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Abstract of Dissertation
E-Mentoring for New Principals:
A Case Study of a Mentoring Program
This descriptive case study includes both new principals and their mentor
principals engaged in e-mentoring activities. This study examines the components of a
school district’s mentoring program in order to make sense of e-mentoring technology.
The literature review highlights mentoring practices in education, and also draws upon ementoring research in the fields of business and healthcare. This is an innovative study
because the use of e-mentoring technology for principal support and development is
unexplored. Senge’s (1990) learning organization serves as a theoretical foundation,
focusing this study by recognizing that the success of a principal is tied to the success of
the principal’s school. The development of a case study protocol ensured thorough
analysis of the five sources of data collected: 1) documentation; 2) archival records; 3)
interviews; 4) direct observations; and 5) physical artifacts (Yin, 1994; 2009). Findings
included eight elements that impact e-mentoring: 1) background knowledge and
experience of the participants; 2) technology experience of the participants; 3) job-related
duties and responsibilities of the participants; 4) goals and aims of the e-mentoring
program; 5) content of the e-mentoring conversations; 6) technology training provided to
participants; 7) synchronous or asynchronous nature of the technology involved; and 8)
support for multiple mentors and mentees.
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Chapter I: Introduction
Mentoring, as a way to gain knowledge about one’s chosen profession, has been a
common practice in many different vocations. In Greek mythology, Odysseus asked his
best friend Mentor to watch over his son, Telemachus, while he fought in the Trojan War.
Telemachus’ eventual success in saving his homeland became proof of the value of
Mentor and mentoring. Mentoring is defined as the pairing of a more experienced person
with a less experienced person, with the agreed-upon goal of having the latter grow and
develop specific abilities to reach long-term objectives (Wallace Foundation, 2007).
Mentoring programs in organizations increased during the 1980’s to provide
employees with psychosocial or career-advancement support (Kram, 1985). In recent
times, more and more organizations use technology to support their mentoring programs.
This practice evolved into what is termed e-mentoring. E-mentoring is defined by Single
and Muller (1999) as:
a naturally occurring relationship or a paired relationship within a program that is
established between a more senior individual (mentor) and a lesser skilled or
experienced individual (protégé), primarily using electronic communications, and
is intended to develop and grow the skills, knowledge, confidence, and cultural
understanding of the lesser skilled individual to help him or her succeed. (p. 236)
Mentoring programs as a support for new principals are increasing. The Wallace
Foundation reported that, since 2000, 22 states have adopted mentoring requirements for
new principals. Prior to 2000, Kentucky and West Virginia were the only states to require
all new principals to undergo mentoring (Wallace Foundation, 2007). Currently, 26 states
have enacted mentoring policies for school leaders (Education Commission of the States,
2011).
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The rise in number of principal mentoring programs can be attributed to the
increased complexity of the principalship and the lack of qualified candidates (Wallace
Foundation, 2007). The role of principal changed sharply with the introduction of the
2001 No Child Left Behind (NCLB) law. Prior to NCLB, A Nation At Risk (U.S.
Department of Education, 1983) increased public scrutiny of schools and principals
(Abernathy, 2007; Duke, Grogan, Tucker & Heinecke, 2003). In this era of
accountability, the support and guidance offered to new principals is of paramount
importance. Abernathy (2007) claimed there could be as many as 37 ways for a school to
fail to make Adequate Yearly Progress. NCLB created standards for student achievement,
and when these standards are not met, schools can suffer harsh consequences (Abernathy,
2007). In a national study of 860 students enrolled in administrative preparation programs,
Bass (2007) reported that stress is the primary factor discouraging potential candidates from
entering school administration. The second and third factors are the increase in time
commitment and the pressures of standardized testing. Hewitt, Denny, and Pijanowski (2011)
found that qualified teacher leaders are not going into administration because of “time,
accountability, and the stressful demands of the job” (p. 20). Clearly, the skills required to

lead within this educational landscape are different from those required prior to A Nation
At Risk.
Along with the increased complexity of the principalship, a lack of qualified
candidates is cited as the reason more principal mentoring programs are being developed
(Wallace Foundation, 2007). A lack of qualified principals willing to lead America’s
schools is a growing concern. The National Association of Secondary School Principals
(NASSP) estimates that, within the next decade, 40% of current principals will retire.
Although teachers and administrators are completing principal certification programs,
2

they are not applying for principalships. Teachers are not interested in becoming
principals because of the job-related stress, inadequate pay, and lack of professional
development offered to principals (NASSP, 2003). The National Center for Education
Statistics reported in 2007--2008 that 36 percent% of public school secondary principals
had three or fewer years experience as principals (Condition of Education, 2010).
Administration preparation program developers are hoping to entice candidates into their
leadership programs by offering mentoring components (Wallace Foundation, 2007).
Despite documented evidence of increased mentoring programs for new principals,
generalizations about mentoring are difficult to make because of the wide variety of
structures and components in different mentoring programs. Documenting effectiveness
or best practices for mentoring becomes difficult in the face of so many different
programs and structures.
The rapid development and evolution of communication technologies has
increased e-mentoring research within business and healthcare sectors. With a variety of
mentoring components used to varying degrees, more research on the best synthesis of
components is required. If mentoring is going to be a widely used support for new
principals and viewed as the panacea for supporting leadership in the era of
accountability, then an investigation into the effectiveness of e-mentoring for the
principal and the principal’s school is warranted.
Background of Prior Research
A variety of different mentoring program designs are being used, typically costing
states one million dollars per year (Wallace Foundation, 2007). In addition to statedesigned programs, university and college administration preparation programs use
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mentoring as a method of leadership development (Browne-Ferrigno & Muth, 2006).
Nonprofit foundations, state administrator associations, and districts are also sponsoring
principal development programs that use mentoring (NASSP, 2003). Collaborative
models run through a partnership of agencies also exist (Villani, 2006).
Mentoring programs have different models, different components, and different
aims. Some programs are designed to help new principals through their first year, and
others are designed to grow a life-long partnership between the mentor and mentee.
Components vary from program to program as well. Mentor training may be embedded in
an ongoing fashion in one program, and may exist as an initial orientation in another
program. Mentoring may involve one-on-one training, or may involve group training
between a mentor principal and several different mentees. There is a limited body of
research on formalized mentoring programs for new principals and all of these research
studies use face-to-face mentoring (Alsbury & Hackmann, 2006; Browne-Ferrigno &
Maynard, 2005; Daresh, 2007; Hansford & Ehrich, 2006; Lim, 2004).
The development of new communication technology has aided the growth of
virtual organizations (Kasper-Fuehrer & Ashkanasy, 2003), adding to the variability of
mentoring structures. The communication technology used in e-mentoring environments
includes e-mail, the Internet, telephone, fax, discussion conferencing, and video
conferencing. E-mentoring is used commonly in new principal mentoring programs in
England, New Zealand, and Australia (Martin & Robertson, 2003). In the United States,
e-mentoring technologies are used often by participants in new principal mentoring
programs, but are not a required structure of the mentoring program. In the United States,
structured e-mentoring exists more frequently within health and business sectors, as well
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as in mentoring programs established for students and teachers (Bierema & Merriam,
2002; Perren, 2003).
Topics researched in studies of mentoring programs that employ e-mentoring
technologies include the technology comfort level of participants, access to technology,
the importance of a technical support system, and synchronous versus asynchronous
communication (Bierema & Merriam, 2002; Lenear, 2007; O’Neill, Weiler, & Sha, 2005;
Perren, 2003; Rickard, 2004; Rickard & Rickard, 2009). Little research has been
conducted on how different e-mentoring technologies can best support mentoring
programs. For these reasons, generalizations about mentoring programs are difficult to
make.
Benefits of Face-to-Face Mentoring for Mentors and Mentees
Consistent within research on face-to-face mentoring programs is that mentoring
does benefit both mentors and mentees. Researchers have documented that face-to-face
mentoring increases socialization experiences (Alsbury & Hackmann, 2006; BrowneFerrigno & Maynard, 2005; Browne-Ferrigno & Muth, 2006; Crow, 2007; Kamler,
2006). Browne-Ferrigno and Muth (2004) define principal role socialization as:
an intricate process of learning and reflection that requires working closely with
leadership mentors in authentic field-based experiences, developing confidence
through engaging in leadership activities and administrative tasks, and assuming a
new professional self-concept grounded in confidence about leading schools. (p.
471)
Browne-Ferrigno and Muth (2006) investigated components in mentoring programs that
support role socialization. Alsbury and Hackmann (2006) conducted a mixed-method
study of the Iowa Administrator Mentoring and Induction (IAMI) program and concluded
that the development of a mentee/mentor relationship should focus on role socialization
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and role clarification. Mentee participants did not view the mentoring program as a venue
for skill development or enhancement, but as support for their transition to a new
professional role. When faced with a variety of supports, new English head teachers
valued their assigned mentor because of the increased socialization the mentor
relationship provided (Crow, 2007). Browne-Ferrigno and Maynard’s (2005) exploratory
case study of the Principals Excellence Program in Pike County, Kentucky described the
mentoring program as a forum for participants to learn tools and techniques that will
quicken their socialization into the new role of principal. Kamler (2006) investigated
mentoring outcomes for the Aspiring Superintendents’ Study Group, established in 2001
in Nassau County, and role socialization was an important theme. These studies
demonstrate that socialization is a benefit reported frequently by participants engaged in
face-to-face mentoring programs.
Hansford and Ehrich (2006) presented a structured review of the literature on
formalized mentoring programs for principals. Forty empirical studies, conducted
between 1987 and 2004, explored the outcomes of mentoring for principal mentees and
principal mentors. Positive mentee outcomes included 18 studies that reported
support/empathy/counseling, 12 studies that reported sharing ideas and problem solving,
and 10 studies that reported professional development as positive outcomes. Overall,
nineteen specific positive outcomes were identified. Positive outcomes for principals
participating as mentors included increased collegiality and networking, professional
development, and the opportunity to reflect.
Other benefits of face-to-face mentoring documented by both qualitative and
quantitative studies include mentoring as a support to institutional growth (Thorndyke,
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Gusic & Milner, 2008; Stead, 2005). Thorndyke, Gusic, and Milner (2008) reported that a
formalized mentoring program for new staff contributed to the mission of Penn
University. Stead (2005) concluded that a formalized mentoring program within the
United Kingdom National Health Service provided Directors of Finance with increased
leadership skills. Although limited in number, these studies refer to the impact of
mentoring within an organization. They are important to research on formalized
mentoring programs for new principals because principals are often evaluated on the
success of the schools they lead (Glidden, 1999).
Limitations of Face-to-Face Mentoring for Mentors, Mentees, and Program
Designers
The challenges of face-to-face mentoring have also been documented thoroughly
in mentoring research. The challenges fall among three broad categories of time, training,
and matching. There is debate among researchers on the optimal length of time a
mentorship should last (Daresh, 2007; Kram, 1985; Salmon, 2004; Thorndyke et al.,
2008; Villani, 2006) Most formalized mentoring programs for new principals last one
year, the length of the novice principal’s first year in the role (Villani, 2006). However,
researchers such as Daresh (2007) contend that the mentorship should last three or four
years. Creating time for mentoring relationships and activities is another challenge of
face-to-face mentoring programs. New principals can be overwhelmed by the demands of
their new role and may find it difficult to make time to meet with mentors, especially
when large distances between mentors and mentees exist, as in more rural areas (Alsbury
& Hackmann, 2006; Ehrich, Hansford, & Tennent; 2004; Hansford & Ehrich, 2006).
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Some studies reported challenges such as the mentor did not possess the skills
necessary to mentor (Alsbury & Hackmann, 2006; Crow, 2007; Daresh, 2007; Hansford
& Ehrich, 2006; Stead, 2005). These studies illuminate the need for training of both
mentors and mentees in formalized mentoring programs because the presence of training
often correlates with increased satisfaction of program participants.
Another limitation within face-to-face mentoring programs is how mentees and
mentors are matched. Ensher and Murphy (1997), Hale (2000), and Hansford and Ehrich
(2006) and are a few of the researchers who investigated different methods of matching
mentees and mentors. There is conflicting data on what makes a good pair. Some
research revealed that having a mentor with similar personality traits was beneficial and
some researchers reported that different personality and gender match worked better
(Hansford & Ehrich, 2006; Noe, 1988; Oglensky, 2008; Ragins & Cotton, 1991). Hale
(2000) determined that most mentor matches are made based on interest inventories and
suggested that similarities between mentors and mentees supported the development of
rapport, while differences facilitated learning. A limitation to this body of research is that
most of it utilized self-reported data in which participants offered their perception or
opinion of their mentee and mentor. However, it is valuable research to include in a
thorough review of mentoring research because it is a prominent issue for program
developers and administrators to consider.
Another problem with a lack of empirical data in mentoring research is that the
manner in which a component works in a particular program is unique to just that
program. Different mentoring programs with different components produce different
results. For example, the mentoring model described by Alsbury and Hackmann (2006) is
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very different from the mentoring model described by Browne-Ferrigno and Maynard
(2005). Both research studies report high satisfaction with mentor/mentee match.
Overall, face-to-face mentoring research lacks rigor due to the methodologies
employed. Most data is self-reported data by program participants. Studies lack enough
data for triangulation (Alsbury & Hackmann, 2006; Hansford & Ehrich, 2006). Most
studies center on participant satisfaction of the formal mentoring program (Alsbury &
Hackmann, 2006; Browne-Ferrigno & Muth, 2004; Crow, 2007; Daresh, 2007; Kamler,
2006; Ladyshewsky, 2007). Likert scales are often used in surveys to assess participant
satisfaction with the mentoring program.
The Advent of E-Mentoring
Prior to 1985, e-mail and Internet use was available mainly to researchers and
universities. With the public launch of America Online in 1985 and Netscape in 1994,
technology quickly changed how America and the world conducted business. Several ementoring programs sprouted. The first e-mentoring program, The Electronic Emissary
Project, founded in 1993, matched students with science-related projects with scientists
(Harris, Rotenberg, & O’Bryan, 1997). The Electronic Emissary Project marked the
advent of large-scale e-mentoring programs built on research from face-to-face
mentoring. However, no exact blue print was available. The founders operated on the
assumption that the Internet could be used to “facilitate social equity and educational
attainment” (Single & Single, 2005b, p. 8). Other major e-mentoring programs included
The Telementoring Young Women in Engineering and Computing Project, funded by a
grant from the National Science Foundation in 1994 (Bennett, Tsikalas, Hupert, Meade,
& Honey, 1998), the International Telementoring Program (Neils, 1997), and MentorNet
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(Stromei, 2001). These programs all sought to connect students to professionals and
relied on technology because face-to-face meetings were not feasible. Program
developers realized that sustaining meaningful relationships between mentees and
mentors required programmatic support structures similar to those in face-to-face
mentoring programs, such as training, as well as the technological support. Researchers
thus began to investigate the similarities and differences among different types of
structured e-mentoring programs. From this body of research certain benefits and
challenges of e-mentoring programs have been documented (Single & Single, 2005b, p.
10).
Benefits of E-Mentoring for Mentors and Mentees
One of the first benefits documented for mentors and mentees engaged in a formal
e-mentoring program is the ease and convenience associated with scheduling time for
mentoring activities to take place (Goldman, 1997). Meeting online or engaging in
asynchronous communication does not require travel time lamented typically by those in
face-to-face mentoring programs. Several studies reported that technology increased
participant satisfaction with the mentoring experience (Bierema & Merriam, 2002; Colky
& Young, 2006; Goldman, 1997; Shrestha, May, Edirisingha, Burke, & Linsey, 2009;
Single, Muller, Cunningham, Single, & Carlsen, 2005). Research on e-mentoring
revealed mentors and mentees appreciate the quick exchange of information and support
that can be achieved through an e-mail exchange versus a face-to-face meeting that
involves travel. The asynchronous quality of some e-mentoring technology, such as email, allows for mentors and mentees with different schedules to connect. This body of
research demonstrates that e-mentoring can be useful when mentors with the skills to

10

help a mentee are in short supply and are not in close proximity to the mentee. Ementoring is a way for those living in isolated areas to benefit from mentoring. Ementoring transcends geographic boundaries (Headlam-Wells, 2004; Kasprinsin, Single,
Single, Ferrier, & Muller 2008; Kasprinsin, Single, Single, & Muller, 2003; Single &
Single, 2005a).
Similar to research on face-to-face mentoring programs, research on e-mentoring
programs revealed that training for both mentees and mentors increased participant
satisfaction. Mentees and mentors appear to benefit from training on the mentoring
process as well as in the technological skills required to be an effective e-mentor or
mentee (Headlam-Wells, Gosland & Craig, 2005; Kasprinsin et al., 2003, 2008). Within
e-mentoring programs, training often took the shape of electronic tutorials, which are
easy to maintain and access.
Kasprinsin et al. (2003) found that engaging in a required training tutorial will
increase the number of students who stay involved with their e-mentors in a formalized ementoring program. The researchers concluded that a training component of a formal ementoring program may facilitate the early development of an e-mentoring relationship
and therefore support a greater frequency of contact between mentor and mentee.
Kasprinsin et al. (2003) deemed training that identifies the potential benefits and
outcomes of participation in the program as a crucial element of required training. The
training modules used in this study were interactive online case studies designed for the
education level of mentors (p. 71). The researchers recognized that the cost, complexity,
and purpose of training were areas in need of further research. While Kasprinsin et al.
(2003) investigated the use of training for mentors, Kasprinsin et al. (2008) used the same
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data set to investigate the use of training for mentees. Again, the data supported the
hypothesis that overall involvement would increase for the mentors matched with
mentees who engaged in the required training tutorial. The researchers also found that the
trained mentees reported greater satisfaction with the e-mentoring relationship than the
untrained mentees. The researchers recommended that mentoring for mentees be
mandatory, but voluntary for mentors.
Another benefit for participants enrolled in an e-mentoring program was that
matching between mentees and mentors did not suffer some of the biases based on
stereotypes that traditional mentoring studies have documented (Hamilton & Scandura,
2002; Sproull & Kiesler, 1986). de Janasz, Ensher, and Heun (2008) documented that
when mentors and mentees are not able to see each other physically, perceived similarity
rather than actually demographic similarity, was a higher indicator for a successful
relationship. Although methods for matching mentors and mentees vary among studies,
all studies cited the importance of the match to both the mentor and mentee. Participants
across the studies reported that when they felt a mismatch with their partner, they were
less likely to engage in mentoring activities.
Another benefit to e-mentoring is the egalitarian quality of the exchange of
information that technology allows. E-mentoring is also lauded for the increased access
to mentoring relationships that can occur with increased availability of
telecommunication technology (O’Neill, Wagner, & Gomez, 1996). For example, since
the advent of e-mentoring, more women and minorities are accessing mentoring
relationships. Some e-mentoring programs are designed specifically for women to access
information and support in fields dominated traditionally by men (Kasprinsin et al.,
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2003). Logging in or signing up for mentoring support online can be easier than applying
to a mentoring program within one’s chosen profession. Increased networking
opportunities are described in the research by Whiting and de Janasz (2004).
Some researchers documented e-mentoring as a panacea to problems existing
within face-to-face mentoring programs. In e-mentoring programs that do not utilize faceto-face meetings, “cultural baggage and stereotypes that accompany race, gender and
social class become invisible in the virtual forum” (Bierema & Merriam, 2002, p. 13).
Technology facilitates learning that can cross social, economic, cultural, organizational,
and physical boundaries (Bennett et al., 1998; Harasim, Starr, Teles, & Turoff, 1998;
Headlam-Wells, 2004; Megginson, 2000; Palloff & Pratt, 1999; Ravert & Layte, 1997).
Challenges of E-Mentoring for Mentors and Mentees
Bierema and Merriam (2002) and Shrestha et al. (2009) reported that adequate
computer literacy skills can be a challenge for participants engaged in e-mentoring
programs. Maintaining online engagement is another challenge (Lenear, 2007). Lenear’s
(2007) mixed-method study investigated synchronous versus asynchronous e-mentoring
environments and determined different models of mentoring result in different levels of
participant engagement. Participant commitment to the e-mentoring relationship can be
challenging. Participants can end, just as easily as strike up, a relationship (Colky &
Young, 2006). Other challenges include the development of virtual intimacy. The extent
to which mentors and mentees can build significant trust solely online is a topic of
research. Many studies contended that the frequency of contact between mentor and
mentee is positively correlated with increased participant satisfaction in the mentoring
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relationship (de Janasz et al., 2008; Kasprinsin et al., 2003, 2008; Rickard & Rickard,
2009).
Rickard and Rickard’s (2009) qualitative study investigated the characteristics of
effective and ineffective e-mentoring partnerships in a small business e-mentoring
program. Their findings indicate that ineffective mentoring partnerships resulted from
irregular contact schedules and limited partner contact. Disadvantages included the
suitability of e-mail for the issues raised and the lack of cues associated with face-to-face
communication.
Challenges of E-Mentoring for Program Designers and Administrators
Often challenges reported in face-to-face mentoring programs were echoed in ementoring programs. The challenge of providing adequate training for participants is
documented in e-mentoring research (Kasprinsin et al., 2003, 2008; Shrestha et al., 2009).
Kasprinsin et al. (2003) investigated how interactive training modules affected the
involvement, satisfaction, and value mentees attributed to an e-mentoring program.
Shrestha et al. (2009) also recognized that mentor and mentee training in computer
literacy is crucial to the development of a successful mentoring relationship. Asgari and
O’Neill (2005) investigated how mentee expectations of the e-mentoring program are
transformed by the actual experience. Arguing that upfront training for mentees is the
most widely documented recommendation for program developers and administrators,
but that the content of the training is unclear, Asgari and O’Neill attempted to fill a gap in
literature. Through an in-depth quantitative study, the researchers found that mentees’
needs change throughout the course of the mentorship.
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Identifying goals and designing structures of e-mentoring programs are
documented by Freedman (1992) as two challenges for e-mentoring program developers
and administrators. Many e-mentoring programs utilize e-mail as the main
communication mode for participants. Rickard and Rickard’s (2009) qualitative study
exposed the need for support structures by program developers and administrators in
order to facilitate satisfactory e-mentoring relationships. Lenear’s (2007) seminal study
investigated differences between structures in the ABC mentoring program for girls
between the ages of 10 and 14. A static-group comparison design was used to compare a
mentoring environment that allowed for synchronous communication and one that used
asynchronous communication. Lenear’s findings reveal that synchronous communication
created stronger feelings of closeness between participants (p. 6). This study also
supported other research that frequency of interaction is important and should be
considered by program developers and administrators when setting communication
parameters for participants (de Janasz et al., 2008; Kasprinsin et al., 2003, 2008; Rickard
& Rickard, 2009).
Two challenges for program developers and administrators are overhead costs and
finding personnel qualified to maintain technology infrastructure, especially for smaller
e-mentoring programs (Headlam-Wells et al., 2005; O’Neill et al., 2005). Still, a case
study of an e-mentoring program determined that technology was not the main factor in
supporting learning, whereas supporting a quality mentoring relationship was crucial
(Headlam-Wells et al., 2005).
A challenge well documented in e-mentoring research is that of making virtual
matches (de Janasz et al., 2008; Headlam-Wells et al., 2005; Kasprinsin et al., 2003,
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2008; O’Neill et al., 2005; Perren, 2003; Rickard & Rickard, 2009). Similar to face-toface mentoring research, e-mentoring research provided no conclusive evidence of best
practices for making matches, but the importance of a quality match was cited
consistently by participants as contributing to their satisfaction with the mentoring
experience. No studies investigated what makes a quality match.
A comprehensive review of e-mentoring research disclosed the above issues as
challenges for program developers and administrators when designing and facilitating ementoring programs. Some of the challenges are similar to those exposed in face-to-face
mentoring and some are different, posing the question, is one form of mentoring better
than another?
Purpose and Research Questions
Many districts, states, universities and colleges, and professional organizations
have recognized the need to support new principals and have introduced mentoring as a
component of their leadership development strategies. These organizations have also
recognized that simply matching principals together and calling one a mentor does not
produce a supportive relationship or increased capabilities for the novice mentee (Daresh,
1995). Studies of formal mentoring programs that incorporate data on e-mentoring
technologies report only the effectiveness of the overall mentoring experience and do not
evaluate the effectiveness of the e-mentoring technologies (Bierema & Merriam, 2002;
Kasprinsin et al., 2003, 2008; Lenear, 2007; O’Neill et al., 2005; Perren, 2003; Rickard,
2004; Rickard & Rickard, 2009; Single & Single, 2005a). The present study will look at
whether e-mentoring technologies are a viable component for formal mentoring programs
of new principals.
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Creating time for mentor and mentee principals to develop relationships is a
multi-faceted issue for mentoring programs to address. Effective mentor/mentee
matching and mentor/mentee training are complex components that program developers
must consider. The rapid development and evolution of communication technologies has
increased e-mentoring research within business and health sectors (O’Neill et al., 2005;
Perren, 2003). The application of e-mentoring research to formal new principal
mentoring programs will help inform program development. A study of e-mentoring in a
new principal mentoring program is both a timely and relevant topic of research.
This study examines a formal mentoring program for new principals that utilizes
an e-mentoring component. This study was guided by the following research questions:
1. How do mentor and mentee principals describe their mentoring experience
when using e-mentoring technologies?
2. Why did program designers incorporate e-mentoring technologies into the
new principal mentoring program?
3. What challenges and benefits do e-mentoring technologies present to mentees,
mentors, and program developers and administrators?
4. What do mentors and mentees suggest should be done to enhance the
effectiveness of e-mentoring technologies?
Statement of Potential Significance
Attracting and retaining qualified principals continues to be a concern to
educational policymakers. In a survey of 197 school districts in Arkansas, Carnine,
Denny, Hewitt, and Pijanowski (2008) found a reduced number of qualified principal
applicants over the past ten years. Other states report a similar shortage of qualified
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principal candidates (Davis, Darling-Hammond, LaPointe, & Meyerson, 2005). Shortages
of qualified principals to lead today’s school, as well as high turnover in the principal
position are reasons an increasing number of states and districts are using mentoring to
support new principals (Villani, 2006). The power of mentoring is uncontested within the
literature, but understanding what components and conditions best prepare new principals
to lead a school successfully is still unknown. Mentoring is common within the context of
leadership development, and research on the effectiveness of mentoring is important to
educational policymakers and leadership program developers. In 2007, The Wallace
Foundation report “Getting Principal Mentoring Right: Lessons from the Field” directed
attention to the need for quality mentoring research:
Much of the existing information gathered by states and districts has tended to be
subjective and anecdotal, aimed primarily at gauging satisfaction levels of
mentors and mentees and whether or not they felt particular development goals
were met. (p. 5)
One answer to this call for more scholarly mentoring research is an examination of a
relatively new vein of mentoring research, e-mentoring.
Advances in technology make e-mentoring a more viable form of mentoring for
more and more organizations (Mueller, 2004). E-mentoring technology is readily
available to companies and organizations wanting to initiate the practice. One such
company advertises “robust e-mentoring technology that scales as your mentoring
program grows to handle both small and extra large enterprise programs” (Mentor Scout,
n.d.). These pre-packaged e-mentoring “kits” are increasing e-mentoring usage among
businesses and non-profit organizations. As the use of e-mentoring for leadership or staff
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development increases, so does the scholarly literature on various aspects of e-mentoring,
such as training mentors and making successful online matches. E-mentoring practices
support leadership development when certain components are included in the formal
mentoring program (Bierema & Merriam, 2002; Colky & Young, 2006; Goldman, 1997;
Shrestha et al., 2009; Single et al., 2005). Consequently, understanding the conditions
within an e-mentoring program that support or detract from leadership development is
useful to educational leadership program developers.
This study investigated a formal mentor program for new principals that
incorporates e-mentoring technology as a component to a comprehensive leadership
program. The program under study is one of only a few new principal mentoring
programs that utilize e-mentoring technology. This study provided insight into the
experiences of new and experienced principals engaged in e-mentoring activities.
Findings from this study can help guide the development of formal mentor programs for
new principals. Data from this study will allow mentoring program developers to revise
current practices.
Although countries such as New Zealand have utilized e-mentoring technologies
to support new principals (Martin & Robertson, 2003), United States principal mentoring
programs underutilize e-mentoring technology. This study will add to the body of
research on formal mentoring programs by contributing data on a synthesis of program
components and the ability of the mentoring program to produce a principal who will
impact his or her school positively.
E-mentoring research outside the field of education explores the benefits and
challenges e-mentoring technology presents to participants (Bierema & Merriam, 2002;
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Colky & Young, 2006; Goldman, 1997; Shrestha et al., 2009; Single et al., 2005). In
addition to uncovering benefits and challenges of e-mentoring for new principals, this
study uses learning organization theory as a lens by which to focus data collection and
analysis. Senge’s (1990) learning organization theory espouses that specific skills are
disciplines that individuals and groups should develop in order to create organizations
that grow and thrive. Senge’s concept of learning organization is one in which people are
continually learning how to learn together (Senge, 2006, p. 3). By linking leadership
skills to organizational success, Senge provided a blueprint for creating organizations that
can survive complexity. This perspective is unique because it sheds light on what is
lacking from most principal mentoring research: a connection between the mentoring and
the organization in which the principal resides. A study that does more than seek to
understand participant satisfaction will fill a noted gap within scholarly mentoring
research. Indeed, the author of The Wallace Foundation’s 2007 report on principal
mentoring lamented that most mentoring research “doesn’t specifically address whether
mentoring is promoting the retention of promising new leaders or the specific behaviors
that signal a willingness and ability to lead instructional improvement” (p. 5). The use of
Senge’s learning organization theory as the foundation guiding this research focuses this
study on leadership behaviors.
The policy implications of this research are many. First, research has indicated
that a growing number of state policies require new principals to be mentored (Wallace
Foundation, 2007). Mentoring policies vary by district and state (Education Commission
of the States, 2011). Findings from this study can inform state and district policymakers
about the viability of e-mentoring as a program component. Issues of enhancing e-
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mentoring conversation, matching mentors and mentees, and technology training,
explored in this case study, provide valuable data that policymakers can use to shape
future mentoring programs.
Second, this research will inform policies regarding principal retention. Many
states and districts are concerned with attracting and retaining qualified principals, and
mentoring has emerged as a strategy to help alleviate the problem (Wallace Foundation,
2007; Villani, 2006). In “Strong Leaders, Strong Achievement: Model Policy for
Producing the Leaders to Drive Student Success,” Christie, Thompson, and Whitely
(2009) recommend that policies should be enacted so that mentoring for new principals
occurs on the job. Where veteran principals are not readily available to mentor new
principals, e-mentoring could provide valuable solutions as well as valuable data to
policymakers concerned with principal retention in rural areas.
Last, an in-depth case study of e-mentoring within a principal mentoring program
is beneficial to the future of new principals. The knowledge gained from this study can
shape how future principals engage in mentoring activities. Specifically, this study can
help inform program developers and administrators in the school district using the
mentoring program under study. Considering this is the first year Skype will be
incorporated into the program, findings from this study will be important when
evaluating and planning program revisions.
Theoretical Foundation and Conceptual Framework
Yin (2009) emphasized the importance of theory development prior to collecting
data in case study research (p. 35). He contends that the theory is particularly important
in the design phase of case study research because it influences the type of data collected.
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Senge’s (1990) learning organization theory is the theoretical foundation for this
descriptive case study. In The Fifth Discipline: The Art and Practice of the Learning
Organization, Senge expounds upon his belief that individual development in the areas of
reflection and engagement help create leaders open to learning. He presents research and
personal stories of leaders in a variety of successful organizations who have used creative
thinking and innovation to survive while other, similar organizations did not. It is through
personal mastery, mental models, building a shared vision, team learning, and systems
thinking that Senge believed people could be the agents to construct the organization in
which they operate. Senge’s theory was presented in reaction to the traditional
understanding of an organization that functioned with top down management. In effect,
Senge was giving a human element to the organization by calling it the learning
organization. His theory highlighted a more humanistic view of what happens in an
organization. Since the release of The Fifth Discipline, Senge has collaborated on several
other books, such as The Fifth Discipline Fieldbook: Strategies and Tools for Building a
Learning Organization (Senge, Kleiner, Roberts, Ross & Smith, 1994) and Schools That
Learn (Senge et al., 2000). He also co-founded the Society for Organizational Learning, a
non-profit organization dedicated to the research, implementation, and practices of
learning organizations (Society for Organizational Learning, http://www.solonline.org).
His theory has gained international attention and in 2006 he released the second edition
of The Fifth Discipline in which he wrote, “the organizations that will truly excel in the
future will be the organizations that discover how to tap people’s commitment and
capacity to learn at all levels in an organization” (p. 4). The role of the individual is a
crucial variable in determining the functionality of the organization.
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Grounding the present study in Senge’s learning organization theory is
appropriate because previous research studies have demonstrated that mentoring supports
the development of learning organizations (Buck, 2004; Dymock, 1999; Groves, 2007;
Mohn & Machell, 2005). Dymock’s (1999) study investigates the usefulness of a
mentoring program in supporting a learning organization. Groves (2007) uses the tenets
of a learning organization to investigate best leadership development practices for
organizations preparing for smooth successions in leadership. Mentoring is deemed a best
practice in this study. Buck (2004) also argues that mentoring is one way to support
learning organizations. Mohn and Machell (2005) suggest that new principals often spend
more time on school management than instructional leadership or improving student
learning and suggest that mentoring is one way to improve the capacity of school leaders.
These three research studies use Senge’s theory as a lens by which to investigate
leadership activities or structures within an organization. The common belief among the
researchers is that developing a learning organization results in an organization ready to
take on the challenges of the 21st century. The mentoring programs within the studies
included face-to-face mentoring. The intention of the present study is to investigate ementoring through the lens of learning organization theory.
The selection of learning organization theory as a theoretical foundation is a
reaction to a major critique of mentoring research. Inside the limited body of research
investigating mentoring practices within a formalized new principal program, researchers
often centered on the relationship between the mentee and mentor. Typically, researchers
documented the success of the mentoring relationship through determining the
satisfaction level of the mentee. Within the existing research there was little consideration
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of the outcome of the mentor program on the host organization. When studies did refer to
the benefits of mentoring on the host organization (Kamler, 2006; Stead, 2005;
Thorndyke et al., 2008) or the detriments (Stead, 2005), little empirical data was
collected and the effect was not the focus of the study. With the exception of Kamler
(2006), these studies were conducted outside of education.
More research on the effect of mentoring programs on the host organization is
necessary, especially within mentoring programs for new principals. Because of the
unique role of principals, it is this author’s view that mentoring should do more than
support a new principal emotionally. New principal mentoring programs are charged with
developing and supporting leaders ready to head schools in a very turbulent time, where
effective leadership is central to educational reform (Leech & Fulton, 2008). Quality
mentoring should support principals’ abilities to lead a school. By grounding this study in
organizational learning theory, I plan to highlight the connection of mentoring to the
overall development of the school, and thus avoid the critique of previous mentoring
research.
With this aim, it is Senge’s five tenets that become the conceptual framework for
this study. They are the blueprints for an investigation of e-mentoring in a new principal
mentoring program. What follows is a description of each tenet and its relation to
published e-mentoring research.
Senge (1990) defined personal mastery as “the discipline of continually clarifying
and deepening our personal vision, of focusing our energies, of developing patience, and
of seeing reality objectively” (p. 7). One’s vision is a picture of a desired future. In order
to obtain that future, one must confront reality objectively. By confronting reality, one is
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able to name obstacles that can free an individual from the hold of the unknown (Senge,
1990, p. 160). Thus, concentration on personal mastery opens doors for creative problemsolving. Hamilton and Scandura (2002) summarized information on early e-mentoring
groups that first formed on the Internet, saying that they were formed to create a
psychological and emotional support to a mentee, and that electronic communication
“enables more honest feedback than face-to-face communication” (p. 392). Hamilton and
Scandura are referencing e-mail communication and not Skype, where the mentee and
mentor are able to see one another. The present study will examine what the data reveal
about the extent of personal mastery development available in an e-mentoring program
that uses Skype.
According to Senge (1990) mental models are the assumptions we carry with us
that limit our learning. Mental models are built on the work of Argyris and Schon (1978),
who developed a theory on the reasoning that underlies our actions. Argyris and Schon
investigated inquiry and reflection and used action science to demonstrate to managers
how they become trapped by their mental models and the power of letting go of
entrenched ways of thinking. The media, with one headline after another, paints the
picture that American education is failing our students. Putting principals in schools to do
what has been done in the past is not acceptable. Advances in technology have opened
doors for a greater variety in mentors. Mentors are no longer limited to individuals within
the local organization but can be located worldwide, thus widening access to diverse
thinking (Bierema & Merriam, 2002; Hamilton & Scandura, 2000; Ragins & Cotton,
1999; Rickard & Rickard, 2009).
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Senge (1990) described a shared vision within an organization as “a force in
people’s hearts, a force of impressive power” (p. 206). He justified why a shared vision
matters with documented stories of businesses that succeeded in turbulent times because
of their shared vision. The discipline of individuals to develop their personal visions is
significant because, without that discipline, individuals are simply complying with the
organization’s vision and not committing (p. 211). Using the analogy of a hologram,
Senge described how each person’s slightly different personal vision contributes to a
clear picture of the overall vision of the organization. Expounding on the idea of a
committed member versus a compliant member, Senge built the case that creative power
is released through committed members. Principals are key players in developing the
culture and climate of schools (Wallace Foundation, 2007). Thus, a mentoring program
that fosters shared-vision building strategies will contribute to the principal’s ability to
create a learning organization. Some research supports mentoring as a way to build a
shared vision because it is a model of professional development that relies on senior
members of an organization charged with developing new members of an organization
(Thorndyke et al., 2008; Stead, 2005). When e-mentors and mentees are paired within the
same organization, the shared vision discipline can be addressed.
Team learning includes the discipline of “aligning and developing the capacity of
a team to create the results its members truly desire” (Senge, 2006, p. 219). Drawing on
the work of quantum theorist Bohm (1965), Senge contrasted the term discussion with
dialogue to distinguish the power that reframing how people interact greatly influences
the development of a learning organization. Senge emphasized dialogue as the premiere
mode of communication, but described discussion as an important element as well. The
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power is rooted in the team’s ability to move effectively between both dialogue and
discussion. According to Senge, the purpose of dialogue is to move beyond any one
individual’s understanding, whereas in discussion, there is transfer of knowledge back
and forth over a known topic. In discussion we analyze and dissect, or pull apart
information in order “to win,” whereas in dialogue we work toward a new reality, gaining
insight that could not be achieved individually (p. 224). Team learning also demands that
individuals see each other as colleagues. Senge warned that seeing each other as
colleagues is “critical to establish a positive tone and offset the vulnerability that dialogue
brings” (p. 228). Mentoring research has long addressed the trust and comfort level that
must exist between mentee and mentor in order for an effective mentoring relationship to
develop. Previous e-mentoring research has provided mixed conclusions on the ability to
create a supportive environment. For example, students engaged in an undergraduate ementoring program reported mixed reviews on communication via Blackboard e-mails
and chat rooms (Shrestha et al., 2009). Looking at the extent to which elements of team
learning exists in an e-mentoring program that utilizes Skype will provide a new
perspective within e-mentoring research.
Finally, systems thinking is the most important discipline, according to Senge,
because it is a discipline for “seeing wholes” (Senge, 2006, p. 68). Senge argued the need
for systems thinking is greater now, more than ever, because our society is fraught with
complexity. The ability of leaders to demonstrate the other four learning disciplines rests
in their ability to see the interconnectedness and interrelationships surrounding
themselves and their work. For Senge, systems thinking is the shift of mind that allows
members of an organization to integrate the four tenets described previously. Senge
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argued that systems thinking ultimately “simplifies life by helping us to see the deeper
patterns lying behind the events and the details” (p. 73).
What follows is a table depicting the leadership capabilities described in each of
Senge’s tenets (Senge 2006; Senge et al., 2000) matched with the supportive e-mentoring
research.
Table 1: Senge’s Tenets Matched with Supportive E-Mentoring Research

