               









                                          Part 1



ARTICE TITLE: Special Education Teachers’ Experiences Supporting and Supervising Paraeducators: Implications for Special and General Education Settings

AUTHORS: Sarah N. Douglas, Shelley E Chaplin, James F. Nolan

PLACE OF PUBLICATION: United States

The article being critiqued was written in 2016 and states that in America there has been an increase of Paraeducators working within schools, the authors of the article suggests that due to the increase of Paraeducators, teachers have been given the role of supervising responsibilities and feel unprepared for this role. The article, therefore aims to give a greater insight into this area and practices.

The article, written by Douglas et al (2016) is an American article and much of the language within the article may be unfamiliar to the many readers within the United Kingdom, for example the article refers to Paraeducators, this term within the United Kingdom refers to a Teaching Assistant or Classroom Assistant, this paper will refer to paraeducators as Teaching Assistants throughout, however, the article may have valuable quantative and qualitative research for both audiences. It is recognised, there may be differences between the American educational setting and the educational setting within the United Kingdom.  The article is written by three authors, there is a short biography at the end of the article detailing information about each author, all of the authors work in American Universities, they have all declared no possible conflicts of interests in writing the article and have stated that no financial support or gain was attributed to writing the article. Of the three authors two are directly associated with education within the university and the other with human development and family studies. No information is given to whether the authors have other literature published, however, within the reference list Nolan is referred to once, this appears to be the same author as in the article being critiqued. The article gives no other information about the authors or their experience within the field of education.

The aims and objectives are clearly stated at the beginning of the article, with a clear description of how the study is to be carried out, with a conclusion at the end that reflects on future practice and the limitations of the study. The article suggests that within the United States there has been an increase in Teaching Assistants, the Welsh Government (2016) suggests that there has also been an increase in Wales; however, like the article there is no quantitative evidence to support either statement. Blatchford et al (2011) elaborates on this suggesting that a quarter of the workforce in Welsh and English schools is made up of support staff, this includes Teaching Assistants. The article being analysed, continues, stating that with an increase in Teaching Assistants, the supervisory role of the Teacher has increased, and that many Teachers feel unprepared for the role of supervising Teaching Assistants. The article, interviewed thirteen teachers; this would suggest that this may have been a pilot study. Thabane el al (2010) suggests a pilot study is to provide preliminary evidence, it is not stated in the article if this research is a pilot study, however, due to the low numbers of interviewees, it may be the case. The article states that all the interviews were conducted over the telephone using a semi-structured interview. They attempt to reduce the risk of bias by having the same researcher undertake all of the interviews and the same initial questions were asked to all of the interviewees, however, the article states that ‘the questions were open ended and sought to gain information’ (pg.62).Bias is defined by the English Oxford living dictionary (2018) ‘an inclination for or against one person or group’ (pg.1). There may have been a bias here as the article does not state what background the interviewer has and therefor it is unclear if the interviewer has experience within the field of education, or if their past experience may affect their views. The University of Leicester (2016), suggests that the attributes of both parties, the interviewer and interviewee, have a bias and affect the outcome of the interview. With the interviews being carried out over the phone many of the considerations offered by the University of Leicester may be reduced, however, bias considerations, such as gender and academic viewpoint, may be present. Cohen & Manion (1998) elaborate further on semi-structured interviews, and open ended questions, suggesting that the interviewer unconsciously may give a sign of agreement or disagreement to the interviewee, possibly changing the direction of the interview. Cohen & Manion also suggesting that in some instances it may be possible to summarize the answers given at the end of the interview; however, this again my lead to a difference in interpretation or the interviewer may forget answers given.  The article only states interviews were done over the phone, and the interviews were recorded for transcription at a later date. 

