentor Teacher payment is based on the 1999-00 school year 
and 90 days during the 2000-01 school year. 

RULES AND REGULATIONS FOR MENTOR TEACHER 

"Mentor Teacher" means any teacher holding a standard certificate who is 
employed in a school district to serve as a teacher and who has been appointed to provide 
guidance and assistance to a resident teacher employed by the school district. A Mentor 
Teacher shall be a classroom teacher .and have a minimum of two (2) years of classroom 
teaching experience as a certified teacher. (Section 5, Item 9) 

"A Mentor Teacher shall be selected by the principal from a list submitted by the 
bargaining unit where one exists. In the absence of a bargaining agent, the teachers shall 
elect the names to be submitted. No teacher may serve as a Mentor Teacher for more 
than one Resident teacher at a time." (Section 5, Item 9) 

It is the intent of the regulations that Mentor Teachers be selected who possess the 
requisite knowledge and skills for assisting the beginning teacher. Therefore, those 



persons responsible for submitting names for Mentor Teachers should use their best 
judgment in identifying teachers who possess leadership qualities that can provide the 
best assistance for a beginning teacher. 

Regulation 1 
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Beginning school year 1980-81, every beginning teacher (with zero (0) years 
experience as a classroom teacher) employed shall serve under the guidance and 
assistance of a Mentor Teacher for a minimum of one (1) school year as intended 
in House Bill 1706. However, no beginning teacher shall serve under the 
guidance and assistance of a Mentor Teacher for less than 120 days. 

Regulation 2 
Upon employment of a beginning teacher, the superintendent or chief 
administrative officer shall notify the bargaining unit, where one exists, of the 
areas of certification and the teaching assignment of the beginning teacher. The 
bargaining unit shall submit to the principal a minimum of three (3) names for 
prospective teacher consultants from the building or district in which the 
beginning teacher is assigned. 

In the absence of a bargaining unit, the principal shall notify the classroom 
teachers from the building in which the beginning teacher is assigned, and these 
classroom teachers shall elect a minimum of three (3) names from the building or 
district to submit to the principal for prospective Mentor Teachers. 

Regulation 3 
A Mentor Teacher shall be a classroom teacher and have a minimum of two (2) 
years of classroom teaching experience as a certified teacher. The teacher 
consultant must hold at least a standard certificate. Whenever possible, the 
minimum of three (3) names to be submitted shall have had experience in the 
teaching field of the beginning teacher. 

Regulation 4 
Within at least ten (10) teaching days after the beginning teacher enters the 
classroom, the Mentor Teacher shall be selected. 

Regulation 5 
It is the responsibility of the school district to ensure that a mechanism be 
provided whereby the Mentor Teacher will provide guidance and assistance to the 
beginning teacher a minimum of 72 hours per year in classroom observation and 
consultation. 

Regulation 6 
Submission and selection of Mentor Teachers shall be in the following rank 
order: 
1. Holds at least a standard certificate in the same area of the beginning 

teacher and is currently teaching in the same area as the beginning teacher. 
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2. Holds at least a standard certificate in the same area as the beginning 
teacher and has had teaching experience in the same field as the beginning 
teacher. 

3. Holds at least a standard certificate and is teaching in the same area as the 
beginning teacher. 

4. Holds at least a standard certificate and has had teaching experience in the 
same field as the beginning teacher. 

5. Holds at least a standard certificate and has approved credentials in the 
same area as the beginning teacher. 

6. Holds at least a standard certificate. 
7. Emergency situations will require State Board of Education action. 

SANDY GARRETT 
STATE SUPERINTENDENT OF PUBLIC INSTRUCTION 
OKLAHOMA STATE DEPARTMENT OF EDUCATION 

PROFESSIONAL SERVICES DIVISION/RESIDENT TEACHER PROGRAM 

HIGHER EDUCATION COORDINATORS DESIGNATED TO IDENTIFY THE 
HIGHER EDUCATION MEMBER OF THE RESIDENCY COMMITTEE 
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RESIDENT TEACHER SURVEY 

Hello, My name is Robin Peiter and I am with the Agricultural Education Department at 
Oklahoma State University in Stillwater. I recently called you regarding the survey I am 
conducting concerning the Oklahoma Residency Program as it relates to mentoring first year 
agricultural education teachers. According to my records, you were a part of the Residency 
Program as a (an): 

Higher Education Representative 
Administrator 
Mentor Teacher 
Resident Teacher 

172 

1. Since you were involved in the Oklahoma Residency Program, I believe you can 
provide some valuable information. May I have a few minutes of your time to ask 
you a few questions? 

--

Yes 
No 
Since you are the only person who can provide me with the needed 
information, is there another time I may call? 
Yes: Date ______ Time: ______ _ 
No 
Thank you for your time. 