•
•
•
•

Senge’s Tenets
Personal Mastery
Continually clarify and deepen
personal vision
See current reality
Make choices to help you achieve
your vision
Challenging the status quo is the
norm

Mental Models
• Bring assumptions and attitudes to
the surface so people can explore
and talk about their differences and
misunderstandings with minimal
defensiveness

Shared Vision
• Foster commitment to common
purpose

Team Learning
• Engage people through dialogue
and discussion

E-Mentoring Research
Hamilton and Scandura (2002)
• E-mentoring provided an emotional
and psychological support to
mentees
• More honest feedback was given
due to the electronic medium used
to communicate
Rickard and Rickard (2009)
• E-mentoring supported goal
development
Colkey and Young (2006)
• Virtual mentoring provides access
to diverse mentors, leaders become
more culturally savvy
Single and Muller (2001)
• Absence of social cues with the use
of e-mentoring technology
alleviated impediments to
communication between higher and
lower status individuals
Rickard and Rickard (2009)
• E-mentoring supported diversity of
support and advice sought or
provided by mentee
Martin and Robertson (2007)
• E-mentoring used to help new
principals engage all members of
the school community in further
learning about their school
improvement process
Headlam-Wells, Gosland, Craig (2005)
• E-mentoring is empowering for
mentees and mentors
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•

•

Dialogue- form of conversation
where people are invited to
participate, encouraged to surface
and display assumptions, and invite
others to see new dimensions in
what you are thinking
Discussion- different views are
presented and defended

Systems Thinking
• See interrelationships rather then
things
• Look for patterns of change
• Use feedback concept to see
structures underlying actions

Kasprinsin, Single, Single, and Muller
(2003); Kasprinsin, Single, Single, Ferrier,
and Muller (2008)
• Mentor and mentee training
produces positive mentoring
outcomes
Windschitl and Lesehm-Ackerman (1997)
• E-mentoring supported a greater
cohesiveness within a learning
group
Rickard and Rickard (2009)
• E-mentoring supported “seeing
alternatives, providing insight,
clarifying solutions to problems,
and a way of developing new skills
and knowledge, and an enhanced
mindset” (p. 762)

Overall, Senge’s learning organization theory is relevant to a case study on ementoring for new principals because e-mentoring provides a unique forum for
conversation. Whether mentoring communication occurs through Skype or e-mail,
current studies have yet to determine whether e-mentoring technologies can provide a
supportive platform for a true dialogue powerful enough to influence the work of the
mentee in his or her school. Senge believed such leaders could be developed. Senge
wrote, “mastering any of the disciplines requires effort on both the levels of
understanding the principles and following the practices” (p. 374). All data in the present
study were analyzed through the lens of Senge’s five tenets.
Summary of Methodology
According to Creswell (2005):
Qualitative research is best suited for research problems for which you do not
know the variables and need to explore. The literature might yield little
information about the phenomenon of study and you need to learn more from
participants through exploration. (p. 45)
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Considering little to no research exists on e-mentoring in a new principal mentoring
program, a qualitative approach was best suited for this study. According to Creswell
(2005, 2007) qualitative research allows for the exploration of a topic. The intent of this
study was to explore and expose what happens when mentees, mentors, and program
developers and administrators use e-mentoring technologies in a new principal mentoring
program.
The case study is used as a research method because the new principal mentoring
presents a bounded system. This descriptive case study aimed to give voice to mentees,
mentors, and program developers. According to Yin (2009), case study research allows
the researcher to retain the “holistic and meaningful characteristics of real-life events” in
a setting that is not controlled by the researcher (p. 4). Yin (1994, 2009) described six
sources of evidence used in a case study: documentation, archival records, interviews,
direct observations, participant observation, and physical artifacts. All, with the exception
of participant observation, were utilized in this descriptive case study.
The study site was in a small urban school district using a new principal
mentoring program. The program matches new principals (mentees) with experienced
principals (mentors) for one year. Mentees and mentors engage in formal mentoring
activities from August through July and are then encouraged to continue informal
mentoring. Three pairs of mentees and mentors were interviewed at the middle and end
of their engagement in the new principal mentoring program. Observations were made of
both the mentees and mentors engaged in e-mentoring activities. Interviews were also
conducted with program developers and administrators.
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A case study protocol (Yin, 1994, 2009) was developed, as was an interview
protocol for all interviews. Interviews were recorded with a digital recording device. A
case study database was created so that electronically archived data may be retrieved and
reviewed easily. A codebook was also maintained to track of data analysis accurately.
Data analysis began with transcriptions of interviews. The method of “memoing”
after each observation visit was employed (Straus, 1987). Data collection from all five
sources of evidence was broken into “units of analysis” and served as a basis for defining
categories (Yin, 2009). The categories were previewed in order to distinguish themes,
which were used to conduct pattern matching (Yin, 2009). Open and axial coding
furthered data analysis (Creswell, 2007). The cyclical process of analysis continued until
full description and understanding of the e-mentoring phenomenon within the context of
the new principal mentoring program was understood.
Delimitations
1. This study investigated only one principal mentoring program for new
principals. The program has unique features and therefore findings may not
apply to programs whose features vary from the ones described in this study.
2. The three pairs of mentees and mentors interviewed and observed in this study
were the only participants in the 2011--2012 Mentoring Program.
Limitations
1. E-mentoring technologies are relatively new, and participants have no
background or theories with which to relate their experiences.
2. This study relied on the voice of the principals engaged in the e-mentoring
activities and their willingness to share honest answers in interviews.
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3. Site selection presented an informal mentoring program where e-mentoring
technologies were piloted in the 2011--2012 year. The informal nature of the
program was revealed throughout the course of the study.
Definition of Key Terms
The following definitions are used in this study:
Formal mentor program: A program that establishes, recognizes, and manages mentoring
relationships (Cao, Walz, & Gardner, 1992)
Mentor: An experienced, productive individual who relates to a less-experienced
individual, who facilitates his or her personal development for the benefit of the
individual as well as the organization (Kram, 1985).
Mentee: A person with less skills and experience
E-mentoring: A naturally occurring relationship or a paired relationship within a program
that is established between a more senior individual (mentor) and a lesser skilled or
experienced individual (mentee), primarily using electronic communications, and is
intended to develop and grow the skills, knowledge, confidence, and cultural
understanding of the lesser skilled individual to help him or her succeed. (Single &
Muller, 1999, p. 236)
E-mentoring technology: Any form of computer-mediated technology used to support
mentoring activities
In closing, e-mentoring is a relatively new area of study within mentoring
research. The fast-paced evolution of technology makes this an exciting field of study.
Using computer-mediated communication to support mentoring presents new challenges
to researchers and practitioners trying to determine mentoring best practices. A thorough
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case study documenting the introduction of e-mentoring technology to a traditional new
principal mentoring program is the first step toward determining the viability of ementoring as a powerful leadership development tool. This research is the first of its kind
and will hopefully inspire other researchers to continue the quest to fully understand ementoring.
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Chapter II: Review of the Literature
This literature search encompassed sources from 1990 to 2012 in which
mentoring was identified as a key term. It also included literature on the changing role of
the school principal, the principal shortage, and approaches to principal development,
which will be discussed below. The terms principal, professional development, ementoring, telementoring, virtual mentoring, and leadership were added to the term
“mentoring” using the Boolean “and” command. The literature search included the
Education Research Information Clearinghouse (ERIC) database, dissertations and theses
online, reference lists from articles, World Wide Web Internet searches, and books. All
journal articles were peer-reviewed. Studies of mentoring can be described as evaluative
research on specific mentoring programs, research on the outcomes of mentoring
relationships, and research on the effectiveness of mentoring program components.
The Changing Role of the Principal
In 2000, the Educational Research Service (ERS) concluded that good principals
are the keystone of good schools. The ERS reviewed research and found specific
elements that contributed to promoting higher levels of student learning, one being a
“building-wide, unified effort that depended on the exercise of leadership-most often
identified in the research as the building principal” (p. 5).
Sergiovanni (2001) contended that the principalship is becoming more complex
with new duties being added continually to the responsibilities of the principal (p. 17).
The role of the principal has evolved from one that focuses on school management to one
that emphasizes leadership skills (Copland, 2000; DiPaola & Tschannen-Moran, 2003).
The expanding role of the principal has been linked to the standards and accountability

34

movement in education (Duke et al., 2003). Government mandates, such as those set
forth by No Child Left Behind (NCLB), hold principals accountable for student
preparation and teacher qualification. States mandate curriculum standards, school
accreditation standards, and testing standards. Professional educational organizations,
including the Council of Chief State School Officers (2008), publish standards such as
the Interstate School Leaders Licensure Consortium (ISLLC). Districts also mandate
policies and procedures that principals are expected to know and follow. The pressures of
these sometimes conflicting agencies have added to the complexity of the principalship
that was once viewed as a management position (Engelking, 2008; Fenwick, 2000). Hess
and Kelly (2006) outlined seven dimensions of effective school leadership: managing
educational results/achievement; personnel; technology; external relationships; norms
and values; classroom instruction; and school culture. As the role and expectations of the
principal has expanded, preparing qualified educators to take on this role has become
more challenging.
The Principal Shortage
Many studies report a shortage of principals across the nation. However, a more
detailed look at some studies reveals that more people are becoming certified to become
principals, but are not willing to take on the responsibilities of the job (Bass, 2007). In
1997, the ERS asked superintendents about principal hiring practices in their districts.
Half of the surveyed districts reported there was a shortage in qualified candidates. The
shortage occurred at all levels and in rural (52%), suburban (45%), and urban (47%)
schools (ERS, p. 23).
Approaches to Principal Development

35

Principals themselves feel underequipped for the duty (Farkas, Johnson, &
Duffett, 2003). When asked how much graduate studies helped prepare them for the job,
52% of practicing principals stated that colleagues were more helpful than graduate
studies, 44% stated that on-the-job experience was more helpful than graduate studies,
and only 4% indicated that graduate school prepared them for their jobs. In addition, two
thirds (67%) of the 925 principals polled described leadership programs in graduate
schools of education as being out of touch with what principals need to know (Farkas et
al., 2003). Principal training is necessary and should not end with an individual’s initial
appointment to school leadership or with the completion of a probationary period (Quinn,
2003). The changing role of the principalship requires principals to maintain a lifelong
learning posture.
School districts have created programs to encourage principal certification,
sometimes called “grown your own” programs (Browne-Ferrigno & Muth, 2004; Ehrich
et al., 2004, Jackson & Kelly, 2002). Many collaborative partnerships between
universities and districts also have been created in order to support professional
development of principals (Goldring & Sims, 2005; Grogan, 2004; Grogan & Andrews,
2002). In 2004, the U.S. Department of Education released a study of six “grow your
own” programs that had developed in response to an awareness of the looming principal
shortage. Kentucky’s Principals Excellence Program, the Boston Principal Fellowship
Program, New Jersey’s Expedited Certification for Educational Leadership program
(NJEXCEL), Chicago’s Leadership and Urban Network for Chicago (LAUNCH),
Cleveland’s First Ring Leadership Academy, and New Leaders for New Schools
represented the diverse public school systems that created unique pathways to principal
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certification. The six districts in the report developed their own pathways to school
leadership in response to the frustration of attracting and keeping well-prepared
principals. The commonalities highlighted among the distinct programs were a clear
vision and aim of program outcomes, rigorous recruiting and selection process,
meaningful course and field work, and processes for building and sustaining the program
over time. All six programs included a mentoring component within their highly
structured principal preparation program (U.S. Department of Education, 2004).
Despite a plethora of program structures, research conducted by Hess and Kelly
(2005) sharply critiques what aspiring principals are learning in their preparation
programs. The researchers examined course units and required reading in 210 syllabi
collected from 31 principal preparation programs throughout the country. The researchers
concluded “principal preparation programs that pay little attention to data, productivity,
accountability, or working with parents leave their graduates unprepared for new
responsibilities” (p. 38). Recognizing the need to develop successful principals, The
Wallace Foundation commissioned The School Leadership Study, Developing Successful
Principals. Conducted by the Stanford Educational Leadership Institute in conjunction
with The Finance Project, the research sought to answer many questions, including
“What are the features of effective pre-service and in-service leadership development
programs?” (Davis et al., 2005). The researchers state:
Evidence indicates that effective programs are research-based, have curricular
coherence, provide experience in authentic contexts, use cohort groupings and
mentors, and are structured to enable collaborative activity between the program
and area schools. (p. 7)
Anecdotal information suggests that many principal preparation programs contain some
of these elements, but there are no empirical data indicating the extent to which existing
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programs cover all elements (p. 10). The authors of the study support mentoring as an
important element for principal development, suggesting mentors should “guide the
learner in his or her search for strategies to resolve dilemmas, to boost self-confidence,
and to construct a broad repertoire of leadership skills” (p. 10). One way to address the
leadership crisis is to investigate research on programs built around the mentoring
concept and identify current practices.
Duncan and Stock (2010) explored the needs of principals in relation to mentoring
in the state of Wyoming. This study sheds light on want principals feel they need in order
to be successful. In Wyoming, there are several rural areas with high turnover in
administration. The researchers sent a survey to all principals in the state (274 total,
return rate of 68.3%). The researchers categorized the years of service into four groups:
0-3 years, beginning principals; 4-7 years, intermediate principals; 9-15 years,
experienced principals; and 16 or more years, very experienced principals. The
researchers reported that respondents averaged 6.28 years in their current position. The
respondents were asked to rate, on a Likert scale (1= not important and 5= very
important), the importance of mentoring and coaching in organizational and professional
socialization. The survey also asked details about the type of mentoring and coaching
available. The findings revealed that 96.8% of respondents agreed mentoring is important
for beginning principals. Seventy-nine percent of experienced and very experienced
principals agreed mentoring is also important for experienced principals. Interestingly,
this study highlights the discrepancy between what principals feel they need and the
reality of support available, because only 6% reported having formal mentors. The
researchers defined formal mentoring programs as programs “structured by the school
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district in which formal mentors and mentoring/coaching activities were assigned” and
informal mentoring as “support networks that principals created for themselves” (p. 302).
The study also revealed that of the few districts with formal mentoring programs, none
had a process to evaluate the success of the mentoring programs.
Duncan and Stock (2010) also analyzed respondents’ ratings (on a Likert scale) of
how helpful a mentor or coach would be in various categories related to professional and
organizational socialization. The results revealed that, in all categories, principals marked
above 3 on the 5-point scale except for diversity issues. The researchers hypothesized that
diversity was rated low because there is not much diversity within Wyoming school
leadership. Beginning principals rated the importance of support more highly in all
categories. The top five areas new principals rated the highest for mentorship and
coaching were: data-driven decisions; difficult faculty; difficult parents; legal issues; and
budget and finance. Principals at all levels of experience included working with difficult
faculty members and data-driven decision-making. Both intermediate principals and very
experienced principals also included instructional leadership and difficult parents.
Experienced principals included instructional leadership and creating collegial
environments in their top four categories. The study is important because it establishes
that, at all levels of experience, Wyoming principals feel that having a mentor or coach
would be helpful.
A criticism of the Duncan and Stock (2010) study is that most of the principals
did not have a formal mentor, and therefore did not have negative mentoring experiences.
This may, or may not have, impacted their responses. Also, of the 6% who were provided
formal mentors, all rated the mentoring program high (4.16) on the 5-point Likert scale.
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When formal mentoring was not provided, 29% of the principals reported seeking out
informal mentoring within their districts. The informal mentoring relationships were
valued for the trust the respondents perceived within the relationship. This study
highlights the professional development needs of rural principals and sheds light on the
value principals put on mentoring.
Formalized Mentoring Programs for New Principals
The body of research on mentoring as a form of development for new principals,
revealed a variety of program structures and components making generalizations about
program best practices and program effectiveness difficult. Hansford and Ehrich’s (2006)
seminal work presented a structured review of the literature on formalized mentoring
programs for principals. Forty empirical studies that explored the outcomes of mentoring
for principal mentees and principal mentors were identified. The review, comprised of
studies from 1987 to 2004, contained 25 qualitative, four quantitative, and 11 mixedmethod approaches to investigating the outcomes of mentoring. Hansford and Ehrich
summarized the findings of the 40 studies by charting positive or beneficial outcomes and
negative or problematic outcomes for both mentees and mentors.
Thirty-one studies reported positive or beneficial outcomes for mentees. Eighteen
studies cited support/empathy/counseling, 12 studies cited sharing ideas and problem
solving, and 10 studies cited professional development as positive mentee outcomes.
Nineteen specific positive outcomes were reported. Among them were the opportunity to
reflect, the opportunity to network, and feedback and positive reinforcement, to name a
few. Positive outcomes for mentors were reported in 16 studies. Eleven studies cited
collegiality and networking, nine cited professional development, and seven cited the
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opportunity to reflect as positive outcomes for mentors. Ten specific positive outcomes
were reported. In addition to the three mentioned previously, they included personal
satisfaction and reward, interpersonal skill development, improved role satisfaction,
better understanding of trust and mutual support, provides a sense of purpose, exposed to
new ideas, and opportunity to give back to the profession.
Negative or problematic outcomes for mentees and mentors were examined in the
studies reviewed by Hansford and Ehrich (2006). Eleven studies reported negative or
problematic outcomes for mentees. Eight studies cited concern with expertise/personality
mismatch and lack of mentor time as negative outcomes. Other negative outcomes
reported were work demands conflict with those of mentor, mentor not trained/skilled
appropriately, mentor critical/out of touch, lack of opportunity to express own ideas,
difficulties arising from cross-gender mentoring, mentors should be selected more
carefully, lack of social contact with mentor, and mentor inhibited ideas of reform.
Negative outcomes for mentors were reported in 19 studies. These specific
outcomes included lack of time to perform role, mismatch arising from
personality/educational interests, nature of communication skills, especially listening,
required, extra burden and responsibility, initial establishment of productive
communication, role not explained carefully enough, frustration with attitude of mentee,
meeting demands of authorities, lack of proximity to mentee, balancing support role with
evaluation, and inadequate training.
Hansford and Ehrich (2006) agreed with Southworth (1995) that data gathering in
mentoring research is conducted through some form of self report. Sixteen of the 40
studies in Hansford and Ehrich’s review used surveys. Southworth (1995) maintained
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“we have a strong rationale for mentoring and a supporting rhetoric from participants but
no other evaluatory data to triangulate these two strongly positive positions” (p. 47 in
Hansford and Ehrich, 2006).
A criticism of Hansford and Ehrich’s (2006) work is that the positive and negative
outcomes can be interpreted differently. Lack of time to perform role was a reported
negative outcome for mentors but it is unclear if this was a choice forced by other duties
or a function of the design of the mentor program. Although the list of positive outcomes
might seem like useful components to include in a mentoring program, the context of the
outcomes was not described. The parameters of the mentoring programs from which the
outcomes were derived also were not described.
Hansford and Ehrich (2006) concluded, “based on our examination of 40 studies
relating to the mentoring of school principals, it would seem that many of the negative
and problematic outcomes could be minimized if greater attention were paid to the
overall planning of proposed programs” (p. 46). Since the work of Hansford and Ehrich
(2006), there have been a limited number of published research studies on new principal
mentoring programs. The mentoring issues raised by Hansford and Ehrich have been
examined in the work of Alsbury and Hackmann (2006), Brown-Ferrigno and Maynard
(2005), Daresh (2007), and Lim (2004).
Alsbury and Hackmann (2006) conducted a mixed-method study to establish
baseline data for the Iowa Administrator Mentoring and Induction (IAMI) program. The
purpose of this study was to offer suggestions for change. The researchers collected
quantitative and qualitative data. Data were collected during the 2002-2003 and 20032004 pilot years. A formative assessment, in the form of a survey, was given at the end of
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each pilot year to all participants in the IAMI program. The survey included open-ended
questions and asked participants to use a four-point Likert rating for each of the
program’s components. A rating of 4 indicated “highly beneficial” and a 1 indicated “not
beneficial.” This measure was used to assess the perceptions of mentors and mentees on
component effectiveness. The sample included 62 participants the first year and 111 the
second. Return rates were 69% and 80%, respectively. The data were disaggregated
between elementary and secondary, principal and superintendent, mentors and mentees,
male and female, and central office directors versus building administrators. A narrative
summary was provided for the findings on each of the survey questions, which included
pertinent responses to open-ended questions. Respondents ranked all components
similarly between the 2002--2003 and 2003--2004years.
For the 2003--2004 year, respondents rated mentor-mentee contact at 3.67,
mentor training at 3.24, and statewide training at 3.24. Respondents indicated these
components were “highly beneficial.” Respondents rated the reflection log at 2.87, the
audio journal at 2.82, and the professional growth plan at 2.63. The open-ended responses
revealed respondents had concerns about the lack of time for mentors and mentees to
meet. Time was a recurrent theme throughout responses, with respondents expressing a
desire for more face-to-face meeting time. Mentees reported a desire for mentors to
increase the structure of meetings and to initiate meeting times. All respondents felt
strongly that mentors and mentees should come from either the same school district or
districts in close geographic proximity. Mentors and mentees rated components similarly,
except mentors rated mentor-mentee contact higher (3.79) than did mentees (3.53).
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Alsbury and Hackmann (2006) provided specific program feedback to IAMI
program developers. The study is limited in that it provided participants perceptions of
the effectiveness of program components, and there was no triangulated data on the
effectiveness of each component. This study is useful to mentoring research because
themes important to program development are generated. These themes include how time
for meetings is managed, how training of both mentors and mentees is managed, and how
to develop a supportive mentor--mentee relationship. Alsbury and Hackmann concluded
that the relationship should emphasize role socialization into the profession and role
clarification. This study also demonstrated that participants did not view the IAMI
program as a venue for skill enhancement or for specific advice on how to address
difficult issues.
This study provided specific areas of improvement for the IAMI program, and
also contributed to the greater body of mentoring research because the results indicated a
supportive mentor--mentee relationship is the most important component. Investigating
and developing this supportive mentor--mentee relationship has been a focus of
mentoring research outside the world of education in both face-to-face mentoring
programs and e-mentoring programs (Hale, 2000; Headlam-Wells et al., 2005; Stead,
2005).
Daresh’s (2007) sample consisted of 20 experienced current and recently retired
mentor principals in two large urban school districts. Retired principals had retired within
the last three years. These principals were selected deliberately by their districts to be
mentors because of their positive reputations and records of accomplishment as strong
instructional leaders. Mentors were interviewed twice during the year of the study. The
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interviews were conducted in a one-on-one format with the researcher. Daresh also
queried small focus groups to gain further information from participants. The two main
questions for the interviewees were:
(1) In what ways are you able to focus your mentoring activity on the
development of instructional leadership skills by your mentees?
(2) How did your school districts support you in preparing you to serve as
mentors who were expected to assist new principals in becoming effective instructional
leaders? (Daresh, 2007, p. 23)
Daresh used Huberman’s (1989) work on the professional life cycle of teachers as a
framework for how principals move through stages in their career.
Mentors reported that mentees wanted to spend their mentoring time to learn more
about practical and technical job aspects and not instructional learning. By March 1st,
mentees could be described as either risk takers (leaders) or risk avoiders (managers).
Both groups discussed test scores and the importance of achievement. The leaders’
discussions centered on proactively developing new instructional practices, staffing
arrangements, and inservice activities. The managers’ discussions covered how to explain
data results to community members and district administrators. The mentors raised issues
over the lack of concern for instructional leadership in the principals and suggested the
district do a better job in selecting new principals as a solution. Daresh (2007) reported
that these findings indicated a need for better preparation of mentors, and suggested
professional development on the sensitivity and developmental needs of the mentee as a
learner and on the instructional leadership process. Daresh also suggested that mentors be
taught career stage or professional development stage theory.
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This study lacked a detailed description of the sample and methodology used. No
empirical evidence was used in the findings section of the study. Daresh (2007) reported
that the group of principals was “almost equally divided” into leaders and managers, but
reported no statistics (p. 23). The terms leader and manager are highly interpretive.
Another weakness was the researcher frequently referred to his previous work to support
his statements and did not include the work of other researchers.
The type of information sought in Daresh’s (2007) study is not unique from other
studies on district mentoring programs. The study demonstrated a need for mentor
training. Daresh (2007) was not evaluating the program specifically, but rather
investigating how the mentoring experience changed the practice of the mentees. The
study’s significance is that it focuses on new principal mentoring and attempts to draw
correlations between the mentoring activities and their effect on mentees actions. Few
studies have investigated this correlation.
Lim’s (2004) study investigated a university-sponsored principal mentoring
program. Like Daresh (2007), Lim’s work fills a gap in mentoring research because it
explores how the learning gained from the mentor experience developed into a principal
practice.
Lim’s (2004) exploratory study took place in Singapore with a sample culled from
principals attending the Diploma in Educational Administration program at the National
Institute of Education of the Nanyang Technological University. This program has a fulltime, full-year principal preparation program for selected assistant principals. Each
participant in the program was paired with a mentor principal. The Ministry of Education
granted the researcher permission to contact a maximum of 70% (48 principals) of the
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population of 68 secondary school principals who were former participants in the
mentoring program. A random sample of 70% of the available population was invited to
participate in the study. Forty-one of the 48 principals (85%) agreed to participate.
The method consisted of a administering a questionnaire and then conducting a
face-to-face interview. The findings showed that nine participants indicated they learned
the practice of trusting through mentoring. Eleven principals indicated that they learned
informal monitoring. The principals learned of walkabouts and conversations with staff
as informal ways to monitor the school. One key finding was that, when asked about
school management, more principals indicated the practice of monitoring than trusting.
Lim attributed this to the idea that principals in Singapore are given the responsibility of
running of the school and schools are ranked annually with the principal being
accountable. Another contributing factor is that the Ministry of Education chooses the
mentor principals, principals who thrive in the accountability-driven culture, and whose
practices are passed down to their mentees.
This study contributed to mentoring research by delving into two learned
practices, trust and monitoring. Most mentoring research focuses on what was learned or
discussed in the mentoring relationship, but Lim looked at the actual consequent practice
of learning in the workplace. A weakness is that no description of how the questionnaire
was created or of the structure of the interviews was provided. Data analysis description
was also missing. Lim recognized that this article described part of a bigger study, which
was carried out to explore the practice of how school management is learned as perceived
by secondary school principals who have the opportunity to learn through mentoring.
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Another weakness of the study is that principals were self-reporting their learning and
practices.
Browne-Ferrigno and Maynard (2005) investigated the Principals Excellence
Program (PEP), a partnership program between Pike County School District and the
University of Kentucky. Current and aspiring school administrators are admitted to the
program. The PEP program provides year-long intensive professional development that
includes, “a coordinated mix of group and individual learning activities, professional
reading and reflection, clinical practice and disciplined inquiry supported by mentor
principals-for educational practitioners holding administrator certification” (p. 7). The
program was designed to develop instructional leaders able to increase student learning in
rural areas. Browne-Ferrigno and Maynard (2005) detailed the program components and
used surveys, reflections, small-group interviews, and observation to capture the
perceptions of cohort members at various times throughout the program.
The mentoring that took place in the PEP program involved the requirement to
conduct action research in a mentoring principal’s school. Cohort members worked with
mentoring principals to identify student-learning concerns and design strategies to
address the real-life problems of practice. This program component was designed
specifically to “stimulate theory-to practice linkage and development of inquiry skills, for
only for cohort members but also mentor principals” (p. 11).
Browne-Ferrigno and Maynard (2005) presented favorable comments by both
mentor principals and cohort members. For example, one program participant
commented, “Nothing can replace the face-to-face, on-the-spot practicum…The
practicum encourages the mentor principal to reflect on the learning climate, culture and
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instructional practices of the school” (p. 12). A mentor principal commented, “Being
involved through field-based experiences with mentoring principals provided the
participants with opportunities to problem solve and apply critical thinking skills to actual
situations that would impact students’ achievement the most” (p. 13). Working with a
mentor on real-life issues produced a win-win situation for the participant, mentor, and
school. Program designers purposefully designed the mentoring aspect in this way
because of the documented power of action research and they wanted the participants to
gain experience in real schools. Many of the participant comments reflected the value of
learning about the culture and climate of their host school, “Even though all schools have
many similarities, rural eastern Kentucky schools retain a unique culture. PEP allows
future leaders to experience the pulse of the [host] school by what they see and hear” (p.
12).
A criticism of this study is that it focused on the perceptions of program
participants. The researchers concluded that the program had grown since its inception in
2003. Upon completion of the study, 18 of 25 schools in Pike County and five of the nine
schools in Johnson County employed PEP members. However, despite favorable
comments by both districts’ administrators, touting “the greater confidence, competence,
and comfort of [cohort members] in their roles as instructional leaders,” the researchers
concluded that it is too early to make direct correlations between the PEP program and
student achievement (p. 16). There is no data available for triangulation. The missing link
between mentoring and student achievement is an important correlation for future studies
to consider.
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Alsbury and Hackmann (2006), Browne-Ferrigno and Maynard (2005), Daresh
(2007), and Lim (2004) are four empirical studies that contributed to a mentoring
knowledge base specific to new principal mentoring programs. This limited empirical
research, despite the fact that the studies relied on self-reported data and participant
perceptions, provides insight into how mentoring activities are being realized for new
principals. The findings have limited applicability because each formal mentoring
program operates differently. However, common themes, such as the need for mentee-mentor training, the importance of mentee--mentor matching, and the importance of
cultivating the mentoring relationship can be traced throughout the studies.
Benefits of Face-to-Face Mentoring for Mentors and Mentees
This review includes studies on formalized mentoring programs beyond those
designed for new principals. By looking at the benefits of face-to-face mentoring
programs, one can gain a deeper understanding of the role of mentoring in leadership
development. These studies demonstrate the impact mentoring can have on mentors,
mentees, and sometimes institutions. One of the most common benefits reported for faceto-face mentoring is the role socialization mentoring provides for mentees.
Kamler (2006) investigated mentoring outcomes for the Aspiring
Superintendents’ Study Group established in 2001 in Nassau County, New York to
provide inspiration, support, and interest in the superintendency. The study provided a
detailed, rich description of the program. Such descriptions are often lacking in
mentoring research, making generalizations about findings difficult. Kamler’s qualitative
study used surveys, observations, and interviews to obtain data. The researcher was the
coordinator of the program so the bias must be considered.
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All 56 superintendents of Nassau County were invited to participate and asked to
invite administrators who they believed demonstrated the potential to become
superintendents. The group was targeted to meet three or four times a year. Data was
collected from 11 meetings that took place between May 2002 and March 2005. Meetings
were four hours, 4 pm to 8 pm, and broken into three segments. The first hour was
devoted to networking, the second two hours were devoted to a whole-group
presentation, followed by breakout sessions where small groups of five to seven aspirants
and superintendents discussed topics, and the last hour was devoted to a buffet dinner.
Registration for each session was limited to 60, and approximately 10 superintendents
and 25 aspirants attended most sessions. A core of six superintendents and 15 aspirants
attended all 11 sessions.
Kamler (2006) analyzed and coded data to “understand the needs of the group;
design meaningful experiences; determine the strengths of the program, as well as the
targeted areas for improvement; and gauge the effects of the program on career
advancement” (p. 307). Although this study is not typical in that it did not address a
focused research question and could be considered action research as defined by Creswell
(2009), Kamler provided data that supported themes of role socialization and role
identity.
Aspirants cited understanding the superintendent’s role, attainment of knowledge
and skills, networking and fellowship, reflection, support and encouragement, and career
advancement as benefits of participation. Superintendents cited intellectualization,
collegiality, and legacy as benefits of participation. Intellectualization was described as

