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Abstract

Diverging perceptions between a mentor and a mentee on the nature and content of feedback given in mentoring
conversations may have a profound impact on the mentee’s learning from conversation. This study gauges whether
approaches to mentoring relate to establishing congruency in perceptions on provided feedback. The aim of this
research is to study differences in mentor and student perceptions of feedback provided during mentoring sessions. For
that purpose, this study compares typical mentoring approaches across different settings.

Sixty eight students (37 Teaching Assistant (TA) students in secondary vocational education and 31 Teacher Education
(TE) students in Higher Education) and their mentors participated in this study. Mentoring conversations on teaching
internships of these students were analyzed. A questionnaire instrument was used to gauge 1) acceptance of feedback
from mentoring as well as 2) following recommendations after feedback provision. Approaches to mentors’
conversation styles were identified with an observation instrument categorizing mentoring into four types. TA students
predominantly recognized their mentor’s approach as having a Imperator (supervising) style, while the TE students
identified it as an Initiator (engaging style). As a result, TA students expressed a higher degree of acceptance of
feedback, as compared to TE students. Differences in perception between students and their mentors on feedback
provision were found to be significant.

Our findings point to the importance of mentoring approach as it impinges on the feedback acceptance in mentoring
conversations.

Keywords: Feedback provision, mentoring conversation, mentor styles, teacher education
1. Introduction

In mentoring, feedback provision is a process of fundamental importance (Wiliam, 2011). Providing and using feedback,
however, are strongly dependent on the way both the deliverer and the receiver of feedback perceive the mentoring
conversation (Mena Marcos & Tillema, 2006). This study intends to uncover the alignment in feedback
(mis)perceptions between mentors and their students, in relation to the differing mentoring approaches used in
conversation. We expect that congruency, i.e., shared mentoring goals, adds to the utility of feedback (Shute, 2008).

The process of providing feedback meant to enhance a student’s achievement (Hattie, 2009) can be viewed as a two
staged, reciprocal activity of: on the one hand monitoring or focus on “assessment for learning” (Wiliam, 2011) which
deals with evaluating the students’ learning process, which, on part of the student, requires acceptance of evaluative
information; and on the other hand, scaffolding as a process of guiding and enhancing further learning by giving
advice and suggestions for planned action that, on part of the student, may lead to following recommendations (See Pat-
El, Tillema, Segers & Vedder, 2012 for a more detailed account of this twofold process). The reciprocity of
assessment/evaluation and enhancement/guidance is typical for mentoring (Tillema & van der Westhuizen, 2013); and,
in a mentoring conversation, occurs within a high frequency of interexchange (Boshuizen, Bromme and Gruber, 2004,
pp. 164-166). During conversation, both mentor and student search for understanding and confirmation with regard to
interpreting past performance and are “meaning making” on attainments of the student, for the purpose of amendments
and identification of further needs of the student (Dochy, Heylen & Van de Mosselaar, 2002, p. 22; Black & Wiliam,
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1998). The process underneath an effective feedback provision (Sadler, 1989) may include the following key features:
(1) diagnosis of current state; (2) evaluation of progress made relative to standards set; (3) providing informative
feedback that motivates the students to accept the assessment; (4) giving advice on how to follow recommendations for
the acquisition of required skills and knowledge (James & Fleming, 2004; Hattie & Timperley, 2007).

The impact these features have on student’s learning from feedback depends highly on the way they are communicated
during conversation (Shute, 2008). Brinko (1993) captured this concisely into four W-questions (and an H-question) to
characterize the feedback process in mentoring: What (the information that is fed back), When (the occasion upon
which the information is fed back), Where (the location in which the information is fed back is psychologically safe),
and How (the manner in which the information is given and received). These “W/H’ questions, however, can be very
differently interpreted by stakeholders. Carless (2006) explored possible different interpretations of students and their
mentors with regard to feedback giving and noted how divergent viewpoints in goals and plans act as barriers to distort
the acceptance of feedback and its subsequent following of recommendations. In order for an alignment in perceptions
to occur Carless conceived giving and interpreting feedback in mentoring as consisting of three interlocking
components: (1) Discourse: the way feedback is communicated must be fully understood; (2) Power: the (often)
authoritative position of the feedback giver, i.e., mentor, must help to facilitate acceptance of feedback; and
(3) Willingness: the mentee as recipient of feedback must be personally involved and willing to invest time and effort in
following recommendations.