A hypothesis is defined by BD Dictionary (2018) ‘as an explanation that is provisionally accepted to interpret certain events’ (pg. 1). Cohen & Manion (1998) suggest a hypothesis is an educated guess. The article does not appear to have a clear hypothesis; rather the article recognises a possible problem with supervision of Teaching Assistants and investigates the issues by means of interviews. It must be recognised that it may be difficult to hypothesise an outcome from this type of research, as there may be different practices in different educational settings, and with mentoring often being an interpersonal skill, having a hypothesis may be difficult. The article, however, does have a clear focus with clear themes that emerged from the interviews; the themes were based on the responses from the interviews, after two of the researchers read the transcriptions independently, compiled themes and then met to compile agreed themes. The article appears to be investigatory within the area of supervising Teaching Assistance, exploring current practices. The article does state however that ‘they sought to explore supportive methods to ensure appropriate supervision of paraeducators,’ (pg. 61) suggesting there was a focus and aim in the writing of the article, however, this aim is at times unclear throughout the article and often appears to lose focus.

The article clearly states how candidates were selected, it states that thirteen teachers were selected who had supervised Teaching Assistants and were chosen because of their outstanding practice, however, previously in the article, it stated that there is a lack of information on the experiences of a successful Teacher supervising a Teaching assistant, this was conflicting as with lack of information it may be difficult to select practitioners who are outstanding, furthermore the article refers to a selection criteria, however, does not elaborate on this criteria. The article is very specific and detailed about where the candidates for the study were drawn from. The article also provides a table showing the demographics of the districts where teachers were recruited, how many teachers were nominated from each district and how many teachers were interviewed from each district. On reading the table it became evident that of the teachers being interviewed there wasn’t a fair demographic spread, rather, one area had no teachers contributing, and another area having a larger number being interviewed, with this information in mind, the information obtained may be questionable. The authors of the article do draw attention to this, and did attempt to rectify the problem, but state that they were unable to interview other Teachers due to a lack of response. Kacka et al (2018) discuss demographics suggesting that demographic input into a study may only influence the outcome of the data very slightly.  The article then goes on to provide the reader with another detailed table, giving information on each teacher, who are referred to as a letter. The table identifies the Teachers years of teaching and years of supervision experience, in some cases it would appear the teachers had been supervising Teaching assistants from the start of their teaching careers, however, the article is unclear on the form the supervision took, with one teacher stating that improved mentoring might be useful,’ (pg.69), this may indicate that no clear definition was initially given to ‘supervising’ at the beginning of the study. The article  shows the experience of the Teacher in teaching and supervising, there is no minimum or maximus parameters  given, rather one teacher was teaching for five years and another thirty-three years, it is therefore difficult to ascertain from the numerical data the correlation of years teaching and supervising, and the different experiences of the teachers, there appears to be no reason to include this information, rather is poses the question of why were parameters not put in place to distinguish time  in teaching? 

The article only interviewed thirteen Teachers; Walliman (2018) suggests that to ensure reliability there needs to be a greater number of cases, suggesting twenty or more, which may bring into question the analysis of the data, with the lack of participants. Maguire & Delahunt (2017) find that data analysis in qualitative research has to be central and credible in this method of research, they continue suggesting that the data needs to correlate with the themes that are focused on in the research. Douglas et al (2016), however, does not use the data collected to discuss the themes addressed in the study, rather the data collected appears to have been included to give information to the reader. The article comments briefly on the demographics of the data and the teacher’s experience, however, the main focus of the paper is on the analysis of the interviews.

The article identifies ethical considerations, however, does not discuss if the research proposal went through an ethics committee, however, it is stated that the research was approved by a board and that all protocols were followed. It is recognised that procedures may be different in America with regards to ethics; however, the article does not give details. There are also details of the Teaching Assistants years of service and qualifications in the raw data, with no indication to how this information was obtained; it is assumed the information was given to the researchers by the teachers being interviewed.  The table is clear on how may Teaching Assistants were being supervised by a teacher,  the table indicates more than one choice for the teachers to choose when asked how many Teaching Assistants they supervised. There is no mention if the Teaching Assistants were asked or gave consent for any information to be used, however, at the end of the article the authors declare that to ensure confidentiality of the participants, pseudonyms are given. The lack of documented ethical considerations in the article is a concern to the validity of the article, Salkind (1991) suggests that it is the researcher’s role to ensure ethical standards are met when conducting research and that they should also ensure ethical guidelines are followed by their professional organisation. BERA (2011) state that following ethical guidelines ensures best practice for all participating in research, mirroring Salkinds direction of how ethical research should be undertaken.

