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Predictions of school mentors' effort in teacher education programmes 

 

Mentoring of pre-service teachers in their school practicum is vital to integrating 

different parts of the educational programs and supporting the pre-service 

teachers to become educational professionals, but for mentors in schools this task 

often comes on top of the other requirements they face as teachers.  

In this study, we present findings from a self-report survey completed by 295 

mentors in two teacher education institutions in Norway. Using structural 

equation modelling of cross-sectional survey data, the study explores predictions 

of the effort mentors put into their work in supporting the development of pre-

service teachers. The findings indicate that affective commitment predicts 

mentor’s efforts in mentoring and that professional development of mentors 

through programs designed to develop a professional identity as mentors could 

enhance their feeling of being teacher educators, and thereby having the 

willingness to put effort into their jobs as mentors.  

Keywords: mentor effort; mentor professionalism; mentor education; affective 

commitment 
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Introduction 

This study examines mentoring efforts in teacher education. For both pre-service 

teachers and their mentors, it is about trying to be committed for the tasks at hand. 

Because pre-service teachers’ practicum impacts their commitment to the teaching 

profession, the mentor’s job becomes even more important. Mentoring pre-service 

teachers is a primary factor that contributes to teachers’ professional development 

(Feiman-Nemser 2001; Hobson et al. 2009). However, it is widely reported that mentors 

are poorly prepared to work with pre-service teachers (Hobson et al. 2009). Mentors’ 

lack of education and training prevents them from supporting student teachers (Clarke, 

Triggs, and Nielsen 2014).  

Furthermore, teachers consistently face the issue of making an extra effort. 

School authorities require teachers in school to show results, prompting them to develop 

their assessment practices and undergo personalised training (Skaalvik and Skaalvik 

2018). Mentors that are well-prepared for the task and willing to spend time observing, 

listening and talking with students significantly contribute to pre-service teachers’ 

growth and development. For mentors of pre-service teachers, this task often piles onto 

additional requirements they face as teachers. There is little understanding of the 

additional demands placed on mentors in schools, and how those demands influence the 

images they hold of themselves as teacher educators of preservice teachers (Goodfellow 

2000, 25; Bullough Jr. 2005). Although effort is a key term in our vocabulary about 

education, only a few studies have been conducted to investigate what factors are 

related to the level of effort teachers exert in school (Stables et al. 2014).  

This study aims to identify antecedents of school mentors’ effort. The findings 

could implicate contributions in teacher education that could lead to a change into a 

more professionalization of the mentor’s role. We analysed data from a questionnaire 
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given to 295 mentors affiliated with three teacher education programs at two 

universities. 

In a broader sense, this study focuses on several challenges in teacher education 

concerning mentor professionalism. Educating teachers in different sites remains one of 

the most prominent challenges, and the job is seen very complex for teacher educators 

operating in a field of campus-based teaching on one side and school-based practice on 

the other. University-based teacher educators have argued that school-based mentors do 

not connect classroom experiences with relevant theories and research (Korthagen 

2010; Korthagen and Wubbels 1995).  

Teachers’ mentoring responsibilities exist in addition to their normal teaching 

obligations, which can potentially lead to unmanageable workloads (Lee and Feng 

2007; Robinson and Robinson 1999; Simpson, Hastings and Hill 2007). Constrained 

timeframes can contribute to a lack of persistence and professionalism in their 

mentoring roles. As a consequence, many teachers may not feel a strong commitment to 

their mentorship and thereby are not willing or able to devote extra effort to these 

responsibilities. 

In other words, effort is a variable present in teachers’ everyday lives—one that 

is particularly present when mentoring pre-service teachers. Being a mentor can, 

however, enhance teachers’ self-esteem and professionalism. By training pre-service 

teachers, mentors become valuable contributors to the professional community of 

teacher educators (Bodoczky and Malderez 1997; Hobson and Malderez 2013). 