Our contention then is: As conversation is the major vehicle of exchange between a mentor and a mentee, it may be
highly vulnerable to misinterpretation, since different perceptions may arise on what to accept and how to follow
recommendations. How then, i.e., by what mentoring approaches, are mentoring conversations being conducted to
reinforce the mentee’s acceptance and following recommendations, and make feedback work.

1.1 Mentoring Approaches in Conversation

Mentoring can be a highly powerful learning environment to promote learning because of its close and direct interaction
between one who “teaches” and one who “learns” (Garvey, Stokes & Megginson, 2009). Delivering feedback during a
mentoring session builds on tailored comments to the learner, in close connection to the student’s zone of proximal
development. Characteristic of a mentoring relationship (Clutterbuck & Megginson, 2009) is mutuality in: honesty,
openness, sensitivity, self-awareness, and reflexivity, which supports student’s learning and motivates. Feedback should,
therefore, be provided with clarity of intents (to accept advice), feasibility of comments made (to follow
recommendations), and trust in the relationship (to have a conversation) (Tillema, 2009).

The complexity of effective feedback provision in a mentoring relationship lies, among other things, in the intricate
alignment of perceptions regarding a) what to attain; b) what has been achieved, and c¢) how far one has progressed from
ato b (Sadler, 2010). Feedback provision in a mentoring relationship can be looked upon as a double-edged sword, with
on one hand the mentor acting as a scaffold, while at the same time keeping evaluative standards high. A mentor may
then select different strategies or approaches to cope with this duality. Following Tillema & Kremer-Hayon (2005) there
are three dilemmas or strategic choices to be made in selecting a mentoring approach in conversation: (1) Reflection
versus Action, that is, offering space for experiencing or questioning to stimulate reflection as opposed to promoting
planned action and resolve; (2) Supervising versus Facilitating, i.e., talking together in or as a community of learners, as
opposed to advice giving under scrutiny of performance; (3) Delivery or Inquiry, i.e., giving support by using a
telling-method, or by waiting to discover, accepting students’ initiatives, thus dealing with students differently (Garvey
et al., 2009). Resolving these dilemmas results in different mentoring approaches that can be recognized in
conversations (Crasborn, Hennissen, Brouwer, Korthagen & Bergen, 2011). Tillema & Smith (2007) identified
following approaches: (1) Instructive/prescriptive approach, as giving directions, with its prime focus on progress made,
evaluated against targets being set, (2) Relational approach, which rests highly on self regulated learning and input
given by the student, (3) Situational approach, in which the mentor acts as a (performance) coach to stimulate learning,
using articulation of shared goals. These mentoring approaches in conversation may highly influence the student’s
acceptance and use of given feedback. This study then particularly looks at differences in mentoring approaches and
how it affects perceptions of feedback provision by the mentee. We conjecture that ways in which conversations are
conducted by the mentor will result in different outcomes when it comes to acceptance of advice and its subsequent
following of recommendations by the mentee. For this purpose we studied mentoring conversations on student teacher
learning as a setting for this study and compared different mentoring approaches in a performance oriented teacher
education program versus a reflective oriented program teacher education program.

The main research question of this study is: to what extent do feedback perceptions of mentees relate to mentoring
approach of mentors.
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2. Method

This study was conducted within the internships courses of two teacher education programs. The total sample was
comprised of four third-year groups of student teachers, two at the level of secondary vocational education (TA - teacher
assistant program) and two at the level of professional higher education (TE - teacher education program) in The
Netherlands. The programs differed in two important ways when mentoring is concerned: in the TA program mentors
have individual sessions with their students to assess the degree to which a set of pre-specified competences are
attained/completed during the internship period (both assessed formatively/process based as well as
summative/outcome based), whereas the TE mentors appraise their students internship activities formatively during
group sessions and provide reflective support (formatively), while external assessors/supervisors assess the attainment
levels separately and in a summative way. The mentoring quality in the TA is dependent on explicit coverage of
predefined appraisal criteria, i.e., “protocolized”; in the TE setting highly dependent on conversational and relational
skills of the mentor.