51

the exchange of ideas and engagement in meaningful discussion. Legacy was described
as the sense of responsibility the superintendents felt to serve as a mentor (p. 310).
Kamler provided an in-depth description into a mentoring program that included
unique components: it was voluntary and, although mentoring activities took place, a
formal one-on-one mentoring structure was not employed. The Aspiring Superintendents’
Study Group created a space for participants to create their own connections, which
Kamler termed “alternative mentoring” (p. 301). Kamler indicated that the group was
built on “the principles of collaboration, bias-free outreach and communities of learning”
(p. 302) and that this is the only research study that described the theoretical
underpinning of program design. Citing Lick (1999), Mullen (2005), and Teitel (2005),
Kamler espoused that this alternative mentoring emphasizes group interactions and often
fosters relationships and promotes professional development (p. 301). This study
provides a meticulous description of a mentoring program that both mentor and mentees
reported as beneficial to their career and psychosocial development.
The Headteachers’ Leadership and Management Programme, (HEADLAMP),
established by the national Teacher Training Agency in England, utilizes mentoring for
new principals. An English head teacher is equivalent to an American principal. Crow
(2007) investigated socialization experiences of new head teachers and found Local
Education Authority (LEA)-assigned mentors to be an important resource for
socialization, as were former principals.
Crow’s (2007) longitudinal, multi-case study aimed to: 1.) identify the content
and methods used in the professional and organizational socialization experiences of new
English head teachers and 2.) examine how head teachers perceive the affect of these
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socialization processes on their roles as head teachers. The sample for this study included
four head teachers who began their second year in the fall of 2001 in primary schools in
the same LEA in England.
Three on-site interviews were conducted during the second year of head teacher
experience. Another interview was conducted the following year. Observations of each
head teacher’s interactions in staff meetings and in various conversations were
conducted. Document analysis included newsletters and public relations materials, as
well as materials distributed during meetings and annual reports. Field notes were
recorded and interviews transcribed. The transcripts were analyzed for themes regarding
different socialization experiences. Themes and data were used to create portraits of each
head teacher and then themes were identified across head teachers.
Crow’s findings centered on the socialization experiences of the head teachers.
This study is included in this literature review because the LEA program provided a
mentor for new head teachers and the head teachers reported their mentor was a valuable
source for socialization. This study is also included because of the methodologies
employed. Observations of head teachers are important to document changed practices.
No other mentoring research used observations.
The findings indicate that all four head teachers described their first year as
traumatic. The head teachers described their first year in words that suggest that they
were not prepared for what they encountered. Crow described the head teachers as
“socializing personnel to new values and approaches while simultaneously being
socialized to the value of headship- both professionally and organizationally” (p. 56). A
major content area identified by all four head teachers involved self-learning. This
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included learning how to survive the crises they encountered, how to pace themselves to
respond to the enormity of the job, and how to gain self-confidence.
Socialization methods and sources included professional, organizational, and
personal mechanisms. Two head teachers spoke positively of the National Professional
Qualification for Headship program. Two teachers, who did not complete the program,
said it would have added too much pressure. All four head teachers used HEADLAMP as
a professional socialization mechanism and used the LEA for learning. Organizational
socialization methods and sources included an LEA advisor that all four head teachers
valued. The LEA also provided a mentor who was more available and useful to the four
head teachers. Crow’s findings aligned with Hansford and Ehrich’s (2006) findings that a
specific benefit of a formal mentoring program is supportive induction processes to the
new leadership role.
A primary element of the organizational context that influenced how the head
teachers learned their new roles was the previous head teacher. This created problems in
socialization because leadership styles differed. Although socialization methods varied
among the four head teachers, an important learning requirement became who to trust
with what type of problem and for what kind of information.
This study is useful to research on mentoring because it demonstrates that groups
and individuals contributed more cognitively to the growth of the head teacher than any
other type of socialization method or source. The findings of this study support the work
of Browne-Ferrigno and Maynard (2005): mentors are critical to leadership development.
Crow recognized the small sample as a limitation to the study and also acknowledged that
all head teachers were from primary schools and regarded their LEA as very supportive
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in their socialization. A major weakness of this study is that a description of the mentor’s
interaction with the head teacher was not provided.
When considering the benefits of mentoring, it is important to consider benefits
not only for mentors and mentees, but also for the institution in which the mentoring
program exists. Two studies that mention the benefit of institutional growth specifically
are Thorndyke et al. (2008) evaluative research and Stead’s (2005) case study. The issues
raised in these studies, such as the need for mentor training and the importance of
developing a supportive mentor--mentee relationship, are echoed in mentoring research
in fields outside of education (Hale, 2000). Research on face-to-face mentoring from
other fields provides important knowledge that can be applied to future research on
mentoring for new principals.
Thorndyke et al. (2008) found that mentoring research in the medical field
focused on the satisfaction of participants and not on tangible outcomes. In response,
Thorndyke et al. (2008) offered a different mentoring paradigm, where the objective of
the mentoring relationship is for a senior faculty member to provide expert guidance to
junior faculty on an individual project relevant to her/his professional responsibilities.
The mentoring program was part of the Penn State College of Medicine Junior Faculty
Development Program. The mentoring program was paralleled by a year-long curriculum
in career development, research, clinical practice, and education.
Mentor selection was handled by the mentee, together with a leadership team who
helped finalize the selection. The researchers explained that mentees “determine aspects
of their projects for which they need guidance and identify senior faculty who have
corresponding skills/expertise” (p. 158). Mentees were encouraged to seek mentors
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outside their program of study. Employing self selection methods created a harmonious
experience for mentors and mentees.
The duration of the program was nine months. Mentors worked voluntarily with
their mentee to guide and assist the mentee on his or her project. Mentors were
recognized at the graduation ceremony by induction in to the Mentoring Academy of the
College of Medicine.
Thorndyke et al. (2008) used the evaluation framework of Kirkpatrick and
Kirkpatrick (2005) and adapted by Moore (2003) to evaluate the program. Junior faculty
self-assessed their professional development at the middle and end of the program via
questionnaire. Thorndyke et al. (2008) also intended to track career paths of the junior
faculty and status of the mentoring relationship with surveys distributed at regular
intervals up to five years after completion of the program. This is the only research
reviewed that performed a longitudinal study of a mentoring relationship. Preliminarily
data, data collected within the first four years included data from 97 graduates, and 68
faculty mentors.
Important findings included that 88.7% indicated agree or strongly agree when
asked, “I was comfortable with the choice of mentor” (p. 160). Longitudinal data
indicated a continued appreciation of the benefit of the mentoring program and, 18
months after program completion, 41.7% of first year participants still met with their
mentor.
The projects of the junior faculty included development of new courses or
curricula or grant proposals. More than 90% of the mentees believed that their project
would have an impact on their career. Thorndyke et al. (2008) found that the functional
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mentoring model met the needs of the junior and senior faculty, and also met the needs of
the institution. The mentoring program encouraged recruitment of new faculty. Projects
completed by the mentees benefitted the university because the projects included
curriculum development and grant proposals. Mentees became better grant writers or
increased their laboratory administration skills. Thorndyke et al. (2008) concluded that
the mentoring program contributed to the “vitality” of the institution (p. 163) because the
mentoring program supported the institution’s mission and goals.
Stead’s (2005) comprehensive case study investigated a leadership mentoring
program designed for Directors of Finance (DoF’s) in the UK National Health Service.
Stead outlined the changing role of DoF’s to one with a greater leadership component and
the need for alternative forms of professional development and support to enhance the
typical financial and technical expertise of DoF’s.
Stead (2005) outlined the details of the mentor program, which included the
development of a mentoring scheme and of a program for mentors and mentees to
support the scheme. The individual mentoring relationship was suggested to last a
minimum of six and a maximum of 12 months. The program was owned, run, and
managed by the Healthcare Financial Management Association, with the National Health
Service University providing support the first year. The development program for
mentors and mentees included mentoring, workshops, and Action Centered Learning
(ACL). The ACL sessions were built on Revans’ (1983) Action Learning principles,
which utilized an understanding of peer questions and how to handle mentoring issues.
Stead’s (2005) case study sought to provide lessons to inform program
development and to provide insight into mentoring senior leaders. Although missing a
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detailed description of data collection methods is a critique of this study, the researcher
Stead provided a detailed description of the mentoring program and the involvement of
participants and administrators. Stead broadly categorized outcomes of the design,
content, and process of the program. The findings identified eight tensions connected to
mentoring senior leaders. Tensions included level of issues, exposure and vulnerability,
reliance, and control. Tensions connected to the nature of the relationship included
emotional intensity, power and influence, trust, and commitment.
Stead (2005) concluded that the development of the mentoring program impacted
the organization because of the financial and resource commitment that was required to
run such a program. The mentoring program supported the National Health Service,
because the Directors of Finance learned skills indicated as necessary by the National
Health Service. This study shows that, with careful planning, mentoring programs can aid
both the development of leaders and also institutions. .
Grove (2007) interviewed 30 chief executive officers and human resource
executives. When asked, “What are the primary leadership development and succession
planning practices in your organization?” (p. 242), the managers reported that their
organizations instituted formal mentoring programs. The participants also reported that
exposing potential leaders to a mentoring network, rather than to one specific mentor,
was a widely endorsed practice. Grove reported unclear sampling practices, stating only
that the participants were selected because of their “outstanding commitment to executive
development and demonstrated effectiveness in executive succession decision” (p. 241),
thus findings can be interpreted only with moderate confidence.
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Clearly, how and why face-to-face mentoring is structured in formal mentoring
programs varies; however, the benefits are considerable. Face-to-face formal mentoring
programs are utilized in a variety of industries to promote leadership development and
institutional growth.
Limitations of Face-to-Face Mentoring Programs
Developing a mentor--mentee relationship requires time. Most formal mentoring
programs for new principals pair mentors and mentees for one year (Villani, 2006). The
duration of most programs aligns with the novice principals’ first year, but other
researchers maintain that it takes longer to build quality relationships that can benefit
both the mentee and mentor (Kram, 1985; Salmon, 2004). Daresh (2004) warned that
administrators’ time constraints can have negative effects on mentor programs. Daresh’s
(2007) findings indicated that a mentorship would be better defined as an induction
process lasting two or three years instead of the typical one-year process. There is no data
supporting an optimal formal mentoring program length. Often, pairs that have exited a
program will continue informal mentoring, but few studies track these relationships
(Thorndyke et al., 2008).
Another critical issue is finding time in the work day for mentoring to take place.
Balancing the requirements of the participant’s job with finding time to meet is a concern
of participants in formal programs (Alsbury & Hackmann, 2006; Ehrich et al., 2004;
Hansford & Ehrich, 2006).
Mentee--mentor training is another strand of mentoring research. Literature
reveals that inadequate mentor training affected the quality and productiveness of
mentoring relationships (Alsbury & Hackmann, 2006; Crow, 2007; Daresh, 2007;
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Hansford & Ehrich, 2006; Stead, 2005). Specific to new principal mentoring programs,
Daresh (2007) found that principals selected as mentors were given training in the duties
of being a mentor and how to work effectively with a mentee in a one-on-one situation;
however, more training in “career stage or professional development stage theory” was
warranted (p. 25). Daresh concluded that mentors need to be willing to guide new
principals and not rely on giving immediate answers. Alsbury and Hackmann’s (2006)
findings revealed high satisfaction with mentor training among elementary and secondary
principals, but superintendents suggested providing the training during the summer
months.
The extent to which agendas should control the mentoring relationship was a
critical factor of mentor--mentee training components (Stead 2005). This concept was
echoed by Daresh (2007) when interviewing mentor principals. The principals expressed
frustration with the desire of mentee principals to want to focus on managerial items and
not instructional leadership. Stead (2005) concluded there was a need for a structure to be
in place to guide the mentoring activities.
Although no studies evaluated the effectiveness of training empirically, within
each of the studies reviewed thus far, participants or researchers raised concern over the
need for mentee or mentor training.
The match between the mentor and mentee is critical to the success of the
mentoring relationship, and the program. As discussed earlier, Hansford and Ehrich’s
(2006) review of formal mentoring programs for new principals highlighted problems
that exist within mentee and mentor matching. Negative outcomes were reported for both
mentors and mentees. Hale (2000) presented theoretical models for matching mentors and
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mentees based on research from 47 semi-structured interviews and 29 questionnaires in
two different mentoring programs. Hale’s findings revealed that it is important to
understand the fundamental values of both parties. Large differences in personal values
can lead to ineffective relationships. Similarities in interests, discipline, function, and
profession of both parties can lead to effective relationships. In addition, similarities in
social style can help build a quicker rapport between mentor and mentee. Hale also
reported that understanding learning styles and making matches based on learning style
rather than profile is crucial. Hale’s work revealed that mentees, not mentors, are likely to
have preferences regarding the gender of their mentee.
Although Hale (2000) contributed key findings to literature on matching within
formal mentoring programs, his findings come from research on two businesses (Scottish
Hydro Electric Company and Skipton Building Society), and thus, are limited. Studies do
not come to universal agreement on what makes the best mentoring match. Hale
suggested giving consideration to the goals of the mentoring program when matches are
made. Because research on mentoring matches is inconsistent, it is more important to
look at how the mentoring affects the host organization rather than debate criteria that
should or should not go into matching. What makes for a good a good mentee--mentor
match has long been debated by mentoring researchers. Different researchers and
scholars propose different methods and criteria for matching, including consideration of
mentor/mentee age, race, perceived similarity between mentor and mentee, and skill
level. For example, Ensher and Murphy (1997) reported summer interns and their
volunteer mentors were sorted into 26 same-race and 50 different-race pairings.
Satisfaction and contact with mentors were higher when mentees perceived themselves to
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be similar to their mentors. Mentees of the same race as mentors reported more career
support. There is no consistency on how pairings should be made, but the challenge of
matching mentees and mentors is a common topic in face-to-face mentoring research.
Overall, mentoring research that raised questions and concerns related to issues of
time, mentee--mentor training, or mentee--mentor matching lacked rigor because most
data were self-reported by program participants. Although the studies raised concerns
about these components, most studies focused on capturing participant satisfaction of the
formal mentoring program. Likert scales were often used to capture these data. Most
studies contained single-point data and did not triangulate data. When empirical data
supporting a particular program component were reported, a full description of how that
component worked within the overall program was missing. No two mentoring programs
covered in this literature review thus far are alike. Although common obstacles and
themes are noted, making generalizations about specific components of mentoring
programs remains difficult.
Benefits of E-Mentoring for Mentors and Mentees
Bierema and Merriam (2002) discussed how the information age has changed the
dynamics of mentoring and proposed that e-mentoring “holds promise for redefining
mentoring relationships and changing the conditions under which mentoring is sought
and offered” (p. 211). Recognizing that there has long been disagreement on the purpose
and function of face-to-face mentoring, Bierema and Merriam defined e-mentoring as “a
computer mediated, mutually beneficial relationship between a mentor and protégé which
provides learning, advising, encouraging, promoting, and modeling that is often
boundaryless, egalitarian, and qualitatively different than traditional face-to-face
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mentoring” (p. 214). In their exploration of how e-mentoring is used, Bierema and
Merriam reviewed K--12 programs, teacher support and development programs,
university-sponsored programs, corporate-sponsored programs, and programs for girls
and women. Citing Goldman (1997), Bierema and Merriam discussed how e-mentoring is
different from face-to-face mentoring. E-mentoring is not necessarily based on a “wise
elder” dispensing advice to a mentee; instead, it is a mutually beneficial relationship that
can be adapted to a variety of settings (p. 219). Bierema and Merriam maintained that, in
the virtual environment, information is exchanged between a mentor and mentee, but
there can be a lack of support and counseling. The mentor shares information in order to
help the mentee and both assume that it is beneficial to participate in the relationship.
Bierema and Merriam (2002) concluded that e-mentoring possibilities are as
limitless as the Internet. Indeed, how and where mentors and mentees connect using
computer technology varies greatly. In order to best understand how e-mentoring
technology can aid principal development, it is important to review studies that explore
the benefits of e-mentoring. An important benefit documented by researchers is the ease
and convenience e-mentoring provides. Scheduling time to meet without the added strain
of travel is mentioned frequently in the literature (Bierema & Merriam, 2002; Colky &
Young, 2006; Goldman, 1997; Single et al., 2005).
Single et al. (2005) addressed the concept of time in their evaluation of
MentorNet, the E-mentoring Network for Diversity in Engineering and Science, which
addresses the underrepresentation of women in science, technology, engineer, and
mathematics. The program pairs undergraduate and graduate students with professionals
and supports them through e-mentoring relationships. Many research studies have been
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conducted on MentorNet because it is one of the first wide-scale e-mentoring programs
(Single & Single, 2005a). The results of three years of end-of-year program evaluations
revealed that participants were extremely happy with their one-on-one e-mentoring
experience and more than 90% would recommend MentorNet to a friend.
The one-on-one e-mentoring component of MentorNet is described by Single et
al. (2005) as a year-long e-mentoring engagement between a student and a professional
where communication is mediated through e-mail. MentorNet provides voluntary etraining to both mentors and mentees via web-based case studies. In addition, mentees
and mentors receive “coaching” e-mails designed to offer topics of discussion to facilitate
the mentoring process and relationship (p. 298).
Data analysis of the end-of-year surveys completed by participants in 2000--2001
matched 2,000 students with 1,913 professionals (some professionals mentored two
students). The response rate for participants was 52% for mentees and 60% for ementors. The survey was designed to obtain the participants’ assessments of their
satisfaction and value associated with their e-mentoring experience as well as their time
commitment. Most questions used a 5-point Likert scale. To assess the time commitment,
participants were asked to report the number of minutes “spent writing and reading
MentorNet e-mail in a typical week” and to report the number of e-mails sent and
received per month (p. 301). Both mentees and e-mentors exchanged approximately four
e-mails per month; two e-mails were sent and two received each month. Participants
reported spending just under 20 minutes writing and reading MentorNet e-mail in a
typical week. On average, mentees spent 18.8 minutes and e-mentors spent 17.5 minutes
per typical week writing and reading e-mail. Due to the asynchronous nature of e-mail,
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participants were able to engage in the e-mentoring relationship at their convenience.
Mentees valued their participation in MentorNet because it helped increase their selfconfidence in academic work and their interest in pursuing careers in science, technology,
engineering, or mathematics.
The e-mentoring technologies utilized in MentorNet, including the e-mail format
for communication, Web-cased training, electronic newsletters, and electronic discussion
groups, increased the participants’ overall satisfaction with the e-mentoring program. The
researchers concluded that the time investment that these technologies allowed, “was
modest, convenient, and yet effective in terms of influencing female STEM students’
knowledge and confidence about what their future careers may hold” (p. 306).
As one of the most widely studied formal e-mentoring programs, MentorNet
provides information useful to designers of new principal mentoring programs. Many
studies have investigated the use of technology for community building (Single &
Muller, 2001), interactive online training for mentors and mentees (Kasprinsin et al.,
2003), and Web-delivered coaching curricula (Single, Muller, & Carlsen, 2000). Each of
these studies referenced the ease and convenience e-mentoring provided for participants
in a structured e-mentoring program.
Shrestha et al. (2009) investigated the benefits of e-mentoring for mentors and
found that flexibility in mentoring hours emerged as a positive factor. These mentors
participated in E-Success, a structured mentoring program at a United Kingdom
university designed to support first-year undergraduate students. E-Success utilized
Blackboard as the e-mentoring technology platform and combined e-mentoring with faceto-face mentoring activities. Second- and third-year undergraduates acted as a guide “for
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the first-year student (mentee) providing support in relation to both academic and life
skills, and referring the mentee to other support services when appropriate” (p. 117). This
program allowed mentors and mentees to determine their own blend of e-mentoring and
face-to-face mentoring activities. Program administrators provided Blackboard group
areas for mentors and mentees to exchange information, as well as a “common room.”
Mentors were given access to “mentor’s café” designed for mentors to support one
another as well as gain support from program leaders and the research team (p. 118).
Mentors were also given the option to use Blackboard’s discussion boards, e-mail, and
synchronous chat functions. The face-to-face mentoring support included access to The
Academic Skills Center, the faculty language laboratories, and a mentoring/seminar
room. With all these supports available, Shrestha et al. found that e-mail was the only ementoring technology used by participants.
Data collection included one-on-one semi-structured interviews with mentors and
focus group discussions, as well as informal meeting with mentors and staff throughout
the two years of study (July 2002 through June 2004). The interviews and group
discussions were recorded, transcribed, and analyzed using the qualitative software
Nvivo. Glaser and Strauss’ (1967) grounded theory approach was used to develop themes
from the data.
Mentors gained organization and communication skills, increased opportunities
for socializing and networking, experience with reflecting on one’s own performance,
and personal satisfaction. Mentors reported that the flexibility e-mentoring provided was
a major draw to joining the program. One participant commented, “I never found fitting it
[e-mentoring] around my studies a problem- you always have a moment. The real
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problem came when I tried to get everyone to meet up” (p. 121). Shrestha et al. (2009)
also documented that the electronic medium allowed the mentors to contact students
without stigmatizing them, to reach out to more students, and to better manage the
expectations of mentees.
Although the study by Shrestha et al. (2009) is limited by the nature of the selfreported data, the findings are useful to program developers interested in combining ementoring and face-to-face mentoring. The researchers concluded by recognizing and
raising questions about the importance of training mentors to be better equipped to
facilitate e-mentoring relationships.
The concept of providing training for mentors is further explored in the work of
Kasprinsin et al. (2003, 2008). Both studies report on MentorNet, and feature data
important to e-mentoring training.
Kasprinsin et al. (2003) examined the interactive, web-based case studies used as
training modules to investigate their impact on involvement, satisfaction, and value. The
researchers designed a control group experiment and conducted comparative analyses to
test three hypothesis:
1.

Engaging in a required training tutorial will increase the number of
students who stay involved with their e-mentors in a formalized ementoring program (Involvement).

2.

Engaging in a required training tutorial will increase the overall
satisfaction of students who participate in a formalized e-mentoring
program (Satisfaction).
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3.

