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Previous research suggests that little is known about female

mentoring relationships, particularly among undergraduate students.

The purpose of the present study was to investigate mentoring

relationships experienced by female undergraduate merchandising

management students. The investigation included the overall

prevalence of mentoring experiences, the specific kinds of mentor

roles, the prevalent sources of mentoring, and the relationship

between class standing and the overall prevalence of mentoring.

Survey methodology was used. The sample included females

enrolled in the merchandising management program at a western

university (n=102). Their ages ranged from 18 to 38 years with a

mean and mode age of 21 years.

The Student Experiences Questionnaire used for the present

study included three sections: (1) the Professional Socialization

Scale (PSS) developed by Stenberg (1988) to identify and measure

the prevalence of mentoring and specific mentoring roles; (2) a

parallel scale designed by the researcher to identify the sources of



mentoring; and (3) demographic and exploratory items in order to

provide direction for further studies.

Statistics used to analyze the data included percentages,

means, factor analysis, and ANOVA. The study included five

objectives with four hypotheses.

It was hypothesized there would be a low level (2.00) of

overall mentoring. Contrary to this hypothesis, the mean for overall

prevalence was higher than predicted.

It was hypothesized that informal and least powerful mentor

roles would be the most experienced. A factor analysis was

performed on the matrix of intercorrelations among the items on the

PSS. It was not possible to test Hypothesis 2 because the factor

analysis did not generate mentor roles that could be described

according to influence or power. It was only possible to identify

factors according to the specific helping actions that took place.

The relationship between class standing and overall prevalence

of mentoring was tested. Results showed no differences among

freshmen, sophomores, juniors, and seniors.

There was no formal hypothesis formed regarding mentoring

sources. Friends were the mentoring source with the highest

frequency. Employers were the second most frequent mentoring

source followed by professors, and advisors.

The most important findings of the study were: the absence of

specific mentor roles previously identified in the literature and

friends and employers as the most frequent source of mentoring.

Specific helping behaviors were identified from a factor analysis of

items on the PSS that loaded highest on the factor analysis. Friends



and employers were identified as the most frequent sources of

mentoring.
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PREVALENCE AND SOURCES OF MENTORING RELATIONSHIPS

EXPERIENCED BY FEMALE UNDERGRADUATE MERCHANDISING

MANAGEMENT STUDENTS

CHAPTER I

Introduction

Mentoring is a comprehensive and complex professional

socialization relationship. Mentors are individuals with

greater experience, influence, or expertise who teach, coach,

guide, sponsor, inspire, and help individuals with lesser

experience develop both personally and professionally (Howard,

1988; Stenberg, 1988; Wood, 1980). Although mentoring is

believed to be a significant means for promoting professional

development and career advancement, little is known about

mentoring among students. In order to gain an increased

understanding of mentoring at the student level the present

study investigated mentoring relationships experienced by

female undergraduate merchandising management students.

Mentoring and professional socialization have been used

synonymously throughout the professional development

literature. Professional socialization is a means for acquiring

and integrating social roles, values, expectations, and

attitudes of the social group in which an individual will be

involved during his/her career (Kimmel, 1980; Stenberg, 1988).

Professional socialization is a dynamic process of acquiring a
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professional identity, commitment, and a sense of competence

as well as learning the norms and values of a profession

(Stenberg, 1988).

During the past two decades a great deal of literature has

emerged which has supported the value of having a mentor for

career development and for upward mobility (Bolton, 1980;

Collins, 1983; Kanter, 1977; Levinson, Darrow, Klein, Levinson

& McKee, 1978; Roche, 1979; Vaudrin, 1983). Recent attention

has been paid to the special needs and problems of women in

finding mentors. The lack of suitable mentors for women in

business organizations has been established as a handicap to

career advancement (Harragan, 1977; Hennig & Jardim, 1977;

Kanter, 1977; Kram, 1985; Missirian, 1982; Noe, 1988;

Ricketts, 1988).

Despite the large numbers of working women and the

progress which has occured within the workplace, the current

status of women indicates they have not achieved equal

opportunity (Hall & Sandler, 1983; Ricketts, 1988; Vaudrin,

1983). The rise of women into middle and upper-level

management positions has been comparatively slower than for

men (Collins, 1983; Halcomb, 1980; Missirian, 1982; Noe, 1988;

Phillips-Jones, 1982). This situation has been particularly

evident in the field of merchandising management (Avery,

1989; Gable, Gillespie & Topol, 1984; Ricketts, 1988).

There are nearly 1.1 million retail establishments which

have created numerous employment opportunities in the United
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States (Berman & Evans, 1986). Merchandising management has

attracted women partially due to the plentiful career

opportunities (Ricketts, 1988). However, Gable, Gillespie, and

Topol (1984) investigated the status of women in department

store retailing and found that women accounted for 64.4

percent of entry and lower-level management positions, 27.3

percent of middle-level management positions including store

manager and divisional merchandise manager, and only 15

percent of upper-managerial levels such as vice president and

above.

The process of moving through the management hierarchy

involves professional socialization (Ricketts, 1988; Wood,

1980). Knowledge of and access to supportive mentoring

relationships is generally believed crucial for women's upward

socialization and career advancement (Bolton, 1980; Harragan,

1977; Ricketts, 1988; Stenberg, 1988).

Purpose of the Study

The literature review indicates little is known about

mentoring that occurs among undergraduate students. The

present study investigated mentoring relationships focusing on

students: the overall prevalence of mentoring; the specific

kinds of mentoring roles; and the sources of mentoring

relationships experienced. The goal of the present study was

to provide an increased understanding of female mentoring

among undergraduate merchandising management students in

order for educators to anticipate and respond to future needs.
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Hall and Sandler (1983) reported that women who learned to

develop and use mentor relationships on campus were more

able to do the same later in business and professional life.

Merchandising management programs have attracted large

numbers of students and have continued to maintain high

enrollments (Winakor, 1988). Although retail management

offers numerous career opportunities, there has been a

relatively slow advancement of women into higher levels of

management (Avery, 1989; Noe, 1988; Ricketts, 1988). Males

have dominated upper echelons of managerial positions in the

retail hierarchy (Gable, Gillespie & Topol, 1984; Ricketts,

1988).

Educators in merchandising management might consider

the small proportion of women, as compared to men, in

middle-and upper-level management positions. Providing

students with insight about career development, professional

socialization, and advancement strategies may potentially

benefit their career advancement within the retail

establishment (Ricketts, 1988). Merchandising management

faculty concerned with women's slow advancement in the retail

hierarchy might recognize and promote mentor relationships as

a means of socializing future professionals (Ricketts, 1988)

Furthermore, Kelly (1982), Stark and Lowther (1986),

Ricketts (1988), and Gardner (1990) have raised questions

about professional preparation; we are educating our students,

but are students being prepared for the realities of the
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business world? Several researchers (Kelly, 1982; Stachura,

1989; Stark & Lowther, 1986) have recommended that

professional development programs incorporate instruction

pertaining to the dynamics, the concepts, and the value of

mentoring relationships as a method for professional

socialization.

Therefore, the purpose of this study was to investigate

the overall prevalence of mentoring, identify specific kinds of

mentor roles, and determine the source of mentoring

relationships experienced among female undergraduate

merchandising management students.

Conceptual Framework

Currently, there is not a formal theory of mentoring.

Mentoring has been discussed based on an adult development

conceptual framework (Erikson, 1978; Kimmel, 1980; Levinson

et al., 1978) and a career development framework (Dalton,

Thompson, & Price, 1977; Shapiro, Haseltine, & Rowe, 1978).

The approach used with this study was professional

socialization which incorporated both conceptualizations.

Summary

Mentoring is inherent within the process of professional

socialization for students and professionals. Mentoring has

been shown to be a viable means for moving talented

individuals ahead, thereby enhancing their professional

success. The literature indicated a consensus of opinion in

regard to women and mentoring. Women need to be supported
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and taught management and interpersonal skills necessary for

career advancement in today's business environment. If

mentoring and similar types of support systems are necessary

for success in the corporate setting, then perhaps faculty

members might realize that this is part of their role as

instructors.

Objectives

The objectives of the present study were to:

1. investigate the overall prevalence of mentoring experienced

by female undergraduate merchandising management

students;

2. identify the specific kinds of mentor roles which are most

experienced by female undergraduate merchandising

management students;

3. investigate the relationship between class standing and

the overall prevalence of mentoring and the specific kinds

of mentor roles experienced by female undergraduate

merchandising management students;

4. determine the source of mentoring experienced by female

undergraduate merchandising management students;

5. collect exploratory data in order to provide direction for

future studies.
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Hypotheses

Based on past research the following hypotheses were

developed and tested in the present study.

Hypothesis 1: There will be a low level of mentoring

experienced by female undergraduate merchandising

management students.

Hypothesis 2: Informal, low influence, and least powerful

mentor roles will be most experienced by female

undergraduate merchandising management students.

Hypothesis 3: There will be a difference in the overall

prevalence of mentoring experienced by female

undergraduate merchandising management students

according to class standing.

Hypothesis 4: The specific kinds of mentor roles experienced

by female undergraduate merchandising management

students will vary according to class standing.
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CHAPTER II

A Review of Literature

Webster has defined a "mentor" as a trusted counselor, guide,

tutor, or coach (1989, p. 742). Mentoring is an extremely complex

and comprehensive kind of professional socialization relationship.

The literature review for this study focused on mentoring and

professional socialization in general because few studies have been

reported that relate mentoring specifically to students. The review

of literature will present the following selected mentoring and

professional socialization literature pertinent to this study:

Professional Socialization, Functions of Mentoring, Conception of

Mentoring, Mentoring Process, Benefits of Mentoring, and the

Barriers to Female Mentoring Relationships.

Professional Socialization

Professional socialization was used as a conceptual framework

for the present study because currently there is not a formal

mentoring theory. Adult and career development theories are both

used by researchers for a conceptualization for professional

socialization. Professional socialization establishes an

individual's professional identity and involves a developmental

learning process of acquiring and integrating social roles, values,

expectations, and attitudes of the social group in which an

individual would be involved (Kimmel, 1980; Stenberg, 1988).

Professional socialization facilitates commitment, goals, sense of

competence, and enables an individual to learn the norms and
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function within a profession (Stenberg, 1988). Mentoring

relationships are inherent to professional socialization as they

involve a more experienced, skilled, or influential person who

facilitates another individual's personal and professional

development.

Functions of Mentoring

Mentoring serves academic, professional, and psychosocial

functions which develop and enhance an individual's education,

career advancement, and personal growth (Anderson & Shannon,

1988; Farris & Ragan, 1981; Kram, 1985). Conceptualized as a

nurturing process, a mentor relationship involves a skilled,

sometimes older person who teaches, sponsors, guides, encourages,

counsels, and befriends an individual with less skill and knowledge.

Academic Functions

Mentoring has been shown to be a particularly important

relationship for students and professors in postsecondary

institutions (Hall & Sandler, 1983; Johnsrud, 1990). Hall and

Sandler reported that academic mentoring provided guidance,

support, advocacy, advice and constructive criticism. They found

mentoring was particularly advantageous in meeting needs of all

groups of female students including: undergraduate, graduate,

re-entry, minority, and the physically disabled. Mentoring was also

seen as important for female students entering non-traditional

careers.

In academia, Hall and Sandler believed the most common

mentor model was one which developed between a "special"
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professor and a student. The professor/mentor helped the

student/protege develop skills, set goals and standards, and at the

same time offered protection which created an environment that

was safe for risk taking (Hall & Sandler, 1983).

Multiple mentoring was advocated by Hall and Sandler as a

process using a number of "weak ties" for strength; seeking advice,

guidance, support, and intervention from a group or variety of

sources. Hall and Sandler also encouraged networking as a valuable

source of information and entree into organizations

Hall and Sandler further believed that women who learned to

develop and use mentor relationships on campus were more able to

do the same later in business and professional life. Although a

traditional mentor relationship develops and grows spontaneously,

institutions have been instrumental in developing formal mentor

programs which has promoted female mentoring (Hall & Sandler,

1983).