The conclusion of the article is divided into sub headings under the primary heading of discussion. The article recognises the importance of teaching assistants, within the American educational setting; however, according to the table of raw data given in the article the Teaching Assistants in America appear to have predominantly higher qualifications than those in the United Kingdom, for example, the Welsh Government document (2011), gives professional standards for Higher Level Teaching Assistants, suggesting that they should have achieved a level two qualification of the national qualifications framework in literacy and numeracy, however, there is nothing commented on for other Teaching assistants working within the education setting. Blatchford et al (2012) found that in England and Wales 59% of Teaching Assistants highest qualification was at or below GCSE level, it must be restated, however, that the article being critiqued only had thirteen respondents and therefor it may be difficult to compare Teaching Assistants in America to those in England and Wales (Scotland and Ireland were not included in Blatchford et al data). 
The article continues to discuss areas of concern, the limitations of the study and implications for policy and practice. The article recognises a gap in the literature; this is evident throughout the article as many of the articles and book referred to be over ten years old, suggesting a gap in the literature, there would seem to be a need for a greater literature search by the authors. Finally, the article has a short summary suggesting continued research in this field and changes in policy and practice.

The article, although an interesting read, has raised more questions than answers, also due to the article being American some of the information is difficult to compare with the United Kingdom’s education setting, especially Wales. It could be inferred form the article that America is many years ahead of the United Kingdom in the introduction of Teaching Assistants within the Education System, this is inferred due to the qualifications of the Teaching Assistants in America, however, once again it must be reiterated that only thirteen participants formed this study and it is unclear how many Teaching Assistants were being referred to in their raw data. It is difficult to ascertain from the article any conclusive conclusion as the study was small. The authors state that there was an attempt to include more interviewees into the study, however, they were unsuccessful, as from the data and information given there was a low uptake of participants. This article could be an encouragement for other to undertake research within this field, especially within the United Kingdom, however, the findings from this study are negligible and the study may have difficulty in persuading readers of the possible issues there may be in supervising Teaching Assistants. 
        Part 2



Theories of mentoring and coaching, and  practical application within my area
I work in a deprived urban school which has five members on the senior management team, eleven Teachers and nine teaching Assistants, until recently there appeared not to be any mentoring or coaching programmes being adopted within the school, and only when a student teacher would have a placement, would the term mentor be used. The New Deal for the Education Workforce (2015) in their coaching and mentoring guidance document, define the terms coaching and mentoring, they state ‘coaching provides guidance on skills and competencies, and mentoring provides advice and guidance on a range of professional issues,’ (pg. 3). For the purpose of this paper, I will refer to the term mentoring throughout, however, the above definition as provided by the Educational Workforce will be what I’m referring to throughout the paper. There is, however, much discussion on the differences and similarities between mentoring and coaching. Yoon et al (2016)depict the differences between coaching and mentoring using a ven diagram, showing how many attributes of both mentoring and coaching overlap, however, they show one difference,  they suggest that coaching is career and goal orientated, and mentoring is to attain personal and professional development, all the other attributes are the same, within the school setting both of these definitions overlap, as the goal within the school is to further careers and to attempt to reach goals, but also to attain personal and professional development. Keller (2008), suggests that coaching is an expansion of mentoring, and that the concept of coaching enables people to learn jobs that relate to the work, this reflects Yoon et al, they suggest that coaching is goal orientated, or learning on the job to reach a goal. Lyons & Pastore (2016) suggest a mentor acts as a role model for the mentee and that the mentor has more knowledge than the mentee, they suggest  that the mentor helps the mentee avoid making mistakes, however,  a coach is used to help the functionality of a job. There is no clear definition between a coach and a mentor; with definitions overlapping and roles of both overlapping, therefore as stated earlier the term mentor will be used throughout this paper.

