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CAREER MENTORING IN A STATE GOVERNMENT AGENCY ‘
ABSTRACT

Exchanges within the-méntor-protege}relationship, the“effect-

ML e W Ver e rerrets e . ba trewme eime Lmcw

' /zof age and gender ,on that relationship, aﬁd the effect of that re-

lationship on career progress and subsequent mentoring behavior
~are hgre studieq,for the first time in the context of a state gov-
ernment agency. Twenty-fivé males and 25 females were selected
randomly frem among 250 supervisor§ in the Kansas Departmen% of Human - N
Besources. Each completed the career Influencers Survéy, an instu-
) ‘menf’created ané assessed for internal reliability and coﬁsfruc;
validity especially for this étudy.' Findings yielded a’ profile of
‘mentoring Behaviors received and provided by these suéerv;sors,,in-

dicated a -oaderately significant relaticnship between the amount and

kinds of mentoring received and provided, and revealed that men and

’,
o .

women receive and provide similar amounts and kinds of mentoring \

" (but that women provide more to other women than to men), that most

supetzﬁsors report more primary (altruistic) reasons for mentoring

tiran secondary (self-oriented) reasoms, that supervisors' mentors
were further from them in age than are their proteges and that the

first mentor they enceuntered had the greatest influence on them, |
. R »

'S




. ’

Introduction
WOrk’relationsh{ps have long been a‘conce;n of_gfganizational

cormunication researchers. Most investigations focus-on factors in

-~

superior-subordinate_and collegial relationships ( as independent )
- “~

- 4

— - - . ‘
variables) and on employee productivity and satisfaction (as depen-’

,

'dené variables), Du*ipg the past two Heca@es, however, increaseq
attention has been éiven to a different kind of work felationship and
outcome: ~ the mentorfprotegéﬁpair and Eapeér a&vancement. This study
concerns the.inéerhction within~that dyad” and its relationship to the;
protege's career‘;uccess and *dﬁsequent mentoring behavior:

Some studies have described mentor-pro;egé relationships in the ,.

"private sector (Bray, 1974; bass, 1976; Shapiro, et,al, 1978; Collin, °

1 1979; Reche, 19793 Bynch,. 1980; and Rawles, 1980). In the public

_
sector, mentoring has beeé/xcUdied chiefly in educatdional settings

-

(Eridkson & Pitner,.1980; Moore & Salimbene, 1981; Cameron & 'Blackburn,
1981). Government organizations provide a distinct kind of work envi-= .
ronment, one in which mentoring has yet to be studied. To begin fil-

ling that gap, we studied career mentoring among supervisors in the

Kansas Department of Human Resources, a state government agency, /
Y

A

vary. , In interviews with 25 top-level women executiﬁés, Hennig and
Jardim (1977) discovered that all reported gbé'strong_SUpport of a male

men!or. These mentors helped the women believe in their abilities, ’

r
1

- N L
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acted as buffers againstclients and other company memvers who felt

L. threatened by thesifggmen proteges, and offered "protective custody." -
. 3y . L}

.

However, in her study of women managers at Indeco Corporation (1977),
. ' .
-+ - B . . .
Kanter found that women tend to be 2xcluded from networks in whicn
L ] .

"sogialization" ( a common .function of mentoring) occurred. Laws
= , -
] . .

_ | .
(1975) also found that mentors were willing to sponsbrjand advise wo-

ment/, but not to include them-in the "inner circle." Fitt and Newton

(1981) found that a major risk for opposite sex menéor and prOtegé pairs

is the perception of others that their close zassociation will evolve in-
- : - ¢ .

to sexual attachment. (This issue even reached the headlines recently
(;n the case of William Agee and Mafy Cunninghém, formerly of the Bendix

o ~, 12 t

Corporation.) This controversy led us to investigate y as well, the

] effect of gender on the'hentoring behavior of our' study sample.

i

' © - Specifié Research Questions
Mentors were defined in tnis stpidy as people who have had an ex-

pecially pbsitive influence on,one's career. References to mentoring

'
- -

ascribe a wide variety of behaviors to people identified as mentors.

"A review of this literature yielded th¢se twelve commonly mentioned

J contribu<10ns of mentors (Epstein, 1973; Kanter, 1977; Levinsons 1978;

-
L]

. Roche, 1979; Kram, 1930; George and Kummerow, 1981; tloore and Saiimbcne,

) ok
1981; Phillips-Jones, 1982):

1. wverbal encouragement,
.
, . 2, guidance in a one-to-one relationship,

J. acclimation to the organization,

4. A£eachind the job itself,

v o>

;ia”
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- 3
.
. o - .., sharing knowledge and experise related to the
RE ¥ protege's career inserests, .
-~ - 6. sponsoring by exposure to powerful decision-

.
.

making and e§citement,
7. critiquing the progege's work, ' :
8. caring in an altruisti¢ manner,
9, being perceived as a role modeli \
10. providing'oqportunitieg for protege visib{lity, ‘

' 11. socializing after work hours, and

[
L]

i2, * advising about career changes. | -

- AJ

.The first questions posed in this study were: la) Which of

these behaviors do government agency'supervisors report having received

from their mentors? 1bb; Which behawiors do theygreport'providing to

. ! "I
others?