Professional Functions,

Professional functions are those aspects of a mentor

relationship which enhance advancement in the organization (Kram,

1985). Kram further described these activities as sponsorship,

exposure-and-visibility, coaching, protection, and offering

challenging assignments. Kram found these activities were also

dependent on the senior person's knowledge, experience, position,

and degree of influence within the organizational setting. The

relationship benefited the individual as it provided special access
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to information, contracts, and resources which otherwise were

unavailable.

Mentoring has been important in the development of mens'

careers; however, it has been viewed as essential for womens'

career advancement within the corporate hierarchy (Collins, 1983;

Farris & Ragan, 1981; Levinson et al., 1978; Missirian, 1982). The

existence of a mentor has been a common element in successful

female executives' careers (Hall & Sandler, 1983; Kram, 1985;

Missirian, 1982; Ricketts, 1988; Stenberg, 1988).

Many studies have found that to advance in her career it has

not been sufficient for a woman to be capable or talented. Instead a

woman needs to be socialized into the profession by an informal

tutor (Hall & Sandler, 1983; Hill, Bahniuk & Dobos, 1989). Success

has been viewed as requiring hard work, as well as encouragement,

guidance, support, and advocacy from those who are already

established in the system (Hall & Sandler, 1983).

Mentoring has been discussed in terms of "catapulting" an

individual's career (Scheele, 1979). Catapulting refers to using an

experienced person to teach valuable non-technical skills which

Scheele believed were some of the most important career skills.

The catapulting system of sponsorship has been traditionally

available to men and is similar to the concept of "senior

gatekeepers." Senior gate keepers are predominantly white males

who exclude women and minority males from the inner circles (Hall

& Sandler, 1983; Hill, Bahniuk, & Dobos, 1989). Researchers have

found women have not only been excluded from the inner circles but
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have also been less prone to use the catapulting system of

sponsorship. In order to remedy this situation, numerous

researchers have advocated that women realize the importance of

mentor relationships and integrate mentoring as part of efforts to

build a career (Collins, 1983; Hall & Sandler, 1983; Missirian, 1982;

Scheele,1979; Sheehy, 1976).

Psychosocial Functions.

The psychosocial functions of mentoring involve building

self-worth and enhancing a sense of competence, identity, and

effectiveness both inside and outside the organization (Kram,

1985). Psychosocial relationships facilitate a mutual acceptance,

affirmation, and support. Through this interaction process the

protege is the recipient of the mentor's respect and support, but

the "blessing" is the crucial element (Levinson et al., 1978)

Conceptions of Mentoring

The literature has reported two conceptual models of

mentoring: hierarchic and egalitarian. Both of these conceptions

have been discussed throughout the literature.

Hierarchic Conception

Shapiro, Haseltine and Rowe (1978) proposed a continuum

model of professional patronage and sponsorship referred to as the

"Patron System" (see Figure 1). The Patron System is related to

professional socialization in that the specific mentor roles and

relationships are an inherent part of the mentoring process

(Stenberg, 1988; Stachura, 1989).
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The Patron System consists of a continuum of four mentor

relationships, ranging from least influential and powerful (peer) to

most influential and powerful (mentor). Peer pals and mentors are

placed at end points of the continuum with sponsors and guides

occupying the internal two points of the continuum (see Figure 1).

Least Influential Most Influential

I I I

Peer Pal Guide Sponsor Mentor

Figure 1. The Patron System (Shapiro, Haseltine, & Rowe, 1978).

The Patron System includes a range of four ranked

advisory/guiding "personae" differing in degrees of influence and

power within the organizational system. These persons serve roles

as protectors, benefactors, sponsors, champions, advocates,

supporters and advisors.

Mentors are the most intense and "paternalistic" of the types

of patrons (Shapiro, Haseltine, & Rowe, 1978). The mentor

relationship is important in that it signifies an association and

acceptance within the organization (Bolton, 1980). Mentoring at

this level carries an unspoken message that this individual is

worthy of my attention, and therefore worthy of your attention and
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subsequently acceptance and advancement usually follow (Bolton,

1980).

Sponsors are located next to mentors on the continuum and

are defined as strong supporters, but less powerful than mentors

(Shapiro, Haseltine, & Rowe, 1978). Sponsors are valuable in

shaping the careers of their proteges as they provide access to

resources, developmental opportunities as well as visibility

(Stenberg, 1988).

The point on the continuum next to peers was described as

"guides." Guides are not as able as mentors and sponsors to fulfill

the roles of protector and champion of their proteges, but they can

be invaluable sources in explaining the system. Guides' primary

functions are to point out pitfalls and shortcuts. A guide provides

valuable information, but is not in a position to promote a protege

(Stenberg, 1988). A guide serves to decode written or unwritten

laws within the organization (Shapiro, Haseltine, & Rowe, 1978).

Peers provide a valuable source of strategizing, friendship, and

support.

Role models and coaches have been identified as additional

mentor relationships (Kemper, 1968; Shore & Bloom, 1986;

Stenberg, 1988). Role models and coaches provide a specific

function for the protege (Stenberg, 1988).

A role model is an individual who displays characteristics for

students and professionals to observe and adopt (Kellett & Baugher,

1983). Role modeling, unlike the other five mentor relationships

(peer, coach, guide, sponsor, mentor), usually does not involve the
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reciprocal factor as the "visible expert" does not choose the

protege. Role modeling was found to be valuable as it stimulated

growth and provided a potential for development (Rawlins &

Rawlins, 1983).

Coaches have been viewed as individuals who help proteges

improve competence on a day to day basis. Coaches set challenging

goals and standards and provide ongoing interactive feedback (Shore

& Bloom, 1986; Stenberg, 1988). Coaches help individuals reach

their desired performance level by enabling individuals to act on

their own skills and competence (Peters & Austin, 1985).

Egalitarian/Collaborative Concept

The collaborative relationship between peers as they help

each other while helping themselves has been called by several

names: "peer pals," "peer networking," and "egalitarian" mentoring.

The peer relationship provides a powerful boost toward success for

each of the peers. Within this relationship there is a sharing of

information and strategies (Shapiro, Haseltine, & Rowe, 1978).

Kram (1985) and Hall and Sandler (1983) have championed the

peer conception of mentoring. Kram (1985) conceptualized a peer

mentoring continuum which included three peer relationships: the

information peer, the collegial peer, and the special peer. The

information peer exchanged the most general information and was

the least valuable. The collegial peer provided career strategizing,

job related feedback, and friendship. The special peer provided

confirmation, emotional support, personal feedback, and friendship.
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Kram (1985) set up a continuum with the information peer and the

special peer at end points and the collegial peer in the center

(see Figure 2).

I I I

Information Peer Collegial Peer Special Peer

Figure a. Peer continuum (Kram, 1985).

The Mentoring Process

Mentor Behaviors

Alleman, Cochran, Daverspike, and Newman's (1984) study of

mentoring in business settings identified a set of specific

behaviors used by mentors. Three specific behaviors that

distinguished mentor behavior from non-mentor behavior were: (1)

increased the protege's competence and performance; (2) provided

encouragement and praise; (3) and "showcased" protege's own

accomplishments. Alleman (et al., 1978) believed a mentor/protege

relationship was based on a group of behaviors rather than

personality characteristics or a "set of innate attributes.

characteristic of select individuals." The Alleman, Cochran,

Daverspike, and Newman study demonstrated that mentor

relationships and their effects can be taught, learned, managed, and

measured. These findings have important implications for
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initiating formalized mentoring programs and projects within

organizations and educational settings.

Degree of Formality.

Mentoring may be a formalized relationship set up by a

business or organization, in which a senior executive is matched

with a junior individual. A mentoring relationship may be initiated

informally with either of two individuals choosing the other as a

mentor or protege. In addition, some programs may consist of a

combination of formal and informal relationships.

Mentoring Phases

Mentor relationships are believed to be a dynamic process of

interaction involving specific phases (Howard, 1988;

Missirian, 1982; Phillips-Jones, 1982). Two researchers in

particular, Kram (1985) and Phillips-Jones (1982) believed that in

order to understand the nature and impact of the mentor

relationship it was necessary to understand the phases and how the

relationship changed and evolved over time. Kram's (1985) study

illustrated that the relationship was complimentary and ideally

met the needs of the mentor, protege, and/or organization during

the process.

Although it is not known if there are phases of mentoring at

the student level, researchers have identified various phases of

mentoring and viewed them somewhat differently. Missirian (1982)

reported three phases: initiation, development, and termination.

Phillips-Jones (1982) referred to five phases: mutual admiration,

development, disillusionment, parting, and transformation.
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Levinson (1978) believed the separation phase ended with bad

feelings similar to a "love relationship."

Kram (1983, 1985), identified four phases of the mentor

process: initiation, cultivation, separation, and redefinition. During

initiation, the primary phase, the relationship commences and

advances in order to have significance for both individuals. This

time frame was usually six months to one to one year. The

cultivation/development period usually lasted two to five years.

During this stage the "range of functions expanded to a maximum."

This phase was characterized by the protege's desire for guidance,

support and counseling as well as the mentor's needs for loyalty,

fellowship, and a feeling of satisfaction derived from a knowledge

of positively influencing the development of a younger person. The

separation phase, with a duration of two to five years, was

characterized by changes in the nature of the relationship due to an

alteration of structural changes in the organization. The separation

phase may be a period of great loss or a time of excitement

depending on the circumstances. Redefinition takes place several

years after separation. During this time the relationship takes on a

new dimension which is significantly different from the past.

Benefits of Mentoring

Research (Collins 1983; Farris & Ragan, 1981; Halcomb, 1980;

Levinson et al., 1978; Phillips-Jones, 1982; Roche, 1979; Zey, 1984)

has supported the value and importance of mentor/protege

relationships, particularly for women. Such relationships have been

found to result in advantages and benefits to the mentor, the
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protege, and the organization (Farris & Ragan, 1981). Johnsrud

(1990) believed the quality of the mentoring relationship was

determined by the level of maturity and interpersonal skill of both

participants. The quality of mentor relationships varied and, thus,

had an impact on the benefits.

Benefits to Protege

Benefits of mentoring to the protege include early

promotions, salary increases, assignment to special projects,

increased self-confidence, networking, and being a member of a

winning team (Stenberg, 1988). Gray and Gray (1990) found

mentoring to be advantageous and useful for career transition.

After the transition, the mentor can provide any needed support

and/or inspiration for the new position.

Phillips-Jones (1982) identified seven advantages of

mentoring for proteges: advice on career goals, encouragement,

acquisition of new skills and technical knowledge, identification of

models to follow, access to opportunities and resources, increased

exposure and visibility, and establishment of a potential bridge to

maturity.

Benefits to Mentor

Collins, (1983) and Phillips-Jones (1982) believed mentoring

involved a two-way exchange between the mentor and protege.

Phillips-Jones reported the following mentor benefits: reward for

spotting and development of new talent; development of a

dependable "crucial subordinate"; and repayment of past debts for

the help they received.
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Zey (1984) described four benefits to mentors. Psychic

rewards provided the mentor with a feeling of pride and personal

fulfillment as a result of contributing to another individual and the

organization. The protege became a trusted advisor, filled an

advisory role, and became part of the inner circle for policy

planning. Intelligence and information contributed by the protege

helped the mentor maintain a position of influence. The mentor also

gained career enhancement through reflected power from the "rising

star" (Zey, 1984).

Erikson's (1978) theory of "generativity versus stagnation"

included three "ego" stages. Erikson's third stage, generativity, was

conceptualized as a time centered on relationships and caring about

the welfare of the next generation. Being a mentor has been viewed

as contributing significantly to reaching the stage of generativity

(Levinson et al., 1978; Phillips-Jones, 1982).

