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Abstract

Mentoring is a general term used to describes behavior that is ber~ficial
to the career of another individual, Mentoring has been described in
terms of specific roles a mentor might play, but there is no definitional
1list of things an individual must do in order to be counsidered a mentor.
Mentoring has also been described as a kind of "special” relationship,
but again there is no clear understanding of the specific ways in which

a mentoring relationship differs from other relationships. The purpose
of this research is to look more closely at this elusive phenomenon,

and by comparing mentoring relationships with other relationships, to
gain a better understanding of this "special" relationship.
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What Is Mentoring?

Mentoring is the current fad in the world of work. Articles
describing the importance of having a mentor appear regularly in the
popular press, but there is little conceptual clarity =bout what is
meant by mentoring, and even less empirical research careiully
anchored in a conceptual framework. Although words like sponsor,
godfather, and guardian angel are used in conjunction with and inter-
changeably with it, the term mentor seems to be used most frequently to
describe an individual with higher status in a ralatiocaship assumed to
be beneficial to the career of an individual with lower status.’

Status can be measured by hierarchical level, knowledge and/or
experieuce, age, or educational level, and tha role of a mentor will
vary with the wvay it is defined in the environment in which tha
relationship develops. For example, in a hierarchical organization,
mentoring is essociated with career advancement, facilitating an
individual's progress up the promotional laddar.? Indeed, having a
mentor has been correlated with higher salary and greater satisfaction

vith one's carear (Roche, 1979). "Everyone who makes it has a mentor”

(Collins & Scott, 1978, p. 89).

Prior Research

The literature and research on mentoring have focusad ou:
1) spacific roles of mentors, or types of mentoring, 2) mentoring as
a career stage, and 3) the mentoring relationship. The first approach
as exemplified by Schein (1978) lists seven distinct mentoring roles:

1) teacher, coach or trainar, 2) poaitive role model, 3) developer of
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talent, 4) opener of doors, 5) protector (mother hen), 6) sponsor, and

7) successful leader. The latter four roles require the mentor to be

3 However, this type of

in a position of power; the first three do not.
analysis fails to deal with the question of how many or which roles
must be present before one would argue that "mentoring" is really going
on,

Dalton, Thompson, & Price (1977) think of mentoring as a stage in
the professional career. They describe behaviors generally associated with
mentoring as the behaviors characteristic of an individual who has
progressed past the Apprentice and Colleague Stages in his or her
development. The mentor has "increased responsibility . . . for
influencing, guiding, directing, and developing other people" (p. 29).
This description of the Mentor Stage is more nearly a prescription. If
one is not fulfilling the characteristics of a Stage III professionali
(i.e., mentor), then one has not successfully made the transition to
Stage III. By treating mentoring as a stage, Dalton, Thompson, & Price
lose the ability to deal with mentoring as a unique relationship between
two individuals. Unless one is willing to say that an effective Stage III
msnager is a mentor to all of his or her subordinates by definition, then
there must be a way of differentiating between these relationships. The
vhole implication of a mentoring relationship is that it is specisl, that
it differs in some way from cther relationships, but it is nrot clear in
wvhat ways.

In Levinson's (1978) extensive analysis, msntoring is “defined not
in terms of formal roles but in terms of the character of the relatiocaship

and the functions it serves” (p. 98). "Mentoring is best understood
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as a form of love relationship" (p. 100). Levinson also briefly
addresses the functions of a mentor--1) teacher - enhance skills and
intellectual development, 2) sponsor - facilitate entry and advancement,
3) host and guide - welcome and acquaint with valuss, 4) exemplar -
serve as role model, and 5) counssl - give advice and moral support=-but
the connection between mentoring roles and a mentor relationship is not
well defined. Is it possible to experience one without the other? 1Is
it possible to play a mentoring role or roles and not have a mentoring
relationship?

Clawson's (1980) analysis of mentoring relationships deals with
both mentoring roles and mentoring relationships. He uses a two-
dimensional framework, comprehensiveness of influence (roles) and mutual
personal involvement (relationship), to classify status differentiated
relationships, with mentor-protsgs relationships charactsrized by a high
degree of comprehensiveness and mutuality. Clawson's ressarch, however, '
investigates supervisor-subordinate relationships, not mentoring
relationships. He compares the direct subordinate relationships of managers
vho had been identified as exceptional developers of young msnagers with
the dirsct subordinate relationships of others who had been identified
as ineffective developers of young managesrs, and finds that, although
effective managers do not differ from ineffective managers in their
expressed intsrest in developing young peopls, the relationships of the
effective managers have higher lavels of mutual trust, respect, and
intsrest. Many of the behaviors associated with effsctive msnagers are
identical to the behaviors associated wvith mentors. However, by using

a single word to describe all of a manager's relationships with his or her




subordinates, Clawson, like Dalton, Thompson, & Price (1977), loses

the ability to differentiate between these relationships. Because subor-
dinates differ in personality as well as ability, .the:lr relacionships
with their manager are likely to differ as well.

In summary, the problem with the existing literature is that
mentoring is used in such a broad based way that its meaning is lost.
There is no definitional list of things an individual must do in ordzc
to be considered a mentor, and there is no clear understanding of the
specific ways in which a mentoring relationship differs from a sponsoring
relationship or from a' good supervisor-subordinata relationship.

Purpose

My purpose in doing this resaarch is 1) to defina precisaly the
characteristics of mentoring ralationships, 2) to discover how mentoring
relationships are viewed by the mentors themselves, and 3) to discover
how mentors' perceptions of mentoring relationships differ from thair
perceptions of othar relationships.

Defining Characteristics of Mentoring Relationships

In order to study the phenomenon of mentoring, we need a vorking
definition and a sat of factors that serve to distinguish mentoring
relationships from other relationshiys. Ia this paper, a msntoring
relationshiy is defined as a relationship that 1) is status-
differentiated, 2) axarts a positive influencs on the "lower's" careesr,
3) is considered “special” by tha "upper", and 4) involves high personal
attraction for the lower on the part of tha wpor.‘

There is gensral consensus in the litarature that mssntor-protege

relationships are status-differentiated relationships, with the mentor



in the higher status position (Clawson, 1980; Schein, 1978; Shapiro,
Haseltine, & Rowe, 1978). In hierarchical organizations, status tends
to be measured by hierarchical levall.s The most frequently experienced
relationship between (ndividuals on different hierarchical levels is

the direct supervisory relationship, though hierarchical relationships
may also involve a manager and a subordinate's subordinate, or people

in different departuents. A mentor-protegs relationship may develop out
of any of these relationships.

Secrnd, mentors are expected to influence the careers of their
proteges, the one aspact of msntoring that is wmiversally acknowledged.
But, while influence o1 another's career is a necessary condition for a
mentoring relationship, it is by no msans sufficient. Every supervisor
has considerable influsnce on the carsers of his or her subordinates,
but not every supervisor-subordiiave ralationship would be characterisaed
as a mentor-protege relationship.

The third characteristic of mentoring is that the upper in the
relationship must consider the relationship special in soms way. Specisl
neans that this relationship stands out from other relationships. The
requirement that a relationship be defined as special by the upper bafore
the rslationship can be considered & msntoring relationship allows for
differentiated relationships between exceptional divllmu of subordinates
and their subordinates. Even & mmnager vho is considered an outstanding
developer of his or hev subordinates is unlikely to perceive or treat
all subordinates exactly ths sams,

This characteristic of msntoring esphasizes the lcuns rols on the
part of the mentor in deciding how he or she will interact with any given
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individual. One may choose to consider a relationship special, or merely
typical. A would-be protege can no more decide unilaterally that an
individuel will be his or her mentor than he or she can decide wni~-
laterally that another individual will be his or her best friend.

