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This study aims to translate the Mentoring Conception Scale and Mentoring Motivation Scale into
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results confirmed the original structure of the instruments, which consists of two factors:

developmental and instrumental conceptions, personal learning, and generative outcome motives.

While internal consistency coefficients of conception factors were calculated as 0.96 and 0.94,

internal consistency coefficients of motivation factors were calculated as 0.87 and 0.89.

Descriptive findings showed that mentor teachers tended to give high scores for each conception

and motivation factor.
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Introduction

The quality of education has always been a critical factor for countries to raise qualified generations who can
overcome challenges and make their countries much better places (Darling-Hammond & Bransford, 2005).
Therefore, countries have focused on the education of teachers as one of the most essential components of the
education system to enhance the quality of education. Because "the quality of teacher determines the quality of
education" (Jan, 2017, p.50), one factor that affects the quality of teachers is the quality of teacher education.
Teacher education is a life-long learning process, and it contains different components. The first step of teacher
education is preservice teacher education (PSTE). Though PSTE programs have differences in countries, it has
mainly two aspects: i) the theoretical part, which contains subject matter and teaching method courses; ii) the
practical part, which contains teaching practices in practicum school (NCATE, 2008; OECD, 2011).

Each aspect is necessary to raise qualified teachers. In favor of the theoretical part of PSTE, preservice
teachers (PSTs) gain the content, pedagogical, and professional knowledge. Even if gaining theoretical knowledge
is a required aspect of being a teacher, it is not sufficient to be an effective teacher (Tanisli & Kose, 2013).
Theoretical knowledge should be supported and can be enhanced by PSTs' teaching practice (Munby et al., 2001).
Therefore, the practical part of PSTE has a crucial role that provides opportunities for PSTs to transform their
theoretical knowledge into practice (Azkiyah & Mukminin, 2017; Nyguen, 2020; Zeichner, 2009) by building a
bridge between theory and practice. Strengthening the connection between theory and practice, PSTs should
conduct field experiences and teaching practices at practicum schools (NCATE, 2008).

During the process of teaching practices at practicum schools, PSTs need guidance and support (Sag,
2008). Mentor teachers (MTs) are responsible for providing such guidance (Blackwell, 1989; Nieva & Gutek,
1981; Zey, 1984) and support (Blackwell, 1989; Kram, 1985; Levinson et al., 1978; Philips-Jones, 1982) to
increase the efficiency of the teaching practices of PSTs. Mentoring has been used for years in many fields,
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including education, management, business, and psychology (Nganga et al., 2020). Mentoring can be defined as
a supportive process in which novices get guidance from experts to be experts in a specific field (Flaxman et al.,
1968). During this process, MTs have different roles and responsibilities: support/guidance (Kram, 1985), role
model (Blackwell, 1989), coaching (Burke, 1984), and training (Kanter, 1977).

Since the mentoring process has a complex structure (Leshem, 2012), it is difficult to develop models
that generalize it and the roles and responsibilities of MTs (Gay, 1994). There are four most frequently used
mentoring models: the Kram Mentoring Model (Kram, 1983), the Clinical Supervision Model (Cogan, 1973), the
Mentor Roles in Dialogues Model (MERID) (Hennissen et al., 2008), and the Five-Factor Model (Hudson &
Skamp, 2001, 2002). The Kram Mentoring Model focuses on how mentoring relationships are shaped within four
phases: initiation, cultivation, separation, and redefinition (Kram, 1983). This model is not specific to teacher
education; it can be used to explain mentoring relationships in any field. The Clinical Supervision Model, a
specific model for teacher education, aims to provide professional development for MTs by evaluating the data
gathered from systematic observation of the process (Glirsoy et al., 2013; Reilkoff, 1981). Even if this model is
more specific than the Kram Mentoring Model, it is not specific to PSTE. Additionally, both models emphasize
the mentoring relationship and how it is shaped without emphasizing the content of mentoring and practices. To
fill a gap, the MERID Model was developed by Hennissen et al. (2008) to explain the social position of MTs and
their dialogues with PSTs during the mentoring process. There are two dimensions in the MERID model: input
and directiveness. Combining these two dimensions, four MTs’ roles emerge: initiator, imperator, encourager,
and advisor (Hennissen et al., 2008). The MERID Model defines a mentoring process by focusing on the roles
and responsibilities of MTs; the model does not identify MTs’ roles based on pedagogical content knowledge for
area-specialized teaching. It provides a more general approach to understanding the mentoring process.

The Five-Factor Model was developed for preservice mathematics and science teacher education by
emphasizing MTs’ roles, practices, and attributes in terms of five key aspects to providing effective mentoring to
PSTs: personal attributes, system requirements, pedagogical knowledge, modeling, and feedback (Hudson &
Skamp, 2001, 2002). Although the Model is specific and considers pedagogical content knowledge in preservice
mathematics and science teacher education, there is a need for a more holistic approach to understanding MTs'
practices and the reasons behind them. In the Five-Factor Mentoring Model, mentoring practices are generally
identified and evaluated based on PSTs' needs and perceptions. However, the model does not consider how MTs
embrace expected mentoring practices and which factors might shape their mentoring practices. Though these
expected roles and practices of M Ts are stated by the Faculty-Practice School Partnership Program based on PSTs’
needs and practices, MTs' beliefs and perceptions about what mentoring is and which mentoring practices are
required are critical for shaping their practices (Kroeze, 2014). Since beliefs and perceptions underlie conception
and motivation, MTs’ mentoring conceptions and motivations should be considered to understand their mentoring
practices (Korthagen, 2004), which means understanding the mentoring process well (van Ginkel et al., 2016).

Mentoring Conception

Conception, as a term, has a subjective nature; therefore, it is difficult to provide an operational definition for it.
However, generally, it can be explained as a person’s set of beliefs and ideas about a specific object, and it has a
subjective nature (Furinghetti, 1998). Based on this explanation, mentoring conception is defined as “beliefs about
goals, sources, and nature of mentored learning to teach” (van Ginkel et al., 2016, p. 104). Mentoring conceptions
are differentiated from MTs' mentoring styles and approaches. Mentoring styles and approaches refer to MTs'
typical behaviors during the mentoring process; however, mentoring conceptions refer to MTs' mental models and
beliefs about mentoring, which shapes mentoring practices (Aguirre & Speer, 1999; Donche & Van Petegem,
2011; Evans & Kozhevnikova, 2011; Fang, 1996; van Ginkel et al., 2016).

When the related literature is examined, there is a restricted number of studies examining mentoring
conceptions in PSTE. One of the oldest studies was conducted by Franke and Dahlgren (1996). They conducted
a phenomenographic study with MTs and PSTs to identify their conceptions by asking them what and how
questions about mentoring. The study results showed that MTs’ mentoring conceptions were gathered under three
domains, one of which is the function of mentoring (Franke & Dahlgren, 1996). The function of the mentoring
domain has two outstanding conceptions. According to the first, a reflecting perspective of the teachers’
professional knowledge, MTs are seen as creative facilitators who give PSTs opportunities to create their
understanding of learning to teach. The second one, a taken-for-granted perspective of the teachers’ professional
knowledge, sees MTs as role models who present the correct ways to PSTs.
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Orland-Barak and Klein (2005) conducted a study with 12 MTs to describe their mentoring conceptions
by collecting data through visual texts, verbal annotations, and conversations. The study result showed that MTs
have two kinds of dominant mentoring conceptions: developmental and instrumental mentoring conceptions. MTs
with developmental mentoring conception see themselves as creative people who offer a practical and
collaborative atmosphere for PSTs to discuss learning and teaching principles. They also believe a reciprocal
relationship exists between themselves and PSTs (Orland-Barak & Klein, 2005). MTs with instrumental
mentoring conception see themselves as maestro (Graham, 2006) and a model of correct practice for PSTs to
improve their teaching profession. Mentoring is seen as a performance improvement process in which PSTs
imitate MTs’ practices; therefore, MTs with instrumental mentoring conception believe an asymmetrical
relationship exists between themselves and PSTs (Orland-Barak & Klein, 2005).