Benefits to the Organization

Mentoring has been found to have the following impact on the

organization in overall effectiveness: career socialization,

enhanced organizational fit, commitment, higher levels of job

success, lower turnover (Bennis, 1989; Collins, 1983; Peters &

Austin, 1985). The organization benefits as knowledge is passed on

willingly, resulting in greater cooperation, fewer operating errors,

and a financial savings (Collins, 1983).

Mentoring relationships have been found to be a significant

method for encouragement and training for leadership roles (Bennis,
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1989; Gardner, 1990). Zaleznik (1977) reported that the

development of a leader involved a two step process based on a

one-to-one relationship with a mentor.

Barriers to Female Mentoring Relationships

Although mentoring has been found to be a critical factor in

the advancement of women in organizations, it has been reported

that women may be less likely than men to develop these

relationships (Burke, 1984; Farris & Ragan, 1981; Noe, 1988;

Shapiro, Haseltine, & Rowe, 1978). Levinson's recent study on

female development reported very few instances of female

mentoring among a sample of Wall Street professionals, academic

professionals, and homemakers (J. Levinson, personal

communication, May 24, 1991).

Ragins (1989) found there were a number of possible reasons

for the infrequency of female mentor relationships. The lack of

females in positions of influence and power has been reported as a

major obstacle to female mentoring (J. Levinson, personal

communication, May 24, 1991; Noe, 1988). It has recently been

reported women occupy only approximately two percent of the of

the positions at the top of most corporations, organizations, and

institutions (McElhiney, 1990).

Further explanations for the infrequency of female mentoring

relationships were that women may not seek mentors and mentors

may not select female proteges. Ragins (1989) reported that

females were less likely than men to recognize the importance of

having a mentor and often naively assumed that competence was the
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sole prerequisite for advancement. Ragins discussed another

possible reason for lack of female mentor relationships: they are

often uncomfortable and relatively inexperienced in the role of

seeking out a mentor.

Collins (1983) found that women often wanted to be selected

by a mentor as opposed to proactively seeking a mentor and/or

support system. Collins found additional factors which related to

women and mentoring. Many women remained isolated from support

due to a fear and unwillingness to risk, and did not realize that

asking for advice and then acting on the advice would be viewed as

a compliment. Collins (1983) felt it was critical for women to

become aware of their need for coaching and grooming, as well as

being open and willing to learn.

Zey (1984) found that females may have fewer formal and

informal opportunities to obtain a mentor. On a formal level,

mentors may select proteges on the basis of their involvement in

visible projects in the organization. On this basis women may lack

access to informal meetings and the "good-old-boy network" which

restricts their ability to be observed. Noe (1988) found, from his

study on barriers to female mentoring, that the limited pool of

potential female mentors placed a high demand on the existing

females in mentor positions.

Brown (1979) and Nieva and Gutek (1981) found other reasons

that made mentoring difficult for females. Female executives often

had less time available compared to men. Women faced greater

demands and obstacles to advancement, and consequently needed to
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spend more time performing their jobs and careers. Some females

were unwilling to sponsor female proteges due to the high visibility

within the organization. Women who are highly visible may be less

able to withstand the risk of a potential negative exposure (Brown,

1979; Kanter, 1977).

Mertz, Welch, and Henderson (1987) identified four factors

which had an impact on female mentoring: fit, risk, predictability,

and payoff. Fit referred to the degree to which the protege matched

the organization in philosophy and physical image. Risk referred to

the amount of potential harm a protege imposed on the mentor.

Predictability was determined by the mentor's feeling of assurance

and confidence toward acceptability of the protege's actions and

reactions. Payoff referred to the potential gain to the mentor

which would result from the relationship with the protege. Mertz,

Welch, and Henderson (1987) found that women tended to get lower

scores in fit, predictability, and payoff than similarly qualified

men. However, women tend to have higher scores in risk. As a

result their total scores were often outside those associated with

a mentor's comfort zone.

Missirian (1982) found that mentoring was cyclical in nature.

The female business executives in her study who claimed not to

have been mentored often felt they were denied the kind of support

needed, and as a consequence, denied this support to others. Women

who were mentored were more likely to perpetuate an interest in

mentoring others.
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Students experienced additional barriers to mentoring. A

study on graduate level counseling students found the following

explanations: difficulty in initiating a relationship with a possible

mentor; not knowing how to find a mentor; and not feeling the need

for a mentor (Gill-Wigal, Fisher, & Cliness, 1990).

Summary

During the past 10-15 years the concept of mentoring has

been gaining a great deal of attention. The term "mentoring",

however, is an age old concept tracing its roots to Homer's epic

work, The Odyssey. According to Greek mythology Odysseus

entrusted the care and education of his son Telemachus to a man

known as "mentor." There is a growing body of research, primarily

from developmental psychology, education, and business that has

described the various aspects of a mentor relationship. A wide

range of mentor relationships varying from least supportive,

influential and powerful to most supportive, influential, and

powerful have been described. The literature substantiates the

importance of mentor relationships as a means for professional

socialization and career advancement for females. The present

study was designed to investigate mentoring relationships

experienced by undergraduate merchandising management students.

There is little information in the literature on the nature of female

mentoring at the undergraduate level: whether it exists; does it

develop in the collegiate experience; what relationship does it take;

or where does it come from.
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CHAPTER III

Method

The purpose of the present study was to investigate mentoring

relationships experienced by female undergraduate merchandising

management students. Objectives were to: (1) investigate the

overall prevalence of mentoring experienced by female undergraduate

merchandising management students; (2) identify the specific kinds

of mentor roles which are most experienced by female undergraduate

merchandising management students; (3) investigate the relationship

between class standing and the overall prevalence of mentoring and

the specific kinds of mentor roles experienced by female

undergraduate merchandising management students; (4) determine

the source of mentoring experienced by female undergraduate

merchandising management students; and (5) to collect exploratory

data in order to provide direction for further studies. The method

used to conduct the present study is described under the following

headings: (1) Questionnaire Development; (2) Sample; (3) Data

Collection; and (4) Data Analysis.

Questionnaire Development

A self-report questionnaire was used as the data collection

instrument for the present study. The questionnaire was developed

to: (1) investigate the overall prevalence of mentoring experienced

by female undergraduate merchandising management students;

(2) identify which specific kinds of mentor roles are most

experienced by female undergraduate merchandising management
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students; (3) determine the source of mentoring experienced by

undergraduate female merchandising management students;

(4) collect student demographic data; and (5) collect exploratory

data in order to provide direction for further studies.

The Student Experiences Questionnaire

The questionnaire implemented in the present study was called

the Student Experiences Questionnaire (See Appendix A). The Student

Experiences Questionnaire consisted of three sections. The first

section (Part A) included of the 50-item Professional Socialization

Scale (PSS) developed by Stenberg (1988). The second section (Part

B) was developed by the researcher and included a parallel 50-item

scale designed to identify sources of mentoring: professor, advisor,

employer, and friend. The last section contained was designed to

collect personal demographic data.

The PSS was developed by Stenberg (1988) to measure

professional socialization relationships experienced by home

economics education professionals. The PSS contains 50 statements

to measure six specific mentor roles developed by Stenberg (1988)

based on the literature and using the conceptual framework proposed

by Shapiro, Haseltine and Rowe (1978). The statements on the PSS

range from those representing the most influential and powerful

roles (eg. "mentor") to the least influential and powerful roles

(eg. "peer"). Although "coach" and "role model" had not been proposed

by Shapiro, Haseltine and Rowe, they were included by Stenberg

because they were found by Stenberg (1988) to be covered

extensively in the literature. Hence, the six roles measured by the

PSS are: mentor, sponsor, coach, guide, role model, and peer pal. A
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5-point Likert scale was used to measure responses to the 50 PSS

items: 0 = "I have never experienced this relationship"; 4 = "I have

experienced this relationship often."

The second part (Part B) of the Student Experiences

Questionnaire was developed by the researcher as an addition to

Stenberg's PSS. Part B was included to investigate four potential

sources of mentoring: professor, advisor, employer, or friend. For

each of the 50-item mentoring experience questions in the left hand

column of Part A, students were instructed to complete Part B in the

right hand column which listed four sources for the mentoring

experienced in the PSS item in Part A: professor, advisor, employer,

or friend. Students were instructed to circle one of the four sources

only if they indicated they had experienced the mentoring described

in the corresponding item in Part A by circling a number from 1 ("I

have never experienced this relationship") to 4 ("I have experienced

this relationship often"). If students did not experience the

mentoring described in the statement in Part A, they were instructed

not to answer Part B which indicated a source.

Demographic items included: age, class standing, enrollment

status, current employment status, number of hours employed each

week and whether employed in a merchandising related position.

Students were also asked to identify one individual with more

experience, skill, or influence who instructed, counselled, guided,

and facilitated intellectual, personal and/or career development and

to indicate the nature of the relationship with this individual and the

individual's sex. Finally, students were asked to identify the setting

in which most of the mentoring experiences reported in the
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questionnaire took place such as school, work, student organization,

sorority or church.

Pre-testing

A pre-test was used to determine how well the questionnaire

met the objectives of the study and the amount of time required to

complete the questionnaire. The pre-test sample consisted of nine

female undergraduate students enrolled in a costume history class at

a western university. The pre-test was completed in the presence of

the researcher in order to get verbal feedback from subjects on

potential problems in understanding and filling out the questionnaire.

The researcher also observed that it took 10-15 minutes to complete

the questionnaire. Based on the results of the pre-test, no changes

were made to the final data collection instrument or the planned

procedure for collecting data.

The Sample

The sample for the present study consisted of female

undergraduate merchandising management students at a western

university. All female undergraduate students enrolled in the

merchandising management program were asked to respond to the

questionnaire.

Data Collection

The questionnaire was initially distributed to all female

undergraduate merchandising management students. A list of 156

student names and addresses was obtained from the department

office. Each student was given a numerical code which appeared on

the back lower corner of the questionnaire for follow-up purposes.

One-hundred and fifty-six questionnaires were distributed the
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second week of winter term. Questionnaires were delivered in class

during the week of January 16-18, 1991, to students enrolled in

textiles and clothing courses. Those students not in enrolled in a

class or absent on the days when questionnaires were delivered

received their questionnaires through the mail within seven days of

the classroom administration.

To achieve an optimal return rate the study incorporated a

modified version of the Total Design Method (Dillman, 1978). The

modifications included sending only two mailings instead of the

suggested five: an original mailing and one follow-up mailing to

non-respondents. The data collection strategy included a research

instrument designed in a four page booklet format with a layout

conducive to high response rates. The cover letter (see Appendix B)

described the significance and purpose of the study, assured student

confidentiality according to the 1974 Privacy Act, and addressed

students' rights to refuse participation in the study. Students who

did not wish to participate were requested to return the

questionnaire unanswered in the envelope provided. A self-addressed

stamped envelope was enclosed for return of the questionnaire. In

addition to the enclosed stamped self-addressed envelope a

questionnaire deposit box was provided in the department office for

added convenience.

After 12 days a reminder notice (see Appendix B) in memo form

was read in classes by professors. The memo appealed to students

for their responses and urged them to complete questionnaires as

soon as possible. Non-respondents were then given seven days in

which to return the questionnaire. A follow-up mailing was sent
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February 10, 1991, to the 70 delinquent respondents appealing for

and urging for an immediate response no later than February 30,

1991. The follow-up mailing included an additional letter (see

Appendix B), a second questionnaire and another stamped

self-addressed envelope. The cut off date for non-response was set

at March 7, 1991.

A total of 109 questionnaires were returned by March 7, 1991.