There are certainly ways of fostering a mentoring relationship with an
upper; however, the upper must still be a willing participant.7

From this notion of mutual choice follows a fourth characteristic
of mentor-protege relationships: perscmnal attraction. This personal
attraction is similar to thes attraction elsment involved in forming
friendships. This is not to suggest that mentor-protege relationships
are the same as friendships in all respects, sarely that there are
common factors that lead to the formation of both types of relationshipe,
Thus a msntor-protege relationship is a relationship based on somsthing
mora than the required interaction around the work being done.

This line of reasoning draws attention to a set of variables not
typically analyzed in velation to msntoring but highly relsvant, the
sources of attraction in love and friendship relatiomships. Proximity,
similarity, compatencs, and revards all affect the perceived attractive-
ness of an individual. A reviev of the literature on the relationship
betwesn esach of these attributes and attraction wvill show their relevance
to mentoring.

Proximicy., Proximity, physical and/or functional, offers oppor-
tunicies for regular intersction, which enhances the probability that
attraction vill develop in a relationship., If the frequency of
interaction between two or more persons increases, the degree of their

liking for ons another vill increase (Homens, 1950). Pestinger, Schachter,
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& Back (1950) discovered that friendship formation in the married student
housing at MIT was largely dependent on the phylical'lrrmgmnt of the
houses. Similarly, chclbl (1956), in the second year of his housing
experiment, found that the mean level of attraction between roommates
vas higher than for all non-roommats paire, regardless of whether the
roommates wvers assigned to insure minimsl or maximal attractiocu between
roomaates. Interaction with respect to work-related matters follows
the same pattern. Allen (1977) found that the probability of weekly
communication about technical and scientific matters decreases sharply
wvith distance, and reaches a low asymptotic level within the first
twenty-five or thirty msters,

Physical proximity, however, is only ons source of opportunity for
interaction. Organizational proximity provides both immsdiate supervisors
snd division heads with regular opportunities for intaraction with their
subordinatss, and hencs the opportunities for attraction to develop.
Roche (1979) found that most msntoring relaticnshipe develop from

supervisor-subordinate relationships or direct line relationships ons

L
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level removed.

Similaricy, The more similar one perscn perceives another to be o
himself, the more likely it will be that the first individual will
perceive the othar as attractive (Byrne, 1961; Newcamb, 1961). The
relationship between similarity sand attraction vorks two wvays: peopls

™ DIOrNNON,

are attractad to those vhose attitudes are similar to their owm, ad
people perceive themselves as more similar to those to vhom they are
attracted (Berscheid & Walster, 1969; Bymme & Blsylock, 1963; lavinger

= r. SR eiaergth Tel T

& Breedlove, 1966). lewcomb (1961) found that the correlation between




attraction and attitude agreement increased with the length of the
acquaintance. Similarity of attitudes provides social validity for the
correctness of our beliefs, according to Festinger (1954), and should
be rewarding, In addition, people tend to like those who like them,
and "incividuals tend to assume that similsr others are li.ko_iy to like
then" (Berscheid & Walster, 1969, p. 73).°

Coumpetence. More competent individuals are perceived to be more
attractive than lass competent individuals. Students rated candidates
for a Collsge Bowl program from tape recordings wvhich portrayed the
candidates as either highly competent (92% correct) or mediocre (302
correct). The highly competent were reted as more attrective (Arocnsonm,
Willerman, & Floyd, 1966).

Cosmon sense would suggest that ¢ manager is unlikely to invest time
and energy in an individual vhom he or she perceives to be incompetent.
The Harvard Business Raview article, "Everyone vho makes it has &
sentor" (Collins & Scott, 1978) implies that the mentor mekes a difference
in the career of the lover individual. An elternative interpretation
msy be that mentors ere ettracted to more competsnt individuals and that
these competent individuals are more likely to be euccessful anyway.

Ravards, We tend to perceive as ettractive individuals with vhom
wve heve ¢ revarding relationship. One type of reward may be perceived
similarity, described above. When another parson perceives thingr the
wvay ve do, our opinions are validated. This rewarding interection is
ons aspect of a positive relationship (Byrne, 1961).

Reverds msy also include personal help. Goranson & Berkowits
(1966) conducted an experiment in vhich a confederate either 1) volunterily
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assiste, .) is instructed to assist, or 3) refuses to assist the subject
in a dul) preliminary task, In the second part of the experiment either
1) this individual or 2) another confederate serves as "supervisor" of the
subject "worker". The subject works harder for, and likes better, the
supervisor who voluntarily assisted the subject in the first part of the
experiment.

We usually think of rewards in terms of the potential rewards a
manager has to offer a subordinate: raises, promotions, opportunity
for career development., However, a manager can also be rewarded by a
subordinate who makes him or her "look good" by doing excellent work, or
who speaks positively about the manager to the manager's superiors, or
whu provides a sounding board for new ideas, atc.

In sumary, by defining attraction as a characteristic of the
mentoring relationship we can analyze a wider rangs of variables such
as tha four described above,

Focus of This Research _

A status-differentiated relationship that is considersd epecial by
the upper, that is high in both carear influence and persomal attraction,
is defined as a Mentor relationship (See Table 1), The dual focus on
career influence and personal attraction differentiates this definition

of mentoring from others in tha literature.

Insart Table 1 about here

A special status-diffarentistad relationship that is high in career

influence but low in personal attraction is a Sponsor relationship. A

...................
.......................
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manager may have a very capable subordinate, whom he or she may recommend
for promotion because of his or her ability. However, if personal attrac-
tion is not a salient characteristic of this relationship, this relation-
ship is primarily work-oriented, and wi..: not be a Mentor relationship
according to the above definition.

A speci,ai status~differentiated relntidnship that is high in
personal attraction u:t low in career influence is a Friendship. A
manager may enjoy an excellent personal relationship with a very capable
subordinate. However, if this subordinate is planning to retire in the
next few years, or is not seen as promotion material, the manager is
unlik 'y to get involved in this individual's career, and hence, is
unlikely to be this individual's mentor.

Finally, a special status-differentiated relationship that is low
in personal attraction and career influence is defined as a Neutral
relationship. This kind of relationship is what one might expect of a
typical supervisor-subordinate relationship. If it is considered special,

it is so for idiosyncratic reasons.

*l.‘:i The purpose of this study is first, to isolate that set of relation-

ships which a group of managers consider specisl, and, second, to

! pinpoint within that set the subset described as msntoring relationships
;_I_:; by the above criteria. Once mentoring relationships have been identified
f in this manner, they will be compared to the other special relationships
1 to determine 1) if there are differences in the way uppers perceive
individuals in the mentoring relationships, and 2) if thers are differences
in the behaviors that uppers say they exhibit toward individuals in the

o

. - mentoring relationships.
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Method

Questionnaires were diatr:l.buted. to upper level managers from a
variety of large, hierarchical organizations. The sample consisted of
managers who were participants in the Senior Executive Ptogtam9 at the
Sloan School of Management ‘at MIT in 1979 end 1980, Seventy percent
(90 managers) of the total.sample of 128 returned usable questionnaires,

The respondents (88 men and 2 women, mean age 46,6) were to identify
two specific individuals on a hierarchical level below theirs, and to
answer demographic, attitudinal, and behavior-specific questions
about these individuals and their relationships with them. One individ.=!
was to be a special relat;lonship, the ofher a typical subordinate.

This strategy involved a number of deliberate choices on my part.
First, I chose to use quastionnaire data in order to ;tuwt to quantify
some of the concepts around mentoring that have praviously been explored
primarily in a qualitative way. I included open-ended questions .t.hrough-
out the questionnaire in order to accommodate those respondents whose
experiences did not fit the catagories defined by the questionnaire.

