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Mefl/tlring relationships huve proven to provide benefits to youth and are expanding rapidly intoschools. There "'a!>
concern whether or not the economic und demogTl/phic issues of rural communities and SChOO/.f would limit !>I/CCeH of
menumng programs in rural schools. This uudvfocuses on Teamstates. a state-wide. schoat-based. one-so-one, adult-to­
.\"tlllth memnring program "'hit·" includes extensive !>IIPI)ort [or program implementation and ongoing operation. The
program 11'(1.\ effective in rural schools in demonstrating positivr perceptions ofchange in students "behavior us reported
by .Hudt'/II.I, parnlls. teachers. ami /III'flfor!>. Rural and nonrural gTOIIP,\' perceptions ofchange were atleast uverave lind
above, Rural and nonrural Kroll/I,I' perceived tile program in a similar manner. Rural communities ami schools were ohle
to provide m/'I1/or.f and .HaJI to .\IIPI)(lrt program implementation /II a rate that surpassed nanrural n-hoo/!>. Needs for
[uture research and resources for information for rural administrators considering implementing (j student mentoring
program arr shared.

"A n Old Gu itar"

A Teamxtate mentor in ru ra l Nebra ...ka had been
meeting with hh you th TeamMate for most of the
school year. The man, who play in a band. had
been giving his mentee guitar le son .... which rhe
btl) seemed to enjoy. Since Teamxtarc ... are dis­
cocraged from giving gifh. he had loaned the btl)

one of his old gu itars a.. long a.. the hoy' ga\'e
hi ... be... t efforts in sc hool. A ... time pa ......ed. the
bey' ... effort in ...chool declined and h i~ grade ...
plummeted. After le ngthy sou l searching. the
Tcamvtatc ...harcd with the btl) that. pcrhap... he
was nOI able to do for the btl)' wha t wa... needed
and that, maybe , someo ne else could reach and
inspire him. He alxo sa id that acc ording 10 thei r
arrangement. the hoy would need In re turn the
guitar. Some time lat er the man too k our the old
guitar to take on an outin g and fo und a note in the
case from his menree that said "don' Igiveupon me ."

The Team:\1atc called the boy and w id him thut
he valued thei r rela tion ship. They corre ... ponded
over the ...ummer and resumed their mentcri ng re­
lation...hip the next fa ll. While the mentor lake" no
credit for the change. the boy's mother re ... ponds
Ihal her "m h attending school more. completing
homework. and ge tting bener gr.Jde .... The mentor
... Iale ... thai "good or bad. if somelhing has hap­
pcnl'd, he ca l" to ...hare that wilh me . .. I bclic\'e

('nm:"[1'Imdcnce concerning Ihi, ankle ...hnuM Ix addre ......."
10 Leon Dappen. Edu~'alional AcJmini...ualion and Super\'ision.
Uniwr,ily IIf Nc~ra,l..a al Omaha. KH ~I~, 6001 Dodge SIn,:t:l.
Omaha. 1'OE 68182, (ldappen@ mail.unomaha.ecJuJ

in the TeamMates Mentorin g program, .. and I' m
glad that o ld gu itar brought the two of us bac k
together:'

(Teamstates ,'lie"·.detfer. 2001)

Introductio n

There i... growing body of rescarch documenting posi­
rive effect ... of menloring programv with youth. In personal/
social growth areas, students who have participated in a
rnenroring program are reponed to have experienced a re­
duc tion in: alcoho l and drug use (Jckiclck. Moore. Hair . &
Scurupa. 2m2; T ierney & Grossman. 199 5 ): likelihood of
becoming a teen parent (Jekiclek ct al.•2(XI2: Mecca. 2001) :
incidence of hitti ng and vio lence tow ard ... othe r... (Jckiclck
ct al .) and likelihood o f joini ng a gang (Mecca). They have
aho sho wn improved re lation...hips with other ... in general
(Tierney & G ro......man. 1995 ) and with pee rs, adults, and
paren t... specifically (C urtis & Han...cn-Scbwoebel, 1999).
Th ey we re more able to expre ...... feel ing... and had Increa ...ed
se lf-confidence (Cu rtis & Han-cn-Sch woe bel ]. In relation­
...hip to school. they showed an improved attitude toward ,
school (Curti... & Hansen-Schwoc bcl : Jekiel ck 1,'1al.j: fewer
ab ...ence... (Curtis & Ha nsen -Sch woebcn: better grade ...
(Curtis & Hansc n-Schwoebel: Tierney & Gros ...man): and
were le ..s like I)" to repea l grades (Curti ... & Ha nsen­
Sch ..... oebcl). The)' were more likel y to ..lay in sc hool
(Mecca) 10graduale and enroll in pt."t high ......hoo l training
and eduealion and more hope ful ahoul the future (The
Mentoring Instilute. 2(01).