¢

A secdnd issue is the relationships between the amount and kind of
mentoring an individual received and the amount and kind of mentoring
that an individual prdvides his/hér prbteges. Levinson (19%8) reported

3y »

that men who had not been mentoyed usuélly did not fill this role for
others, Roche, (1979) fqund that executives who had a mentor sponsored:
-~ .

. more proteges than those who had not. ™o learn how these findings apply
. ’ .

P} )

in a government agencyﬂ we posed these research questions: 2a) What is

the relationship between the a‘gunt of mentoring a supervisor received

’ L)

and that which he/she provides? 2b) What is the relmtionship between

°

the kind of mentoring supervisors teceived and that which they provide?
4 t

The third issue 1is the effect of gender on mentoring behavioi. ‘As

. . , )
mentioned, this factor often was reported to affect the mentor-protege
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- relationship. - The questions we investigatgd in chg context of a gov-s

PE Y

ernment” agency were: 3 a) Do men and women differ in the amount and/ -

! or kind of mentoring that they receive? 3°'b) Do, men and women differ '

. - in the amount and/or k.:< _f*mentoring that they provide? 3 c¢). Do wo-
: ' ~ .
. men receive less (and/or.different kinds of) mentoring from men than N

from women? 3 d) Do women Provide nore ( and/or diffe}eqt kinds of)

.

NN mentoring td women than to men?

, . The fouﬁth issue was the motivations for or 'levels" of mentoring.
[ . \
. ¢ 5
i _ In her interviews of women in business, Phillips (1982) found a pherv~

.. . menological difference between two types of mentors which she labelled

\ +

primary mentors and secondary mentots. To their proteges, primary men-

o

tors appear to be gbing out cf their way, taking risks, and makiné sac~- .
. ' o . ‘ . . '
rrfices to help them reach their life gdals, i.e. they seem to act for -

altruistic reasons. Secondary mentors provide help, put their efforts
, ' Y
are seen by proteges as more "business-like" with less emotional involve-

=+, ment, Moore and Salimbene (1981) reported a simiiar distinction and em-

, phasized that secondary mentors did things that were beneficial primarily

on the mentor's terms. Shapiro, Hazeltine and Rowe (1978) propose the

- -term "partial role-models" for people who fit the category of secondary
) ] \ . /s,

3 ,
mentors' due to their very limited accessibility to the protege. Our

Al

next .research questions, therefore, were: IQ~<Eat extent do government

A
. agency supervisors report the reasons for mentoring commonly ascribed
A

¢
" '

. to primary and secondary mentors? Do men and women differ in the ex- .

4

tent to which they report primary and secondary reasons for mentoring?

N

" The fifth issue covccrnéd the importpnce of mentoring.in relation

to other carcer'adynncement factors. Findings vary regarding the sig-

A . ra




. ¢ -« . ) -+ '
nificpnce of mentoring. For example, in a méntordprotege survey of

A

, 1250 top éxecutiVes,¢Roché (1979) found Ehat those who have . had a mentor

N *
S ]

‘ __‘ A »
farn worg morrey at a younger age, are better educated, are more likely

o '
to follow a career plan, and have higher jcb satiq{iction. On the other
/ .

", hand, Ancerson and Devanna (1981) using salary as thét{\crimerion, found
: ” T

virtually'no'difference between MBA gréauates who had mentors and those -

‘whko had not. To investigate this area we posed the questions: How do
) ‘ @ .

. . . ~ ‘

; supgrvisors compare® the iﬁportance of mentoring to other carecer advance-

. ' . ment factors? Do men and women differ in' the degree#of importance they
attribute to a mentor? ‘ .

.

~* The last issue we considered was the mentor-protege age differential.

Levinson (1977) found that mentors most often wece roughly a half-genera- °

-

. ¥
tion, or eight to 15 years, older than their proteges. Among the 30 fe-

male managers and their male mentors surveyed by Fitt and Newton (1981),

.
s/ .

Variations from tanis pattern are 1ikely

4 .

the age gap averaged 13 years.

. to prevail, however, where people (Particularly women). re-enter the @ofk
J - / . ’
s force or change careers in mid-life. Bova and Phillips (1981) report that

36% of the mentor—protcée pairs they étudiedfbegan during the-preteges'’

vy mid-life period. To assess this factor/{; olir population we asked: What

S — o+, 1s the age differential between the mentbr—protege pairs for (male and

A

T e

female) supervisors?