Second, although soms research has included both parties to the
relationship (Clawson, 1980; Kram, 1980), most researchers have sought
the opinions of proteges (lowers) about thair (fermer) mentors (Davis &
Garrison, 1979; Levinson, 1978; Roche, 1979). Because I vas interested
in the active role played by the mentor, I asked uppei level managers
sbout their downv.atd relationships.

Third, although mentoring implies higher status on the part of the
mentor, such status may not alwsys be based on hisrarchical positiom.

1 chose to focus on hierarchical organizations, and hisrarchical

I R S
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relationships, recognizing that mentoring may be different in a flat
organization, or in an occupation with no h:lerarchy,

Finally, I collected data from managers from a variety of companies,
industries, geographical areas, and functional areas in order to learn
more about the general characteristics of mentoring,

" The questionnaire tapped into the four characteristics of mentoring
in two different ways: 1) differentiated status and special relation-
ship were defined by the instructions for choosinug the individuals to
be described in the questionnaire; 2) career influence and personal
attraction, on the other hand, were measured through the responses to
questions in the questiomnaire.

Differentiated Status and Special Relationship, The instructions
for choosing the individuals to be described requiz;cd the ‘rupondtnt
to identify both a Special Relationship 'and a Typical Subordinate. In
order to guarantee differentiated status, both were to be individuals who
either currently or at some previous time were at a hierarchical level
below the respondent, as described below:

Please ansver the following questions for both Person A (Special Relation-
ship) and Person B (Typical Subordinate).

Person A - Special Relationship., Consider all the individuals whose
careers you have influenced in a positive way over the past several years,
and who were on a lower hisrarchical level when your relationship began.
Include those in vhose caresrs you are no longsr active, as well as those
vho may now be on a hierarchical level equal to or higher than yours.
Pick one of these individuals, the one whose career you have influenced
most. This is Person A. Plsase ansver the followinq qunticu about
Person A with this individual and relationship in mind., If you are not
curvently active in this individual's career, describe the relationship
you had with this individual at that point in time when you wers actively
involved in his or her career.

Pereon B ~ Typical Subordinate. Consider all the individuals whe
currently report directly to you. Select one of these individuals, the
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one with whom you have a working relationship that is most typical of the
relationships you have with your subordinates. Please answer the following
questions about Person B with this specific subordinate and relationship

in mind.

Career influence and personal attraction. Career influence and

personal attraction, the remaining two defining characteristics of

mentoring relationships, were measured through the responses to the

‘following questions:

Q-14 Comparing the influence you

have had on this person's Relatively Relatively
career to the influence you much less much more
have had on the career of your influence influence
average subordinate, to what
extent have you influenced this 1 2 3 4 5 6 7
person's career? (Circle
number)

Q-18 How much do you like this
individual, relative to how Relatively Relatively
much you like your average much less much more

subordinate? (Circle number)
' 1 2 3 45 6 7

While "special re.atiomship" vas clearly defined in terms of career
iniluence in the instructions to the respondent, it is not clear vhether
“special” carries with it any additional meaning supplisd by the
rvespondents themselves. Before we can investigate the differences
among the types of Special Reiationships we must first cowpare Special
Relationships with Typical Subordinates in order to better umderstand
how respondents viewed the wvhole class of Special Relationships.

Comparison of Special Relationships and Typical Subordinates

Since “Special Relationship" was defined in terms of career influence
in the instructions to the respondent, one would expect the respondents to
indicate more influence on the careers of Special Relationships than on
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tiue careers of Typical Subordinates. In fact, this was the case,

as is evident in Figure 1.

Insert Figure 1 about here

The responses for Typical Subordinates approach a normal curve
distribution, indicating the respondents followed their instructions
for choosing the Typical Subordinates. The distribution of responses
= for Special Relationships is skewed to the right, indicating the
5 respondents followed their instructions to pick the individuals whose
; careers they had influenced most.

A The instructions for choosing the Special Relationship described
the Special Relationship in terms of career influence; they specified
nothing about atizaction. Yet Figure 2 clearly indicates that
individuals who were identified as special were more often seen as

personally attractive as well.

Insert Figure 2 about here

[ L
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The managers clearly like their Special Relationships mors than
thair Typical Subordinates, a finding that supports the inclusion of
Personal Attraction as well as Career Influsnce in the definition of
sentoring. Therefore, we shall use the four determinants of attraction

described earlier to continue the comparison of Special Relationships

with Typical Subordinates.
Organizationzdi proximity. The instructions for choosing the
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Typical Subordinate required that the Typical Subordinate be a direct
subordinate of the respondent. Thus, all of the Typical Subordinates
were direct subordinates of the respondents.

Although the criteria for selecting the Special Relationship did
not require that the Special Relationship be a direct subordinate of
the respondent, an analysis of cufrent and former reporting relation-
ships reveals that 86X of the Special Relationships either are now or

10 and an additional 11X are

formerly have been direct subordinates,
current or former direct line subordinates,l! Only two perceat of the
Special Relationships are not now and never have been either a direct
subordinate or a direct line subordinate. This finding highlights the
importance of organizational proximity in forming these relationships,
but does not:' differentiate between Special Relationships and Typical
Subordinates. Thus, organizational proximity alone is not a sufficient
condition for the formation of Special Relationships.

Physical proximity. Physical pro::lnicy,u like organisational
proximity, provides opportunities for regular interaction. One might
predict, therefore, that Special Relationships would be more likely to
be located physically closer to the respondents than Typical Subordinates.
This is not tbe case, however. Special Relationships are no mors likely
than Typical Subordinates to have an office close tc the respondent,

x? (5) = 0.828, p = .97.12

Similarity. Table 2 shows that, in general, Specisl Relationships

are perceived to be more similar to the respondents than ars Typical

Subordinates.

-
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Insert Table 2 about here

The dimensions of similarity on which respondents saw both Special
Relationships and Typical Subordinates as most similar to themselves
are also the ones with statistically significant differences between
the ratings of Special Relationships and Typical Subordinates. Ambition,
intelligence, education, and approach to solving problems all have mean
ratings of similarity greater than 5.0 for Special Relationships, .and
all four dimensions show statistically significant differences between
Special Relationships and Typical Subordinates.

It should also be noted from looking at the range of similarity
ratings for Special R.elatioush:lpo that the respondents clearly discri-
minate between the work relevant dimensions (on which they saw more
similarity) and the non-work dimensions (on which they sawv less similarity).

Competence, Bacause competence implies the ability to be promoted,
and mentoring is associated with helping somsone up the promotional
ladder, one would expect the Special Relationships to be perceived as
more cospetent than the Typical Subordinates. In fact, this is the case.

Insert Table 3 about here

Clearly, the Special Relationships are perceived by the respondents

i:;j as wore competsnt than the Typical Subordinates. Becauss there are no
unbiased measures of competence for these individuals, it is possible
. only to note the differences in perceived, not naceasarily actual,

cowpetence.
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Rewvards. The final determinant of attraction is the degree to
which an individual finds the relationship rewarding. The following
table presents a list of activities that might be presumed to be
rewarding to the fcapondcnts, and the mean frequencies of interaction

with both Special Relationships and Typical Subordinates.

Insert Table 4 about here

Table 4 reveals that, in all but one activity (discussing long
range career plans), the respondents interact most frequently with
a Special Relationships who are also direct subordinates of the respondents
(Table 4, column 1), When the frequencies of interaction with these
~:'; . direct subordinate Special Relationships are compared with the frequenciss
ﬁ of interaction with the Typical Subordinates of thess respondents, the
- differences in frequency of interaction are statistically significant

- for every activity.