Similar to the results of Orland-Barak and Klein’s study (2005), other studies grouped mentoring
conceptions under two dominant types: developmental and instrumental mentoring conceptions (Crasborn et al.,
2008; Kroeze, 2014; van Ginkel et al., 2016; Wang & Odell, 2002). The review study conducted by Wang and
Odell (2002) focused on studies about MTs’ practices in learning to teach in Anglo-Saxon countries. As regards
the results of the study, MTs generally show a tendency to have instrumental mentoring conceptions rather than
developmental mentoring conceptions (Wang & Odell, 2002). Crasborn et al. (2008) conducted a qualitative study
with 30 Dutch MTs by focusing on their mentoring dialogues. The study showed that Dutch M Ts held instrumental
mentoring rather than developmental mentoring conceptions (Crasborn et al., 2008). Kroeze (2014) also found
the same result: Dutch MTs agree more on instrumental mentoring conceptions when they state their mentoring
roles.

Unlike the studies above, van Ginkel et al. (2016) conducted a quantitative study to determine MTs’
conceptions with 726 Dutch MTs by developing and applying the Mentoring Conception Scale (MCS). The scale
was developed by adopting two dominant mentoring conceptions: developmental and instrumental mentoring
conceptions based on the literature (Franke & Dahlgren, 1996; Orland-Barak & Klein, 2005). According to the
result of the study, MTs showed more agreement on developmental mentoring conception (M = 5.48, SD = 0.53)
than instrumental mentoring conception (M = 5.12, SD = 0.55) with large effect size (» = 0.51) (van Ginkel et al.,
2016). Even if MTs showed more agreement on developmental mentoring conception, their scores in instrumental
mentoring conception were also high because MTs do not have to have only one type of conception (Franke &
Dahlgren, 1996). van Ginkel et al. (2016) explained that the reasons they found different results from the literature
could be related to sociocultural differences between participants, reform movements over the years, the use of
different method types in studies, and the lack of a common standard for measuring mentoring conceptions.

One of the variables related to mentoring conceptions is MTs’ reason for working with PSTs, which is
their mentoring motivations (van Ginkel et al., 2016). MTs ' mentoring motivations correlate with how they see
the functioning of mentoring for themselves and PSTs.

Mentoring Motivation

Motivation is usually defined as why humans initiate, maintain, and end a particular act at a specific time (Graham
& Weiner, 1996); therefore, mentoring motivations are essential in shaping mentoring practices. Mentoring
motivations are “the reasons mentor teachers give for engaging in the mentor role; why they consider it important
to become a mentor for novice teachers” (van Ginkel et al., 2016, p. 103). Because being an MT is voluntary,
revealing MTs’ motivations to work with PSTs is required to understand their mentoring practice.

The study conducted by Stout (1982) aimed to understand the reasons why MTs accept working with
PSTs. The result of the study showed that the most stated reason is a professional obligation. As the second most
stated reason, MTs believed that working with PSTs provides them opportunities to improve their professional
development (Stout, 1982). Allen et al. (1997) conducted a similar study to determine MTs’ motivations.
According to the study, there are two primary sources of MTs: other-focused and self-focused factors. While the
other-focused factors are related to a desire to relay information to novices and help them and a desire to construct
an effective work environment, the self-focused factors are related to a desire to work with novices to support
personal learning and to feel honored (Allen et al., 1997). Sinclair et al. (2006) came through similar grouping of
mentoring motivations. MTs stated that their dominant mentoring motivation was sharing their experiences with
novices to help them learn to teach. As the second dominant mentoring motivation, they remarked a desire to
support their teaching profession.
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The Mentoring Motivation Scale (MCS) was developed by van Ginkel et al. (2016) to determine MTs’
mentoring motivations in the same study in which MCS was developed. The scale was developed by adopting
two dominant mentoring motivations that stem from other-focused and self-focused factors: personal learning and
generative outcome motives. Personal learning motives contain MTs’ desires to be MTs, such as supporting their
professional development and feeling enjoyment, satisfaction, and honor (Sinclair et al., 2006; van Ginkel et al.,
2016). MTs with personal learning motives indicate a reciprocal relationship between themselves and PSTs
because they believe PSTs can also support their professional development. General outcome motives contain
MTs’ other-focused desires to be MTs, such as guiding the next generation of teachers by sharing experience and
knowledge (Merriam, 1983). MTs with general outcome motives indicate a one-way relationship between
themselves and PSTs, and MTs transfer their experience and knowledge to PSTs. The results of the study showed
that MTs showed more agreement on generative outcome motives (M = 5.53, SD = 0.71) than personal learning
motives (M = 5.45, SD = 0.89) but with a small effect size (= 0.09). Since the effect size is so small, it was stated
that Dutch MTs had both types of mentoring motivations (van Ginkel et al., 2016). Because MTs might have more
than one reason to be a MT (Sinclair et al., 2006).

The Purpose and the Significance of the Study

Understanding and executing the mentoring process is essential to increase its effectiveness on PSTs. This process
is usually evaluated by considering mentoring practices as it provides a concrete evaluation criterion (Aydin &
Ok, 2019). MTs ' roles and practices are defined in line with the needs and expectations of PSTs, but each MT
shapes their mentoring practices based on their beliefs about what mentoring is and how it should be done.
Revealing MTs ' mentoring conceptions and motivations might meet this need to understand the reasons behind
mentoring practices. Therefore, the current study aims to translate the MCS and the MMS, developed by van
Ginkel et al. (2016), into Turkish to conduct the reliability and validity analyses of the instruments and to examine
Turkish MTs ' mentoring conceptions and motivations descriptively. It is thought that the instruments translated
into Turkish will contribute to the national literature and PSTE by describing Turkish MTs’ conceptions and
motivations about mentoring. Describing mentoring conceptions and motivations might also provide insight into
improving the mentor training program.

Methodology
Method

Since one of the study’s aims is to descriptively examine Turkish MTs ' mentoring conceptions and motivations,
the survey research design was conducted. Survey research is conducted to address the specific questions that
have been asked, solve problems that have been stated, create a baseline for future comparisons, examine trends
within a specific context and timeline, and define what exists and in what amount in the specific context. (Isaac
& Michael, 1997).

Instruments

Before applying the MCS and the MMS to the participants, demographic information was collected using the
Demographic Survey. This survey includes information about participants’ age, gender, years of teaching
experience, years of mentoring experience, school level, subject areas, and school type.

