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ABSTRACT 

In the aftermath of the COVID-19 pandemic, the foundational structures of teacher induction programs underwent 

sweeping transformations, compelling education stakeholders to reassess and realign mentorship frameworks to support 

novice educators in increasingly complex instructional environments. This expanded analysis details how post-pandemic 

induction programs integrated diverse mentorship models—one-to-one dyadic mentoring, peer mentoring cohorts, group 

mentoring sessions, e-mentoring platforms, and blended approaches—to address emergent needs around remote and hybrid 

teaching, socio-emotional well-being, and digital pedagogy. Drawing on theoretical perspectives from social constructivism, 

communities of practice, social learning theory, and technology acceptance, the study examines how each model’s core 

components—mentor selection criteria, training protocols, interaction frequency, goal-setting processes, and digital tool 

integration—contribute to novice teacher self-efficacy, professional identity formation, and retention intentions. A mixed-

methods survey of 250 first- and second-year teachers across diverse urban and rural districts revealed that structured peer 

cohorts and blended e-mentoring arrangements significantly outperform traditional dyadic mentoring in fostering 

collaborative problem-solving, resilience in technology-mediated instruction, and sustained engagement with professional 

learning communities. Critical success factors include comprehensive mentor training in adult learning theory and 

culturally responsive pedagogy, explicit co-construction of mentorship goals, and leveraging asynchronous digital channels 

to maintain continuous support. Conversely, unstructured dyadic models often suffered from scheduling constraints, mentor 

role ambiguity, and limited capacity to scale. The findings culminate in actionable guidelines for designing scalable, 

contextually responsive induction models that ensure high-quality mentorship, promote teacher agency, and cultivate 

resilient learning networks capable of adapting to future disruptions in educational delivery. 
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INTRODUCTION 

Teacher induction programs serve as critical launchpads for beginning educators, offering scaffolded support aimed at accelerating 

skill acquisition, fostering professional confidence, and reducing early-career attrition. Historically, these programs have depended 

heavily on in-person dyadic mentoring, whereby a seasoned mentor guides a single novice through classroom observations, 

reflective discussions, and targeted feedback. However, the advent of the COVID-19 pandemic in early 2020 precipitated an 

unprecedented shift in educational modalities, forcing schools worldwide to embrace remote and hybrid instruction virtually 

overnight. In this new landscape, conventional induction structures faced significant limitations: scheduling face-to-face mentoring 

became logistically impossible, mentor and mentee well-being suffered under heightened stress, and traditional pedagogical support 

strategies required retooling for digital contexts. 
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Figure-1.Enhancing Teacher Induction Programs 

Amid these challenges, innovative mentorship models emerged and rapidly evolved to sustain novice teacher support. Peer 

mentoring cohorts—small groups of new teachers facilitated by a lead mentor—provided collaborative forums for shared problem-

solving and mutual encouragement. Group mentoring workshops brought together novices and veterans in targeted skill-building 

sessions, leveraging the social learning benefits of observing multiple role models. Concurrently, e-mentoring platforms capitalized 

on videoconferencing, asynchronous messaging, and curated digital resources to maintain regular contact, while blended models 

combined online touchpoints with occasional in-person engagements where feasible. 

This study explores how post-pandemic teacher induction programs reconfigured mentorship approaches to address the complexities 

of remote and hybrid teaching environments. By surveying 250 novice teachers across urban and rural districts, the research 

investigates variations in model implementation, mentor qualifications and training, interaction frequency and modality, perceived 

support quality, and subsequent impacts on teacher self-efficacy, professional integration, and retention intent. The overarching 

objective is to identify mentorship features and programmatic structures that most effectively foster novice teacher development in 

volatile educational contexts, thereby offering evidence-based recommendations for designing resilient, scalable induction systems. 

Insights gleaned from this work are intended to guide district leaders, induction program architects, and policy-makers in 

institutionalizing flexible mentorship frameworks capable of adapting to future pedagogical upheavals. 