. 4 .
* . Methodology

Self-regdrts of supervisors in the Kansas Department of Human Re-
sources provided the data used to answer the research questions. This ,

. ' <
relatively new department (established in 1976) employs 250 supervisors

B . 9 *
(whp formerly had responsibility for thirtcen human resource programs in

] A\

R

’ ) ! ’/ . 8 . - v
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nine independent state agencies). It is organized into four Divisio..:

Employment, Workers Compensation, Labor-ianagement Relaticus and fmploy~

P

ment Standagds,'éﬁg Stafy Services. )

1

LN

-

. N A Y ' ) A
.~ From the.tptal list of supervisors, a sample of 25 Wen apd 25 women
‘'was drawn by using a table of random mumbers. Because there were more

male then female supervisors, the sampling continued until groups of .
L) . w, -

-~ .

s

equal size were selected. Ten alternates of each sex also were selected
in this way. Of the initial greups, all the male supervisoré and all but
two of the female superviéors-agreed to participate. Those twd sajd that

- they were-tod busy, so they were replaced by two females xrom'the aiter-

. . \ ..
; nates list. Later, the data from one male subject was found to be unusable.
N w . . - ,1 .

: s : 4

/Hg, too, was replaced with a male from the alternates list. °, ‘

Lo *

N . The age range of the group is summariz- - Table 1. The ageichte—-

(S . |

gories’coincide'bith 1i£2 stages in adult development: leaving home (18-
. ' |
22), teaghing out “(23-28), transition (29-34), mid-life (35-44) settling

Vs \
down (43-54) , and laté adulthcod (55-64) (Sould, 1978). W4Ali supervisors

were Caucasion, except for one Hispanic and two Black males. )
¢ ¢ | [ ‘ \ ’

'
. .

-

. .o ( Insert Table 1 here.)
N~

’ At the time this study was condueted,'tha'mdlé_supervisors‘had .
- * \ . // L3
' . been employed by the government for a mean of 29 years, (many were vetr

A
*

4

. ‘ SRR}
erans and several were vetired military personnel), and the*f%male super-

\ o
v visors .for 12 years. The men had worked in the lHuman Resources Depaxtment
K ‘for a mean of 12 years, the women for 11 years. The men supervise an ave- °
.
. '\\-
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'\\ erage of -eight employeed, the women six.. On t?e forty~-step governwént
. 'salary scale, the average mplé rating was 24,6; the average female rating -
~ . \" .
-was 21.7. . . >
v L4 4 .

. . *+
»

S@nce no instrument exiéts for gathering the data ﬁ%eded to answer i
the questions posed in this study, a Career Influencers Survey (CIS) was
developed. . (See Appendix}. Information‘abﬁut,the mentoring raceived ¢
and given by each éupervisor‘was elicited using the CIS in a personal
interview. The interviews were conducted by t@e’first author; each

lasted from 45 minutes to two hours. ' ‘
.{"
\ The reliability of the CIS wq; assessed by administering it to ten-
’ / ) »
) supervisors in another state government agency. The CIS has four scales

-

¢ of 13 items each. Internal consistency of individuals' score$ on each

{

of the scales was measured using Cronbach's Alpha coefficient (1970).
The Alpha coefficient was ,72427 “for.Scale A, ,75607 for Scale B., 77432

. , v
for,Scéle C and ,75981 for Scale D. -In additiom, item variances, inter-

- LY

item covariances and inter-item correlations were computed. Corrected

\ .
/ ) o~

item totals, if each item was deleted also'were calculated. Noné substan-

‘tially changed the Alpha coefficientds . '

LN “ ~

Face and construct valaidity of the CIS were determined by having '

several offficials in the state govetnmenf ageﬁcies'and a fivermember

A ) . . 'S -y
hpanel of scholars-at the University of Kansas who are familiar withr career

-

[y

-
- 4'

development and mentor theory literatyre, review the instrument, Each
provided an oral and written critique, ail of which xesulted in minor

., &'“~ change&\?eing made to reduce ambiguity andubias in several items.
. ¥ ’

N . .\\1 ’ : . )
! ’ Resultsd ‘ ' )

v
’ t
v .

Meﬁto:}hg Behaviors. The 50 supervisors were askdd on the first

part of the CIS to cbmplete a career ‘time-line which, starting with their \\\3

ERIC . ' - -
o .10 - | |
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. first jobs, included all of the situations, positionms, job . changes, trans-

. fers and promotions, they had had to date. This exercise nelped bring

- - . » hd

their entire work career to conscious awareness. Next, they listed all

‘k the persons (giving initiéls-only) wholhad influenceq their work life
_ h

over the yedrs., Third, they were asked to sclect the three people who

.

t most influenced their career. These three people were deemed their
. ¢ . '
"mentors." i ‘

LY
« In the second part; the supervisors were asked to rate the fre-
» b ™ '

quency with which each mentor performed each ¢f 13 mentoring brhaviors,
-~

A ffﬁe-point scalé.”ranging from "(1) rarely" to"(5) a great deal,...
well beyond the call of duty...took spé&ial efforts to do so" was used.

e The supervisors later were asked to repeat the same process in rrgard Fo

L ] . .

the "people on whose career thg; themselves had had the most influence. .

Table’ilwprovides the frequencies of their mentors' use of these behav-

L

iors, as well as the/ﬁ;éhdéncy with thch‘the-supervisors employed them

K ' ‘

B ‘#ith their own proteges. From this list we. learn what mentoring behaviors

¢ \J .
are performed most frequently by mentors in a state goverument agency.