- The relative importance of the Special Relationship vs. organises-
ff: tional proximity becomss clear when Special Relationships who are not

direct subordinates of the respondents are compared with the Typical
L Subordinates of these respondents (Table 4, colum 2). In four of these
activities (the wore frequsnt, work-related ones), the frequencies of

interaction with the Typical Subordinates (vho are by definition direct

w Qa4 T T
- St s A

subordinates) are higher than the frequencies of interaction with the
Special Relationships who are not direct subordinates. Thess differences
in frequency of interaction are statistically significent for all

P AP |

four activities.
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However, in the other four activities (the less frequent dis-
cussions of personal lives qd career plans), the frequencies of
interaction with Special Relationships who are not direct subordinates
are higher than the frequencies of interaction with the Typical
Subordinates, and three of these differences in frequency of interaction
are statistically significant.

Organizational proximity, therefore, affects frequency of
interaction in those activities that occur more frequently and that
are more directly related to work. Interaction around the respondents'
personal lives and their owvn career plans, which occurs less frequently
anyvay, is lass affected by organizational proximity.

To conclude this section, it is clear that there are significant
differences between Special Relationships and Typical Subordinates.

The Special Relationships, who are by definition the individuals whose
careers the respondents influenced most, are also liked better than

the Typical Subordinates. Relative to the Typical Subordinates they

are perceived as both more similar to the respondent, and more competent.
These relationships also seem to be more rewarding for the respondents
in that the respondents are more likely to discuss their personal lives
and caresr pluns with their Special Bzlationships. However, therse
appear to be no significant differunces between Special Relationships
and Typical Subordinates in either physical or organizational proximity.

Types of $ 1 Relationships: What is cial about "Mentoring"?

Having identified these general characteristics of Special
Relationships by comparing them with Typical Subordinates, we tum to
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a more detailed analysis of differentiations among them. It is here
that we hope to garner evidence for what is unique about Mentor
relationships, in comparison to Sponsor relationships, Friendships,
and Neutral relationships.

In the following section, I shall 1) use the dimensions of Career
Influence and Personal Attraction to classify these Special Relation-
ships into the four types defined at the beginning, 2) determine if
theze are differences in the vay wpers perceive individuals in the
mentoring cell compared to the other types of relationships, snd
finally, 3) determine if there are differences in the bshaviors uppers
say they exhibit toward individuals in the msntoring cell compar:z3 to
the other types of relationships.

Classification of Special Relatiouships

I chose to group the responses to the question measuring Career
Influence (p. 14) into High (6 or 7) mnd Low (5 and below) in order to
make the High Carecr Influsace category represent only those relation-
ships in which career influence vas considered substantially greater
than the influence on the caresr of the averags subordinate. This
grouping resulted in exactly 30X of the Special Relationships falling
into each category (Tabls S).

I grouped the responses to the question msasuring Persunal
Attraction (p. 14) according to the criteria used for Career Influencs,
High (6 or 7) and Lowv (5 and below). By this criterion, 60% of the
Special Relationships fall into the High Personal Attraction category
and 40X into the Low Personal Attraction category (Table S5).

Table 5 shows that 34X of the cases fall into the catsgory
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defined as Mentor relationships; 16X are Spousor relationships; 262

are defined as Friendships; and 242 are defined as Neutral relationships.

Insert Table 5 about here

The association between Personal Attraction and Career Influence
among Special Relationships (¢ = .18) is clear from this table. If
Career Influence is high, 69X of the relationships are also considered
high in Personsl Attraction (31 out of 45); if Career Influence is low,

.only S1X of the relationships are also considered high in Perscnal
Attraction (23 out of 45). The respondents are more likely to like the
individuals whose careers they influsnce. Similarly, if Personal
Attraction is high, 571 of the relationships are also considered high
in Career Influsnce (31 out of 54); if Personal Attraction is low,
only 392 of the relationships are also considered high in Career
Influence (14 out of 36). The rsspondents are more likaly to
influence the careers of individuals they lika.

Thus, using the dimensions of Career Influsucs and Personal

Attraction, we have classified the Special Relationships into the four

? types defined at the beginning. In the tollowing section, the

;“f detirminants of attraction shwon to be relevant in differentiating

Egi:f Spec'al Relationships from Typical Subordinates (Similarity, Cospstence,
U and Revards) vill be used to compars types of Special Relationships

in order to determine if these sams dimsnsions are relevant in differen-
tiating Mentor relationships from other types of Special Relationships.
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Perceptions

Similatrity. We have elready seen that Special Relationships, who
are liked better than the Typical Subordinates, are perceived as more
similar to the respondents as well (Table 2). We can carry this line
of reasoning further, to predict that Special Relationships high in
Personal Attrection (Mentor and Friend) will be percsived as more
similar to the respondents than Speciel Relationships low in Personal

Attraction (Spatisor and Neutrel). In fact, this is tixe case.

Insert Teble 6 about hers

As expected, individuals in Meator rlhuahhipl are percaived as
more similar to the respondents than individuals in sither Spomsor or
Neutral rslationships. Individusls in Mentor rslaticuships are perceived
as wore similar to the respondent than individuals in Neutral relationships
in every dimsnsion of similarity, and all but two of these differences
are statistically significant,

Individuals in Mentor relationships ere perceived as more similar
to the respondent than individusls in Sponsor relationships in all but one
dimsnsion of similarity, and four of these diffsrences are statistically
significant. Indeed, individuals in Sponsor relatiomships have the
lovest rating for Total Similarity of all Special Rslatiomships.

1f Personal Attrection alone explained the differsnces in perceived
sinilarity among types of Spacial Relatiocnships, then individuals in
Mentor and Friend relationships (both high in Personal Attraction) should
be perceived exactly alike. This is not the case, however. The msan

.......................
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similarity for individuals in Msntor relationships is higher than the
mean similarity for individuasls in Friend relationships in all but two
dimensions of similarity, and three of the differences are statistically
significant, indicating that Personal Attraction is not the only
e:iplaining factor.

When Special Relationships were compared with Typical Subordinates,
the differences in perceived similarity were statistically significant in
Total Similarity and in those dimsnsions in which the respondents saw
both individuals as wora similar to themselves, primarily work-related
dimnsions (See Tabls 2). However, when individuals in Mentor ralation-
ships are compared with individuals in other types of Special Relationships,
individuals in Mentor relationships are perceived to be wuniquely more
similar to the respondents ocnly in Personality and Total Similarity.

Competence, It will be rou;lhd that there vas a significant
difference betwean Special Relationships and Typical Subordinates in
how competent they were perceived to be. When Mentor relationshipe wvere
compared to other Special Relationships, however, there were no statistically

significant differences in perceived competence. Thus, perceived com-

% petence is important in differentiating between Special Rslatiocnships

I and Typical Subordinates, but not among types of Special Relationships.

E‘ Revards. An analysis of the frequency of revarding behavior by type

E of Special Relationship offere further insight into the differences

between Mentor and other types of Spacial Relationshipe. ‘.
Egj Insert Table 7 about here
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An analysis of these responses reveals the following: 1) Respondents
with Mentor relationships interact more frequently with their Special
Relationships than respondents with either Sponsor or Neutral relationships.
These differences are statistically significant for both Spomsor and
Neutral relationships in interactions involving the careers of the
respondents or their personal problems. (These same activities were
significant in comparing Special Relationships and Typical Subordinates.)
2) However, the differences between Mentor relationships and Friend rela-
tionships are not statistically significant.

The actual frequency of interaction being described is low (1 = Never,
2 = Less than once a year, 3 = Once or twice a year, etc.). Because
these activities occur infrequently, if at all, I dichotomized the
activities according to whether or not the respondent ever did them, in

order to understand these differences more fully.