There are many lypeS of menloring programs in K-12
public .....:hooh. communit)' agencie ... and organilations. and
higher ed uca tion settings (G uetz loe. 1997 ). tl.1anza (2001)
rcportt'tl thal approximately 39'Kof the mentorin g programs
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in the United States are comm unity-at-large-based; 2Y~
are school-based; IY% are com munity-organization-based;
2% are faith-based; 2% are business-based; and I% are e­
mail-based. She further stated that while 15.7 million young
people want or need mentors. only 500,000 to 7(Xl,000cur­
rently have them. From 1996 to 2001. there has bee n a 40%
grow th in mentoring programs. Seve nty percent of that
gro wth is in school-based programs. Sipe and ROlkr(1999)
reported that newer programs arc smaller. SO'/( having fewer
than 50 students and only 12% having more than 100 stu­
dents. While resea rch supports the benefits of mcnton ng,
and there has been growt h in numbers of programs. many
of these programs tend to serve small numbers of stude nts.

There is a need for programs with the organ izatio nal
resources and structure to provide the needed mentors to
reach significantly more you th (Grossman & Garry, 1997;
Manza, 21Xl I). This cou ld best be met by developing pro­
grams that serve more students in schoo l settings. The Na­
tiona l Mentoring Center (20(XI) has desc ribed "The Top
Ten Reasons Why Agenc ies Should Begin School- Based
Mentorin g Programs" providing ev idence to support the
likelihood of growth in school- based mcmo ring programs.
This has been adap ted by the authors as:

I. School is where youth are.
2. A teacher may refer youth who may not be

referred by parents.
3. Schoo l-based mcnroring attracts volunteers

who may not be comforta ble in commu nity­
based programs.

4. School-based mcntoring prog rams arc more
cost-e ffect ive than co mmunity-based pro·
gra ms ($556 per matc h vs. $ 1543).

5. Cross-gender, cross-racial and intcrgcnera­
tiona! matching ca n occ ur more comfortably
in the co ntrolled school setting.

6. School-based programs have established pro­
cesses for public informati on and, therefore.
increased opportunities of finding volu nteers
and gaining financ ial support from the com­
munity.

7. Schools provide a hub for partne rships from
the larger community including: business and
industry (fac ilitating adop t-a-sc hool or other
program s in which employees are give n paid
time to be in schools). other schools and co l­
leges. community organizatio ns. churches. re­
tirement homes, public sector voluntee rs and
general commun ity voluntee rs.

There is concern with any school intervention whether
it will work in all setti ngs. in this case. rural com munit ies
and schools. Herzog and Pittman (I YY5) described rural
communities as having higher unemployment and a lowe r

median family income as compared with metro politan ar­
eas. Rural areas arc also described as having an Increased
proportion of elde rly reside nts (Herzog & Pittman. 19Y5;
Hobbs. 1994 ; Stern. 1994) and women more likely to be
.... or klng outside the horne than in the past (McG ranahan.
IY94). From 1976 to 1996. poverty rates have increased
twice as fast for rural areas than metropolitan areas (Stem).
Herzog and Pittman I'unher described a "bitter harvest" tp.
I )-those rural individuals with more ed ucation moving
to the larger comm unities, further agg ravati ng these prob­
lema tic condi tions.

