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“One-to-one pupil mentoring”

Evaluating the programme

Sharing good practice

Preface

For most teachers, dealing with disruptive pupil behaviour can be a stressful, time-consuming and often demoralising experience. In some instances, individual teachers will spend a considerable amount of time and energy attempting to affect positive behavioural changes among pupils. Very often, the “returns” for their efforts are minimal and transient in nature.

More recently, several studies have highlighted a general perception among teachers that the number and intensity of disruptive behaviour has increased steadily over the last decade or so. In responding to this trend, the teaching profession has found it necessary to develop a far more sophisticated and rigorous approach to dealing with behaviour management issues. Many new initiatives, emanating from a variety of sources, (i.e. Scottish Executive, Local authority, Whole school, Departmental and individual teacher) have been adopted by practitioners with varying degrees of success.  
Developing innovative strategies, techniques and systems to deal with disruptive behaviour continues to be a major priority for many in education. However, any new initiative should only be considered effective when there is supporting evidence of a reduction in disruptive behaviour. It is therefore extremely important to evaluate the effectiveness of all new initiatives.  
Initiatives that are successful at a preventative, and, or, interventionist level will not only be beneficial to the pupils involved, but also to the members of an often beleaguered and stressed teaching profession.
The following paper will examine how one school adopted a “One to one Pupil Mentoring Programme” in an attempt to respond positively to disruptive pupil behaviour.
Introduction   

“Mentor – from the Greek Mentor, adviser of the young Telemachus in Homer’s Odyssey and Fenelon’s Telemaque. 

Used to describe someone who acts as an experienced or 

trusted adviser.”
                                      (Oxford Illustrated dictionary)
The development of the “One to one Pupil Mentoring Programme” was an attempt to respond positively to concerns relating to disruptive pupil behaviour within Forfar Academy. It was developed by a member of Angus Council’s ASPIRE Team in conjunction with a member of the school’s Senior Management Team (SMT). At the inception of this initiative it was agreed that the ASPIRE Team member would act as the Training & Support Member of Staff (TSMS), while the existing Depute Rector would act as the overall Coordinating Member of Staff (CMS). 

(See Appendix 1).
The initial idea for the programme came as a result of one member of staff offering to work individually with a pupil to address reported behavioural problems. Prior to this, a variety of strategies, programmes and approaches had been adopted with little success. However, as a result of this voluntary one to one work, it was reported by a variety of staff that the pupil involved had shown considerable positive behavioural changes. Although the evidence to support such claims was largely anecdotal in nature, it was felt that further development of this type of pupil support model might be of benefit to a larger number of pupils. It was also hoped that any improvement in pupil behaviour might have a positive impact on other aspects of the learning and teaching environment such as; 

· a reduction in teacher stress levels.
· enhanced quality of learning and teaching.
· improved pupil relationships with staff involved in the programme.  

· improved pupil relationships with the general teaching population.
· improved pupil relationships with peers.
· enhanced parental involvement / contact with the school.
The teacher involved in the initial concept had no formal training in the operations of one-to-one pupil mentoring but had extensive teaching experience. Her stated aims were uncomplicated and rooted in a genuine feeling of concern for a young person experiencing difficulties within the school community. The teacher’s motivation for becoming involved were highlighted during an informal interview.  

I just thought that I might be able to help her [the pupil] if I had a chat with her every so often away from the classroom situation. I wasn’t sure if I was going to be able to do anything, but I thought nothing else seemed to be working. So it seemed worth a try.  I taught her in my class and had a good relationship with her which made it easier to speak to her about her behaviour. She didn’t seem to get annoyed with me when we spoke about things because I wasn’t telling her off. I used to chat to her about things that weren’t going well, both in and out of school, and then we’d informally set some weekly, sometimes daily, targets. We’d meet once a week to see how things had gone. Sometimes it meant re-setting targets or adjusting things a wee bit. I was quite surprised when people [other teachers] were telling me that she was doing better. She [the pupil] seemed to be happier as well and the setting of targets gave her something to aim for. It was probably the first time in her life that she was getting someone saying something positive about her. In addition, I think she also liked the adult company. I don’t think the changes were major but at least things seemed to be moving in the right direction.
As a result of this teacher’s positive experiences, it was decided to expand the one-to-one pupil mentoring programme to involve a larger number of staff and pupils. At the outset of the programme, expectations with regard to the effectiveness of one-to-one mentoring were not particularly high. This, in part, was due to a rather negative perception of the effectiveness of mentoring from existing research in America and England. Indeed, there appeared to be no research work devoted to the topic within the context of the Scottish education system. (See Appendix 2).
Duration of programme