Insert Table 8 about here

The proportion of respondents with Mentor relationships who say they
never discuss their career plans, or personal or work-related problems with
these individuals is much lower than the proportion of respondents with
either Sponsor or Neutral relatiocnships, & finding that supports the
differences in mean frequency of interaction shown in Table 7. In this
table, however, we can see more clearly the differences between Mentor
and Friend relationships. Ths percentage of respondents with Friand

relationships who say they naver interact in these ways with these

individuals represents a middle position between respondents with Mentor
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relationships on the one hand and respondents with Sponsor or Neutral
relationships on the other, Thus, a Mentor relationship is more rewarding
than a Friend relationship, which is, in turn, more rewarding than Sponsor
or Neutral relationships.

The interactions described above may be considered personally
rewarding. When a career focus is placed on the réwards to the respon=-
dent, the unique nature of the Mentor relationship becomes even more

14

clear. An open-ended question®” was used to identify potential rewards

not covered by the preceding questions,

Ingert Table 9 about here

Mentors were significantly more likely to mention at least one
way in which their own careers were positively affected by their Special
Relationship, x2 (3) = 8,5, p = .04, In contrast, respondents in
Friend relationships were least likely to mention any ways in which
these individuals were helpful or useful to their careers. This supports
the position that Friend relationships are not career focused, which is
the critical distinction between Mentor and Friend relationships.

In summary, respondents discuss their personal and work-related
problems as well as their career plans more frequently with Mentor
relationships than with any other type of Special Relationship. These
discussions occur infrequently in Mentor relationships and may never
happen in other kinds of relstionships. Furthermore, Mentor relation-
ships are far more likely than other Special Relationships to be described
by the respondents as having a positive effect on the respondents' careers.

Now that we have seen the similarities and differences in the ways

''''''''''''''''''''




P A,

ni

T TR X

TETETETY WY W ey el .Y L il S Sl i P

...........

26

the respondents perceive the different types of Special Relationships,

we shall compare their stated behaviors toward these individuals.

Work~related Behavior

The typologies of mentoring behavior (Davis & Garrison, 1979; Schein,
1978) provided an initial framework for considering the kind of work-
related behavior that 1is frequentiy associated with mentoring. 'The
following table presents a list of activities that might be perceived as
mentoring behavior, and the frequency with which the respondents pursue

these activities with both Special Relationships and Typical Subordinates.

Ingsert Table 10 about here

When the comparison includes the entire population of Special
Relationships and Typical Subordinates, we see that the respondents engage
in these work-related activities significantly more frequently with
Typical Subordinates than with Special Relationships (only 35X of whom are
current direct subordinates). This highlights the importance of
organizational proximity in determining the frequency of interaction.

The two exceptions, that the respondents share details of the
personal lives and personal problems of their Special Relationships
more frequently than they do with their Typical Subordinates, are thus
particularly notable, if not surprising. (The respondents also discuss
their own personal lives and problems more frequently with their Special
Relationships than with their Typical Subordinates (See Table 4)).

When the comparison is limited to relationships in which the Special
Relationship and the Typical Subordinate are both direct subordinates,
five activitics show stacistically significant differences in frequency

of interaction. As with the previous comparison, the respondents share
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details of the personal lives and problems of their Special Relationships
wore frequently than of their Typical Subordinates. In addition, the
respondents interact more frequently with Special Rehtionships than
with Typical Subordinates 1) in actiné as a sounding board for the
individual's new ideas, 2) in arranging for him/her to meet or work with
people in the company who could be helpful to his/her career, and 3) in
discussing this individual's next position. It is somewhat surprising,
however, that there are only five activities with significant differences
in frequency of interaction with Special Rnhﬁimhips and with Typical
Subordinates, because tﬁcre have been significant differences between
these two groups in perceived similarity to tige respondent, competence,
and rewards to the respondent.

Similarly, there are few differences among types of Special
Relationships in the perceived frequency of these activities. The
following table presents the mean frequency of interaction by type of
Special Relationship for those work-related interactions showing
statistically significant differences between Mentor relationships and

the other types of Special Relationships.

‘ Insert Table 11 about here

Several differences between Mentor reletionships and other types of
4 Special Relatiouships stand out in this table:

1) Friend relsationships receive less feedback, both positive

L and negative, from the respondents than the other Special Relationships,

j and significantly less feedback than the Mentor relationships. When

v
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the respondents' liking for their Special Relationships is greater than
their perceived influence on their careers, the result is less frequent
feedback. This finding supports the folk wisdom proscribing friendship
between supervisors and subordinates.

In addition, the respondents are less likely to arrange for
Friend rght:lcnsh:lps to meet people outside the company who could be
helpful to their careers. All three differences are consistent with
the low career influence in these relationships.

2) Respondents with Neutral relationships talk less often to others
in the company about the strengths of these individuals, and serve as
confidant to them about personal problems less often than do respondents
with Mentor relationships.

in contrast, there are no significant differences between Mentor
relationships and Sponsor reiationships in the reported frequency of |
work-related interaction. As shown earlier, individuals in Sponsor
relationships are perceived es less similar to the respondent (‘ljablc 6),
and as offering fewer rewards to the respondent (Tables 7, 8, and 9) than
individuals in Mentor relationships. However, here we ses that the
respondents report interacting in vork-related activities with similar
frequency in both Mentor and Spomsor rclaﬁionlhipl.

Most striking, perhaps, is the similarity between Mentor relation-
ships and other types of Special Relationships in described frequency of
work-related interaction. These five activities are the only work-related
activities with significant differences between Mentor relationships and

any of the other Special Relationships. Let us now continue our analysis

of these relationships by comparing their frequeacy of interactiom in
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more socially-oriented activities.,
Social Behavior

Because the reapmdﬁts discuss personal lives and prollalems more
frequently with their Special Relationships than with their Typical
Subordinates, one might expect the respondents to interact more frequently
with Special Relationships on a social basis as well. In fact, this is
the case.

The following table presents a list of activities that are not
directly releted to work, and the mean frequency of interaction between
the respondents and their Special Relationships, by type, as well ss the
mean frequency of interaction between the respondents and their Typical

Subordinates.

Insert Table 12 about here

The areas of significant difference between Special Relationships
and Typical Subordinates lie primarily in those activities that include
dinner and spouses. This is consistent with the sarlier finding that
the respondents share details of their personal lives more frequently
with Special Reletionships than with Typical Subordinates (Table 4). In
contrast, the comparison of Nentor relationships with other types of
Speciel Relationships reveals significant differences in frequency of
interaction only between Mentor and Neutral relationships, and for omly
tvo of the social activities: participeting in athletic or recreational
activities and going out for dinner with spouses or dates.

The actual frequency of interaction being described is, however,




j | 30

very low (1 = Never, 2 = Once or twice a year, 3 = Once every 3-6 months, etc.).

CRNS

Because these activities occur infrequently, if at all, I dichotomized
the activities according to whether or not the respondent ever did them,

in order to understand these differences more fully.

Ingert Table 13 about here

In general, the same activities remain statistically significant,

though the percentages make the differences a little clearer, It iq
; particularly interesting to compare the parcent of respondents with
; Mentor relationships who say they never interact with these individuals
in this way with the responses for Typical Sworainatu in general.

For all of the above comparisoms, tho frequencies compared ara
frequencies as perceived by the respondents, which may or may not repre-

sent actual frequencies, However, although actual frequenciss may be

5
i difficult to recall, the respondents should be accurate in recalling

g
4
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H Special Relationships, who are by definition the individuals whose careers
b the respondents influenced most, are also liked better than the Typical
: Subordinates. Relative to the Typical Subordinates they are perceived
‘. as both more similar to the respondent, and more compatent. These Special
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whether or not thay ever interacted with these individuals in these

wvays (Table 13),
Discussion and Conclusions

There are significant differences between Spacial Relationships and

Typical Subordinates in how they are perceived by the respondents. The
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Relationships also seem to be more rewarding for the respondents in that
they are more likely to discuss their own personal iivee and career plans
with their Special Relationships.

