
Mentoring Student Training, what Is Important?

Abstract 

Numerous activities and tasks are performed in the course of the tutorial during 
student training, but not all have the same importance for the tutor. We approach 
this answer through a wider investigation (Martinez, 2010) conducted in two 
phases: an initial qualitative one using an interview as a tool for obtaining informa-
tion, and a second one more quantitative with an electronic questionnaire. The 
results show the importance that tutors attribute to “being available for students”, 
“integration into the center” and “providing contextual knowledge and access to 
documentation of the institution”.
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professional competence

Introduction: Tutoring in student training

The literature reviewed conceptualizes that student training could be defined as 
an opportunity to implement and transfer the knowledge previously learned during 
the initial formation to the professional reality. Since this perspective, we can say 
that it deals with formative situations where there is a deliberation about both, 
experience in a real context (Gutierrez et al, 2009) and learning from experience 
(Zabalza, 2005).

The educative and pedagogical nature of student training is going to depend on 
the execution of the tutoring implied, so that “without tutoring, there is no train-
ing” (Martinez & Raposo, 2011a, p. 158). As a core element of training (Zabalza 
& Cid, 2005), tutoring during training implies a formative and guiding activity 
which leads to the convergence of different agents and it is the opportunity to 
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make clear for students the link between theory and practice in the classroom, 
and the practice in situ, with the object of connecting the school reality to the 
working one as well as learning to make decisions about everyday situations by 
developing a critical mind and self-concept on one’s action. Under this premise, 
student training tutor appears as a key part of the pre-professional practice, giving 
the methodological and positional scaffolding as well as a frame of experiences 
and, sometimes, of concepts where students may use their experiences, understand 
them, analyze them and think about them (Martinez & Raposo, 2011a). How to 
do it is a matter of styles or models (Martinez y Raposo, 2011b) but, anyway, it is 
about influencing and communicating their expertise to practising students. As 
Ehrich, Tennet & Handsford (2002) say, there is “a relationship with the tutoree/
protegé in order to help him/her in his/her professional development and promo-
tion” (p. 256).

During training, the tutor plays an important role as the closest and most impor-
tant person and model, who helps and guides students during their training work. 
In this way, he/she helps to meditate what they have seen or done, through profes-
sional dialogue with students. He/she is also a mediator and evaluator, according 
to the formula of theory-practice symbiosis, which allows a shared insight into the 
professional reality. Mediator, because he/she makes the integration of students 
easier during their practice work in the organization they are learning in and their 
inclusion in the work system, by protecting them in situations of social intercourse; 
evaluator, because he/she watches, verifies, gives orientation in order to improve 
students’ activities and, eventually, writes an evaluation report about them (Mar-
tinez & Raposo, 2011a, Sánchez & Ruiz, 2012). This multitask nature of the tutor’s 
role (Orland-Barak, 2006) can be summarized as a duty of trying to establish the 
conditions for the student to question him/herself about the ideas that help him/
her to act and make decisions.

The functions performed by the tutor and the activities that they do have been 
extensively studied and defined (Cid & Ocampo, 2006, 2007; Guerrero & López, 
2006; Hill, Lennings & Madgwick, 1992; Jones, 2001; Martinez, 2008, 2010; Mar-
tinez & Raposo, 2011a,b; Mertz, 2004; Molina, 2008; Molina et al, 2008; Shea, 1992, 
Watkins, 1992). But, which of them are most important? What relevance does the 
tutor attribute to them? The data presented here respond to this and they are part 
of larger research (Martinez, 2010) summarized below.
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Methodology of Research

Research General Background, Sample, Instrument and Procedures
The role played by the tutor of student training is crucial in the pre-professional 

training of their students, so the research by Martinez (2010) was done to, among 
other things, establish the implicit model of the tutor at the training centres in three 
Spanish universities in Galicia-Spain. In this research, Martinez (2010) tried to find 
out if there is a difference in terms of the areas of action of these professionals: 
educational, social or organizational (Bisquerra, 1998). 

Considering this as a starting point, we present this work in order to try to 
explore and understand the functions and activities which they should do, that is 
their idealism.

The investigation was framed within a  comparative method, since it was 
conducted between the descriptive and interpretative-explicative levels, using 
Creswell’s biphasic model (1994) of qualitative and quantitative nature; with 
methodological triangulation (Morse, 1991), which was where the results of the 
first phase were a basis for planning the following one.

Table 1 presents the research synthesis. For more information, see Martinez & 
Raposo (2011a).