The programme commenced in September 2002 and ran for three phases ending in June 2004. Each phase lasted for six weeks and was evaluated by seeking the opinions of mentors, mentees, teaching staff and parents regarding the effectiveness of the programme. In addition to the six weeks contact work with pupils, a significant amount of time was spent on preparatory and follow-up work by the TSMS (Training & Support Member of Staff) and the CMS (Coordinating Member of Staff). An interesting feature of the programme was the fact that a number of mentors continued working with pupils (unprompted) out with the identified time scales. The decision to limit one-to-one contact for each phase to six weeks was, in some ways, arbitrary in nature. However, in terms of evaluation purposes, it was felt that this was an appropriate timescale within which to assess any positive outcomes.
School Profile

Forfar Academy is an all-through (S1-S6) Comprehensive school situated geographically at the centre of Angus. The school population has remained at about the 1100 mark for the last three years. Pupils come from a mixture of socio – economic backgrounds and the school is set in a semi- rural environment. The town of Forfar has a population of just under 14,000 and has four main associated primary schools in addition to six small rural associate primary schools. Approximately 11% of pupils are eligible for free school meals. However, the actual uptake sits at the 65% mark. The percentage of pupils receiving a clothing grant over the last three years averages at just under the 20 % mark. The total number of single exclusions over the last three years was recorded as 69 for session 2001/02, 115 during 2002/03 and 116 for the year 2003/04.
Mentor Selection
All teaching staff received a memo outlining the proposed setting up of a

voluntary pupil mentoring programme.

The programme was open to ALL members of staff regardless of teaching experience. Initially, 15 members of staff intimated an interest in becoming involved in the programme. Staff were informed that a final commitment to work with pupils would not take place until after fact finding / training sessions had taken place. It was felt that the voluntary nature of the programme would be a crucial factor in determining its success.
Training / Fact Finding Sessions

Interested parties were initially invited to attend two “Training / Fact finding Sessions” run by the Training & Support Member of Staff (TSMS). These took place after school and were designed to give staff further details of the programme, clarify aims and objectives and allow staff the opportunity to address any other concerns or issues. 
During the sessions it was again made clear to staff that attendance at the initial meetings did not automatically commit them to participation in the programme. Indeed, after the initial meeting (during phase one of the programme), two members of staff indicated that they did not wish to become involved in the project. Both identified issues relating to workload and existing time constraints as defining factors in their decision. This left a total of 13 volunteer staff / mentors. (A similar format for training was adopted during phases two and three) 
Staff training took place during two twilight sessions where issues relating to the following were addressed:
· aims and objectives of mentoring.
· purpose of training.
· the process of selection and matching of pupils with mentors.
· expected pupil contact time scales.
· use of personal expertise – working at your own “level”. 

· requirements of staff in relation to the documentation and recording of meetings.
· logistics involved in pupil interviews.
· planning effective and problem-free pupil extractions.
· advice on possible pupil disclosures / confidentiality / child protection issues.
· liaising with other relevant staff (Guidance, SMT, CPDO, etc.)

· accessing PPRs and other relevant information where appropriate.
· possible materials / literature to be used in context.
· Counselling models (Solution focussed / 4 Stage Intervention).
· termination of contact with pupils.
· staff support mechanisms.
· work load implications.
· general staff responsibilities.
· protocols involved in one-to-one mentoring

· any other general concerns.
· All staff were offered additional training on request and this was taken up by approximately 20% of the group over the three phases. It was agreed at the outset of the programme that the TSMS would be available to all participating staff in an advisory / consultative role. The majority of mentors voluntarily accessed the TSMS throughout all phases of the programme to discuss a variety of concerns, issues, or just simply to seek reassurance at a personal level. In addition, the TSMS met informally with all mentors at least once a week throughout all phases.
Mentoring approaches
In the initial stages of each phase, a number of staff expressed concerns in relation to a perceived lack of abilities, skills and expertise in their role as mentor. While willing to work with young people in a one-to-one context, several mentors questioned their abilities to affect positive behavioural changes. As a result of this, mentors were advised “to try and work at their own level”, and were given guidance during training as to the type of issues that might be addressed during mentoring sessions e.g

· Specific behavioural / academic difficulties.
· Personal organisational difficulties.
· Personal issues relating to a non-school context / environment.
· Challenging counter productive attitudes, values and beliefs (in terms of school ethos) in a “non confrontational manner.”