The differences between Mentor relationships and other types of
Special Relationships are more subtle. There are n'o significant differ-
ences among types of Special Relationships in perceived competence, for
example. On the other hand, Mentor relationships do stand out from the
other Special Relationships in offering both personal and career-focused
rewards to the respondents. Friend relationships are perceived as similar
to Mtor relationships in offering personal rewards to the ruﬁondontc,
but are not career-focused. Sponsor relationships are behavicrally
similar to Mentor relationships along work-related dimensions, but do not
offer the personal rewards of a Mentor relationship to the upper individual,
Furthermore, Mentor ralationships ara piruind as uniquely diffarent from
other types of Spacial Relationshipe in that the respondents perceive
individuals in Mentor ralaticaships to be more similar to themselves in
personality and overall siudlarity. |

The important behavioral diffarences for both comparisons are not
in frequency of intsraction, but in the quality of that interaction.
Mentor relationships involve more mutual sharing of parsonal lives and
problems than do other types of Special Relationships, which in tum
involve more mutual sharing of personal lives and problems than do
Typical Subordinate relatiouships.

These behavioral differences ara not the ones usually attributed
to ssntoring ralationships, however. Mentoring, as it generally has

been described, may be a myth. For the purposes of career advancement,
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there may be no difference between having a mentor and having a good

supervisor.

e  cle ANEMEE. ‘e *eTe TaTix

From the point of view of the higher status individual in these
- relationships, however, the personal and carser-focused rewards of a
I Mentor relationship make it significantly different from other kinds of
Speciel Relationships. Thus, while the myth of mentoring presumas the
; primary beneficiary of e mentoring relatiomship to bs the protege, the
! results of this study highlight the possibility that the mentor may

benefit as much or more.
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Footnotes

L Very little has been written about the poiubuity of negative
effects from ¢ mentoring relationship (Levinson, 1978; Schein, 1978).

2 Not ell movement in an organization is upward, however. Schein
describes horizontal career growth, "moving towerd the core of the
organization along en inclusion, or membership dimension" (Schein, 1978,
p. 38). In very flet organizations, e.g., police, or in occupetions that
have no organizetional hierarchy, e.g., physicians, a mentor is expected
to fecilitate an individual's movement toward the core of the organi-
zation or occupetion,

3 pevis & Gerrison (1979) expand this typology to 18 different
roles: wmentor, guardian, cheerleader, pioneer, role model, inspiretion,
confidant, mastsr, teacher, counsellor, coach, griot, guru, seminal
source, successful leader, developer of telent, opener-of-doors, and
petron.

4 A mentoring relationship usually involves high personal ettrection
on both parts; howsver, personsl ettraction on the part of the upper is
the necessery condition.

5 In a flat organization the mantor and protege may share the sams
hiererchical level, but the mentor has higher stetus because of greater
knowledge, experianca, ebility, etc.

6 Role modeling is frequently included in typologies of mentoring
behaviors. The emphasis on the ective rols of mentoring precludes
somsone vho is only e rols modal for another from being considered a
mntor to that individual. A rols model has no control over whather he
or she is percaived as a role model by another. Indeed, it is possible
to be a role model for another, and be completely unawere that the person
exists. A voasn vho has been successful in climbing the corporate
ladder may be percaived as e role model by many vomsn in her company,
soms of vhom know her only by reputation.

? The lower in e relationship has the same option not to participate
in a msator-protege relationship with an upper. A would-be msator may
offer advica; the unwilling protege does not have to follow it, However,
the lower has no control over soms mantoring behaviors, e.g., career
recommendations concerning the lower mads by the upper to others in the
organization,

8 This correlation between similaricy and ettraction has serious
implications for minorities and vomen, given the relative scarcity of
vomsit and minorities at higher management lavels.

9 This group vas chosen because all had participated in sn axercise
that permitted them to get to know me. It was assumed that this personel
knowledge would increase the response rets.

-.' - . t. . . - . ..» . . - . -
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= A higher percentage of the Special Relationships are former
direct subordinates (73%) rather than current direct subordinates (35%).

BN Possible explanations could be that 1) the individuals the respoandents
influenced most have moved on to new positions, or 2) the relationship

is not perceived as special until there is soma distance betwcen the
two, or both.

il A direct line subordinate is an individusl on a lower hierarchical
level for whom the respondent has direct line responsibility, but who is
I not a direct subordinate, i.e., a subordinate's subordinate.

12 Physical proximity was measured through the responses to the
following question:

LR

R
R
JER LSRR

K2 Q-6 Where is this individual's office in relation to yours?
. (Circle number)

1 Adjaceat to mine
d 2 Oun same floor as mine
3 In sams building as mine,

on different floor

4 In same city as mine, in
different building
s 5 In different cities

13 Managers' offices are more likely to be located near the offices
of their direct subordinates than they are to be located nsar the offices
' of individuals for vhom they have no reporting responsibility. Therefore,
- in order to keep the groups comparable, I compared only the Special
Relationships who wers current direct subordinates with the Typical
Subordinates (who are by definition direct subordinates).

14 -1 1In vhat vays, if any, has this individual had a positive
! sffsct on your career, or been helpful or useful to you?
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! Teble 1
Taxonomy of Status-differentieted Relationships

Considered Special by Upper Individual

Low Career High Carser

Influence Influence
- Righ
Personal Friend Mentor
Attraction
Low
Pereonal Neutral Sponsor
Attraction
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Table 2
Mean Perceived Similarity of Special Relationships
| and Typical Subordinates®

Q=20 How similar to yourself is this individual with respect to the
following characteristics? (Circle number)

Special b Typical ¢
Relationships  Subordinates
h. Ambition 5.5 4e7 ik
b. Intelligence 5.4 4,8 Ak
i. Education 5.2 4.8 *%
d. Approach to solving 5.1 4.4 kik
problems
¢c. Personality g 4.1 3.8
g Family life style 4,0 3.9
f. Activities puraucd 3.8 3.3t
outside work
e. Background, perlonallhistory 3.6 3.6
a. Physical eppearance 2.8 2.8
Q=20 Total Similarityd 4ok 4,0 Wik

Note. Ns are reduced,where necessary, by the number of people not
answering a given question,

® The mean similarity retings for Spacial Relationships and Typical
Subordinates weve compared using t-tests for dependent samplas.

1 = Very dissimilar
7 = Very similar

b Special Relationships N = 90
€ Typical Subordinates N = 90

d The responses to the nine individual characteristics were
everaged to arrive at a measure of totel similarity.

ol p < .05
**& p < ,01




39

Table 3
Mean Perceived Competence of Special Relatlonships
and Typical Subordinates®

Q-9 What are the probabilities of the following events in this individual's
career in the next ten years? (Circle number)

Special b Typical "

Relationships Subordinates

b. Being promoted at least one level 6.3 4,8 ik

¢. Being promoted at least two levels 4.7 3.3 wak

d. Being promoted at least three levels 3.0 2,1 %kk

e. Being promoted more than three levels 2.2 1.6 #unk

Q-9 Total Cmpet.enced 4.0 2,9 ki

Note. Ns are reduced, where necessary, by the number of people not
answering a given question,

2 The mean competence ratings for Special Relationships and Typical
Subordinates were compared using t-tests for dependent samples.