The second issue was tine relationship between the amount and kind of

, c - , ,
mentoring the supervisors refeived and the amount and kind of. mei.toring

they pfféred to their protééest. This data , too, can be found in Table II.

¢

-

fhe Pearson correlation coefficient between the ovg¢rall amount of

} .; mentoring received and given'was .35 (p < .01 suggcstiné a moderately"

9 R ‘
\ significbnt reiationship. More specifically, there was a significant’
’ ‘o " correlation (p<.01) between five kinds of mentoring behavior: .offcr-
. ing fricendship, open-door policy, inclusion in the "informal'. network,

. and exposure to professional meetings and lightened your work load.

) . v




) , ' (iqsérf Table II here )
A ] - , '

- ';; Tha thirdhiSSQe was the effect of sex.role on menloring‘behavior.
Of'the 150 ‘mentors named by ‘the supérviéots, 111 (762; were males and

39 (24%) wb;e\femalés. nggVe;, of the 150 pfotegeq named by the super-
¢ . 'visorS'Sl (34%) wer; males and 99 (66%)';é£q‘females. Perhaps time ha:

changed the gender make-up of - this agency's supervisor population , or
\ . . .
perhaps males are more likély to be in superoédinatg positions. and fe-
males in subordinaie positions as Basil (1972) .found dn'a study of govern-

ment employ.es. We asked whether the meﬁ‘gnd wome% supérvisgrs differed.
¢ T, ‘ .
. in the amour.€ and kind. of- mentoring which they‘received and provided. -
N ‘ . . , - :
Their responses are summarized in Table II1. T-tests indigated that . . 4

-

" there was no significant difference between the amount or kind of mentpr- -~
. y ) - ) N ) .
' ing.males’ and females either gave‘or received. This finding suggests that v

r'd
.

. men and women receive and provide similar amounts .and kinds of mentoring
A o

- behaviors.

I ¢

(Inéert Table III here )

We' next asked about cross-gender mentoring. The 50 respondents were

asked to name the sex of the three persons from whom they had received and v
to whom they had provided, mentoring. Males reported that 64 (83%) of., -

their mentors were men and only 11 (15%) were women. Females reported

.
— A Y

that 47 (637%) of theitr 'mentors were men and 28 (37%) were women. The
same contrast prevailed among the respondents' proteges. Men reported 41

(55%7 male and 34 .(45%) female proteges. Women reported 10 (lJZ)vmale o=

s
. ~ A
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* and 65'(872) female proteges. These proportions indicate that although

~ crost gender mentering did occur, same sex mentoring is more common.

We also wanted to know whether women receive different amount or
kinds of mentoring from men than they do from women as well as whether
women give different amounts or kinds of mentoring to men than they do
to other women. Sixty percent of the women supervisors studied had re-°
'ceiyed Cross gendér mentoring. There was no significant differeﬁce oe-
tween the amount of mentoring this group reéceived from mer: and from wo- .
men. Forty percent ofythe women'superviéors provide cross-gender mentor-=
ing. Their mean menforing score for men proteges was ZB.7 and their mean
mentoring sco.e for éonmﬁrproteges was 89.6 5y with a t value of -15.46.
This difference is sign ficant at the .01 level. 1In svm, women report
providing other women gigﬁtficang;y more mentoring thar. they do men.

When comparing the kinds of menﬁé{fﬁE\WSng>reported reéeiying from

maleé (N 2 23) and females (N=17) moderatel niggizEEhnt_ﬂifferences weré
found on only two of the 13 possiblé behaviors. These were "Helped you
with career moveé, clarified alternatives in your career path. (P<2.0§8;)~
and "Lightened your work load" (p €.046). Males‘were reported to per:
form both behaviors with ‘greater frequency.

The kinds of mentoring the male aﬁd female supervisors report pr&—
viding to their female éroteges were compared. No significant differ-
ences were found, indicating that the kinds of mentoring behavioré used
in cross-gender mentoring are similar to the kinds used in same-sex men-

toring.

Primary and Secondary Mentoring. After reporting the kinds of men-

toring they provided, the supervisors were asked to check the reasons

13 ‘



why they had acted as a mentor toward their proteges. ' The reasons
are listed on Table IV, divided into priﬁéry and secondary categories,
ordered by the frequency with which.they were checked.

Reasons for mentoring divided bétween the p;imary and secondary
categories, were compiled for each individual supervisor. Thirty-nine
supervisors (15 males and 24 femalesj reported a predominance of primary
reasons qu\mentoping and 11 supervisors (10 males and 1 féﬁale) reported:
a predominance of secondafy reasons. When the'reasons.given by each su-
pervisbr'are cémbaréd, primary regsohs ¢ X = 3.61, S.D. = 1.17) are re-
porfed significantly more frequently:(g = 5,53, p<.01) than secondary
;easons ﬂ X = 2.38,'S.D. = 1,1). Whén this data is divided by gender.
women report significantly more (t = 8.80, p<.0l) primary reasons (X =
4.1, S.D. = .98) than secondary reasons (X = 2.03, S.D. 1.01). 1In suﬁ,
these supervisors (particularly femaie)—perceive themselves to be operat-
ing as primary mentors.