· Resolving peer conflict.
While staff were advised to “work at their own level,” they were also encouraged to “skill up” by learning new approaches. During the training sessions, the TSMS outlined a variety of models which mentors might wish to adopt. Examples are given below:
· Informal review of weekly / daily progress.
· Use of “Re-tracking” booklet.
· Target setting.
· Mediation with staff on behalf of pupil.
· 4 stage intervention model – (Assessment, Formulation, Intervention/Prevention, Evaluation.)
· PICAS approach to bullying.

· Solution focussed approaches.
Mentor profile

The profile of the staff involved was fairly representative of the school’s teaching population. Experience of one-to-one mentoring ranged from those who had little or none, to one member of staff who had a Certificate in Counselling.  It should be noted there were no members of the Senior Management Team involved in the project as mentors. In discussions with individual members of the SMT, it became apparent that they had decided “informally” not to become involved in an attempt to allow staff greater autonomy.  

Mentee selection

During each phase of the programme ALL staff were asked 

to identify pupils  …  whose behaviour is such that they might benefit from some one-to-one work with a volunteer mentor.
The names of the pupils were then set before a meeting of the SMT and Guidance staff. Discussion, thereafter, took place as to the suitability of each pupil being involved in the programme. It was agreed that the majority of pupils would benefit from one-to-one mentoring. However, in the case of one pupil, it was felt that “extra input might actually be counter productive” as a number of external agencies were already involved. As would be expected, the number of pupils “put forward” outnumbered the number of volunteer mentors throughout all stages of the programme. 
Mentee profile
All pupils (apart from one) had been sent to the school’s Supervision Area at least on three occasions in the month prior to selection. In terms of gender breakdown, it was found that the male / female ratio was roughly 

3 to 1. During the initial phase of the programme, pupils were selected from almost exclusively the S2 and S3 cohort. However, during subsequent phases, pupils were selected from S1, S2, S3 and S4 cohorts.
Communicating with parents / carers

Before any mentoring took place, the permission of parents / carers was sought as a matter of protocol. A standard letter was sent to all parents / carers outlining the programme and seeking permission for pupil involvement (See Appendix 3). Throughout all three phases of the programme only two sets of parents withheld permission for their child to be involved in the programme. In both cases, the parents felt that, because other support agencies were already involved with their child, it might be counter productive to involve “another.”    

Matching of Mentor with Mentee

Each volunteer mentor was asked to select three pupils, in order of preference, whom they might wish to work with. Throughout all phases the TSMS attempted to match mentors with their first choice. In the vast majority of instances this was achieved. However, in a small number of cases, this was not feasible. A small number of mentors expressed no preference. Thereafter, each pupil was interviewed by the TSMS and consulted as to their willingness to work with the volunteer mentor. In only one case did a pupil not wish to be matched with an identified mentor. The purpose and nature of the one-to-one mentoring programme was explained to all pupils in detail. Pupils were also advised that participation in the programme was completely voluntary and that they could withdraw from the programme at anytime. Similarly, all staff were aware that they could withdraw from the programme at any stage. It was felt extremely important that both mentor and mentee were involved on a voluntary basis.  
Composition of Mentor / Mentee “match ups”

· 36 staff were trained as mentors. 

· 7 mentors (although completing the training) withdrew from the programme as a result of “other” work commitments.

· 1 mentor was unable to identify a pupil they would like to work with from any of the phases.

· 28 mentors were used over the three phases.
· Mentoring took place on 49 occasions.
· This involved a total of 41 mentees.  

· A more detailed breakdown of statistics relating to Mentor / Mentee “match ups” can be found on the following page (Table 1.1).
Table 1.1  -  Mentor / Mentee “match ups” (Over 3 phases)

(NB. Names have been abbreviated to protect identities.)
	Mentor
	Phase 1 Mentee
	Phase 2 Mentee
	Phase 3 Mentee

	Mr L
	Ch F
	
	

	Mrs M
	St F
	
	

	Mrs P
	Ch C
	
	Ch C

	Mrs MacA
	Li R
	
	Ch B

	Mr I
	Da P
	
	