The response rate was determined using the formula suggested by

Dillman (1978, p. 50). The response rate using this formula is

calculated by dividing the number of returned questionnaires by the

number surveyed minus noneligible and nonreachable subjects. This

number is then multiplied by 100 to get a percentage. The response

rate for the present study was 70 percent (see Table 1).

Data Analysis

Statistical analyses were used to answer the research

questions and test the four hypotheses. The data collected in this

study were numerically coded, computer tabulated, and analyzed

using the Statistical Package for the Social Sciences (SPSS and

SPSSX). Procedures used for the analysis of data included frequency

counts, means, standard deviations, one-way analysis of variance

(ANOVA) and factor analysis. The first phase of the descriptive

analyses involved computing response frequencies of the total

sample for each question in the Student Experiences Questionnaire.

Percentages and means were also calculated. Phase two included a

factor analysis which was performed to establish the specific

mentoring roles experienced by students.
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Table 1

Student Experiences Questionnaire Response Rate

Characteristic Frequency

Total Questionnaires Distributed

Questionnaires Non-Returned

Total Questionnaires Returned

156

47

109

Nonusuable Questionnaires 7

Noneligible 2
Non reachable 3

Refusals 2

Total Usable Questionnares 102

Hypothesis 1 assessing the overall prevalence of mentoring

experienced by students was tested using the overall PSS mean.

A total mean for the 50-item PSS was used to determine the overall

prevalence of mentoring experienced by students. An overall mean of

2.00 or less was considered by the researcher to be a low level of

mentoring experienced by students.

Hypothesis 2 regarding the specific kinds of mentor roles most

experienced by female undergraduate merchandising students

predicted that low influence and least powerful mentor roles would

be the most prevalent. Factor analysis was used to identify specific

mentor roles. A principal-component analysis using Varimax

rotation with iterations was performed on the matrix of

intercorrelations among the 50-items of the PSS mentor scale.
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Specific mentor roles were described by the PSS items that loaded

highest on each factor (minimum eigenvalue=1.0). However, it was

not possible to test Hypothesis 2 because the factor analysis did not

generate roles that could be described according to influence or

power (see Chapter IV for full factor analysis results).

A one-way ANOVA was used to test Hypothesis 3 regarding the

relationship between class standing and the overall prevalence of

mentoring experienced by female undergraduate merchandising

management students.

Hypothesis 4 regarding the effect of class standing on the

specific kinds of mentor roles experienced by female undergraduate

merchandising management was not tested because the preliminary

factor analysis failed to generate appropriate factors for hypothesis

testing.

Summary

The data were collected using a self-report questionnaire

based on Stenberg's PSS using a modification of the Total Design

Method (Dillman, 1978). The sample consisted of female

undergraduate merchandising management students. Questionnaires

were distributed to students in class and through the mail. The data

were analyzed using frequencies, percentages, means, ANOVAs and

factor analysis.
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CHAPTER IV

Findings

The purpose of the present study was to investigate mentoring

relationships experienced by female undergraduate merchandising

management students. The objectives of the study were to:

(1) investigate the overall prevalence of mentoring experienced by

female undergraduate merchandising management students;

(2) identify the specific kinds of mentor roles which were

experienced by female undergraduate merchandising management

students; (3) investigate the relationship between class standing

the the overall prevalence of mentoring and the specific kinds of

mentor roles experienced by female undergraduate merchandising

management students; (4) determine the source of mentoring

experienced by female undergraduate merchandising management

students; and (5) collect exploratory data in order to provide

direction for future studies.

The content of this chapter deals with a presentation of the

data testing and results of the data analysis for the hypothesis

testing. The chapter is presented in the following sequence:

Demographic Characteristics of the Female Undergraduate

Merchandising Management Sample, Objectives and Testing of the

Hypotheses.
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Demographic Characteristics of the Female Undergraduate

Merchandising Management Sample

One-hundred and fifty-six questionnaires were distributed and

109 (70 percent) were returned. Of the 109 returned, seven were

not used for the following reasons: two were non-responses because

individuals did not want to participate in the study; two

questionnaires were completed by students who were not eligible as

they had graduated; and three were returned unopened.

The findings for this study were based on a final sample of 102

female undergraduate merchandising management students. Table 2

presents a profile of the demographic characteristics of the sample.

The sample is described in terms of the following characteristics:

age, class standing, student enrollment status, employment status,

number of hours employed per week and whether employed in a

merchandising-related position.

Class Standing

Students listed their class standing as follows: seniors 38.2

percent (n=39); juniors 34.3 percent (n=35); sophomores 15.7

percent (n=16); and freshman 11.8 percent (n=12). According to the

fourth week estimated enrollment count the breakdown of female

merchandising management students was as follows: 38 seniors, 39

juniors, 40 sophomores and 25 freshmen. Based on these figures the

sample was representative of the total population of seniors and

juniors, but not representative of sophomores and freshmen. The

sample represented 100-plus percent of the seniors, approximately

90 percent of juniors, 41 percent of the sophomores, and 48 percent
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of the freshmen. The sample consisted of more than 100 percent of

seniors either because the enrollment estimates were inaccurate or

there was error in the data reported by the students.

Age Distribution

Analysis of the data revealed that the participants ranged in

age from 18 to 38 years with a mode and mean age of 21 years.

Almost three-quarters (n=75) of the participants were 18 through

21 years of age, 25 percent (n=25) were 22 through 26 years of age,

and the remaining 2 students were 35 and 38 years of age.

Enrollment Status

The majority (approximately 96 percent) of the students

(n=98) had full-time student enrollment status. Only about 4

percent (n=4) had part-time student enrollment status.

Employment Status

Less than half of the students (43 percent, n=44) were

currently employed and about 57 percent (n=58) were not currently

employed. Approximately half of the employed students were

employed in a merchandising related position.

Hours Employed Per Week

Twenty-three percent (n=11) of the students reported working

4-9 hours per week, about 40 percent (n=19) worked 10-15 hours,

and about 25 percent (n=12) worked 18-40 hours.
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Table 2

Demographic Characteristics of the Female Undergraduate
Merchandising Management Student Sample

Characteristic Frequency Percentage

Class Standing

Freshman

Sophmore
Junior
Senior
Total

1 2

16
35
3_9.

1 02

11.76
15.69
34.31
38.23
99.99

Aag

18 years 10 9.80

19 years 11 10.78
20 years 21 20.59
21 years 33 32.35
22 years 16 15.69
23 years 6 5.88

24 years 1 .98

25 years 1 .98

26 years 1 .98

35 years 1 .98

38 years 1 ,../ti

Total 102 99.99
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Table 2 (Continued)

Demographic Characteristics of the Female Undergraduate
Merchandising Management Student Sample Continued

Characteristic Frequency Percentage

Student Enrollment Status

Part Time 4 03.92
Full Time 2.$ 96.07
Total 102 99.99

Current Employment
Yes 44 43.14
No 5.1 56.86
Total 102 100.00

Merchandising Related Employment Position

Yes 22
No 24
Missing 12
Total 58
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Table 2 (Continued)

Demographic Characteristics of the Female Undergraduate
Merchandising Management Student Sample Continued

Number of Number of
Hours Students

Percentage

Number Of Hours Employed
Per Week

4 1 02.38
5 1 02.38
6 4 09.52
7 1 02.38
8 3 07.14
9 1 02.38

10 11 26.17
1 2 3 07.14
1 5 5 11.90

1 8 1 02.38
2 0 6 14.29
21 1 02.38
2 5 1 02.38
3 0 1 02.38
4 0 1 02.38
Missing 07.14
Total

_3
44 100.00
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Objectives and Testing of the Hypotheses

Objective 1

The first objective of the present study was to investigate the

overall prevalence of mentoring experienced by female

undergraduate merchandising management students.

Hypothesis 1

There will be a low level of mentoring experienced by

female undergraduate merchandising management students.

Several researchers have reported that mentoring has been age

related (Carter, 1984; Levinson et al., 1978). Levinson (et al,

1978) reported that the reason individuals have mentors at

some ages and not at other ages was based on developmental

"age-linked tasks." Kahnweiller and Johnson (1980) speculated

that women possibly are generally not involved with mentors

until their mid-life stage of development. Carter (1984) found

that the women in her study of graduate students did not

experience mentoring for the first time until their 30s. These

findings led the present researcher to hypothesize a low level

of mentoring among the sample of undergraduate female

merchandising management students who averaged 21 years of

age.

To test Hypothesis 1, the overall prevalence of mentoring

was measured using a 5-point Likert scale of 0 to 4. An

overall mean was calculated for all the respondents for the
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50-items on the PSS. The overall mean was 2.17 with a

standard deviation of .81 (frequencies for Parts A and B of the

Student Experiences Questionnaire are presented in Table 12,

Appendix C). Therefore, Hypothesis 1 was rejected as the

overall mean was greater than 2.00 It was planned to conduct

a 1-test if the overall mean had been less than the

predetermined criterion of 2.00. Since the mean was greater

than 2.00, it was not necessary to conduct a statistical test.

It appeared students experienced a moderate level of

mentoring relationships. The present mean for overall

prevalence of mentoring was 2.17 which is very similar to the

overall mean of 2.18 which Stenberg (1988) reported.

Stenberg's sample included 329 female and 30 male

professional home economic educators. The females had been

teaching for approximately 15 years and the males were more

recent graduates. On the other hand, Stachura's (1989) study

consisted of a sample of B.A degree nursing graduates who had

spent one year working in the field and reported a mean of 2.67.

Objective 2

The second objective of the present study was to identify

the specific kinds of mentor roles that are most experienced by

female merchandising management students.

Hypothesis 2

Jnformal. low influence. and least powerful mentor roles

will be most experienced by female undergraduate

merchandising management students. Factor analysis was
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performed as a preliminary step prior to testing Hypothesis 2

to identify specific mentor roles. A principal-component

analysis with Varimax rotated iterations was performed on the

matrix of intercorrelations among the 50-items on the PSS

mentor scale. It should, however, be pointed out an "ill

conditioned correlation matrix" warning was generated because

the sample size of 102 was less than recommended for

calculating a factor analysis with 50 items.

Unfortunately, it was not possible to test Hypothesis 2

because the factor analysis did not generate factors identified

with specific mentor roles that could be described according to

influence or power such as those previously identified by

Stenberg (1988). Rather, factors seemed to be characterized

according to the specific helping behaviors that took place.

The factor analysis generated 11 factors with

eigenvalues ranging from 1.04 to 18.04 (see Tables 3, 4, & 5).

Factor 1 was predominant with an eigenvalue of 18.04 and an

importance of magnitude accounting for 36.1 percent of the

total variance compared to Factor 2 which accounted for only

5.7 percent of the variance (see Table 3). Factors 3 through 11

had eigenvalues ranging from 2.09 to 1.03 and explained

relatively small percentages of variance. For example, Factor

2 accounted for 5.7 percent, Factor 3 accounted for 4.2 percent,

factors 4-6 accounted for about 3 percent each, and Factors 7

through 11 accounted for about 2 percent of variance each.
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The researcher was not able to identify specific mentor roles

with respect to the 11 factors (peer, role model, guide, coach,

sponsor, mentor). It was only possible to identify factors according

to the specific helping behaviors that took place as a result of the

mentoring experienced. Carter (1984) reported that mentoring was a

multidimensional construct rather than a unidimensional one for a

sample of graduate students. That is, a mentor plays several roles

concomitantly (Carter, 1984). Although the majority of the

literature indicated specific unitary roles, the multidimensional

aspect of student mentoring could have accounted for a lack of

distinction among specific roles of mentoring experienced by the

present sample of undergraduate female students. In addition, it is

possible that students in the present sample may not have been

oriented toward mentoring roles, but rather they may have been

more oriented toward the action and results of mentoring (see

Table 5).