B 4

(Insert Table IV here)
{

gmgorﬂﬁncguég mentoring. The supervisors mext were :sked to select

from a list of ten factors contributing to career development the five

4

that wé¢re most important in their own careers. They ranked those five

-

t

factoréxfrom one_(most significant) to ‘five (leést significant). The fac-
tors aré listed in the order of importance attributed to them by male and
female supervisors in Table V. Two of the factors relate to mentoting:
"Receiving guidance from a supervisor' and "Being sponsored/groomed by
another pgrson." The former w;s ranked third by men and fifth by women:

the latter was ranked tenth by men and ninth by women.

(Insert Table V here)

A 14 | ‘
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Age and age spread of mentors and proteges. The final issue con-
? ~

sidered was the age and age spread between mentor: and proteges., Res-

4

pondents were asked to check the age rangé or "life stage" (Gould, 1978).
When they encountered their mentors and proteges. These f;ndings are
summarized in Table QI. The modal age for receiving mentoring was. 23-28
(which is consistent with what others have found in business settings).

o . .

The data regarding their age for acting as mentors seems rather evenly

) «.diétributed;. Perhaps this is explained by responses indicating that thLe
modal age at whiich they encountered“their first-protege was 23-28, their

~

second 29-34, and their third 35-44. 1t seems that being a protege come.n.
monly is confined to a relatively short time-span early in one's career,
and being a mentor can extend over several decades as one's career

'

progresses.

(Inzert Table Vi here)
The mean age differential between \the supervisors and theif mentors
was 19.1 for males and 19.8 for femaleg. These amounts are above the 9-15'
year span reported by Levinson (1976). The Eean differential between the.
supervisors and their proteges was 6.8 for males and 1.9 for females. It
appears that supervisors are mentoring proteges who are much closer in

A

age to themselves than were their own mentors. Howevé%, the range of age
. 7

differentials between supervisors and proteges spanned 92 years (from some-

one 42 years.younger to someone 50 years older )! Consequently; 1t is

difficult to make any generalizations about the age difference between

mentors and proteges‘%n this government agency.

15
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‘We compared as well, the order in which a mentor was encountered

and the degree of influence that pgrson had. Table VII reports that .

** data. - Mentors tended to be wanked in the same order of importance as

the order in which they were encountered.

“(Insert Tabie VII here)”

// Discussion

'3

The central furpose of this study was to contribute to the knowledge
base about the mentor-protege relaticnship by obtaining perceptions of
8 . . =

its dynamics from supervisors in a state government agency. We found
L ’

first that all respondents (N.= 50) had no trouble identifying three per-

sons who had been 'career influeéncers" for them, and three people who
! peop

. —-— —_—_——

they themselves influenced, i.e. who had provided (to whom they provided)
the 13.behaviors célléd_from the literature on mentoring indicating that
the kinds of mentoring:reported in studies of other kinds of organizations
occur in a government agency, as well. ‘ - -

Incidentally, within Ehisfrandomly selected group there wexe four
mentor-protege pairs. Nane wére aware that the otger was in the sample
or that he/she had been identified. The flavor of meﬁtor-protege inter-
action is illustrated in the following set of comments by one of these
pairs:

THE MENTOR:

I looked out over tche sela of desks and thought,
'fow am I going to handle this extra assignment?' As I stowd

there musing, (Name) ' looked up at me from her desk

across the room. . ., and smiled. I suddenly‘realized that

here was my answer. (Name) had vorked as a 'temporary'
- for the last few months. She had previously worked in the de-

partment, but had been at home raising her small children for

: o - 16
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several years. She:was bright, she was £riendly and even wnen
she did not know the mechanics of the job she was always eager
and willing to learn. Whenever I asked her for help, she did
the” work. quickly and enthusiastically.. This -girl has capabili-
ties that even she doesn't know. I am going to help her go just
as far as-I can. : ' ' :

A
, L love my work, and the real chances I have here.
(Name) has been a big help to me in encouraging-me. In
the last year, I have had several assignments and am learning a
,lot. Each gets mordy complicated. The latest is a new training ¢
idea that I'm really excited .about. I know it is going to work. o
It's for hard-gcore unemployed fellahs. If we can just get them
to come! Whenever I have an idea that I'm pretty sure will work
I talk. to (Name) and she really encourages me to try it.
(Name)  would have to be my most influential mentor. I res-
pect her and-I like to work for her. I never-thought of her as
a meatox but I guess she would have to be. . .Yes, she is my
mentor.

