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SUMMARY 

The Babes-Bolyai University, through its Department of Applied Modern Languages, 
implemented a pilot project targeted at first year students and their induction period. It aimed to 
set up a peer-to-peer student mentoring programme/system, involving second year 
undergraduate students as mentors and first year undergraduate students as mentees. The key 
objective was to help first year students adjust to the challenges of university life by facilitating 
closer interaction with other students who have already gone through similar experiences. The 
project was designed with input from teacher-tutors and administrative staff to ensure that the 
information conveyed was consistent and in line with university/faculty/department 
regulations. 

BACKGROUND/CONTEXT  
Induction at the Babes-Bolyai University, Faculty of Letters, Department of Applied Modern 

Languages is restrictive to initial meetings with administrative and academic staff and covers 

such aspects as: providing information on who the staff are and where their offices are located,   

university regulations, timetable, and attendance. Subsequently, each cohort is allocated a tutor 

(generally a junior member of staff) who will offer academic and administrative support as well 

as some degree of pastoral support. The student focus groups, organized under SPEAQ in June 

2012, identified the need for student peer support to be offered systematically and as part of 

institutional/departmental initiatives. 

The first months of the academic year are crucial for the first year student’s adjustment to a new 

learning environment. Repeated failures at various steps of the process could translate into an 

increased dropout rate, unless the necessary mechanisms for the students’ integration are 

timely identified and activated.  Students need to have a clearer understanding of what it takes 

to succeed at academic level, from various perspectives: 

 timetable and time management; 
 course attendance and exam performance; 
 extracurricular activities and their impact on academic performance; 
 social skills, leadership and  personal development. 

 
A well-designed induction program may encourage first year students to make their voices 
heard and seek appropriate support. 
 

OBJECTIVES  

 to provide induction support to first year students by allocating second year student 
mentors to provide guidance on non-regulatory induction themes, such as timetable, 
courses, venue, extracurricular activities etc.; 

 to ensure a less formalised context for students to express their problems and concerns; 
 to identify and address the most recurrent problems of first-year students; 
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 to synthesise FAQs into an induction pack and to provide standardised answers for 
future use; 

 to enhance students’ engagement with quality assurance issues and to facilitate their 
direct involvement in department/faculty/institutional initiatives; 

 to raise awareness in administrative/institutional structures regarding the potential of 
students to contribute to quality assurance mechanisms. 

 

The main objective, that of providing induction support to  first year students has been reached, 
as confirmed by most of the feedback questionnaires filled in by the mentees. This was also due 
to the less formalized context within which the mentors-mentees interaction took place. 
However, no matter how much a loose hierarchical structure of a peer-to-peer exchange of 
information might encourage communication, establishing some rules is of utmost importance 
to make sure the mentors are listened to and their advice is valued and put into practice 
accordingly.  
During the first weeks of the project, the mentors were able to identify the most recurrent 

questions coming from the first year students, as listed in Annex 4. These questions were the 

starting point for the induction pack, which was completed in the first two weeks of July,2013, in 

order to make sure it also covered the questions coming from this year’s applicants to the 

Applied Modern Languages Department. 

The second year mentors appreciated their involvement in the activities of the project, as 

confirmed by the discussions that took place during the focus group organized on April 4th, 2013. 

Given the fact that there are not many opportunities for them to be engaged so directly with 

quality assurance issues, this initiative was all the more welcome. 

At the level of administrative and institutional structures, the Babes Bolyai University Charta 

clearly indicates the wish to encourage students to be part of the quality assurance process but 

there is not a wide range of activities specifically devoted to this aim.  Our project has 

contributed to further developing student engagement at various levels of the quality assurance 

process. This initiative can now be multiplied by other departments of the Faculty of Letters. The 

dissemination activity organized on April 11th, 2013 encouraged students from other 

departments of the Faculty of Letters to get involved in a peer-to-peer mentoring programme 

and identified issues mentors needed to become aware of. Discussions were fruitful and 

participants expressed interest.  
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ACTIONS/ACTIVITIES 

Describe the actions completed and provide photos from any of the activities, if available 
 acknowledging the needs of students as expressed in the SPEAQ focus group and 

determining appropriate lines of action  ( meeting with Applied Modern Languages staff 

members, June 15th 2012]. 

 exploring the possibility of expanding such an  activity to other faculties of the university 

(meeting with the students representatives from Student Council, September 27th 2012). 