	Mr M
	Ro J

Ma C
	Ma C
	Ro J

	Mr S
	Ba F
	Ki D
	Ki D 

	Mrs S A
	Je L
	Ha M
	Ha M 

	Mrs W A
	Am H
	
	Am H 

	Mr F
	Sc D
	Ca T
	Le R

	Mrs S B
	Da S
	
	

	Mrs D
	Ro N
	
	

	Mrs McI
	Ha M
	
	

	Mrs McK
	
	Ga M
	Jo R

	Mrs M
	
	Da S
	Da T

	Mrs Cl
	
	Gr F
	Ga T

	Mrs Co
	
	Sc M
	Ch G

	Mrs T
	
	Di R

Du K
	

	Mrs W
	
	Le F
	

	Mrs H
	
	Da T
	Da S

	Mrs E
	
	Ja M
	

	Mr B
	
	De B
	De B 

	Mrs R
	
	Jo L
	Al M

	Mrs W
	
	Ma P
	

	Mrs G
	
	Ke M
	Da St

	Mrs Don
	
	De M
	

	Mrs Wil M
	
	Mo G
	

	Mr C
	
	Sh M
	


Protected Time                           
It was agreed by the Depute Rector (who was also the CMS), that each half hour contact with a pupil would count as the equivalent of a half period “please take”. This obviously had major implication for the Depute Rector in terms of her role in organising absence cover throughout the school. All mentors were asked to inform the Depute Rector (via a proforma) when they would be meeting with their mentee in an attempt to avoid being given a “please take.”
The Evaluation Process
Rationale

It was felt that a formal evaluation of each phase of the programme was necessary to assess how effective the initiative had been. In an effort to achieve this objective the opinions of the following were sought:
· Mentors.
· Mentees.
· General teaching staff i.e. those who taught the mentees but were not involved in mentoring.
· Parents.
Instruments of evaluation

The following instruments were used to gather information from the individuals mentioned in the previous section:

· Mentor Interviews
Informal interviews with mentors were undertaken by the TSMS. Mentors were asked to give an honest and frank opinion as to the effectiveness of the programme. To aid in this task the TSMS used a number of “key prompt questions” (See Appendix 4). 
· Mentee Interviews 
As with mentors, the mentees were interviewed informally by the TSMS using a number of “key prompt questions”. (See Appendix 5). It should be noted that particular attention was taken to ensure that the mentor “key prompt questions” were user-friendly. i.e. that the questions being asked would be easily understood, free of ambiguity and likely to elicit accurate responses from the mentee.
· General Teaching Staff Questionnaire
At the end of each phase all teaching staff were asked to complete an evaluation questionnaire relating to any observed changes in pupil behaviour. Staff were asked to respond according to the following five prescriptive behaviour categories:

· Behaviour generally improved.
· Some improvement but not consistent.
· Never been a problem.
· No improvement.
· Has become worse.
Having selected from the above categories, staff were given the opportunity to make “optional” additional comments where appropriate.
· Parental / Carer Responses
It was decided that the opinions of parents / carers would be sought via the initial contact letter sent by the school’s Depute Head Teacher (DHT / CMS) (See appendix 3). In addition, mentees were asked to intimate how “they” felt their parents / carers had viewed the programme during interview. As will be discussed later, this area of the evaluation was probably weak in terms of gaining an accurate impression of parents’ / carers’ views.   

Evaluation Results
Mentor Interviews

Throughout each phase the opinions of mentors were sought regarding:
· The effectiveness of the one-to-one mentoring programme.
· Difficulties encountered.
· Issues resulting from pupil contacts.
· Future changes to the programme.
· Any other issues or concerns.
This information was gathered through informal face-to-face interviews with all mentors. As was stated previously, the interviewer (TSMS) used a number of “key prompt questions” to aid discussion. (See Appendix 4) 

Mentor comments were noted down and a distillation of the main issues, concerns, opinions, etc were generated. 
A total of 28 interviews were conducted.