[

7,

The most commonly reporteé m?ntoring behaviors received werc: 1)
Maintained an open door policy spent time with you and was available
to you2) V;rbally gave support and encquragemgnt,'and 3) Spent time #/,
in one-to-one coupseling and discussion. Those.mentiohedAleast often
were: 1) Took you to professional/management meetings, exposed you to
powerful decision-making and 2) lightened yoﬁr work load. The last two
particulafly suggest how mentdring in'a govérnment ageney differs from

what occurs in other séttings.iiAttendance at professional and decision-

A g e.
making meetings seems less important to career progress and most respon-

dents indicated that their mentars increased their work load (thereby
preparing them tor upward mobility) rather than lightening'it. Since

- .
these behaviors were attributed to the three people in each respondent's

life who were most influential in their carecer success, they provide

guidelines for what people in government agencies can do to help pthe('s

17
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career development.‘ g . kw//

From our comparison between the amount and kind of mentoring

people reteive and what they provide to others (r =.55, p .01), it
‘ . . N !
seems that supervisors' own mentors influenced their subsequerit men-

toring behaviors, specificaliy in regard Eb offering'friendship,‘md&n—

taining an open-door policy, inclusion in the informal network, expo-
sure to professional meetings . and lightening their work load. Perhaps
mentoring is guid:d more by such personal history. rather than by cons-

¢ious planning, If so, shouldAgovernment supervisors wish to nurture

- . \ B
career progress among their employees , they might do well to deliberately

employ the mentoring behaviors reported most often by these supervisdrs

. .

rather than limiting themselves to what they recall their mentors doing.

)
We found, ¢oo, that most often men were mentors and proteges were
F) ?

. -

womien -(due perhaps to males genefally higher status in the agency), How-

- ever, no dignificant differences were foﬁnd between males and females re-

h]

garding ‘the amount or kind of menﬁoring behavior either rece.ved or pro-

 vided.  Gender became more significant as a variable in instances of

4 o

cross-gender mentoring., First, we found that same sex mentoring (.98 d

L)
\

'cages , 66%) to be more common than cross-sex mentoring (102 cases, '327%)
due perhaps to a reluctance on the part of men tg receive menforing from
women or to women's lack of organizational status or to women's choice ;f
female proteges.

Second, we found né significant difference between the amount of
mentoring the women supervisors had received from their male or female
mentors. HerJer, the womep supervisors did report providing their own

female proteges more than twice as much mentoring (p = .01) as their
: _ /

male proteges. Third, the women supervisors reported receiving signifi-

-~
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7
cantlylmore help with two kdnds of mentoring behaviors from their male

%

mentors: Help wiflh career moves and lightenihg of their work load (the
latter being a dubious value). There were no signific differences,
on the other hand, between the kinds of*mentoring aviors the male and

female supervisors reported praviding to ‘their female proteges.,

.

’7 .
W\\ These findings include some interesting contrasts. First, the.
women supervisors receivean.similar amogg{ of mentoring from their in-
o————

dividual male and female mentors, but provide more mentoring to each of

\ )

,their female proteges. Perhaps this finding is related to the facts that

. L4 P
1) same-sex mentoring predominates and 2) women are concerned at the -

»

perceived -shortage of mentoring available to other women.

-
<

Second, although female supervisors proviae more mentoring to female

”
-

¢ - .
proteges, there is no difference between the kinds of mentoring- that men
and women mentors provide. This suggests that some equity does, prevail
for ﬁale and female supervisors since the kinds of behaviors employed,éfe

2

not significantly different.

.Finally, althought:the finding that the women s. .t¢visors received
more help.from their male than from their feTale mentors tn two mentoring
a;eas‘may seem to contradict cross-génder research reported elsewhere, it
’ ‘ qgfuhdln noted that the usual trouble spots --socializing and inclusion _

+ in informal an& professional ﬁetworks -- were not different. Nevertheless:
the fact that thése kinds of help were not offered significantly less of-
« ten indicates somewhat.more cross-gender equity in this government agency
. ' than in some organizations. The fact that male mentors lightened female

4

proteges work load more than their women mentors did may indicate

19
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AN
/ ) ‘that women tend to expect more from other women than men do. !
5\53 . The influence of gender carried ower into the findings’ regardinb‘

primary and secondary reasons for mentoring.. Women reported signifi-

-

- T e ',chhtly more primary than secondary reasons, corroborating their "beyond

) the pall of duty" altruistic motives for providing mentoring for their

~-~‘r¢‘ \

proteges--who predominantly are other women. (While men did, too, the

difference was not significant)l
The findings regarding the perceived importance of mentoring rela-
tive to eight other factors in career development tend to reflect the
" same ambiguity found in other mentoring literature. In this government
.. agency, mentoring seems neither pre;eminent nor immaterial. Career dev-
elopment seems to be affected by a host ofnfactors, of which mentoring.

’ '

is only ore.

The gge at which mentoring is receiveg seems concentrated be tween

23 and 28, but these supervisors generaly began providing mentoring

during‘ggot same period and continu d nith subsequent proteges through

the next Eyo age periods_$29-34 and'35-44). Theee findings are quite con-

sistent with other research on mentoring. The age.differential between )

» these supervisors and their mentors was a bit larger, but also comparable.

‘ to most mentoring repovts; ‘ﬁowever, the age differential between them
;ﬁd their proteéesxis less and much wider in range than has been reported
elsewhere. Perhaps thie is due to I) the varied ages at whiqn state gov=-
ernment employees begin working or 2) the skewing of mentor-protege age

. levels due to the increased technical experise needed to handle comput-
erization of this agency's personnel records. Finally, the fact'that the .

supervisors ascribed greatest importance to their first mentors suggests

that particular attention be given to mentor-protege relationships at the
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very earl&es; points in person's work life.