2. How many years have you taught in secondary schools? 
__ 0-5 years 
__ 6-10 years 
__ 11-15 years 
__ over 15 years 

3. In which level or area are you certified to teach? 
__ Elementary 
__ Secondary-(Subject Area) _______ _ 
__ Secondary (Vocational Subject) ______ _ 
__ Agricultural Education 

4. What is your level of education? 
__ Bachelor's Degree 
__ Master's Degree 
__ Master's Degree + 15 credit hours 
__ Doctorate Degree 



5. Do you feel that you received the needed assistance from your Residency 
Committee? 
__ Definitely yes 
__ Probably yes 

Uncertain 
__ Probably not 
__ Definitely 
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6. For what reason do you feel that you did NOT receive the needed assistance from 
your residency committee? (Rank) 

Mentor teacher unavailable most of the time 
__ ._ When confronted, the mentor teacher appeared to be unconcerned and did 

not offer the needed guidance 
__ Higher education representative unavailable most of the time 
__ When confronted, the higher education representative appeared to be 

unconcerned and did not offer the needed guidance 
The administrator was unavailable most of the time 
Other: -----~-------------------

7. From whom do you feel that you received the most assistance during your 
residency year of teaching? 

Mentor teacher 
Administrator 

__ Higher education representative 
__ Other person outside the committee: ___________ _ 

8. Approximately, how many times did you ask your committee members for 
assistance? 

Never 
1-5 times 
6-10 times 
11-15 times 
more than 15 times 

9. How important do you perceive the residency program to be regarding your first 
year of teaching? 
__ Very Important 
__ Important 
__ Less than Important 
__ Unimportant 
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10. For what reason do you feel that the residency program is important 
regarding your first year of teaching? (Rank) 
__ It provides the assistance needed to improve classroom management 
__ It creates a feeling of security on the part of the resident teacher 
__ It provides an opportunity to improve teaching methods 
__ It provides information to the resident teacher on his/her weaknesses 

and strengths 
__ Other: _______________________ _ 

11. For what reason do you feel that the residency program is NOT important 
regarding your first year of teaching? (Rank) 
__ Does not provide the assistance needed to improve classroom 

management 
__ Creates a feeling .of apprehension on the part of the resident teacher 

Too much time involvement in reference to other activities --
-- Lack of importance as viewed by the resident teacher 
__ Lack of importance as viewed by the residency committee 

Other: 

12. Do you believe the committee members provide reasonable opportunity for you 
to adjust and improve as the year progressed? 
__ Definitely yes 
__ Probably yes 

Uncertain 
__ Probably not 
__ Definitely not 

13. For what reason do you feel the committee members did NOT provide 
reasonable opportunity for you to adjust and improve as the year 
progressed? (Rank) 
__ Not enough scheduled observations in which to assess progress 
__ Not enough scheduled committee meetings to discuss progress 
__ Insufficient communication between the residency committee and the 

resident teacher during the evaluative period 
__ Insufficient supportive guidance by the administrator 
__ Insufficient supportive guidance by the mentor teacher 
__ Insufficient supportive guidance by the higher education 

representative 



14. What do you perceive to be strengths of your residency committee? (Rank) 
Assistance from the mentor teacher 

__ Assistance from the higher education representative 
Assistance from the administrator 

__ Guidance from the committee in making decisions 
__ Moral support that is offered by the residency committee 
__ I do not perceive any major strengths 

Other: 
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-- -------------------------

15. What do you perceive to be problems of your residency committee? (Rank) 
__ I do not perceive any major problems. 

Insufficient assistance from mentor teacher. 
__ Insufficient assistance from the higher education representative 

Insufficient assistance from the administrator 
Overall assistance from the committee was insufficient 

__ Residency committee's function appears more evaluative than 
instructional improvement 

__ Lack of mentor teacher and administrator's understanding of the total 
agricultural education program 
Other: -------------------------

16. Do you favor the continuance of the residency program? 
__ Strongly favor 

Tend to favor 
Uncertain 

__ Tend to oppose 
__ Strongly oppose 

17. Did the mentor teacher spend the required 72 hours of his/her time, above 
observation and committee time, in providing assistance to you as a resident 
teacher? 

Yes 
No 

18. Describe your experience in being mentored through the Oklahoma Residency 
Program. 



MENTOR TEACHER SURVEY 

Hello, My name is Robin Peiter and I am with the Agricultural Education Department at 
Oklahoma State University in Stillwater. Recently, I called you regarding the survey I am 
conducting concerning the Oklahoma Residency Program as it relates to mentoring first year 
agricultural education teachers. According to my records, you were a part of the Residency 
Program as a (an): 

Higher Education Representative 
Administrator 
Mentor Teacher 
Resident Teacher 
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1. Since you were involved in the Oklahoma Residency Program, I believe you can provide 
some valuable information. May I have a few minutes of your time to ask you a few 
questions? 

-- Yes 
No 
Since you are the only person who can provide me with the needed 
information, is there another time I may call? 