A summary of MENTOR responses can be found below:
· A large majority of mentors felt that the programme had a positive affect on their mentee’s behaviour in general. (25)
· Two mentors felt that the programme was “an excellent system if you can keep up with the maintenance and organisation involved.”(2)
· Just over a half of mentors described the programme as either worthwhile or effective. (14)

· Some mentors felt that at a one-to-one level, mentee / mentor relationships improved but they were not sure if this transferred into better behaviour within the classroom context. (5)
· All mentors (except one) felt that the pupil contacts resulted in better “working relationships” between mentors and mentees at a one-to-one level and in day to day encounters with the pupils. (26)  
· Several mentors felt that the “fear of challenging” a mentee in the corridor / playground had been reduced because they knew the pupil at a personal level. (6)
· A small number of mentors felt uncomfortable / inexperienced in using the “Solution Focused” approach to mentoring. (3)
· Several mentors commented that some of the pupils NOT on the original “lists” were the type that staff would like to work with. (3)
· A small number of mentors felt unclear about the aims and objectives of the programme. (4)
·  One mentor was concerned that his input might have had a negative impact on the pupil’s behaviour in class. (1)
· Two mentors felt that the pupil they had worked with appeared to be behaving better. However, they were not sure whether the one- to-one input was responsible or some other unidentified factor. (2)
·  Several mentors felt personally responsible for the behaviour of their mentee. i.e. “whenever he (she) got into trouble I used to think I was partly to blame.” (6)
· Three mentors mentioned that they thought it might be a good idea to work with the pupil beyond the six weeks. (3)
· One mentor felt that she did not have the necessary skills to mentor effectively. (1)
· Two mentors expressed the opinion that the process “sometimes felt like three steps forwards and two steps back”. (2)
· Two mentors felt that there was evidence to suggest that their mentee seemed to like the meetings “because they were getting out of class.” (2)
·  A small number of mentors had received unsolicited positive feedback from subject teachers regarding the behaviour of their mentee. (4)
· One mentor felt that the “intervention” came too late. (1)
· One mentor had experienced a reluctance by another member of staff to enact strategies that had been agreed with the pupil. (1)
· One mentor commented that she “disengaged with pupil after five weeks because of his immensely improved behaviour.” (1) 

· Two mentors felt that things were going well (according to subject teachers) but the contacts were terminated by a member of the SMT. (2)
· One mentor noted that “things started off well but our relationship deteriorated over the six weeks.” (1)
· Several mentors commented that “it was difficult to engage with the pupil but things improved as we went on”. (5)
· A large minority of mentors mentioned that “it was sometimes difficult to organise meetings with pupils because of pupil absences/ truanting/ exclusion / pupil forgetting to attend meeting”.  (10)
· A significant minority of mentors mentioned that “it was sometimes difficult to organise meetings with pupils because of an increase in general workload.” (6)
· Several mentees were taken off “Behaviour Time Tables” as a result of one to one mentoring (as reported by DHT’s). (8)

· Two pupils joined extra curricular clubs as a result of their one to one contacts / discussion. (1)
· One mentor stated that the programme didn’t work “because I challenged him about his behaviour.” (1)
· One mentor disengaged because she moved school. (1)

· Several members of staff asked that the original parental request letter be revamped to fit the context of one-to-one better. (5)
· Several mentors felt that the school needed to develop better links with parents / carers within the context of one-to-one mentoring. (8)
· Several mentors mentioned the perceived benefits of setting and reviewing weekly behavioural targets with pupils. (9)
· Several mentors identified lack of “organisational skills” amongst mentees as a factor that led to confrontation/tension with subject teachers. (5)
· Two mentors formed the opinion that their mentees thought of themselves as “untouchable” as result of being sent to the Behaviour Support base. (2)
· One mentor commented that as a result of the programme her mentee had “become more manageable … as well as her mates.” (1)
· Two mentors felt that some Guidance teachers “were not keen on anyone working with their pupils.” (2)
· Some mentors mentioned that Behaviour Management Tasks and Supervision Area Referrals had decreased during the six week programme. (5)
·  A small number of mentors mentioned that they thought their mentee “was getting on better with their peers.” (3)
· Eight mentees met with mentors out with the formal programme.(8)
Mentee Interviews
After each phase of the one-to-one mentoring programme mentees were interviewed by the TSMS to ascertain the pupils’ perceptions of the value of the meetings. The TSMS used “key prompt questions” to initiate discussion (See appendix 5).
A total of 49 interviews were conducted.

Mentee comments were noted down and a distillation of the main issues concerns, opinions, etc were generated. A summary of MENTEE responses can be found below.