A total of 68 students participated together with their mentor: 37 Teaching Assistant students (26 female, 11 male) with
age ranging from 19 to 22, and 31 Teacher Education students (31 female, 1 male) with age ranging from 20 to 24. The
four group related mentors (2 female, 2 male) with age ranging from 44 to 50 (Sd 2.5) had working experience as a
mentor of 2 to 6 years (mean 4.67, Sd 2.3).

2.1 Instruments

This study used a survey questionnaire design. Questionnaire instruments were administered after the internship
program by the corresponding mentor to their students. The questionnaires contained both pre-specified instruments as
well as a number of open questions. All questionnaire items were measured on Likert scales ranging from 1 to 5
(1= strongly disagree, and 5 strongly agree), to measure students’ appraisal of feedback provision (dependent variables:
acceptance of feedback and following recommendations) ) and as well as assessment orientation of mentor and mentee
(as presage variable). Mentor approach in conversation was used as a moderator variable.

2.1.1 Assessment Orientation Questionnaire

The assessment orientation questionnaire measures student and mentor orientation towards assessment and evaluation
of learning. It consists of a Teacher and Student Assessment for Learning Questionnaire version, i.e., the TAFL-Q and
SAFL-Q. Explorative and multivariate factor analyses of the instruments were performed by Pat-El, Tillema, Segers &
Vedder (2012) resulting in a stable solution of two factors. Both instruments determine perceptions with regard to
a) feedback provision as evaluation and b) support from feedback for further action. The TAFL-Q questionnaire consists
of 28 items divided into two scales: (1) Assessment as an aid to Monitor performance; and (2) Assessment as a Scaffold
for further learning. In the corresponding SAFL-Q for students 28 items are divided into two scales: (1) Receiving
Feedback; and (2) Using Feedback. Receiving Feedback measures the students’ perception of feedback acceptance from
their mentor whereas Using Feedback measures the students’ intent to follow recommendation. Reliability of the scales
in this study is high: alpha .92 and .80 respectively (corresponding to the reliabilities found by Pat-El et al., 2012).

2.1.2 Appraisal of Feedback Instrument

A questionnaire instrument was constructed to appraise the nature of feedback provision after mentoring conversation to
the student having 29 questions. The instrument previously developed and used in a study by Tillema & Smith, (2006;
reliability alpha .87), measures three criteria with respect to the way a mentor conducts a mentoring conversation. The
instrument gauges a) clarity (degree of problem understanding gained from conversation by the mentee), b) feasibility
of feedback provided comments made by the mentor, and c) trust, degree of trust and confidence in the relationship with
the mentor. The Clarity scale (9 items) measures the overall rating of the feedback given (with respect to
communication and goals to be attained), i.e., “The feedback I receive is clear....”. The Trust scale (10 items) refers to
the degree of relatedness. i.e., “I rely on the advice of my mentor...”; and the Feasibility scale (10 items) refers to the
do-ability of expressed advice to comply to the recommendations given, i.e., “The goals don’t discourage me, because I
know I can reach them...”. Reliability of the scales is: Clarity .85, Trust .87, and Feasibility .82.

2.1.3 Mentoring Approach Questionnaire

Mentoring approach in conversation was measured with a questionnaire originally developed by Crasborn, Hennissen,
Brouwer, Korthagen, & Bergen (2011) and modified for the purpose of this study to adapt to the setting of mentoring in
teacher education for primary education. The questionnaire contained 24 questions, identical for mentor and students,
having four scales corresponding to four types of mentor approaches identified in the study by Crasborn et al.:
(1) Initiator; (2) Imperator; (3) Encourager; and (4) Advisor. Initiator refers to the use of non-directive skills and an
active, stimulating, implicit way of advice giving. Imperator refers to use of a high degree of directive and active,
prescriptive advice giving. Encourager refers to use of non-directive questions and passiveness in discussing topics, and
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Advisor refers to the use of directive skills, combined with passive suggestions for further actions.
2.1.4 Open Questions

The student questionnaire booklet also contained a number of open questions asking about student motivation, gauging
interest to become a teacher, as well as intentions to finish the program. These questions were meant to give a
background perspective on the students’ opinions on learning from advice giving and their prospects for further learning.
It could provide a figure ground contrast for the questionnaire data. Furthermore some descriptive control variables
were measured with regard to student background: birth year, gender, nation of origin, prior completion of the teacher
education program.