Within my setting a mentoring system has been in place for many years but only for student teachers whilst on their placement. The school has a policy for mentoring trainee teachers, there is no ratification date on the policy and when I enquired about the policy many members of the senior management team including the named person for mentoring students were unaware of the policy. The policy was eventually found when a data base search was done by the administrative staff. This may indicate that producing this policy was more of an administrative exercise rather than the policy being a working document. McGarr et al (2017) discuss the theory practice gap in teacher training, they suggest that many students appreciate the theories taught, however, whilst on placement find relating to them in a school setting difficult, this concept of the theory practice gap could be used when referring to school based policy. It could be suggested that the policy is acknowledged, however, in practiced is not referred to or used to benefit the student on placement. Mason (2016) suggests that for a policy to be used effectively within a school it is imperative for teachers to have knowledge of the theories and models underpinning the policy, allowing for greater progression of aims of the policy. With Mason’s suggestion in mind, I informally discussed this concept with the named mentor for trainee teacher, she implied that she had never attended a course or training on mentoring and had been given the role as she was deputy Head Teacher and the role came with the job. She concluded that throughout her career she had had many mentors and she based her practice on reflecting on how she had been mentored. Mason’s article suggests for a policy to be effective it is imperative for there to be an underpinning of theories and models, in this instance there is no such underpinning and referring back to McGarr there may also be a theory practice gap for this mentor, as the mentor does not use theory to underpin her practice when mentoring trainee teachers, also by being unaware of the policy, she is unable to put into practice the concepts and recommended practices in the policy. It has become evident, that although the policy may not be effective, there are steps being made within the setting to implement more mentoring throughout the school.

Recently, within the last six months the school has implemented group mentoring for teachers, senior management has chosen to refer to this as ‘trust trios.’ Further investigation into this newly introduced concept within the school, led me to discover the concept was based on peer observations, however, the school uses this to ‘kill a few birds with one stone’ as a member of the senior management team told me. The member stated that teacher observations were meant to be done termly, however, it is felt that this is too much for staff, so trust trios were introduced to ensure that observations were being undertaken but in a more informal way. The school is also meant to show that members of staff are sharing good practice; I was informed that this also ‘ticks this box.’ There are set rules agreed  prior to starting, and the observations are to be kept confidential between the groups, only positive criticism can be given, however, there is a member of the senior management team on each group which could have a negative effect on the group as members of the senior management team also carry out the formal observations. Trust trios is a name given to the process by the school, however, the model followed by the school is of peer mentoring, Geeraerts et al (2015) explains that peer mentoring is different from the traditional mentoring model, the traditional model is based on a more experienced staff member imparts their knowledge to junior member of staff, whereas peer mentoring is about sharing knowledge and ideas regardless of a position or authority. Raicevic (2017) further elaborates on peer mentoring, suggesting that it is more than sharing knowledge, it also encompasses teachers emulating role models, this enables good practice to be shared, and they suggest that the model of peer learning is based on the social learning theory initially coined by Albert Bandura. Bandura (1977) suggests that to learn and to progress neither a person’s environment or the person influences what they become, rather both the environment and the person work within the environment to enhance learning, with this in mind this theory is influential within the model of peer mentoring, it enables all the participants to have control, yet also learn within the same environment and adapt practices to progress with learning, but without there being a hierarchical structure, thereby allowing all participants to be equal and all participants, whatever their experience to learn.