Mentoring Conception Scale (MCS)

In 2016, van Ginkel et al. developed the MCS in the Netherlands to evaluate MTs’ conceptions of mentoring by
conducting a literature review and pilot study. The instrument was developed by considering two mentoring
conceptions: developmental and instrumental mentoring conception. The instrument consists of 48 seven-point
Likert-type items (strongly disagree, disagree, disagree more than agree, disagree as much as agree, agree more
than disagree, agree, strongly agree). Three sub-instruments under the MCS focus on assessing different
dimensions of mentoring conceptions. The first sub-instrument, with eight items, focuses on mentoring goals and
intentions. The second sub-instrument, with 14 items, focuses on beliefs about sources of teacher knowledge and
learning, and the third sub-instrument, with 16 items, focuses on beliefs about the nature and process of teacher
knowledge and learning. Twenty-four items are regarding MTs’ developmental mentoring conception; the
remaining 24 are regarding instrumental mentoring conception. Items under the developmental mentoring
conception see mentoring as a process that contains effective, collaborative, and reciprocal relationships between

Bogazici University Journal of Education Vol. 42-4 (1)



Translation of the Mentoring Conception Scale and the Mentoring Motivation Scale 5

MTs and PSTs to discuss the principle of learning to teach. Items about the instrumental mentoring conception
see mentoring as a process that contains a one-way relationship between MTs and PSTs. During this process, the
role of the MT is to be a model for PSTs to improve their proficiency in teaching. After developing the MCS, van
Ginkel et al. (2016) conducted a reliability and validity analysis by applying the instrument to 726 MTs in Dutch.
The researchers calculated the Cronbach Alpha coefficients for each conception factor for reliability analysis. The
Cronbach Alpha coefficients were found to be 0.85 and 0.82 for the items under developmental and instrumental
mentoring conception, respectively (van Ginkel et al., 2016).

Mentoring Motivation Scale (MMS)

In 2016, van Ginkel et al. developed the MMS in the Netherlands to evaluate MTs’ motivations for mentoring by
conducting a pilot study. The instrument was developed by considering two mentoring motivations: personal
learning motives and generative outcome motives. The instrument consists of 19 seven-point Likert-type items
(strongly disagree, disagree, disagree more than agree, disagree as much as agree, agree more than disagree, agree,
strongly agree), focusing on MTs’ reasons for wanting to work with PSTs. There are eight items related to MTs’
personal learning motives, such as personal development in the teaching profession and enjoyment. There are 11
items related to MTs’ generative outcome motives, such as a desire to transfer knowledge and experience to the
next generation of teachers. After developing the MMS, van Ginkel et al. (2016) conducted a reliability and
validity analysis by applying the instrument to 726 MTs in the Netherlands. The Cronbach Alpha coefficients
were calculated for each motivation factor for the reliability analysis. The Cronbach Alpha coefficients were found
to be 0.86 and 0.83 for the items under personal learning and generative outcome motives, respectively (van
Ginkel et al., 2016).

The Translation of the Instruments

In the current study, the backward translation design was used to translate the instruments. There are three steps
to translating an instrument through the backward translation design: translating the instrument into the target
language, translating the instrument translated target language into the source language by a different translator
(or group of translators), and comparing the original version of the instrument and the back-translated version of
it to ensure the language equivalence (ITC, 2018). Before the translation process of the instruments, the required
permission was obtained from van Ginkel et al. (2016) via e-mail. Then, the translation process of the instruments
started. The instruments were translated into Turkish by the expert, who is a native Turkish speaker and fluent in
Dutch. Then, items of the instruments translated into Turkish were translated back into Dutch. In the sequel, the
experts evaluate the language equivalence by comparing the original version of the instrument and the back-
translated version.

To strengthen the linguistic and cultural aspects of the instruments, the researchers consulted with MTs
and teacher educators’ opinions. Firstly, the researchers interviewed eight MTs to determine their understanding
of the translated instruments. According to MTs' opinions, it was observed that some words and items of the
instruments were misunderstood or understood differently. Therefore, the researchers consulted teacher educators’
opinions to evaluate items regarding socio-cultural context and PSTE practices in Turkey. The teacher educators
made recommendations about some words by considering the possible meanings of the words in the Turkish
context, such as teach, teaching, and lesson. After these changes, another teacher educator and an experienced MT
took control of the final version of the Turkish instruments. Thus, the translation of the instruments was completed,
and Turkish versions of them are given in Appendix.

Sampling and Participants

The instruments were administered to participants in the 2021 fall semester of teaching practicum. The instruments
were prepared to be administered online (due to the COVID-19 outbreak) via Google Forms. The highest number
of universities providing PSTE in Turkey is in Istanbul; therefore, the target population of this study was chosen
secondary school MTs in Istanbul. Using the purposive sampling method for survey research design requires a
representative sample for the target population. Even though significant teacher education institutions are in
Istanbul, they tend to work with the same internship schools and MTs. This means having a small pool of MTs
working with PSTs yearly. Universities prefer to work with the same schools and mentors to maintain
collaboration. This means that the target population of this study is not all the teachers in Istanbul; it is a small
portion of it. Thus, the total number of participants may seem low, but it should be considered regarding the target
population. In Turkey, teachers must get a mentoring certification to be MTs by taking a three-day mentor training

Bogazici University Journal of Education Vol. 42-4 (1)



6 Arife Sahin and Fatma Aslan-Tutak

program provided by the Ministry of Education. Since there is a limited number of certificated secondary school
area specialized MTs, the target population of the study was narrow.

The study sample included 141 secondary school MTs of ten branches: mathematics, science, physics,
chemistry, biology, Turkish, English, history, geography, and social science. The demographic information of
participating MTs is presented in Table 1.

Table 1

Demographic Information for The Participating Mentor Teachers

Gender N

Female 94

Male 47

School Type

Public 86

Private 55

School Level

High 79

Middle 62

Mentoring Experience Year

1-3 year 43

4-7 year 47

8-11 year 21

More than 12 years 30

Subject Areas

Mathematics z? Total: 49
Science 19
Physics 5

Science Total: 44
Chemistry 13
Biology 7
Turkish 6
English 37

Language and Social Science History 1 Total: 48
Geography 0
Social Science 4

The ages of the participant MTs were between 24 and 61 (M =42.3, SD = 4.96). Additionally, the participant
MTs’ teaching experience years ranged from 2 to 35 (M = 18.66, SD = 7.48), and their mentoring experience years
ranged from 1 to 25 (M =7.23, SD = 5.89).

Data Analysis

After the data collection process, the reliability and validity analyses were conducted for each instrument. The
Cronbach alpha coefficients for overall instruments and each conception and motivation factor were calculated
using SPSS (version 25) for the reliability analysis. Also, the corrected item-total correlations for each item of the
instruments were calculated.
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Both theory-driven and data-driven perspectives were used for the validity analysis of the two
instruments. A theory-driven perspective was supported by reviewing related literature. According to the related
literature, mentoring conception is a two-factor construct, developmental mentoring conception, and instrumental
mentoring conception (Crasborn et al., 2008; Franke & Dahlgren, 1996; Kroeze, 2014; van Ginkel et al., 2016;
Orland-Barak & Klein, 2005; Wang & Odell, 2002). Mentoring motivation is a two-factor construct with a
personal learning and a generative outcome motive (Allen et al., 1997; Sinclair et al., 2006; Stout, 1982; van
Ginkel et al., 2016). Since the literature supports a two-factor construct of mentoring conception and motivation,
Confirmatory Factor Analysis (CFA) was conducted for each instrument to check the construct validity. When
the structure of the factor model is determined by previous studies and theories, CFA is more appropriate in the
later stages of construct validation (Brown, 2015). Before performing CFA, required assumptions, such as sample
size, normality, outliers, and missing data, were checked.