Policymakers in Norway have acknowledged the importance of mentor 

education in professionalising mentoring practices. The overall policy and legal 

framework for Norway’s teacher education system are established by the Norwegian 

government through the Ministry of Education and Research (Ministry of Education and 
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Research 2013, 2016). In Norway, mentors are now required to undergo training before 

mentoring pre-service teachers (Ministry of Education and Research 2013, 2016). The 

Norwegian government’s endeavour to raise the quality of pre-service mentoring 

through formal education is unique in both the European and international contexts 

(Smith and Ulvik 2014). The responsibility for mentor education in Norway usually 

falls upon the teacher education institution provider, although recent regulations 

recommend that mentors be trained via a university programme. Thus far, only some 

institutions have introduced compulsory programmes for mentors. Of the approximately 

45,000 pre-service teacher students in Norway, many are mentored by educators 

without formal mentor training. 

Furthermore, teacher educators’ ability to theorise practices and reflect on their 

own teaching styles is crucial for integrating mentors into teacher education (Korthagen 

2004; Orland-Barak 2016). Korthagen (2004) emphasised the importance of reflection 

in new teachers’ professional development to prepare them for challenges in practice-

oriented experiences. If mentors are better integrated into teacher education 

programmes, it may increase their sense of investment in the mentoring process. 

Previous research on predictions of school mentors’ effort 

Finding relevant literature investigating factors behind mentor effort proved 

challenging. To our knowledge, no studies have statistically operationalised and 

examined the concept of effort in relation to mentoring. Examining a variety of 

scientific sources, Stables et al. (2014) argued that it may not be possible or even 

preferable to find an essentialist definition of effort. Therefore, in the section on existing 

research, we elaborate on research related to mentor effort in a broader perspective. 

Several common findings have emerged concerning factors related to the unique efforts 

required of school-based mentors. These relate to contextual support for mentoring, 
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mentor preparation, and personal aspects related to mentoring (Aspfors and Fransson 

2015). 

Both teachers’ and mentors’ professional development should be guided by 

empirical evidence and relevant theories (Feiman-Nemser 2001; Hobson et al. 2009). 

Mentors who agree to train pre-service teachers often consider themselves teachers first 

and teacher educators second, which can complicate finding the optimal balance 

between practical and theoretical teacher education. Research shows that when mentors 

are involved in the design and evaluation of their programmes, mentoring is more likely 

to lead to positive outcomes (Evans and Abbott 1997). Coherent programmes that are 

not fragmented between different contributors will also produce positive outcomes in 

the professionalisation of pre-service teachers (Goodlad 1990; Hascher, Cocard, and 

Moser 2004; Hobson et al. 2008). 

Mentors are meant to contribute to teachers’ professional development. 

However, these mentors’ professional development is almost non-existent in many 

contexts, which can lead to feelings of isolation and inadequacy (Bullough Jr. 2005; 

Orland-Barak 2014). The absence of proper mentor education obliges mentors to draw 

almost exclusively on their own experiences when guiding pre-service teachers (Hobson 

et al. 2009; Knowles and Cole 1996). Some studies have also suggested that mentoring 

is more likely to lead to positive outcomes if mentors receive some form of incentive, 

recognition, or financial compensation for their work (Evans and Abbott 1997; 

Simpson, Hastings, and Hill 2007). 

Mentors who do not receive appropriate mentor training are more likely to face 

difficulties in their professional performance (Hobson and Malderez 2013; Kochan, 

Searby, George, and Edge 2015; Lejonberg, Elstad, and Christophersen 2015; Thornton 

2014). Ulvik and Sunde (2013) argued that mentor education contributes to a more 
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grounded understanding of systematic knowledge for mentors. According to Hobson et 

al. (2009), mentor education may contribute to developing a stronger professional 

identity and better education skills, including the ability to enhance reflection. Munthe 

and Ohnstad (2008) investigated whether mentors considered themselves teacher 

educators. The results indicated that although some mentors participated in a joint 

practical community with teacher educators at the university, their professional 

identities were primarily rooted in their roles as teachers rather than mentors. Research 

has shown that mentor education can improve not only the quality of teacher education, 

but also mentors’ teaching skills (Giebelhaus and Bowman 2002). In the Norwegian 

context, studies have proven that mentor education can clarify teachers’ roles as 

mentors and challenge mentors’ beliefs about proper mentoring practices (Lejonberg, 

Elstad, and Christophersen 2015).  