__ Yes:Date ______ Time: ______ _ 
No 
Thank you for your time. 

2. How many years have you taught in secondary schools? 
__ 0-5 years 
__ 6-10 years 
__ 11-15 years 
__ over 15 years 

3. In which level or area are you certified to teach? 
__ Elementary 
__ Secondary-(Subject Area) _______ _ 
__ Secondary (Vocational Subject) ______ _ 
__ Agricultural Education 

4. What is your level of education? 
__ Bachelor's Degree 
__ Master's Degree 
__ Master's Degree+ 15 credit hours 
__ Doctorate Degree 

5. As a member of the residency committee, do you feel you provided the needed 
assistance to this agricultural education teacher? 
__ Definitely yes 
__ Probably yes 

Uncertain 
__ Probably not 
__ Definitely not 
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6. For what reason do you feel that you did NOT provide the needed assistance 
to this resident agricultural education teacher? (Rank) 

Unable to assist due to lack of time 
Unable to assist due to the resident teacher's lack of time 

__ When confronted, the resident teacher appeared to be unconcerned 
and did not express any need for assistance 

__ Was not given adequate release time by administration 
__ The residency program was not strongly supported by the 

administration 
Other: -- -------------------------

7. Approximately, how many times did this agricultural education teacher ask for 
your assistance? 

--

Never 
1-5 times 
6-10 times 
11-15 times 
more than 15 times 

8. How important do you perceive the residency program to be regarding this 
agricultural education teacher's first year of teaching? 
__ Very important 
__ Important 
__ Less than important 
__ Unimportant 

9. For what reason do you feel that the residency program is important 
regarding this teacher's first year of teaching? (Rank) 
__ It provides the assistance needed to improve classroom management 
__ It creates a feeling of security on part of the resident teacher 
__ It provides an opportunity to improve teaching methods 
__ It provides information to the resident teacher on his/her weaknesses 

and strengths 
Other: -----------------------

10. For what reason do you feel that the residency program is NOT important 
regarding this teacher's first year of teaching? (Rank) 
__ Does not provide the assistance needed to improve classroom 

management 
__ Creates a feeling of apprehension on the part of the resident teacher 
__ Too much time involvement in reference to other activities 
__ Lack of importance as viewed by the resident teacher 
__ Lack of importance as viewed by the residency committee 

Other: -- ------------------------
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11. Do you believe the committee members provide reasonable opportunity for this 
agricultural education teacher to adjust and improve as the year progressed? 
__ Definitely yes 
__ Probably yes 

Uncertain --
-- Probably not 
__ Definitely not 

12. For what reason do you feel the committee members did NOT provide 
reasonable opportunity for this agricultural education teacher to adjust and 
improve as the year progressed? (Rank) 
__ Not enough scheduled observations in which to assess progress 
__ Not enough scheduled committee meetings to discuss progress 
__ Insufficient communication between the residency committee and the 
resident teacher during the evaluative period 
__ Insufficient supportive guidance by the administrator 
__ Insufficient supportive guidance by the mentor teacher 
__ Insufficient supportive guidance by the higher ed representative 

13. What do you perceive to be strengths of this residency committee? (Rank) 
Assistance from the mentor teacher 

__ Assistance from the higher education representative 
Assistance from the administrator 

__ Guidance from the committee in making decisions 
__ Moral support that is offered by the committee 
__ I do not perceive any major strengths 

Other: 
-- -----------------------

14. What do you perceive to be problems of this residency committee? (Rank) 
-. _ I do not perceive any major problems 

Insufficient assistance from mentor teacher 
__ Insufficient assistance from higher education representative 

Insufficient assistance from administrator 
Overall assistance from committee was insufficient 

__ Residency committee's function appears more evaluative than 
instructional improvement 

__ Lack of mentor teacher and administrator's understanding of the total 
agricultural education program 
Other: 

-- ------------------------
15. Do you favor the continuance of the residency program? 

__ Strongly favor 
Tend to favor 
Uncertain --

-- Tend to oppose 
. __ Strongly oppose 



16. Describe your experience mentoring the resident teacher in agricultural 
education. 
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ADMINISTRATOR SURVEY 

Hello, My name is Robin Peiter and I am with the Agricultural Education Department at 
Oklahoma State University in Stillwater. Recently, I called you regarding the survey I am 
conducting concerning the Oklahoma Residency Program as it relates to mentoring first year 
agricultural education teachers. According to my records, you were a part of the Residency 
Program as a (an): 

Higher Education Representative 
Administrator 
Mentor Teacher 
Resident Teacher 
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1. Since you were involved in the Oklahoma Residency Program, I believe you can 
provide some valuable information. May I have a few minutes of your time to ask 
you a few questions? 

-- Yes 
No 
Since you are the only person who can provide me with the needed 
information, is there another time I may call? 