Based on the factor analysis, the 11 factors were

identified and named according to the items that had the

highest loadings (see Table 5). Factor 1 was named

"Understanding the System and Provider of Feedback." Items

loading highest on this factor included behaviors that provided

orientation to norms and rules, active feedback, role modeling,

explanation of the system, and enhancement of learning. Factor

1 had an eigenvalue of 18.03 and accounted for 36.1 percent of

the variance.
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Factor 2 was named "Career Advocate" and included

actions or behaviors that helped define career aspirations,

support to reach goals, encouraged dreams and career

aspirations, and took a personal interest. Factor 2 had an

eigenvalue of 2.84 and accounted for only 5.7 percent of the

variance.

Factor 3 was named "Workings of the System" and

included actions or behaviors that provided tutoring in

understanding the politics of the system, took one "under the

wings," showed one the "ropes," and provided awareness of

unwritten rules. Factor 3 had an eigenvalue of 2.09 and

accounted for 4.2 percent of the variance.

Factor 4 was named "Personal Support and

Encouragement" and included actions or behaviors that formed a

strong personal and professional relationship, made things

happen, and provided personal and professional friendship.

Factor 4 had an eigenvalue of 1.80 and accounted for 3.6

percent of the variance.

Factor 5 was named "Active Advocate" and included

placing one's reputation on the line, going to bat for someone,

and interceding for a cause. Factor 5 had an eigenvalue of 1.73

and accounted for 3.5 percent of the variance.

Factor 6 was named "Personal and Emotional Support" and

included tempering the ordeal aspects of school and work,

maintaining close contact and enhancing self-esteem.
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Table 3

Eigenvalues and Percentage of Variance for First Factor Analysis

Factor Eigenvalue Percent of Variance

1 18.03768 36.1

2 2.84845 5.7

3 2.09008 4.2

4 1.80471 3.6

5 1.73868 3.5

6 1.68852 3.4

7 1.39018 2.8

8 1.36499 2.7

9 1.25462 2.5

1 0 1.13814 2.3

1 1 1.03896 2.1
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Table 4

Factor Loadings for First Factor Analysis

Factor 1 Factor 2 Factor 3 Factor 4 Factor 5 Factor 6 Factor 7 Factor B Factor 9 Factor 10 Factor 11

31 Oriented me to tne norms .74 .07 .14 .01 .14 .07 .11 .18 .11 it .07

25 Praised my work .59 .10 .14 .18 .15 .21 .18 .00 .22 .04 .19

30 Displayed particular traits .57 .13 .04 .20 .30 .12 .03 .13 .04 .11 .13

34 Explained me system .57 .10 .47 .11 .21 .06 .15 .07 .06 .17 .21

33 Enhanced my learning .57 .25 .23 .39 .24 .02 .05 .08 .03 .18 .24

29 Provided opportunities for me .54 .22 .26 .34 .11 .10 .04 .22 .15 .2: .08

38 Was concerned about me .51 .30 .05 .46 .14 .20 .03 .06 .09 .27 .00

32 Provided me with friendship .50 .27 .11 .60 .05 .16 .02 .09 .03 .02 .01

20 Interacted with me frequently .50 .15 .16 .06 .04 .40 .15 .35 .03 .26 .08

26 Modeled specific traits .46 .46 .16 .14 .15 .03 .08 .08 .05 .35 .23

37 Facilitated our learning .45 .27 .22 .00 .23 .14 .49 .19 .10 .08 .01

22 Evaluated my progress .44 .37 17 .13 .06 .10 .40 .15 .24 .07 .06

21 Helped define my career .34 .72 .17 .08 .04 .00 .25 .11 .10 .06 .10

8 Encouraged my Creams .06 .70 .24 .01 .10 .28 .06 .07 .15 .28 .14

14 Took a personal interest .06 .58 .21 .21 .13 .26 .03 .48 .33 .01 .09

1 0 Helped me set challenging .12 .56 .30 .36 .09 .10 .18 .07 .24 .09 .15

36 Was both a counselor .23 .56 .15 .25 .27 .13 .27 .06 .00 .05 .23

5 Aided me in reaching .18 .53 .33 .09 .05 .03 .01 .08 .41 .10 .27

39 Shared advice and strategies .20 .52 .01 .13 .14 .18 .24 .11 .05 .47 .05

40 Displayed Behaviors .39 .48 .03 .17 .19 .05 .11 .20 .17 .42 .10

50 Provided assistance .31 .47 .10 .30 .14 .12 .24 .18 .07 .05 .38

7 Tutored in the politics .04 .22 .75 .15 .01 .17 .00 .06 .17 .00 .13

6 Showed me the 'ropes' .06 .23 .68 .07 .16 .09 .16 .11 .16 .03 .13

23 Helped me become aware .26 .12 .53 .07 .30 .09 .30 .32 .03 .02 .10

28 Helped me bypass .03 .00 .53 .31 .08 .03 .25 .00 .14 .30 .39

1 Took an interest in me .10 .20 44 .08 .01 .00 .08 .35 .33 .28 .09

47 Informed me of the pitfalls .36 .29 .43 .02 .46 .09 .14 .12 .14 .10 .03

18 Formed a strong relationship .20 .09 .12 .77 .06 .09 .25 .74 .28 .15 .03

1 7 Made things happen for me .09 .22 .05 .54 .25 .12 .06 .19 .32 .01 .10

15 Moved our relationship .18 .09 .37 .52 .28 .00 .03 .12 .12 .06 .00

24 Placed reputation on the line .23 .09 .11 .00 .79 .16 .20 .09 .12 .08 .16

27 Has 'gone to bar for me .17 .18 .07 .19 .74 .18 .01 .75 .16 .26 .16

42 Protected me by defending .24 .01 .11 .39 .59 .09 .14 .12 .14 .10 .03

48 Widened my exposure .05 .24 .16 .25 .44 .08 .41 .29 .00 .00 .11

3 Tempered the ordeal .01 .05 .01 .05 .06 .68 .03 .30 .13 .02 .09

12 ..and maintain close contact .03 .17 .22 .03 .20 .57 .02 .00 .28 .15 .03

44 And I have a relationship .36 .11 .23 .11 .20 .46 .07 .03 .19 .26 .29

45 Has enhanced my sell-esteem .36 .36 .00 .26 .06 .17 .64 .08 .08 .29 .10

1 9 Empowered me .26 .04 .25 .18 .07 .04 .52 .10 .15 .12 .21

13 Recommended me for an office .30 .03 .22 .22 .03 .26 .07 .71 .01 .04 .13

16 Shared shortcuts to success .15 .30 .36 .32 .24 .05 .11 .45 .02 .04 .05

41 And I exchanged information .21 .13 .10 .11 .25 .05 .11 .45 .02 n1 n5
2 Enhanced my belief .16 .05 .12 .24 .16 .14 .03 .06 .75 .24 .21

4 increased my visibility .03 .26 .37 .02 .13 .16 .15 .05 .66 .01 .04

11 Helped me establish .12 .15 .34 .07 .24 .18 .18 .07 .05 .75 .10

9 Exhibited specific actions .14 .23 .21 .06 .19 .31 .02 .00 .10 .01 .61

43 Has been emotionally .36 .03 .20 .23 .10 .02 .00 .17 .30 .18 .59

46 Provided special access .10 .31 .33 .36 .34 .14 .20 .01 .23 .16 .13

49 Gathered information .39 .32 .04 .28 .19 .06 .30 .30 .08 .26 .04

35 Promoted my career plans .05 .30 .28 .38 .39 .18 .18 .07 .05 .00 .10
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Table 5

Factors Generated By First Factor Analysis

Factor Factor Name

1. Understanding the System and Provider of Feedback

2. Career Advocate

3. Workings of The System

4. Personal Support and Encouragement

5. Active Advocate

6. Personal and Emotional Support

7. Support and Role Modeling

8. Sponsor

9. Confidence Building and Exposure

10. Informative Advice and Strategy

11. Informal Networking and Role Modeling

Factor 6 had an eigenvalue of 1.68 and accounted for 3.4

percent of the variance.

Factor 7 was named "Support and Role Modeling" and

included actions or behaviors that provided empowerment,
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feedback, explanation of the system, and widened exposure.

Factor 7 had an eigenvalue of 1.39 and accounted for 2.8

percent of variance.

Factor 8 was named "Sponsor" and included actions or

behaviors such as providing a recommendation for an office or

committee, taking a personal interest in career plans, sharing

shortcuts to success and making things happen. Factor 8 had

an eigenvalue of 1.36 and accounted for 2.7 percent of the

variance.

Factor 9 was named "Confidence Building and Exposure"

and included actions and behaviors that enhanced belief in

abilities, increased visibility, and aided in reaching desired

performance levels. Factor 9 had and eigenvalue of 1.25 and

accounted for 2.5 percent of the variance.

Factor 10 was named "Informative Advice and Strategy"

and included sharing and exchanging information, advice and

strategy, role modeling, and exchanging information and

support in a reciprocal fashion. Factor 10 had an eigenvalue of

1.13 and accounted for 2.3 percent of the variance.

Factor 11 was named "Informal Networking and Role

Modeling" and included actions and behaviors that exhibited

specific actions to imitate and established an informal

network. Factor 11 had an eigenvalue of 1.03 and accounted for

2.1 percent of the variance. Several factors did not appear to

be conceptually independent. For example, Factors 2 and 5 and

Factors 4 and 6 appeared to overlap in the actions and
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behaviors that were provided as a result of the mentoring

experienced. That is, although the loadings were not duplicated

the specific helping behavior described in the items did

overlap. Therefore, the first factor analysis was further

examined. Based on the factor analysis criterion of parsimony

and simplification (Norusis, 1989) there may have been fewer

than the 11 factors generated by this initial analysis.

Furthermore, the scree plot rule (Cattell, 1966 as cited in

Norusis, 1989, p. B 47) suggests that only 1, 2, or 3 of the 11

factors generated may have been useful (see Figure 3). The

scree plot rule is based on a plot of the total variance

associated with each factor. Typically, the plot shows a

distinct break between the steep slope of the large factors and

the gradual trailing off of the remaining factors. This gradual

trailing off is called the "scree" (Cattell, 1966 as cited in

Norusis, 1989, p. B 47) because it resembles the rubble that

forms at the foot of a mountain.

The scree plot in Figure 3 indicated a distinct break

between Factor 1 and the remaining factors. Additionally, the

plot showed that there were less than 11 meaningful factors.

The plot indicated several possible breaks which could have

been interpreted as possible points where the substantive

factors ended and the "rubble" begins. The possible locations

for the break points were as follows: between Factor 1 and

Factor 2; between Factor 3 and Factor 4; or between Factor 4

and Factor 5. The "scree" plot in Figure 3 indicated that the
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location of the "scree" could have been placed at several of

these points depending on the interpretation of "scree." The

researcher's interpretation was that the "scree" began at

Factor 4.

19.039
18.039
17.039
16.039
15.039
14.039
13.039

Eigenvalue 12.039
11.039
10.039
9.039
8.039
7.039
6.039
5.039
4.039
3.039
2.039
1.039

0

Factor

Figure 3. Scree plot for first factor analysis.

10 11

Therefore, a second factor analysis was performed in an

attempt to identify three distinct substantive factors. A

second factor analysis was performed forcing only three

factors (see Tables 6 & 7) for eigenvalues, percent of variance,

and factor loadings and Figure 4 for "scree" plot). Based on the

scree plot rule, it was decided that the number of meaningful
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meaningful factors could be restricted to one substantive

factor: Factor 1 from the second ananlysis was identified and

named "Emotional Support and Active Encouragement." Factor 1

included actions and behaviors that enhanced self-esteem,

provided frequent and active feedback, encouragement and

taking a personal and professional concern. Factor 1 had an

eigenvalue of 18.13 and accounted for 36.3 % of the total

variance (see Table 6 & 7).

Factor 1, generated from the first factor analysis,

"Understanding the System and Provider of Feedback", was

quite different from Factor 1 "Emotional Support and Active

Encouragement" generated from the second factor analysis.