Previous research has also indicated that many mentors take pride in their work, 

especially after witnessing their mentees’ success (Beck and Kosnik 2000). Mentoring 

has also been found to help solidify mentors’ professional identity, status, and self-

esteem, which likely results from the responsibility involved and their enhanced 

recognition in the professional community (Bodoczky and Malderez 1997). Some 

mentors experience a reinvigorated enthusiasm for teaching, reengagement with the 

profession, and renewed commitment to teaching when mentoring pre-service teachers 

(Hobson and Malderez 2013; Bodoczky and Malderez 1997). 

Theoretical model 

Effort as a dependent variable 

According to Stables et al. (2014), effort is one of the most frequently used terms in 

everyday conversation in British schools. Willingness to make an effort is considered 
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very important for professional performance (Ericsson, Krampe, and Tesch-Römer 

1993; Ericsson and Pool 2016; Kahneman 2011). To illustrate with Kahneman’s models 

of systematic thinking, a ‘system 1’ can quickly create a coherent and believable story 

based on limited evidence. Such thinking is often characterised by automatic, effortless 

identification and causal connections between events (Kahneman 2011). In contrast, 

‘system 2’ is slow, deliberate, effortful, and its operations require careful attention. 

Consequently, improving professional performance requires a deliberate effort to 

improve (Ericsson and Pool 2016).  

Effort seems to be understood differently across cultures (Stables et al. 2014). At 

the outset of a comprehensive study conducted by Stables et al. (2014), the authors 

proposed four understandings of effort. After analysing findings from interviews with 

students, teachers and parents, they devised ten identifiable conceptualisations. 

Malmberg et al. (2013, 54) argued that ‘effort can be gauged by time spent on a task and 

level of exhaustion upon completion’. Based on this premise, we determined that effort 

defined as time spent—that is, the priority devoted to fulfilling a task—is an important 

aspect of mentoring effort. Second, we use Stables et al.’s category perseverance. In 

schools where mentors are subject to unpredictable day-to-day obligations, their 

willingness to regularly spend time with pre-service teachers is an integral factor in their 

mentoring effort. Third, we employ effort as reliability of good behaviour, which refers 

to a mentor’s willingness to perform the best they can within certain time limits. This 

aspect, therefore, concerns the energy mentors invest in performing tasks. Mentors act 

as models in teaching and relating to students and colleagues (Stables et al. 2014). This 

is an important aspect of mentoring which is often not made explicit in mentor-mentee 

relations. Although these three components are not representative of all understandings 
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and conceptualisations of effort, they cover the most important aspects operationalised 

in our questionnaire. 

Mentor affective commitment (MC) 

As previously mentioned, teachers and mentors have a variety of complex tasks to 

accomplish at any given time. The energy and willingness required to spend extra time 

on integrative efforts can potentially be found in mentors’ affective commitment to their 

job. Therefore, we have placed the variable MC in the exogenous position in our model. 

In this case, affective commitment is understood as an emotional attachment to, 

identification with, and involvement in the mentorship role (Lejonberg and 

Christophersen 2015; Meyer et al. 1991, 2002). Emotions play a vital role in energising 

certain behaviours, and they may also account for causal mechanisms, which thereby 

explain these behaviours (Elster 2007). In a similar vein, we propose that positive 

emotions connected to student relations, progress or outcomes directly support mentors’ 

willingness to spend more time and energy supporting student teachers’ development. 

Like Elster, we agree that social norms, such as the value of hard work, may boost the 

inclination to make an extra effort. Autonomy—which is often associated with 

‘enjoyment, sense of purpose and well-being’—also supports mentors’ motivation to 

put forth additional effort (Ryan and Deci 2003, 258; Deci and Ryan 2000). In other 

words, if mentors identify with a role or activity, they consciously assign personal value 

to its importance, such as contributing to the development of student teachers.  

Mentors’ affective commitment to the mentorship of pre-service teachers 

energises efforts to use, study, and integrate theory in their roles as teacher educators. 

To illustrate our argument, we specified causal links between mentor integration (MI), 

affective commitment (MC) and theory use (MTU) to explore the indirect effects on 

mentor efforts (ME). We propose the following hypothesis (H1): the level of mentors’ 
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affective commitment to the mentorship role is positively related to the level of 

mentors’ effort. 