2.2 Procedure

To make sure that students’ perception regarding mentoring conversation was measured and not the concerns (and fears)
for actual assessment of their performance, the dates of the questionnaire administration were set at the end of the
school year, yet after the actual final performance assessment of the students had taken place.

The participating student groups (TE and TA) had been approached previously by the researcher to obtain consent for
participation. Students and their corresponding mentors were asked to complete the questionnaires after a short
introduction by the main researcher. Respondents were assured about anonymity.

2.3 Data Analysis
Homogeneity and reliabilities of questionnaire scales was tested. Results are given in Table 1.

Table 1. Reliability of student questionnaires, with examples of items, number of items, and Cronbach’s Alpha

Scale Examples of items No.of Cronbach’s
items Alpha

SAFL-Q My mentor encourages me to look back on my learning process and to think about 16 918

Receiving what | can do differently next time.

feedback

SAFL-Q I know which points | need to work on to improve my results. 12 .803

Using Feedback

Mentor appraisal

Clarity The feedback | receive from my mentor is clear. 9 .853

Trust I rely on the instructions and advice of my mentor, because for me they indicate the 10 872
right course.

Feasibility The goals, as mentioned by my mentor don’t discourage me, because I know I can 10 817
reach them.

Mentoring

approach During the feedback session my mentor asks me to reflect on my actions, so | come to 5 592

Initiator insights by myself.

Imperator My mentor asks me, with regard to the assignment, how | think I will perform the 6 .845
task.

Encourager My mentor steers me in no way through instructions or advice. 6 .702

Advisor During the feedback session | mostly come with the topics discussed and my mentor 6 .769

responds strongly by steering guidance and advice regarding my development.

Differences in perception of feedback and mentoring approach between student groups, and between students and their
mentor were analyzed with independent two-tailed t-tests. A Factorial design using multivariate analysis of variance
was used to scrutinize group differences in Trust, Clarity, Feasibility. Discrepancy scores (z-scores using the mentor’s
mean score) were calculated between the mentor and their students with regard to mentoring approach in feedback use.

3. Results
Descriptive findings on collected data (means and standards deviations) are presented in Table 2.
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Table 2. Table of means and Sd for TA (N=37) and TE (N=31) on measured variables

Mean Sd
Scale TA TE TA TE
Receiving 349 317 g2 75
Feedback
Using 3.71 352 53 56
Feedback
Mentor
appraisal
Clarity 364 334 .67 .62
Trust 3.65 3.33 g1 76
Feasibility 347 334 .58 .68
Mentor
approach
Initiator 358 3.30 .67 .54
Imperator 3.67 297 81 .69
Encourager 241 273 g7 .64
Advisor 350 285 .67 .57

Correlations between data collection instruments are presented in Table 3. Table 2 indicates that TA students rated
high on mentor approach: Imperator, and mentor appraisal Trust, Clarity, as well as Feedback acceptance, compared to
their TE counterparts. Pearson correlation coefficients show moderate significant (at p <.01) associations between
variables, with an exception on variable Encourager, which correlates significantly negatively (p <.01) with all other

variables.

Table 3. Correlation variables

F=c FB Uzing FB FE Acc Foll Rec Clarity Trust Eezsitility Initiztor Encourzger Imperator Advisor
Rz=c FB MEOD 1
HEQ 1
UsingFE MEOD T4LE 1
HEQ i R 1
FEBAw MBO T41%* Tager 1
HEOD K] R £21** 1
FollRer MBEO ST ot Bapes 1
HEOD g A L1ges 1
Clarity  MBEO T TR EERE Bge 1
HEOD L1 i TL** BoTes ot R 1
Trust MEOD 541 EERE BT R B3E*e 1
HEO T L D3]+ D5gee TOges 1
Feazibility MEO ABRTH T3 BE4++ BDg BT+ i 1
HEO AL 5B0* Dgges ) R Bggee DOE** 1
Intistor ~ WMBEO Ao 333+ A G2E* GIG* AT G 1
HEO 316 A448* 57E* 553+ (3 462+ 57E* 1
Encourager MEOQ - 355% - 533+ - B1E** =TT - B20** - T4THE - T30+ - G54%% 1
HED -550% - 474+ - T30 - TS -G13% - BDg+* - T31* -511* 1
Imperator  MEO T21** N L i TOL** B1T* BT NEELS T+ - TR 1
HEQ {10 R 522+ TREw* T15** NEER T13%* TOge* 501 -G11%* 1
Advier  MEO S35 A T T3g* TEL** TE1** TLTe B+ - T4 T43%+ 1
HEQ G350 5ag* Baqee TR T2gw Toges B3R 578> - 12 TR 1