The school also offers weekly sessions for Teaching Assistants, led by a higher level Teaching Assistant. This involves me delivering weekly sessions to other teaching Assistants to further professional development.  The New Deal for the Education Workforce document on coaching and mentoring (2015) sites the GROW model, which enables the mentor to reflect on the present situation. The GROW model is explained by the University of Warwick (2015),they state that it is a common model used for coaching, however, I have previously discussed the overlap between mentoring and coaching. The acronym GROW, refers to, Goal, Reality, Options, Wrap-up. Within this context of this setting, Teaching Assistants were not using incidental welsh when communicating with the children, the Head Teacher and the welsh coordinator were keen for more welsh to be introduced within the school, therefore collaborated with myself in how to appropriately deliver session. This led to the next part of the GROW model which asks the question, what could we do? They decided that I would deliver sessions, however, planned what should be in the initial sessions. The next question the model asks is, what will you do? This allowed me to direct the Teaching Assistants to what was required of them; to use more incidental welsh when communicating with children. For me delivering the sessions the challenge is and was to make welsh accessible to everyone and ensure that the sessions are fun, to encourage confidence, within this I also encourage them to use the welsh with the children in a fun way, this encompasses both of the next questions on the model, what will they do and what is there to be achieved. The coaching and mentoring document (2015) suggests that this model helps the participant to find ways forward themselves, in this situation this is two folded, I am mentored by the Head Teacher and the welsh coordinator to deliver the sessions, whilst I am the mentor to other Teaching Assistants. 

Whilst the school appears to implementing mentoring opportunities, it is not reflected in a policy and it would appear that the mentoring opportunities have been implemented for other purposes, for example a possible Estyn inspection and whilst on reflection mentoring is happening, there has been no planning for mentoring, rather an add hock approach, where by it appears to be happening, furthermore, no training has been incorporated, it has been a coincidence that I am undertaking a module in mentoring an coaching and have recognised the model around mentoring that I am involved with in school. The Teaching Staff who are undertaking the trust trios have had no training and are unaware of the process they are following. Martin (2010) suggests that peer support has a positive effect on workplace moral and learning, however, it could be argued that this may depend on how the mentoring is delivered and if all the participants are on board with the programme. Teaching Assistants mentoring Teaching Assistants could have a negative effect on the mentoring relationship, for example it could introduce a climate of resentment, it could be argued that careful implementation of the programme is imperative to its success, rather than the impromptu method adopted by the school. James et al (2014) acknowledge that peer mentoring may have negative effects on the mentor, suggesting that the individual who undertakes the role of mentor could be harassed by their peers for undertaking such a role, this reflects back to the point mad earlier, suggesting a climate of resentment could occur.


The only policy within the school is on mentoring Trainee Teachers, however, whilst reflecting on the policy, it has become apparent that the policy is out of date, for example whilst asking for a school policy, none of the senior management team or other members of staff were aware of the policy and only when the administrative staff searched on the data base did the policy get found. The date of ratification by the governors is blank, suggesting that it has never been ratified. The policy states that one member of the school staff will attend appropriate training and will take up the role of mentor, on discussion with the member of staff that has been allocated this role; she stated that she has had no training for the role. The New Deal for the Education Workforce Coaching and mentoring document (2015) states that mentoring can be beneficial at any point in a professional career, whether the person is being mentored or the mentee, with this in mind it could be argued that it is neglectful of the school not to give training to the allocated mentors as this puts both the mentor and the mentee at a disadvantage. The school policy falls short of the schools current environment and the Welsh Government document for mentoring and coaching, it does not reflect the current structure of mentoring within the school.

The school policy does not draw attention to relevant models of mentoring that exist that may be adapted within the school. Previously, I discussed peer mentoring, however, there are many more models that could enhance the mentoring experience within the school. For example one such model being the CEDAR model. The National College for Teaching & Leadership (2018), explains the CEDAR model, the model begins by the participants drawing up a contract, agreeing objectives and outcomes, and it goes onto the exploring phase which involves questioning, active listening and purposeful conversations, which leads onto deepening the person’s perspective. The model then progresses to the action, which should be transferable from the previous steps, then to reviewing and possibly to the ending of the mentoring relationship. This, however, conflicts with Bandura as previously sited, as Bandura suggests that that for learning to occur all participants can learn within the same environment with no hierarchical structure, The CEDAR model, however, suggests a mentor and mentee relationship, where by the mentor has influence over the mentee and there is a transfer of accountability and the model moves on to discuss self-awareness in relation to the mentee, however, it could be argued that both the mentor and the mentee need to be self-aware to ensure a constructive, progressive relationship. The CEDAR model not only discusses self-awareness, but also relationship management, with the mentor being inspirational, a team worker and be able to collaborate with others. This model has an emphasis on the mentor having good interpersonal skills, and as stated also being self-aware. The model requires the mentor to be very mindful throughout the process. Gaddis (2012) recognises the disadvantages to pairing mentors and mentees randomly, he suggests that people with similar goals produce a better outcome, and when people are paired randomly without thought often does not produce a good outcome, this implies the importance of interpersonal relationships in the mentoring process. This within a school environment may be difficult as students doing their Teacher Training are given placements with a school and the school has a set mentor for the students. Within this circumstance it may be more important for the mentor to be mindful to the mentoring relationship, being aware of the possible disadvantages to the relationship. This is a difficult area to address and may be reliant on both the student voicing concerns to the University and the professionalism of the mentor within the school, any difficulties may be need to be resolved by a third member from the university or the school. Within the school, however, this can be easily addressed, as my historical critical incident will show.