Although there is no consensus about the required sample size for conducting CFA, the number of
participants should be sufficient to discern the relationship between the observed variables and constructs (Brown,
2015). Kline (1994) asserted that 200 participants are sufficient to conduct CFA. Additionally, the number of
participants can be reduced by up to 100 if the construct structure is clear and its number is small (Kline, 1994).
The ratio of N.p (N: sample size, p: number of observed variables) should be considered while determining an
acceptable sample size for CFA. The ratio of 10:1 is preferable; however, Kline (1994) states that it can be as low
as 2:1 depending on the structure and number of constructs. In addition to considering the N:p ratio, the p:f ratio
may also be considered when determining sample size (f: the number of construct factors). Having more observed
variables per factor is preferable when the sample size is limited (Marsh, 1998). In this study, considering the
small size of the target population, which is MTs in Istanbul, the sample size can be considered representative.
There are 58 universities in Istanbul, almost a fourth of the total in Turkey, and just 17 have a Faculty of Education.
Among these universities, only two have a department for high school teaching. This causes the need for a small
number of MTs in Istanbul and the number of MTs in Istanbul to be low. Given these circumstances, the sample
size of the study might be considered limited but representative.

After collecting data, skewness values were calculated for each factor under two instruments to check
the normality assumption. Additionally, the Kolmogorov-Smirnov test was conducted to get more accurate results.
Since data is ordinal and the sample size is relatively small, the estimator means and variance adjusted weighted
least square (WLSMV) was considered to conduct CFA. To interpret the results of CFA, fit indices such as the
ratio of chi-square and degree of freedom (y?/df), the Root Mean Squared Error of Approximation (RMSEA), the
Comparative Fit Index (CFI), the Tucker Lewis Index (TLI) and the Weighted Root Mean Residual (WRMR)
were checked. The values of model fit indices are affected by the sample size and the number of items in an
instrument (Shi et al., 2018). When the sample size is small, and the number of items is high, RMSEA, CFI, and
TLI values are likely to be biased and tend to give a worse model fit than the population values (Shi et al., 2018).
Since the sample size of the study was relatively small, more caution is needed to interpret the values of model fit
indices. In addition to the interpretation of fit indices, factor loadings for each item under two instruments were
checked.

Descriptive statistics of mentoring conceptions and motivations were achieved by using SPSS. To
examine both conception and motivation factors among themselves, a non-parametric alternative of the Paired-
Sample t-test, which is the Wilcoxon Signed Rank Test, was used.

Results

The results of the study are given under three headings: reliability results of the instruments, validity results of the
instruments, and descriptive results regarding mentoring conception and motivation.

Reliability Analysis Results

Mentoring Conception Scale (MCS)

In the reliability analysis of the MCS, the Cronbach alpha coefficient for the overall instrument with 48 items was
0.96. The reliability of the instrument was considered excellent (George & Mallery, 2003). Then, the same
calculation was conducted for each conception factor, and Cronbach's alpha values of the two factors are as
follows: developmental mentoring conception (24 items) is 0.96, and instrumental mentoring conception (24
items) is 0.94. Thus, the reliability of each conception factor was also considered excellent (George & Mallery,

Bogazici University Journal of Education Vol. 42-4 (1)



8

Arife Sahin and Fatma Aslan-Tutak

2003). Additionally, the corrected item-total correlations for all items, which are given in Table 2, were higher

than 0.30 and considered acceptable (De Vaus, 2004).

Table 2

The Corrected Item-Total Correlations of the MCS items

The corrected item-total

The corrected item-total

Item Number MCS Item Code correlations Item Number MCS Item Code correlations
Item1 DMCl1 0.58 Item10 IMCl1 0.53
Item2 DMC2 0.59 Item11 MC2 0.80
Item3 DMC3 0.65 Item12 IMC3 0.61
Item4 DMC4 0.60 Item13 IMC4 0.64
Item5 DMCs 0.62 Item14 IMC5 0.70
Item6 DMCo6 0.62 Item15 IMCé6 0.67
Item7 DMC7 0.62 Item16 IMC7 0.61
[tem8 DMCS8 0.56 Item17 IMCS8 0.50
Item9 DMC9 0.52 Item18 MC9 0.49
Item19 DMCI10 0.63 Item26 IMC10 0.64
Item20 DMCI11 0.73 Item27 IMCl11 0.62
Item21 DMCI12 0.65 Item28 IMC12 0.61
Item22 DMCI13 0.67 Item29 IMC13 0.63
Item23 DMCl14 0.72 Item30 IMC14 0.57
Item24 DMCI5 0.59 Item31 IMC15 0.61
Item25 DMCI16 0.52 Item32 IMC16 0.66
Item33 DMC17 0.53 Item41 IMC17 0.61
Item34 DMCI8 0.58 Item42 IMC18 0.68
Item35 DMCI19 0.51 Item43 IMC19 0.60
Item36 DMC20 0.54 Item44 IMC20 0.69
Item37 DMC21 0.55 Item45 IMC21 0.51
Item38 DMC22 0.59 Item46 IMC22 0.67
Item39 DMC23 0.52 Item47 IMC23 0.57
Item40 DMC24 0.63 Item48 IMC24 0.52

Note. DMC = Developmental Mentoring Conception; IMC = Instrumental Mentoring Conception

Mentoring Motivation Scale (MMS)

In the reliability analysis of the MMS, the Cronbach alpha coefficient of the instrument was found to be 0.92,
which is considered excellent (George & Mallery, 2003). For the factors, personal learning motives and generative
outcome motives, under the instrument, the Cronbach alpha coefficients were 0.87 and 0.89, respectively. Thus,
the reliability of each conception factor was also considered excellent (George & Mallery, 2003). Moreover, the
corrected item-total correlations for all items were calculated, and it was seen that all values, which are given in

Table 3, were higher than 0.30 and considered acceptable (De Vaus, 2004).

Table 3

The Corrected Item-Total Correlations of the MMS items

Item Numbers

MMS Item Codes

The corrected item-total correlations

Item 1
Item 2
Item 3
Item 4
Item 5

PLM1
GOM1
GOM2
PLM2
PLM3

0.56
0.62
0.53
0.38
0.80
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Item Numbers MMS Item Codes The corrected item-total correlations
Item 6 GOM3 0.63
Item 7 PLM4 0.77
Item 8 GOM4 0.66
Item 9 PLMS5S 0.74
Item10 GOMS 0.53
Item 11 PLM6 0.66
Item 12 PLM7 0.72
Item 13 PLMS8 0.75
Item 14 GOM6 0.57
Item 15 GOM7 0.64
Item 16 GOMS 0.74
Item 17 GOM9 0.64
Item 18 GOM10 0.61
Item 19 GOM11 0.66

Note. PLM = Personal Learning Motives; GOM = Generative Outcome Motives

Validity Analysis Results
Mentoring Conception Scale (MCS)

To check the construct validity of the MCS instrument, CFA was performed by using MPlus 7 with the WLSMV
estimator. Before performing the CFA, the required assumptions were controlled. The number of participants is
141, the number of items is 48, and the number of factors is two. While the ratio of sample size and observed
variable is 2.94:1, the ratio of observed variable and factors is 24:1. For the normality assumption, the skewness
value was calculated as -0.81. For the normality assumption, the skewness value was calculated as -0.81. It was
seen that the skewness value is in an acceptable range, from -1 to 1 (Hair et al., 2014). Since the Kolmogorov-
Smirnov test was found significant (p = 0.00), it was accepted that the data is not normally distributed.