4
; 1

" In sum, we discovered that the mentoring behaviors reported in
. éther organizational contexts occur in a government agency as'well.
‘No other study ranked the freéhency with which® these behaviors are
emPIOX?d in éxivate or public sec;or organizatﬁons, so no such compari-
, sort can be made. Further research might 1nveé£igate wheéher the same
relative incide;ce of these behaviors prevails elsewhere, barti%ulérly

the rarity of exposure to decision-making and lightening the work load

that we found. These two may bé myths 0f mentoring and not realities,

L
. The similarity between the amount and kind of mentoring received
. and‘provided also is noteworthy. This finding may have been affected by
- the: fact that-these supervisors were describing virtually the totality of

their career experiences as proteges (Most were beyond ihe age and status
for being in this role), but several had many yars of potentffl mentoring
yet to give. Had we asked people closer to retirement about their overall
protege and mentor experiences, our findiﬁgs might have been somewhat
different., 4 | o |

The major effect of genderlsegmed/{o be the greater amount of mentor-
ing women offered to women over ménﬁ They appear to be filling a gap in\..‘
what men provide a; reported by women in other organizational contexts as ¢
well, _The preponderance of primary (or altruistic) mentoring reasons,

especially by women, suggests that people in gove;nment are contributing

to subordinates' careers for other than selfish reasons. However, mentor-

.®

ing is not sufficient to override the other factors in career progress
‘(1.e. it's what you know as well as who you know that counts). The age

of mentor and protege and the Spread between them matters little for a

h

C s —~
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mentor-protege relationship to occur. Hovever, the first mentor a per-
. \' ‘ . * .
son encounters is” reported to be the most influential. |

A few comments by respondents in this project suggest still more .

directions for further study. During the interviews, one supervisor ask-
, 5 : .

ed, '""Dogyou want someone who was a good career influencer or'someone who

drove me in the other difection?" Another said, "I started out with
<
this person and we had a good relationship, but it eventually turned

sour and we ended on a very bad note!" The e:fectf of negative mentoring
could be explored. - _
4 : S
Finally, one person selected for the sample was unable to respond.
\' -

due to a perceived polarity between his Native American values and career

t

mentoring concepts. He was not included in this study for fear that inva-

1id data would be collected by an instrument not intrinsic to the language
° . ’

and schema of his culture. Hence, cross-cultural studies of mentoring

also seem to be in order,
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w .‘ TABLE 1 ‘
. . ) " i o
. ' e - *
. To SEX AND AGE OF SUPERVISORS
. . ’ ' AGE RANGE (YEARS)
. 9 ‘
\ ! N ¢ = ¢ }
. ‘
. ' |
Sex - Years \ “
| 18-22  23-28  29-34  35-44  45-54 S5-64 i
, ?
. ) | o | | . \
: Male -- - 5 (102) 7 (14%) 9 (18%) 4 (8%) .
4 ’ Q P s
Female . = 2 (42) 9 (18%) 8 (V6%) 2 (47). 4 (8%) A N
' o
: .
r - . -
- L' Al
&
— " 'A. ‘- L
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)
. ®
’ -
v \ .
3 1
3 ‘ .
¢ ¢ ’ -
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‘ ' § TABLE I1
. ) ‘;
r *~  RELATIONSHIP:BETWEEN THE KIND- AND AMOUNT
o . : OF MENTORING RECEIVED AND PRCOVIDED
b e — ) . —
. -~ Received N=50 Provjded N=50: (i)
Overall Behavior Overall R __X SO __R X sy -1 t
Rank o X ;
. 1. rml;'mu-:.u tnolﬂ'. 12-5 1 12.6 2.11 1 12-4 2.31 ‘47** 1.52
P polisy, spent time vith . *
» . wae eveilable to you * 1/
20 gy e s, 11.98 ‘2 12.5 1.5 4 11.96 1.95 .12 .30,
. N //
~ Be spent tina 1n onectioone 11.81 4 11.34 2. 2 12.28 2.04 .15 - .9
counsaling and diszusalon - .
' T & eopernmseson, o 11,63 5 11,22 1.9 3 12.04 2.34 .30% -6.18%%
o imatde trace ST " '
5' ®sav ¥ ve tecognized 11054 .3 1105 1.91 6 11058 05 019 - .49
tor ecclapiishaente . ,
;-;6' . lscluded you in l:. 110 18 10 100510 2095 S 11082 059 044** -7095**. N
~ “1atornal” metvor . .
‘-
7' Actively tausht, planned vith 11-02 ) 1- 82 8 11-22 076 o23

shown vhat wee important
& ’
8 . Helped you with career
oovee, zlatified altarnstivae

in yout career path
—

9 . Ves contsclously avate of
hie/her Ispottance oo o
vele andel
10 . Provided you vich epecilal
expertise.
\
\, . .
* 11 T Oftared friendihip, *ngluted

you la soclel & fuelly Life

L}

12 g Took you te profesefonsl
eeatings, expused you to

© poweriul decinion-emuing

’

13.