While eco nomic and demographic informatio n points
to a somewhat discouragi ng port rait of rural communities.
many of those living there would describe them much dif­
ferently tKunnapel & DeYoung. IY9Y). The characteristic
most ofte n described by rural residents of their rural life is
attac hment to place (Ocvoung. IY95: Howley & Howley,
IYY5; Seal & Harmon. 19Y5; Theobal d. IY97).Othe r posi­
tive attrib utes of thei r comm unities as descri bed by rural
residents include primacy given to people and relationships
(Haas & Lambert. 1995; Haas & Nacht igal. 19(8) and im­
porta nce of the family (Nac htigal. 1982; Seal & Harmon ).
In a survey contrasting how rural and urban America ns view
their commu nities. Seebach ( 1992) repo rted tha t rural
Ame ricans ident ify themselves as having a commitment 10
community and providing quali ty of life for children.

Herzog and Pittman (1995) desc ribed prob lems of ru­
ral schools compared to metropolitan schools as being
staffed with younger, not as well-educated, and less expe­
rienced teachers. Leaders receiv ing lower pay and benefits
admin ister them . Retention of staff is a persistent problem
and teachers teach a wide range of subjects in and out of
thei r certified area (Beeso n & Strange, 2000). Rural schools
suffer persis tent financial stress often aggravated by con­
solidation efforts. poore r facilities, fewer cu rriculum of­
fe ri ngs, parti cul ar ly in advanced co urse work, and
ex perience a generally negat ive "co untry" altitude. How­
ever. rural schools are described as havin g a strong sense
of community and being the culture and social cente r of
the tow n (DeYoung & Law rence. 1995; Dunne, 1977;
Herzog & Pittma n; Larsh. IY83: Nach tiga l, 19H2; Seal &
Harmon. IY95; Stern. 19Y4).

A student mcnroring program is depe ndent on the co m­
munity for volu nteers 10 serve as mentors and to provide
financial support and for a school staff with the time and
interest In operate a rnemoring program. There is co ncern
whethe r rural community and school eco nomic and demo­
graphic concerns would prevent a student mentortng pro~

gra m from succeeding.

Purpose of/he Study

The purpose of this study was 10 determine whethe r
the eco nomic and demograph ic issues of rura l communi-
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iies and schools would limit the success of the Teamxtetes
mcntoring program. Thefollowi ng research questions were
addressed: w tn rbcre be a positive perceptio n of rura l stu­
dent change? Will the percept ion of stude nt change be sig­
niflcanuy d ifferent for rural versus nonru ral groups'? Are
rural schoo ls able to Implemcntmcntoring programs at the
same rate as nonrural schoo ls?

Research Des ign and Methodology

O('finitiotl of Rural

There are several definition.. of "rural" that are used in
ed ucational research ( Beeson & Strange. 2()(X): Khau ri .
Riley, & Kane. 1997 ). For the pUl1X)~es of this study. eta s­
sificatio n of ru ral schoo ls was based on Locale Codes as
descr ibed by Joh nson (1989). Th e Jo hnson Code" are de ­
veloped spec ifica lly for use with sc hools. Codes range from
one through eig ht. with seve n and eig ht described as rural
schools. those in comm unities or rural areas with less than
2.500 population, Nonrural schools .... ere one through six
in Joh n-on Locale Codes. Locale Code assignment for the
participating districts was taken from the National Ce nter
for Educa tional Sta tistics Common Core of Datu (2002).
Of the 33 schools in the study. 10 were identified a~ rural;
23, as non rural.

Program Studied

This study was carried ou t with the Teamxtares pro­
gram. a mid -western state-wide. school-based. one-to-one
menroring program. Teamxtares was initia ted \'el) infor­
mally in the 1991- 1992 school year by the football coac h
at a slate university a...king for players to ve tunleer to men­
tor local youth. Twent y-five ..tudcnt athl etes volunteered
to men tor ..eve nth and e ighth grade ..tudcnt.. in a large
nonrural ..chool di..trier. Th e program operated informally
and grew slo wly unnl a gra nt was ob tained in IlJtN to de­
vclo p the program into a forma l ..tate..... ide model. By the
time of this ..rudy in the 2000-2001 schoo l yea r.there were
1-190 student.. from 33 school d i..triers. 10 rura l and 23
nonrural. participating in the Tea rnxt ate.. program. The
pfOt!ram serves students in communities from all pan s of a
geographically large ..ta te. one prog ram being -125 miles
from the Teamxtates office.