LITERATURE REVIEW 

The scholarship on teacher induction and mentoring is extensive, encompassing theoretical foundations and empirical evaluations 

of diverse models. Four primary frameworks—dyadic mentoring, peer mentoring cohorts, group mentoring, and e-

mentoring/blended approaches—have dominated both pre- and post-pandemic discourse. 
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Figure-2.Post-Pandemic Teacher Induction Pyramid 

Dyadic Mentoring  

Underpinned by Vygotsky’s (1978) social constructivism and the concept of the zone of proximal development (ZPD), dyadic 

mentoring pairs an experienced educator with a novice. The mentor provides scaffolded support through classroom observations, 

reflective dialogues, and tailored pedagogical feedback. Ingersoll and Strong’s (2011) meta-analysis confirmed that well-structured 

dyadic mentoring can significantly enhance instructional practice and novice teacher retention. However, critiques highlight its 

scalability limitations, dependence on mentor availability, and potential for role ambiguity when mentors lack formal training. 

Peer Mentoring Cohorts  

Drawing on Wenger’s (1998) communities of practice theory, peer mentoring cohorts group several novices under a facilitator who 

guides collective inquiry into teaching challenges. This distributed expertise model fosters mutual support, shared resource 

development, and collaborative reflection. Smith and Ingersoll (2004) found that cohort participation correlates with reduced novice 

isolation and increased job satisfaction. Cohorts also mitigate mentor workload issues, as facilitated peer interactions supplement 

one-to-one support. 

Group Mentoring  

Group mentoring merges elements of dyadic and peer models by convening mixed groups of novice and veteran teachers for focused 

skill-building workshops followed by facilitated discussions. Grounded in Bandura’s (1997) social learning theory, this approach 

leverages observational learning: novices witness multiple pedagogical exemplars and collaboratively deconstruct instructional 

strategies. Empirical studies (e.g., Griffin, 2016) demonstrate its efficacy in strengthening classroom management competencies 

and expanding professional networks. 

E-Mentoring and Blended Models  

The rapid pivot to remote instruction during the pandemic propelled e-mentoring to the forefront. These models utilize video 

conferencing, learning management systems (LMS), and asynchronous communication to maintain consistent mentor–mentee 
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engagement (Russell & Haugh, 2021). Blended approaches integrate online check-ins with periodic face-to-face sessions, 

optimizing flexibility while preserving relational depth. Technology acceptance theory (Davis, 1989) underscores the importance 

of user perceptions of digital platform usability and usefulness in determining uptake. While e-mentoring effectively bridges 

geographical and scheduling divides, challenges include “Zoom fatigue,” inequitable access to reliable technology, and diminished 

non-verbal communication cues. 

Mentor Training and Program Design  

Across all models, the quality of mentorship correlates strongly with mentor preparation. Feiman-Nemser (2001) and Darling-

Hammond et al. (2017) advocate for formalized mentor training in adult learning theory, feedback methodologies, cultural 

responsiveness, and digital facilitation. Clear articulation of mentor roles, goal-setting frameworks, structured observation tools, 

and ongoing program evaluation mechanisms further amplify program impact. Moreover, integrating socio-emotional support—

addressing novice well-being and resilience—emerged as a vital component in post-pandemic contexts. 

Collectively, the literature suggests that no single mentorship model universally suffices; rather, hybridizing elements—combining 

peer cohorts, group workshops, and digital touchpoints—yields synergistic benefits, balancing personalized guidance with scalable 

support networks. Yet empirical comparisons of these models under post-pandemic conditions remain limited, underscoring the 

need for targeted research such as the present survey study. 

METHODOLOGY 

This investigation employed a cross-sectional, mixed-methods survey design to assess how novice teachers experienced various 

mentorship models in their induction programs during academic cycles. Ethical approval was obtained from the lead university’s 

Institutional Review Board (IRB), ensuring participant confidentiality and informed consent protocols. 

Participant Recruitment and Sampling  

A purposive sampling strategy targeted first- and second-year teachers across 30 public school districts in three states—selected to 

represent a balance of urban, suburban, and rural contexts. Induction coordinators distributed email invitations containing a survey 

link to eligible teachers who had completed at least six months in a mentorship-inclusive induction program. A total of 250 

respondents provided fully completed surveys (response rate: 62%). 

Survey Instrument Development  

The survey consisted of 40 items encompassing: 

1. Demographics: Age, gender, teaching level (elementary vs. secondary), and district type. 

2. Mentorship Model Classification: Selection among dyadic, peer cohort, group, e-mentoring, or blended models. 

3. Mentor Qualifications and Training: Mentor credentials, prior experience, and participation in formal mentor training. 