__ Yes: Date ______ Time: ______ _ 
No 
Thank you for your time. 

2. How many years have you taught in secondary schools? 
__ 0-5 years 
__ 6-10 years 
__ 11-15 years 
__ over 15 years 

3. In which level or area are you certified to teach? 
__ Elementary 
__ Secondary-(Subject Area) _______ _ 
__ Secondary (Vocational Subject) ______ _ 
__ Agricultural Education 

4. What is your level of education? 
__ Bachelor's Degree 
__ Master's Degree 
__ Master's Degree+ 15 credit hours 
__ Doctorate Degree 

5. How many years have you been an administrator? 
__ 0-5 years 
__ 6-10 years 
__ 11-15 years 
__ over 15 years 



6. What type of administrative experience do you have? 
__ Elementary School principal 
__ Middle School Principal 
__ Assistant High School Principal 
__ High School Principal 
__ Assistant Superintendent 
__ Superintendent 

Other ___________ ..;,._ __ 
7. As a member of the residency committee, do you feel you provided the needed 

assistance to this agricultural education teacher? 
__ Definitely yes 
__ Probably yes 

Uncertain 
__ Probably not 
__ Definitely not 
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8. For what reason do you feel that you did NOT provide the needed assistance 
to this resident agricultural education teacher? (Rank) 

Unable to assist due to lack of time 
Unable to assist due to the resident teacher's lack of time 

__ When confronted, the resident teacher appeared to be unconcerned 
and did not express any need for assistance 

__ Was not given adequate release time by administration 
__ The residency program was not strongly supported by the 

administration 
__ Was not that familiar with the agricultural education program 

Other: 
-- ----------------------

9. Approximately, how many times did this agricultural education teacher ask for 
your assistance? 

-- Never 
1-5 times 
6-10 times 
11-15 times 
more than 15 times 

10. How important do you perceive the residency program to be regarding this 
agricultural education teacher's first year of teaching? 
__ Very Important 
__ Important 
__ Less than Important 
__ Unimportant 
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11. For what reason do you feel that the residency program is important 
regarding this agricultural education teacher's first year of teaching? (Rank) 
__ It provides the assistance needed to improve classroom management 
__ It creates a feeling of security on the part of the resident teacher 
__ It provides an opportunity to improve teaching methods 
__ It provides information to the resident teacher on his/her weaknesses 

and strengths 
Other: -- -------------------------

12. For what reason do you feel that the residency program is NOT important 
regarding this agricultural education teacher's first year of teaching? (Rank) 
__ Does not provide the assistance needed to improve classroom 

management 
__ Creates a feeling of apprehension on the part of the resident teacher 

Too much time involvement in reference to other activities --
-- Lack of importance as viewed by the resident teacher 
__ Lack of importance as viewe4 by the residency committee 

Other: 

13. Do you believe the residency committee members provide reasonable opportunity 
for this agricultural education teacher to adjust and improve as the year 
progressed? 
__ Definitely yes 
__ Probably yes 

Uncertain --
-- Probably not 
__ Definitely not 

14. For what reason do you feel the committee members did NOT provide 
reasonable opportunity for this agricultural education teacher to adjust and 
improve as the year progressed? (Rank) 
__ Not enough scheduled observations in which to assess progress 
__ Not enough scheduled committee meetings to discuss progress 
__ Insufficient communication between the residency committee and the 

resident teacher during the evaluative period · 
__ Insufficient supportive guidance by the administrator 
__ Insufficient supportive guidance by the mentor teacher 
__ Insufficient supportive guidance by the higher education 

representative 
Other: -- ------------------------



15. What do you perceive to be strengths of this residency committee? (Rank) 
Assistance from the mentor teacher --

-- Assistance from the higher education representative 
Assistance from the administrator 

__ Guidance from the residency committee in making decisions 
__ Moral support that is offered by the residency committee 
__ I do not perceive any major strengths 

Other: 
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-- -------------------------
16. What do you perceive to be problems of this residency committee? (Rank) 

__ I do not perceive any major problems 
Insufficient assistance from mentor teacher --

-- Insufficient assistance from the higher education representative 
__ Insufficient assistance from the administrator 

Overall assistance was insufficient 
__ Residency committee's function appears more evaluative than 

instructional improvement 
__ Lack of mentor teacher and administrator's understanding of the total 

agricultural education program 
Other: -- -------------------------

17. Do you favor the continuance of the residency program? 
__ Strongly Favor 

Tend to Favor 
Uncertain 

__ Tend to Oppose 
__ Strongly Oppose 

18. Describe your experience in mentoring this resident teacher in agricultural 
education: 
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HIGHER EDUCATION REPRESENTATIVE SURVEY 

Hello, My name is Robin Peiter and I am with the Agricultural Education Department at 
Oklahoma State University in Stillwater. Recently, I spoke with you regarding the survey I am 
conducting concerning the Oklahoma Residency Program as it relates to mentoring first year 
agricultural education teachers. According to my records, you were a part of the Residency 
Program as a (an): 

Higher Education Representative 
Administrator 
Mentor Teacher 
Resident Teacher 

1. Since you were involved in the Oklahoma Residency Program, I believe you can 
provide some valuable information. May I have a few minutes of your time to ask 
you a few questions? 

--

Yes 
No 
Since you are the only person who can provide me with the needed 
information, is there another time I may call? 
Yes: Date ______ Time: ______ _ 
No 
Thank you for your time. 