Historical Critical Incident
Critical Incident
This critical incident is based on a positive mentoring experience that occurred whilst being a student on the Foundation Degree. The university requested that all the students undertaking the course request a mentor from their school. The Head Teacher was very supportive of the request and sat with me to discuss the options of mentors, he suggested that the person be someone in the key stage that I work and that they had an overall view of school life, he also suggested that the person be a Teacher, that I already had a good working an personal relationship with. He gave me a choice of three teachers and asked me who I would prefer; he suggested that he ask the teacher that had been chosen as it would be easier for her to say no to him rather than me. The teacher subsequently said yes.

We began the mentoring relationship with a meeting, the Teacher had not mentored a student on the Foundation Degree and was unaware of the content or requirements of the course, from the start of the mentoring relationship she made it clear that this was a partnership and that there was an equal responsibility for both of us to ensure the mentoring relationship worked. It was my responsibility to keep her informed of the course requirements and of any information she was required to submit or find, and to give her fair time to ensure she could do this. 

The mentoring relationship was for the three year period of the course. For the entire three years the relationship was fluid with excellent communication and support, I as the student ensured that if I required information from my mentor, I gave plenty of time as I was aware of my mentors other commitments, however, she ensured she always gave me the information as soon as was possible. On one module of the Foundation Degree I needed to be observed and assessed by my mentor, delivering a lesson, I informed her immediately when I knew this needed to be done and she and I put the dates in our diaries, she discussed the choice of lesson I wished to deliver, guided me with questions, rather than instructions and left the choice of children chosen for the lesson to me. She did not influence my choice at all, I however, knew that I was in a safe place to make a mistake and that she would give constructive feedback on the lesson rather than criticism.  I delivered the lesson nervously, and my mentor gave me immediate verbal feedback and then written feedback the next day, however, she gave me more verbal feedback to ensure I understood the written information. This feedback has been and will continue to be valuable to me as I have continually used her recommendations in teaching groups since the experience.

Throughout the three years my mentor had an open door policy, however was honest when she could not see me but ensured that she told me when to come back, from my part I was appreciative and considerate of her time, ensuring that if I knew she had deadlines like reports to write I tried not to bother her, even though she would check in with me informally. This relationship was so successful that it has continued and she continued to be my mentor throughout the top up year, even though I did not require a mentor and she continues to check in with me now and we have professional discussions around issues that come up on the MA programme.