Engaging in a required training tutorial will increase the perceived value
of participation for the students who stay involved with their e-mentors
(Value). (p. 71)

Four-hundred students were accepted into the MentorNet program during the
2001--2002 school year. Half were assigned randomly to the experimental group, where
tutorial completion was required, and the other half to the control group, where tutorial
completion was voluntary. Data were collected through a web-based questionnaire
distributed at the end of the academic year. Two questions addressed involvement, five
addressed satisfaction, and three addressed value. Except for the involvement questions,
the questions used a five-point Likert scale that ranged from 1= “Not at all” to 5= “Very”
(p. 73). The return rate of the questionnaire was 41.7% for the experimental group and
30% for the control group.
The researchers ran a correlation matrix and found that the dependent variables,
involvement, satisfaction, and value, were related significantly to one another. Two-tailed
t-tests were run to determine whether the experimental and control groups performed in a
significantly different way for each of the variables. The data supported hypothesis one.
The experimental group reported a significantly greater number of e-mails between
mentor and mentee. The data did not support hypothesis two. The students in both the
experimental and control groups reported high satisfaction with the e-mentoring program.
The data also did not support hypothesis three because both groups rated the value of
participation similarly. Kasprinsin et al. (2003) concluded that e-training supported the
early development of an e-mentoring relationship because those who completed training
exchanged more e-mails with their mentors.
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In 2008, Kasprinsin et al. (2008) continued their inquiry with this data set. They
investigated how mandating mentee training influences the experiences of the mentors.
The study was driven by the problem that frequently mentors are busy professionals who
volunteer their time, and that mandating mentee training, rather than mentor training, will
maximize the time and experiences of mentors. With the purpose of determining the
influence of mentee training on the mentors, the researchers looked at the mentor
outcomes reported in the year-end survey.
Data analysis included testing the hypotheses against one-sided alternative
hypotheses. T-tests were run to assess the rating for mentors of mentees who completed
training. Findings indicated that mentors paired with trained mentees spent 14.41 minutes
per week exchanging e-mail information, whereas the control group interacted only 11.45
minutes per week, supporting the hypothesis that overall involvement would increase for
the mentors matched with trained mentees. The findings also indicated that mentors
paired with trained mentees reported higher satisfaction with their e-mentoring
experience and with their overall MentorNet experience. A p value greater than .05 was
used to determine significance. Mentors who worked with the experimental group
reported that they ‘thought highly’ of their mentees at a higher rating (p = 5.85) than the
mentors matched with mentees in the control group (p = 5.40). Other questions identified
as measures of perceived value, such as “In my role as an e-mentor, I… serve as a
sounding board, am reminded of myself as a student, identify with my protégé, and try to
serve as a role model,” were not significant at the .05 level (p. 169), even though mentors
in the experimental group had higher ratings than those in the control group.
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The studies by Kasprinsin et al. (2003, 2008) on the MentorNet data are
significant to e-mentoring research because they use quantitative data. Their results
indicate that training is an important part of an e-mentoring program and has positive
benefits for both mentees and mentors. The researchers conclude that, for organizations
where mentors are voluntary, the ideal model would include mandated training for
mentees and voluntary training for mentors.
Research conducted by Headlam-Wells et al. (2005) on an e-mentoring program
designed to support business women found training to be crucial to program success. The
program developers provided comprehensive training for mentees and mentors to address
technology skills and the ability to communicate online. Initial training included
information on the philosophy of the project and guidance on how to mentor. Participants
were also guided through simulations of the web interface used in the program.
Evaluations revealed that 88% of the participants felt the training prepared them
“completely” or “quite well” for the mentoring experience (p. 454).
Of the research that indicated training was an important element to e-mentoring
success, online delivery of such training is a benefit over face-to-face training due to cost
(Kasprinsin et al., 2003; 2008). Interestingly, Kasprinsin et al. (2008) did not find
significant a difference between these groups on the ratings of their match; however, the
methods used to match mentors and mentees in e-mentoring programs is an area of
mentoring research where differences exist between face-to-face mentoring programs and
e-mentoring programs. As discussed earlier, Hansford and Ehrich (2006) and Hale (2000)
showed that an effective mentor--mentee match is a critical factor in developing
meaningful mentoring experiences. What makes a “good” match is inconclusive.
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De Janasz et al. (2008) investigated matching criteria in an e-mentoring program
for business students. They found that e-mentoring programs have an advantage over
face-to-face mentoring programs with regard to matching because relationships
developed online are typically devoid of visual cues. Thus, relationships developed
online do not suffer biases based on stereotypes (Hamilton & Scandura, 2003; Sproull &
Kiesler; 1986). De Janasz et al. (2008) used this knowledgebase to formulate the
following six hypothesis:
H1: Perceived similarity (i.e., attitudes and values) will be positively related to mentee’s
assessment of e-mentoring effectiveness.
H2: Perceived similarity will have a stronger relationship with mentee’s assessment of ementoring effectiveness than will actual demographic similarity (race and gender).
H3: Mentees who interact more with their e-mentors will perceive their mentoring
relationship as more effective and satisfying than those who interact less.
H4: Mentees with more effective e-mentoring relationships will report a greater increase
in the size of their professional network than will mentees with less effective mentoring
relationships.
H5: Mentees with more effective e-mentoring relationships will report a greater increase
in job opportunities than will mentees with less effective e-mentoring relationships
H6: Mentees with more effective e-mentoring relationships will report a greater increase
in their academic performances than will mentees with less effective e-mentoring
relationships. (p. 397)
In this study, graduate and undergraduate business students from two mid-sized
universities participated in a required online mentoring program attached to one of their
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business courses. The students were offered course credit or extra credit to respond to an
online survey based on their e-mentoring experience at the conclusion of the course.
There was an 82.1% response rate when 183 out of 223 students responded to the survey.
Regression analysis was used to test the hypotheses. E-mentoring was the dependent
variable, using mentoring functions such as career, psychosocial, and role modeling as a
measure of effectiveness as well as the mentees’ assessment of their satisfaction with the
mentoring relationship. A five-point Likert scale was used. The e-mentoring measures of
increased network, job opportunities, and academic support were used a predictors of
outcome variables. Two sets of variables were used as potential predictors of effective ementoring. Perceived similarity was measured using a method developed in 2002 and
actual demographic similarity was assessed by creating two variables to compare gender
and ethnicity of the mentee and mentor. The control variables were previous relationship
with mentor, organizational level of mentor, and protégé employment status.
The data supported hypothesis one. Perceived similarity was positively related to
all four e-mentoring variables. E-mentoring was considered effective relative to the
degree of the mentoring support (career, psychological, and role modeling) and by the
mentees’ assessment of their satisfaction with the mentoring relationship. These findings
support the idea that e-mentoring may be especially good for minority or women mentees
because research has indicated that those in cross-gender or cross ethnic pairs in face-toface programs encounter challenges due to biases and stereotypes (Ragins & Cotton,
1999). de Janasz et al. (2008) found that perceived similarity is a strong predictor of ementoring effectiveness while actual similarity is not. This implies that the nature of
online mentoring, where one is denied observable differences, but has the opportunity to
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build similarities around values, is a benefit of e-mentoring programs. It is important to
note that of the sample in this study, one third of the mentor--mentee pairs were cross
ethnic pairs and 42% were cross gender pairs (p. 409).
The results of de Janasz et al. (2008) support the work of Kasprinsin et al. (2008)
and demonstrate that the more interaction mentees have with their mentors, the more
psychosocial and career support they receive. The last three hypotheses of de Janasz et al.
also received support. Career development and satisfaction with the mentor relationship
were positively related to students’ perception of an increase in their professional
network, whereas psychosocial support and role modeling were not. Career development
was positively related to increased job opportunities; but the other variables were not.
With hypothesis six, the researchers expected the mentees to report enhanced academic
performance. Role modeling and satisfaction with mentor relationship were significant
predictors of improved academic performance, but career development and psychosocial
support were not. In sum, this comprehensive quantitative study provided insight into
some of the benefits of e-mentoring, and notably, it addressed how matching mentees and
mentors in a virtual world can provide benefits different from face-to-face mentoring.
The implication is that technology allows the mentoring relationships to develop based on
values rather than by stereotypes or biases that can sometimes accompany face-to-face
partnerships.
Many e-mentoring studies have investigated the egalitarian nature of e-mentoring
technology. For example, O’Neill et al. (1996) discussed the flexibility of e-mentoring in
providing more opportunities for interaction than face-to-face mentoring. Several ementoring programs have been established specifically to aid traditionally marginalized
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groups in society. E-mentoring programs, such as MightyMedia, Co-Vis Telementoring,
CONNECTIONS E-MENTOR Program, The Hewlett Packard E-mail Mentor Program,
MentorNet, Systers, and Girl Geeks Mentor Match, target minorities, low income
students, and young girls and women (Bierema & Merriam, 2002). With the low cost of
e-mail, organizations are able to connect people from a wide geographic area. This allows
mentoring programs within companies to include more people. Research studies have
concluded that e-mentoring allows for mentoring relationships that cross social,
economic, cultural, organizational, and physical boundaries (Bennett et al., 1998;
Harasim et al., 1998; Headlam-Wells, 2004; Megginson, 2000; Palloff & Pratt, 1999;
Ravert & Layte, 1997).
Challenges of E-Mentoring for Mentors and Mentees
The emergence of new technology and its applicability for e-mentoring programs
does not mean e-mentoring should be seen as a panacea for all mentoring programs.
Unique challenges exist for e-mentoring programs. Participants engaged in e-mentoring
need computer literacy skills (Bierema & Merriam, 2002; Shrestha et al., 2009). In a
study of a university program that combined face-to-face mentoring and e-mentoring,
staff assumed that younger participants would be more comfortable communicating via
technology, but the data did not support this assumption. Instead, the researchers found
that a variety of participants lacked computer literacy skills and they concluded that the
assumption that e-mentoring allows for greater accessibility is questionable (Shrestha et
al., 2009). The researchers suggested that lack of computer literacy skills can be
addressed by incorporating strategic training of the electronic media for participants. This
option does not address other findings about the comfort level different participants
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experienced when communicating via technology or face-to-face. The researchers noted
that, “a mentor with good face-to-face skills may not be as effective when
communicating electronically” just as “a mentor can feel self-conscious in face-to-face
interaction yet may be highly skilled at establishing and maintaining relationships
electronically, and communicating clearly in this medium” (Shrestha et al., 2009, p. 122).
Maintaining online engagement is another area of concern explored by ementoring researchers. As discussed earlier, frequency of contact between mentor and
mentee is correlated positively with increased satisfaction (de Janasz et al. 2008;
Kasprinsin et al., 2003, 2008; Rickard & Rickard, 2009). Maintaining a high level of
engagement in a virtual environment is an area in need of study. As Colky and Young
(2006) reported, cancelling an appointment in an online environment can be easier than
doing so face-to-face. Shrestha et al. (2009) also reported that electronic communication
can be “ambiguous” (p. 122). Participants in a university mentoring program that blended
e-mentoring with face-to-face mentoring reported that the clarity of electronic
communication depended on the skills of the e-mentor. Some participants felt the
impersonality of electronic interaction was mended through face-to-face meetings. Thus,
participant involvement varies depending on the communication mode of the e-mentoring
program.
A variety of communication technology aspects can be combined to support
mentoring and e-mentoring relationships. On-line services, such as Blackboard, allow
synchronous communication when participants join a live chat, or asynchronous
communications when participants post messages in threads or to a discussion board.
Facebook offers similar possibilities (Muller, 2009).
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Lenear’s (2007) quantitative study used a static-group design and Mann-Whitney
U-tests to compare protégé feelings of closeness, perceptions of interaction, structure,
support, and satisfaction in synchronous and asynchronous mentoring environments.
Mentors were seven adults trained by the ABC mentoring program and participants were
46 girls between the ages of 10 and 14 years old. Participants in the synchronous
mentoring environment were able to post messages to WebBoardTM discussion as well
as engage in real-time chat sessions via the WebBoardTM chat application. Participants
in the asynchronous environment were able to communicate with their mentor by posting
messages on separate password-protected WebBoardTM discussion boards. Mentoring
groups met online for 30-45 minutes a week for a total of eight weeks.
Lenear used Moore’s (1993) Theory of Transactional Distance as the theoretical
framework for investigating feelings of closeness. Moore defined structure, the extent to
which a program is responsive to the needs of individual learners, and dialogue, the
communication between student and teacher, as key to creating minimum transactional
distance. Transactional distance is the geographic distance of instructor and student in a
distance education environment (Moore, 1993).
Lenear’s findings revealed no significant differences between any of the
constructs. This is consistent with Styles and Morrow (1992), who compared satisfied
and dissatisfied mentor--protégé pairs and found no significant difference in the activities
in which they were engaged.
Lenear characterized interactions between mentors and protégés as mentor-protégé interaction, protégé--protégé interaction, mentor-prompted interaction, and
protégé-prompted interaction. Two models of mentoring activity emerged from the data.
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The mentor initiation model (MIM) is characterized as a place where the mentor initiates
the interaction and leads the discussion. This environment is dominated by mentor-protégé interactions and mentor-prompted interactions. The protégé collaboration model
(PCM) is characterized by protégés assisting one another and taking on the role of the
mentor when needed. In this model, there were more protégé--protégé interactions and
protégé-prompted interactions.
Pearson product-moment correlation coefficients were computed to determine the
interrelationships between interaction, structure, support, satisfaction, and closeness
constructs in each e-mentoring environment and each e-mentoring interaction model. The
closeness correlations were strong for the synchronous mentoring groups. There was no
relationship between closeness and the other constructs in the asynchronous mentoring
groups. The closeness correlations were moderately strong for the MIM groups but there
was no relationship between closeness for the PCM groups. Lenear stated that this data
suggests mentors in synchronous and MIM e-mentoring environments are perceived by
their protégés as active, responsive, and involved, which results in positive perceptions of
interaction, structure, and support, and increased levels of satisfaction and feelings of
closeness.
This study is important to e-mentoring research because Lenear used Moore’s
(1993) conceptualization of transactional distance to explain that learner autonomy, a
person’s ability to set learning goals and strategies independent of instruction, becomes a
function of closeness in a mediated environment. Lenear explained that the protégés in
this study were Internet and technology competent. Their level of Internet autonomy
“could have reduced their reliance on their mentors to post messages on the discussion
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board and reduced any perceptions of transactional distance (closeness)” Lenear
concluded that, where there is a high level of Internet savviness, whether there is a
synchronous or asynchronous e-mentoring environment, feelings of closeness would not
be effected. Recruiting or training participants with computer literacy skills is an
important consideration for e-mentoring programs because it is closely tied to
maintaining online engagement.
Rickard and Rickard (2009) investigated patterns in the characteristics of effective
and ineffective e-mentoring partnerships using DeLone and McLean’s (1992) model of
Information Systems Success. The purpose of the study was to explore how effectively
technology supports mentoring and how the benefits of e-mentoring are being realized.
The researchers evaluated the effectiveness of a small business e-mentoring program in
terms of the nature and quality of the mentoring partnership; the nature and quality of the
e-mentoring program and structure and content; program use; user satisfaction and
impact. The e-mentoring partnerships were assessed as either effective or ineffective
partnerships through a quantitative survey not described in this study. Data were
collected from 20 mentees and five mentors who participated in the e-mentoring program
between 2001 and 2006. Rickard and Rickard conducted in-depth semi-structured
interviews and analyzed e-mail messages between mentees and mentors. A survey
questionnaire was also sent to participants. The sample included mostly professional
engineers and scientists. DeLone and McLean (1992) model dimensions were used as a
way to categorize data.
The findings support the nature and quality of the relationship between mentor
and mentee was a critical dimension of the effectiveness of the partnership. Under this
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dimension, the researchers looked for patterns in the quality of the mentee’s relationship
with mentor, the diversity of supports and advice, and use of the mentor as a sounding
board. Data revealed that the effective partnerships involved the use of the mentor by the
mentee as a sounding board. These mentees described their mentors as someone they
could “bounce ideas off” or someone who could “lift their focus” or help them “to see
things differently” (p. 751). Mentees in ineffective relationship described their mentors as
“not listening” or “only interested in one-way information flow” (p. 751).
Diversity of support and advice sought or provided by the mentee was another
area where specific patterns occurred between effective and ineffective relationships.
Mentees in effective relationships described their mentors as someone who “should not
be offering solutions, but should be helping the mentee to explore the options and see
other solutions themselves” (p. 750). Another mentee described effective mentoring as
when “the mentor is able to encourage the mentee to tackle other angles of problems and
look at other options” (p. 750). Mentees in ineffective relationships described their
mentor as someone who could help answer specific questions. Rickard and Rickard
suggested that the lack of advice sought in wide-ranging areas could be either an
antecedent to ineffectiveness or could be the outcome of an ineffective partnership.
Under the nature of the quality of e-mentoring program structure and content
dimension, the researchers investigated patterns between effective and ineffective
relationships in quality of matching, quality of program structure, including choice of
instructional technology, and creation of individualized learning pathways. The data
indicated that mentees involved in both effective and ineffective relationships found the
structure useful in similar ways. Mentees commented that the structure was useful
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because it helped manage expectations, maintained momentum, provoked discussion, and
defined where to begin and end. This information is useful to program designers.
Program facilitation messages made mentees feel that they were not completing the
program as expected and carried a negative connotation.
Evidence from Rickard and Rickard supported the claim that mentoring
relationships via e-mail benefitted from the use of structure or support similar to
Ladyshewsky’s (2007) finding in face-to-face mentoring. The program structure also
contained elements of choice for participants to allow for the construction of
individualized learning pathways. This was accomplished by allowing for the adaptation
of content, goal-setting, and integration of the program with mentees’ business activities.
Mentees in effective relationships reported that they were selective with the
program structure. One mentee reported “the structure is excellent but like an ideal world
it is hard to stick with it especially when there is so little time. But, we can pick from it,
essential elements and use them as catalysts for improvement” (p. 755). Other comments
from mentees of effective relationships echoed a partiality towards freedom of choice and
careful selection of activities. The adaptability of the program format and how the pairs
adapted the structures to fit their own needs was critical to mentees. Mentees in
ineffective relationships reported that they, or their mentor, were not adaptable.
Goal-setting was also an area where specific patterns emerged. Mentees in
effective relationships reported that they set goals and that the process of setting goals
was important, even if they did not follow through or set good goals. This contrasted to
the mentees of ineffective relationships, who overall did not set goals.
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Integration was also an area where distinct patterns emerged between the two
groups of mentees. Mentees in effective relationships reported integrating their mentor’s
suggestions into their day-to-day practices and asking for help on specific issues related
to their work. Mentees in ineffective relationships did not integrate learning gained from
mentoring into their daily practices.
The dimension of use was explored through patterns that emerged in the areas of
nature, quality, and frequency of interaction and influence of e-mail delivery. Mentees in
effective relationships reported that regular contact with their mentor was important.
Many also qualified their statements by noting that quality, not just frequent contact, is
crucial. Mentees in ineffective relationships reported irregular contact schedules and
limited contact with their mentors.
Mentees in both effective and ineffective relationships reported similar
advantages and disadvantages to the e-mail format, suggesting that e-mail format can
impact effective relationships negatively. Convenience and flexibility of e-mail
communication were reported frequently as advantages of the e-mail format by both
effective and ineffective groups. The format allowed participants to reflect, review, and
consider responses. The writing process allowed the writer to clarify issues.
Disadvantages included the suitability of e-mail for the issues raised and the lack of cues
associated with face-to-face communication.
Although the findings of Rickard and Rickard (2009) supported e-mail as a useful
component in a mentoring program, the study did not describe effectively the business
mentoring model from which the data were collected. The researchers acknowledged that
their findings allow for initial inferences to be drawn about determinants of effective
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structured e-mentoring, but cautioned that “direct causality cannot be drawn” (p. 766).
Although the conclusions may not be strong, this study provided useful dimensions of ementoring to consider.
Challenges of E-Mentoring for Program Designers
The challenges discussed in e-mentoring research presented thus far relate mainly
to program participants. However, research has illustrated specific challenges for ementoring developers and administrators. As is true for face-to-face mentoring, mentor-mentee training is important to e-mentoring success (Kasprinsin et al., 2003, 2008). Both
Kasprinsin et al. (2003) and Kasprinsin et al. (2008) support training as an important
element of a formalized e-mentoring program. However, how the training is constructed
and conducted is an issue left to program developers and administrators. Program
developers and administrators of e-mentoring programs for new principals are wise to
learn from these two studies because most principal programs combine face-to-face
mentoring with e-mentoring, such as MentorNet, the program under study by Kasprinsin
et al. (2003, 2008). Asgari and O’Neill’s (2005) findings suggested that mentee
expectations of the e-mentoring experience can be informed by up-front training. They
concluded that helping the mentees understand the benefits of the mentoring experience
increases the number of mentees describing the mentorship as successful. This study
contributed important findings because managing mentee expectations of a mentoring
program becomes the work of mentor program developers and administrators.
Shrestha et al. (2009) raised several important points relating to training mentors
and mentees. In a university based e-mentoring program, mentors had different reactions
to the electronic mode of communication depending on their technology skill level.
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Whereas some mentors were comfortable using e-mail and Blackboard for mentoring
activities, others were not. Some mentors reported being uncomfortable with the
electronic mode of communication even though they possessed high technology skills.
These findings raised the question for program developers and administrators: What
skills make for a good e-mentor? Findings indicated that mentors need to possess the
skills required to make a good face-to-face mentor and good written communication
skills, as well, as a comfort level with electronic communication. Shrestha et al.
concluded that a mentor training program designed to increase these skills should be part
of an e-mentoring program (p. 123).
Another important element for developers and administrators is identifying the
goals and designing the structure of the e-mentoring program (Boice, 1990, 1993;
Freedman, 1992). Choosing the right modes of electronic communication becomes
important work for program developers and administrators. Research conducted by
Rickard and Rickard (2009) indicates that, when e-mentoring takes places via e-mail,
participants benefit from support developed and maintained through the program
structure or by program developers and administrators (p. 757).
Although most research advocated for careful consideration of the program goals
when choosing an electronic medium, only one, the work of Lenear (2007), investigated
differences among technology. Lenear used “social presence” as a way to describe the
sense of community created in an e-mentoring relationship. Social presence is defined as
“the degree to which a person is perceived as ‘real’ or ‘salient’ in the mediated
communication” (Gunawardena & Zittle, 1997, in Lenear, 2007, p. 2.). Lenear wrote,
“social presence conjures up the idea of a psychological, emotional, and interpersonal
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connectedness within the environment…and should allow participants to be so immersed
in the environment that the presence of the medium is not present” (p. 2).
Lenear (2007) cited the work of Lombard and Ditton (1997) who described
feelings of closeness by saying real-time communication allowed by technology creates a
“we are together” atmosphere (p. 6). This research is important because it supports other
research that maintains that frequency of interaction between mentor and mentee is
important to participant satisfaction (de Janasz et al., 2008; Kasprinsin et al., 2003, 2008;
Rickard & Rickard, 2009).
Maintaining technology infrastructure is an important challenge faced by program
developers and administrators (Headlam-Wells et al., 2005; O’Neill et al., 2005).
Headlam-Wells et al. (2005) reported on two mentoring programs, Empathy and
Empathy-Edge, run by the Business School at the University of Hull, UK. The programs
were designed to address women’s disadvantages in the business world. The EmpathyEdge program combined face-to-face mentoring with e-mentoring. More than 50% of the
mentoring took place online, but was complemented by telephone and face-to-face
meetings. One hundred and twenty-two women volunteers were matched into pairs and
split into six different e-moderating groups. Empathy-Edge provided much support for
participants including, “e-activities” and “e-moderation” (p. 449). E-moderators were
program administrators whose role was to offer advice and guidance online to both the
mentee and mentor. The software used to facilitate the e-mentoring was provided by
iCohere and allowed mentees and mentors the ability to log on to a secure system that
provided, “news, discussion, online meetings, mentoring guidance, resources and
weblinks” (p. 450). Both synchronous and asynchronous communication was available
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through the online meetings and discussions. Headlam-Wells et al. developed a prementoring, mid-mentoring, and post-mentoring evaluation scheme that included selfreport surveys, system statistics, focus group interviews, and interviews to collect data.
Support by program developers and administrators also included technical support
through a helpdesk facility, an online user guide, and telephone support. The level of
support provided by Empathy-Edge program developers and administrators is a challenge
for smaller e-mentoring programs. Both the UK government and the Equal Opportunities
Commission funded this program. Headlam-Wells et al. suggested that maintaining the
technology infrastructure and support for mentors and mentees is important to program
success. They also said that, when using synchronous communication, factors such as
speed and cheap Internet access need to be considered. Sixty-seven percent of the
participants felt that electronic communication was effective in facilitating supportive
mentoring relationships crucial to women’s development in the business world. HeadlamWells et al. cautioned that technical support is important in an e-mentoring program, but
that, ultimately, technology is not as important as the quality of mentoring that takes
place and what e-mentoring programs can do to create supportive mentoring
relationships. O’Neill et al. (2005) concurred with the research conducted by HeadlamWells et al. (2005) on the challenge of maintaining technology infrastructure and support.
O’Neill et al. (2005) highlighted limiting administrative overhead as one of the top five
challenges of e-mentoring programs. They recognized that e-mentoring programs have a
unique set of administrative demands, including providing “appropriate oversight and
assistance to mentors and mentees who may be located at a great distance from program
administrators” (p. 114).
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Infused within the challenges of providing adequate training, program structure
and goals, and maintaining technology infrastructure, program developers and
administrators of e-mentoring programs should be concerned with matching mentors and
mentees. Although no studies specifically investigated best practices of e-mentoring
matching, it was cited consistently as a crucial factor in participants’ perception of a good
mentoring experience (de Janasz et al., 2008; Headlam-Wells et al., 2005; Kasprinsin et
al., 2003, 2008; O’Neill et al., 2005; Perren, 2003; Rickard & Rickard, 2009).
The E-Mentoring Debate
More research on formalized e-mentoring programs is needed in order to fully
realize the potential of this new mentoring arena. Although some challenges and
limitations are similar to those faced by formal face-to-face mentoring programs, ementoring programs face a unique set of benefits and limitations. Research on existing ementoring programs agrees that e-mentoring is not the panacea to problems inherent in
face-to-face mentoring programs. In fact, some researchers say e-mentoring should only
be available when face-to-face mentoring is not feasible or appropriate (O’Neill et al.,
1996; Rickard & Rickard, 2009).
Two other issues that arise when considering e-mentoring implementation are cost
and scalability. The technology that is required to sustain a comprehensive e-mentoring
program is not always available to non-profit and educational organizations, which are
typically operating on a smaller budget (Single & Muller, 2001). Some programs have
instituted e-mentoring structures because it is not as expensive as face-to-face mentoring.
Still other research maintained that the technology required to establish effective mentor-mentee matching as well as to facilitate management and evaluation is not readily
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available to small organizations (Single & Muller, 2001). However, when organizations
have the resources to support e-mentoring technology, e-mentoring is more scalable than
traditional face-to-face mentoring (Single & Single, 2005b).
Studies that advocate for the inclusion of e-mentoring technology in already
established mentoring programs or for the creation of mentoring programs that rely solely
on e-mentoring typically cite the benefits described in this review. These include ease of
scheduling time to meet for mentees and mentors and for the development of mentoring
relationships where traditionally there has been limited access, such as in the sciences and
for women and minorities (Bennett et al., 1998; Harasim et al., 1998; Headlam-Wells,
2004; Megginson, 2000).
A thorough review of e-mentoring research uncovers programs with a variety of
designs, objectives, and participants. Persistent within the research are findings that
support training for participants and careful mentee and mentor matching (de Janasz et
al., 2008; Headlam-Wells et al., 2005; Kasprinsin et al., 2003, 2008; Shrestha et al., 2009;
Single et al., 2005). Documenting the benefits and challenges of e-mentoring provides a
useful framework of components on which to focus within a study of e-mentoring for
new school principals. Whereas most research has been conducted in the healthcare and
business sectors, e-mentoring research within education, especially as a way to develop
and support new principals, warrants a close examination of the context in which these
new leaders work (O’Neill et al., 2005; Perren, 2003). Will the same benefits and
challenges exposed in previous e-mentoring research apply in a public school setting
where a principal’s success is tied tightly to the success of the organization in which he or
she works?
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Mentoring and Learning Organizations
An important concept in Senge’s (1990) learning organization theory is that
individual development is required for organizational development. Clearly, mentoring
programs are concerned with individual development, but often missing from the
research is reference to how individual development is, or is not, enhancing the
organizational development of the schools in which the mentees work. Ignoring the
context of the principal’s work is a major flaw in mentoring research.
Most studies on formal mentoring programs for new principals do not reference
the mentee principal’s school. This highlights a discrepancy between the reasons more
mentoring programs are cropping up and actual practice (Wallace Foundation, 2007).
More research on the effect of mentoring programs on the host organization is needed.
Most mentoring programs are designed to equip novice principals to lead schools.
Researchers who investigate the effectiveness of mentoring, but do not investigate how
the mentoring translates into a novice principal’s ability to better lead his or her school
are not capturing a complete picture. Of the studies reviewed thus far, Daresh (2007),
Kamler (2006), Stead (2005), and Thorndyke et al. (2008) refer to the benefits. Stead
(2005) also reports detriments. Still, little empirical data was evidenced.
If mentoring is going to continue to be a widely used leadership development
system, then more rigorous studies investigating the effectiveness of mentoring are
required, especially given the changing role of school leaders and the documented
shortage of qualified principals (Copland, 2000; DiPaola & Tschannen-Moran, 2003;
Duke et al., 2003; Engelking, 2008; Fenwick, 2000; Sergiovanni, 2001). This literature
review provides a comprehensive review of existing research on formal mentoring
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programs for school leaders. This review encompasses research on district new principal
mentoring programs (Browne-Ferrigno & Maynard, 2005; Daresh, 2007; Kamler, 2006),
university mentoring programs (Browne-Ferrigno and Muth, 2004; 2006), state
mentoring programs (Alsbury & Hackmann, 2006) and national programs (Crow, 2007;
Lim, 2004). Due to the lack of research on formal mentoring programs for school leaders,
this review included research on formal mentor programs in the business and healthcare
sectors (Ladyshewsky, 2007; Stead, 2005; Thorndyke et al., 2008). A synthesis of this
research indicated that mentoring research lacked rigor due to the methodologies
employed. Other themes included a lack of discussion of the organizational benefits of
mentoring and the observation that most mentoring research is conducted in Australia and
England. A thorough investigation of a principal preparation program that synthesizes
these components is warranted.
What can be culled from this literature review is a of list frequently cited
components of mentoring programs that have led to either positive or negative outcomes.
These components are mentor--mentee matching, time for mentees and mentors to meet,
and mentor--mentee training. E-mentoring research revealed e-mentoring technologies
contributed to positive and negative outcomes for mentors and mentees in different ways
from face-to-face mentoring. Educational policymakers and mentor program developers
should consider these components carefully.
A consistent theme within this body of research was the lack of rigor due to
methodology. Most data collection included self-report methods, single point data
collection, and lack of data suitable for triangulation, all issues raised by Hansford and
Ehrich (2006). Daresh (1995) stated, “there have been relatively few published
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descriptions of research related to the structure, implementation, evaluation or outcomes
of mentoring programs designed to enhance the professional development of leaders” (p.
2). More than 15 years later, some progress has been made, but as this literature review
has established, most studies published in peer reviewed journals ask participants their
perceptions of the mentor program. This literature review exposed benefits and
challenges associated with e-mentoring and also uncovered the need for more thorough
research on facets of e-mentoring.

90

Chapter III: Methodology
The exponential growth in mentoring programs for new principals is evidence that
it is the premiere preparation and support mechanism sought by districts, states,
universities and colleges, professional organizations, and other partnerships for
developing new principals. The field of mentoring has adapted to the 21st century by
incorporating e-mentoring technologies as a key component of the mentoring activities
(Bierema & Merriam, 2002; Lenear, 2007; O’Neill et al., 2005; Perren, 2003; Rickard,
2004; Rickard & Rickard, 2009; Single & Single, 2005a). The gap in mentoring research
is in measuring the effectiveness of e-mentoring technologies. Are e-mentoring
technologies a viable component for formal mentoring programs for new principals?
Before this question can be answered, research is required to understand the experiences
of participants in mentoring programs using e-mentoring technology. The purpose of this
study is to examine a formal mentoring program that utilizes an e-mentoring component
to understand the impact of e-mentoring for new principal development.
E-mentoring technology experiences in a new principal mentoring program have
not been studied; therefore, a qualitative research design was employed. Creswell (2007)
explained that qualitative research is used when a “problem or issue needs to be
explored” (p. 39). Merriam (1988) stated that “qualitative research is an umbrella concept
covering several forms of inquiry that help us understand and explain the meaning of
social phenomena with as little disruption of the natural setting as possible” (p. 5). I am
concerned with understanding the authentic experiences of mentees, mentors, and
program developers and administrators with e-mentoring technologies.
This study was guided by the following research questions:
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1. How do mentor and mentee principals describe their mentoring experience
when using e-mentoring technologies?
2. Why did program designers incorporate e-mentoring technologies into the
new principal mentoring program?
3. What challenges and benefits do e-mentoring technologies present to mentees,
mentors, and program developers and administrators?
4.