2. How many years of experience in education do you have? 
__ 0-5 years 
__ 6-10 years 
__ 11-15 years 
__ over 15 years 

3. In which level or area are you certified to teach? 
__ Elementary 
__ Secondary-(Subject Area) _______ _ 
__ · Secondary (Vocational Subject) ______ _ 
__ Agricultural Education 

4. What is your level of education? 
__ Bachelor's Degree 
__ Master's Degree 
__ Master's Degree+ 15 credit hours 
__ Doctorate Degree 

5. How many years have you taught in Higher Education? 
--. 0-5 years 
__ 6-10 years 
__ 11-15 years 
__ over 15 years 
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6. How many years did you teach agricultural education at the secondary level? 
__ 0-5 years 
__ 6-10 years 
__ 11-15 years 
__ over 15 years 

7. As a member of the residency committee, do you feel you provided the needed 
assistance to this agricultural education teacher? 
__ Definitely yes 
__ Probably yes 

Uncertain 
__ Probably not 
__ Definitely not 

8. For what reason do you feel that you did NOT provide the needed assistance 
to this resident agricultural education teacher? (Rank) 

Unable to assist due to lack of time 
Unable to assist due to the resident teacher's lack of time. 

__ When confronted, the resident teacher appeared to be unconcerned 
and did not express any need for assistance 

__ Was not given adequate release time by administration 
__ The residency program was not strongly supported by the 

administration 
__ Was not that familiar with the agricultural education program 

Other: ----------------------
9. Approximately, how many times did this agricultural education teacher ask for 

your assistance? 
Never --
1-5 tim<;;:s --
6-10 times --
11-15 times 
More than 15 times 

10. How important do you perceive the residency program to be regarding this 
agricultural education teacher's first year of teaching? 
__ Very Important 
__ Important 
__ Less than Important 
__ Unimportant 
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11. For what reason do you feel that the residency program is important 
regarding this teacher's first year of teaching? (Rank) 
__ It provides the assistance needed to improve classroom management 
__ It creates a feeling of security on the part of the residency teacher 
__ It provides the opportunity to improve teaching methods 
__ It provides information to the resident teacher on his/her weaknesses 

and strengths 
· Other: -- ------------------------

12. For what reason do you feel that the residency program is NOT important 
regarding this teacher's first year of teaching? (Rank) 
__ Does not provide the assistance needed to improve classroom 

management 
__ Creates a feeling of apprehension on part of the resident teacher 

Too much time involvement in reference to other activities 
__ Lack of importance as viewed by the resident teacher 
__ Lack of importance as viewed by the residency committee 

Other 
-- ------------------------

13. Do you believe the committee members provided reasonable opportunity for this 
agricultural education teacher to adjust and improve as the year progressed? 
__ Definitely yes 
__ Probably yes 

Uncertain --
-- Probably not 
__ Definitely not 

14. For what reason do you feel the committee members did NOT provide 
reasonable opportunity for this agricultural education teacher to adjust and 
improve as the year progressed? (Rank) 
__ Not enough scheduled observations in which to assess progress 
__ Not enough scheduled committee meetings to discuss progress 
__ Insufficient communication between the residency committee and the 

resident teacher during the evaluative period 
__ Insufficient supportive guidance by the administrator 
__ Insufficient supportive guidance by the mentor teacher 
__ Insufficient supportive guidance by the higher education 

representative 
Other: -- ------------------------



15. What do you perceive to be strengths of this residency committee? (Rank) 
Assistance from the mentor teacher --

-- Assistance from the higher education representative 
Assistance from the administrator 

__ Guidance from the committee in making decisions 
__ Moral support that is offered by the committee 
__ I do not perceive any major strengths 

Other: 
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-- -------------------------
16. What do you perceive to be problems of this residency committee? (Rank) 

__ I do not perceive any major problems 
Insufficient assistance from mentor teacher --

__ · Insufficient assistance from the higher education representative 
Insufficient assistance from the administrator 
Overall assistance from the committee was insufficient 

__ Residency committee's function appears more evaluative than 
instructional improvement. 

__ Lack of mentor teacher and administrator's understanding of the total 
agricultural education program. 
Other: -- -------------------------

17. Do you favor the continuance of the residency program? 
__ Strongly Favor 

Tend to Favor 
Uncertain --

-- Tend to Oppose 
__ Strongly Oppose 

18. Describe the experience you had mentoringthe resident teacher in agricultural 
education. 
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Directions: 
Please identify a person and position title that has assisted you during your first 
year teaching agricultural education. The following areas identify problems 
beginning agricultural education teachers encounter their first year. 