1 = Not at all likely
7 = Nearly certain

L Special Relationships N = 90
¢ Typicsl Subordinates N = 90

4 The respotisas to the four individual questions were averaged to
arrive at a measure of total compstencs.

wkk o < 01
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Table 4
Mean Frequency of Rewarding Interaction with

| Special Relationships and Typical Subordinates®

Q=7 The following is a list of activities that may occur between
individuals at different hierarchical levels. We are interested
in how frequently, if ever, each activity occurs in your working
relationship with this person. Therefore, how often do you . . .«
(Circle number)

Speciel Relationship ‘ Typical
Direct Sub Not Direct Sub~ Subordinates
Confide in this individual?. (n=32) (n=58) (n=90)
s. Entrust him/her with confidential 4,3 *% - 4,0 * 4,3
work-related information?
u. Use him/her as a sounding board 4,3 ** - 3,8*% 4.9
for your new ideas?
t. Discuss your own work-relcied 3.6 * - 3.3 % 3.5
problems with him/her?
Y. Share details of your own personal 3,0 #*#** 2.6 2.4 *
life with him/her?
v, Ask him/her to preview your own 3.0 #* - 2,2 ki 2.6
presentations?
z. Discuss your own personal problems 2,1 #hk 1.6 1.5 #hw
with him/her?
w, Discuss your own next position 2,0 ** 1,9 %k 1.5 *ak
with him/her? '
X. Discuss your own long range 1,9 #* 2,1 win 1.6 ®in

career plans?

Note. Ns are reduced, where necessary, by the number of people not
answering a given questiom.

® Because direct subordinates are more likely to have regular oppor-
tunities to interact with their supervisors than those who are not direct
subordinetes, I used three groupings to cowpare Special Reletionships and
Typical Subordinates.
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Table 4 - Continued

1) In the first column are shown the mean frequencies of interaction
with Special Relationships who are current direct subordinates of a
respondent, These frequencies of interaction were compared with the
frequencies of interaction with the Typical Subordinates of these
respondents in t-tests for dependent samples.

2) In the second column are shown the mean frequencies of interaction
with Special Relationships who are not current direct subordinates of a
respondent. These frequencies of interaction were compared with the
frequencies of interaction with the Typical Subordinates of these
respondents in t-tests for dependent samples.

3) In the third column are shown the mean frequencies of interaction
with the total sample of Typical Subordinates. These frequencies of
interaction were compared with the frequencies of interaction with the
total sample of Special Relatiomships in t-tests for dependent samples.

1 = Never

2 = Less than once a year
3 = Once or twice a year
4 = Once every 3=6 months
5 = Once a month

6 = Once every week or two
7 = Several times a week

b A minus sign indicates that the mean frequancy of interaction
was higher for Typical Subordinates than for Special Relationships.,
* p < .10
*k p < «05
%% p < ,01
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Table 5

Classification of Special Relationships

Low Career High Career
Influence Influence
High
Personal Friend Mentor
Attraction
23 (26%) 31 (34%) 54 (60%)
Low
Personal Neutral Sponsor
Attraction
22 (24%) 14 (16%) 36 (40%)
45 (50%) 45 (50%) 90 (100%)
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Table 6

Mean Perceived Similarity by Type of Special Relationship®

Mentor FPriend Spansor Neutral

(n=31) gn-232 gn-u.z (n=22)

Q=20 Total Similarity : 4,8 4,4 * 4,0 *h% b4,]1 %k
Ambition 5.8 5.5 5.1 5.2 *
Intelligence 5.7 S.4 4o7 % 5.3 *
Approach to Solving Problems 5.4 5.4 4,7 4, 7' *
Education S.4 5.7 4.6 5.0
sJersonality 47 3.8 ** 3.5 *kk 4,0 *
Family Life Style 4.7 3.6 #* 3.8 3.4 *kn
Activities Outside Work b 3.9 3,1 *n 3.5 %
Background, Personal History 3.7 3.3 3.8 . 3.5
Physical Appearance 3.2 3.0 2.5 2.4 *

Note. Ns are reduced, where nececsary, by the number of peopls not
answering a given question,

* Mean responses for Mentors were compared with mean responses for
sach of the other Special Relationships in t-tests for independent samples,

1 = Very dissimilar
g3 7 = Very similar

L

_ ' . The responses to the nine individual characteristics were averaged
to arrive at a measure of totsl similaricy.

:"'Ij *p<,l10

‘.“ *h P < .05

- - fekk P < 001

'®
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Mean Frequency of Interaction by Type of Special Relatiomship?

Mentor Friend Sponsor Neutral
Q-7 Rewarding interaction (n=31)  (n=23) (n=14) (n=21)
Trust with confidential information 4.4 4.5 3.5 % 3.8
Use as a sounding board 4.1 4.2 3.4 * 3.8
Discuss work-related problems 3.7 3.6 2,7 % 3.1
Share details of pgrsonal life 3.1 2.7 2.4 2.3 *
Discuss long-range career plans 2.5 2.0 1,8 * 1.7 #*
Preview your own presentations 2.4 2.8 2.1 2,5
Discuss your own next position 2.4 2.0 1.6 ** 1,5 #*ra
Discuss personal problems 2.4 2.1 1,3 ®ok - 1,4 wik

Note. Ns are reduced, where necwssary, by the number of people not

answering a given question,

% Mean responses for Mentors were compared with mean responses for
each of the other Special Relationships in t-tests for independent

samp les,

*P < ,10
**P < .05
®dk p < 01

1 = Never

2 = Less than once a year
3 = Once or twice a year
4 = Oncs evary 3-6 months
5 = Once & month

6 = Once every wesk or two
7 = Several times a week
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Table 8
Percent of Respondents Saying They Never Interact With
the Special Relationship in This Way,
by Type of Special Relationship
Mentor Friend Sponsor Neutral
(e31)  (ne23)  (@eld) (w2 2(3)

Discuss your own work-related 0z 172 212 k)4 11,1 k&%
problems with him/her

Use him/her as a sounding 3 0 0 10 3.7
board for new ideas

Entrust nim/her with confi- 3 0 14 14 5.4
dential information

Share details of your own 16 17 38 30 3.5
personal life

Discuss your own long range 23 43 54 55 6.9 *
career plans

Discuss your own next 32 43 64 65 7.1 *
position with him/her

Discuss your own personal 37 52 69 70 6.9 *
problems with him/her

Ask him/her to preview your 39 35 50 43 o9
own presentations

*p < ,10
*% p < 01

. O
s e
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Table 9
Percent of Respondents Identifying Ways in Which
the Special Relationship Had Been Helpful or Useful,

by Type of Special Relationship

Mentor Friend Sponsor Neutral
# of responses per respondent (n=31) (n=23) (n=14) {n=22)

0 response, none 16Z 522 432 41%

At least one response ' 84 48 57 59
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Table 10
Mean Frequency of Work-related Interaction with Special

Relationships and Typical Subordinates®

Q-7 The following is a list of activities that may occur between indi-

§e

Ce

d.
i.

k.

b.

1.

( B
f.

£

O

viduals at different hierarchical levels. We are interested in how
frequently, 1f ever, each activity occurs in your working relationship
with this person. Therefore, how often do you . « « (Circle number)

Special Relationshi Typical
Direct Sub Not Direct Sub Subordinetes

(@=32)  __ (o=58) (a=90)

Act as a sounding board for 3.1 hin - 4,3 ek 4.9
his/her new ideas?

Give specific positive feedback? 4.7 - 3,9 hik - 4,6 **
Review his/her written reports 4,2 = 3,3 wha - 4,7 hhh
or memoranda?

Give specific negative feedback? 4,1 - 3,8 win - bo 4 WRt
Discuss company politics? 3.8 4,0 3.8
Talk about his/her strengths to 3.8 3.9 3.8
others in the company?

Informally discuss performance? 3.7 - 3,5 wih - 4,1 Wi
Share details of his/her personal 3.5 #ia 3.4 3.1
1ife?