Mentors’ theory use as a mediating variable 

In our structural equation model, mentors’ ‘use of theory’ is used as a mediating 

variable. This is primarily due to the fact that school mentors’ professional development 

seems highly practice-oriented and based on their own professional experiences and 

preferences (Clarke, Killeavy, and Moloney 2013; Ulvik and Sunde 2013). Ulvik and 

Sunde (2013) found that although mentors seem confident in their theoretical 

understandings, they are less confident in using their knowledge in practice. Such a lack 

of confidence may also affect mentors’ efforts to use theory from campus-based 

knowledge in their mentoring of pre-service teachers (Hobson et al. 2009). Contrary to a 

practice-based mentoring style, connecting theory and practice allows much potential 

for improving pre-service teachers’ professional skills (Aspfors and Fransson 2015). A 

mentor’s ability to apply theory, reflection and analysis in their mentoring is crucial to 

guide students’ teaching (Korthagen 2004; Darling-Hammond 2006).  

Argyris and Schöns’ (1978) theories of practice reveals another perspective on 

theory use. In mentoring focused on students’ thoughts, feelings and actions, theories of 

practice are concerned with the gulf between espoused theory and theory-in-use. This 

breach is not inherently problematic, but if it widens, using theory to enlighten practice 

becomes more difficult. Provided that theory and practice remain connected, the gap 

creates a dynamic environment for reflection and dialogue. According to Schön (1987), 

reflection can help mentors understand how teachers develop their professional 

practices. This is what Schön refers to as reflection-in-action and reflection-on-action 

(Schön 1987). To summarise, it is commonly argued that theory plays a key role in 

teachers’ professionalism and development, but there seems to be a shortage of 
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theoretical reflection and analysis in the mentoring of pre-service teachers. Building on 

the importance of theory, the following section explores how mentors’ use of theory 

(MTU) may predict mentor efforts (ME) in the model, as well as how it mediates effects 

from other variables. We propose the following hypothesis (H2): mentors’ theory use 

(MTU) is related to the latent variable mentor effort (ME).  

Mentor integration 

Mentor integration is intended to address the ‘fragmentation’ in teacher education 

known as ‘the theory-practice divide’, where theory taught in campus-based settings is 

seldom reflected in the mentoring of pre-service teachers. It has also been pointed out 

that actual practice-based and educational institutions must be integrated to provide the 

most relevant instruction to student teachers (Korthagen, Loughran, and Russell 2006; 

Flores 2016, 2017; Korthagen 2010; Van Nuland 2011). Mentor integration refers to 

how mentors educate, how they see themselves and how they are recognised by other 

educators and institutions. A true integration requires a mutual, open and 

communicative relationship between mentors and teacher education institutions, where 

mentors spend time and effort to be integrated. Our focus on mentor integration is also 

closely associated with the emerging focus on professionalism in teacher education 

programmes (Darling-Hammond 2006). In both school- and university-based 

programmes, instructors should have professionalised roles in the education of student 

teachers. Maintaining professional consistency is important for university teachers and 

school mentors to share a relative consensus over what constitutes proper performance, 

professionalism and practice (Darling-Hammond 2006; Smith 2016). Mentor integration 

also entails school-based teachers seeing themselves not just as teachers, but also as 

teacher educators. Based on the effort required to integrate, we explore how mentor 

integration may predict mentor effort. We propose the following hypothesis (H3): the 
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level of mentor integration is positively related to the level of mentor effort. 

As mentioned, scholars have shown that mentor education is vital for improving 

the mentoring of pre-service teachers (Hobson et al. 2009; Ulvik and Sunde 2013). 

Based on this evidence, we predict that mentor education (V2) will predict the level of 

effort that mentors devote to their jobs (H4). Mentor experience (V88) is another 

relevant factor that may be associated with mentor effort (ME). More experience may 

lead to routine-based mentoring, which requires less effort. We propose that greater 

mentor experience may lead to less effort being invested in mentoring pre-service 

teachers (H5).  

 

TABLE 1 HERE 

Context 

The five-year teacher education programmes in Norway require pre-service teachers to 

have 60–100 days of school-mentored practice, and they also require school mentors to 

have at least 15 credits in mentoring (Ministry of Education and Research, 2013, 2016). 