#% Dazrzon teo-iled senificance atp <001
* Pezrzon two-tailed significance atp <01

3.1 Feedback and Mentoring Approach

A main research expectation concerned the relation between mentor approach and feedback provision. A significant
difference was found between TA and TE students on their acceptance of feedback, having a medium effect size
(Cohen’s d = 0.62) with (t (66) = 2.29, p <.05). However, no significant differences between groups TA and TE were
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found on following recommendations. Furthermore, a significant difference between TA and TE students was found for
their appreciation of the Imperator mentoring approach, having a large effect size (Cohen’s d = 1.29), with (t (66) = 3.78,
p <.001). This was also the case for the mentoring approach Advisor (t (66) = 4.25, p <.001) (Cohen’s d = 1.17). In this
case the TA students expressed a higher appreciation for Advisor approach than TE students.

The variance in appreciation of a mentoring approach was used to analyze each of the four mentor groups in more detail
using the discrepancy between the mentor’s favored approach against the student’s appreciation of the practiced
approach as a predicator of feedback acceptance and following recommendations. Table 4 gives the mean discrepancies
for each of the four mentored groups.

Table 4. Frequency table of mean differences in perception of feedback with regard to mentoring approach between
mentor and mentee within four mentoring groups

Discrepancy Means Discrepancy Means  Discrepancy Means  Discrepancy Means

Scale Within Within Within Within
Imperator approach Imperator approach Initiator approach Initiator approach
TA groupl TAgroup 2 TE group 3 TE group 4
Receiving Feedback 55* A7 1.02** T2%*
Using Feedback 40* .08 37 .33
Acceptance 52* -.33 .25 .08
Following 45* -.09 .29 75**
Recommendations
Clarity .38 -.33 A41* 51*
Trust 56* -.05 .80** .36
Feasibility 58* -31 -.38 .38
Initiator -13 -.63** -.04 -52*
Imperator -.20 .04 43* 1.17**
Encourager .89** 96** 43* 61**
Advisor 19 -.03 AT* T9**

(* >.4 points difference; ** >.6 points difference)

The mentor’s approach in Group 1 (TA) was analyzed using the student questionnaire on mentor appraisal, which
indicated an outspoken Encourager style by the mentor, i.e., using non-directive questions and passiveness in discussing
topics. The results on student questionnaire data on feedback provision resulted in significant discrepancies on all
feedback related dependent variables. This indicates that the mentor perceived high outcomes on part of the students,
more than his students indicated on feedback receiving and use. However in Group 2 (TA) also having an Imperator
approach no mean z-score discrepancies were found. It needs to be noted in this case that students acknowledged also
an Initiator mentoring approach in conversation (i.e., mentor asking open questions). Group 3 (TE) was found having a
mentoring approach characterized by a blend of styles. This mentoring approach showed hardly any discrepancies in
perceptions on feedback between students and their mentor. Remarkable in this case are the strong differing perceptions
regarding receiving feedback and trust, meaning that the mentor held a more favorable view on these matters than his
students. Group 4 (TE), also characterized by students by a blend of mentoring approaches, and demonstrated a
difference on mainly receiving feedback and following recommendations and to a lesser degree clarity of
recommendations. Apparently, the mentor regards himself as more directive and active than his students.

Overall Table 4 shows that most differences occur with regard to receiving feedback, following recommendations, and
clarity of advice. In general, our data indicated that mentors tend to overrate their effort in the feedback process (higher
mean scores), while the students’ present clearly lower scores on received feedback.