4. Interaction Patterns: Frequency of mentor–mentee contacts per month, modality breakdown (in-person vs. virtual), and 

average duration. 

5. Support Quality Metrics: Perceptions of feedback usefulness, emotional and instructional support, and resource 

accessibility—assessed via a 5-point Likert scale (1 = strongly disagree; 5 = strongly agree). 
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6. Self-Efficacy and Competence: Using the Teacher Sense of Efficacy Scale (Tschannen-Moran & Hoy, 2001), measuring 

instructional strategies, classroom management, and student engagement efficacy. 

7. Program Satisfaction and Retention Intent: Overall satisfaction rating and likelihood to remain in teaching for at least 

five years. 

To enhance validity, survey items leveraged established scales (Eby et al., 2013; Tschannen-Moran & Hoy, 2001) and were reviewed 

by a panel of induction specialists. A pilot test with 20 novice teachers yielded minor wording refinements; reliability analyses 

indicated Cronbach’s alpha coefficients above 0.85 for all multi-item scales. 

Data Collection and Analysis  

Data were collected over a four-week window using a secure online survey platform. Quantitative analyses were conducted in SPSS: 

descriptive statistics summarized model prevalence and interaction patterns; one-way ANOVA compared self-efficacy and 

satisfaction across mentorship models; Pearson correlations and multiple regression explored predictors of retention intent. 

Qualitative responses to open-ended questions were thematically coded using NVivo to identify recurring themes related to 

perceived strengths, challenges, and recommendations for each model. 

RESEARCH CONDUCTED AS A SURVEY 

The survey elucidated nuanced differences in how mentorship models functioned within post-pandemic induction programs: 

1. Model Adoption Rates 

o Peer mentoring cohorts: 38% 

o Blended models: 26% 

o Dyadic mentoring: 18% 

o Group mentoring: 10% 

o Pure e-mentoring: 8% 

2. Interaction Frequency and Mode 

o Blended: average of 12 contacts/month (60% in-person; 40% virtual) 

o E-mentoring: 10 virtual contacts/month, with high scheduling flexibility but occasional connectivity issues 

o Dyadic: 8 in-person meetings/month, constrained by mentor workload 

o Peer cohorts: 9 group sessions/month supplemented by peer-driven discussions 

o Group workshops: 4 structured sessions/month, plus ad hoc follow-ups 

3. Mentor Qualifications and Training 

o 72% of mentors in peer and blended models completed formal mentor training programs 

o Only 45% of dyadic mentors received structured training, correlating with lower support-quality ratings 

o Mentor credentials spanned National Board Certification (30%), master’s degrees in education (55%), and prior 

induction experience (40%) 

4. Perceived Support Quality 

o Peer cohorts and blended: mean support-quality score of 4.2/5 

o Dyadic: 3.5/5 

o E-mentoring: 3.9/5 
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o Group mentoring: 3.8/5 

5. Teacher Self-Efficacy 

o ANOVA indicated significant differences in overall self-efficacy across models (F(4,245) = 6.87, p < .001) 

o Post-hoc comparisons showed peer cohorts and blended models outperforming dyadic mentoring by an average 

of 0.4 points on a 5-point scale 

6. Program Satisfaction and Retention Intent 

o Satisfaction correlated strongly with support quality (r = .72, p < .001) 

o Regression analysis revealed that each additional mentor contact hour predicted a 0.15-point increase in five-year 

retention intent (β = .32, p < .01) 

7. Qualitative Themes 

o Strengths: Collaborative problem solving in cohorts; accessibility of digital touchpoints; sense of belonging 

o Challenges: Zoom fatigue; mentor scheduling conflicts; lack of non-verbal cues in virtual sessions 

o Recommendations: Establish clear goal-setting protocols; integrate asynchronous discussion boards; provide 

ongoing mentor professional learning 

The survey thus underscores that while all models contribute value, those combining structured peer interaction with flexible digital 

support—particularly blended approaches—maximize novice teacher development and satisfaction in post-pandemic induction 

contexts. 

RESULTS 

Analysis of the quantitative and qualitative data yielded several salient findings: 

Model Prevalence and Contextual Variations  

Peer mentoring cohorts emerged as the most prevalent model (38%), especially in districts where mentor capacity was stretched. 

Blended approaches (26%) were favored in suburban and urban settings with robust technology infrastructure. Rural districts, with 

limited broadband access, relied more heavily on in-person dyadic and cohort arrangements. 