The five-year teacher education programmes require pre-service teachers to have 60–

100 days of school-mentored practice, and they also require school mentors to have at 

least 15 credits in mentoring. Teacher education programmes in Norway vary in 

structure. However, all pre-service teachers in teacher education for primary (students 

aged 6–12), lower secondary (aged 13–15) and upper secondary schools (16–18) attend 

60–100 days of field placement. In some programmes, practicum consists of two 

relatively long periods carried out in one year. In other programmes, the days are 

divided among several periods during a five-year master study. Student assessments are 

a shared responsibility between school-based mentors and the teacher education 

institution. The students are usually mentored by several mentors during their 
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practicum. The sample was drawn from three teacher education institutions: two 

universities training lower and upper secondary school teachers and one university 

college training primary education teachers.  

Sample 

Due to overuse of evaluative questionnaires in schools it is difficult to do survey 

research and get a good response-rate. Our strategy was therefore to obtain a largest 

possible sample and a greatest possible variety using school practice coordinators and a 

tutor meeting to collect paper questionnaires and scanned the responses. The sample 

may not be representative for the population of mentors but still indicative of what 

might be revealed. Below is a description of the sample using distribution of gender and 

number of years in tutoring.  

 

TABLE 2 HERE 

 

The hypotheses were tested using questionnaire data from 258 mentors out a 

total sample of 295 mentors. 37 mentors had missing on at least one variable in the 

model. For one mentor education program, the data were collected by administrators at 

a lecture for mentors, which resulted in close to a 100% response rate from the school 

mentors who attended. For the other two programmes, the same questionnaires were 

distributed to contact teachers in local practice schools, and they were then distributed 

to and collected from school mentors. The mentors who attended mentor education 

courses participated in programmes designed within a national framework, which 

provides guidelines and establishes content, methods, objectives, learning goals and 

admission criteria for mentor training courses. Gathering data from schools and mentor 

education programmes resulted in a mixed cohort of mentor respondents.  
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Measurement 

The questionnaire was designed based on new measurement instruments, as well as 

instruments previously used in other studies. The MC instrument was adopted from 

previous works (Lejonberg and Christophersen 2015; Lejonberg, Elstad, and 

Christophersen 2015), while other instruments were developed from the work of 

Haladyna and Rodriguez (2013). In the survey, mentors responded to items on a seven-

point Likert like scale, ranging from ‘completely agree’ to ‘completely disagree’, where 

option four represented a neutral midpoint.  

Mentor effort as a latent variable 

Referring to the theory section, we constructed items that designate completing extra 

work and maintaining a high quality of work performance as indicators of mentor effort. 

The operationalisation is based on Stables et al. (2014), Cronbach’s alpha was αc=.74 

• I prioritise the mentoring work, even though I am busy doing other things 

(38) 

• I am very keen to make a significant contribution as a mentor (40) 

• I often add extra effort to my job as a mentor (41) 

Affective commitment to the mentoring role 

The MC measurement was adopted from Lejonberg and Christophersen (2015), and the 

results reflect different effects. The internal consistency, Cronbach’s alpha, was .86, 

which was satisfactory. The items included to measure this variable were: 

• I am proud of being a mentor (20) 

• I am enthusiastic about the mentorship role (21) 

• I am pleased to be able to sign up as a mentor (22) 
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Mentor theory use as a mediating variable 

Previous literature on mentor theory use emphasises that a mentor’s theoretical and 

analytical skills, as well as acuity for reflection, are key elements for developing mentor 

skills (Aspfors and Fransson 2015). The Cronbach’s alpha was .82.  

• Do you refer to literature as a basis for conversations with the student? (64) 

• Do you encourage students to reflect upon practice considering the literature 

being used? (65) 

• Do you inform your mentoring practice with theory and literature on 

teaching and learning? (66) 

Mentor integration 

Based on the research review of teacher professionalism, the integration of theory and 

practice (Darling-Hammond and Lieberman 2012; Korthagen 2010; Hobson et al. 2009) 

and the relatedness and regulation of identities (Ryan and Deci 2003), the mentor 

integration variables highlighted two aspects of mentor involvement in teacher 

education: the way mentors perceived themselves as teacher educators (81–82) and the 

way mentors viewed themselves as integrated into campus education. The Cronbach’s 

alpha was .78. 