Table 1.  Synthesis of research (elaborated by the authors)

Objectives
(having a particular 
relation with the study 
which is presented 
here)

– � Investigating how the development of the tutoring function is fore-
seen and how the tutoring is actually carried out.

– � Getting to know the functions which the tutors at the training 
centres take over during training and evaluating their viability and 
functional complexity.

Methodology and 
methods

Mixed, we followed Creswell’s biphasic model (1994): 
– � Phase I: qualitative.
– � Phase II: quantitative.

Selection of the 
sample

– � Phase I: An intentional manner (Bisquerra, 2004) because this al-
lowed us to have a first approach to the object of study taking into 
account that the subjects have an important geographic scattering. 

– � Phase II: Simple random sampling (Bisquerra, 2004).
Participants – � Phase I: 

•  �The invited sample: 26 mentors.
•  �The accepting sample: 18 mentors (69.23%).

– � Phase II: 
•  �The invited sample: 120 mentors (the best sampling error, 4%, and 

a level of trust of 95%).
•  �The accepting sample: 83 mentors (69.16%, with levels of trust of 

95% and 90% and the sampling errors obtained are admissible, 
6.9% and 5.7% respectively).
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The sample matched the required characteristics from a scientific 
point of view relating to the number of valid answers (Fink, 1995) 
concerning adequacy (Kerlinger, 1986) and representation (Fox, 1981).

Instruments – � Phase I: interview was structured, open, guided, individual and 
face-to-face.

– � Phase II: questionnaire was of descriptive and explicative character 
and had a longitudinal-transverse time dimension.

Note: At the same time, the questionnaire had one common and 
another specific part, which allowed us to divide the instrument 
into three modes: educative, organizational and social, according to 
the specific functions of tutoring in each of the aspects indicated by 
Bisquerra (1998).

Validity and  
Reliability

– � Phase I: 
•  �Validity: content and triangulation (Patton, 1982).

– � Phase II: 
•  �Validity: Delphi technique together, a pilot test on the instrument 

and the construct validity (Nunnaly, 1987) through an analysis of 
conglomerates or clusters and a factorial one.

•  �Reliability: Cronbach’s Alpha was excellent: the common ques-
tionnaire: 0.982; the educative mode: 0.958; the social mode: 
0.954; and the organizational mode: 0.995.

Data Analysis – � Phase I: content analysis.
– � Phase II: descriptive analysis, correlational and multiple contrast 

statistics.
Analysis of Software – � Phase I: AQUAD6

– � Phase II: SPSS 15.0

Results of Research and Discussion

This section discusses some of the results obtained in the research. We wanted to 
find out which tasks for tutors were the most important when they were tutoring 
student training, what relevance was attributed to them, what was the formative 
task value. For this, the sample evaluated the importance given to the activities and 
tasks previously identified. In the quantitative phase, all of the 83 tutors involved 
gave their opinion on a scale of four grades (a lot, quite, little and none). Table 2 
shows the measures of central tendency and dispersion, outstanding in the first 
place, that all of them are to a greater or lesser extent relevant for the participants, 
since the means were over 2.10.
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Table 2.  Measures of central tendency and dispersion about “It 
would be important” in mentoring (elaborated by the authors)

Activity Mean
x– Median Mode

Standard 
Error 
mean

Perc 
75

Standard 
Deviation

σ
Variance

•  �Being available for the students 2.84 4.00 4 .187 4.00 1.700 2.890
•  �Providing the students with the 

knowledge of the context and 
access to the documents of the 
institution

2.76 4.00 4 .184 4.00 1.672 2.795

•  �Integrating the students into 
our centre 2.82 4.00 4 .187 4.00 1.705 2.906

•  �Giving information to the stu-
dents about the services of the 
training institution

2.63 3.00 4 .184 4.00 1.673 2.798

•  �Favouring personal analysis and 
self-evaluation of the students 2.70 3.00 4 .182 4.00 1.658 2.750

•  �Establishing an open and trust-
worthy work relationship with 
the students

2.73 4.00 4 .187 4.00 1.704 2.904

•  �Checking the activities devel-
oped by the training students 2.64 3.00 4 .183 4.00 1.672 2.795

•  �Taking into account the avail-
able resources as well as the 
difficulties at doing the training 
work

2.66 3.00 4 .178 4.00 1.625 2.641

•  �Diminishing continuously the 
role of guide with the students 2.51 3.00 3 .173 4.00 1.572 2.473

•  �Helping the students to analyze 
and evaluate their skills 2.47 3.00 4 .183 4.00 1.670 2.789