· All mentee comments (except five) enjoyed working with their mentor and thought the programme worthwhile. (44)
· All mentee comments (except four) said they would like to work with the mentor again. (45) 
· A large majority of mentees felt that working with their mentor helped improve their behaviour in the classroom. (34)
· A large number of Mentees were able to identify a variety of behaviour management strategies that had been discussed with mentors e.g. the use of target setting and review, learning new help scripts in relation to non-aggressive responses, organisational support, resisting peer pressure, developing feelings of empathy, private requests to move seat, negotiated exit strategies, etc. (32)
· The majority of mentees felt that the six week programme was about the right length of time. (38)
· Just under a fifth felt that additional weeks would have been better. (9)
· Just under half the mentees stated that they would have liked to have met with their mentors more than once a week. (23)
· The majority of mentees felt that meeting for half an hour “was about the right length” of time. (42)
· A large majority of mentees felt that their mentor would want to work with them again. (35)
· A significant minority of mentees were unsure whether their mentor would want to work with them again. (11)
· A small number of mentees saw the meetings as an opportunity to avoid normal classes. (3)
· Only two pupils didn’t like meeting with their mentor. (2)
· A small number of pupils were unsure why they had been selected to work with a mentor. (5)
· The majority of mentees reported that their parents thought the programme was helpful. (38)
· Almost a fifth of mentees were unaware of their parents’ opinions or had not discussed the programme with them. (9)
· A small number of mentees reported negative comments from peers relating to their involvement in the programme. (7)
· One mentee felt it embarrassing to be removed from class by his / her mentor. (1)    

General Teaching Staff Questionnaire

Staff were asked to assess the effectiveness of the mentoring programme by filling in a questionnaire. (Results can be found below) 
Table - 2.1
Summary of teacher comments   -  Phase 1
	Total Nos. of staff who responded to questionnaire
	63
	

	Total Nos. of staff comments
	166
	

	Behaviour generally improved
	47
	28%

	Some improvement but not consistent
	59
	36%

	Never been a problem
	23
	14%

	No improvement
	32
	19%

	Has become worse
	5
	3%


Table - 2.2
Summary of teacher comments  -  Phase 2
	Total Nos. of staff who responded to questionnaire
	69
	

	Total Nos. of staff comments
	273
	

	Behaviour generally improved
	52
	19%

	Some improvement but not consistent
	100
	37%

	Never been a problem
	51
	19%

	No improvement
	62
	23%

	Has become worse
	8
	2%


Table - 2.3
Summary of teacher comments  –  Phase 3
	Total Nos. of staff who responded to questionnaire
	55
	

	Total Nos. of staff comments
	155
	

	Behaviour generally improved
	46
	30%

	Some improvement but not consistent
	49
	32%

	Never been a problem
	19
	12%

	No improvement
	36
	23%

	Has become worse
	5
	3%


Table - 2.4
Summary of teacher comments  -  All phases
	Total Nos. of staff who responded to questionnaire
	187
	

	Total Nos. of staff comments
	594
	

	Behaviour generally improved
	145
	25%

	Some improvement but not consistent
	208
	35%

	Never been a problem
	93
	15%

	No improvement
	130
	22%

	Has become worse
	18
	3%


Parent / Carer comments

The views of parents / carers were not systematically sought during the programme. This is an area of the evaluation which is considered particularly weak. However, a small number of parents / carers did contact the school to express positive attitudes towards the programme.
Summary of main findings
In general terms it would appear that the majority of those involved in the one-to-one mentoring programme (Mentors, mentees, teaching staff and parents), viewed it as a successful initiative. 
Indeed, over the three phases of the programme, a total of (60%) of SUBJECT TEACHER comments indicated that the behaviour of those pupils involved had either “generally improved” or had shown “some improvement but [was] not consistent”. 
It was interesting to note that a significant minority of SUBJECT TEACHER comments (15%) suggested that the identified MENTEE had “never been a problem”.

Perhaps most encouraging of all was the relatively small number of SUBJECT TEACHER comments which suggested that there had been “No improvement in behaviour” (22%), or the even smaller number (3%), who assessed MENTEE behaviour as having “become worse.” 

Another pleasing aspect of the programme was the positive response from MENTORS. A large majority of their comments (96%) suggested that the meetings with pupils were worthwhile in terms of improved pupil behaviour and, or, improved mentor / mentee relationships.

A large majority of MENTEE comments (90%) indicated that the programme was “worthwhile.” A significant majority of MENTEE comments (69%) suggested that working with a MENTOR “helped [their] behaviour in the classroom.” Similarly, (65%) of MENTEES were able to identify specific behaviour management strategies that had been activated after discussion with MENTORS.