The results of the CFA were evaluated by considering model fit indices and factor loadings of each item.
The values of y2, y?/df, RMSEA, CFI, TLI, and the WRMR are presented in Table 4.

Table 4
Confirmatory Factor Analysis Results of the MCS

Model Fit Indices
2-Factor Model X2 df x2/df RMSEA CFI TLI WRMR
2841.01 1079 2.63 0.11 0.9 0.89 1.945

The values of model fit indices obtained from the CFA are acceptable for the two-factor model except for the
values of RMSEA and WRMR, which are slightly higher than the cut-off point. As a further step, factor loadings
were checked. It was seen that all factor loadings, which are presented in Table 5, are statistically significant and
higher than 0.5, even though the values of RMSEA and WRMR are a little higher than an acceptable value.
Therefore, it was accepted that the construct validity of the MCS instrument was provided, which indicates that
the instrument measures the mentoring conception (the construct) that it is intended to measure.

Table 5
The Factor Loadings of the MCS items

MCS Item

Item Number MCS Item Code Factor Loadings Item Number Code Factor Loadings
Item1 DMC1 1.000 Item10 IMC1 1.000
Item?2 DMC2 0.990 Iteml11 IMC2 0.908
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Item Number MCS Item Code Factor Loadings Item Number Mcciét;em Factor Loadings
Item3 DMC3 1.036 Item12 IMC3 0.830
Item4 DMC4 1.007 Item13 IMC4 0.955
Item5 DMCS5 0.971 Item14 IMC5 0.816
Item6 DMC6 0912 Item15 IMC6 0.915
Item7 DMC7 0.939 Item16 IMC7 0.707
Item8 DMC8 1.016 Item17 IMC8 0.987
Item9 DMC9 0.903 Item18 IMC9 0.995
Item19 DMC10 1.001 Item26 IMC10 0.998
Item20 DMCl11 1.038 Item27 IMC11 1.072
Item21 DMCI12 1.011 Item28 MC12 1.028
Item22 DMC13 1.043 Item29 IMC13 1.009
Item23 DMC14 1.078 Item30 IMC14 1.063
Item24 DMCI5 0.887 Item31 IMC15 1.022
Item25 DMC16 0.796 Item32 IMC16 1.020
Item33 DMC17 0.946 Item41 IMC17 0.794
Item34 DMC18 1.003 Item42 IMC18 0.867
Item35 DMCI19 0.871 Item43 IMC19 0.742
Item36 DMC20 0.946 Item44 IMC20 0.849
Item37 DMC21 0.997 Item45 IMC21 0.629
Item38 DMC22 1.050 Item46 IMC22 0.762
Item39 DMC23 0.932 Item47 IMC23 0.632
Item40 DMC24 1.114 Item48 IMC24 0.602

Note. DMC = Developmental Mentoring Conception; IMC = Instrumental Mentoring Conception

The correlation between conception factors is 0.55, which indicates that there is a moderate level of correlation
between the two factors. To check the discriminant validity in terms of two factors, the average variance extracted
(AVE) values were calculated as 0.96 for the developmental mentoring conception factor and 0.80 for the
instrumental mentoring conception factor. The squared correlation of the two factors is found to be 0.30. Since
the values of AVE are higher than the squared correlation of two factors, the discriminant validity for the MCS
instrument was provided, which indicates two conception factors of the MCS instrument have a unique nature.

Mentoring Motivation Scale (MMS)

After controlling the assumptions, the CFA was performed by using MPlus 7 with the WLSMYV estimator to check
the construct validity of the MMS instrument. The MMS instrument was filled out by 141 MTs. While the number
of items in the instrument is 19, the number of factors is two. Regarding this information, it was calculated that
the ratio of sample size and observed variables is 7.42:1, and the ratio of observed variables and factors is 9.5:1,
which can be considered acceptable. Regarding the assumption of the CFA, the normality was checked by
calculating the skewness value of the MMS instrument as -0.70. It was seen that the skewness value is in an
acceptable range, from -1 to 1 (Hair et al., 2014). Since the Kolmogorov-Smirnov test was found significant
(p = 0.00), it was accepted that the data is not normally distributed.

The results of the CFA were evaluated by considering model fit indices and factor loadings of each item.
The values of model fit indices are presented in Table 6.

Table 6
Confirmatory Factor Analysis Results of the MMS

Model Fit Indices
2-Factor Model ¥2  df Y2/df RMSEA CFI TLI WRMR
725.649 151 4.8 0.075 0.922 0.912 1.623
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The values of model fit indices obtained from the CFA are acceptable for the two-factor motivation model except
for the values of WRMR. The value of WRMR is slightly higher than the cut-off point. In addition to model fit
indices, factor loadings of each item were considered to evaluate the construct validity of the MMS instrument.
Even if the value of WRMR is higher than an acceptable value, it was calculated that all factor loadings, which
are presented in Table 7, are statistically significant and higher than 0.5. Therefore, it was accepted that the
construct validity of the MMS instrument was provided, which indicates the MMS instrument measures the
mentoring motivation (the construct) that it is intended to measure.

Table 7
The Factor Loadings of the MMS items

Item Numbers MMS Item Codes Factor Loadings
Item 1 PLM1 1.000
Item 2 GOM1 1.000
Item 3 GOM2 0.950
Item 4 PLM2 1.001
Item 5 PLM3 1.173
Item 6 GOM3 1.063
Item 7 PLM4 0.861
Item 8 GOM4 1.097
Item 9 PLMS5S 1.373
Item10 GOMS5 1.097
Item 11 PLM6 1.275
Item 12 PLM7 1.308
Item 13 PLMS8 1.103
Item 14 GOM6 0.885
Item 15 GOM7 0.906
Item 16 GOMS8 0.963
Item 17 GOM9 0.844
Item 18 GOM10 0.828
Item 19 GOM11 0.846

Note. PLM = Personal Learning Motives; GOM = Generative Outcome Motives

The correlation between the two motivation factors was also calculated, and it was seen that there is a moderate
level of correlation between the two motivation factors. Moreover, discriminant validity was controlled by
calculating the values of AVE for two motivation factors. The AVE values were 1.32 and 0.92 for the personal
learning motives factor and the generative outcome motives factor, respectively. The squared correlation of two
mentoring motivation factors was calculated as 0.26. Since the AVE values are higher than the squared correlation
of two mentoring motivation factors, it was accepted that discriminant validity of the MMS instrument was
provided, which indicates that the motivation factors of the MMS instrument have a unique nature.

Descriptive Results of Mentoring Conceptions and Motivations

After revealing the reliability and validity results of the instruments, descriptive statistics were also presented to
describe the participant MTs’ mentoring conceptions and mentoring motivations.

Mentoring Conception Factors

The descriptive statistics from the MCS are presented in Table 8. When the mean values of both conception factors
are considered, it is seen that MTs tended to give high scores for conception factors, developmental (M = 6.29),
and instrumental mentoring conception (M = 5.67).
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Table 8

Descriptive Statistics for Conception Factors

Factors M SD Min. Max.
Developmental Mentoring Conception 6.29 0.66 3.63 7.00
Instrumental Mentoring Conception 5.67 0.91 3.25 7.00

The Wilcoxon Signed-Rank Test was used to examine two conception factors. According to the results of the
Wilcoxon Signed-Rank Test, there was a statistically significant difference among MTs’ conception factors
(z=-9.02, p<0.001), with a large effect size (r = 0.54) (Cohen, 1988). MTs reported stronger agreement with a
developmental mentoring conception (M= 6.29, SD = 0.66) than with an instrumental mentoring conception
(M=5.67,SD=0.91).