Based on the results of the second scree plot, as well as the

criteria of parsimony and simplicity (Norusis, 1989) it was

decided that the second factor analysis best represented the

data.

This result seemed compatible with Kram's (1985)

findings of two general categories for the function of

mentoring: psychosocial support and career enhancement.

Similarly, Schockett and Harding-Hidore (1985) in their study

of undergraduates at the University of North Carolina found

psychosocial items loaded the highest among other factors.

Nevertheless, neither of the two analyses generated

specific mentoring roles that could be used to test Hypotheses

2 and 4. Rather, the factor analyses generated factors which

could be identified only according to specific helping behaviors.
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Table 6

Eigenvalues and Percentage of Variance for Second Factor

Analysis

Factor Eigenvalue Percent of Variance

1 18.13 36.3 %

2 2.86 5.7%

3 2.00 4.0%
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Table 7

Factor Loadings for Second Factor Analysis

Factor 1 Factor 2 Factor 3
45 Has enhanced my self esteem .75 .14 .19

20 Interacted with me frequently .72 .09 .08

38 Was concerned about me .69 .31 .17

40 Displayed behaviors .63 .40 .11

39 Shared advice and strategies .61 .21 .27

43 Has been emotionally .59 .20 .25

25 Praised my work .59 .23 .07

44 ..and I have a relationship .58 .15 .13

32 Provided me with friendship .57 .37 .18

26 Modeled specific traits .57 .29 .23

30 Displayed particular traits .53 .42 .02

29 Provided opportunities for me .52 .33 .29

33 Enhanced my learning .52 .55 .19

41 ...and I exchanged information .51 .32 .14

22 Evaluated my progress .48 .35 .37

21 Helped define my career goals .47 .30 .45

36 Was both a counselor .45 .34 .25

31 Oriented me to the norms .45 .38 .03

37 Facilitated our learning .43 .40 .20

14 Took a personal interest .40 .25 .54

35 Promoted my career plans .16 .71 .30

47 Informed me of the pitfalls .21 .61 .35

48 Widened my exposure .20 .60 .15

23 Made me aware .17 .59 .37

17 Made things happen .28 .56 .16

24 Placed reputation on the line .19 .56 .09

42 Protected me by defending .37 .55 .17

15 Moved our relationship .19 .54 .45

27 Gone to bat .36 .54 .14

28 Bypass the organization .03 .53 .43

34 Explained the system .30 .52 .27

16 Shared shortcuts to success .22 .50 .37

18 Formed a strong relationship .36 .49 .18

49 Gathered information .39 .45 .29

46 Provided special access .33 .42 .21

19 Empowered me .36 .42 .17

50 Provided assistance .37 .26 .72

7 Tutored me in the politics .00 .26 .72

4 Increased my visibility .04 .15 .71

5 Aided me in reaching .25 .21 .70

6 Taught me the "ropes' .01 .38 .65

8 Encouraged my dreams .39 .07 .64

10 Helped me set challenging .33 .25 .60

1 Took an interest .10 .27 .53

2 Increased my belief .14 .14 .51

11 Helped me establish .21 .24 .50

9 Exhibited specific actions .12 .27 .49

12 Is someone I know .38 .05 .48

3 Tempered the ordeal .39 .21 .36

13 Recommended me for an office .33 .36 .29
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Figure 4. Scree plot for second factor analysis.
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Objective 3.

The third objective of the -present study was to

investigate the relationship between class standing and the

prevalence of mentoring experienced by female undergraduate

merchandising students. Two hypotheses were developed to

meet objective 3: Hypothesis 3 and Hypothesis 4.

Hypothesis 3.

There will be a difference in the overall prevalence of

mentoring experienced by female undergraduate merchandising

management students according to class standing. Hypothesis 3 was
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tested using a one-way ANOVA to determine the effect of class

standing on overall prevalence of mentoring experienced (see Table

8). Results of the ANOVA revealed that the overall prevalence of

mentoring for freshmen, sophomores, juniors and seniors was not

significantly different at the .05 level of probability. The E Ratio

was 2.48, with 3 between groups degrees of freedom and 97 within

groups degrees of freedom. Therefore, Hypothesis 3 was rejected.

Table 9 summarizes group means according to class standing.

Table 8

One-Way ANOVA of Overall Prevalence of Mentoring by Class
Standing

Source of D.F. Sums of Mean F Ratio 2
Variation Squares Squares

Between Groups 3 4.6921 1.5640 2.4795 .0657

Within Groups 97 61.1855 .6308

Total 100 65.8776

*NOTE: 1 subject was deleted from this analysis due to missing
data
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Table 9

Cass Standing. Means. and Standard Deviations

Group N Mean S.D.

1 Freshmen 12 1.8744 .8164

2 Sophomore 15 2.3340 .7378

3 Junior 35 2.4029 .9141

4 Senior 39 1.9845 .6849

Hypothesis 4.

The specific kinds of mentor roles experienced by female

undergraduate merchandising management students will vary

according to class standing. It was not possible to test

Hypothesis 4 because the factor analysis did not generate

specific kinds of mentor roles experienced by female

undergraduate merchandising management students.

Objective 4.

The fourth objective was to determine the source of mentoring

experienced by female undergraduate merchandisng management

students. Although there was no hypothesis formulated regarding
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the source of mentoring experienced by students, further analysis

was conducted for exploratory reasons to examine the source of the

mentoring: professor, advisor, employer, or friend. For the

dependent variable (mentor sources), students' responses were coded

as either "yes" or "no" according to whether or not they circled each

of the four mentor sources. Then, the percentage of times each

source was circled was calculated. Thus, the dependent variable

consisted of the percentage of times each one of the four sources

was indicated. For example, students indicated advisors as

mentoring sources 7.29 percent of the times. Results of the ANOVA

revealed that there were significant differences between the

sources of mentoring at the .001 level of probability. The E Ratio

was 59.68, with 9 within subjects degrees of freedom and 294 error

degrees of freedom. Tables 10 and 11 summarize the data.

Table 10

Re_peated Measures ANOVA for Mentoring Sources

Source D.F. Sums of Mean E Ratio 12

Squares Squares

Mean 1 152410.81 152410.81 371.90 .0001

Year 3 715.47 238.49 0.58 .6282

Error 98 40156.49 409.76 0 58
Between
Subjects

Source 3 57281.80 19093.93 59.68 .0001

Source By 9 3432.48 381.39 1.19 .2996
Year

Error w/in 294 94065.68 319.95
Subjects
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Table 11

Mean Percentage for Sources of Mentoring*

Variable Mean
Percentage

S.D.

Professor 11.49a 14.53

Advisor 7.29a 11.27

Employer 29.16b 25.39

Friend 40.68c 19.68
*Means with the identical superscripts are not significantly
different

A Newman-Keuls' multiple range test was used as a post hoc

procedure to identify significant contrasts between the four sources

of mentoring experienced by students. Means, percentages and

standard deviations for the four mentoring sources and follow-up by

class standing are displayed in Table 11. Follow-up tests of the

differences among sources of mentoring experienced by students

showed friends and employers the most frequent source of

mentoring. Friends were significantly more frequent sources of

mentoring experienced by students than employers, professors, and

advisors (p.<.05). Employers were the next most frequent source of

mentoring and were significantly more frequent sources than

professors and advisors. (2<.05). Professors and advisors were
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reported as significantly less frequent sources than either of the

other two sources, but did not differ from each other in frequency.

Demographic data for future studies were analyzed using

frequency counts and percentages. Work and educational settings

were the two settings where the most mentoring experiences had

taken place. A little less than half the students (n=49), reported

having experienced mentoring at work. This was followed by 19.4

percent of the students (n=20) who had experienced mentoring in an

educational setting (see Appendix C, Table 12).

Employers and friends were reported as the most frequent

sources of mentoring relationships experienced. Employers were

indicated as a mentoring source by approximately 23 percent (n=24)

of the students; friends were reported by 16.5 percent (n=17). The

remaining sources of mentor relationships were dispersed among:

advisors, co-workers, father, fiance, and professors. (see Appendix

C, Table 12).

Summary

In conclusion, the prevalence of mentoring experienced by

female undergraduate merchandising management students was

higher than hypothesized. Class standing had no effect on overall

mentoring experienced by students. Based on a principal component

factor analysis of 50-items on the PSS scale, specific kinds of

mentor roles could not be identified. Factors could be described

according to the results or the helping action that took place rather

than specific roles. Friends and employers were the most frequent

mentoring sources experienced by students.
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CHAPTER V

Summary And Interpretation Of Findings

Mentoring has been conceptualized as a comprehensive and

complex professional socialization relationship. Mentoring and

professional socialization have been used synonymously and

interchangeably throughout the literature. Mentoring is believed to

be a significant means for promoting personal and professional

development. However, little is known about mentoring that occurs

among undergraduate students. For the most part, previous research

on mentoring has focused on the workplace within the fields of

business and education. Several studies (Carter, 1984; Gregg, 1972;

Kahnweiller & Johnson, 1980; Schockett & Harding-Hidore, 1985)

have been conducted to investigate graduate student mentoring.

However, there have been only a limited number of studies on

mentoring among undergraduate students.

The present study was conducted to investigate the prevalence

of mentoring experienced, the specific roles of mentoring, and the

source of mentoring experienced by female undergraduate

merchandising management students. The purpose for the study was

achieved through five objectives with four hypotheses. The

organization of this chapter includes a Summary and Interpretation

of Objectives and Hypotheses, Implications, and Recommendations

for Further Research.

To achieve the objectives of the present study a
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self-report questionnaire was implemented using a modification of

the Total Design Method (Dillman, 1978). A total of 156

questionnaires were distributed, 102 usable, for a response rate of

70 percent. The findings for this study were based on analysis of

102 female undergraduate merchandising management students.

Statistical analyses used in the study included mean scores,

principal component factor analysis, ANOVA and

Newman-Keuls' multiple range test.

The instrument used for data collection was titled the Student

Experiences Questionnaire. The questionnaire included the

Professional Socialization Scale (PSS) developed by Stenberg

(1988). Stenberg's PSS was developed to measure professional

socialization relationships experienced by home economics

education professionals. The Student Experiences Questionnaire

included additional sections to determine the source of mentoring

experienced, to collect student demographic data, and to collect

exploratory data in order to provide direction for further studies.

Summary and Interpretation of

Objectives and Hypotheses

The first objective of the present study was to investigate the

overall prevalence of mentoring. Hypothesis 1 predicted there would

be a low level of mentoring experienced. This hypothesis was not

supported as results indicated that the overall prevalence of

mentoring experienced was higher than predicted.

It appears that the female merchandising management

students in this sample experienced a moderate level of mentoring
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relationships. The overall mean was calculated for all the

respondents for the 50 items on the PSS. The resultant overall mean

of 2.17 was similar to Stenberg's (1988) mean of 2.18 for her

sample of female home economic professionals. Stachura (1989)

reported a mean of 2.67 for her sample of recently graduated nurses

which was higher than Stenberg's or the present study.

These results are surprising in view of Levinson's recent study

on female development which reported very few instances of

mentoring, particularly female to female mentoring (personal

communication, May 24, 1991). In the present study, friends were

cited as the most prevalent mentoring source which seemed to

suggest a high level of peer mentoring. Peer mentoring has been

reported as beneficial, but generally involved less influential and

less powerful relationships. The relatively high incidence of peer

mentoring within the present sample was similar to results of

previous research (Newcomb, & Feldman, 1969) which reported peer

relationships as having the greatest effect and influence on

students. Hence, for the sample of female undergraduate

merchandising management students only a limited degree of

mentoring seemed to have been provided by individuals who had

influence and power.