•  �Identifying, with the students, 
the evaluation criteria related to 
training

2.18 3.00 3 .165 3.00 1.499 2.247

•  �Guiding during the preparation 
of the report about the training 
work

2.25 3.00 3 .166 3.00 1.513 2.289

•  �Evaluating the students 2.25 3.00 0 .186 4.00 1.695 2.874
•  �Taking part in the design and 

the monitoring of the plan of 
training work

2.46 3.00 3 .169 4.00 1.541 2.373
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Activity Mean
x– Median Mode

Standard 
Error 
mean

Perc 
75

Standard 
Deviation

σ
Variance

•  �Cooperating with the supervi-
sor of the coordination for 
the design of the professional 
profile

2.36 3.00 3 .169 4.00 1.543 2.380

•  �Getting the rest of the centre 
staff involved to enrich the 
training work of the students

2.61 3.00 3 .167 4.00 1.521 2.313

•  �Communicating with other 
tutors 2.30 3.00 3 .150 3.00 1.368 1.872

•  �Taking up relationships with 
other centres in order to 
enrich the training work of the 
students

2.13 3.00 3 .149 3.00 1.359 1.848

Generally, considering the data, we can see that they grant them a high level of 
importance to those functions.

Paying attention to the details, the functions which show higher points, despite 
the big dispersion in their punctuation, are: “Being available for the students”  
(x– = 2.84; σ = 1.700); “Integrating the students into our centre” (x– = 2.82; σ= 1.705); 
“Providing the students with the knowledge of the context and the access to the 
documents of the institution” (x– = 2.76; σ= 1.672); “Establishing an open and 
trustworthy work relationship with the students” (x– = 2.73; σ= 1.704).

Opposite, the ones presenting lower means are related to “Taking up relation-
ships with other centres in order to enrich the training work of the students”  
(x– = 2.13; σ= 1.359) and “Identifying, with the students, the evaluation criteria 
related to training” (x– = 2.18; σ = 2.247).

Taking into account the dependent variables, few meaningful differences were 
noted in relation to the degree of importance given to the studied activities and 
tasks. Thus, 22 variables were confirmed out of the analyzed 208, and their mean-
ingful associations were related to the gender of the informants, for how long they 
had developed tutoring, the field they belonged to, single tutoring during training 
and formation; since the statistic obtained was under 0.05, the level of trust was 
established, which was 95% (Table 3).
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Table 3.  Chi-squared <0.05 in the degree of the importance 
in mentoring (elaborated by the authors)

    Activity Gender Age Forma-
tion Field Experiencie 

center

Experi-
encie
tutor

Single 
tutor-

ing

Num-
ber stu-

dents

•  �Being available for the 
students 0.132 0.728 0.187 0.179 0.672 0.115 0.510 0.713

•  �Providing the students with 
the knowledge of the con-
text and access to the docu-
ments of the institution

0.072 0.761 0.482 0.165 0.749 0.584 0.610 0.097

•  �Integrating the students into 
our centre 0.232 0.695 0.398 0.160 0.903 0.325 0.432 0.928

•  �Giving information to the 
students about the services 
of the institution of training

0.295 0.552 0.901 0.382 0.988 0.049 0.397 0.990

•  �Favouring personal analysis 
and self-evaluation of the 
students

0.000 0.831 0.854 0.417 0.487 0.049 0.336 0.866

•  �Establishing an open and 
trustworthy work relation-
ship with the students

0.223 0.562 0.273 0.161 0.548 0.102 0.649 0.997

•  �Checking the activities 
developed by the training 
students

0.026 0.781 0.406 0.115 0.311 0.158 0.216 0.951

•  �Taking into account the 
available resources as well as 
the difficulties at doing the 
training work

0.207 0.252 0.673 0.275 0.397 0.394 0.339 0.938

•  �Diminishing continuously 
the role of guide with the 
students

0.147 0.770 0.288 0.138 0.593 0.523 0.538 0.595

•  �Helping the students to ana-
lyze and evaluate their skills 0.002 0.597 0.687 0.026 0.821 0.170 0.173 0.798

•  �Identifying, with the stu-
dents, the evaluation criteria 
related to training