Mentoring Motivation Factors

The MMS is a 7-Likert-type instrument with 19 items under personal learning motive (N = 8) and generative
outcome motive (N = 11). The descriptive statistics are presented in Table 9 as in the conception factors, MTs
tended to give high scores for both motivation factors, personal learning motive (M =5.94) and generative
outcome motive (M = 5.88).

Table 9

Descriptive Statistics for Motivation Factors

Factors M SD Min. Max.
Personal Learning Motive 5.94 0.89 2.13 7.00
Generative Outcome Motive 5.88 0.89 3.36 7.00

The Wilcoxon Signed-Rank Test was used to check whether there was a statistically significant difference between
the two motivation factors. The results revealed that there was no statistically significant difference among MTs’
motivation factors (z =-1.28, p =0.22). MTs reported almost equal agreement on a personal learning motive
(M =5.94, SD = 0.89) and a generative outcome motive (M = 5.88, SD = 0.89) to be MT.

Discussion and Conclusion

The mentoring process has a complex structure (Leshem, 2012), and it is essential to understand this process to
increase its effectiveness on PSTs' learning to teach. To evaluate the mentoring process, MTs' practices, identified
based on PSTs’ needs, are generally considered; however, the effects of MTs' beliefs about what mentoring is and
which mentoring practices are required are ignored. Since these beliefs are the basis of MTs’ mentoring
conceptions and motivations, it is necessary to consider mentoring conceptions and motivations to understand
MTSs’ mentoring practices and how these practices shape the mentoring process. Nevertheless, no instruments to
study MTs' mentoring conceptions and motivations in Turkey could be found. Therefore, the aim of the current
study was to translate the MCS, which measures mentoring conceptions, and the MMS, which measures mentoring
motivations, into Turkish and report descriptive results.

According to the findings of the reliability analysis of the instruments, while the Cronbach alpha
coefficients of the conception factors under the MCS were found to be 0.96 and 0.94, it was found that the
Cronbach alpha coefficients of the motivation factors under the MMS were 0.87 and 0.89. When the Cronbach
alpha coefficient findings obtained during the development phase of the instruments were examined, they were
calculated as 0.85 and 0.82 for conception factors under the MCS and 0.86 and 0.83 (van Ginkel et al., 2016). It
can be said that the current study's reliability results are similar to those obtained in the development study.

The construct and discriminant validity were considered for the validity of the instruments. For the MCS
instrument, the CFA results indicated that the values of y2/df, CFI, and TLI, except for the values of RMSEA and
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WRMR, are acceptable for the two-factor model. The values of RMSEA and WRMR were found to be slightly
higher than the cut-off point. However, all factor loadings were found to be statistically significant and higher
than 0.5. Furthermore, the discriminant validity was provided for the instrument. For the MMS instrument, all
model fit indices, y?/df, RMSEA, CFI, and TLI, except WRMR, were found to be acceptable for the two-factor
model. It was also found that all factor loadings were statistically significant and higher than 0.5, and the
discriminant validity was high, as requested. Since the sample size affects model fit indices (Shi et al., 2018), the
reason for finding slightly high RMSEA and WRMR values for the two instruments might be related to the
relatively small sample size in this current study.

In addition to these test statistics, the two-factor conception and motivation models for the instruments
came from the literature, and lots of studies supported these two-factor models (e.g., Crasborn et al., 2008; Kroeze,
2014; Sinclair et al., 2006). Therefore, in the current study, the MCS and the MMS instruments were assumed to
provide a good fit with the two-factor conception and motivation models.

When the descriptive statistics of mentoring conception factors were examined, there was a statistically
significant difference between developmental and instrumental mentoring conception, and MTs tended to have a
developmental mentoring conception as a dominant one. Even if a significant difference was found between
conception factors, it is seen that MTs hold more than one mentoring conception to shape their practices in the
mentoring process by giving high scores for each conception factor, as stated by Franke and Dahlgren (1996).
This means that while MTs see the mentoring process as a collaborative and symmetrical relationship with PSTs,
they also see themselves as maestros who provide effective teaching practices to PSTs. In the literature, studies
on the mentoring conceptions have revealed different results. Some studies have presented that MTs' dominant
mentoring conceptions are instrumental conceptions (e.g., Kroeze, 2014; Wang & Odell, 2002), while some
studies have found that MTs' dominant mentoring conceptions are developmental conceptions (e.g., van Ginkel
et al., 2016).

In the current study, the reason why MTs hold developmental mentoring conception as a dominant one
might be related to similarities between mentoring conception factors and conceptions of teaching (student-
centered and teacher-centered conception of teaching) (Donche & Van Petegem, 2011). In the early 2000s, the
constructivist approach as an official philosophy of the Turkish Education System was accepted (Under, 2010),
and reform movements in curriculums, textbooks, and teaching materials by emphasizing the constructivist
approach have been conducted. When the participant MTs’ ages (M =42.3, SD =4.96) and years of teaching
experience (M =18.66, SD =7.48) are considered, most of them experienced these educational reform
movements. With this new approach, teachers’ conception of teaching and learning might have changed, and they
might have started to emphasize a student-centered conception of teaching (Gencel, 2013) and a constructivist
conception of teaching and learning (Aypay, 2011; Ekinci, 2016; Usta, 2019). Since the constructivist approach
to teaching and learning shows similarities with the developmental mentoring conception (Chan & Elliot, 2004),
the reason why the participant MTs in Turkey held the developmental mentoring conception as a dominant one
might come from the tendency of the constructivist conception about learning and teaching.

Even if MTs held developmental mentoring conception as a dominant one, they also showed a tendency
to hold instrumental mentoring conception as well. The reasons for this tendency might be related to limited
reforms in the content and approach of mentoring in Turkey. In 1998, the most essential reform was made in
PSTE, and teaching practices were added. With this reform, the roles and practices of MTs were stated, and a
three-day mentor training program became compulsory to be a MT. However, this three-day mentor training
program is limited for teachers to be MTs (Y1lmaz & Bikmaz, 2020). Though teachers’ conceptions about teaching
and learning have changed, they might not shape their mentoring conceptions in terms of these new approaches
to teaching and learning. Therefore, MTs in Turkey might have shown a tendency to have an instrumental
mentoring conception along with a developmental mentoring conception. They might have hesitated to choose
one mentoring conception as a dominant one.