What do mentors and mentees suggest should be done to enhance the
effectiveness of e-mentoring technologies?

Research questions were addressed through the systematic collection and analysis
of five sources of evidence used most commonly in case studies. These sources are
documentation, archival records, interviews, direct observations, and physical artifacts
(Yin, 1994).
Epistemology
The epistemological stance guiding this study can best be described as
interpretive/constructivist according to Merriam’s (2009) four distinctions among
qualitative research. Merriam wrote that this stance “assumes that reality is socially
constructed, that is, there is no single, observable reality” (p. 8). When considering the
topic of e-mentoring, this stance helped me develop research questions that revealed the
voice of participants engaged in e-mentoring. Senge’s (1990) learning organizational
theory provided a lens by which to limit what was observed. Learning organizational
theory also grounds the belief that it is not just what happens within the mentoring
program that is important, but how it relates to the school organization, the context in
which a principal operates. By first understanding the experiences of those engaged in e-
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mentoring, future studies can advance the knowledge base of best professional
development practices in preparing school leaders.
Research Design
The specific qualitative research design employed was a descriptive case study of
a mentoring program for new principals using e-mentoring technologies. Yin (1994)
asserted “the need for case studies arises out of the desire to understand complex social
phenomena” (p. 3). Bierema and Merriam (2002) stated, “overall, the literature thus far
on electronic mentoring reflects only the most tentative forays into this potentially rich
medium” (p. 215). The case study method allowed for a holistic and meaningful view of
e-mentoring activities within a new principal mentoring program. Yin outlined three
rationales for a single-case study design, one being that “the case represents an extreme
or unique case” (p. 39). Similarly, Patton (1990) described critical case sampling as a
strategy for selecting a purposeful sample (p. 169). The new principal mentoring program
in this research project was chosen specifically because it is one of a few new principal
mentoring programs in the United States that utilizes e-mentoring technologies. Case
study research is “a particularly suitable methodology for dealing with critical problems
of practice and extending the knowledge base of various aspects of education” (Merriam,
1988, p. xiii). This case study investigates the problems of practice associated with ementoring technology.
Yin (2009) advocated the use of case study research when research questions ask
“how” and “why” (p. 10) and when “examining contemporary events, but when the
relevant behaviors cannot be manipulated” (p. 11). This study fits Yin’s criteria. The case
study research design was the best method for this study because the e-mentoring
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experience can only be understood in the context of the new principal mentoring program
being used.
The problem of practice as identified in the review of literature is: What
constitutes e-mentoring best practice in mentoring programs? This study attempts to fill
the research gap in understanding the experiences of mentees, mentors, and program
developers and administrators using e-mentoring technologies in a new principal mentor
program through a comprehensive case study research approach.
Research site. Site selection was an issue of the research design. Two months
were spent researching mentoring programs for new principals that utilized e-mentoring
technologies. Emails and phone calls with individuals from 75 different programs proved
that most programs encourage the use of e-mentoring technology between mentors and
mentees, but do not mandate it. Once learning that ABC County would be piloting an ementoring requirement, it was deemed the best possible site for study.
The site was a mid-sized urban public school system that serves roughly 20,000
students. The school system employs four high school principals, five middle school
principals, and 22 elementary school principals. The school system engages new
principals in a one-year mentoring program designed to support new principals. The
mentoring program, run by the Assistant Superintendent of Administrative Services, has
been in existence for 10 years. The mentoring program matches each new principal with
an experienced principal and designs mentoring activities throughout the course of the
year. The program blends face-to-face mentoring with e-mentoring. This program was
chosen for study because e-mail and Skype are the main e-mentoring technologies
utilized. The program traditionally used face-to-face mentoring. E-mentoring technology
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was piloted during the 2011--2012 school year. Participants were expected to Skype with
their mentee or mentor at least once a week.
Veteran principals mentor new principals. Veteran principals are chosen by the
Superintendent and the Assistant Superintendent for Administrative Services. The
program is an unbudgeted program that only runs when new principals are hired. In years
when no new principals are hired, the program is dormant. The 2011--2012 school year is
unique in that three new principals were hired. There has not been much turn over in
principals in ABC county. Prior to the 2011-2012 school year, only one new principal
was hired within five years.
Participant selection. Participants selected for interview included program
developers and administrators, as well as principals from each building level, elementary,
middle, and high school, within the new principal mentoring program. Purposeful
sampling (Patton, 2002) was used so participants chosen would represent individuals with
access to key information regarding program development. Three new principals were
hired for the 2011--2012 school year, and these three principals and their mentors became
the sample and represented complete saturation. One new elementary principal was
matched with a mentor elementary school principal and two new middle school principals
were matched with mentor middle school principals. These six principals served as the
principal sample in the study. The Assistant Superintendent for Administrative Services
was also selected for interview because she was the person charged with setting up and
running the program.
Data Sources
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The descriptive case study investigated the mentoring experience when ementoring technology was employed and the challenges and benefits e-mentoring
presented to mentees, mentors, and program developers and administrators. Yin (1994,
2009) described six sources of evidence used in a case study: documentation, archival
records, interviews, direct observations, participant observation, and physical artifacts.
Five of these sources were utilized in this case study. Participant observation was not
utilized because I am not a member of the mentoring program.
Documentation. Documentation reviewed in this case study included mentor and
mentee e-mail, Skype transcripts of mentee--mentor engagement, and work samples of
mentees and mentors. Review of documents provides a rich understanding of the mentee
and mentor experience within the program as well as corroborates information from other
sources, including interviews and observations. Yin (2009) stated, “documents play an
explicit role in any data collection in doing cases studies” (p. 103). I heeded Yin’s advice
and sought to understand the specific purpose and audience of each document. I
conducted a systematic search for relevant documents during all phases of the study.
Reviewing documentation helped gain insight into research question 1, “How do mentor
and mentee principals describe their mentoring experience when using e-mentoring
technologies?” and research question 2, “Why did program designers incorporate ementoring technologies into the new principal mentoring program?”
Archival records. The archival records reviewed in this case study included
survey data of past participants’ satisfaction with the mentoring program. The archival
records were analyzed for accuracy and to determine the conditions under which they
were produced (Yin, 2009, p. 106). The purpose of this research procedure was to gain
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insight into the history of the program and its evolution. An examination of archival
records helped answer research question 2, “Why did program designers incorporate ementoring technologies into the new principal mentoring program?” This research
procedure also aligns specifically with research question 3, “What challenges and
benefits do e-mentoring technologies present to mentees, mentors, and program
developers and administrators?”
Interviews. Interviews were the most important procedure in this case study.
Three mentors and their three mentees were interviewed. Interviews were open-ended
and semi-structured in nature, designed to capture the participant’s thoughts and feelings
concerning the use of e-mentoring technologies and the mentorship relationship. Yin
(2009) refers to this as an “in-depth” interview (p. 107). Two interviews were conducted
during the middle and end stages of engagement in the mentoring program. The
interviews provided a better understanding of how the mentoring relationship and
participants’ engagement with e-mentoring technologies may have or may not have
changed over time. Interviews helped answer research questions 1 and 3, “How do
mentor and mentee principals describe their mentoring experience when using ementoring technologies?” and “What challenges and benefits do e-mentoring
technologies present to mentees, mentors and program developers and administrators?”
Open-ended semi-structured interviews were conducted with the Assistant
Superintendent of Administrative Services, the person considered the program developer
and administrator. These interviews helped answer research question 2, “Why did
program designers incorporate e-mentoring technologies into the new principal
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mentoring program?” Two interviews were conducted, one before the principal
interviews took place, and one after the data analysis stage of the research process.
Direct observations. Direct observation took place to better understand the
participants’ engagement with Skype technology. Data garnered from direct observations
were gathered by careful observation and note taking. Notes were reviewed and clarified
before leaving the site. Observations were recorded on a digital recording device and later
transcribed. Observations were used to triangulate data compiled during the first
interviews. The main goal of the direct observations was to notice the physical interaction
with e-mentoring technology, specifically, the instinctive reactions of participants.
Physical artifacts. Yin (2009) described physical artifacts as “a technological
device, a tool or instrument, a work of art, or some other physical evidence” (p. 113). The
physical artifacts investigated in this case study were some of the participants’ school
management plans and PowerPoint presentations created by the principals. The
investigation of physical artifacts helped me better understand mentoring activities within
this mentoring program and helped triangulate findings with other data.
Adaptiveness and flexibility were exemplified with the decision to continue with
case study methodology despite a lack of information garnered from the different data
sources, with the exception of the interviews. The informal nature of the program
prohibited the analysis of rich data sources, but the value of hearing the voices of
principals engaging with Skype outweighed any decisions to stop or change the study.
Case Study Protocol
Instrumentation included the development of a case study protocol. A protocol
contains an overview of the case study project, field procedures, case study questions,
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and a guide for the case study report (Yin, 1994, p. 64). In essence, Chapters 1 through 3,
are the case study protocol. The protocol reflects Yin’s (1994) perspective on preparing a
well-planned descriptive case study. Yin wrote, “the protocol contains the instrument but
also contains the procedures and general rules to be followed in using the protocol” (p.
79). Yin also wrote, “empirical research advances only when it is accompanied by theory
and logical inquiry, and not when treated as a mechanistic data collection endeavor”
(Yin, p. xiii). I agree with Yin’s statement and designed a case study protocol using
Senge’s learning organization theory as a lens by which to view and construct the study.
The development of this protocol will provide focus and increase the reliability of the
research. I also developed an interview protocol for all interviews and used an audio
digital recording device to ensure accuracy in the interview process. Other
instrumentation used in this study included a code book to keep track of categories and
themes during data analysis.
Data Collection
Preparation for data collection began three years prior to this case study, when I
began learning about proper research design, data collection, and analysis through The
George Washington University’s Educational Administration and Policy Studies
(Educational Administration Concentration) doctoral program. Yin (2009) insisted that a
good case study investigator must ask good questions, be a good listener, exercise
adaptiveness and flexibility, and have a firm grasp of the issues being studied. Grounded
in learning organization theory, and having already prepared a literature review
encompassing principal professional development, mentoring, and e-mentoring, I felt I
had a firm grasp of the concerns being studied, including theoretical and policy issues at
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play. Much time was spent carefully crafting research questions, as well as interview
questions. These questions were reviewed and practiced with peer researchers. I
“listened” with more than my ears. Yin wrote, “listening takes the form of worrying
whether there is any important message between the lines” (p. 70). Exercising
adaptiveness and flexibility came into play when I realized the ABC mentoring program
was more informal then I had originally thought. Finding a lack of documentation,
archival records, and physical artifacts, interviews became the main source of data within
the study. Overall, I fulfilled the qualities of a good case-study investigator.
Investigation of documentation, archival records, and physical artifacts began
following the approval by George Washington University’s Internal Review Board
(IRB). ABC County also had a research approval process, and I was granted access to
conduct the study by the ABC board in February. Standards set by these two boards were
adhered to and followed exactly. This investigation of documentation, archival records,
and physical artifacts helped me more fully understand the context of the school district,
the individual schools of the mentors and mentees, and the mentoring program.
Information included demographics and test scores, which helped situate the case study,
and the interviews, which provided the most meaningful information and allowed me to
get closer to answering the research questions.
Data collection from interviews occurred by first developing an appropriate
interview protocol and then practicing with a colleague. The first round of interviews
began during March. Each participant was contacted via telephone to determine her
willingness to participate in the study. Each of the three mentors and mentees agreed to
participate. I obtained verbal consent as outlined in the approved IRB application. I
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contacted each participant by phone to determine the best time, date, and location to
meet. All interviews took place in the principal’s office, except two, which were held at
local coffee shops. The interview with the program administrator took place in her office.
(See Appendices A, B, and C for interview protocols.) After greetings, the consent form
was reviewed and I asked the participant if she had any questions and obtained
permission to record the interview. I used the Voice Memo application on the iPhone to
record each interview digitally. During the interviews, I maintained the positive
interactions outlined by Merriam (2009), “respectful, nonjudgmental, and nonthreatening” (p. 107). As necessary, I repeated questions or asked probing questions to
clarify and keep the conversation fluid. The participants shared their stories and I jotted
down observable interactions. I was sensitive to the level of comfortableness the
participant exhibited when talking about different subjects and the level of animation
exhibited through hand gestures, pace of talk, and level of audibility.
I employed the method of “memoing” after each interview (Strauss, 1987). In
fact, this process of jotting down thoughts, connections, theories, and questions proved
indispensable in my ability to make sense of the data. Memos were written, not just after
the interviews, but frequently throughout the day, when thinking of, or reviewing data.
These writing sessions began immediately after the interview, in order to capture
memorable words, thoughts, or ideas using the Notes application of the iPhone. These
first thoughts were then expanded upon in the code book in the evening and further
refined the following morning. Usually, I added more writing to each participant’s
interview memo, after each interview. I noted nonverbal behaviors, first impressions, and
interpretive thoughts. Often, the digital recording was played several times during these
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writing sessions. I began to make connections and notice patterns within the first few
interviews. As Strauss (1987) contended, this process of writing helped me make sense of
the data:
The initial memos tend to look a little like those written by novices at this general
style of memo writing: at first, a high proportion of them may be operational
(what data to collect, where to go to do this), or reminder notes (don’t forget to…,
or don’t forget this point), or scattered “bright ideas,” or fumbling around with a
flood of undifferentiated products of coding, or just thinking aloud on paper for
purposes of stimulation in order to see where the thinking will lead, and so on.
Later memos will incorporate the results of the (early, frequent and later,
occasional) microcoding; focus on emerging major categories and their
relationships with each other and the minor categories; struggle with whether to
choose one or more core categories; intergratively summarize pervious memos
and coding; suggest pinpointing bits of data to fill out points in the analysis; and
so on. (p. 109)
Memos were integral to both the data collection and data analysis processes.
I listened to the recorded interview five or six times after each interview. Once
verbatim transcripts were returned from the transcription service, Verbalink, and checked
with the original recording, they were sent to the participant for member checking.
Data Analysis
Merriam (2009) maintained “Data collection and analysis is a simultaneous
activity in qualitative research” (p. 165) With this in mind, I began the process of analysis
directly after the first interview and continued until the point of saturation. “Memoing”
described in the data collection process is a form of analysis (Strauss, 1987). Merriam
(1988) wrote:
A qualitative design is emergent: One does not know whom to interview, what to
ask, or where to look next without analyzing data as they are collected. Hunches,
working hypotheses, and educated guesses direct he investigator’s attention to
certain data and then to refining and/or verifying one’s hunches. The process of
data collection and analysis is recursive and dynamic. (p. 123)
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I used the “recursive” and “dynamic” process of data analysis described above.
Data analysis included constant reading of all elements of the case study database.
Readings included a search for relevant information with regard to the research questions.
In an attempt to describe the cyclical nature of qualitative analysis, Merriam
wrote, “emerging insights, hunches, and tentative hypotheses direct the next phase of data
collection, which in turn leads to the refinement of reformulation of questions” (p. 165).
At this point, I developed the protocol for the second round of interviews (see Appendix
D). A similar pattern of digesting the data as described previously was followed. I reengaged in open coding. I read the transcripts and highlighted notable segments. These
were segments of data that I thought were significant, related to my research questions, or
what I believed would help describe the “real-life” experience of engagement in the
mentoring program. As I read, commonalties within questions were highlighted. For each
segment of highlighted data, I assigned a code. The interview was read and coded several
times. Frequently, between the second and third run through the data, codes were refined,
deleted, or added. Creswell (2007) described open coding as “coding the data for its
major categories of information” (p. 64). From the open coding, axial coding is
completed. Axial coding involves the assembling of data in new ways from open coding
(Creswell, 2007, p. 97). Data collected from all five sources of evidence were broken into
what Lincoln and Guba (1985) called “units of information that will, sooner or later,
serve as a basis for defining categories” (p. 132). According to Lincoln and Guba, each
unit of information must be related to the research questions and cause the reader to think
of how it relates to other units of information and be so small that it can stand by itself,
needing no other information to explain it (p. 345).
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It was during this emergent process that I began to form categories for the codes.
Strauss (1987) stated, “Once the core category or categories are suspected or decided
upon, then be certain to relate all categories and subcategories to that core, as well as to
each other” (p. 81). At the heart of this process, I continually reflected on Senge’s
learning organization theory and the five leadership disciplines. Yin (2009) emphasized
the importance of theory during the data collection phase of case study research because
it helps guide the type of data collected. I found the theory particularly helpful when
weeding through large amounts of data. The disciplines of personal mastery, mental
models, building a shared vision, team learning, and systems thinking were ever present
in my mind as I poured over the words of principals engaged in e-mentoring. Merriam
(1988) stated “developing categories, typologies, or themes involves looking for
recurring regularities in the data” (p. 133). While some categories related directly to the
research questions, others did not. All of the categories were reviewed and reshaped
several times. Guba and Lincoln (1981) maintained that this is both a convergent and
divergent process (p. 93). The code book became a crucial tool in keeping track of
categories and in accurate archive analysis. Merriam (2009) described categories as a
“theme, a pattern, a finding, or an answer to a research question” (p. 178). I also saw my
original notes, some of which became codes, merge into categories. The longer I
reviewed the original data and made comparisons between interviews, these preliminary
categories eventually became themes.
From this point in the analysis process I will move up “from the empirical
trenches to a more conceptual overview of the landscape” (Miles & Huberman, 1984, p.
228). Here I looked at overarching themes and concepts within the data to make sense of
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the experience of the mentees, mentors, and program developers and administrators
engaged in the e-mentoring process. The themes were triangulated with the other sources
of evidence. This analysis sought to describe accurately the e-mentoring experience as it
is understood by mentors, mentees, and program developers and administrators.
The second round of interviews followed similar procedures as the first. However,
the interview protocol was developed using the interview question typology developed by
Strauss, Schatzman, Bucher, and Sabshin (1981). This typology guides the kinds of
interview questions asked. The four major categories of questions are hypothetical,
devil’s advocate, ideal position, and interpretive questions. (See Appendices D and E for
Interview Protocols). This typology was used because it invited the interviewees to
describe what it was like to be engaged with e-mentoring technology. Merriam wrote,
“Devil’s advocate questions are particularly good to use when the topic is controversial
and you want respondents’ opinions and feelings” (p. 97). This approach was considered
useful because mentees and mentors seemed reluctant at times to critique the mentoring
program or speak candidly their thoughts and feelings. Merriam described the use of ideal
questions in evaluation studies because they reveal both the positives and negatives or
shortcomings of a program. Although this was not an evaluative study, evaluative
information was sought to elicit information and opinion that helped answer the research
questions.
Lincoln and Guba (1988) describe four guidelines for knowing when to end the
process of data collection and analysis. The theoretical guidelines are: exhaustion of
sources; saturation of categories; emergence of regularities; and over-extension.
Exhaustion of sources occurred when I had spoken to all mentees, mentors, and program
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developers and administrators and ancillary persons. Saturation was revealed to me when
no new information emerged in data collection and analysis. Emergence of regularities
occurred when similar patterns emerged from multiple data sources and over-extension
occurred when information emerged from the data that did not relate to the research
questions and was far removed from delegated categories and themes. Finally, I had
reached the point in the research process where the description and analysis of themes
can be presented with “assertions, or an interpretation of the meaning of the case”
(Creswell, 2007, p. 75).
Validity and Reliability
Merriam (1988) wrote “validity and reliability are concerns that can be
approached through careful attention to a study’s conceptualization and the way in which
the data are collected, analyzed, and interpreted” (p. 165). The focus of this research
study was to give voice to mentees, mentors, and program developers and administrators
engaged in e-mentoring activities. Data collection and analysis procedures were used “to
achieve specific understanding through documentation of concrete details of practice”
(Erickson, 1986 as cited in Merriam, 1988). Erickson termed this interpretive research.
Therefore, as Merriam wrote, “if understanding is the primary rationale for the
investigation, the criteria for trusting the study are going to be different than if discovery
of a law or testing a hypothesis is the study’s objective” (p. 166). In order to maintain
internal validity, I consulted with participants throughout the study as a means of
clarifying thoughts, actions, and words. I was ultimately working to portray “a more or
less honest rending of how informants actually view themselves and their experiences”
(Taylor & Borgan, 1984, p. 98 as cited in Merriam, 1988). Other strategies for ensuring
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internal validity included triangulation of the multiple data sources, gathering data over a
year-long period, peer examination, and disclosing the researcher’s biases (Merriam,
1988).
Reliability was ensured through the establishment of the case study protocol and
the case study database (Merriam, 1988; Yin, 1994; 2009). Lincoln and Guba (1985)
suggested thinking of reliability in terms of the dependability and consistency of the
results. The goal is not to make sure that outsiders can get the same results, but that the
results are consistent with the data. Reliability is strengthened because the researcher has
used full disclosure in the purpose for the case study and reasons for selecting
participants, using multiple methods of data collection, and mapping each step taken
along the research endeavor (Merriam, 1988, p. 172).
External validity will be left to the reader. A critique of the case study method is
that it is not generalizable (Merriam, 1988; Yin 1994, 2009). However, some
methodologists have reframed what it means to be generalizable and offered that the
extent to which a reader applies the knowledge gleaned from a case study is up to the
person in the new situation, and thus constitutes how generalizable the case study
information becomes (Merriam, 1988). Framing external validity this way, it becomes the
burden of the case study researcher to provide rich detail of all aspects of the study. My
use of a case study protocol, data base, and code book increased external validity.
A concern for validity and reliability is evident by the data collection methods.
Collecting multiple sources of evidence allowed for triangulation. Yin (1994) stated “the
most important advantage presented by using multiple sources of evidence is the
development of converging lines of inquiry” (p. 92). Yin further explained that the
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converging lines of inquiry help address validity because the multiple sources of data
“provide multiple measures of the same phenomenon” (p. 92).
Yin (1994) stated that case study researchers who do not distinguish between the
data and the report of the investigator are a major limitation to case study research. For
this reason, all notes were carefully archived and can be made public for future
researchers. The employment of these data collection processes revealed a concern for
validity and reliability.
Human Participants and Ethics Precautions
Ethical precautions were considered when designing this study. Full disclosure of
the research case study was related to participants and only voluntary participation was
included. Participant privacy was protected through the use of pseudonyms. I used great
care to build a rapport with participants and answer any questions from participants.
Anonymity and confidentiality was assured with all participants in order to create a
healthy sharing environment.
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Chapter IV: Results
This chapter presents data from each research question sequentially. The
questions were designed to capture the voices of mentee and mentor principals engaging
in e-mentoring. The first question asked each mentor and mentee principal to describe her
mentoring experience when using e-mentoring technologies. The e-mentoring technology
piloted in the e-mentoring program described in this descriptive case study was Skype.
The principals in this study perceived Skype as an impractical technology for the ABC
mentoring program. The second research question asked why program designers
incorporated e-mentoring technologies into the new principal mentoring program. An
honest and thorough description of conversations with the Assistant Superintendent in
charge of the program is presented, along with a brief history of the program. Research
question 3 asked the participants to relate the benefits and challenges they experienced
using Skype. Challenges reported by the participants included not having Skype training,
creating and committing time to Skype and, and unmatched technology experience
between mentors and mentees. Participants reported no benefit of engaging with ementoring technology over the course of the year. The data show that the participants see
the value of using Skype communication for new principal mentoring, but in different
school districts. The participants were able to describe an ideal setting in which they
believed e-mentoring technology would support new principal mentoring. The principals
had specific suggestions of changes to their own ABC mentoring program that would
facilitate a more fruitful e-mentoring environment. Their suggestions are covered in the
data presentation of research question 4, which asked mentors and mentees to make
suggestions to enhance the effectiveness of e-mentoring technologies. The findings
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suggest that the participants believe a more structured e-mentoring program would help
facilitate more effective e-mentoring. A description of the tools the participants suggested
is provided.
Introduction to Mentees and Mentors
The aim of the research was to give voice to the participants in the mentoring
program that utilizes e-mentoring technology. According to Yin (2009) the descriptive
case study line of inquiry supports this aim because the researcher asks “how” and “why”
questions about a contemporary event, over which the researcher has no control (p. 13).
Because the intention was to describe the participants’ encounter with e-mentoring
technology, the participants’ personalities, and their differing levels of experience,
become important factors.
Mentee 1 was a new middle school principal. She had started her career as a
teacher in ABC County in 1992, teaching social studies at the high school level. She
taught for 11 years at the high school, taking one year out, half way through, to work at a
city high school in another state. Upon her return to ABC County, she earned her
administrator’s license from a local college and took an assistant principalship in 2006 at
the middle school. She worked as assistant principal at the middle school for four years,
went back to the high school as an assistant principal for one year, and then received her
first principalship at the middle school where she had started as an assistant principal.
Mentee 2 was a new elementary school principal. She started teaching English as
a second language in ABC County in the 1980’s. She left the area and taught in a number
of different places. She came back to ABC County as an Instructional Technology
Coordinator in 1996. She remained in this position for five years. After earning her
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administrative license, she became assistant principal at an elementary school in southern
ABC County. She then came to the northern end of the county and was assistant principal
at her current school for six years. When the former principal retired, she became
principal of the elementary school.
Mentee 3 taught band at a middle school in the Midwest for four years. She
entered into an administrative license program and served as an assistant principal at two
different middle schools before coming to a school district near ABC County. In this
smaller school district she served as an assistant principal at the high school level for one
year and then as principal for the only middle school in the district for five years. After
her fifth year of principalship, she came to ABC County to be principal of a middle
school.
Each new principal had a unique perspective on the mentoring program under
study. Mentee 1 and 2 shared a long history of working in ABC County, and, although
they were new to the principal position, they had many established contacts within the
county on which they relied for information. They experienced more role socialization
needs, whereas Mentee 3, who had been a principal previously in a different county,
experienced more organizational socialization needs.
The Assistant Superintendent of Administrative Services chose the mentors in this
study, except in the case of Mentee 1. Mentee 1 asked specifically for Mentor 1 based on
Mentor 1’s solid reputation in the county. The Assistant Superintendent made the other
two matches. When making the selections, the Assistant Superintendent considered the
level of the school and the personalities of the principals.
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Mentor 1’s entire career was in ABC County at the middle school level. She
started in 1974 as a middle school French and Spanish teacher. She moved around to
various middle schools within the county until she was encouraged to go into
administration. She did her coursework at a local university and took a position as the
first coordinator at the Office of Minority Achievement. She served in this capacity for
five years, until she went into an assistant principalship at a middle school. She continued
as the assistant principal until she was asked to serve as the acting principal for a middle
school for six months. When she did not get the principalship at that middle school, she
returned to her former middle school as assistant principal. Two years later, she received
the principalship at the school in which she presides at present.
Mentor 2 started her teaching career in a rural area at a middle school. After two
years, she left the public school to work on her Master’s degree. During that time she
worked as an instructional assistant at the university. After receiving her Master’s degree,
she worked in a Title 1 city school for six years. She then moved to the surrounding area
and worked with Title 1 in several capacities. She worked in administrative positions
where she was in charge of the parent programs and teacher in-services. She received her
reading recovery training and soon became an assistant principal. She came to ABC
County as an assistant principal, where she was part of the team that was opening up the
elementary school where she serves currently as principal. She became principal of that
school within four years of opening the school and is in her 15th year of principalship at
the school.
Mentor 3 also had much experience in ABC County. She started out of state as a
special education teacher. She took time off to raise children, but always remained active
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in education. She then received her counseling degree and went back to education as a
counselor. She worked as a Director of Counseling in a nearby jurisdiction for six years
at a special education center. She then moved to an elementary school counselor position.
She came to ABC County in 1994 to help the middle school where she serves currently as
principal. She was originally the Director of Counseling, but moved to assistant principal,
and then to principal of the school. At the time of the study, she was in her ninth year as
principal at the middle school, 18th year at the school, and 29th year as an educator.
All three mentors had extensive experience in ABC County. All three mentors
had worked at the school in which they eventually became principal under a different
capacity, and all three stayed at the school, once they became principal, until the time of
this study. Mentor 1 and Mentor 2 announced their retirement during the course of this
study. Participants in this study included five white females and one black female.
Neither race nor gender was raised in the data. Table 2 summarizes the experiences of the
mentees and mentors.
Table 2: Experiences of Mentees and Mentors as of 2011
Participant