 Setting the guidelines and responsibilities for coordination of the activities to be 

conducted by the mentors (meeting with the student coordinator, September 28th 2012). 

 Determining the list of topics to be covered by the mentors (one briefing with second 
year students: the student coordinator briefed his second-year peers and requested 
volunteers. Consequently, ten second year students volunteered to engage in the 
mentoring activity, involving approximately one hundred first year students. The second 
year mentors were assigned to first year students; linguistic combination major/minor 
was taken into account where possible (October 1st 2102). 

 Briefing first year students on the support being offered, (meetings with different groups 
of first year students, depending on their timetable and major/minor combination 
(October 8th 2012). 

 Setting-up a website for more effective peer-to-peer interaction (October 10th - October 
31st 2012) 

 Implementing the peer-to-peer mentoring system (October 15th  2012–March 1st 2013) 
 Collecting and analysing feedback on the mentoring activity (focus group with second 

year student mentors, March -April 2013). 

 Exploring the possibility of initiating similar peer-to-peer mentoring programmes within 

other departments of the Faculty of Letters (dissemination event with first year students 

from other departments of the Faculty of Letters, April 11th 2013). 

 

Choose one activity and detail as an illustrative case study/example of the work carried 
out in the institution 
 
The focus group organized with seven second year mentors on April 4th  was meant to gather 
feedback from them, using a structured interview regarding the following areas: 

 motivations and expectations linked to the decision of participating in this programme; 
 the program design (timeline, participants, support coming from the staff); 
 the benefits they had/would have liked to have at the end of the programme; 
 their suggestions for the programme’s improvement. 

They were eager to get involved in a new experience and were expecting the first year students 
to be very interested and ask a great number of questions, given the novelty of the university 
life; they also hoped the relationship would be open and would encourage sharing information.  
Last but not least, the mentors’ personal development, the curiosity of confronting their 
previous first year experience with the challenges posed to the new first year students worked 
as an incentive, too. 
As for the programme design, they did not consider that more input than they had received was 
necessary at the beginning but the need for further guidelines became apparent as the 
programme progressed, and they would have liked to receive them from the mentors’ student  
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coordinator. For example, some first year students were interested in receiving advice in the 
first two or three weeks, then, like most young people, they opted for taking matters into their 
own hands and sort out the problems themselves. More focussed involvement of the  mentor’s 
coordinator  would have been helpful at this stage: the mentors suggested that the coordinator 
might have taken the decision to focus exclusively on the first year students who still wanted to 
be guided and consequently adjust the mentee’s list.  
 
Some mentors were confronted with solving particular problems related to the situation of first 
year student from the Republic of Moldova (accommodation, scholarships, permit of residence). 
For this reason, when the second year mentors were informed about the SPEAQ programme, the 
presence of at least one student from the Republic of Moldova was strongly encouraged. 
   
As for end of the project “bonuses”, the mentors who considered themselves shy discovered they 
had been able to communicate - thus successfully surmounting a psychological barrier -, they 
made new friends and most of all, felt useful when they saw the first year students actually 
following their advice. 
 
The discussion during the focus group also revealed that, throughout the pilot programme, the 
face to face ad hoc meetings were considered complementary to virtual communication but as 
the programme progressed, mentors would have needed a room where to meet the first year 
students, according to a specified timetable. Also, more input from both the staff members and 
the mentors’ student coordinator would have been appreciated, given the fact that it was a pilot 
programme, with no standard answers to different questions. 
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Did you cover all activities planned for? If not, why not and where are you at? Are there 
intentions to complete the activities not covered in the future?  
The activities planned for were covered and two additional activities - the two focus groups - 

were included in the initial list of activities which were planned to be organized within the 

SPEAQ programme.   

