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EXECUTIVE SUMMARY 
 

This study seeks to answer two questions: 

 Why do some managers choose to be mentored and others do not?, and 

 Are there gender differences in managers’ perceptions about the mentoring 
relationship? 

The review of literature provides readers with a summary of studies about the benefits and 
limitations of formal career mentoring. The potential influence of gender in mentor/protégée 
relationships is also discussed.  The work then draws on a well-established theoretical model of 
intention to explore the influence of gender in the decision to seek a mentor.  Empirical findings 
are based on 229 questionnaire responses.   

The study found that: 

 only a minority of respondents (14 percent) had been mentored. No gender 
differences in the propensity to be mentored were observed. 

 among respondents who were engaged in a mentoring relationship, 94 percent 
indicated that they trusted their mentor and 91 percent perceived the mentoring 
relationship to be successful. 

 gender of mentors and protégés were associated (p-value ≤ 0.05). Women were 
significantly more likely to be mentored by a female mentor; male protégés were 
equaled likely to be mentored by male or female mentors.  

 among the respondents who were not mentored, 86 percent indicated that they 
had no intention of finding a mentor. No significant gender effects were noted.  
The majority of respondents were “indifferent” in their preference for a male or 
female mentor.    

 The primary reasons for not seeking a mentor were: little or no value at point in 
career, lack or waste of time, prefer to be mentored by friends or family, 
previously mentored, and/or preference to learn on my own. 

 among those respondents who were not currently engaged in a mentoring 
relationship, outcomes deemed most important were: increasing career and job 
satisfaction; having someone you can trust and being trusted; independence; and 
gaining access to resources, information and feedback.   

Examining respondents’ attitudes towards mentoring suggests five potential outcomes:   

 Psychosocial support: interactions with others, such as getting the support of 
others, having someone to confide in, being accepted by others, having someone 
you can trust, being trusted, feeling part of the team and making friends, career 
mobility and being sponsored by a senior person. 

 Knowledge acquisition: gaining of resources and information in order to be 
promoted, including gaining access to power, getting feedback, getting 
information, getting challenging projects and work, understanding organizational 
politics, and being coached. 



___________________________________________________________________________ 
AN EXAMINATION OF GENDER INFLUENCES IN CAREER MENTORING  2

 Career development support: advancement and promotion and include 
obtaining a promotion, obtaining power, being visible to upper management, 
making more money, and protection from those who harm. 

 Career satisfaction: aspects of the mentoring relationship that can lead to 
happiness in employment, including job satisfaction, career satisfaction, and 
career mobility.  

 Autonomy: doing things on one’s own, independence, and making more money. 

 

The decision to seek a mentor was driven by only two of the above outcomes: psychosocial 
support and knowledge acquisition. Career development support, career satisfaction and 
increased autonomy were not associated with intention to be mentored. These observations are 
useful in the development of mentoring programs and relationships (e.g., prioritizing anticipated 
outcomes, communicating potential benefits, structuring  of mentoring programs).   

Gender differences in how protégés perceive mentoring relationships were also observed.  

 Among female respondents, an increase in perceived importance and/or 
likelihood of career support (only) was associated with an increase in the 
likelihood of seeking a mentor.  In other words, women believe they need career 
support to a greater extent than their male colleagues.  This was not the case for 
male respondents.  

 Among male respondents, an increase in perceived importance and/or likelihood 
of autonomy was associated with an increase in the likelihood of seeking a 
mentor.  This was not the case for female respondents. This observation suggests 
that men are less inclined to rely on corporate relationships as a means of 
managing careers (e.g., compared to women, men perceive that they are better 
able to manage their own careers).  Men may also perceive that the best way to 
prepare for their career is to acquire autonomy, while women are significantly 
more likely to feel the need traditional career support. 

This study makes several contributions to the literature.  Firstly, it provides an intuitively sound 
typology of outcomes associated with the mentor/protégé relationship.  Secondly, it provides the 
first systematic assessment of the decision to be mentored. Thirdly, the study examined how the 
probability of seeking a mentor is influenced by gender.  Finally, the research provides additional 
insights on how mentoring programs need to be tailored to meet the needs of varied employees’ 
career stages in order to increase participation.  
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INTRODUCTION 
 
 
Organizational Culture – an organization’s values, beliefs, and rules about how 
things get done – influence every aspect of corporate life… an organization’s 
culture is learned, and it generally passed from seasoned members to newcomers 
in the organization (Deal, 1986, Schein, 1986). Today, organizations are 
becoming more diverse, with an influx of women and minorities. This diversity has 
created new challenges and tensions that impact both new and incumbent 
organizational members (Bierema, 1996: 145). 