• I see myself as a teacher educator (81) 

• I find that teachers from the training institution appreciate the job we are 

doing as an important part of teacher education (84) 

• Mentors are teacher educators on an equal basis with those who work on 

campus (85) 

Analytical procedures 

We used structural equation modelling (SEM) in IBM Amos and present complete 
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effect tables. We began by exploring how mentors’ affective commitment (MC), 

perceived integration (MI), use of theory (MTU), education (V2), and experience (V88) 

are related to mentor effort. The model is specified with mentor affective commitment 

(MC) as the independent variable and mentor effort (ME) as the dependent variable. 

Mentor integration (MI) and mentor theory use (MTU) are specified as the first and 

second mediating variables. Mentor education (V2) and years of mentor experience 

(V88) are specified as control variables. 

In the following procedures, all distributions were checked for skewness and 

kurtosis, and all were well below the threshold 2. Model fit was assessed using ᵡ2 the 

associated p-value (p-kji), the root mean square error of approximation (RMSEA), the 

Tucker-Lewis index (TLI), the goodness-of-fit index (GFI) and the comparative fit 

index (CFI). p-kji >.05, RMSEA <.05 and TLI, GFI and CFI >.95 indicated good fit, 

while RMSEA <.08 and TLI, GFI and CFI >.90 indicated acceptable fits (Byrne 2010; 

Kline 2005). The p-value of .047 is below but close to .05, indicating that the fit is not 

entirely satisfactory. The RMSEA value of .033 indicates a good fit. A TLI of .90 is 

indicating acceptable fit. The GFI value of .95 indicates good fit, and the CFI value of 

.92 indicates good/acceptable fit. The conclusion is that the model has satisfactory fit. 

Results 

We begin our analysis by commenting upon the bivariate correlations with the 

dependent variable ME. 

 

TABLE 3 HERE 

 

In the table, V2 (mentor education) and V88 (mentor experience) are observed 

variables. The bivariate correlations between the latent variables are uneven. Starting 
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with the strongest, MC correlates r=.72 with ME, which reflects very strong 

associations, but we still think the discriminant validity between the concepts is 

sufficiently good. The second strongest correlation of r=.56 is MI, which is also very 

high, and the third strongest is MTU r=.46. Despite their minor differences, all three 

variables seem to be strongly associated with mentor effort. Mentor education 

correlated moderately, but significantly, with mentor effort. Experience, on the other 

hand, correlates insignificantly with ME, and the correlation appears to be negative. The 

numbers in rows two and six will be elaborated on. In the model below, we provide the 

results from our structural model between latent and observed variables.  

 

FIGURE 1 HERE 

 

Starting with the latent variables, mentor commitment (MC) is clearly the most 

important predictor of mentor effort (ME). A coefficient of .57 indicates that affective 

commitment has a strong predictive value. MC also is strongly associated with MI and 

more moderately associated with greater use of theory (MTU) among mentors in their 

practice. Both MI and MTU also exert some effects on ME. These results support our 

assumption that positive emotions related to teacher support and development energises 

mentors to perform better or simply spend more time with students. This energy could 

also be used to enhance theory use in mentoring practice. There is only a small spurious 

effect, and MC is clearly the most important contributor to mentor effort, controlled for 

other variables in the model. Hypothesis 1 is supported. 

Despite a strong bivariate correlation, MI has almost no direct contribution to 

ME controlling for other variables in the model. However, MI has a medium to strong 

contribution to MTU, where the latter has a small direct effect on ME. With MTU as a 

mediating variable, MI has a small indirect effect on ME, controlled for the other 
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variables in the model. However, MI has a large spurious effect, which is non-causal 

(see Figure 1). Despite this strong bivariate correlation, MI’s contribution to ME is 

rather small when controlled for other variables. Still, MI’s contribution to MTU is 

quite substantial. Hypothesis 2 is not supported.  

MTU has only a small direct contribution to ME, but the variable seems to 

attract effects from MC and MI, in particular. The mediation of indirect effects 

underlines the significance and potential for theory use and its contribution to perceived 

mentor effort. We therefore emphasise theory use’s importance in mentor practice. 

Hypothesis 3 is moderately supported. 

Mentor education (V2), seems to have a small contribution to mentor effort. 

However, it has an important medium indirect effect on MC and a somewhat smaller 

indirect effect on MTU. Both effects seem related to completing a mentor education, 

which involves reading, practicing and attending lectures. Hypothesis 4 is moderately 

supported.  