Please provide a summary of the feedback regarding the activities from the stakeholders 
participating in your partner project  

Both the questionnaires and the focus group organised with the second year students, 

highlighted that they had certain expectations, they were pleased to get results which surpassed 

their expectations, but came across disappointments as well. Their overall assessment of the 

project was that they would be ready to get involved in a similar activity, provided more 

meetings with the mentees, according to a clear timetable, were to be set up. A selection of the 

first year students who would like to receive guidance was also considered beneficial for such a 

programme, in the sense that some of the first year students were not willing to receive advice 

from the second year mentors. The former opted for being informed by the friends they already 

had at the faculty and did not attend the mentor-mentee meetings. Thus, taking into account its 

current status of optional activity, the peer-to-peer mentoring programme should not 

automatically include all the first year students but only those who would like to be part of this 

type of activity. In case the university decides that it becomes mandatory, all the students will 

have to go through the same stages at the beginning of their first university year.  

As for the first year students, the impact the programme had on them was largely dependent on 

the mentor they interacted with. Some mentors took this activity more seriously, adjusting their 

interactions with mentees as the programme developed, others got less involved as time passed 

(also because the mentees assigned to them showed less interest in the programme than they 

were expected to). 

There was less pressure on the secretary’s office during the first semester of the university year, 

as confirmed by the secretary of our department; this is due to the mentors having taken over 

the task of answering some of the first years students’ recurrent questions.  

 

DELIVERABLES 
The blog set up by the student coordinator http://studentmentoring.wordpress.com was meant 

to help the first year students articulate the questions they had at the start of the academic 

activities. However, most questions seem to have arisen during face-to-face meetings or 

alternatively, during Facebook interactions. 

A list of the first year students’ FAQs was drawn up at the end of the programme, in order to use 

it as a starting point for the induction pack.  

Questionnaires for the first and second year students have been drawn up to offer them the 
possibility of reflecting on the mentoring pilot program and to discuss the positive and negative 
aspects of the initiative. The filled-in questionnaires have been collected and the data analyzed 
with a view to identifying the most recurrent problems and assessing the effectiveness of 

http://studentmentoring.wordpress.com/
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mentor-mentee communication.  

A SWOT analysis has been carried out, with a view to estimating the multiplication potential of 

this initiative.  

The list of deliverables we are annexing: 
1. the list of volunteer mentors; 

2. the list of distribution mentee to mentor; 

3. the list of topics covered;  

4. the list with first year students questions; 

5. a feedback questionnaire for the first year students; 

6. a feedback questionnaire for the second year students; 

7. the analysis of responses from the two questionnaires, followed by a SWOT analysis; 

8. the blog http://studentmentoring.wordpress.com 

 

Were the deliverables anticipated achieved? If not, why not 
The deliverables anticipated were achieved, and they helped teachers and administration 

identify both the positive aspects of the first year at university and the disfunctional areas of this 

experience. The induction pack is to be handed in to this year’s Applied Modern Languages 

students, along with the documents they are supposed to fill in as Babes-Bolyai University 

students (contracts, applications for scholarships, and applications for a place in a University 

residence),      

 

Please provide a summary of the feedback regarding the deliverables from the 
stakeholders participating in your partner project.  
The mentors were eager to share their views on the project, by filling in the questionnaires and 

providing insightful remarks concerning the list of the mentees’ FAQs. The first year students 

had different attitudes, depending on the quality of interaction they had had with their mentors. 

In those few cases in which communication was not satisfactory, filling in a questionnaire was 

seen as yet another activity that reminded them of a frustrating experience.   

 

 

http://studentmentoring.wordpress.com/
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IMPACT 

Describe the impact the project has had. 
The effect of the project can be estimated realistically, for the moment, at the department and 

the faculty levels.  Staff, administration and students were able to share their responsibilities 

better, by having different roles assigned to them, and to test the flexibility of these roles in the 

context of a pilot programme, with relatively few “prescriptive rules”. 

The project may also open up entrepreneurial opportunities based on identification of student 
off-campus needs. The project gave the mentors the possibility of exploring small scale business 
possibilities to be materialised as post-graduation initiatives, such as collaborating with 
different medical care providers to facilitate the students’ access to medical services. 
 

Did the project have the impact envisaged? If not, why not. 
Proactive behaviour is not one of the Romanian students’ strengths. This project gave both 

mentors and mentees the opportunity to see they could change realities by having the courage of 

getting involved, and by proposing ways of improving ongoing projects.  

 

Please provide a summary of the feedback regarding the impact from the stakeholders 
participating in your partner project  

From the students’ perspective, the intensity of impact varied, depending on factors such as the 

mentors’ involvement, capacity of adjusting to different psychological profiles, and resilience 

and the mentees’ willingness to be guided and to understand the mentor’s role. 