The second objective of the present study was to identify

specific mentor roles that are most experienced by female

undergraduate merchandising management students. It was

hypothesized that low level, least powerful mentor roles would be

the most experienced. It was not possible to test this Hypothesis
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because the factor analysis did not generate factors characterized

by specific mentor roles such as those previously identified

(Stenberg, 1988). Factors seemed to be characterized according to

the specific helping action that took place due to the mentoring

experienced. The first factor analysis generated 11 factors which

were not conceptually independent. Therefore, the factor analysis

was further examined. Based on the criteria of parsimony,

simplification, and the "scree" rule a second run of factor analysis

was performed. It was decided to restrict the number of factors to

three. Of the three factors, one was determined to be substantive.

Factor 1 was named "Emotional Support and Active

Encouragement." Factor 1 "Emotional Support and Active

Encouragement" was related to previous research in that

psychosocial support has been reported as one of two general

categories for the function of mentoring (Kram, 1985). Schockett

and Harding-Hidore (1985) also found psychosocial items loaded

highest among other factors. Similarly, Carter's (1984) study

identified "Emotional Support and Active Encouragement and

Advocate" as one of four factors.

The third objective of the present study was to investigate the

relationship between class standing and the overall prevalence of

mentoring and the specific kinds of mentor roles experienced. Two

hypotheses were developed to meet objective 3. Hypothesis 3

predicted a difference in mentoring experienced according to class

standing. Results showed no difference in mentoring with regard to

class standing. Therefore Hypothesis 3 was not supported.
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These findings may have been the result of a fairly

homogeneous sample according to age. If the sample had included a

greater number of older students results might have indicated a

difference in mentoring experienced according to age. Age may be

more related to the prevalence of mentoring than is class standing

Hypothesis 4 predicted that the specific kinds of mentor roles

experienced would vary according to class standing. Since the

factor analysis did not generate specific roles it was not possible to

test this hypothesis.

No formal hypothesis was formulated for objective 4, however

for exploratory reasons analysis was conducted to determine the

source of mentoring (professor, advisor, employer, or friend)

experienced. Results showed that friends were significantly the

most frequent mentoring source. Employers were the second most

frequent source, followed by professors and advisors.

One interpretation of this finding could be that friends are

more readily available which is conducive to developing and building

a sense of trust. There could have been a perceived lack of trust on

the part of the students regarding interaction with professors and

advisors. Alternately, professors and advisors may not have

encouraged interaction with students because of the typical barriers

reported (Brown, 1979; Nieva & Gutek, 1981) in the literature: lack

of time, busy schedule, and an emphasis and reward system based on

research and writing as opposed to teaching.

Professors and advisors may not have had mentors of their own

and, therefore, had not had an opportunity to learn how to act as a
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mentor. Previous research has found that mentoring is

characteristically cyclical (Bush, 1 985; Missirian, 1982).

Individuals who have not had mentors of their own fail to recognize

the benefits and potential of mentoring relationships and have been

less likely to perpetuate mentoring experiences for others.

Jmplications

Undergraduate merchandising management students need to be

taught the importance of establishing contacts and forming

networks with individuals who possess greater knowledge,

influence, and power and make it part of their efforts to build a

career. Students pursuing retailing careers must not only be

prepared through relevant coursework, but they also need to learn

that ability, self-confidence, and competence on the job do not

always ensure success and career advancement within the

traditionally male oriented corporate hierarchy. Students need to be

taught that establishing mentoring relationships can be a crucial

professional development strategy, and perhaps mandatory for

career advancement into the higher echelons of management.

Based on the findings of the present study it appears that

professors and advisors are providing only a limited amount of

mentoring. Professors and advisors need to recognize the benefits

of mentoring and make a conscientious effort to guide and nurture

students both for learning as well as for personal and professional

development.

Mentoring projects are a possible means for combating what

some educators in postsecondary institutions have predicted as an



65

increasing tendency towards the depersonalization of education. It

would be advantageous for educators to create an atmosphere within

the college or department which invites the formation of

interdependent, supportive, and nurturing relationships both among

faculty as well as with the students. Professional educators such

as administrators, deans, department chairs, and professors

hopefully will come to realize the benefits and rewards for

mentoring relationships among one another as well as with the

students. Mentoring relationships such as those offering frequent

interactive and supportive contact at the student level are

particularly valuable as students who learn to value and develop

mentoring on campus are more likely to build mentoring

relationships within their personal and professional lives off

campus.

Recommendations For Further Research

Individuals considering a replication of this study using the

Professional Socialization Scale (Stenberg, 1988) might consider

limiting the number of items which identified the specific

mentoring roles. The PSS was weighted in favor of mentor and

sponsor relationships and included fewer items which were intended

to measure role model, guide, coach, and peer relationships. The

present researcher would recomment balancing the number of items

identifying each of the six roles (peer, role model, guide, coach,

sponsor, mentor) so that they are equal.

It would also be helpful to replicate the study in order to test

the generalizability of the findings to other educational settings,
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groups of undergraduate students, female merchandising

management students at other universities. It would also be helpful

to include additional demographic and open ended questions, thus,

integrating qualitative and quantitative research components. The

present researcher also recommends addressing the student emic

view thus incorporating additional questions.

Many organizations today have implemented planned or

formalized mentoring programs and projects. Carefully planned

workshops, seminars, programs, and projects stimulate an

awareness, knowledge, and appreciation for the complex and

rewarding dynamics of mentoring and professional socialization on

campuses.

Summary

Female mentoring and professional socialization relationships

are based on women helping women. It is hoped this study will lead

to further exploration and research which will thus increase the

body of information and knowledge regarding female mentoring and

professional socialization relationships.
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Appendix A Student Experiences Questionnaire

STUDENT EXPERIENCES QUESTIONNAIRE

The following is a list of behaviors that some students experience. Reflect on your MOST SIGNIFICANT expehences. involving a
variety of people, either in your education and/or your work setting. You may think of different people in regard to each item.
Then. (1) In Part A indicate how often you have experienced each behavior by circling one number in from 0-4 next to each
item; an (2) For each behavior which you experienced, in Part B indicate whether the behavior was provided by a
Professor (P), Advisor (A). Employer (E) or Friend (F) by circling one letter PF next to each item. NOTE: Answer Part B ONLY
if you have circled 1, 2, 3, or 4 in Part A. You should not answer Part B if you circled 0 in Part A. In Part B, it the behavior
was rat provided by one of these tour people, do not mark a letter.

IN MY COLLEGIATE AND/OR WORK SETTING

In Pen A. inseam elm omen you hese
reperionowl each betworar by amino ens
number from 0.4 new to waft item.
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In Part B, Mode mar leer
(F'.A.E. or F) tar aeon ibm to
Indians whether the balwrior
was prwriled by a Professor (P),
Advisor (A). Empires!' (E), ass
Riser% (F).

PART A PART

I have NEVER I have
experienced experienced 1 F
this this

A PROFESSOR, ADVISOR, EMPLOYER
AND/OR FRIEND

OFTEN}
1

1. ..took an interest in me by assigning me to a project
or appointing me to a committee. 0 1 2 3 4 P A E F

2. ...enhanced my belief that I was both capable and able
in my work. 0 1 2 3 4 P A E F

3. ..tempered the 'ordeal' aspects of work or school such
as when something upsetting happened to me. 0 1 2 3 4 P A E F

4. _increased my visibility. 0 1 2 3 4 P A E F

5. _aided me in reaching my desired performance level. 0 1 2 3 4 P A E F

6. ..took me under his/her wings and showed me the
'ropes.' 0 1 2 3 4 P A E F

7. ...tutored me in understanding the politics of the
collegiate and/or work arena. 0 1 2 3 4 P A E F

8. ..encouraged my dreams and supported my career
aspirations. 0 1 2 3 4 P A E F

9. _exhibited specific actions which I have imitated. 0 1 2 3 4 P A E F

10. ...helped me set challenging goals for myself. 0 1 2 3 4 P A E F

11. ...helped me establish an informal network. 0 1 2 3 4 P A E F

12. ...is someone I know well and with whom I maintain
close contact 0 1 2 3 4 P A E F

13. ..recommended me for an office or committee in my
organization. 0 1 2 3 4 P A E F

14. _took a personal interest In my career plans. 0 1 2 3 4 P A E F

15. ...moved our relationship from superior-subordinate to
egalitarian (more equal) in nature. 0 1 2 3 4 P A E F

16. ...shared shortcuts to success with me. 0 1 2 3 4 P A E F

17 ...made things happen for me that would ordinarily have
been beyond my ability. 0 1 2 3 4 P A E F
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IN MY COLLEGIATE AND/OR WORK SETTING

PART A

I have NEVER I have
A PROFESSOR, ADVISOR, EMPLOYER experienced experienced

AND/OR FRIEND ..... this this OFTEN
I

!

18. _formed a strong relationship with me which was both
professional and personal in nature.

19. ...empowered me through our relationship.

20. ...interacted with me frequently, actively, and in an
ongoing fashion.

21. ...helped define my career aspirations and provided
support for me to reach these goals.

22. ...evaluated my progress and provided feedback.

23. ...helped me become aware of the unwritten rules and
politics involved in the collegiate and/or
work arena.

24. _placed his/her reputation on the line by interceding
on my behalf.

25. ...praised my work when well done and constructively
criticized it when poorly done.

26. ...modeled specific traits which I have internalized.

27. ...has 'gone to bar for me.

28. ...helped me bypass the organizational hierarchy.

29. ...provided opportunities for me to prove myself.

30. ...displayed particular traits which I have adopted
and others which I have rejected.

31. ...oriented me to norms and rules (i.e., dress code.
policies, procedures).

32. ...provided me with personal and professional
friendship and support.

33. .enhanced my learning in that I observed his/her
performance and compared it to my own.

34. ...explained the system to me.

35. ...promoted my career plans by introducing me to
influential people.

36. ...was both a counselor and caring friend.

37. ...and I participated in informal, ongoing discussions
which facilitated our learning.

38. ...was concerned about me both personally and
professionally.

39. ...was someone with whom I shared information, advice,
and strategies.

40. ...displayed behaviors. personal styles, and specific
attributes which I have emulated.

41 ..and I exchanged information, aid and support in a
reciprocal fashion.

PART 8

0 1 2 3 4 P A E F

0 1 2 3 4 P A E F

0 1 2 3 4 P A E F

0 1 2 3 4 P A E F

0 1 2 3 4 P A E F

0 1 2 3 4 P A E F

0 1 2 3 4 P A E F

0 1 2 3 4 P A E F

0 1 2 3 4 P A E F

0 1 2 3 4 P A E F

0 1 2 3 4 P A E F

0 1 2 3 4 P A E F

0 1 2 3 4 P A E F

0 1 2 3 4 P A E F

0 1 2 3 4 P A E F

0 1 2 3 4 P A E F

0 1 2 3 4 P A E F

0 1 2 3 4 P A E F

0 1 2 3 4 P A E F

i 1 2 3 4 P A E F

J 1 2 3 4 P A E F

0 1 2 3 4 P A E F

0 1 2 3 4 P A E F

0 1 2 3 4 P A E F

-- ?LEASE TURN PAGE --
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IN MY COLLEGIATE AND/OR WORK SETTING

PART A

I have NEVER I have
A PROFESSOR, ADVISOR, EMPLOYER experienced experienced

AND/OR FRIEND this this OFTEN

42. ...protected me by defending my abilities and attributes
when they were questioned.

43. ..has been emotionally supportive on college related.
work related or personal issues.

44. ..and I have a relationship which developed (changed
and grew) over time.

45. ...has enhanced my self-esteem by accepting and
confirming my abilities.

46. ..provided special access to resources
(i.e., financial).

47. ..informed me of the pitfalls to be avoided.

48. ..widened my exposure in the collegiate and/or
work arena by introducing me to his/her
colleagues.

49. ..gathered information about my performance and
discussed areas for improvement.

50. ...provided day-to-day assistance on improving my
professional competence.