CLASSROOM INSTRUCTION 
Name and Position Problem 
------~---------Classroom discipline 

Student motivation ----------------________________ De al in g with students' individual differences 
Assessment of students' work -------------------' 

----''------------------·Interaction with parents 
________________ Organizing work 
________________ Obtaining sufficient instructional materials 
-------------------'Dealing with students' personal problems 
________________ Heavy course loads 
________________ Inadequate preparation time 
-------'--___________ Getting· along with colleagues 

SAE 
Name and Position Problem 
_________________ Selection of projects 
----------------'Developing SAE opportunities for students 
_________________ Supervision of projects 
_________________ Livestock show procedures 

PROGRAM MANAGEMENT 
Name and Position Problem 
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_____________ Recruiting and retaining quality students 
_____________ Offering a variety of courses to attract high quality students 
_____________ Modifying the curriculum to meet changes in technology 
_____________ Building the image of agriculture programs and courses 
_____________ Computer applications in agriculture 
_____________ Agricultural mechanics project construction 

FFA 
Problem 

________________ Preparing proficiency and degree applications 
________________ Planning chapter activities 

Name and Position 

Trips/Conferences ----------------
Fund raisers ----------------
0 ffi c er elections ----------------
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Administrator 

Positive Points 

Resident Teacher 
"The effectiveness of the Residency Program as a lot to do with the personality of the 
Resident Teacher. Ag teachers need a better understanding of the FFA program while in 
school at the university level." 

Higher Education Representative 
"Higher Education Representative is a very important part of the Residency Committee, 
however I feel the committee did not utilize that enough. " 

"I was impressed with Higher Education Representative. Ag Education is a lot different 
than any other job area." 

Mentor Teacher 
"Mentor Teacher did a good job. If the Resident Teacher pays attention to the Mentor 
Teacher, that is 90% ofit. Mentor Teacher is less pressure to the Resident Teacher than 
the Administrator." 

Program used as a tool to help new teachers 
"The Administrator and Mentor Teacher are of equal strength. This is for any teacher. I 
feel it is a strong program because it gives a new teacher the opportunity to meet with the 
faculty and Administrator. Also, helps Administrator mold the new teacher. It helps 
with improvement for everyone involved on the Residency Committee. The Higher 
Education Representative is the least crucial member, however it is still good. The 
Residency Program helps weed out bad teachers from the good teachers. It gives three 
people the Resident Teacher can go to for help." 

"I feel this is a program necessary to help the first year teacher get their feet on the 
ground. Very non-threatening and a positive experience." 

"I think it is a very valuable tool and one that beginning Ag education teachers need." 

"Ag Teacher was prepared in the technical area. Human relationship skills are the most 
important. As an administrator, I took great pains for the Resident Teacher to understand 
that this was not evaluative; rather it is a tool to help them." 

"Good job helping young teachers. Next to the ball coach, the Ag teacher is the most 
visible." 



"Ag has the strongest support. More support for their program than other classroom 
teachers." 

"I think it is a good thing." 

"Good program. A positive program for myself as an administrator and for our 
beginning teachers." 

"Valuable. Hope ifs continued. I think it has helped many beginning teachers." 

AREAS to Improve 

Program Revision 
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"I think the program needs to be more than one year. Needs to be more intense. The 
Mentor Teacher should have more time allowed throughout the year. One Mentor 
Teacher should be assigned for all teachers given a semester where the Mentor Teacher 
steps away from classes and just focuses on Professional development for teachers." 

"More involvement with mentor teachers at local level. Focus of the program needs to be 
on teacher improvement than on evaluation." 

"Add Career-Tech as a member of the committee." 

"I would recommend some type of a program where they could work with another Ag 
education teacher. In coaching, you are an assistant coach where they are in a position to 
learn as you go. Ag Ed is not like this .... They are thrown to the dogs immediately. I 
recommend an in-service or On the Job Training to help teacher understand all aspects. 
The stress factor for the first year Ag education teacher is huge." 

"Administrator is the only one who does not get paid. Mentor Teacher should be the only 
one who does get paid. Others the responsibility of Residency Program.is within the job 
description." 

"Residency Program is a good step in the right direction, but still improvements need to 
be made. I don't have any one in the field of Ag education. This is a problem. The 
Mentor Teacher does not know about Ag Ed to serve as a good mentor in that area. I 
suggest that a neighboring school's Ag education teacher also sere as a part of the 
Residency Committee." 

"Mentor Teacher needs a different format. The current Residency Program is not 
working. It is not serving any function as of now. Teacher development is ongoing. 
This is not happing with the Residency Program. Format is a bit stilted away from 
practice. The Resident Teacher is getting the minimum. We should do more than that. 
Practical aspects in school are not part of process. (EX: fundraising, chapter activities, 



etc.) I believe Mentoring is very important at all levels. I feel the Resident Teacher 
should be at a point to ask for it. Greater learning opportunity will occur." 

Additional Conflict 
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"The Residency Program is doing a good job, however some things need to be improved. 
Basically the shifting of the committee brings conflict. Conflicts between Higher 
Education Representative and Mentor Teacher occur. Where does the Resident Teacher 
go? The Resident Teacher in Ag Ed gets caught in the middle. 

"I think it is a very positive thing. Be sure the administrator and Higher Education 
Representative are on the same page. The administrators are there everyday." 

"The Residency Program has good intensions, but can be a threatening situation to the 
new teacher. This is not good." 

Not aware of agricultural education 
"Mentor Teacher is not aware of the technical aspect to help the Resident teacher in Ag 
Education." 