A small number of MENTOR comments ( > 1%) were unsure if their input had helped improve their MENTEE’S behaviour.

As was mentioned previously, one area where the evaluation highlighted a weakness in the programme related to the collection of PARENTS’ / CARERS’ views. A more rigorous method of eliciting these views would undoubtedly assist in improving the credibility of future phases.

Conclusions
The notion that one-to-one mentoring can have a positive impact on the behaviour of pupils would seem to be borne out by the evaluation results. The main thrust of the programme has been an attempt to build positive working relationships between mentors and mentees. If a young person has a positive, trusting and voluntary relationship with a mentor, it is more likely they will be willing to discuss issues relating to their behaviour.  
As a consequence of the school’s positive experiences of one to one mentoring, Forfar Academy has recently embarked upon a fourth phase of the programme. It will be interesting to see if evaluation returns replicate those of previous phases. In addition, three other Secondary schools within Angus have expressed an interest in the programme. 

However, if other schools wish to embark upon a similar programme, it should be noted that an integral feature of one to one mentoring has been its voluntary nature. This implies that good care should be taken to agree appropriate mentor / mentee match ups. If either party is unwilling to enter into a “match up” it is unlikely that the resulting work will be productive.
Mentors received “protected” time to work with mentees. Again, this is seen as being a crucial factor in supporting mentors to organise their contacts in an effective manner. 

Mentor training took place over two sessions and is an area where perhaps further development might be considered in an attempt to broaden the expertise of those working with mentees.


It is hoped that the involvement of parents / carers will be developed to a greater degree in recognition of their crucial role as part of a holistic approach. Perhaps one method of doing this would be to invite parents / carers to an after-school “information evening”? 

And finally. It may be worthwhile examining other indicators of behaviour change such as reductions in Departmental / Supervision Area tasks, detentions and exclusions  

APPENDIX - 1

1:1 Pupil Mentoring
An Outline Framework

School agrees who will act as
        Co-ordinating Member of Staff (CMS)
  Training & Support Member of Staff (TSMS)

CMS & TSMS
have initial planning meeting

    CMS asks for volunteer                                    TSMS organises 2 training
Pupil Mentors (PM)
                                   sessions for all PM’s

CMS asks PC&ST’s & DHT’s for list of pupils who 
     TSMS adopts advisory / consultation role
             might benefit from 1:1 work


   during 6 week programme

   PM’s rank order pupil preferences 1,2,3.

     TSMS evaluates programme during week 7

  CMS matches pupil to teacher, checks  
    TSMS feeds back to 
     with pupil and officially informs PM 
    mentor, mentee, teaching staff & parents
   PM organises & plans pupil contacts meetings


(1/2 period x 1 per week x 6 weeks)                       Abbreviations







  





                        CMS – Co-ordinating Member of Staff

          TSMS – Training & Support Member of Staff



                            PM – Pupil Mentor



                            PC&ST – Pupil Care & Support Teacher
CMS organises week 7 PM evaluation meeting                        DHT – Depute Head Teacher
APPENDIX – 2

Mentoring review of literature – Summary findings 

(By D.Hall – Glasgow University – SCRE)
What is a mentor / mentoring?

· The literature review suggests that mentoring is an ill defined concept which is deeply contested by some critics who see some manifestations of it built upon a questionable deficit model.
· Mentoring exists in many forms which are at least partly defined by the origin, purpose and nature of the mentoring relationship.
What is the evidence of positive outcomes for young people?  

· Most large quantitative studies come from the USA
· Studies suggest that mentoring can have significant impact on a number of measures, but the impact may not be large.
· There is some evidence that it has some impact on problem or high risk behaviours, academic/educational outcomes, career/employment outcomes.
· Very poor evidence base in UK. Claims are made but as yet there is very little evidence to support the claims.
What works? (USA research)

· Monitoring programme of implementation
· Screening of prospective mentors
· Matching of mentor and mentee on relevant criteria

· Both pre match & on-going training

· Supervision

· Support for mentors

· Structured activities for mentee and mentor

· Parental support and involvement

What works? (UK research) 

· Mentoring needs to be properly integrated into its organisational context

· Need to establish appropriate links with other services and opportunities

· There are mixed views as to whether mentors should be matched with their mentees and, if so, on what basis the match should be made?