Arrenge for him/her to mset or work 3,4 wa 2.9 3.0

vith people in the company who
could be helpful to his/her career?

Protect or defind him/her from 3.0 - 2,6 wh - 3,2 th
difficult situations?

Discuss his/her next position? 2,9 * 2.7 2.8
Discuss his/her long rangs plans 2.9 - 2,7 * 2.8
Serve as confidant to him/her 2.9 o 2.8 2.4 i
about personal problems?

Arrange for him/her to attamd 2.8 - 2,3 wit - 2,7 W&
a business conference or

convention?
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Table 10 « Continued

Special Relationship ‘ Typical b
Direct Sub Not Direct Sub~ Subordinatas

(n=32) (n=58) (n=90)
a. Conduct ¢ formal performance 2.6 - 2,] *hk - 2,8 *nh
review?
h. Reheerse his/her orel 2,6 - 2,6 %t% = 2,9 wt
presentations?
n. Arrange for him/her to meet 2,2 2.2 2.1
people outside the company who
could be helpful to his/her
career?
p. Arrange for him/her to attend a 2.1 2.0 21

vendor-sponsored function?

Note. Ns are reduced, vhers necessary, by the number of peopls not
answering e given question.

® Because direct subordinetis ars more likely to hawve regular oppor-
tunities to interact with their uupervisore than those who are not direct
subordinates, I used thres groupings to compare Special Relationships and
Typical Subordinates.

1) In the first column ere shown the memn frequencies of interaction
with Special Relationships who ere current direct subordinetes of e
vespondent. These frequencies of interaction wers compared with the
frequencies of interaction with the Typical Subordinates of these
respondents in t-tests for dependent samples.

2) In the second colusn are shown the mean frequencies of interaction
vith Speciel Relaticnships who are not current direct subordinates of e
respondent., These frequencies of interaction wvers compered vith the
frequencies of interaction with the Typical Subordinates of gthese
respondents in t-tasts for dependent samples.

3) In the third column 278 shown the msan frequencies of interaction
with the total sample of Typical Subordinates. These frequencies of
interaction were compared with the frequencies of interactiom with the
total sample of Special Relarionships in t-tests for dependent samples.

1 = Never

2 = Lass than once a year
3 = Once or tvics e ysar
& » Once every 36 months
S = Once ¢ month

6 = Once every week or two
7 = Severel times e veek
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Table 10 - Continued

b A minus sign indicates that the mean frequency of interactiom

vas higher for Typical Subordinates than for Special Relationships,

*p<,l0
**p<.05
*% p < ,01




[ NS IR

< &

Ce

d.

ke

£

Note.

Table 11

Mean Frequency of Work-related Interaction

by Type of Special Rnla&mhip.

Activity

Give specific positive
feedback

Give specific negative
feedback

Mentor

(n=31)
4.7

4.4

Talk about his/her strengths 4.0
to others in the company

Serve as confidant to him/her 3.2

about personal problsms

Arrange for him/hsr to meet 2.5
people outside the company

who could be hlepful to
his/her caresr

answering a given question.

Friend

(n=23)

3.8 ¢

3.4 ae

4.2

2.9

1.9 *

Sponsor

(n=14)
4.2
4.0
3.8

2.8

2.1

50

Neutral

(n=21)
4,0
3.7
3.4 *n

2,3 te

2,2

Ns are rsduced, vhere nscessary, by ths number of pecple not

% Msan responses for Mentors were compared with mean respouses for
sach of the othsr Special Relationships in t-tests for indspendent samples.

®*p<,l0
“p‘.OS
*hd p < 01

1 = Never

2 = Less than oncs a year
3 = Oncs or twvice a year
4 = Once every 3-6 months

S = Once a month
6 = Oncs every week or two

71 = Several timea a veek
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Table 12

Mean Frequency of Social Intsraction

Mentor UFriend Sponsor

Specisl Relationships®

Neutral Subordinates

51

Typical b

(n=90)

3.9

4.0
2.5

2.2

2.0
2.3

1.9 #

1,7

1od i

1,3 4t

lod b

1,4 #n

Activity (n=31) (o=23) (n=14) (n=21)

b. Have informal conversation 3.8 4.2 3.4 3.4
in the offics after work

a. Have lunch 3.8 4.0 3.2 3.7

e, Travel togsthar on one-day 2,3 2.3 2.6 2.4
business trips

d. Participats togesther in 2.4 2.5 1.8 1,5 *ih
athlstic or recreational
activities

g+ Go out for dinner locally 2.3 2.1 2.1 2.0

f. Travel togsther on overnight 2.3 2.3 2.4 2.2
business trips

c. Go out for a drink and/or 2.2 2.3 1.9 2.1
conversation befors going ‘
hoas

he Go out for dimner with 2.1 20 1.8 1.7 +
spouses or dates

1. Have dinner in your homs as¢ 1,9 1,6 1.8 1.6
part of a small, intimate
group

Jo Have dinner in h“lhr home 1.5 1.7 1.6 1.5
as part of a small, intimate
group

k. Have dinner in your homs a8 1.7 1.6 1.6 1.7
part of a large growp

i, Have dinner in hh/h‘r homs 1.7 1.6 1.4 1.5
4s part of a large growp

Note. lNs are reduced, vhere vecsssary, by the number of people not

angvering a given question.
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Table 12 -~ Continued

8 Mean responses for Mentors were conpq‘ad with mean responses for

each of the other Special Relationships in t<tests for independent
samples,

1 = Never

2 = Once or twice a year
3 = Once every 3-6 months
4 = Once a month

5 = Once every week or two

6 = Two or three times a week
7 = Daily

b The total sample of Special Relationships was compared with the
total sample of Typical Subordinates in t-tests for dependent samples,

The mean frequency of interaction is shown for the Typical Subordinates
only,

*p<,10
** p < ,05
%% p < 01
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i Table 13
a Percent of Respondents Saying They Never Interact
1 with These Individuals in This kay
X
": Special Relat:ionshiysa Typical
Mentor Friend Sponsor Neutral| Subordinates
s Activity (n=31) (n=23) (n=14) (n=21) (n=90)
: a., Have lunch 6% 4% 14% 4x 27
b. Have informal conversation 6 9 21 23 6 *
in the office after work :
e. Travel together on one-day 19 22 21 27 18
i business trips
h. Go out for dinner with 24 27 36 52 48
'3 spouses or dates
f. Travel together on overnight 26 26 21 38 22
59 business trips
g. Go out for dinner locally 26 26 29 45 39
. d. Participate together in 26 ®k%x 35 . 57 68 40
o athletic or recreational
activities
. c. Go out for a drink and/or 33 48 57 50 53
! conversation before going
% home
1. Have dinner in your home as 35 57 36 57 64 **
i part of a small, intimate
5 group
’
= j. Have dinner in his/her home 40 52 50 57 72 %k
-ﬁ‘j as part of a small, inti-
" mate group
o k. Have dinner in your home as 45 43 50 43 61 **
) part of a large group
- 1. Have dinner in his/her home 48 45 57 57 65 *
: as part of a large group
»
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Table 13 -~ Continued

Note. Ns are reduced, where necesscry, by t?e number of peoplé not
answering a given question,

2 The chi-square statistic was calculated for frequency of inter-
agtion (Never vs. At least once a year) by type of Special Relationship,
x~ (3).

s The chi-square statistic was calculated for frequency of inter-
action (Never vs. At least once a year) by type 05 relationship
(Special Relationship vs. Typical Subordinate), x° (1).

* P < +10
** p < ,05
Rk P < .01
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Figure 1. Career Influence. Percentage distribution of responses
for Special Relati mships and Typical Subordinates.
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Figure 2. Personal Attraction. Percentage distribution of responses
for Special Relationships and Typical Subordinates.