Having previous mentor experience seems to have an insignificant effect on 

mentors’ efforts in supporting pre-service teachers. Also, there are no indirect 

contributions in the model. We find the lack of contributions (direct and indirect) from 

mentor experience quite noteworthy. Hypothesis 5 is not supported. 

Limitations of study 

Strictly speaking, the findings in this study are only valid for the present sample. 

However, the results may be extended to mentors affiliated with the educational 

programmes in question. There are also weaknesses in the concept measurement 

process, which uses only three items to obtain a good fit. Additionally, a limited number 

of concepts were examined. These shortcomings may be addressed in future research. 

Some path coefficients were small, and thus should be interpreted with caution. 
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Nevertheless, the basic theoretical model was based on such a strong research 

foundation that it is highly unlikely the statistical associations highlighted in this study 

are a result of coincidence or spurious connections. 

Discussion 

Education quality most often depends on the effort teachers are able and willing to put 

into their work. Most teachers struggle to find the time for their various obligations, 

while policy makers and education leaders demand the best from overworked educators. 

This study illuminated a clear connection between mentors’ affective commitment and 

mentor performance. These results may also have implications on the use of theory in 

reflective practice, mentors’ time and energy investment, and integration in teacher 

education programmes. High commitment, therefore, seems attractive to all parties 

involved in teacher mentoring. Theoretically, sources of affective commitment may 

come from teacher mentors’ successful experiences and positive feedback from 

students. Such positive experiences may also boost teacher mentors’ efficacy (Bandura 

1997). Other sources of affective work commitment are support and appreciation from 

school leaders, well adapted work plans with sufficient space for tutoring and economic 

rewards. 

Mentor autonomy can also potentially support positive professional 

development. If these associations reflect causal processes, teacher mentors should 

cautiously communicate what prevents them from having energising experiences, while 

school leaders and policymakers should pay close attention to these concerns. 

Considering the potential affective commitment seems to have for mentors’ professional 

effort, the specific sources of such energising attitudes should be investigated in more 

detail. This finding could be seen in tandem with qualitative studies in future research. 
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Affective commitment may also be related to the use of theory and willingness 

to integrate. Based on these findings, it may be argued that support for mentor 

commitment might be an adequate response to the fragmentation challenge in teacher 

education, particularly when integrative processes and theory use is facilitated and 

encouraged. We acknowledge possible mutual causal relationships between MI, MTU 

and ME. Mentors’ perceived integration in teacher education does not appear to inspire 

mentors to make an extra effort and contribute to pre-service teachers’ 

professionalisation. However, playing an integral role in teacher education might 

contribute to the use of theory, which is in turn associated with mentor effort. 

Mentor education has an impact on mentors’ affective commitment to their jobs. 

Schön’s (1987) perspectives on the reflective practitioner shed light on how teachers 

develop their professional practices through reflection. If teacher education programmes 

consider this approach to professional learning, it could foster the professionalisation of 

the mentorship role. Studies on mentor education in Norway indicate that 

professionalisation contributes to role clarity and affective commitment (Lejonberg, 

Elstad, and Christophersen 2015; Lejonberg and Tiplic 2016). Constraints such as lack 

of time, resources, motivation and effort must be addressed to improve mentor 

performance (Ericsson and Pool 2016). Because mentor education contributes to 

mentors’ affective commitment to their jobs, this could also affect the effort they put 

into their work. Mentors’ theory use also seems to be an important professional aspect 

of teaching, which contributes to mentor effort. 

This attempt to theorise central aspects of mentors’ effort in teacher education 

could contribute to a theoretical model for examining effort and the institutional, 

contextual, and personal aspects that influence mentor engagement. Our model indicates 

that mentor commitment is strongly related to mentor effort. Interpreting this through 
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the lens of Ryan and Deci’s (2003) work on relations, relatedness and the need for 

autonomy, mentors’ feeling of commitment to their work depends upon how they 

identify with the activities they perform as mentors. The stronger the mentor’s sense of 

professional and personal identity, the more effort they will put into the job. Then, they 

will increase effort by finding time and using the time properly to fulfil tasks. The 

mentor will have perseverance in both teaching and mentoring. Both time use and 

perseverance are categories developed by Stables et al. (2014) in attempting to theorise 

effort as a concept. Our findings show that the last category of effort, reliability of good 

behaviour, is also related to mentor commitment. 