Lightened your york lesd

11.12 6

11.01 9
10.63 8

10.36 . 7

10.32 11

7.73 12,

7.69 13

10.7
10.82
10:86
10.
8.04

6.94

2.12

2'70

2.23

3.2

3.37

3.15

7 11.32 .2.

{0'10.48
11
9 10.64
13 7.42

12 8.44

9.86

39 .07

.58-006

98 .29%
45 497k
e3 J37R%

02 039**

~1.38

-3, 48%*
1.53
5. 48k

-3.79*4
2.87%

?

-7 . 41*'*

Combined Total
Anount

1 5488%*

\

* p <.05
**p ¢.01

< .
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) TABLE III
COMPARISON OF AMOUNT AND KIipS OF
MENTORING BEHAVIOR USING t TESTS ]
l AMOUNT _ KINDS
Mentoring MALE - FEMALEL (1) MALE FEMALE 1)
N X sD N X _ s t N X _ sb N X SOt -
\ .
Receivad ¢ 25  137.68 17.17 25 137.48 19.36 .04 25 10.67 1.38 25 10.56 1.78 .24
Provided 25  141.08 20.28 25 141.84 18.08 .14 25 10.85 1.24 25 10.91 1.82-.14
(Dep) t 96 1.22 .72 1.02

- e e



N TABLE 1V

REASONS FOR MENTORING

A, Primary_MotiQatiogg

25

o . Male Female
- REASONS ' . : N=25 N=25
Rank f Rank X
Feél good to see the way , , :
an employee gets ‘ahead. 1 7.72 1 8.64
Gain saéisfaction from showing .
him/her the ropes. T 2 7.12° 2 8.00
Be a friend. » : 3 6.36 4 7.40
‘ f Experience pleasant feelings., = ' 4 < 6,28 %7 - 7.88
Support/endorse affirmative action, 5 4.72 5 5.6
Do something for future generat.ons. 6 3.88 6 5.32
, B. _Secondary Motivations
. Benefit from work én empldyee does well... 1 7.08 2 6.96
Get your own work done, 2.5 6.4 5 5.12
Develop important subordinates. 2.5 6.4 4 ' 6,12
Serve as ''gatekeeper” for the l
organization. ~ ‘ . ‘ 4 6.28 1 7.88
Perform official duties. ’ 5 5.72 3 | 6.36
Enﬁance your career, 6 4.32 6 L 3.72
Repay past favors., _ ' 7 3.56 7 | 3'3£V




TABLE V
: % TEN CAREER PROGRESS FACTORS
b ' " RAWXED 1Y SENDER
‘ Females - Males
N=25 N =125

Rank , Factor %2/X Rank A Factor %2/X

_*——__m—wh_"*whmi.vaﬁﬁiving sﬁfdng deéz;é:- . 1. Beihg competent. 31.37
drive and determination. .\} )

40,37 2. Knowledge gained in train-
ing or school.

2, 'Being competent. _ 26.96
37.86 ‘ '
3. Havingstrong desire, drive
. 3. Receiving guidanc¢ from and determination.
a supervisor, _ 26,89

/2048 ~ ‘

4, Having a good personality,

4. Having a good personality, getting along with others.,
getting along with odhers. o 20.07
17.98
5. Receiving guidance from.
5. . Being aggressive about a supervisor.
recognition of talents. ' o 17.02
S 11J33{ A
6. -Beingz aggressive about re-
6. Knowledge.gained in cognition of talents.
" training or school: ' 12,00
- 12.50 .
. . 7. Luck or fate. 10.76
7. Spouse support. ‘ 11.80 . - '
8. Spouse support. 10.47
8. Luck or fate. 10.00 s
g - -9, Being sponsored or groomed
9. Changing geographical by another person. '
location. 3.60 : .00
>~
10. Being sponsored/groomed _ 10. Changing geographical
by another person. location.
' 2,00 . 7.14




TABLE VI
) |
\\
'AGE RANGE WHEN ENCOUNTERING A
' : , MENTORS AND PROTEGES ' ( :
‘ AGE RANGE ,
-}) 18-22 23-28  29-34 35-44 45-54 55-64
Mentoks  37(257) " 60(40%). 34(237) 15(10%) 4 (1) - —
g e 7(25%) 39(26%) .32(21%) © 24{06%Z) 12 (8%)
Proteges 6 (ﬁ{? 37(25%) . , . |
N ' .
. . TABLE VII

" COMPARISON OF ORDER THAT MENTOR WAS

ENCOUNTERED TO INFLUENCE OF THE MENTOR

. Second - rd
" (reatest’ Mst In- ‘ 4-//‘$g§t In~

Influence fluential ' Influential

. : N % N % N %
First Mentor . 23 50 12 24 - I3 26
Second Mentor 14 . 28 27 54 9 18
Third Mentor | 11" 22 . 11 22 28 56
' Total 50 100 50 100 50 100