PART B

0 1 2 3 4 P A E F

0 1 2 3 4 P A E F

0 1 2 3 4 P A E F

0 1 2 3 4 P A E F

0 1 2 3 4 P A E F

0 1 2 3 4 P A E F

0 1 2 3 4 P A E F

0 1 2 3 4 P A E F

0 1 2 3 4 P A E F

51 a. Now, think of ONE INDIVIDUAL with more experience, skits, or influence who has instructed, counselled, guided, and
facilitated your intellectual, personal and/or career development. In the space below, identify this person, indicating
whether male or female, and briefly describe the nature of the relationship and how it was established. Indicate whether
the individual was a professor, advisor, employer, or friend.

Person's name: Male: Female:

Relationship:

51 b. Identify in what setting you had most of the experiences described in this questionnaire.
1. Educational 5. Community Activities, etc.
2. Career development, including advising 6. Church
3. Work 7. Sports
4. Student Organizations 8. Sorority

9. Other

52. What is your year in school (please circle one number)?
1. Freshman 3. Junior 5. Graduate Student
2. Sophomore 4. Senior 6. Other

53. What is your student status (please circle one number)?
I. Full time (12 or more units)
2. Part time (9 or less units)
3. Other, if so please state

54. Are you currently employed (please circle one number)?
1. NO
2. YES If yes: Number of hours per/week

In a merchandising-related position Yes No (Check one)

55. What is your age?
THANK YOU!
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Appendix B Cover Letter

January 7, 1991

DEPARTMENT OF APPAREL. INTERIORS.

HOUSING AND MERCHANDISING

OREGON STATE UNIVERSITY
Mliam Hall 224 Corval1H. Oregon 4-331'5101

Telephone SO 737.3796

Dear Merchandising Management Student,

As a fellow student I am requesting your help with a research project that is part of
my masters thesis. My research is about the kinds of teaching, guiding, and support
relationships you have (or have had) with professors, advisors, employeers, and/or
friends.

The enclosed questionnaire requires less than fifteen minutes of your time.
Please give each question careful consideration, fill out each question to the
best of your knowledge, and return the completed questionnaire as soon as
possible in the envelope provided. A drop off box for your questionnaire is in
the AIHM Office in Milam 224.

You do, of course, have the right to refuse to participate in this study. If you do not
wish to participate, it is still essential that you return the questionnaire in the
enclosed envelope to the drop box in the AIHM Office.

Your questionnaire has been coded for follow-up purposes. All materials and
responses are strictly confidential and under no circumstances will names and
responses be connected. The intent of this project is to determine student
experiences and attitudes as a whole rather than individually.

Thank you for your time and assistance. Your cooperation with this project is an
important step in the process of assessing student needs for educational and
professional development.

Should you have any questions please feel free to call me at (503) 754-7336.
Your help is greatly appreciated--THANK YOU.

Sincerely,

Vicky brand
Masters Candidate, O.S.U.

Redacted for privacy
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Appendix B Follow-Up Letter

February 5, 1991

Dear Student,

Several weeks ago I contacted you for your assistance with a research
study questionnaire. As of this date I have not received a response.

I REALLY NEED YOUR HELP! I need your questionnaires filled out and
returned so I can finish my thesis and graduate.

If you have recently mailed your questionnaire, THANK YOU!

Your cooperation is greatly appreciated,

Vicky Durand
Master's Candidate
AIHM Department, O.S.U.



Appendix C

Table 12
Student Experiences Questionnaire Frequencies

Item (Professional Socialization Scale) Distribution of Scores

A Professor, Advisor, Employer and/or Friend

1. took an interest in me by assigning
me to a project or appointing me
to a committee.

2. enhanced my belief that I was both
capable and able in my work.

3. tempered the "ordeal" aspects of work
or school such as when something
happened to me.

4. increased my visibility.

5. aided me in reaching my desired
performance level.

6. took me under his/her wings and
showed me the "ropes".

7. tutored me in understanding the
politics of the collegiate and/or
work arena.

0 1 2 3 4 P A E F

24 12 26 27 13 12 5 31 31

1 6 14 36 45 22 11 48 54

11 10 19 37 19 10 3 16 69

22 4 18 37 17 29 14 24 32

15 9 21 37 18 29 8 32 31

21 14 15 30 21 3 2 24 29

24 18 23 25 12 14 14 23 32 -.1
co



Table 12 (Continued)

Student Experiences Frequencies Continued

Item (Professional Socialization Scale) Distribution of Scores

A Professor, Advisor, Employer and/or Friend

8. encouraged my dreams and supported
my career aspirations.

9. exhibited specific actions which I have
imitated.

10. helped my set challenging goals for
myself.

11. helped me establish an informal network.

1 2. is someone I know well and with whom I
maintain close contact.

13. recommended me for an office or committee.

14. took a personal interest my my career plans.

15. moved our relationship from superior
subordinate to egalitarian in nature.

16. shared shortcuts to success with me.

0 1 2 3 4 P A E F

9 15 14 26 36 8 13 17 20

17 9 24 31 15 11 1 35 45

18 5 25 30 22 18 17 28 37

32 10 23 17 15 12 4 24 32

4 4 7 23 63 4 4 19 86

22 8 15 32 24 8 14 27 41

30 11 20 25 15 12 10 25 19

40 11 22 15 14 11 3 29 25

-.1



Table 12 (Continued)

Student Experiences Questionnaire Frequencies Continued

Item (Professional Socialization Scale)

0

A Professor, Advisor, Employer and/or Friend

17. made things happen for me that would
ordinarily have been beyond my ability. 36

18. formed a strong relationship with me which
was both professional and personal in
nature. 18

19. empowered me through our relationship. 27

20. interacted with me frequently, actively,
and in an ongoing fashion. 6

21. helped define my career aspirations and
provided support for me to reach these
goals. 20

22. evaluated my progress and provided feedback. 13

23. helped me become aware of the unwritten
rules and politics involved in the
collegiate and/or work arena. 29

24. placed his/her reputation on the line by
interceding on my behalf. 62

1 2 3

Distribution of Scores

4 P A E F

14 28 15 9 8 6 27 34

12 27 25 20 15 9 58 18

7 19 28 19 10 5 19 50

5 17 21 52 9 6 24 76

14 21 22 24 14 21 21 37

14 21 32 20 29 19 35 19

15 22 22 12 15 11 21 36

10 15 10 4 2 4 9 25 C°
CD



Table 12 (Continued)

Student Experiences Questionnaire Frequencies Continued

Item (Professional Socialization Scale) Distribution of Scores

0

A Professor, Advisor, Employer and/or Friend

25. praised my work when well done and
constructively criticized it when
poorly done.

26. modeled specific traits which I have
internalized.

27. has "gone to bat" for me.

28. helped me bypass the organizational
hierarchy.

29. provided opportunities for me to prove
myself.

30. displayed particular traits which I have
adopted and others which I haverejected.

31. oriented me to norms and rules
(i.e., dress code, policies, procedures).

32. provided me with personal and
professional friendship and support.

9

17

42

54

11

15

13

13

1 2 3 4 P A E F

11 17 37 28 28 6 59 29

8 30 27 13 1 6 26 47

11 24 15 8 2 3 14 40

0 17 10 6 3 3 24 12

9 21 31 30 27 9 52 26

9 22 27 28 15 5 32 59

16 27 22 23 17 9 53 31

8 20 26 34 7 8 45 46



Table 12 (Continued)

Student Experiences Questionnaire Frequencies Continued

Item (Professional Socialization Scale) Distribution of Scores

0

A Professor, Advisor, Employer and/or Friend

33. enhanced my learning in that I observed
his/her performance and compared it
to my own.

34. explained the system to me.

35. promoted my career plans by introducing
me to influential people.

36. was both a counselor and caring friend.

37. and I participated in informal, ongoing
discussions which facilitated our
learning.

38. was concerned about me both personally
and professionally

39. was someone with whom I shared
information, advice, and strategies.

40. displayed behaviors, personal styles,
and strategies.

15

16

46

22

21

10

12

15

1 2 3 4 P A E F

11 28 26 21 14 3 46 42

15 23 26 19 16 14 22 49

13 14 17 11 7 2 32 21

5 12 26 36 5 9 18 56

10 21 26 36 18 9 20 44

7 31 21 32 8 9 45 46

4 16 26 42 5 5 22 71

7 31 25 23 12 4 24 61



Table 12 (Continued)

Student Experiences Questionnaire Frequencies Continued

Item (Professional Socialization Scale)

0

A Professor, Advisor, Employer and/or Friend

41. and I exchanged information, aid and
support in a reciprocal fashion. 10

42. protected me by defending my abilities and
attributes when they were questioned. 30

43. has been emotionally supportive on college
related or personal issues. 7

44. and I have a relationship which developed
(changed and grew) over time. 4

45. has enhanced my self-esteem by accepting
and confirming my abilities. 6

46. provided special access to resources
(i.e. financial). 46

47. informed me of the pitfalls to be avoided. 28

48. widened my exposure in the collegiate
and/or work arena by introducing me
to his/he colleagues. 46

1 2

Distribution of Scores

3 4 P A E F

7 18 24 40 6 3 22 72

4 25 20 22 2 5 23 51

5 16 25 49 5 2 17 82

6 19 19 52 4 3 18 81

7 18 26 43 8 4 28 69

5 18 18 12 5 4 24 20

11 26 24 15 17 18 27 33

12 19 16 7 8 1 30 23 co
CO



Table 12 (Continued)

Student Experiences Questionnaire Frequencies Continued

Item (Professional Socialization Scale) Distribution of Scores

0 1 2 3 4 P A E

A Professor, Advisor, Employer and/or Friend

49. gather information about my performance
and discussed areas for improvement. 2 8 1 5 1 8 2 3 1 7 1 7 1 2 4 0 1 3

50. provided day-to-day assistance on
improving my professional competence. 41 1 1 1 4 2 0 1 3 8 3 4 0 1 0

Information About Mentoring Source

51 a. Now, think of ONE INDIVIDUAL with more experience, skills, or influence who has instructed, counselled, guided, and facilitated
your intellectual, personal and/or career development. In the space below identify this person, indicating whether male or female
and briefly describe the nature of the relationship and how it was established.
advisor, employer, or friend.

Relationship Frequency

Indicate whether the individual was a professor,

Sex Frequency

Employer 2 6 Female 5 6
Advisor/Courselor 5 Male 2 6
Co-worker 1 Missing 2 0
Education 1

Father 5
Fiance 1

Friends 2 0
Missing 61 co



Table 12 (Continued)

Student Experiences Questionnaire-Information About Mentoring Source Continued

51 b. Identify in what setting you had most of the experiences described in this questionnaire.

Frequency

Educational 2 0
Work 4 9
Student Organizations 2
Community Activities 3
Church 6
Sports 7
Sorority 8
Career Development 5
Missing 4
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Appendix D Application for Exemption

OFFICE OP VICE PRESIDENT FOR RESEARCH. GRADUATE STUDIES, AND INTERNATIONAL PROGRAMS

OREGON STATE UNIVERSITY
Adoaaisoiava Samoa A312 Corvallis. Ovesoa 97331 2140

303-737 3437 FAX 503-737-3013 Tiles 5103960iii2 -COVS

December 10, 1990

Principal Investigator:

It has been determined that the following project is exempt
from review by Oregon State University's Committee for the
Protection of Human Subjects under guidelines from the U.S.
Department of Health and Human Services:

Principal Investigator: Sally Francis

Student's Name (if any): Victoria Durand

Department: AIHM

Source of Funding:

Project Title: Prevalence of Mentorina Experiences by Female

Undergraduate Merchandising Manaaement Students

Comments:

A copy of this information will be provided to the Chair of
the Committee for the Protection of Human Subjects. If questions
arise, you may be contacted further.

Redacted for Privacy
marlflz.lrerxIns
Research Development Officer

cc: CPHS Chair