Reflection on my own journal entry whilst doing my Foundation Degree has enabled me to reflect on a positive critical incident that occurred whilst being mentored by a member of the senior management team. A critical incident is discussed by Harrison & Lee (2011), they suggest that it is ‘an observable experience or activity that presents itself as important or significant personal episode,’ (Pg. 200). They suggest that a critical incident may be a negative or positive experience; however, it allows the individual to reflect on a situation and become a reflective practitioner. Savaya & Gardner (2012) extends the definition suggested by Harrison & Lee suggesting a three stage process when reflecting on a critical incident; firstly they suggest that the assumptions of the action should be firstly looked at, then to question the assumptions before developing different behaviours. With this model in mind, even my critical incident, which was a positive one can be reflected upon and possible behaviours be changed, for example it has made me review the way I may mentor people in the future, for example I give less direction when mentoring other Teaching Assistants, rather I guide them to ask the questions and then ask questions which may help them answer their own questions, this enables them to develop confidence and reflective questions in the future. Initially during my critical incident the first introduction made clear the expectations of the relationship, which on reflection dispelled any assumptions, the process ensured there was a clear understanding of what I should expect from my mentor. Reflection, however, as stated by Kayapinar (2016) is a difficult concept to explain and disseminate among teachers, he continues suggesting that reflective practice can only occur if the teacher has a professional understanding of the concept. To enable an understanding of the concept to happen, a model may create a greater depth of knowledge, Kolb (1984) offers a model based on reflection, the model is in four parts the, as detailed below:
1.	Concrete Experience – this is a new experience or a reinterpretation of an existing experience.
2.	Reflection of the new experience – is there a difference between understanding and experience.
3.	Abstract Conceptualization – reflection may introduce a new idea, or a change in current behaviour.
4.	Active Experimentation – a person applies the reflection to the world around them and reflects on the results.
Kolb’s model has a greater depth to Savaya & Gardner, as it enables both the mentee and mentor to be reflective individually and as a partnership, Kolb’s model allows for reflection on the change, allowing for continuous learning and progress.

On reflection of my experience, it was a very organic experience, which ended very positively, and continues to this day, however, it may have been improved with a more prescribed model being added as an addition, and in conversation with my mentor, she has stated that if she were to mentor another Teaching Assistant doing the Foundation Degree, she would ensure that times were allocated for meetings and more reflection and feedback added.


     Feedback and Ethical considerations

Sadler (1989) suggests that feedback is an element of formative assessment, and demonstrates ‘how successful something has been or has been done,’ (pg. 2). This within my setting is done depending on how the mentoring relationship is done, for example, whilst being mentored I had informal feedback from my mentor as the course only required one documented observation, this was done formally with a required assessment sheet, my mentor also gave verbal feedback. Student Teachers require documented feedback, that is directed from the university and there are guidelines in place for their feedback but there feedback is also part of their assessment. The trust trios within the school, each fill in a pre-prepared sheet after each observed session, then come together to share their opinions, however, there are guidelines to what can be put on the sheet, with the directive being the feedback has to be positive, this poses the question how effective is feedback if its only positive? Marshall (2015), discusses feedback and recognises the importance of feedback after a lesson observation, however, states the feedback must be ‘specific and factual,’ (pg. 2). Marshall suggests that the conversation should begin positively, and then continue with facts ending in constructive feedback, enabling the person receiving the feedback to move forward. On enquiry with a member of the senior management, she stated that they only provide positive feedback to ensure that there is no bad feeling introduced into the groups, however, she stated that each member of staff is encouraged to reflect personally on the lesson they have delivered, but as discussed by Kayapinar (2016) previously this is dependent on members of staff having a professional understanding of the concept. Marshalls’ suggestion that constructive feedback should be given, however, Iqbal (2014), in his qualitative study suggests that constructive feedback is of little use, he concludes that problems may be ignored or only positive things are focused on, he suggests that to move forward, the outcome of the observation should be collated and themes applied so that a learning conversation can be ignited. This within my setting may be a more productive way forward to enable growth within the setting and to ensure the that the peer observations are valuable, however, on discussion with staff, they are more comfortable in their feedback if it is only positive, a recommendation that may help solve this problem, may be to give feedback anonymously to senior management, enabling them to observe themes that may appear and give a whole staff target based on these feedbacks.