The results of the current study showed that MTs tended to give high scores for both motivation factors,
and they reported almost equal agreement on personal learning motives (M = 5.94, SD = 0.89) and generative
outcome motives (M = 5.88, SD = 0.89). This means that MTs have both self-focused, a desire to develop MTs’
personal learning and feel enjoyment and satisfaction, and other-focused motives, a desire to guide the next
generation by transferring experience and information to PSTs, to be a MT. Other studies found similar results in
the literature (e.g., van Ginkel et al., 2016). Though being a MT and a teacher should be considered distinct
professions (Achinstein & Athanases, 2005), being a MT has been seen as a part of the teaching profession (van
Ginkel et al., 2016). The reason why MTs held both motivation factors might be explained by their reasons for
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joining the teaching profession. There are many factors that shape PSTs’ motivations to join the teaching
profession, which are classified into three categories: intrinsic reasons, altruistic reasons, and extrinsic reasons
(Moran et al., 2001). The categories, intrinsic and altruistic reasons, show similarities with the reasons behind
personal and generative outcome motives for being a MT, respectively. The results of the studies, which aimed to
examine PSTs’ motivations to join the teaching profession, indicated that PSTs generally show a tendency to have
both high intrinsic and altruistic reasons to join the teaching profession (Hao & Guzman, 2007; Reid & Caudwell,
1997; Richardson & Watt, 2006). This tendency might explain teachers’ reasons for being MT. Therefore, MTs
in this study might have held both motivation factors as dominant ones.

When the aforementioned reliability and validity results are considered, it can be stated that the MCS
and the MMS instruments can be used by researchers who aim to examine MTs ' mentoring conceptions and
motivations in Tiirkiye. However, researchers who want to use these two translated instruments should be aware
that the factors under mentoring conception and motivation constructs are not two extreme ends, and as stated by
Franke and Dahlgren (1996), mentor teachers may hold more than one mentoring conception to shape their
practices in the mentoring process. Even if MTs tended to give high scores for both motivation and conception
factors, giving high scores for instruments does not always mean that MTs put into practice adopted beliefs
(Orland, 2001; Sinclair et al., 2006). Therefore, for further research, along with these two instruments, it might be
meaningful to use qualitative data collection methods, interviews, and observations to support quantitative data.
This would provide results for both their mentoring conceptions and motivations and reveal how much MTs put
into practice adopted beliefs.
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Mentorliik Anlayis Olcegi ve Mentorliik Motivasyon Olceginin Tiirkce’ye Cevrilmesi: Giivenirlik ve
Gegerlik Cahsmasi

Oz

Bu ¢alismamin amaci, Mentorliik Anlayis Olgegi ve Mentirliik Motivasyon Olgegini Tiirkce 've cevirip élgeklerin gegerlik ve giivenirlik
analizlerini yapmak ve mentor 6gretmenlerinin mentorliik anlayislarini ve motivasyonlarini Tiirkiye baglaminda betimsel olarak incelemektir.
Olgekler Hollandaca'dan Tiirk¢e ‘ye geri geviri yontemi kullanilarak ¢evrilmis ve Istanbul'da 141 mentor ogretmene uygulanmistir.
Giivenilirlik analizi icin i¢ tutarlilik katsayilart ve diizeltilmis madde-toplam korelasyonlart hesaplanmuistir. Olgeklerin yapt gegerliliginin
kontrolii i¢in Dogrulayici Faktor Analizleri yapilmis ve ayirici gegerlilik de kontrol edilmistir. Gegerlilik sonuglari, dlceklerin iki faktorden
olusan orijinal yapisimi dogrulamistiv: gelisimsel ve aragsal mentorliik anlayisi; kisisel 6grenme ve iiretken sonug giidiileri. Anlayis
faktérlerinin i¢ tutarlilik katsayilar: 0,96 ve 0,94 olarak hesaplanirken, motivasyon faktorlerinin i¢ tutarlilik katsayilart 0,87 ve 0,89 olarak
hesaplanmistir. Betimsel bulgular, mentor ogretmenlerinin her bir anlayis ve motivasyon faktorii icin yiiksek puanlar verme egiliminde
oldugunu gostermistir.

Anahtar kelimeler: staj i¢in mentorliik, mentorliik anlayisi, mentorliik motivasyonu, gegerlik, giivenirlik
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Appendix
Mentoring Conception Scale and Mentoring Motivation Scale
MENTORLUK ANLAYIS OLCEGI
1.  Mentirlitk Amaclar: ve Niyetleri
Agapgida mentdr olmadaki amaclarn ve nivetleri igeren birtakim ifadeler wverilmigtir. Bu ifadelere katilip
katilmadipimzi (1) Kesinlikle Katimivorum, (2) Kattmivorum, (3) Eismen Katilmivorum, (4) Karafsizom, (3)
Kismen Kattlivorum, (6) Katilyvorum, (7) Kesinlikle Katiliyorum cevaplanndan bir tanesini 1aretleyerek belirtiniz.
123 /4|5[6]7
1. Mentorlok gorigmelermde 6gretmen adaylarinin 1vi bir dersin
arkasindaki ilkeler: kesfetmelen i¢cin olanak saglamaya caliginm.
2. Ogretmen adaylarmin kendi geligimleri izerine siirekli yansitma
yvapmalanm saglamaya galisinm.
3. Ogretmen adaylarimin nasil bir gretmen olmak istediklerini
kegfetmelerine vardimet olmava calisinm.
4. Qgretmen adaylarinin kendi derslerini 8grencinin bakis acisindan
gormelerimi saglamaya caliginm.
5. Ogretmen adaylarim dgretimle 1lgili farkl gariigler hakkinda
bagkalariyla tartigmaya tegvik etmeve caliginm.
6. Ogretmen adaylarinin ders iizerine tartismak icin dersin birkag
dakikalik kismin segmelerine olanak saglamak benim icin
snemlidir.
7. Ogretmen adaylarna, 6grencilerin kend: galismalarin
degerlendirmelerini saglamay: 8gretmeye calisinm.
8. Ogretmen adaylarina meslegin bir parcas: olduklarini hissettirmeye
calisinm.
9. Benim igin, Hgretmen adaylan ile mentérlik goriigmelert 1cin
belirli zamanlar planlamak dnemlidir.
10. Ogretmen adaylarina ders hazirlamanin temel kurallarimi
Gretmeve calisinm.
11. Ogretmen adaylarina suufta siki kontrol saglamayi 8gretmeye
calisinm.
12. Ogretmen adaylarinin derslerini yapilandirmasini saglamaya
calisinm.
13. Ogretmen adavlarma temel siif ici rutinlerini 6fretmeve calisinm.
14. Ogretmen adaylarina ihtivag duyduklar becerileri d3retmeye
calisinm.
15. Ogretmen adaylarinin belirli bir ders yapis: kullanmalarim
saglamaya caligirim.
16. Dersin gidisatim &grencilerin degil, 6gretmen adaylarinin
belirlemesinin énemli oldugunu diginirim.
17. Ogretimi degerlendirirken dersi bastan sona gdzden gecirmeye
calisinm.
18. Ders gozlemine dayanarak dgretmen adaylariyla konusmak ve
Bfretimi degerlendirmek benim icin Snemlidir.
Bogazici University Journal of Education Vol. 42-4 (1)
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2. Ogretmeyi Ogrenme Kaynaklart Hakiindaki Inanislar

Asagida dgretmevi dgrenme kaynaklan hakkindaki inamglan iceren bir takim ifadeler verilmigtir. Bu ifadelere
katilip katilmadiginz (1) Kesinlikle Kattlmvorum, (2) Katilmvorum, (3) Kismen Katilmivorum, (4) Kararsizim,
(3) Kismen Katilyorum, (6) Katiporum, (7) Kesinlitle Kanlpyorum cevaplanindan bir tanesini isaretleyerek

belirtimz.
2

1. Ogretmen adaylarimn birbirlerini 1v1 destekleyebilecegini diigiiniiriim.

2. Ogretmen adaylarinin birbirlerine yaptiklar yorumlarin enlar icin cok
faydali oldugunu disiiniriim.

3. Ogretmen adaylarimin birlikte analiz ettikler: zaman, dgretmenlik
uygulamalarim daha 1v1 yvorumlamavy: dgrendiklerm diisiiniivorum.