 The first year tutor and the secretary of the department could share part of their repetitive 

tasks, related to non-regulatory aspects, with students, thus having more time to devote to 

demanding teaching or administrative activities. 
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MONITORING AND EVALUATION  

Describe ways you evaluated the activities and the outcomes 
There were three ways of evaluating the activities: 

 questionnaires aimed at getting feedback from the students; 

 structured interviews, in order to assess not only the opinions of those involved at end of 

the project but also their motivations and other psychological aspects, which could give 

us a clearer perspective on the future selection of mentors from all those volunteering 

for such an activity; 

 informal discussions, with the mentors’ student coordinator, mentors, mentees, and the 

secretary, with the purpose of drawing additional conclusions from spontaneous 

reactions, which are in many cases more relevant than those put on paper.   

 

How did the project address the quality assurance agenda of your institution?  
 
The project proposed as pilot has the capacity to be transferred to faculty and institutional level. 
The mentor student coordinator will collaborate with student representatives on the University 
Student Council to ensure that their views are considered. The project benefits from the 
approval of the Vice-rector in charge of Quality Assurance, who, too, recognises its capacity to be 
expanded to institutional level.  
 

How did the project connect the three quality circles and with what effect?  
In line with the quality loop promoted by SPEAQ, the project addresses student needs, 
encourages students to engage in quality assurance processes in collaboration with teaching 
staff and with the support of administrative staff.   
Some of the mentees involved in the project are already familiar with similar projects taking 
place in other European universities. Consequently, they had the opportunity of getting directly 
involved in a quality assurance initiative and of assessing its implementation at the 
departmental level. 
 

What were the major difficulties encountered?  
The mentors focused on issues which are problematic, but non-regulatory; however, the 

mentees sometimes asked them to provide answers to regulatory questions, considering they 

could replace the work of the secretary office. 

Negotiating the relationship between the mentors and their coordinator was not always easy; 

the novelty of such a programme made it difficult for them to know what to expect from each 

other. 

The lack of a room destined to mentors-mentees meetings posed difficulties to their face to face 

interactions. The meetings were mostly adhoc, at the end of their classes or during the breaks. 

Some mentees were tempted to question the mentors’ authority after a few weeks, because they 

considered they already had the necessary amount of information to place them at the same 
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level of knowledge regarding university requirements.     

 

What kinds of constraints or impositions affected the implementation, if any? 

The multiple combinations major-minor of the Applied Modern Languages students made it 

difficult to fit the first year and the second year students timetable to provide adequate slots for 

meetings. The lack of a room which could have hosted the mentor-mentees meetings also 

hindered the progress of the programme.  

 

DISSEMINATION 

Describe dissemination methods applied/envisaged and provide photos from any 
dissemination events, if available 
The second focus group took place on April 11th and was meant to present the SPEAQ project, 

including the SPEAQ blog, and the Applied Modern Languages Department pilot programme to 

students from other departments of the Faculty of Letters.  

The SPEAQ poster is on display at the Applied Modern Languages Department, as well as at the 

entrance of the Faculty of Letters. 

Please provide a summary of the feedback regarding the dissemination from the 
stakeholders participating in your partner project  

The students from other departments of the Faculty of Letters would like to put into practice a 

similar initiative starting next October, i.e. academic year 2013/2014. They would have liked all 

the information Applied Modern Languages Department mentors provided to the first year 

students to be available for them, too, when the university year started. Their intention is to 

collaborate with the staff members from their own departments to identify the key points in 

which the items of information, the communicative strategies and the mentor-mentee 

relationship have to be adapted to the peculiarities of their departments. 

 

 

CONTINUATION/MULTIPLICATION/EXPLOITATION 

Describe continuation/multiplication/exploitation plan, if appropriate.    
The main positive outcomes of the project, as well as the difficult aspects encountered were 

discussed during the meeting with the staff members in July, to decide upon the best way of 

continuing the project. An adequate motivation/rewarding system for the mentors will be 

debated, accompanied by the periodic monitoring of the activities by the staff, to make sure a 

future peer-to-peer programme will build on coherently on the conclusions of the pilot 

programme.  
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