 

Mentoring, along with other practices that support organizational learning, is an important 
means by which individuals learn to be managers within organizational and industry setting 
(Marsick & Watkins, 1990; Hoy, 1989; van Velsor & Hughes, 1990, as cited by Bierema, 1996).  
In response, Canadian organizations have introduced a plethora of formal mentoring programs to 
identify and support employees (Burke & McKeen, 1990).  It is estimated that approximately one-
third of American (Ragins & Cotton, 1999) and one in seven of large Canadian organizations 
support formal mentoring programs (Immen, 2007; Orser, 2000).  For example, formal mentoring 
programs include: 

 industry-related programs (e.g., Canadian Advanced Technology Association 
Women in Tech, Canadian Women in Communications, TD Trust) 

 programs to facilitate re-entry into work after family leaves (Hewlett & Luce, 
2005),  

 programs to further motivate women to seek advancement (O’Brien & 
Janssen, 2005; Richardson, 2003),  

 programs to integrate foreign trained professionals (e.g., Toronto Immigrant 
Employment Council),  as well as organizational-level mentoring programs. 

While the benefits of mentoring are well documented, mentoring programs have come 
under criticism. Critics note the slow rate of progress for women’s advancement, arguing that 
institutional initiatives such as formal mentoring programs have not yet led to sustained 
organizational change (Catalyst, 2005, 2006; Catalyst Canada, 2006; Prasad & Mills, 1997). 
Furthermore, the majority of formal mentoring programs do not explicitly address systemic 
factors that hinder women’s career advancement, factors such as gender influences in the 
subordinate and employer relationship, gender differences in access to power, and limited 
decision-making networks.  These concerns are disturbing given that many organizations target 
women for formal mentoring as a means of overcoming systemic gender barriers (Herry, 1994; 
Kram & Hall, 1996; Scott, 1992, as cited by Ragins & Cotton, 1999).   

Researchers also report that few formal mentoring programs have been developed with the 
benefit of research (Ragins & Cotton, 1999) and that the research that seeks to inform such 
initiatives is often atheoretical, lacks precision with respect to how “gender” influences the 
mentoring relationship, and is limited in respect to the motives and impacts of mentoring (Britton, 
2000 as cited by Mills, Miller & Mills, 2007; Singh & Tharenou, 2006).   
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Hence, this study seeks to inform readers about the influence of gender in mentoring 
relationships.  The purpose of this study is to understand why some managers choose to be 
mentored, while others do not.  The research also examines potential gender differences in 
managers’ perceptions about the mentoring relationship.  The study focus on mentoring and 
gender stems from several roots.   

 First, mentoring has been identified as a key support mechanism for individuals 
who seek career advancement. A recent meta-analysis examining the career 
benefits associated with mentoring found that protégés who have been mentored 
report greater career outcomes — specifically, higher compensation and number 
of promotions than those who have not been mentored (Allen, Poteet, Eby, Lentz 
& Lima, 2004). Mentoring is seen to enhance protégés’ social capital and job 
attitudes: protégés are more likely to be satisfied with their careers, more likely 
to believe that they would advance in their careers and more committed to their 
careers than their non-mentored counterparts (Fagenson, 1989; Koberg, Boss, 
Chappell & Ringer, 1994). Mentors also provide protégés with both emotional 
and psychosocial support such as friendship, acceptance, counseling, role 
models, and confidence (Kram, 1983, 1985; Ragins & Cotton, 1999; Tharenou, 
2005) and career development support through sponsorship and coaching, 
setting up challenging assignments, fostering positive visibility and protecting 
the protégé from adversity (Kram, 1983, 1985; Ragins & Cotton, 1999).   

 Second, a better understanding about managers’ attitudes towards mentoring will 
assist organizations in developing programs and practices that meet a broader 
array of employee needs. While previous studies have reported on the typology 
and effects of mentoring relationships, as well as the influence of gender in 
mentoring functions and career outcomes, to the best of our knowledge, no study 
has examined why certain individuals seek mentoring while others do not.  
Without an understanding about those factors that motivate the individual to 
engage in a mentoring relationship, program effectiveness may also be 
compromised. An understanding about the decision to be mentored will inform 
discussion about proactive career behaviours (see Judge, Kammeyer-Mueller & 
Bretz, 2004).   

 Third, research suggests that gender disparity in career progression may reflect 
the difficulty women face in developing and maintaining effective mentoring 
relationships (Ragins, 1989).  It has been argued that mentoring, while important 
for men, is indispensable for women in advancing their careers (Shein, Vueller, 
Lituchy & Liu, 1996). This is likely because mentoring may enable women to: 
overcome additional or gender-related career obstacles, increase career mobility, 
gain information and access to powerful networks, better understand 
organizational politics, obtain candid feedback, and have a more positive 
assessment of their marketability (Burke & McKeen 1990; Collins, 1983; 
Eddleston, Baldridge & Veiga, 2004; Headlam-Wells, 2004; Lineham & Walsh, 
1999; Ragins, 1996; Ragins & Cotton, 1999; Scandura, 1992).  