0.353 0.649 0.813 0.232 0.512 0.269 0.652 0.914

•  �Guiding during the prepara-
tion of the report about the 
training work

0.049 0.599 0.777 0.012 0.317 0.590 0.419 0.862

•  �Evaluating the students 0.136 0.462 0.374 0.001 0.368 0.085 0.049 0.667
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    Activity Gender Age Forma-
tion Field Experiencie 

center

Experi-
encie
tutor

Single 
tutor-

ing

Num-
ber stu-

dents

•  �Taking part in the design 
and the monitoring of the 
plan of training work

0.204 0.886 0.977 0.460 0.824 0.395 0.170 0.742

•  �Cooperating with the super-
visor of the coordination for 
the design of the profes-
sional profile

0.176 0.986 0.235 0.728 0.733 0.015 0.277 0.516

•  �Getting the rest of the centre 
staff involved to enrich 
the training work of the 
students

0.015 0.691 0,121 0.000 0.271 0.311 0.034 0.365

•  �Communicating with other 
tutors 0.062 0.125 0,178 0.327 0.689 0.192 0.324 0.939

•  �Taking up relationships with 
other centres in order to 
enrich the training work of 
the students

0.319 0.757 0,787 0.049 0.639 0.040 0.766 0.637

We can see how, in this case, neither the age of the tutors, nor the years spent in 
the centre pursuing their profession, nor the number of students they tutor, seem 
to have an influence on the importance attributable to the tasks mentioned above.

In the qualitative phase also, the interviewed tutors pointed out these aspects, as 
shown in the following quotes including reference to completion of the interview 
to which it belongs and its location in the same:

Guiding, accompanying (...). For me, the important thing is to know where that person 
fits, that I can see which is his/her place, (...). This is an important function because 
otherwise the person gets absolutely blocked. (E7, lines 87–91)

(...) In spite of the very little attention I pay to them when they arrive, in the last 
interview I ask them ’Have you ever needed me and you didn’t have me?’ And they say: 
No. No, Every time I needed you, both the tutor and you, you were there.’ (...) the data 
of the institution, on a general level, well that is why they come to me mostly (E6, lines 
101–107)

(...) That the student had prior information of where he/she comes to and what is done. 
That would position the field a lot because we waste many sessions at the beginning to 
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prepare, inform and know what is exactly done, what functions he/she has and what is 
actually done to benefit and take the most of it afterwards. (E17, lines 106–109)

(...) If I do tutoring for a while, reducing the time of direct work, (...) so that I had time 
to plan with the student what he/she is going to do, to plan with him/her and well, so 
I have time and I’m staying with him/her to solve those doubts, that sometimes, they 
have to do the written work and have a lot of doubts and we clarify them on the move, 
having consultation sessions, planning with the student and all of that with so many 
hours we have for therapy, it’s impossible. It would be good to reduce the time for therapy 
in order to use it for tutoring. (E17, lines 74–79)

Conclusions

In this article we have focused our interest in highlighting what the tutors of 
student training of the training education professionals consider important in the 
process of tutoring. As a preliminary step to the empirical literature on the subject, 
we set our point of view about it. This has not only allowed the focus of discussion, 
but set the stage for the discussion that we now carry.

In this paper we could see a unanimous agreement when evaluating the level 
of importance of the general functions considered a priori characteristic of the 
tutoring action, whatever the context of work may be. In fact, we do not observe 
any function which could be valued as little or not important, all of them have 
been given the highest points.

Coinciding with Martinez (2008), in this study we show the importance of 
choosing concepts for each discipline that may be relevant for future professionals; 
that the training context becomes a focus point for analyzing professional problems 
in order to study the elements that influence training; that a net of centres may 
be built to take over the commitment of the practical formation of students; that 
tutors get involved in the formation, not only in a conceptual and cultural way, but 
also in a methodological and investigative approach. In fact and according to Cid, 
Perez & Sarmiento (2011), several studies show that the tutors that use appropri-
ate strategies have received specific training (Crasborn et al., 2008, Valencic & 
Vogrinc, 2007; Williams & Prestage, 2002). Bullough (2005), in research, suggests 
that this can be achieved through seminars on the practice of mentoring, involving 
university tutors and traning centers (Carroll, 2005, Graham, 1997; Orland, 2001).

Finally, we must refer to the difficulty of creating concepts and operations using 
the tutoring functions of training and covering a comprehensive and thorough 
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range which compiles all the variables and possible contexts taking part in such 
situations (Martinez & Raposo, 2011a). Therefore, we assume a necessary selection 
and specification of activities and tasks that may make the reader feel that some 
of them may be considered relevant, are missing. However, the obtained results in 
this study mean a reference to value the functions of the tutoring action developed 
during training and the possibility of adding new indicators of study or scientific 
objectives that may encourage some improvements towards a higher quality of 
the studied reality.
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