The Teamvlatcs struc ture includes a state advisory
board . executive di rector. and four regiona l coordinators
who work with geographic area s and/or hu ge dis tric ts.
Building progr.tm~ have a prog ram coordinato r. Th e state
office pro vides eac h local program w ith the Teamxt ates
Program Manage ment Manual (The Memori ng lnsriture.
2001). which provides the information needed to initiate
and the ongoing technical a..sbtancc to operate a student
mentortng program. Since the program's incept ion. it has

focused on controlled expansion to ensure community com­
mitment. adequate resources to sustain the program. and
menton. to facilitate delivery of the program. Local dis­
tricts sig n an agreement regarding thei r commitment and
ca pacity to support the program.

TeamMates invo lves ad ult mentors meeting with stu­
de nts once a wed for approximately one hour duri ng schoo l
time . The prim ary tas ks of a mentor are 10establis h a posi­
uv e. personal relationship with the student: help the stu­
de nt deve lop life ..kill s ; assi ... t stude nts in o bta ining
additional resources; and help stude nts in thei r ab ility 10
interact with others. Th e program works w ith students be­

ginning in early middle school throug h high school comple­
tion.with the goa l of post- high school training/education.
There is ass istance in identifying fund" ro provide finan­
cial assis tance for post-high schoo l education and training.
Background chec ks are co mpleted for all mentors , and train­
ing i.. provided to them prior to match ing them with stu­
dents who are referred by school staff. Coordinators provide
o ngoi ng support and monitori ng of the program in keeping
with the Teamstares Program Manual (The M enrori ng In­
sti tute, 2001). The pfOt!ram ha.. demonstrated positive per­
ception of change in student behavior as rated by students.
parents, teachers, and ment ors (Ise mhagen & Dappen .
20( 1).

Sample

Of the 1.-190 student/mentor matches. there wa.s at least
one ..urvey (..tudent, teacher, mentor. or pare nt) returned
from 1,169 (78CI» of them. A tota l of 2.50 1 (-I211) of the
surveys were returned: rwo were not ide ntified with a d is­
tric t and not inc luded in analyses. Surveys were received
fro m 767 (5 1~) students. 878 (59/f) teache rs, 586 (39%)
mentors. and 268 0 8%) pare nts. In the 2000-2001 school
year. there ....'C(c 288,2 6 1 stude nts enrolled in Nebra ska
public schoo ls (Nebraska Dcpartr ncruof Education . 2(0 1),
Ofthi .. number, 166 ,687 (58% ) were in ..chool .. that were
part icipating in the TeamMates Program. Of the districts
participati ng in TeamMate.., -1.-123 stude nts (3%) were in
rural schools; 153.581 (97%) were in non rura l schoo ls.

Proc edure

A survey procedu re was used to co llec t data from the
1-I90 student s participating in the TeamMates program and
their paren ts. mentors. a nd teac hers (En gli sh/L anguage
Arts ). Stud ent s were in grade.. 6 thrnugh 12, Surveys were
mailed in April 200 1 to the TeamM ates coo rdinator within
the 33 participating schools. Prior to this. information re­
garding surveys had been shared at state and region al
Teamvta tes meetings. The coordinator distributed. col­
lected. and returned the surveys. Follo.....ing di..tributio n of
surveys. program coordinators reminded the students. teach-
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crs. mentors . and parent s to complete and return the sur­
"eys. To maintain confidentia lly, survey!> co nta ined only
the stude nt identifi cat ion number.

Instrument

The Menton ng Change Scale was ada pted from a Big
Brothers/B ig Sisters of America C:!OO I ) ..urvey used to
evaluate their mcntori ng program. The instrume nt was de­
veloped to measure student behavior chan ge as a re..ult of
participation in the TeamMates mentoring program. The
scale co ntains 21 items in the area s of personal/social com ­
petency , caring/respec t. and future aspirat ions. Examples
of items in these areas are "self-confidence." as pcrsonall
social co mpetency. "shows trust towards you ," as caring/
respect, and "academic performance" as future aspira tions.
For clarification, definitions of terms used were included
on the back of the scale. Respond ents were asked to rate
change in student behavior observed ove r the past year as
the student had participa ted in the Team Mates mcn roring
program. The sca le used a 5-point Likert fonna t for each
item. asking respondents to report change in students be­
havior with I representing "Very Good:" 2, " Good;" 3.
"AH"rage :" ~. " Below Average:" and 5. "Very Poor: ' Re­
spondents could also mark a "Don' t Know" category. C()­
efficient alpha scores for the ~Ientori ng Change Scale are
.90 for student s•.96 for teachers..92 for mentors: and .93
for parents t tsemhagen & Deppen. 2(01 ).