"I don't have any one in the field of Ag education. This is a problem. The English 
Mentor Teacher does not know about Ag Education to serve as a good mentor in that 
area. I suggest that a neighboring school's Ag education teacher also sere as a part of the 
Residency Committee." 

'In a small school, teachers do not have an understanding about Ag education. I suggest 
an aged teacher from another school serve as the Mentor Teacher. In my opinion, 
selecting a Mentor Teacher from the school is a waste oftime and energy.' 
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Higher Education Representative 

Positive Points 

Higher Education representative provides support 
"I think a Residency Committee is probably important for the first year teacher. Most, I 
observe the sciences. Over the years of the Resident Teacher I've had 1 out of20 call or 
ask for advice from Higher Education Representative. I remind them that the University 
can be a resource for them. Don't hesitate to involve the Higher Education 
Representative at the University to provide information, supplies or a speaker. A Higher 
Education Representative just observes one day. It is just a one-day snap shot of the 
program. All the money spent on the Oklahoma Residency Program could be better 
spent if put back into the school ... the Mentor Teacher. Make it worth the Mentor 
Teacher's time. Sometimes, the Mentor Teacher doesn't do their job. Perhaps have two 
Mentor Teachers rather than just one. In the long run the first year teacher will have a 
better experience. Often, not too many Higher Education Representatives are too 
involved with the Residency Teacher. What might be more effective is for Resident 
Teacher to videotape his/her class sessions. Then have an all day Saturday in-service to 
evaluate and critique for instructional improvement. More and better feedback could be 
given." 

'Critical importance to have Higher Education Representative. Especially if the Higher 
Education Representative is connected to the Resident Teacher's Pre-service education. 
Trust has already been established, if graduate students and faculty have previously 
helped them. If not, then the Higher Education Representative doesn't do much good. 
Mentor programs need to be established at the High School level. Someone who is there 
on a daily basis. A neighboring Ag teacher should also serve as a Mentor." 

"The main thing of the Higher Education Representative is to give the support to the 
Resident Teacher. Most important thing is to be their friend and help them find their 
way." 

"Teachers who go through the Residency Program are more·prepared. Gives support that 
they need." 

Areas of Improvement 

Residency Program is "Just A Process" 
"I think there is uneven assistance given from the Higher Education Representative. 
There is by Administrators and Mentor Teachers also. Could be a rubber stamp. 
Evaluation is assistance. Mentor Teachers and Administrators don't buy into the 
philosophy. Uneven assistance is given." 
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Improvements need to be made 
"What really needs to happen is for the administrator to have an informal time with the 
Ag education teacher. Go to shows, activities, etc. to break the barriers. Resident 
Teacher needs to know the Administrator on an informal basis so that trust is built. 
Resident Teacher will ask me questions because we've established trust. This needs to 
happen at the local level. Teachers always develop more trust with teachers. Of the 
Mentor Teacher doesn't understand the Ag Education program, whereas the administrator 
might be more familiar with it. Keeping Ag teachers in our profession is the Number 1 
goal. This should be accomplished with the Residency Program." 

"I don't think there needs to be a Higher Education Representative. Overall, it is a good 
program. A Mentor Teacher should be identified at minimum." 

"I would like to see the Residency Program improved. It seems to be a rush to get it 
finished. A blur to first year teachers. Improvements need to be made. No Ag education 
teacher has been fired for classroom teaching. It is up to the first year teacher to ask for 
help." 

"I think we need some type of program for beginning Ag teachers. The Residency 
Program as now is not sufficient. There are two programs for Ag education first year 
teachers. The Oklahoma Residency Program and the Beginning Teacher Program with 
Career-Tech. We should combine those so we don't have two programs. Although, I 
would say this is better than not having a program at all." 



Mentor Teacher 
Positive Points 

Successes 
. "I've been a Mentor Teacher for many areas. It seems to me that the Ag teachers are 

more cooperative than any others. Something is done right at the university level." 

"I think they are doing a good job." 

"I'd like to see the program continue and will continue to do my part." 
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"I wish it had been available when I was a beginning teacher. Keep the program in tact. 
We need it." 

Provide assistance 
"In our situation, it works out well. Biology and Ag are closely related." 

"I got to know more about Ag Education and what the job entails. I enjoyed it!" 

"People on committee should be helpful with suggestions." 

"I wonder how well this is accepted. Tried to stress that it is for the good of the Resident 
Teacher. Sometimes the suggestions are taken as criticisms. Could be more of a 
personality trait of the Resident Teacher." 

Areas of Improvement 

Higher Education Representative 
"Higher Education Representative people are not qualified to help. Cameron science 
professor was Higher Education Representative. Resident Teacher was an OSU grad. He 
was alternative certified. The Higher Education Representative should be from OSU." 

"I had a terrible experience with the Higher Education Representative. The Higher 
Education Representative is there to observe, not there to provide input during the class 
time. Inappropriate comments to the students and Resident Teacher were made. 
Everyone must remember to offer advice, not to give orders." 