The feedback internally directed from senior management can be organic and fluid changing and progressing with time, however, student teachers, not only have feedback but are also being assessed. Previously I discussed feedback and how constructive feedback may not progress learning as problems may be ignored, therefore Student Teachers are also assessed whilst on placement. O’Mahony (2017), discusses assessment, he suggests that some disciplines understand assessment as a measurement or a grade, whilst others see assessment as a feature of progressing learning. This paper when discussing assessment, will define assessment as measurement or grade as within this context of Student Teachers they have to be assessed and gain a measurement to progress. Chetwynd & Dobbyn (2011) that assessment and feedback must be applied for students, that assessment enables learners to self-regulation; however, feedback on the assessment enables the learner to progress with their learning. Within this setting I have observed that after a student has been assessed they always have feedback from their mentor, however, the feedback is only on the outcomes directed by the university, the mentoring teacher does not elaborate further. It has become clear that if assessment is being undertaken the student must also have feedback to complement the assessment. The school policy reflects this and suggests that if a student is observed, feedback should be given within two days, both verbally and in writing, however, the policy also suggests that regular feedback should be given and be recorded in their formative assessment report.

To ensure the mentor, mentee relationship is a productive one, ethical issue have to be observed and considered to avoid possible complications, however, even when observing ethical considerations, problems may occur. Johnson et al (2018) firstly discusses how many mentor mentee relationships begin, they suggest in many cases the relationship begins as an informal process and this can lead to positive mentoring experiences, however, Johnson et al continues suggesting that the mentor may forget the role they have and a ‘power discrepancy’ (pg.16) may begin to develop, by either the mentor or mentee. They continue, suggesting that with good interpersonal relationships may come an obligation by the mentor not to let the mentee down, not allowing honesty and truthfulness from the mentor. On reflection of my mentoring experience I can conclude that even though the relationship was a positive one, this may be due to having had clear guidelines being detailed on the initial meeting, Johnson et al do recommend this, however, with a natural relationship of the mentor being a Teacher and the mentee being a Teaching Assistant the power struggle may not have been evident as a professional relationship with boundaries was already in place. This may be the same for relationships between Student Teachers and Teachers. There, however, may be ethical issues within the trust trios or peer mentoring within the setting. The trust trios were set up by members of the senior management, and as previously explained, there is a member of the senior management in each trio, this could affect the feedback offered by other members of the group, they may feel that rather than being in a peer mentoring relationship they are being observed, and as previously discussed, this was a consideration by the senior management team when setting up the trios, this may not be an ethical way to implement observations, however, the senior management are required to observe teachers practice and this may be the better of either choice, Estyn (2014) state that  a school should ‘establish a shared culture of improvement, self-evaluation and professional learning,’ (pg. 1), with these recommendations, peer mentoring or trust trios are a positive addition. The document continues, suggesting good practice on classroom observations, but does not however give direction to this more informal method of mentoring, the setting in which I work attempts to make feedback consistent by giving   identical forms for teacher to fill in and guidance on peer observation, however, ethically with having members of the senior management on the trios the question must be posed whether these are mentoring observations or observations, and how confidential these are. It could be inferred following conversations with members of the senior management that this is a ‘back door’ way of observing teachers teaching, rather than mentoring, if this is the case, this method may be ethically unsound. 



Conclusion
It is difficult to distinguish between mentoring and coaching with many overlapping similarities and therefor this paper has referred to mentoring throughout with a definition and explanation given initially, however, it is recognised that both mentoring and coaching intertwine in their approach. Reflecting on the school setting, initially I felt there was limited mentoring within the school, however, on reflection there are for Teaching Staff, with the mentoring being developed. For support staff, however, there is very little formal mentoring, with only recently the school implementing sessions for support staff led by support staff, this is an area that could grow and become valuable if led and directed effectively. The school policy, which is only directed at trainee teachers is out of date, this was clear from members of the senior management being unaware of the policy and the policy not being ratified by the governing body. Although this setting has made steps to implement mentoring within the school to both Teaching and Non-Teaching staff, it appears to have been done following the model of another school, and implemented with no prior information or training to staff, therefore the school needs to implement a training session to upskill and inform all members of staff on mentoring, and reflective practices. The policy needs to be upgraded and reviewed to bring it up to date to current guidelines outlined by the New Deal for Education. The school has made significant steps forward but it is acknowledge that there is more work to be done on this area within the school.
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