Belonging to either a TA or TE Student group (Table 5) was not significantly related to mentoring approach Initiator,
however, it was on Encourager (F (1,62)= 6.160, p <.05, .090), Imperator (F (1,62)= 20.187, p <.001, .246), and
Advisor (F (1,62)=20.016, p <.001, .244).
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Table 5. Differences in Mentoring approach perceptions between TA and TE students

Scale F p n’
Initiator 3.583 .063 .055
Imperator 20.187 .000 .246
Encourager 6.160 .016 .090
Advisor 20.016 .000 244

3.2 Feedback Acceptance and Use

To further scrutinize possible differences between mentor groups with regard to measured variables, the TA and TE
groups were studied in more detail. They differed significantly (p <.01) both on acceptance and use of feedback. Two
interaction effects were noted, on receiving feedback (F (1,62)= 9.070, p <.01, .128), and on using feedback (F (1,62)=
6.029, p <.05, .089). The students’ motivation to learn (measured as a background variable) was found to be
significantly related (p <.05) to acceptance and use of feedback. Student motivation had a significant correlation (p <.05)
with trust, clarity, and feasibility. Regression analysis was then utilized to test the influence of each mentored group on
variables: Trust, Clarity, and Feasibility of Feedback provision. For TA students a predictive value (R%) was found of
0.632, indicating 63.2% was explained by appraisal of mentor conversation. Clarity was the strongest predictor
(B=.942,1(33) =3.773, p <.01). Trust and Feasibility showed no significant impact on Using Feedback.

For the TE students Trust, Clarity, and Feasibility accounted for 50.8% of explained variance. Clarity again is, the
strongest predictor of the three predictor variables (B = .744, t (27) = 2.851, p <.01). Again, Trust and Feasibility shows
no significant impact.

Looking at our research expectation on variation in mentor approach, we found for the TA students that mentoring
approach accounts for 58.3% of explained variance. Imperator is a significant predictor of Using Feedback ( = .532,
t (32) = 2.322, p <.05). The mentoring approach Initiator, Advisor, and Encourager did not significantly show impact on
Using Feedback, while Initiator and Encourager showed a non-significant negative contribution.

For the TE students mentoring approach accounted for 35.8% of explained variance. However, none of the mentoring
approaches are significantly related to Using Feedback.

4. Conclusion and Discussion

This study meant to explore how mentoring approaches used in conversations affects acceptance of feedback and how a
mentor’s way of providing feedback differentially influences its usage with respect to following recommendations. We
contended that student perceptions of the mentor (appraisal) and alignment between mentor and mentee in preference of
a mentoring approach would enhance the utilization of feedback.

First it was analyzed whether differences in perceptions on feedback provision were related to mentoring approach
(across two settings), and if possible differences were related to appraisal of mentoring approach.

The dominant mentoring approach in both the TA and TE setting was of an Imperator (prescriptive/directive) and
Initiator (non-directive/stimulating) style. Our students perceive the Encourager (non-directive/passive) approach to be
absent in the feedback they receive. A significant discrepancy (however, small) was found between mentors and their
students in their perception of the actual mentoring approach used. Of interest is the large difference found in perception
with regard to the mentoring approach Encourager: while mentors meant to deploy this approach, their students
perceived this otherwise. Furthermore, a substantial difference between TA and TE setting was found with regard to
acceptance of feedback, with TA (having a performance oriented program) expressing a higher mean degree of
acceptance of feedback. And again we found that students and mentors differed in their perception of feedback use;
while mentors overrated its use, their students were more negative. Especially perceptions regarding receiving feedback,
trust, and following recommendations were overrated by the mentors.

Secondly we analyzed whether differences in appreciation of the mentoring conversation, i.e., with regard to Feedback,
Trust, Clarity, Feasibility, were related to mentoring approach.

Difference in appreciation of mentoring with regard to setting as well as students’ motivation (measured as background
variable) had a significant interactive effect on mentoring approaches Imperator and Initiator. While the TE students
(i.e., reflective oriented program) expressed a low degree of appreciation for the Imperator approach they favored a high
degree of the Initiator approach. In contrast, the TA students (i.e., performance oriented program), irrespective of
students’ motivation, showed no major difference in preference for either an Imperator or Initiator approach. We also
found that students’ motivation to learn was of substantial influence on, in particular, the TE student’s appraisal of
conversation. Apparently these students favor receiving feedback as non-directive and stimulating. In particular, TE
student motivation was highly related to all three variables on feedback provision in mentoring conversations: trust,
clarity, and feasibility. TE students having negative motivation showed low scores on receiving feedback; and also low
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scores on following recommendations. Apparently, students’ motivation to learn has a great impact on feedback
utilization (Dweck, 1986).