Ana lysis of variance was conducted to determi ne ru­
ral total mean scores as well as for comparing rural and
nonrural students, teachers. mentors . and paren ts. The de­
pendent variable was computed separately for stude nts.
teachers. mentors. and parents and consisted of the mean
across all of the items for which the respondent provided a
score of between " I" and "5:' Respondents who skipped
or responded "Do n' t Know" toone or more items were not
included in the computation of the total scale mean. A sig­
nificance level of .0 125 was used based on the .05 leve l
with Bonferroni correction for the number of tests run .

A further comparison of rural and nunru ral groups was
conducted by obtai ning theSpearman corre lation of the rank
order of items by mean Likert score. For example. the rank
order of items for rura l students was correlated with the
rank order for nonrural students: the same was done for
rural teachers and nonrural teache rs. rural menton. and
nonrural mentors, and rural parents and nonrural parents.
All respon ..cs to an item were included in co mputation of
the item mean .

Level of implementation in rural versus nonr ural
school.. wa.. gained by comparing the tota l mentor/student
matches percentage difference in rural versus nonrural

schools with the total stude nt pop ulation percen tage dif­
ference in rural versus nonru ral school s. Information on
the number of matches in districts was obtained from the
Team~tates of Nebraska state office. a" reported by regional
and '>Choul di..trict coordinators.

Result s

Perceptions of Rural Participants

Percep tions of rural part icipants were based on Men­
toring Change Scale total mean scores from student s, teach­
ers , men tor s. and par ent s. Of the 120 student/me nto r
matche s in rural schoo ls. surveys were returned from 73
(6I lK) students, 105 (88%) teache rs, 76 (63%) mentors.
and 56 (47%) parents. A.. shown in Table I, tota l sca le
mean Liken scores (with standard deviations in paren the­
ses) of perception of student change as a result of pan ic i­
pating in the memoring program by rura l students was. 2.!4
(.5 1): rural teache rs. 2.86 (.7 8); rural mentors. 2.66 (.67);
rural parents, 2.29 (.56). All grou ps of rural respondents
perceived student behavior change a..'erage or above.

Differ ences Between Rural and Nonrurai Participants

The first approac h to examination of differences be­
tween rural and nonrural participants was also ba-ed on
total scale mean score s of ..tudents. teachers, mentors . and
parents. Of the 1.370 student/mentor matches in nonrural
schools. surveys were returned from 564 (~2'X) ..tudem s.
685 (5O':f) teachers. ~ 13 (JOI*) mentors, and 181 (13%)
parent s. Table I provides a compari son of the mean Likert
scores (with ..tanda rd deviations in parentheses) for rural
and nonru ral participants. As reported in Table 2, one-way
analysis of variance (ANOVA) indicat ed a steust lcalty sig­
nificant d ifference (using alpha = .0 125, based on the pre­
viouxly described Bonferroni correction) between the rural
and non rura l stude nts. The effect size (eta squared ) of the
mean score di fference for students was .022; teachers. .002 ;
menton;.. llO2: and parents. .005 . This difference wou ld best
bedescribed as small. based on .0 1being described as small.
.06 as mediu m. and . I ~ as large (Cohe n. 1988). There were
no statistically significant differences betw een total scale
mean scores of rural and nonrural teachers, paren ts. or
mentors.