Years
Completed as
Principal

Mentored
Principal
Before

Mentee 1

0

No

19

4

Mentee 2

0

No

15

6

Mentee 3

5

No

0

0

Mentor 1

12

No

37

12

Mentor 2

14

No

18

18

Mentor 3

8

No

17

17

113

Years Working
Years in
in ABC
Current School
County

The Context
The context of the schools is important to understand because the participants
frequently referenced the “uniqueness” of their school or ABC County. Whether the
schools are unique or not is left to the judgment of the reader. However, I wish to
communicate that the participants unequivocally maintained that their school and school
system are “unique” and that many of the discussions surrounding why e-mentoring
technology was or was not working circled back to the participants’ feelings of working
in a specific context. Hence, it is important to provide some background on each of the
six schools.
Mentee 1 works in a middle school with an enrollment of 933. It is one of five
middle schools in ABC County. Mentee 2 works in an elementary school with an
enrollment of 594. This is considered an average size of an elementary school in ABC
County. Mentee 3 works in a middle school with 969 students, which is the largest
middle school in ABC County. Mentor 1 works in a middle school with 726 students.
Mentor 2 works in an elementary school with 575 students and Mentor 3 works in a
middle school with 765 students. Enrollment numbers are reflective of the 2011--2012
September 30th school membership reported in the State Report Card.
Skype
Skype technology can be used on any computing device that uses Web 2.0,
Internet connection, and a camera. It is a technology that has a free-of-charge function
that allows users to communicate audio-visually, so that both users can see and hear each
other. Users must sign up and create a login to utilize this function. There are many other
functions of Skype, including the free Skype chat function that allows users to
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synchronously type text to one another and make conference calls. More advanced uses
of Skype are available for a fee. These functions include group video calling and group
screen sharing, among other functions (Make the most of Skype, www.skype.com). The
function of Skype utilized in this study was the free audio-visual function.
Mentees and Mentors Engagement with E-Mentoring Technology
Each participant provided a unique window into the research questions. Because
the intent of this descriptive case study is to give voice to the participants engaged with
the technology, great effort was taken to present accurate thoughts and feelings from the
principals’ perspectives. Data is presented by analyzing research questions sequentially:
Research Question 1: How do mentor and mentee principals describe their
mentoring experience when using e-mentoring technologies?
Research question 1 asked participants to describe their experience using ementoring technology. As mentioned earlier, the first round of interviews began in March
of 2011. The three pairs of principals were matched in August. In October, the Assistant
Superintendent of Administrative Services asked the three pairs of principals to Skype as
part of the mentoring work. The Assistant Superintendent wrote in her e-mail:
As part of this work, I am asking if you would have your ITC’s (Instructional
Technology Coordinators) set up Skype for you if you don’t already have it and
talk to each other about a time once a week when you can Skype each other to
check in, ask/answer questions/share information and offer advice. (personal email)
When the first round of interviews began in March, it became evident that most
pairs were not Skyping with each other on a regular basis. What follows is a description
of two principals’ first encounters with the Skype technology. These two principals’
stories express the frustration felt by all the principals. These two principals’ stories also
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reflect different experiences with Skype. Although each principal had a unique
experience, the lack of structure to support new technology usage within the program was
common to both principals. On the spectrum of experience with Skype technology,
Mentee 1 was on one end of the spectrum, having never used it before, and Mentor 3 was
on the other end of the spectrum because she was a fluent user and set aside time to try
and Skype with her mentee throughout the program.
Mentee 1’s initial experience with Skype. Mentee 1 described how, even though
her mentor did not express a great interest in the technology, she went ahead and tried to
set up Skype on her work computer. She had never used the technology before and
encountered complications setting it up. In the end, she never did get her Skype account
to work and in reflection commented, “And I think it was largely sort of incorporating an
understanding of the technology into what else was happening at the beginning of the
year…this is just one more thing to do.” Without a class, hands on demonstration, or any
other type of support, Mentee 1 found her drive to learn the new technology slip away.
Her mentor was also very supportive of using cell phones as the primary technology for
communication. Mentee 1 related:
What surprised me was she was really pushing me towards calling her cell phone,
and I think that’s probably ‘cause I can find her better or she answers – she keeps
it with her, I think. Because for a while I was calling her on her work line and that
wasn’t working, and she was kind of insisting of me, like, “Please do call me on
my cell.”
Mentee 1 explained that although she was willing to use the technology, with no one to
show her exactly how it worked, no one insisting it be used, and no checking in on her
progress with it, there was no incentive to use it. The cell phone became the most
convenient way for her to reach her mentor.
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Mentor 3’s initial experience with Skype. Initial set up of Skype technology
was not a smooth process. All principals in ABC County are given an iPhone and an
iPad. Some laptop computers have cameras and all desktop computers can be outfitted
with a camera. There was a plethora of technology options, but no assigned “technician”
to help the principals navigate the options. Some participants, who were avid Skype users
in their personal life, chose to use a home laptop, and others, the work desktop. Not all of
the principals’ desktops came equipped with a camera, so some principals needed to
request a camera be set up on their work desktop. They were also charged with
communicating their needs to their individual school’s Instructional Technology
Coordinator (ITC). The ITC’s had never been contacted by the Assistant Superintendent
about the pilot use of Skype in the mentoring program, but each ITC contacted by his or
her principal was willing to gather and set up the required technology. Mentor 3
described involving the ITC and the multiple steps required to get started:
So I had to go to my ITC and say, “You need to set this up for me on my
computer so I can do it,”…I didn’t have an iPad that had a camera. So then I had
to get an iPad with a camera.
Inherent in her descriptions of her first encounters with Skype, are feelings of
frustration. Skyping was “not too productive because although she (Mentee 3) could see
me and I could see her, the voice on it was not working.” Mentor 3 goes on to further
explain that, although they were able to see each other on the computer, the sound
function was not working properly, so they called each other on the cell phone while
they watched each other on the computer, both laughing at the ineffective way to
communicate. Mentor 3 has had similar technology failure problems with Skype in her
personal life:
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I use Skype with my grandchildren…Either their computer's not working just so,
or ours wasn't working just so, or the connection wasn't working just so. That's
something that we've run into with Skype before. It seems sort of a ludicrous
thing to go through, the bother of the Skype. We did get the addresses and we did
all of that. We set it all up but it seemed that it became easier for Mentee 3 to, as
needed, ask for help rather than have a set time.
These two principals described their first physical encounters with Skype within
the program as frustrating. The frustration experienced was attributed to the fact that they
did not see alignment between the Skype initiative and the school district’s practices.
However, it is important to record that both Mentee 1 and Mentor 3 reiterated several
times that, with proper support, they would be open to trying Skype as a form of ementoring communication. The principals discussed how they could see Skype and ementoring working better in other places, but that it was not a good fit for the ABC
mentoring program.
The Practicality of Skype in ABC County
When asked to describe their experiences with e-mentoring technology, all six
participants agreed that Skype was not a practical support for new principal mentoring. I
asked many follow-up questions to ensure a true picture of participants’ feelings in this
matter. The participants all agreed that, within ABC County, Skype was not a practical ementoring technology. Factors contributing to this perception included: (a) the geography
of the school county; (b) the comfort and convenience of other forms of communication;
(c) the synchronicity of Skype communication.
Geography of the school county. Throughout the course of the interviews, the
principals frequently cited the unique geography of ABC County public schools as a
reason for the impracticality of Skype. ABC County, generally described as a small
school district, with a population of 20,000 students, spans 16 square miles. The longest
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distance that exists between the schools of any one of the three pairs of mentors and
mentees in this case study was 7.58 miles (www.mapquest.com). In addition to
understanding the geographic layout of the school district, it is important to understand
the frequency by which the principals are required to meet face-to-face. At a minimum,
school-level principals meet monthly, in addition to a monthly meeting where all the
principals in ABC County gather. The county is considered to have a collaborative
culture. Principals are encouraged by senior leaders to work together and mentees and
mentors are encouraged to meet as frequently as needed.
With ample opportunity for face-to-face meetings to occur, face-to-face
mentoring was the preferred way for the principals to support one another. Even though
“the hectic work schedule” of a principal was referenced several times throughout the
study, none of the principals felt they were too busy to create time for face-to-face
meetings. Mentor 2 described the importance of face-to-face meeting:
For my particular team (elementary principals in her cluster, which would include
her mentee), it works very well once a month to have breakfast. It takes us out of
the building because when you do things in the building there are always so many
other things going on. For us, I would say that has been one thing that has really
worked… something I would share with other people who are mentoring would
be trying to find that time monthly, even if it's just an hour, where you're out of
the building and just the two of you can talk together.
Although much of the research presented in the literature centered on the difficulty of
finding time for mentoring to take place, the mentors and mentees in the ABC mentoring
program related that the county had established meetings for different levels of
principals. These required meetings were held monthly. Although the meetings had
specific agendas, there was exchange of information and learning among principals. The
close proximity of the mentee and mentor schools to the building in which these meetings
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took place added to the convenience of mentors and mentees agreeing to meet before or
after the required meeting. The principals in this case study viewed these meetings, and
their informal pre- and post meetings, as embedded time for face-to-face mentoring to
take place.
Mentor 2 described the collegiality she felt was a product of the size of ABC
County:
Our Assistant Superintendents here, they're very receptive to helping if you have a
question, if you need additional support. Again, that's one of the things with the
size of ABC County that I think is very, very helpful. I've been in very large
systems. I've been in very tiny systems. ABC County just has a great flow about
it, kind of that "just right" size where you know most of the people and there's a
relationship where you can call on colleagues to help.
It was clear that the ample opportunity for face-to-face mentoring affected Skype usage
and contributed to the perception that Skyping was an impractical form of e-mentoring.
Mentee 2 reported:
I think in ABC County, which is relatively small geographically, that Skyping for
some people can seem impersonal. If I had a question it would be easier for me to
meet someone for coffee or go to their school on the way home from my school,
or even just to pick up the phone would be – would take a couple of minutes less
time. So if I wanted to talk to one of my colleagues in ABC County I wouldn’t
Skype them, but if I worked in a large county, even a county like (a larger local
county), I probably would – I could see the value of Skyping. So I think that the
e-mentoring really depends on the location and probably depends also on the
personalities of the people involved.
Mentee 2 continued to describe her extensive use of Skype with family members
overseas. She described Skype as a practical form of communication when there are long
distances between users, or when there are long gaps of time between users being able to
get together. She reported that the close proximity of schools within ABC County and the
frequent opportunities for principals to meet at scheduled meetings were factors in her
perception that Skype was not a practical e-mentoring technology for ABC County. In
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conjunction with the perception that Skype was not a useful tool to support e-mentoring,
the participants also reported the ease of use of other forms of communication and they
expressed specific beliefs of when different forms of communication should be utilized.
Comfort and convenience of other forms of communication. Throughout the
duration of the one-year mentoring program, the form of technology used most often for
mentoring, reported by all six principals, was the telephone or cell phone. This was
followed by e-mail, and then Skype. Mentor 2 explained candidly, “To me, it’s (Skyping)
not as personal as meeting someone. I just don’t see what the real benefit of Skyping is
over a phone call.” When further discussing the form of communication she used most
frequently with her mentee, Mentor 2 established the needs of her mentee as criteria for
choosing a medium:
I think it really depends on the need that she has. If it's something very specific, email is fine. Like something about our treasury and what's a procedure? If it's
something that really deals more with personnel and something she's going
through with a staff member, we use the phone. Then when we have breakfast
once a month we really just put everything on the table and we run the gamut of
what we talk about.
Mentor’s 1 and 3 similarly referenced the ease of phone communication over Skype.
Comfort zone was another theme that emerged through the data. Mentor 3 captured this
theme:
I’ve gotten very, very comfortable just e-mailing people back and forth. And, of
course, I prefer to pick up the phone and have a conversation with somebody
because sometimes e-mail has a different tone. So of the two, I think that Skyping
allows an actual conversation, but the e-mailing is quick. You don’t have to wait
for anybody. They don’t have to be right there. You can just ask your questions as
they come up.
Synchronicity of Skype communication. Skype requires that both users commit
to a mutually agreed upon time at which to communicate. Within the literature, this type
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of e-mentoring technology is described as synchronous and is contrasted with the
asynchronous nature of e-mail (Lenear, 2007). E-mail is considered asynchronus because
typically, e-mail users are not e-mailing at the exact same time. Mentor 3 and Mentee 3
set up time to Skype each week. Mentor 3 related that although she and her mentee
carved out time, they frequently did not end up Skyping. One or the other principal would
end up breaking the Skype appointment because a work-related issue arose. Mentor 3
described:
If it were something that I used as quickly and easily as I do e-mail, I’d be more
likely to use it. It hasn't been that easy to do. Like I said, we set up some time. I
said, "We're supposed to be Skyping." She said, "I don't have time to Skype
today."
Although a time slot had been agreed upon, Mentor 3 definitely felt that the times she
really helped or “mentored” Mentee 3 happened in face-to-face meetings or via the
telephone. Recognizing that the Skyping did not always pan out the way both principals
intended, Mentee 3 spoke about the value she placed on carving out time to Skype. She
felt that because Skype required both principals to communicate and set aside time, she
was more likely to keep in contact with her mentor than if they had not tried Skype:
So, we set up weekly Skype meetings to which we would schedule them on
Thursdays at about 4:00 when we were both, kind of, finished with the day, and
we would use it just to check in with each other – great interface because we got
to see each other’s faces and, kind of, see reactions to things in lieu of being able
to meet because when you have a schedule like we have sometimes it’s hard to
carve time out of your schedule to meet. So, it gave us some face-to-face contact
without having to disrupt our schedules, so to speak.
I think it has definitely aided my ability to learn. For me, part of learning is also
learning how to balance my schedule and scheduling it every week ‘cause we
often get tied up in our own things that we have to do, and even when you have a
mentor, you can let that slide, and by scheduling it every week to talk via Skype,
it kept us in constant contact. So, it helped me learn to balance the new schedule
and to make sure that I kept in contact with a person who knew the ropes in ABC
County anyway.
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Mentee 3 was alone in describing the synchronous communication of Skype as
supportive of e-mentoring relationships. Although both principals found face-to-face
meetings, phone, and e-mail as more practical ways to communicate, they recognized the
importance of pre-scheduling time to connect, and appreciated that in order to Skype, this
is a requirement. Mentee 2 also related the importance of scheduling time to Skype, when
she spoke about using Skype technology in her personal life:
Well, I think first of all, and this is kind of what we did with my daughter when
she was in the Middle East, is that we set up a time, and I think that’s the carving
– it was like sometime Saturday morning between 9:30 and 11:00 both of us – my
husband and myself and my daughter, all three of us agreed that we would Skype
each other once a week in that timeframe. And I think that’s really – you know,
that’s really essential, to have that time.
The principals communicated a sense of value that in order to connect via Skype, they
needed to pre-arrange meeting times. Mentee 3, who spoke more positively of Skype than
the other principals said:
Because I think that's the important piece, to set this time aside and say, “At the
end of the day today I'd like to get with you around 4:00 PM and if we can discuss
some things that I've done today, or some questions that I may have had today.”
This principal communicated a high willingness to use Skype for e-mentoring because
she valued seeing facial expressions when communicating with her mentor. Although the
principals talked about the value of setting aside time to Skype, and one principal talked
about the value of the visual element of Skype, the reality was that the synchronous
element of Skype precluded the principals from Skyping. More Skype appointments were
canceled than actually took place.
A feature of Skype that was addressed by only one principal is that the program
can be left “on” on one’s computer, alerting the user when there is an incoming Skype
call. Mentor 1 commented, “You just can't pop in on somebody. To me it's like popping
123

in on them in their office. You never know who's there, what they're doing, and that kind
of thing.” She also agreed with the other principals that in order for Skype to be
considered a practical tool in e-mentoring, scheduling time to meet is crucial. Although
all of the principals commented on the ease of using e-mail, because it can be answered at
the convenience of the users, all the principals were acutely aware of the need to keep
sensitive subjects out of e-mail. One principal related that questions dealing with policies
were fine to put in e-mail, but if her mentee had questions that pertained to personnel
issues, they always used the phone to communicate. This principal recognized the
permanence of e-mail and the county’s policies on appropriate use. Therefore, the overall
feeling was that it was safer to talk about some topics via the phone, where it was felt
there could be less misinterpretation of communication and no formal documentation.
Mentor 1, who also agreed that some subjects were better discussed via phone,
highlighted that there are times when principals need documentation of conversations:
So when you're Skyping someone, once you get off, that conversation is gone. It's
not there anymore. And depending on the situation, you might want some
documentation that you had the conversation. If you sent an e-mail, you've got
documentation that you've had a conversation. I think that that piece is important.
She, like many of the principals, was aware of matching the right mode of
communication with the right situation. She perceived Skype as another tool to add to her
belt of communication tools, one that she used occasionally for interviewing candidates
who cannot access the school readily, but a tool that, in her eyes, did not fit for mentoring
a new principal in ABC County. Similarly, Mentee 2, an avid Skype user, did not see a fit
between the mentoring that was taking place and Skype technology:
I know it’s kind of a cool idea, and I think we’ve talked before — I’m a great
technology user, but I think if it’s the right tool for the job, and I think probably in
ABC County, Skyping is not necessary.
124

These principals valued using multiple forms of communication at their disposal, but
their already established communication practices precluded the principals from needing
to Skype.
Values and leadership style. The data from research question 1 also garnered
information on the principals’ individual values and how their individual leadership
styles influenced their description of e-mentoring engagement. Mentor 1 communicated
the most deep-seated reasons for why she chose to use different forms of communication,
and those choices were attached to her values. Throughout our conversations she
communicated a strong sense of being a student-centered leader. She is principal of the
only middle school that does not use walkie-talkies for communicating between the
principal and assistant principals. She prefers face-to-face communication with her
assistant principals and prefers walking through the building to find people, rather than
contacting them via walkie-talkie. She adamantly described the impersonal nature of
calling someone on the walkie-talkie. She related, “I’ve refused to have walkie-talkies
here.” The background experiences and knowledge of Mentor 1 informed how she
engaged with the e-mentoring technology. She places value on face-to-face
communication. The relationship-building skills she uses with her assistant principals and
other colleagues at her school was transferred to her relationship with her formal mentee.
In fact, she described her relationships with the other colleagues at her school as
mentoring relationships. She absolutely preferred face-to-face communication. When
asked what form of communication she used most frequently had with her mentee, she
replied:
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By phone and then when we see each other in person, but that's usually
scheduled, like a Principal's meeting or something like that. Just like today she
called me and she had some questions about what we were about to go into
staffing. She had four or five questions that she wanted me to answer. She called
me on my cell phone first because I did tell her, "The best way to reach me is on
my cell phone because I try to keep it with me at all times."
Vital to this discussion is Mentor 1’s focus on serving students. Throughout the
interviews she continually tied the conversation to what was important for students. It
was clear that this value affected every decision she made. For example, when discussing
the ideal time for mentoring to take place, she reported that it should take place after the
students have left the building. Once students and staff have left for the day is when she
answers phone calls, reads and answers e-mails, and works on paperwork. Recognizing
the importance of leadership development was also something that made Mentor 1 stand
out. She was admittedly not the most avid technology user, and did not see the
practicality of Skyping with her mentee, but her value of leadership development drove
her to insist that her mentee call her, at any hour, on her cell phone. She also spoke about
the necessity of ABC County to create leadership development opportunities for assistant
principals:
I also believe that there needs to be, here in this county, and it's the only one I
speak to, a mentoring program for assistant principals as well. I think that we need
to do a better job of getting assistant principals ready to be principals in ABC
County and not have to go outside to get principals.
Mentor 1’s tightly held value of the importance of face-to-face communication
contrasts sharply with Mentee 3’s value of what she perceived as the convenience of
Skyping. Mentee 3 was proficient in Skype technology, and had used many different
forms of technology to communicate throughout her doctoral program. When asked what
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form of technology she preferred to use, she described preferring both the telephone and
Skype:
It’s probably a tie between the phone and Skyping. The phone is really easy. You
just pick it up, and you use it. However, Skyping is just as easy ‘cause it’s on the
phone or the iPad so we can pick that up and use it again. It’s really a matter of if
I want to see the face and I want to get the reaction of what the face looks like,
Skype provides that for me. If it’s just like, hey, I have a quick question, and I
need to get this answered, and I need, like, a three-word answer, the phone is
quicker.
Mentee 3 valued the body and facial gestures that Skype afforded:
It gives you that face-to-face contact without having to actually go through the
physical act of being together. So much of the job that we do is communication,
and communication is very important because you have to be able to read faces,
and you have to be able to read body language which is very difficult to do in an
e-mail and sometimes difficult to do over the phone. So, if you can actually read
the face and see the body posture and just kind of pick on what the person’s
giving you without words, which Skype allows you to do that, I think you get a lot
further in terms of facilitating the communication and moving things forward and
relationships and all that other stuff.
The two different reactions of the principals provide insight into how principals described
their engagement with e-mentoring technology.
E-mentoring conversation content. Important to the way the participants
described their engagement with e-mentoring technology was the topics of their ementoring and mentoring conversations. Mentee 3 described, “I’ve asked her (Mentor 3)
on occasion, ‘What’s the fastest or most efficient way to get something through the
system?’” Mentee 1 described her mentoring conversations in a similar fashion, “It's
really just, "How do I do this? How do I do that?’" The mentees also described the
function of the mentor as a sounding board. Both the veterans and novices described the
mentoring relationship as one in which the mentor was utilized as someone the mentee
could turn to when questions arose. For example, Mentee 3 described, “If it’s just like,
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hey, I have a quick question, and I need to get this answered, and I need, like, a threeword answer, the phone is quicker.” The nature of the mentoring conversation is one
reason the phone became the most useful form of communication. The nature of the
mentoring conversations also reflected the different needs of the three principals. Mentee
3 had been a principal before. She described her mentor as someone who:
Helped me through – again, learning the new county system was the biggest
thing, so she’s really walked me through step-by-step of things that I had to do.
For example, Middle School Fair was new to me, so she walked me through stepby-step of, “Okay, this is what it looks like. This is what it sounds like. Here’s the
three things you need to do before. Here’s the three things you need to do after.
Here’s the deadlines, and by the way, this will be coming up, and then we’ll walk
through that.” She really kind of did a good step-by-step of, “Here’s what might
be new to you, and here’s what it’s going to look for you, and here’s the things
that you have to do.” She was pretty good at getting down to the nitty-gritty of
these are the seven things that you have to do.
The needs of Mentee 3 are contrasted by the needs of Mentee 1, who had worked in the
county for several years. She described using her mentor as a sounding board and for
emotional support:
I do have the sense that she would advocate and probably had advocated on my
behalf without me even knowing it. And I also appreciate her honesty. I feel that
she listens to the issue. She asks intelligent questions, and she's candid about her
perspective.
She continued to frame the exchange of information as mentee-initiated. Mentee 1
continued, “she was good at helping me when I brought an issue to the table, helping me
recognize a constituency I might have overlooked.” While the mentees all described the
conversations with their mentors differently, common to all three pairs was that the
conversations were consistently mentee-initiated.
Network of mentors. Another important theme that emerged when looking at the
data set on how principals described their engagement with e-mentoring technology was
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the notion that all of the principals utilized a network of mentors in their leadership
development. Notably, when asked who was most influential in their leadership
development, the mentees described someone other than their assigned mentor. The
mentors also identified others important to their leadership development. These
individuals ranged from a family member such as a husband or father, to colleagues, such
as another principal in the county, an assistant superintendent, or a former colleague from
a previous work setting. Although each principal identified a unique mentor that helped
develop her leadership capabilities, common among all the principals was the importance
of having multiple mentors. There existed a sense that having a network of informal
mentors was important because different people have different expertise. Mentee 2
explained, “That’s why it’s good to have more than one person that you can go to. I think
that I have a couple of principals that I can call if I have a very specific question.”
Although the six principals did not use e-mentoring technology to engage with their
informal mentors, it is an appropriate theme to mention here, because this study
unearthed the fact that principals had established a network of informal mentors. The
principals valued their network of mentors and it is with these individuals that
conversations about vision, mission, and leadership growth took place.
Significance of Program Structure
Integral to the conversation on the impracticality of Skype was the participants’
perception that the e-mentoring program was informal in nature. Throughout the course
of the interviews, the participants gave several examples of how the informal structure of
the program had an impact on their Skype usage. The Assistant Superintendent in charge
of the program described the connecting of novice and veteran principals as more of a
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strategy to support new principals than a formal program with an evaluation component.
Consequently, some of the frustrations chronicled below need to be understood from this
perspective. I never sensed the principals were blaming the program for lack of support,
but simply voicing the reality of their situations. Throughout the interviews, participants
continually referenced structural components of the program. For example, Mentor 3
lamented that she felt she could have helped her mentee more if she had had more time to
prepare to mentor. She had never been a mentor before, and this, compounded with being
asked to use new technology was expressed as overwhelming:
I think that things were just a little bit ahead of where I was in terms of being
ready to begin this. I was notified at the Administrative Conference that's what I
was doing (mentoring). There wasn't a lot of lead-time for either one of us to get
used to it. Of course those are three of the busiest weeks you have, right after
Administrative Conference and starting school. I'm sure I could've been more
helpful in my time to my mentee except that I had my hair on fire myself.
Although she was an experienced principal, well respected by the community, her staff,
and those above her, she did not feel she was well prepared to support a new principal via
a new piece of technology. In fact, in reflection, she recounted the informal way she
found out she was to be a mentor:
I have no idea. All I know is that…In fact, maybe Mentee 3 said – I'm trying to
remember how I heard about this. I don't know how I heard about it. And then I
said something to the Assistant Superintendent in charge of the program and she
said, “Oh I thought I had told you.” Or maybe she said, “Now you're going to be
Mentee 3's mentor and Mentor 1’s going to be Mentee 1’s mentor.” And I said,
“Oh,” I said, “Did you tell me?” Anyhow, she thought she had already told me
this. It was, as usual in ABC County, very informal, just sort, “We should do this
kind of thing.”
Listening to the unstructured way in which she was assigned to a mentee and asked to
Skype, it was evident that she did not place blame on ABC County in any way. She was
accustomed to the informal operations of the county and, in fact, compared it to her first
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year as principal. She was assigned a mentor and another new principal was not. She
reflected laughingly that she was never sure if it was just an oversight, or if the county
did not have as much faith in her as they did in the other new principal.
The informal nature of the mentoring program came through when participants
were asked to describe how frequently they connected with their mentor or mentee.
Mentee 3 explained:
I think there was a minimum expectation that we would at least meet once a
month, and then I think the rest of it was left up to us. My mentor always left the
door open and said, “Anytime you need to meet, anytime you need to call me,
here’s my 8,000 numbers; you can have them.” She was very open to me calling
at any time to ask any kinds of questions.
With a lack of formal expectations for how mentees and mentors should support one
another and a lack of structured mentoring activities, how mentees and mentors engaged
with one another was guided by their own personalities and experiences. All of the
principals agreed that Skype could be considered an effective e-mentoring tool under the
right conditions, but within the ABC mentoring program, it was not widely used. The
participants related that within a more highly structured program, they might have been
more apt to use Skype technology. Mentee 1 had specific advice on how to improve the
structure of the overall mentoring program to facilitate more Skyping:
Well, I think they (principals) need to know about how to Skype. I think they
need to be supported on site and setting up their Skype accounts and having some
practice sessions. I think it’s a real assumption to make sure that everybody’s on
the same spectrum. Skyping wasn’t part of our TSIPs (Technology Standards for
Instructional Personnel) or that sort of thing. And then I think you need to
somehow work with the principals, maybe the mentors more than the mentees, in
carving out times during the school year and day, perhaps, because I think it’s so
easy to allow yourself to get caught up in that stream of never-ending to-dos that
while you’re well intentioned, if you don’t designate that time to Skype when I
think certainly in a county as small as ABC County, it feels more intuitive to pick
up the phone, then it’s just creating a culture of using technology to communicate.
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Mentee 1 described how the informal nature of the ABC mentoring program did not
support wide-spread Skyping as a part of e-mentoring practices. The principals agreed
unanimously that professional development on how to use Skype in an e-mentoring
program was a much-needed structural element of the program, but even without the
professional development, an openness to trying the technology came through in the
interviews. Mentor 1 explained:
Is Skype out? No, I don’t think it should be. It’s something to try. But again, you
have to set those parameters for it. And again, that might be one of the
professional development pieces. How do you make this effective?
The informal structure of the program was referenced widely by the participants
as they discussed their engagement with e-mentoring technology. The following section
will delve deeper into the inception of the ABC mentoring program and piloting of the ementoring component.
The Skype Initiative
Research question 2: Why did program designers incorporate e-mentoring
technologies into the new principal mentoring program?
Research question 2 asked why program designers incorporated e-mentoring
technologies. The ABC mentoring program has a unique history. It began with the
leadership team of ABC County valuing mentoring and having the resources to support it.
The Assistant Superintendent of Administrative Services described how the program had
changed over the years. At its inception, there were four recently retired principals. There
was low principal turn-over in the county, and a higher assistant principal turn-over, so
the retired principals would work with the Assistant Superintendent and each would
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mentor a few new assistant principals. The mentors and Assistant Superintendent worked
as a team to support the new assistant principals in a variety of ways:
So we had a cadre of about four of them. They would meet with me and we'd
divide up in the beginning of the year. They'd each take two or three
administrators (new administrators) and mentor them. They'd meet together with
them the beginning of their time together. As a group we all met together and then
the retired folks would go out to the schools and meet with them about once a
month, once or twice a month, to just kind of be with them for a day, a half a day
to walk through their day with them, to review what they were working on and
give suggestions and support, and be kind of general mentor in and a phone call
away kind of person if they had an issue.
There was funding for the retired principals to serve as mentors. When the funding
stopped and the retired principals moved on to other things, the program changed to use
sitting principals as mentors to new principals.
A brief description of the current ABC mentoring program follows. The Assistant
Superintendent will ask newly appointed internal principals if there is a particular
principal he or she would like to have as mentor. The Assistant Superintendent matches
the new principals coming from outside the county with a sitting principal.
When making these matches, she considers the level of the school. New
elementary principals are matched with elementary school mentors, and so forth. The
Assistant Superintendent also considers her firsthand knowledge about and personality of
the mentor principals. She also supports the new principals by running monthly meeting
for new principals. At these meetings she checks in with the new principals, they have a
focused learning discussion on a topic important to new leadership, and they are
introduced to other leaders in various departments throughout the county.
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The expectation is that the mentor will support the mentee throughout their first
year of principalship. The Assistant Superintendent explained the informal nature of the
program when she was asked if mentors had any concerns about being asked to mentor:
So when you ask – when I ask someone to be a mentor who hasn’t done it before
they’ll – they might be a little anxious “Do I have – how am I going to take care
of somebody else?” You know, “How much work is this going to be?” And
there’s not a set time you have to put in, five hours a week to do this; it’s nothing
like that. But the expectation is there would be frequent check-ins and follow-up,
and when we are all together to kind of check in with the person to make sure that
they’ve got – that they’re understanding the whole new teacher evaluation system.
It’s hard enough for anybody asking the mentors just to check in with the new
administrators to make sure that they get their questions answered or is there
anything else that they’re not understanding.
Once the matches have been made and the mentors given some guidance on how to
support their mentee, the Assistant Superintendent continued to check in with both
mentors and mentees throughout the year. The entire program was described as very
informal, with no evaluation component. It was described by the Assistant
Superintendent as providing the new principals with a point of contact for questions and
guidance. One important challenge to note in the ABC mentoring program is the small
pool from which to pull mentors. There are only five middle schools in the district and
the year this study was conducted, there were two new middle school principals.
Understanding the informal nature of the program is an important contextual
element in understanding the mentors’ and mentees’ experiences with Skype technology.
The Assistant Superintendent asked the principals to engage in e-mentoring technology
because she believed it would save time. She frequently hears how overworked principals
feel and, as noted above, has firsthand experience with some of the fear principals
associate with the time commitment on mentoring. In her eyes, mentees and mentors
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using Skype technology to communicate would relieve the stress of time spent traveling
to meet. She also felt it important for principals to stay abreast of new technology.
Challenges and Benefits of E-Mentoring Technologies
Research question 3: What challenges and benefits do e-mentoring technologies
present to mentees, mentors, and program designers?
Research question 3 asked the participants to describe the challenges and benefits
of using e-mentoring technology. This question was designed to more fully understand
the experiences of participants engaged with e-mentoring technologies. The responses
shed light on an unstudied phenomenon. Specific to e-mentoring, the challenges included
lack of Skype training, creating time to Skype within the scope of principal duties and
responsibilities, and unmatched technology experience between mentors and mentees.
Lack of Skype training. As chronicled earlier in this chapter, participants in the
ABC mentoring program were given no formal training on Skype technology. When
asked about the challenging aspects of e-mentoring technology, participants who were
not proficient in Skype found navigating its set-up and use challenging. Mentee 1 was the
only participant who had never used Skype before. She found the process of securing a
camera for her desktop and setting up her Skype account to be challenging. When asked
about receiving any help in the set-up process, she described her perception of a handsoff approach, “Figure it out yourself and do it.” Mentee 2 also voiced the challenge of
using any type of technology. She explained that with even the most commonly used
technology, there are times when it fails. “The other disadvantage is that as we all know,
that there’s often glitches in technology and you have to be able to work through those