Thirdly we analyzed whether Feedback provision in conversation: with Trust, Clarity, Feasibility was related to
mentoring approach, and if it varied between settings.

Clarity of conversation, in both settings, is the most important factor in utilization of feedback, with its stronger effect
showing for the TA setting. Hattie (2009) points out the importance of clarity, meaning to explicate what is meant, how
it is conveyed and when it is to deliver during mentoring conversations. Both the TA as the TE students indicated that
the mentoring approach Imperator has the most positive effect on clarity of conversation.

With regard to the TA students we found that the mentoring approach Imperator has a significant effect on actual
utilization of feedback, while the Initiator and Encourager approach, both being non-directive, contribute in a negative
way to utilization of feedback. With regard to the TE students none of the identified mentoring approaches were
significant indicators of feedback utilization. The TE students valued the Initiator mentoring approach as most dominant
during mentoring sessions, with its low directedness and high stimulation.

For both students groups we found that the Advisor mentoring approach has a positive effect on trust, while the
Encourager approach has a negative effect on trust. The TE students expressed this effect in a much stronger way than
the TA students. Furthermore, we found that the approach Encourager has a negative effect on clarity. This holds for the
TA students in the same way as for the TE students. Also, the TE students indicated that the Advisor approach has a
positive influence on feasibility, while the Encourager approach is regarded as more negative with regard to feasibility
of following recommendations.

The outcomes of this study raise some questions about the nature of feedback provision in mentoring conversations. We
found that students perceive the nature of feedback provision, as well as the mentoring approach being used, in a
different way as their mentors do; which causes some concern. The finding was present irrespective of teacher
education setting/program, but with some notable differences. TA students perceive their mentors as highly directive in
their mentoring approach, while their mentors think they’re not; and the TE students perceive mentoring approach of
their mentors as low in directiveness. The TE mentors however recognize themselves in another type of mentoring. The
question then can be raised how differing perceptions between mentors and their mentees work out on feedback
utilization, i.e., does, for instance, a mentor’s openness or non-directedness during mentoring conversation result in
experiencing a corresponding willingness to accept and follow up of recommendations?, or does a non-alignment
negatively influence feedback utilization?

Our findings give some indication on the direction of this mechanism. We assume that importance of alignment in
perceptions between mentor and mentees as it relates to feedback use varies with mentoring approach. With regard to
the mentoring approach Imperator we found, for instance, that it significantly influenced utilization of feedback for TA
students, while the approaches Initiator and Encourager, both being strongly non-directive, contributed in a negative
way to use of feedback; while this was not the case for the TE students. This implies that the TA students, more than TE
students profit from active, directive feedback input during their mentoring sessions, combined with clear and concrete
advice on how to proceed. They indicate that the Imperator mentoring approach is what they would like more (than their
mentors), and close alignment would prove to work well for their motivation to learn and utilization of received
feedback. In support of this case, we found that the TA students also expressed a higher degree of accepting feedback, as
compared to the TE students. However, a question still can be raised whether these findings indicate that feedback
under alignment of mentoring approach leads to higher degrees of feedback acceptance.

Also, as previously noted, it needs to be noted that actual perceptions of mentors and their mentees regarding feedback
provision showed discrepancy, i.e., with mentors overrating the impact of their feedback provision. Especially trust
seems to be overrated by mentors. To narrow a gap in perceptions and have a better grip on how the feedback is
perceived, conversational input by the mentee to the mentor could definitely add to an effective feedback process.

Overall this study pointed out some issues of concern regarding the provision of feedback in mentoring conversations.
Differences between mentor approaches and (non-)alignment in perceptions between students and their mentors have
been highlighted, as well as some factors, both in conducting a conversation as well as in style and approach, that may
contribute to a more effective utilization of feedback. One of our main conclusions is, that the clarity of conversation
makes the difference. Also setting characteristics (i.e., orientation of mentoring) highly influenced mentoring
approaches being used with its impact on the outcomes of feedback. Of relevance in this study is the impact differing
perceptions have on effective mentoring.
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