What doesn’t work? (The following conditions)

· Social distance and mismatch between the values of the mentor and mentee 

· Inexpert or untrained mentors

· Mismatch between the aims of the mentoring scheme and the needs of the person being mentored

· Conflict of roles such as it is not clear whether the mentor is to act on behalf of the person being mentored or of the authority

Is there a case for regulation?

· Research has little to say on the case for regulation, although it does recognise the potential for problems to arise in the mentoring relationship

What are the views of the mentees?

· Little in the literature which explores the opinions of the mentees in any great depth

· Some research demonstrates how much mentees value their relationship with the mentor

· It is clear that mentees will react to mentoring schemes according to whether they are congruent to their own values

What are the views of the mentors?

· Mentors tend to be white female and (probably) middle class
· Benefits to mentors can be classified in terms of self esteem, social insight. And social interpersonal skills

· When mentoring schemes go wrong both mentor and mentee can suffer

What are the views of commissioning bodies and / or employers?

· Those directly involved in promoting mentoring tend to make large claims for it. In so far as these are supported b y research, they are discussed earlier

· There are signs that research funders are beginning to recognise the need for research into mentoring in the UK

· There is some evidence that businesses are favourably disposed towards mentoring (both for their employees and others), but this varies with the culture of the organisation

APPENDIX - 3

Sample parental letter









David Carson









Rector










Taylor Street










FORFAR










DD8 6LB









Tel: 01307 464545

Our Ref: DR/SEL/WEC

2nd March 2004

Dear Mr & Mrs

IAIN MACDONALD

1GNR

I am pleased to inform you that IAIN has been selected to participate in the school’s mentoring programme.

During this programme, IAIN will meet with MRS MCKAY on a regular but informal basis during the school day. This provides an opportunity for pupil and mentor to discuss a wide range of issues including behaviour, attendance and progress, and often produces highly satisfactory outcomes. Senior managers in the school will monitor the mentoring programme. 
Please contact me if you wish to discuss this matter further.

Yours sincerely,

Mr. A. Sellars

Depute Head Teacher
APPENDIX 4
Mentor interview  - Questionnaire prompt sheet

1. How often did you manage to meet with your mentee?

2. Was it difficult to organise the meetings?

3. What was the purpose of the meetings?

4. What sort of things did you discuss?
5. What level of mentoring did you adopt? E.g developing social relationship with adult, Solution focussed,” sounding board” approach, organisational repair, etc.

6. Do you think the work improved the behaviour of the pupil? 

7. Any evidence?

8. How did your relationship with the pupil develop?

9. What would you say were the positives that came from working one to one?

10. What would you say were the negatives that come from working one to one?

11. Would you volunteer again?

12. How do you think the pupil viewed the process?

13. Do you think subject teachers will have noticed a change in the pupil’s behaviour?

APPENDIX - 5
Mentee interview  - Questionnaire prompt sheet

· This prompt sheet was used by the Training & Support Member of Staff (TSMS)
· It was designed to help initiate responses from pupils who might be reluctant or find difficulty in dealing with face to face interviews

· The language chosen was specifically designed to meet the needs of the mentee

· One member of staff questioned the appropriateness of using a colloquial style of questionnaire
1.
Was it worthwhile working with your 1:1 Teacher on the programme?

YES

NO

HALF & HALF

Give a reason for your answer below

2.
Did working with the teacher help improve your behaviour?


YES

NO

HALF & HALF

Give a reason for your answer below

3.
You met on roughly 6 occasions. Was this 

ABOUT THE RIGHT NUMBER OF TIMES

TOO MANY TIMES

NOT ENOUGH

4.
How often would you like to have met with your 1:1 Teacher?

__________

5.
You met for ½ an hour. Was that? 
ABOUT RIGHT






TOO LONG






TOO SHORT

6.
Do you think the teacher would want to work with you again?


YES

NO



7.
If you were telling your friends about the sessions how would you describe them? Would you say it was …?
A SCIVE

GOOD FUN

A WASTE OF TIME

OK MEETING WITH THE TEACHER

SOMETHING YOU WOULD DO AGAIN

GOOD BECAUSE OF THE STUFF YOU WENT OVER WITH THE TEACHER
8.
Did you know why you were picked for the one to one programme?

9.
Did your parents think it was? 



WORTHWHILE


WASTE OF TIME


THEY NEVER SAID ANYTHING TO ME

10.
Did you get "slagged" off by any body for seeing the Teacher?


YES

NO

A WEE BIT


SOMETIMES

11.
Do you have any other comments to make?
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