"Higher Education Representative was from NSU. Need to be sure Higher Education 
Representative is knowledgeable about the Ag Education Program and the Resident 
Teacher." 

"The Mentor Teacher has a better grasp and is the key. They are there every day. Often 
the Higher Education Representative doesn't see the entire picture. RP has problems, 
however with everything into account it probably is running as good as it can." 
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"The Higher Education Representative, other than the two meetings, had no interaction 
with the Resident Teacher. A concern I saw: Things that are important to our school for 
an Ag Ed teacher are not addressed through the Residency Program. If you have an Ag 
teacher that only focuses on classroom and not showing then, they will not last long at a 
small school that emphasizes that. The Residency Program does not allow for that 
factor." 

Could not provide assistance for technical agriculture 
"Ag Education teachers encounter so many different areas that I as a Social Studies 
teacher is not exposed to. I feel I did not know how to help her with that area. Possibility 
of having another Ag Education teacher is important. Next best is a vocational teacher, 
and then next best is someone who has the most experience teaching." 

"As a Mentor Teacher, I can help with day-to-day classroom. However, the technical Ag 
I couldn't help them with. Residency Program is a very valuable program. One of those 
things I wish I had as a young teacher. Lots of things you don't know going into that first 
teaching jobs." 

"The Residency Program offers a security blanket for the first year teacher. Encourage 
schools to have a Mentor Teacher who is an Ag teacher. This is very important for the 
beginning Ag education teacher. The Ag Ed Mentor Teacher will have a better 
understanding of time, deadlines, etc" 

"I think the teacher who wants to do good will take advantage. Ag Teachers should be 
paired with another neighboring Ag teacher." 

"Need some scope and sequence as far as what is needed for Ag education." 

Time Factors 
"The success of the Residency Program depends on the people in the committee. The 
Mentor Teacher needs to be paid more. Good Mentor Teachers do not have time to 
devote - this should be compensated." 

"Would make the Residency Program two years instead of one. It could become two 
years, it wouldn't hurt. Much better than what I had, which was nothing. The Residency 
Committee can become an evaluative tool rather than helping. We must keep the 
Residency Program as a helping tool." 

"I probably didn't do as good of job as I could have. Classes were at the same time, 
therefore it made it difficult to observe and help the Resident Teacher. It is good to share 
experiences ofmy 37 years to a new teacher." 
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Resident Teacher 

Positive Points 

Great mentoring support 
"Mentor support crune from ag teaching partner. Teaching in a multi-teacher department 
was good. Residency Progrrun was highly beneficial to me, however with or without the 
Residency Progrrun, I would have been mentored." 

"Mentor teacher helps the most. Residency Progrrun helps those who are alternatively 
certified." 

"I thought it was a really good thing. Higher Education Representative was open and 
honest to help me improve as a first year teacher. Residency Progrrun is helpful and 
timely." 

"I did not feel I had an understanding on general paperwork. The school paperwork aside 
from the agricultural education paperwork (IEP's, Reimbursements, PO#'s, Budgeting, 
Fundraisers, etc.) Residency Committee helped with that ... especially the administrator." 

"A real positive experience for me." 

"It is a great thing." 

''I think it's a good deal. Good programming for beginning teachers. We have lots of 
questions that can be taken care.of through this progrrun. I believe I may have had some 
exceptions with my committee, which was not good." 

Areas of Improvement 

Evaluation more than Mentoring 
"Favor the progrrun, but it needs changes. I was evaluated more than helped. I felt I was 
doing everything wrong, the committee was not supportive. 

"I felt I was evaluated all the time. The only time I got any help from the administrator 
was evaluation rather to give me improvements." 

"I felt it was more evaluative than helping. Higher Education Representative helped me, 
the other two evaluated me. I felt like I didn't have enough help-sink or swim. I feel 
like this progrrun is more made up of than what it is. This Residency Progrrun could have 
been helpful." 



Committee members not aware of the Agricultural Education Program and/or 
community 
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"All of the Residency Committee members are not aware of the total agricultural 
education program. Administrators need to be informed. Resident Teacher needs help 
with other areas besides classroom instruction." 

"I think a lot of ag teachers face this. I was wanting to do a lot of activities, butthe 
administrators do not completely understand the schedule of the ag education teacher." 

"The Higher Education Representative was from Cameron. He didn't know me. He had 
no knowledge of agricultural education. He was a chemistry professor. This is not his 
fault, he did the best he could. However, it was of no benefit to me." 

"Higher Education Representative was new to Oklahoma, and knew little about 
Oklahoma Agricultural Education. I see this as a problem." 

"Observing three times is not enough for the higher education representative to get a feel 
for the community." . 

Just a process 
"Here at the local level, it is way different than what is perceived at OSU and through the 
Higher Education Representative. Just a process you must go through." 

Greater focus needed than just classroom instruction 
"Higher Education Representative has no reality of what it is really like. I feel it is a 
good program if the Higher Education Representative understands that you can't have 
classroom instruction every day. Leaming environment can happen when teaching award 
applications, etc." 
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