4. Diger dgretmen adaylan ile birlikte ders gézlemi vapmamn, &3retmen
adaylan icin faydal olacagim dilsiiniiriim.

5. Daha az tecritbeli 6gretmenlerin derslerini de gdzlemlemenin
Ggretmen adavylan igin faydali olacagin dilgiinfirim.

6. Birbirlerinin hatalanini gérmenin, dgretmen adaylan icin cok egitict
oldugunu digiiniiriim.

7. Meslektaglanmin sorunlanm gérmenin, dgretmen adaylarun kendi
performanslanni gelistirmelerine vardimei oldugunu diigintiriim.

8. Ogretmen adaylarinin, 6gretmenlik denevimi elde edebilmeleri igin
deneyimli dgretmenlerin vardimina thtivaglan oldugunu ditgiiniiriim.

9. Mentor olmak i¢in dncelikle 1y1 bir 6gretmen olmak gerektigim
dilginiriom.

10. Ogretmen adaylarimn performanslarini arttirmak icin mentérlerin
yvorumlanna ve degerlendirmelerine ithtivaclan oldugunu diginiirim.

11. Ogretmen adaylarina mentdrlik etmek igin, ortalamadan daha ivi
Hgreten bint olmamin gart oldugunu dilsinirim.

12. Ogretmen adaylarimin uygulama durumlarm anlamasi igin bu
durumlan bagkalarinmn vorumlamasinin dnemh oldugunu digtinirim.

13. Bence, yaptiklariyvla yargilaniyor olma hissi, 6gretmen adaylarimin
Bgretimleri fizerine calismalarna vardime olur.

14. Ogretmen adaylarimn derslerinde kargilagtiklan sorunlara iyi
¢oziimler geligtirebilmeleri icin mentorligin ok gerekli oldugunu
dilginiriom.

Bogazici University Journal of Education Vol. 42-4 (1)



3.

Translation of the Mentoring Conception Scale and the Mentoring Motivation Scale

Ogretmen Bilgi ve Ogreniminin Dogast ve Sitreci Haklandaki Inanislar

21

Asagida dgretmen bilgi ve dgrenimin dogasi hakkindaki inaniglar iceren bir takim ifadeler verilmigtir. Bu ifadelere
katilip katilmadigimz (1) Kesinlikle Katilmyvorum, (2) Kattlmorum, (3) Kismen Katilmivorum, (4) Kararsizim,
(3} Kismen Katilporum, (6) Katilvorum, (7) Kesinlikle Kanlvorum cevaplanindan bir tanesini igaretleyerek

belirtiniz.
617

1. Bence gretmeyi ogrenmek, giderek kendinizi nerede
geligtirebileceginizin daha 1vi farkina varmalketir.

2. Bence tgretmeyi 6frenmek, giderek 6grencilerle bagarmak
istediklerinizin daha fazla farkina varmaktir.

3. Bence dgretmeyi dgrenmek, kendi mesleginize iliskin anlayigimzin
siirekli olarak derinlesmesidir.

4 Bence 6gretmeyi d@renmek, daha 1y1 6gretebilmek igin thtivag
duydugunuz, farkl tirlerdeki bilgilerin biitinlegtirilmesini gitgide-
asama asama dgrenmektir.

5. Bence $gretmevi dgrenmek, konu alanini her seferinde daha ivi
anlamavi dgrenmekiir

6. Bence dgretmeyi dgrenmek, calisma sekilleri ve 6gretim yontemler
hakkinda giderek daha fazla bilmektir.

7.  Bence gretmeyi dgrenmek, gitgide meslegin farkli vonlerini
anlamaktir.

8. Bence égretmeyi dgrenmek, dgrencilen gitgide daha 1v1 tanimaktir,

9. Baz mnsanlann dgretmenlik i¢in vetenekli oldugunu, bazi insanlarda
1se bu yvetenefin bulunmadigim disiiniriim.

10. Bence, dgreimen adaylanndaki meslege olan yetenegi tanryabilirsin,

11. Ogretme becerilerimi geligtirebilirim ancak &gretmenlik meslegine
olan vatkinligimi degigtiremem.

12. Yetenekl 68retmen adaylan daha erken 1vi1 68retecektir.

13. Herkeste bir miktar 6gretme yetenegdi bulunur ve bence, bunu
degigtirmek icin vapabileceginiz cok az sev vardir.

14. Bence dfretmevi d&renmek, simiftaki ditzeni koruyarak baglar.

15. Bence tgretmeyi dgrenmek, 6gretmenlikle 1lgili her tarla ruting
otomatik olarak uygulamayi dgrenmektir.

16. Bence tgretmeyi dgrenmek, denevim kazandikca dgretim sirasinda
daha rutin bir gekilde karar verebilmektir.
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MENTORLUK MOTIVASYON OLCEGIH

Asagida mentdr 6gretmenlerin mentér olmadaki motivasyonlarim igeren, “Neden dgretmen adaylarina mentarliik
vapworum? " sorusuna cevap olabilecek bir takim ifadeler verilmistir. Bu ifadelere katilip katilmadiginiz (1)
Kesinlikle Katilmworum, (2) Katilmorum, (3) Kismen Katilmworum, (4) Kararsizim, (3) Kismen Katiliyorum,

(0) Katllyyorum, (7) Kesinlikle Katilivorum cevaplanindan bir tanesini 1saretleverek belirtiniz.

Neden égretmen adaylarina mentirliik yapiyvorum?

1.

Alandaki giincel gelismelerden haberdar olmak igin.

2

Bransumin 1yi egitimli ve yetkin Sgretmenler tarafindan
dgretildiginden emin olmak igin.

Ciinkii gelecekte egitimde veni insanlara thtivag oldugu igin.

Ciinkii ment&rliigiin zorlayict bir gérev oldugunu diistiniivorum.

Ciinkii bir fretmen olarak isime dair anlavigim dennlegtirivor.

O | | |2

Qgretmen adaylarina, gretmen egitiminden meslege gecisi
kolavlastirmak igin.

Ciinki beni kendi egitim vizyonum haklanda diisinmekte devam

etmevye zorluyor.

Bilgi ve tecriibelerimi aktarmak igin.

Ciinkii kend: 6gretim performansima elestirel bakmava devam
etmemi saflvor.

10.

Ciinki, 6gretmen adaylanmn okulda mentor dgretmen
rehberliginde tecriibe edinme hakk: oldugunu diigiiniivorum

11.

Ciinkii 6gretmen adaylarivla caligmayi seviyorum.

12.

Ciinkii isimde cesitlilik sagliyor.

13.

Ciinkii kendi 6grettmim 1¢in bana veni fikirler ve éneriler sunuyor.

14.

Ciinkii uygulama, Ggretmenligi §8renmek icin en iv1 verdir.

15.

Qsretmenlik meslegine dair sevkimi aktarmak icin.

16.

Qaretmen adaylarina, &gretmen olmamin giizelligini géstermek
1cin.

17.

Bu meslege veni baglayanlarin meslegi birakmasim &nlemek i¢in

18.

Ogretmen adaylarma kendilerini kanitlamalari icin bir sans
vermek igin.

19.

Ciinki 6gretmen adaylarina egitim vizyonumu aktarmak isterim.
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