135

and be patient.” The three mentors, all of whom had used Skype in staff interview
settings, also found the process of setting up Skype challenging.
The challenge of receiving little help with Skype set up and use highlighted the
need for professional development. The desire to access professional development on
using Skype for e-mentoring purposes was a common theme throughout the interviews of
all six principals. Mentee 3’s words best capture this theme. She, who had used Skype
regularly in her doctoral program, and was matched with a mentor who was less
adventurous with technology, felt professional development on Skype was a major
missing link of the ABC mentoring program. She felt her Skyping experience would have
been smoother had her mentor received more support on the nuances of the technology.
She was proud of the effort her mentor put into using it, but felt more extensive use of
Skype could have happened had there been more training:
I think encouraging people to use the technology but teaching them how to use it
is also helpful. I think that it was fine for me because I already knew Skype, but I
know that the other person did not. And so, she had to rely on her ITC to help her
with it, who I’m not sure was completely helpful. So, I think also making sure that
people are comfortable with the platform before even going into it so that there’s
not that nervousness of, “Oh, my gosh, how do I do this?” The comfort level is
already there. If you take that human barrier out of it, then the technology doesn’t
become the issue anymore. That’s kind of been my experience with technology
across the board. If you take that barrier out of it, you take the human “I don’t
know how to do this. I’m afraid” – the self-efficacy out of it, then the technology
no longer becomes an issue. It’s just a medium to use.
Mentee 3 also felt that specific professional development on how to best utilize Skype for
mentoring would have been helpful for all participants, even avid Skype users.
Creating time to Skype within the scope of principal duties and
responsibilities. Another theme prevalent in the data set on challenges was the concern
participants voiced over the necessity of setting aside time to Skype, and then committing
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to the appointment. The mentor principals described hectic, long days, and how
unexpected happenings frequently change a principal’s best laid plans. The mentee
principals also found committing to Skype appointments as a challenge, but felt a more
structured accountability effort could have changed this. All participants agreed that
finding time to Skype was necessary to build a good e-mentoring relationship.
The veteran principals seemed the most unenthused over using Skype and piloting
e-mentoring. Throughout the interviews they described working many late nights and
weekends, and struggling to implement new initiatives, which they felt demanded their
attention constantly. Adding one more thing to the schedule seemed frustrating to some.
Mentor 2 described the challenge of not just committing to Skype time, but also to
supporting her mentee in any way:
I think one of the challenges we all face is finding time because the job never
stops. If you're here at 7:00 AM there are people at your door at 7:00 AM. If
you're here at 7:00 PM at night there are people at your door at 7:00 PM at night.
You need to get your observations done, meet with parents – I think this area; it's
more intense than in most. I think finding that time consistently is a challenge for
all of us.
Mentor 3 described the challenge of a finding a mutually agreeable time to Skype:
We had some fits and starts with the Skype not working. And I had to get Skype
set up here and I’m not as tech savvy as some. And (my mentee) was interested in
Skyping on the weekends and I really try to save my weekends, as much of them
as possible, for my family so I said, “Well, I’d rather do it after school, 4:00,
5:00.”
The two principals did set and agree to Skype appointments, but it is a challenge worth
noting because several principals had different ideas of when appointments would best
work. Mentor 3, the mentor who used Skype most often, described herself as most useful
to her mentee by being available when questions arose, rather than in pre-arranged Skype
appointments. “We set it all up but it seemed that it became easier for Mentee 3 to, as
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needed, ask for help rather than have a set time.” The other two mentors also saw the
value of scheduling Skype appointments and sticking to them in order for e-mentoring to
benefit both principals. Mentor 3 also echoed this when asked if mentoring either
supported or did not support her growth as a leader:
I think that if we had had a more scheduled – "Okay every first Tuesday we'll
Skype." Or, "Once a week we'll do this. We'll go out to eat, or whatever." Having
a regular time to meet I think would have been a little more systematic and as far
as my growth as an administrator perhaps. …It’s sort of hard to make time for
some of these extra things. We've got so much stuff piling on.
Despite the recognition that creating time to Skype was difficult, the veteran principals
clearly voiced the necessity to create the time, because they valued mentoring. Mentor 1
captured this:
Because I think that's the important piece, to set this time aside and say, "At the
end of the day today I'd like to get with you around 4:00 PM and if we can discuss
some things that I've done today, or some questions that I may have had today."
What impeded her frequent use of Skype was her belief that her time was better spent
with the students. This, as mentioned earlier, was a clear value of Mentor 1. When
reflecting on how time issues could be resolved, her student-centered perspective was at
the forefront:
I think what has to happen is the logistics of it need to be worked out. And again,
that (to me) means, "When are we going to do this?" We're administrators. Our
primary time is spent with kids. I very rarely close my door. So I don't do work
while the kids are there.
While her first concern was always students, she also valued mentoring not just new
principals, but assistant principals. She firmly believed that more should be done to
mentor and help assistant principals who want to become principals.
The mentee principals voiced similar challenges related to finding time to Skype
with all of their new responsibilities as principal. Another challenge to setting Skype
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appointments voiced by one participant was the lack of accountability set by the informal
nature of the mentoring program. When describing why more Skyping did not occur,
Mentee 1 explained, “I also think it’s probably lack of delegated time, both between the
folks in the relationship, but then also it was not an expectation from the higher ups,
either.” Had there been more oversight in who was Skyping when, she felt more
principals would have pushed outside their comfort zone instead of relying on what was
most comfortable, using face-to-face meetings, the telephone, or e-mail.
In summary, both mentors and mentees voiced setting up and committing to
Skype appointments as a challenge. Within the data set on challenges, this was the
number one challenge, closely followed by the challenge of unmatched technology
experience between mentors and mentees.
Unmatched technology experience between mentors and mentees. Some
participants referenced differing levels of technology experience as a challenge of ementoring. The participants perceived an unmatched degree of enthusiasm to experiment
with Skype. The mentees, having just been appointed new principals, followed their
mentor’s lead in frequency of Skyping. They expressed gratitude for the opportunity to
work with an experienced principal and were therefore unwilling to push technology
usage, if their mentor preferred face-to-face meetings. For example, one mentee stated, “I
had some struggles sort of figuring out the technology and my mentor was not at all
willing to participate.” She continued, “I was open and game, and I knew from the get go,
my mentor wasn’t interested. What could I have done?” When asked, “Did you feel
confident initiating the Skype conversation, or did you follow your mentor’s lead?” she
replied, “I followed her lead.” Another mentee related:
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I think what’s important is that the person that’s making the pairings has to make
sure that the person that’s doing the mentoring has the time and the energy and
the interest and they see e-mentoring philosophically as something that they
would like to do.
Mentee 3 was open about the differences in technology experience:
There is a bit of an age difference between me and my mentor, who she
admittedly says she’s not very comfortable with technology, although she was a
real trooper in saying, “Yes, I’ll do it. I’ll figure it out.” So, I think maybe a
generation gap was a little bit more difficult for us. Because I will say when I did
use it in my dissertation, everybody was about my age with my technology level,
and again, we used it all the time. So, it was a little bit easier.
Mentee 1 expressed the concern of burdening her mentor:
I’m not going to bother her unless I figure I’m really in it, big. But I think if it
were a more structured kind of give and take, I would be more willing to kind of
have that ongoing conversation.
Her words demonstrated one reason mentees were unwilling to insist their mentors
Skype. They respected and valued their mentors. It was clear when interviewing the
mentees that they were reluctant to speak ill of their mentor. However, one mentee
discussed candidly the differences she perceived between herself and her mentor. She felt
they were not able to build the trusting, supportive mentor relationship that the mentee
had hoped would develop. Therefore, she did not push the Skype initiative with her
mentor at all.
In conclusion, all three mentees followed the lead of their mentor with regard to
Skype usage. The difference in technology experience between the pairs was a challenge
to the mentees, but also a challenge recognized by the mentor principals. The three
challenges categorized above, lack of Skype training, committing to Skype appointments,
and the unmatched technology experience of principals, were the main challenges
displayed in the data.
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In addition to the challenges, research question 3 asked participants to explain the
benefits e-mentoring technologies present to mentees, mentors, and program developers
and administrators. The main benefit the Assistant Superintendent hoped participants
would experience by using Skype was saving travel time. She felt that participants could
receive the benefits of face-to-face meetings without pulling principals from their
buildings. She also believed it was important for principals to stay abreast of technology,
and to model technology use for teachers. The mentees and mentors experienced limited
benefits because there was limited Skyping taking place. When the principals did
expound upon benefits, they referenced the benefits of Skype for different school districts
or places, not for the ABC mentoring program. The principals also described the benefits
of Skype in activities other than mentoring. For example, Mentor 1 described the cost
saving benefit of Skype use in teacher hiring practices:
You're still seeing the person, just like they were sitting there. You're asking them
the interview questions and that kind of thing and it actually saved a bundle of
money because the person didn't have to fly in or drive in-thirty minutes and it's
done.
Using Skype in an interview setting or for personnel connections with far away family
members were the most familiar engagements with Skype. This was the first time all the
principals used Skype in e-mentoring. Skype was described as a tool useful in larger
districts, where face-to-face meetings were not practical.
Mentee 3, held the strongest pro-Skype voice among all the principals. She also
was accustomed to using Skype in educational settings; she had used it frequently to
communicate with colleagues in her doctoral program. Interestingly, she compared the
visual aspect of Skype to the nonvisual aspect of the telephone, in contrast to the other
principals who described the visual aspects of Skype as impersonal. However, in their
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descriptions, they were comparing Skype to face-to-face meetings. For example Mentor 2
said, “To me it's not as personal as meeting someone.”
Suggestions to Enhance the Effectiveness of E-Mentoring Technologies
Research question 4: What do mentors and mentees suggest should be done to
enhance the effectiveness of e-mentoring technologies?
Research question 4 asked the participants to make suggestions on enhancing the
effectiveness of e-mentoring technologies. This information is important because the
ABC mentoring program is the only documented case where Skype was piloted in ementoring new principals. Much care was taken to present the following suggestions
accurately, in the voice of the participants. Having set expectations and guidelines for ementoring was important to the participants. Infused throughout the discussions of
structure, was the necessity for structural elements to be practical. By practical, the
participants communicated a need for structural elements of the program to support and
work within the confines of principals’ duties and responsibilities. The principals worried
that too much structure would hinder their ability to mentor effectively. What follows are
the suggestions the principals shared to enhance e-mentoring technologies. The data was
garnered through discussions of what worked throughout the full year of mentoring, what
did not work, goals and aims of mentoring, and discussions of ideal e-mentoring
situations.
Call for more programmatic elements in e-mentoring. All the principals were
in agreement that more structure would enhance the e-mentoring experience. Mentee 1
compared the very prescriptive teacher-mentoring program of ABC County with the very
loose mentoring for new principals:
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Well, I mean first it needs to be a mentoring program. You know, what I
appreciate from a T-Scale perspective is that it is deliberate, it's systematic, it's
funded, although less so now, and there's an oversight to it, a management of the
program. And so if we were going to institute that for our leaders I would expect
the same thing with benchmarks and incentives, if you will, for folks to act as
mentors…
Similarly, Mentor 3, made a comparison between the expectations in both student and
staff mentor situations:
Well, I think there should be a list of expectations. For instance, when we mentor
kids as a staff with teachers, there was a list of expectations that were given out
when we first started the program. When people are new mentors we need to have
a better job of following up with that. We did a lot of that at the very beginning,
years ago, and then we sort of – as new people have come in we haven't spent the
same kind of time saying, "This is what you should be doing as a mentor. This is
what you should not be doing."
These two examples capture the overarching desire to have a more structured mentoring
program. The principals cited specific elements when envisioning a more structured ementoring program, which included tools geared at facilitating a more meaningful
exchange of information between mentee and mentor.
The mentors in this case study had not ever mentored before and, in reflection at
the end of the year, two stated specifically they felt they could have done a better job of
being a mentor if they had been given more guidelines. One principal said she would not
mind attending a class or training on mentoring, but for the most part, the principals
agreed they were well equipped to mentor. They cited examples of their experiences
mentoring staff, such as teachers and their administrative teams, as preparation for
mentoring a new principal.
The mentor principals expressed the desire for tools that would enhance their
mentoring capabilities. It was suggested that having a calendar of monthly duties would
help the veteran principals remind and prepare the novice principals of important
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responsibilities. Mentor 3 referenced a particular meeting that occurred every fall. She
felt badly that she had not discussed the meeting, which requires considerable
preparation, until a few days before the meeting. It was her mentee who called her and
inquired about the protocols for the meetings. Mentor 3 referenced that such a calendar
would help her anticipate, “what somebody might not know because I’ve been doing it so
long it never, ever occurred to me to mention it to (my mentee).” Another useful tool
included a list of topics generated by the mentees that they would like more information
about. One mentee stated:
I think, also, one of the things I’ve been frustrated with this whole mentoring
thing is it’s not particularly structured, so I feel like I would probably set some
parameters about how many times you need to be meeting or what you’re
touching in about sort of like what we do with our teacher mentors at Back-toSchool Night, you need to make sure your mentee’s set for that, or when you’re
exporting your first-quarter grades.
The mentors were conflicted about what information to share with their mentees.
These suggestions, from the viewpoint of the mentors, were small ways in which they felt
a little more oversight of the program would have contributed to more substantial
mentoring conversations. Having a list of research-based issues or concerns of new
leaders would have helped guide Skype conversations as well. When speaking about the
need for more structure in an e-mentoring program, the principals were envisioning a
structure that allowed for and facilitated more information sharing. Although the mentees
valued the advice and support they received from their mentors, they felt they could have
used more information. The mentors, in turn, did not know what their mentees wanted.
The mentees also expressed different needs. Mentee 3 was in a unique situation because
she had been a principal in another district for four years. She characterized her needs as
needing to understand “the ABC County way.” Her mentor expressed concern over what
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type of information to share. She did not want to insult her mentee by sharing information
she already knew. Overall, the mentors struggled with what information to share with
their mentees, preferring instead, that the mentees come to them with the questions. A
true mismatch of expectations over who should initiate the mentoring conversation
between the mentor and mentee was revealed throughout the course of the study.
When speaking about how to enhance e-mentoring technologies, the principals
highlighted that the Skype initiative did not mesh with the way the mentoring of new
principals had been set up traditionally in ABC County. Skype was not a practical form
of communication when a new principal wanted to ask a quick question of her mentee.
However, using Skype to communicate twice monthly on a focused topic was envisioned
as a practical use of e-mentoring technology. The principals recognized that more
information, other than the need-to-know, right-away logistics that was often part of the
mentoring conversation, could be shared in this more structured e-mentoring
environment.
Need for balance. Although all participants voiced the need for more structure,
they were careful to clarify that too much structure would hurt the commitment one
makes to mentoring. The time and energy commitment of mentoring was in the forefront
of many principals’ minds. Mentee principals referenced the importance of finding
mentors who are eager to mentor. The principals in this case study collectively valued
mentoring and were devoted to sharing their ideas on the appropriate balance of structure
required to enhance e-mentoring. The principals, especially mentor principals, were
acutely aware of the time they commit to their jobs. They were not looking for “extra
duties,” but meaningful structures that would enhance the overall mentoring experience.

145

The principals felt too much structure would hurt both mentees and mentors. Being
loaded down with too many extra requirements, such as personality inventories, teambuilding activities, or work projects, were not things the principals felt would enhance the
e-mentoring experience. However, having someone outside the program determine
minimum time expectations for Skype meetings, and the tools listed in the preceding
paragraph were all suggestions the principals felt would enhance the effectiveness of ementoring.
When the conversation turned to the professional development piece, the
principals preferred having someone come to their office to demonstrate new technology
in a hands-on way. However, attending a small class was another common suggestion.
Mentor 2 discussed the need for principals to be able to ask timely questions and how
principals sometimes do not want to admit what they don’t know in front of colleagues.
She had experience with larger trainings and felt them to be less effective, “I do think
sometimes when we have training classes, they’re so large that you really don’t get much
out of it. And you need to be able to ask those questions right when you need to ask
them.”
The need for e-mentoring technology to be practical became salient when one
principal described the ease and practicality of another piece of new technology. She
described with a positive tone how she was introduced to the concept of writing teacher
evaluations on her iPad:
I did my observations this year on my iPad. And great, it just, it made my life
easier. It was, you know, I walk around with my iPad usually anyway, and then
instead of writing them and then coming back and having to type, really very
handy to walk around with that. So that was a new technology. I worked with my
ITC. I collaborated with a couple of other principals on doing that. So, to me, that
makes really good sense.
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When asked about the professional development piece for iPad observations she
described:
Just somebody…basically giving me the template and sitting down with me. And
actually, what we did is I sat down and looked at the template with my ITC, and
then a couple of us, three or four principals got together with my ITC, and we
talked about tweaking it and what would make it better. Then we used it, and then
we got back together. So I mean, again, very practical. It’s right, it’s the right tool
for the job.
Her positive experience with the training and use of a new piece of technology provided a
concrete example of some of the same elements that other principals suggested needed to
happen to make e-mentoring more effective. The training was done in a small group, it
was done in the principal’s office, there was the opportunity to ask questions and give
feedback, and the technology itself was viewed as something positive. Ipad observations
were a real time saver. It relieved the principals from having to go to their office to write
evaluations. The Skype initiative, as it was rolled out and described in this case study, did
not have the same effect.
Because creating structures to enhance e-mentoring was important to the
principals, but doing so in such a way that does not impede upon their already established
duties and responsibilities, I asked the participants’ opinions of where and when ementoring should occur. All principals agreed that when students are in the building, it is
not ideal, or even feasible, to focus on mentoring. July and August, and after students and
staff leave school, were the top suggestions. One principal suggested the first period of
the day, once students and staff have arrived, and the first class begins, as a suitable time.
She believed this time slot would provide fewer disruptions.
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One mentee, who shared the belief of others that an area in need of improvement
was an easier flow of information, brought up coaching conversations, but questioned the
feasibility:
I’m open to the idea that a mentoring relationship could be a coaching
relationship, but I think that’s different than putting out fires, or logistics, and to
have to roll all of that into one, would be ideal, but the amount of time required by
the mentor is significant and I don’t know if that’s realistic. I think if you’re going
to have that, it can’t be an active principal. It needs to be somebody who’s retired
or who doesn’t have the daily demands. So ideally, yeah, I think you need to have
a leadership coach who’s also familiar with the system and can tell you who to
call when, and give you some feedback about logistics as well as being sort of a –
sort of aware of the arc of chronology within a year, when you’re going to need
that support. But I don’t know that that can be done by somebody who’s active
duty.
The desire for coaching, but the worry of its feasibility, described above, accurately
depicts the multifaceted feelings expressed by other principals. The principals expressed
a desire for more structure in e-mentoring, but only if the structure could practically
improve their e-mentoring experience and not serve to become overwhelming.
Overall, the principals communicated a desire for more in-depth mentoring
conversations, but were unclear as to how to achieve this, except for the few examples
provided.
The results of this study provide empirical data on the effectiveness of an ementoring program for new principal support. Understanding these experiences is the
first step toward understanding the viability of e-mentoring for new principal
development.
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Chapter V: Interpretations, Conclusions, and Recommendations
This descriptive case study depicts the experiences of mentors, mentees, and
program designers engaged with e-mentoring technologies. The following research
questions served as the road map for this inquiry.
1. How do mentor and mentee principals describe their mentoring experience
when using e-mentoring technologies?
2. Why did program designers incorporate e-mentoring technologies into the
new principal mentoring program?
3. What challenges and benefits do e-mentoring technologies present to mentees,
mentors, and program developers and administrators?
4. What do mentors and mentees suggest should be done to enhance the
effectiveness of e-mentoring technologies?
Support for New Principals
A good principal affects student achievement. However, increased demands of the
job, high stakes testing, principal burnout, an aging principal population, and teachers
unwilling to become principals are all factors contributing to a principal shortage.
Districts, states, universities and colleges, and professional organizations have recognized
the need to support new principals and have introduced mentoring as a component of
their leadership development strategies. As the number of mentoring programs increases,
there is a need for research on effective program components in order to inform program
designers and educational policymakers. The literature review in Chapter 2 exposes the
effectiveness of e-mentoring technology as the gap in mentoring research. Are ementoring technologies a viable component in supporting new principal mentoring?
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This study gives voice to mentors, mentees, and program developers engaged with ementoring technology. I believe that finding adequate ways to support new principals is a
worthwhile venture. Providing a window into the lives of six principals engaged with ementoring technology will help shape the future of e-mentoring use in new principal
development. Interview questions and other data collection methods were designed to
capture the experiences of principals engaged with e-mentoring technology.
Key Findings
Findings included eight elements that impact e-mentoring: 1) background
knowledge and experience of the participants; 2) technology experience of the
participants; 3) job-related duties and responsibilities of the participants; 4) goals and
aims of the e-mentoring program; 5) content of the e-mentoring conversations; 6)
technology training provided to participants; 7) synchronous or asynchronous nature of
the technology involved; and 8) support for multiple mentors and mentees. Each element
will be discussed in relationship to existing literature on face-to-face mentoring and ementoring. Positing these ideas within the broader scope of literature exposes
commonalities and divergences between this study and others and helps to further the
study of e-mentoring for new principal development.
Background knowledge and experience of the participants. When describing
why e-mentoring was working or not working, the principals’ background knowledge and
experience was an influence. Tied to background knowledge and experience is the notion
of the willingness of the principal to enter into an e-mentoring relationship. All of the
participants agreed that a precursor in e-mentoring success is the initial desire for the
principal to engage in the e-mentoring relationship. This desire to engage with e-
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mentoring was also linked to several different preconceived notions of e-mentoring.
While the principals all valued mentoring, they did not have much background
experience or knowledge with e-mentoring. Most described Skype as an effective tool for
e-mentoring in another school district, and not within their school district. As discussed
earlier, ABC County provided ample time for face-to-face meetings. A willingness to
engage as a requisite to a healthy e-mentoring experience is documented by DiRenzo,
Linnehan, Shao, and Rosenberg (2010). Their research ascertained that mentees who had
prior positive mentoring or e-mentoring experiences had positive e-mentoring outcomes.
The quantitative study suggests the frequency of contact between mentors and mentees in
an e-mentoring environment plays a vital role in determining positive post-program
outcomes. Although studies on e-mentoring address the individuality of participants,
most of these studies are conducted on highly structured e-mentoring programs
(Hamilton & Scandura, 2002; Rickard & Rickard, 2009; Shrestha et al., 2009). Within
such programs there is typically high accountability for participant involvement, which is
very different from the current study.
Technology experience of the participants. A significant element in an ementoring program is the principals’ experience with technology. The principals’
technology experience influenced the level of e-mentoring usage and the principals’
perception of the viability of e-mentoring to support new principals. Although five of the
six principals had used Skype technology for other purposes, none of the principals had
used it for e-mentoring. However, the principal with the most experience with a variety of
different forms of communication technology was the principal who expressed the
greatest desire to Skype and who offered the most positive benefits of using Skype for e-
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mentoring. This finding is congruent with other studies that have documented technology
experience as an important element in the success of e-mentoring. Fluency in online
communication is a vital skill (Hamilton & Scandura, 2002; Homitz & Berge, 2008).
Shrestha et al. (2009) investigated a blended face-to-face and e-mentoring program called
E-Success, designed to support first-year university students in the United Kingdom, and
revealed the importance of online communication skills for mentors and mentees.
Similar to the participants in the present study, the participants in Shrestha’s et al.
(2009) study expressed mixed opinions regarding the impersonality of online interaction.
Some mentors in Shrestha’s et al. (2009) study felt thoughtfulness and clarity of ideas
could be reached through electronic communication and other did not. The researchers
concluded that the skills needed for face-to-face mentoring are different from those
needed for e-mentoring. A mentor with good face-to-face mentoring skills might not have
good e-mentoring skills, similarly; a shy mentor, one who is not confident in face-to-face
communication, might flourish in the virtual mentoring environment.
The principals in the ABC mentoring program cited unmatched technology
experience as an obstacle in creating an effective e-mentoring environment. Although
they valued face-to-face mentoring activities, each one felt she could communicate
effectively with Skype technology, if given training and support.
Important to the discussion is the principals’ personal preference in using
different forms of e-mentoring technology. The principals chose to communicate in a
form that they perceived as comfortable and convenient. Fluent in e-mail, all of the
principals in this study cited specific criteria for when to use e-mail versus the telephone.
Research supports providing mentors and mentees a multitude of e-mentoring technology
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options for communication (Shrestha et al., 2009). Rickard and Rickard’s (2009) findings
showed differing opinions regarding the effectiveness of e-mail for e-mentoring. One
participant said, “I am really comfortable with e-mail, and in some ways it probably
meant I could be more frank,” whereas another participant said, “e-mail contact is not the
most efficient form of communication” (p. 759). Overall, these studies demonstrate that
experience with technology is personal, and has a significant impact on successful ementoring.
Job-related duties and responsibilities of the participants. Despite differing
levels of experience with technology, common to all principals in this study are their
duties and responsibilities in leading schools. Their work demands were cited frequently
in their descriptions of ideal e-mentoring situations or in justification for why more ementoring did not take place. The participants in this study prioritized issues related to
student learning, and communicated a clear reality of the vast amounts of time it takes to
be an effective school leader. The mentor principals cited examples of increased
responsibilities and all principals expressed a concern for having the time to accomplish
their goals. Creating time to accomplish big and little tasks was a prevalent theme voiced
by principals. Because the principals valued mentoring, some created time for it during
evening hours.
Unique to this study is that the participants expressed clear concern for ementoring to be compatible with their work schedules, but did not view the virtual
element as a time-saving benefit. This finding diverges from previous e-mentoring
research that cites the time one can save by engaging in e-mentoring versus face-to-face
mentoring as a major benefit of e-mentoring (Goldman, 1997; Colky & Young, 2006).
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Scheduling time to meet without the added strain of travel also is mentioned in the
literature (Bierema & Merriam, 2002; Colky & Young, 2006; Goldman, 1997; Single et
al., 2005). As documented in the results section of this study, the principals preferred
face-to-face mentoring, and did not consider themselves too busy to meet. The school
division practices supported face-to-face mentoring time. Embodied within the
principals’ attempts to make clear to me what was practical and impractical about using
e-mentoring technology was the common belief that e-mentoring technology should be
utilized in conjunction with traditional face-to-face mentoring. Even Mentee 3, the
biggest proponent of Skyping, said, “I could not imagine not meeting with my mentor.”
When conjecturing on the uses of e-mentoring in more rural school districts, where faceto-face mentoring may not be as feasible, all of the principals underscored the importance
of face-to-face meetings. This is consistent with the findings of Shrestha et al. (2009),
who studied a United Kingdom mentoring program designed to support first-year
undergraduate students. The program provided a plethora of e-mentoring options to
graduate students paired as mentees and mentors. Face-to-face interaction was the
primary means of providing support to mentees. Some participants felt the impersonality
of the electronic interaction was compensated through face-to-face meetings. The
principals in this study were open to piloting e-mentoring but did not see it as a
replacement for traditional face-to-face mentoring. The visual element Skype provided
was not considered advantageous in developing the mentoring relationship. O’Neill et al.
(1996) and Rickard and Rickard (2009) also maintained that e-mentoring should be
available only when face-to-face mentoring is not feasible or appropriate.
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Finding time to conduct face-to-face mentoring was an issue first recorded in
research on formal new principal mentoring programs (Alsbury & Hackmann, 2006;
Ehrich et al., 2004; Hansford & Ehrich, 2006). With the advent of e-mentoring, the issue
of time is still a component under study. Single et al. (2005) commented that time
investment was “modest, convenient, and effective in terms of influencing female STEM
students’ knowledge and confidence about what their future careers may hold” for
mentees and mentors in MentorNet. Time spent with e-mentoring technology that is
balanced between convenient and effective is at the heart of many e-mentoring programs.
Shrestha et al. (2009) found that the flexibility in mentoring hours that e-mentoring
provided emerged as a positive factor for mentors.
Although the program described in the present study was intended to have loose
structure, several principals communicated a desire for more structure. The principals
articulated the clear need for a balance between too much and too little structure. While
more structure was desired by some, and thought to enhance the e-mentoring experience,
the principals indicated that too much structure would impede the mentoring experience.
Overall, structure was cited as an important element in the e-mentoring experience. This
case study explored a program with loose structure; other research has advocated for
more involved structure. Thompson, Jefferies, and Topping (2010) concluded that
effective e-mentoring should involve “systematic induction, mapping all support
channels, needs assessment, differentiation and blended forms of communication (p.
314).” The data revealed three elements related to program structure. These are program
goals and aims, structures to support e-mentoring conversation, and technology training.
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No matter which research questions was addressed, the data made clear that structure
matters.
Goals and aims of the e-mentoring program. Several researchers have
documented program goals and aims as a challenge for e-mentoring programs and
program developers (Headlam-Wells et al., 2005; O’Neill et al., 2005). The administrator
of the ABC County mentoring program described the goals and aims of the mentoring
program as providing “a point of contact” for new principals in the county. The loose
structure of the program did not necessitate frequent Skype mentoring. The school
division’s practices allowed ample face-to-face meeting time and supported a
collaborative culture among administrators. The principals saw each other frequently at
county meetings and were able to support each other by answering questions and
checking in with one another. The participants did not see alignment between the
programs goals and aims and the Skype initiative. There was not much incentive to
Skype each other when they could easily call, e-mail, or meet face-to-face. The principals
valued the aims and goals of the ABC mentoring program as they understood them, but in
order for more in-depth e-mentoring conversation, more program support was deemed
necessary. Literature has identified various goals and aims of principal mentoring
programs, including role socialization (Alsbury & Hackmann, 2006; Browne-Ferrigno &
Maynard 2005; Browne-Ferrigno & Muth 2006; Crow, 2007; Kamler, 2006). Although
leadership development was not a goal or aim of the e-mentoring program in this study,
leadership development is a goal of many new principal mentoring programs (Villani,
2006).
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Content of the e-mentoring conversations. The principals felt more meaningful
e-mentoring conversation could take place with more structure and support from program
developers and administrators. As documented earlier, the ABC County program goals
and aims did not necessitate conversations concerning leadership development. The
mentees relied on mentors for answers to specific questions or as sounding boards. A
quick e-mail or phone call resolved the issue. For this reason, Skype was deemed
impractical by the participants in this study. The principals were open to using Skype to
discuss leadership development or other more in-depth topics, and made suggestions for
tools and guides to help facilitate these types of conversations, but typically these
conversations took place with their informal, self-identified mentors.
The content of mentoring conversation is a vein of research in both face-to-face
mentoring (Clutterbuck, 2004; Daresh, 2007; Kram, 1985) and e-mentoring (HeadlamWells et al., 2005; Single et al., 2005; Stead, 2005). Clutterbuck (2004) and Kram (1985)
maintained that the value of mentoring is that participants can deal with real, complex
issues, related to the mentors’ and mentees’ line of work. Stead’s (2005) case study on a
mentoring program for senior leaders found that the issues raised in the mentoring
relationship exposed both vulnerability of the leaders and an overreliance on mentors.
Her key finding was that mentoring has the potential to be controlled by the issues raised.
The mentoring relationship can become narrowly focused, and broader leadership issues
are not addressed. Daresh (2007), found this to be true when interviewing mentor
principals. The principals expressed frustration with the desire of mentee principals to
want to focus on managerial items and not instructional leadership. Stead (2005)
concluded there was a need for a structure to be in place to guide the mentoring activities.
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Headlam-Wells et al. (2005) found that technology was not the central factor in ementoring, but rather the quality of the relationships developed through conversation.
Single et al. (2005) analyzed the content of e-mentoring conversations at
MentorNet and found that a significant portion of the conversations included exchanges
about backgrounds, the sharing of social and personal information, and even jokes. The
researchers concluded that, although much of e-mentoring focuses on the relevant
exchange of information, the importance of good relationship-building skills in an ementoring relationship should not be forgotten.
A recommendation from two participants in the study to heighten the content of ementoring conversations related to new principal support was to use the Interstate School
Leaders Licensure Consortium Standards for School Leaders (ISLLC) as a guide. One
challenge is for the various stakeholders involved in new principal development to come
to consensus on the structural elements that most adequately support new principals.
With the original release of the ISSLC standards in 1996, there has been some
standardization on what is considered effective qualities of new principals. The Council
of Chief State School Officers (CCSSO) in its publication Educational Leadership Policy
Standards: ISLLC 2008 reported that many new principal preparation programs use the
ISSLC standards to inform their licensing and induction programs (p.11). Principal
evaluations are also being designed around the standards. The standards are described as
“broad, high priority themes that education leaders must address in order to promote the
success of every student” (CCSSO, p.6). The standards are:
1. Setting a widely shared vision for learning;
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2. Developing a school culture and instructional program conducive to student
learning and staff professional growth;
3. Ensuring effective management of the organization, operation, and resources
for safe, efficient, and effective learning environment;
4. Collaborating with faculty and community members, responding to diverse
community interests and needs, and mobilizing community resources;
5. Acting with integrity, fairness, and in an ethical manner; and
6. Understanding, responding to, and influencing the political, social, legal, and
cultural contexts.
Each standard is then followed by a list of specific functions that should be completed by
a school leader possessing the quality described in the standard. The ISLLC standards are
useful in setting common expectation for educational leaders. Therefore, it makes sense
to use the ISSLC standards as a guide in supporting meaningful e-mentoring
conversations. Several states, such as Ohio and Illinois, have designed their new principal
mentoring programs around these standards (Holloway, 2004; Illinois New Principal
Mentoring Program, www.ilprincipalmentoring.org).
Whereas much e-mentoring research has centered on the mode of communication,
only some research has scratched the surface in how to better support the content of ementoring conversations. The participants in this study expressed the desire for deeper
discourse between mentors and mentees.
Rickard and Rickard’s (2009) study investigated patterns in the characteristics of
effective and ineffective e-mentoring partnerships. Their study explored program
structure. The structure, which provided timelines and prompts for actions, was found
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useful by mentees. Mentees commented that the structure was useful because it helped
manage expectations, maintained momentum, provoked discussion, and defined where to
begin and end. The participants in the ABC mentoring program suggested specific tools
to be used in conjunction with e-mentoring technology to help facilitate and enhance the
mentoring conversation. Suggestions included a calendar of topics that correlate to
specific duties principals encounter monthly and a list of research-based topics important
to new leaders. As mentioned in the previous chapter, mentor principals felt they did not
know what their mentees wanted, and therefore let the mentees initiate the conversation,
resulting in an exchange of information that included on Maslow’s hierarchy of
questions, low level questions, advice, and sounding board efforts. The participants
expressed a desire for deeper discourse.
Technology training provided to participants. Another key finding of this
study is that technology training is significant to the vitality of e-mentoring. The
principals in this study experienced no formal training on Skype for e-mentoring and
received no formal assistance with setting up Skype accounts or with using Skype
technology for e-mentoring. Each principal voiced the importance of training for ementoring to work. The principals articulated clear opinions on how this could be
achieved and common to all was the belief that training occurs best when students and
staff are not in the building. The principals preferred the trainer coming to their office,
direct instruction and practice, but were also open to small classes.
The importance of training is an aspect well explored in the literature. The studies
released on MentorNet found that mentee training increased time spent with mentors, and
that mentors had a higher satisfaction with their e-mentoring experience when their
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mentees participated in training (Kasprinsin et al., 2003, 2008). This finding has
important implications because some studies have documented the correlation between
time spent engaged in mentor--mentee contact and overall mentor program satisfaction
(de janasz et al., 2008; Rickard & Rickard, 2009). The researchers associated with
MentorNet concluded that, for organizations where mentors are voluntary, the ideal
model would include mandated training for mentees and voluntary training for mentors.
Some researchers have indicated that online training is a benefit over face-to-face
training due to cost (Kasprinsin et al., 2003, 2008). Headlam-Wells et al. (2005)
investigated an e-mentoring program designed to support business women and found that
comprehensive training to address technology skills and the ability to communicate
online supported participant satisfaction. Evaluations revealed that 88% of the
participants felt the training prepared them “completely” or “quite well” for the
mentoring experience (p. 454).
Clearly, research demonstrates the significance of training for participants in ementoring programs. Shrestha et al. (2009) explored topics in training mentors and
mentees and found that some mentors reported being uncomfortable with the electronic
mode of communication even though they possessed high technology skills. Findings
indicated that mentors need to possess the skills required to make a good face-to-face
mentor and good written communication skills, as well as a comfort level with electronic
communication. The principals in this case study expressed the need for training in
technology in order for e-mentoring to be successful, a finding consistent within ementoring research.
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Current research in face-to-face mentoring supported the benefit of training for
both mentors and mentees (Alsbury & Hackmann, 2006; Crow, 2007; Daresh, 2007;
Hansford & Ehrich, 2006; Stead, 2005; Thorndyke et al., 2008). Some of the principals in
this study favored learning more about mentoring practices. Elementary and secondary
principals in Alsbury and Hackmann’s (2006) study reported being satisfied with mentor
training, but the superintendents interviewed suggested training be provided during the
summer months. The principals in this study also echoed this sentiment. They felt the
summer months provided optimal time for training opportunities.
Synchronous or asynchronous nature of the technology involved. Skype was
the piloted e-mentoring technology in this study. E-mail was another e-mentoring
technology. The principals expressed dislike of the synchronous quality of Skype.
Making time for Skype appointments, and following through with these appointments,
was not convenient to the principals’ schedules. The ABC program goal -- mentor as
supportive contact for new principal -- did not align with the work required to
communicate via Skype. Some principals did not like that Skype requires the mentor and
mentee to engage simultaneously. Much of the support the mentor principals provided
mentees in this case study was via e-mail. One mentee commented on the convenience of
e-mail, “I could e-mail her my question, while I was thinking of it, and know she would
get back to me versus waiting until we Skype and then having to remember what my
questions was.” The real-time interactions of Skype versus the conveniences of e-mail
were influences the principals considered when deciding how to communicate via ementoring technology.
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Lenear (2007) looked at synchronous and asynchronous e-mentoring
environments to compare feelings of closeness and support, among other elements. Her
research upheld that of Styles and Morrow (1992) and Bischoff, Bisconer, Kooker, and
Woods (1996) and concluded that there was no significant difference in feelings of
closeness and support when comparing synchronous and asynchronous environments.
Lenear’s (2007) findings suggested there may be a link between the level of closeness
participants in an e-mentoring environment experience and mentor participation. The
mentors in synchronous environments were perceived by their mentees as active,
responsive, and involved. Lenear reported this results in “positive perceptions of
interaction, structure and support, and increased levels of satisfaction and feelings of
closeness” (p. 6). This positive perception also prevailed in the asynchronous
environments, but only when the mentors were involved more actively and initiated more
conversations.
Single et al.’s (2005) research on MentorNet, a mentoring program that combines
several different types of e-mentoring technologies, found that the participants preferred
the asynchronous quality of e-mail for the convenience it provided. These studies indicate
that participant involvement or engagement varies depending on the qualities of the ementoring technology utilized. The present study reveals that Skype’s synchronous
communication style was not useful to the principals.
Support for multiple mentees and mentors. Another important finding of this
study is that the principals made use of multiple mentors and mentees for leadership
development. Each principal communicated the importance of having more than one
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mentor. The principals also described having more than one mentee. The network of
mentees included assistant principals and teachers.
In describing their mentoring practices with their formal mentor or mentee, the
participants frequently referenced their informal mentees and mentors. When describing
where leadership development practices were learned, the principals detailed mentors that
existed outside the mentoring program and included a wide variety of people, such as a
husband, another trusted principal, and an assistant superintendent. The principals
engaged with the e-mentoring program in this study utilized a wide network of informal
mentors and mentees. This suggests that e-technology should support that network to
enhance the effectiveness of e-mentoring. Several e-mentoring programs are designed to
connect mentees with multiple mentors or mentors with multiple mentees; however, there
is limited published research that looks at the effectiveness of such programs. Lenear’s
(2007) research provided some insight into the multiple mentee model, but it is still a
facet of e-mentoring research that deserves attention. Lenear found that, when more than
one mentee was assigned to a mentor in an e-mentoring environment, if the mentor did
not initiate discussions, mentees emerged as mentors, to form what she coined as a
protégé collaboration model of mentoring. The mentees initiated the interactions in this
model and were able to provide advice and support to one another.
The finding described above has important implications for e-mentoring research.
What is the ability of e-mentoring technology to support multiple mentors and or
mentees? Documented in the literature (Ensher & Murphy, 2005; Higgins & Kram, 2001)
is a clear benefit of a network of mentors and mentees, but the ability of e-mentoring
technology to support this network for principals is unknown.
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Not a Learning Organization
Senge’s (1990) five tenets that contribute to a learning organization serve as the
conceptual framework guiding this study. Throughout the data collection and analysis
process, I could not find evidence of these five tenets. In the present study, some of the
eight elements proved to be obstacles to creating a true learning organization. For
example, the goal of the ABC mentoring program was not leadership development.
Therefore, it makes sense that the leadership capabilities discussed by Senge were not
present in the data. The program structure did not provide the necessary tools to support
more meaningful dialogue.
Personal mastery. Senge et al. (2000) describe personal mastery as the ability to
commit to one’s own vision while also honing the ability to see one’s current reality.
According to Senge, it is a discipline achieved through reflection. The tension created
between picturing one’s personal vision and understanding current reality keeps one
solution and resolution focused. Within the ABC mentoring program, mentees relied on
mentors for answers to quick questions:
I knew that there would be an issue or 6 or 12 that I didn’t know the best way to
handle, and so I was really grateful that I had been sort of paired with my mentor
given that she has extensive experience. So it was my expectation that she would
not have difficultly sort of pointing me in the right direction, and I had full trust in
what she suggested I do.
Another mentee provided an example of how personal mastery was not addressed, not
only within the mentor program, but also among all administrators in the district. She
related:
ABC administrators, even when we get together– we never talk. I mean like –
maybe other people are luckier than I, but if I want to talk about vision, if I want
to talk about leadership or talk about growth, I mean do that with – I mean I think
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not even that people aren’t capable or they don’t want to, I just think people just
don’t have time.
Without alignment between program goals and careful consideration of supports that
would guide e-mentoring conversations, the participants in this study did not engage in
personal mastery.
Mental models. Senge et al. (2000) explains how two people can view the same
incident and come to different conclusions. This is true because we use our own
assumptions in interpretation. The core task of mental models is “bringing tacit
assumptions and attitudes to the surface so people can explore and talk about their
differences and misunderstandings with minimal defensiveness” (p. 67, Senge et al.,
2000). Not being able to break through one’s own mental model limits one’s ability to
change. The data from this case study provides examples of how the mentees valued the
opinions of their mentors, and yet, shows that views and assumptions were rarely
challenged. Using mental models in an organization helps leaders examine deeply held
attitudes and beliefs; however, the leaders in the present study did not describe the
mentorship in this way. One mentee related:
Well, I think it's sort of a safety net. Or at the very least I feel like Mentee 1 was
in my corner and if I screw up really badly she might even advocate for me. But it
hasn't been vital. I don't consider it – I would probably be able to muddle through
on my own.
The mentees looked to their mentors for answers related to their duties and
responsibilities and used their mentors as sounding boards, but the mentorship was not a
forum to challenge mental models and come to new conclusions.
Shared vision. Senge et al. (2000) describes the discipline of shared vision as a
process of bringing all stakeholders together, finding common ground, and using the
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commonalities to drive purpose. Senge believes shared vision spreads through personal
contact. Creating a shared vision entails putting aside differences and sparking aspirations
through strategic processes. There was no evidence of shared vision making in the data of
this case study. In fact, some comments from participants suggest that the culture among
administrators has a long way to go before reaching a point of shared vision making. For
example, one mentee reflected:
What has happened over the last 10 years, 8 years is that people are much more
competitive. You know, we are not in a nurturing environment as administrators.
...I think that, you know, again, talking to people who work for Booz-Allen or
work for the government or who have jobs who are accountants, account
executives, in some way it seems like they are more nurturing among themselves
than school principals are, and I think that’s really kind of – that says a lot.
The principal was reflecting on the culture of the administrators within the school district,
and not the mentoring program, but there was no evidence to suggest mentees and
mentors addressed shared vision making. An obstacle to achieving shared vision can be
cited as the misalignment between some of the eight key findings from this study. The
program goal did not support leadership development where shared vision could be
addressed. Therefore, e-mentoring conversations did not address leadership issues. The
technology did not support a multiple mentor format, and when mentees did discuss
leadership issues, the data shows they did so with their informal mentees and mentors.
The lack of technology training also precluded the participants from feeling confident and
comfortable with Skype as an e-mentoring technology. Senge clearly describes shared
vision making as a creative process that requires trust and putting aside fears. Without the
proper confluence of these elements, shared vision making was not evident.
Team learning. Team learning is the practice of communicating in a new way.
Senge uses the word dialogue to describe a process of sustained inquiry. The deliberate
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process begins with inviting individuals to participate, suspending assumptions in order
to analyze them, with the goal of group learning from the process. The process is meant
to draw deeper connections between those present. The previous sections have already
described the nature of the e-mentoring program conversations. Dialogue, as described by
Senge, did not occur between mentors and mentees. However, some of the participants
expressed a desire for deeper discourse. They felt that more technology training and
guidance for conversations were necessary. One mentee addressed the need for a change:
How do we change our climate to be a little more collegiate and not so
competitive? How do we make people feel like as if they can relax with one
another and be honest? And again, the big thing is time. You know, if you have
someone be a mentor then what do you have them not do? We’re always adding
things to peoples’ list of responsibilities. If you’re going to add something, now
we really need to take something away.
Her words reflect the need for alignment among the duties and responsibilities of the
principal, the program goals, and e-mentoring conversations.
Systems thinking. Systems thinking requires a leader to look at problems and
goals as part of a larger picture, or system, and not as isolated items. Senge et al. (2000)
maintains that through the use of feedback loops and pattern searches, leaders can gain a
better understand of issues and not simply react with short-term solutions. Capitalizing on
the skill of systems thinking requires that a leader employ personal mastery, mental
models, shared vision, and team learning. Evidence of systems thinking in this case study
is not possible without evidence of the other four tenets. The data reveal that the mentees
initiated conversation with their mentors for quick fixes, and not for large-scale problem
solving.
Conclusions
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Using Senge’s (1990) five tenets as criterion, it becomes clear the ABC mentoring
is not a learning organization. Looking holistically at the ABC e-mentoring program,
there are three critical components: the principals; the program structure; and the ementoring technology. Each of the eight findings presented and discussed above can be
grouped by these three components. Table 3 organizes the findings by these three main
components.
Table 3: Findings Organized by Program Component
E-mentoring Program Component