Interaction Patterns and Accessibility  

Blended models achieved the highest contact frequency (12 interactions per month), striking an optimal balance between 

synchronous and asynchronous support. E-mentoring participants valued the scheduling flexibility but noted “Zoom fatigue” after 

prolonged virtual sessions. Dyadic mentoring, constrained by mentor availability, averaged fewer interactions, undermining 

consistent feedback loops. 

Support Quality and Mentor Training Impact  

Mentorship models incorporating formalized mentor training reported significantly higher support-quality ratings (mean = 4.2/5) 

compared to untrained dyadic models (mean = 3.5/5). The training emphasized adult learning strategies, constructive feedback 

techniques, and culturally responsive pedagogies, which novices identified as critical for meaningful guidance. 

Teacher Self-Efficacy Gains  

One-way ANOVA demonstrated that novices in peer cohorts and blended programs reported higher self-efficacy across instructional 
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planning, classroom management, and student engagement subscales (average = 4.1/5) versus dyadic mentoring participants 

(average = 3.7/5). These differences reached statistical significance (p < .001), suggesting that collaborative and digitally supported 

mentorship enhances novice confidence. 

Program Satisfaction and Retention Intent  

Program satisfaction closely aligned with perceived support quality (r = .72, p < .001). Regression models indicated that each 

additional hour of mentor interaction per month increased five-year teaching retention intent by 0.15 points (β = .32, p < .01). 

Participants attributed their commitment to feelings of professional belonging, timely feedback, and access to problem-solving 

networks. 

Qualitative Insights  

Themes converged around the importance of clear mentorship structures: novices appreciated explicit goal-setting templates and 

progress monitoring tools. Digital platforms that combined scheduled video conferences, shared document repositories, and 

asynchronous discussion forums received praise for sustaining continuous engagement. Conversely, programs lacking coordination 

suffered from mentor ambiguity and inconsistent meeting cadences. 

Overall, the blended and peer cohort models demonstrated superior outcomes in terms of efficacy, satisfaction, and retention metrics, 

while purely dyadic and e-mentoring models faced limitations in scalability and relational depth. These outcomes underscore the 

value of hybrid approaches that integrate multiple mentorship modalities to address the multifaceted needs of post-pandemic novice 

teachers. 

CONCLUSION 

The post-pandemic era has necessitated a fundamental reimagining of teacher induction mentorship. This study’s comprehensive 

survey reveals that while traditional dyadic mentoring retains merit, its limitations—mentor time constraints, lack of scalability, and 

role ambiguity—become pronounced under crisis-induced remote teaching conditions. In contrast, structured peer mentoring 

cohorts and blended e-mentoring models excel in fostering collaborative learning communities, sustaining high-frequency 

interactions, and leveraging digital tools to bridge geographical and scheduling gaps. 

Key recommendations for designing resilient induction programs include: 

1. Diversify Mentorship Modalities: Combine one-to-one support with cohort-based collaboration and digital engagement 

to address varied novice needs. 

2. Invest in Mentor Preparation: Mandate comprehensive training in adult learning theory, feedback delivery, and culturally 

responsive strategies. 

3. Formalize Goal-Setting and Monitoring: Implement clear templates and progress checkpoints to ensure alignment of 

mentor–mentee objectives. 

4. Leverage Asynchronous Digital Channels: Use learning management systems, discussion forums, and shared resource 

libraries to sustain continuous engagement beyond scheduled meetings. 

5. Embed Socio-Emotional Support: Recognize the heightened stress of post-pandemic teaching by integrating well-being 

check-ins and peer support mechanisms. 
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6. Evaluate and Adapt: Collect regular formative feedback and adjust program elements in real time to respond to emerging 

challenges. 

By institutionalizing these strategies, induction programs can cultivate novice teacher self-efficacy, foster strong professional 

identities, and enhance long-term retention. As education systems brace for future uncertainties—whether technological disruptions 

or public health crises—the agility and scalability of induction mentorship models will remain paramount. Continued research 

should explore longitudinal impacts of hybrid mentorship frameworks and investigate ways to tailor models to diverse cultural and 

infrastructural contexts. Ultimately, investing in dynamic, evidence-based mentorship approaches is essential for sustaining a robust, 

confident, and resilient teaching workforce in our evolving educational landscape. 
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