It is quite noteworthy that mentors’ experience has such a minor impact on 

mentor effort. The small direct effect, which is negative, suggests that more experienced 

mentors may invest less effort supporting pre-service teachers. We assume this occurs 

when experience reinforces routine. Teaching then requires less effort to gain the same 

results for students. Therefore, experience—understood as years of practice—does not 

necessarily lead to mentors exerting more effort. Rather, experience may have other 

positive effects, such as undertaking mentor education and developing better qualitative 

support skills, but this is not explored in the current study. 

Recommendations 

To summarise, affective commitment is a steady predictor of mentors’ efforts. 

Determining how to support affective commitment may be difficult, but we believe 

mastering the art of mentor education can contribute to higher levels of mentor effort 

and commitment. Our principal suggestion, therefore, is that educational leaders and 

authorities offer more resources and various incentives to support mentors’ commitment 

and thereby enhance their inclination to make an extra effort.  
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Although mentor integration does not contribute much to mentor effort when 

controlled for other variables, it remains to be seen how improved integration might 

contribute to mentor effort. Despite mentor education’s small direct contribution to 

mentor effort, it is currently unclear if other educational programmes of a different 

design might yield a larger contribution. In particular, we encourage studying 

programmes which provide effective guidance and support for pre-service teachers in 

their personal and professional development. 

In conclusion, mentors’ theory use plays an important mediating role in 

enhancing teachers’ efforts, as well as their professionalism. Efforts to stimulate 

reflection on the relationship between theory and practice should therefore become 

common in schools. Mentor education also stimulates theory-practice reflection, which 

is particularly relevant to the educational programmes in question. We therefore 

recommend to support that mentors perform as reflective models for preservice 

teachers. 
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Figure 1 

 

Figure 1. Empirical path-model (n = 265 & ML) 

Mentor effort (ME) is a dependent variable. Mentor use of theory (MTU) is a mediating 

variable while mentor integration (MI), mentor commitment (MC), mentor education 

(V2) and years of mentor experience (V88) are independent variables. Numbers 

between latent variables are standardised regression coefficients. The overall fit of this 

model is very good with RMSEA = .031. The good TLI indicates that the model is not 

too complex. The CFI and GFI is satisfactory and well above .90. 
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Tables 

Table 1. Hypotheses in this study of mentor effort  

H1 The level of affective commitment to the mentor role is positively related 

to the level of mentor effort. 

H2 Mentors’ use of theory is related to the latent variable mentor effort (ME). 

H3 The level of mentor integration is positively related to the level of mentor 

effort. 

H4 Mentor education will predict the level of effort that mentors put into their 

jobs. 

H5 Mentor experience may lead to less invested effort in mentoring. 

 

Table 2. Sample N=295 from three institutions/education programmes (OU and TU and 

TP). The following table displays the distribution of gender and years of practice in the 

sample. 

 

OU secondary TU secondary TP primary 
66 155 74 

Variables Number Percent 
Gender   
  Females 173 67.1 
  Males 85 32.9 
  Total 258 100.0 
Years of 
tutoring 
experience 

  

    1 – 5 years 156 60.5 
    6 – 10 years 63 24.4 
  11 – 15 years 25 9.7 
  16 – 32 years 14 5.4 
  Total 258 100.0 
Mentor 
education 

  

  Yes 92 35.7 
  No 166 64.3 
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  Total 258 100.0 
 

 

 

Table 3. Bivariate correlations with the dependent variable ME 

ME V2 V88 MI MC MTU 

1: Bivariate -.28 -.07 .56 .72 .46 

2: Total -.28 -.07 .15 .60 .12 

3: Direct -.08 -.06 .11 .57 .12 

4: Indirect -.20 -.01 .04 .03 .00 

5: Spurious .00 .00 .41 .12 .34 

6: R2-me = .55   .06 .06 .31 

 

Table 3. First row: Bivariate correlations between latent and observed (V2-V88) 

variables, independent variables, and the dependent variable in our final path model. 

Rows two through five display the total and decomposed effects of independent 

variables on the dependent variable. The last row shows variables contributing to 

explained variance. Numbers are Pearson’s r. V2 represents mentor education, and V88 

represents years of mentor experience. 

 

 