A second approach to compare differences between
rural and nonrural groups was to examine the Spearman
corre lation coe fficient for the rank order of indi..-idual items
by item mean Likert score s. The corre lation coefficient for
rural and nonrural students was r = .85.1: for rural and
nonrural tcachers. r = .825: for rural and nonrural mentors.
r = .897: and for rural and non rura l parents. r = .906. All
correlations for rank ordering of individual item s for rura l
and non rura l groups were significant (p < .0( 1).
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---
StUlk'11I Teacher Mentor Parent

n AI 5D n M 51) n AI SO n J/ 50

Rural H 2.14 (.5 11· 105 2.86 (.78 ) 76 2.66 (.671 56 2.29 (.56)
Nonrural 51>4 1.88 (.55) 685 2.97 (.85) 413 2.54 (.63) IK I 2.37 (.69)

---

· ,,<.0 125

Table I
Mean Scores and Standard Uevtations for atl GmUfJJ i1/Hura l amJ Nonrurol Sf'fting.f

----

Implementation in Rural and Nonrural Schools

At the timeof thi....tudy. 120 (8'l) ofthc total Tea rnf\late..
..tudent/mc nror matchc.. were in rural ..chools: 1370 (92%)
were in nonru ral schools. Stude nts in rural schoo ls repre ­
..emed Yl of the total ..tudcnt population...tudcrus in
nonrural schools ~7'l . There wa.. a highe r percentage of
matcbc.. in rura l schools than thei r percentage of total stu ­
dent popu lation.

Discussion

Rural ..tudents. reachers . rncmors . and parents' percep­
tion .. o f student behavior change a.. mea..ured by Mentor­
ing Change Scale total mean scores following participation
in the Tcarnxta tes mento nng prog ram were all rated av­
e rage or above. This bodes well for rural ..chools that may
be co nsidering im ple me nting a memonng progra m. Ru­
ral communitie..and schools. regardle ...... of real or perce ived
economic and demographic concerns, can implement
menroring programsthat arc perceived 10result in po...nive
change in ...tudents lives .

In examining rura l ver..us nonrural groups on Mentor­
ing Change Scale total mean scores. there were no ..ignifi ­
cant differences between teachers. mentors, and parents.
Rural students were sign ificantly less pll..itive than nonrural
students. While one may speculate that rural economic and
demographic conditions may contribute to this difference,
it is tempered by the fact that d ifferences were not found
between the other rural and nourural groups. The signifi­
cance of thi.... tudcnt d ifference is further tem pered by the
finding. that the effect ..izc of this difference .... ould he de­
scribed a.. "small" (Cohen. 1988).

TheSpearman Rho correlation coefficients of the rank
ordering of items for rural and nonrural students. teachers.
mentors. and parents were all cignificant. Even rura l ..tu­
dents.w htl were ..igmficantly Ie.... pll..itive on the total mean
..co re than nonru ral ..tudcnt ... were not significantly differ­
ent in rhcir runk ordering of items. Tbi-,would indicate that
rural and nonrural groups viewed indiv idual items of stu-

dent behavior change in a ... imilar manne r. regardlc .... of
any differences in total sca lf." mean score comparisons.

In an examinat ion of ranking of spec ific items "I.1m('
important information wa.. identifi ed. The item "s ho ws tru..t
towa rd you" was a highly rated item (no lower than sixth)
for any of the gmup'. Thi .. would indicate the formatio n of
relation...hips based on tru-a. \lo hich is viewed as the basis
for ..uccev... ful rncntoringrelationship.. (Herrera. 1999). The
two item.. "academic performance" and "sc hool prepared­
ne, v," that were in the lov..'e..t five rutcd item.. for all groups.
may re flect that while all partic ipan ts indicate that students
ha..-e made progre..... these are still rebutve areas of ron­
cern . As a school -based program. the re may be higher ex­
pecta tions on item ... related to school than might he present
in anothe r senmg.

Rura l schoo ls were able 10 find staff and mentors.
whi ch rc ..ultcd in a higher percent age of matches than
non rura l sehtx1ls as compared to the percentage of student
population participating in the Tcamxtates program. Stu­
de nts in rura l schools represent 3% of the student popula­
tion yet accounted for 8lk of the student/mentor matcbe ..;
students in nonrura l schools represent 97% of the student
pop ulation and 92 lf of the student/ mentor matches. The
Teamjvtares program ..tructu rc and support and/or the povi­
tivc a..peers of the rural schoo l and co mmunity (Herzog &
Pittman. 1995; See bach. 1992) may be the basi.. for the
successful expansion of the program in rura l schools. This
finding may also mean that rural communities and schoo ls
are really not that d ifferent from nonrural communities and
..chools. Regard le..s of the reality and impact of the "rural
..choot problem" t Kannape ! & De v oun g. 1999). the prn­
gram wa.....uccc....fully implemented in rural schoo ls at a
higher rare than in nonrural schools.