Findings from Descriptive Case Study

Principals

-Background knowledge and experiences
-Technology experience
-Duties and responsibilities

Program Structure

-Program goals and aims
-Conversation content
-Technology training

E-mentoring Technology

-Synchronous vs. asynchronous
-Supports multiple mentors and mentees

Previous research has affirmed that e-mentoring can develop and support personal
mastery, mental models, shared vision, team learning, and systems thinking (see Table 1
in Chapter One). The eight elements identified as crucial to an e-mentoring program for
new principals can also be described as drivers of a learning organization. If working
together, these elements can be the drivers of a learning organization. If not, as was
evident in this case study, these elements can be obstacles in the creation of a learning
organization.
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Applying learning organization theory to the ABC mentoring program helps show
how the eight elements impact one another. Senge et al. described systems thinking as “a
way of thinking about, and a language for describing and understanding, the forces and
interrelationships that shape the behavior of systems” (Senge, Ross, Smith, Roberts &
Kleiner, 1994, p. 6) The eight findings from this study should not be considered isolated
elements of an e-mentoring program. How these elements come together and influence
one another has a striking impact on the e-mentoring experience.
For example, after careful analysis of the connections between the eight elements
in the ABC mentoring program, it becomes clear why Skype was not a good e-mentoring
tool. The structure of the ABC program was described as loose; the goal of the program
was to provide the mentee with a veteran mentor. The mentee principals utilized their
mentors as a person to call when they had a quick question. The Skype technology did
not support this mentoring function. The technology piloted in this study required both
principals to work synchronously. Compounding this issue was school division’s
allowance of quality face-to-face time between principals. Consequently, the
synchronous quality of Skype was not viewed as advantageous to the principals, and
overall Skype was deemed as an impractical tool for e-mentoring in this instance.
However, this does not mean Skype should not be considered an effective e-mentoring
technology.
Systems thinking helps explain why the principals in this study expressed the
desire for more in-depth e-mentoring conversation, but the data presented do not include
conversations centered on leadership development. The program’s goals and aims did not
support the facilitation of such conversations. Conversations surrounding leadership style
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or mission and vision took place between the mentors and mentees informal mentors and
mentees. Neither the technology, nor the program goals, supported multiple mentors and
mentees. The technology experience of participants is important to consider when
planning technology training.
The graphic below uses Senge’s systems thinking tenet to visualize the
connections between the each of the three main components of an e-mentoring program
with specific elements from this descriptive case study. Understanding the convergences
of the different themes raised in this study moves us closer to understanding the viability
of e-mentoring for new principal development, and its ability to support learning
organizations.

Figure 1: Elements of an E-mentoring Program
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The figure above depicts the interconnectedness of the findings from this
descriptive case study, but can also serve as blueprint for practitioners and policymakers
considering e-mentoring for new principal development. Systems thinking dictates that
there are “no right answers” (Senge et al., 1994). Although Skype was not deemed a
sufficient tool for the ABC mentoring program, it does not mean e-mentoring cannot
produce a learning organization. With the systems thinking tenet, “from any element in a
situation (or ‘variable’). You can trace arrows (‘links’) that represent influence on
another element” (Senge et al., 1994). The challenge to an e-mentoring program designer
is to investigate the elements of an e-mentoring program and the links between the
elements and make adjustments that produce the desired outcome. Senge cautions “links
never exist in isolation. They always comprise a circle of causality, a feedback ‘loop,’ in
which every element is both ‘cause’ and ‘effect’- influenced by some, and influencing
others…” (p.56). Systems thinking makes it possible to use the information from this
descriptive case study to envision an e-mentoring program for new principals that
encompasses leadership development, one in which mentoring can help transform the
mentee’s and mentor’s school into a learning organization. Such an e-mentoring program
would require clearly articulated goals and aims. Careful consideration of the background
knowledge and experiences, including the technology experience, of participants, as well
as a complete understanding of the duties and responsibilities of the principals would be a
prerequisite in the planning process. Matching the e-mentoring technology and training
with this information would be crucial to program success. Ideally, the technology would
support multiple mentors and mentees and tools and structures would be set forth to
facilitate leadership development conversations. The benefits of and challenges to using
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synchronous and asynchronous technology would also be considered. Although the ABC
mentoring program did not present all of the elements of a learning organization as
described by Senge (1990), adjustments to the eight elements discussed here and using
systems thinking to highlight the interconnectedness of the elements, has the potential to
transform the program into a learning organization.
It is important to remember that this study was not intended as an assessment of
the degree to which the ABC mentoring program is a learning organization. However, the
theory helps ground the study and highlights the interconnectedness of the eight findings.
The choice to use learning organization theory as a lens by which to view e-mentoring
was intended to underscore the connection of new principal mentoring to the school in
which the principal works. Redding (1997) contends that learning organization
assessment can help identify areas for intervention, and thus improvement, in a program
or company. A worthwhile secondary purpose of conducting such an assessment can be
to spark “innovation and creativity” (Redding, 1997, p. 63). Once participants or workers
expose, through the assessment process, what is working and what is not, changes to the
status quo often produce a more successful entity (Redding, 1997). Although a learning
organization assessment was not used in this study, it may be a worthwhile venture.
Recommendations for the ABC Mentoring Program
Skype was the piloted e-mentoring technology in this case study. The participants
did not deem it a practical technology for the ABC mentoring program. The geography of
the school district, the convenience of other forms of communication, and the
asynchronous quality of Skype technology were all factors that contributed to the
principals’ perception of Skype. Integral to this data set was the informal nature of the
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mentoring program, which impacted the participants’ engagement with Skype. Without
clear guidelines and follow-up on what to discuss during Skype sessions, the participants
found it easier to call or e-mail one another. Challenges cited by the participants were not
having the Skype training, finding time to Skype, and unmatched technology experience
between mentor and mentees. If the ABC mentoring program continues with its informal
goals and aims, then it is recommended that Skype not by utilized. However, the
participants valued more in-depth mentoring and, if the ABC school division leaders
want to support such mentoring, then the eight findings from this study should be
considered in program development.
Recommendations for Policymakers
There is a documented shortage of principals within the United States. A survey
conducted by the Northeast Regional Elementary School Principals’ Council in 2006
revealed that more than 42% of principals and assistant principals in nine Northeastern
states reported that they will be retiring from their positions within the next five years
(Ryan, 2006). Principals are leaving the job, and qualified candidates are not applying for
myriad reasons, including: long hours, too many job-related demands, job isolation,
government mandates and accountability, stress, and inadequate pay. In order to combat
this shortage, school districts, universities, and educational associations are instituting
mentoring programs to support new principals (DiPaola & Tschannen-Morgan, 2003;
Usdan, McCloud, & Podmostki, 2000). The benefits of new principal mentoring on
psycho-emotional, role socialization, and leadership development capabilities are welldocumented, but no research has investigated how e-mentoring technology can contribute
to the already established benefits of new principal mentoring (Alsbury & Hackmann,
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2006; Browne-Ferrigno & Maynard 2005; Browne-Ferrigno & Muth 2006; Crow, 2007;
Kamler, 2006). Educational policymakers should look at how e-mentoring is being
realized in business, healthcare, and human resource industries and adopt policies that
will encourage those charged with supporting new principals to experiment with ementoring technology.
Although this study was the first of its kind, e-mentoring research in other
disciplines posits advantages of e-mentoring, such as low cost of maintenance and a form
of mentoring with egalitarian qualities (Ragins & Kram, 2007). If e-mentoring for new
principal development is going to be realized, agreement and standardization of best
program components should be established. In order for the notion of e-mentoring for
new principals to progress, mores studies within the field of education need to be
conducted. Educational policymakers should support and fund researchers willing to
commit time and energy to the investigation of e-mentoring as an innovative way to
combat principal shortages and better support school leaders ready to take on the
challenges of 21st century schools.
Recommendations for Future Research
To create an effective e-mentoring program for new principals, an effort must be
made to understand the experiences of new principals engaged with e-mentoring
technology. This study, which exposed the voice of such principals, provides the first
step. Throughout this descriptive case study, it seemed at times that more questions than
answers were presented. Some of these questions are worthy of future study.
The mentee principals in this case study utilized a broad network of mentors to
help develop their leadership capabilities. They did not rely solely on their formal
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mentor. The mentor principals also identified various individuals as mentors. Both
mentee and mentor principals valued their self-selected mentors and also valued the
various informal mentees they identified. How can e-mentoring support a network of
mentors or a network of mentees?
The principals in this case study felt the ease by which they could conduct faceto-face mentoring meetings made Skype an impractical e-mentoring tool. In a large
district, or more rural environment, where face-to-face access is not as convenient, is
Skype an appropriate form of e-mentoring technology to support new principals?
The principals in this study expressed different, but specific reasons for engaging
with different types of technology throughout this study. What e-mentoring technology
best supports specific learning styles? Further investigation into the connections between
e-mentoring technology and learning styles is warranted.
The program in this study was designed to provide emotional support and a point
of contact for new principals within ABC County. The aims and goals of the program had
an impact on the principals’ perception and level of usage of e-mentoring technology.
Further investigation into the alignment between program goals and aims and ementoring technology that can create a supportive e-mentoring experience for both
mentors and mentees will be a significant contribution to e-mentoring literature.
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Appendix A
First Mentee Interview Protocol
1. Please describe your first encounters with e-mentoring technology.
2. Please describe the mode of communication you most frequently use with your
mentor and why.
3. Which mode of communication do you prefer and why?
4. Please describe your comfort or discomfort level with e-mentoring technology.
5. What do you feel are the benefits of using e-mentoring technologies?
6. What do you feel are the challenges of using e-mentoring technologies?
7. What do you hope to gain from participating in the mentoring program?
8. Please describe your relationship with your mentor.
9. Specifically, in what ways has he/she supported, or not supported, your leadership
development?
10. What mentoring activities have been most useful to your growth as a leader?
11. How has the e-mentoring experience aided or not aided your ability to personally
grow and learn? How has the e-mentoring experience altered or not altered your
personal vision?
12. Has your school benefitted from your participation in the mentoring program? In
what ways?
13. What suggestions do you have to enhance the e-mentoring experience?
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Appendix B
First Mentor Interview Protocol
1. Please describe your first encounters with e-mentoring technology.
2. Please describe the mode of communication you most frequently use with your
mentee and why.
3. Which mode of communication do you prefer and why?
4. Please describe your comfort or discomfort level with e-mentoring technology.
5. What do you feel are the benefits of using e-mentoring technologies?
6. What do you feel are the challenges of using e-mentoring technologies?
7. What do you hope to gain from participating in the mentoring program?
8. Please describe your relationship with your mentee.
9. Specifically, in what ways has he/she supported, or not supported, your leadership
development?
10. What mentoring activities have been most useful to your growth as a leader?
11. How has the e-mentoring experience aided or not aided your ability to personally
grow and learn? How has the e-mentoring experience altered or not altered your
personal vision?
12. Has your school benefitted from your participation in the mentoring program? In
what ways?
13. What suggestions do you have to enhance the e-mentoring experience?
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Appendix C
Interview Protocol for Program Developer/Administrator
1. When did this mentoring program begin?
2. What were/are the program goals?
3. How are mentors selected and matched with mentees?
4. What training is provided for mentors/mentees?
5. How is the program assessed?
6. Why and how was e-mentoring technology introduced into the program?
7. What benefits have the introduction of e-mentoring technology brought to this
program?
8. What challenges have the introduction of e-mentoring technology brought to
this program?
9. What suggestions do you have to enhance the e-mentoring experience?
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Appendix D
Second Mentee Interview Protocol
Hypothetical
Expectations:
Suppose I knew nothing about the ABC mentoring program. How would you describe its
goals and aims to me?
If you were to rate the program now, do you feel it has been successful?
Follow ups:
When you reflect on the success/failures of this year? How much of your success do you
attribute to the mentoring that took place?
Structure:
Suppose that you were matching new principals with mentors next year. How would you
do that?
Follow ups:
Suppose you were requiring principals to Skype, what type of preparations do you feel
are necessary? How would you describe the professional development pieces necessary
to prepare a principal to mentor?
Suppose you were creating the schedule, how would you create time for mentoring to
take place?
Trust:
Suppose you really wanted to use Skype, but you knew your mentor didn’t, what would
you have done? Did you feel confident initiating the Skype conversation?
Devil’s Advocate
Why do you think people are not Skyping with each other on a regular basis?
What do you suggest should be done to enhance the effectiveness of e-mentoring
technology? Why hasn’t e-mentoring technology appealed to principals?
Ideal
Describe your relationship with your mentor. Is this the type of relationship you
expected?
Describe your idea mentoring relationship.
Describe an ideal mentoring program for ABC county.
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Interpretive
Expectations:
Now that you can reflect on your first year, who has been most influential in your
leadership development?
Structure:
Now that you can reflect on your first year, what mentoring program structures are
needed to help further new principal leadership development?
Trust:
What key components are necessary for building a trusting/supportive mentee/mentor
relationship? How do you build that trusting relationship?
Now that the year is coming to a close, what type of information do you share with your
mentor?
Follow ups:
How would you describe the level of support you experienced with your mentor?
How do you define trust?
How do you think you build a trusting/supportive relationship?
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Appendix E
Second Mentor Interview Protocol
Hypothetical
Expectations:
Suppose I knew nothing about the ABC mentoring program. How would you describe its
goals and aims to me?
If you were to rate the program now, do you feel it has been successful?
Follow ups:
Do you feel your mentee had a successful first year? How much do you think you
contributed to that success? In what ways do you feel you contributed to their success?
Structure:
Suppose that you were matching new principals with mentors next year. How would you
do that?
Follow ups:
Suppose you were requiring principals to Skype, what type of preparations do you feel
are necessary? How would you describe the professional development pieces necessary
to prepare a principal to mentor?
Suppose you were creating the schedule, how would you create time for mentoring to
take place?
Trust:
Suppose you really wanted to use Skype, but you knew your mentee didn’t, what would
you have done? Did you feel confident initiating the Skype conversation?
Devil’s Advocate
Why do you think people are not Skyping with each other on a regular basis?
What do you suggest should be done to enhance the effectiveness of e-mentoring
technology? Why hasn’t e-mentoring technology appealed to principals?
Ideal
Describe your relationship with your mentee. Is this the type of relationship you
expected? If you were asked to mentor a new principal next year, what would that look
like?
Describe your ideal mentoring relationship.
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Describe an ideal mentoring program for ABC county.
Interpretive
Expectations:
Now that you can reflect on this year, who has been most influential in your leadership
development?
Structure:
Now that you can reflect on your first year as mentor, what mentoring program structures
are needed to help further new principal leadership development?
Trust:
What key components are necessary for building a trusting/supportive mentee/mentor
relationship? How do you build that trusting relationship?
Now that the year is coming to a close, what type of information do you share with your
mentee?
Follow ups:
How would you describe the level of support you provided for your mentee?
How do you define trust?
How did you think you build a trusting/supportive relationship?
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Appendix F
Observation Protocol
Date:

Time:

Place:

Time: Observation:

Interpretation:
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Appendix G
Informed Consent
Informed Consent Form
E-Mentoring for New Principals: A Case Study of a Mentoring Program
IRB # 121123
Principal Investigator: Dr. Tekleselassie
Primary Contact Number: 202-994-0132
Student Researcher: Erin Russo
Primary Contact Number: 703-946-4790
INTRODUCTION
You are invited to take part in a research study being conducted by Dr. Tekleselassie,
principal investigator, and Erin Russo, a student in The George Washington University’s
Educational Administration and Policy Studies doctoral program.
You are being asked if you want to take part in this study because you are in the
Arlington County Public School Mentoring Program or are a program
developer/administrator. Please read this form and ask me any questions that will help
you decide if you want to be in the study. Taking part is completely voluntary and even if
you decide you want to, you can quit at any time. Your employment status will not be
affected in any way should you choose not to take part or to withdraw at any time.
PURPOSE
The purpose of this descriptive case study is to give voice to mentees, mentors, and
program developers/administrators engaged in a new principal mentoring program that
utilizes e-mentoring technologies. The study is guided by the following research
questions:
1. How do mentor and mentee principals describe their mentoring experience when
using e-mentoring technologies?
2. Why did program designers incorporate e-mentoring technologies into the new
principal mentoring program?
3. What challenges and benefits do e-mentoring technologies present to mentees,
mentors, and program developers/administrators?
4. What do mentors and mentees suggest should be done to enhance the effectiveness of
e-mentoring technologies?
PROCEDURES
If you are a mentor or mentee:
The total amount of time you will spend on this study is two hours over the course of one
year.
If you consent to this study you will be interviewed three times for approximately thirty
minutes.
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Approximate Time Frame
First Interview
January
Second Interview
April
Third Interview
July
Observation of Skype Conversation April-July

Length of Activity
30 minutes
30 minutes
30 minutes
30 minutes

If you are a program developer/administrator:
You will be asked to participate in one interview lasting approximately thirty minutes.
All interviews and observations will be audio recorded using a digital recorder.
Data collection will also include the use of any archival records and physical artifacts
pertinent to the e-mentoring program. All identifiable information will be removed.
Mentees, mentors, and program developers/administrators will help identify such records
and artifacts
RISKS & CONFIDENTIALITY
This study has the following risks:
You may feel some emotional stress/discomfort answering interview questions or being
observed. You are free to skip any questions or stop the interview or observation at any
point.
There is a small chance that someone could find out that you took part in the study or
somehow connect your name with the information you provided. However, the following
steps are being taken to reduce this risk:
1. The records of this study will be kept private. The use of pseudonyms will be used in
any published material. No identifying information will be included.
2. After interviews are conducted, the researcher will de-identify the data by using
alphanumeric coding linked to a key stored in a separate locked file drawer.
3. The transcription service will be asked to destroy records after member checking is
complete.
4. The computer used to store research is password protected.
BENEFITS
Taking in part in this research study will not help you directly, however the benefit to
society and Arlington County Public Schools will be a better understanding of the use of
e-mentoring technology for leadership development.
QUESTIONS
Please talk to the principal investigator Dr. Tekleselassie at 202-994-0132 or student
researcher Erin Russo at 703-946-4790 if you have any questions. For questions
regarding your rights as a participant in human research please call the GWU Office of
Human Research at 202-994-2715
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DOCUMENTATION OF CONSENT
To ensure anonymity your signature is not required. Your willingness to participate in
this research study is implied if you proceed. Please keep a copy of this document in case
you want to read it again. The student researcher will call you in one week’s time to
answer questions and obtain verbal consent.
DO NOT USE ON OR AFTER THE EXPIRATION DATE OF: 1/18/2013
APPROVED The George Washington University Institutional Review Board
·FWA00005945·
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