There are MIme cautions regard ing the interpretation
of these finding" , While the percen tage of student-, in
schools involved with TeamMate .. is represe ntative of the
perce ntage of rura l ..tude nrs in the ..rare. the reality of 10....
numbe rs of stude nts in rural schools result .. in a ..uh..tantiul
discrepancy between the numbe r of rural and nonrural ..ru­
dents in the analy..cs. There is also the co ncern that differ-
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Table 2
Analysis of Variance for Ruraland Nonruml Groups

-'--------

159

Students Between group.. I ... .263
Within groups 635 .303

Teacher.. Between group.. 1 1.07'"
Within groups 788 .70M

Mentor.. Between group.. 1 .% 2
Within groups ~87 .401

Parents Between groups 1 .235
within gro ups 235 .43H

variable

.p < .0 125.

df .\IS ,. Eta Squared

1....09 7· .022

1.517 .002

2.39H .002

.53H .<X)5

encc.. oct ween rural and nonrural students may be due to
other confounding factors. such as socioeconomic level.
rather than a difference in tbe cffecuvenc....(If the mentoring
program in rural and nonrural '>I.'hooh. There i.. the possi­
hility that mentoring change ratings from re..ponoems may
differ from those program participant.. who did not re..pond
to the ..urvey .

Of further note is that while the succe.... of the pro­
gram might beba-ed on the support the program provide...
there i.. the al-,o the povsibiluy that atlea..l part of this sue­
ee.... i.. ba..ed on the notoriety of the program founder who
i.. pre ..ident o f the ..tate advisory board. a former college
footbal l coach. and current congre..sman. Focus groups at
the firs! statewide conference recognized this pm...ibility
(Deppe n & lscmh agcn. 20( 1). While thi s fact may rela te
to ..latewide support and invo lvement in the program , it
wou ld have litt le effect on differences betwee n rural and
non rural populatio ns,

Implications

Rural school administrators who are considering imple­
menting a rnentonng program should fed encouraged.
While there may be economic and demographic concerns
unique to their communities and schools. program....uch
a.. TeamMate.. twww.teammare...org) provide ..uppon 10

enable implementation of ..ucces..ful ..tudent mentoring
program... Informal ion regarding memcring can be oh­
tained at the National Memoring Center ("W w.n..... ret.org/
menrcringj. Info rmation regarding ... rates which have a
mcruonng partnership support network. e..tahlished and
other general re..ource information can be obtained from
the National Mcmo ring Par mcrship twww.menroring.orgj.

Regarding future research implication... there is a need
for longitudinal research to determine the ..uccess rare of
..tudcnt-, in rural and nonrural seumg... over multiple years.
Thi .. would include ..tud y of student participation and ..uc­
ce....in po..t high school training/education. further research
..hould abo explore the differences found between rural and
nonrural perception.. of ..tudent change b)' ..tudent...

The rural population will likely continue to decline.
This may exacerbate problems identified with rural com­
munities and schools. There will. therefore, be a need for
research 10 identify the specific aspects of rnenronng pro­
grams that enable them 10 ..uccecd in rural area... A rela ted
but more general research need i.. 10 examine the reality
and impact of the "rural school problem" t Kunnapel &
De 'r'ouug. 1999). as related to the more pos itive effect.. of
rural communi ties and cchools de ..cribed hy Herzog and
Pillman ( 1995) and Seebach (11)92).

Congrc.... included $ 1110 million in its propo..ed cdu­
cation budget for ..tudcnr mcntoring and S17.5 million wa..
approved. This is evidence of support for growth in Sl,:"h{MJI ­

based student mentoring program... Tcaruvlatc.. provide.. a
model thai enables rural scbool-, 1O ..ucce ....fully participate
in thi s growth.
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