 However, while studies describe the potential benefits of mentoring, to date none 
have sought to examine potential gender influences in why some managers 
choose not to be mentored.  Furthermore, most research is based on United 
States data. It is not clear if these findings are relevant to the contexts of other 
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nations.  Understanding the underlying factors that motivate the decision to be 
mentored and the potential influence of gender will help to ensure that 
mentoring relationships and related programs are sensitive to the potentially 
unique needs of men and women.  

As such, the study seeks to inform the literature about the cognitive process associated 
with mentoring and the potential influence of gender in the decision-making process. The work 
also considers the implications of study findings on mentoring programs and practices.  

To examine managers’ intention to be mentored, the paper is organized as follows.  The 
following section focuses on literature pertaining to mentoring with an emphasis on potential 
gender influences in the mentor relationship. The study’s hypotheses are also advanced.  A 
description of the theory of planned behaviour is then outlined, which serves as the theoretical 
foundation for examining the decision to be mentored. The study’s methodology and findings are 
then presented, followed by a discussion about the research findings.  The paper closes with a 
discussion about the implications on mentoring relationships and programs. 
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THE INFLUENCE OF GENDER ON THE DECISION TO BE 
MENTORED 

 
Decisions involve both cognitive and motivational orientations. The writing of Ford and 

Hegarty (1984: 272) is useful in capturing the association among decision-maker beliefs, causes 
and effects: “…beliefs act as filters on how decision maker see the world by serving to explain 
the how’s and why’s of events (i.e., cognitive orientation).”  The authors theorize that beliefs 
rationalize a decision-maker’s understanding of the world. Hence, the decision to be mentored 
likely encompasses individual beliefs about the anticipated outcomes of the mentor relationship 
such as career development and emotional/psychosocial support.   

A significant contextual factor that may impact motivational orientation is gender 
(Belenky, Clinchy, Goldberger, & Tarule, 1986; Buttner, 2001; Moss Kanter, 1977). This is 
because gender differences are also evidenced in perceptions about career success, career 
advancement decisions and opportunities, values, and role models (Brush, 1992; Buttner & 
Moore, 1997; Carter & Cannon, 1988; Orser & Dyke, 2009).  Moreover, studies suggest that 
women and men hold differing attitudes about the outcomes of mentoring. This assertion is 
supported in studies that report women managers face unique challenges in developing and 
maintaining an effective mentoring relationship such as (potential) sexual tensions in gender 
mixed dyads and compromised outcomes associated with gender mixed dyads.  Furthermore, the 
low number of women in upper management positions, coupled with the fact that the few 
available female mentors are already overloaded with female protégés, means that women are 
often less likely to find female, and in particular senior-level female, mentors. (Burke, 2002; 
Burke & McKeen, 1997; Ragins, 1989).  

While research has begun to explore the impacts of single- and cross-gender 
protégé/mentor dyads, to date the findings are inconsistent. Some scholars report that it is 
advantageous for female protégés to be mentored by women.  It is argued that women need 
female mentors who can act as role models: same sex dyads alleviate the difficulty of mirroring 
the “male behaviors” exhibited by male mentors (Cooper & Hingley, 1983) and increase 
interpersonal comfort compared to women protégés with male mentors (Allen, Day & Lentz, 
2005; Maccoby, 1990). Furthermore, women with female mentors are reported to receive more 
psychosocial and career development support than do women protégés with male mentors (Ragins 
& McFarlin, 1990; Scandura & Williams, 2001; Thomas, 1990). Cross-gender relationship 
initiation can also be misconstrued as a sexual advance and members of the opposite sex may be 
reluctant to initiate relationships in a work setting (Ragins, 1996). Male mentors and female 
protégés may also avoid entering cross-gender mentoring relationships to avoid office gossip, 
perceived sexual involvement, accusations of sexual harassment, discrediting innuendoes, jealous 
spouses, and resentful co-workers (Bowen, 1985; Fitt & Newton, 1981; Hurley, 1996). Finally, 
women may be reluctant to approach male mentors as this may be perceived as “overly 
aggressive” and defy traditional gender-role expectations where women take on more passive 
roles (Ragins, 1996).   

However, as Tharenou (2005) points out in her large-scale, longitudinal study about 
Australian mentorship, the mere presence of a mentor does not fully explain the association 
among gender, mentoring, and career advancement. The gender composition of the 
mentor/protégé dyad, type of mentoring (career versus psychosocial support), stage of the 
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mentoring relationship and protégé’s human capital or competencies are also relevant to career 
outcomes.   

Tharenou (2005: 101) also reports that “career support” (versus psychosocial support) 
helps women advance more than men and that career support for women, from female mentors, is 
most useful, “…because women protégés gain from being sponsored, challenged and coached by 
someone like themselves who has incurred the particular difficulties women can face.” It is 
important to note that with respect to career advancement outcomes (e.g., promotions, higher 
levels of remunerations), psychosocial support was negatively associated with women’s career 
advancement, support that was particularly evident among women protégée/women mentor 
dyads. The author suggests that this observation may be a function of the nature of the 
psychosocial support provided. Where as psychosocial support entails emotions and well-being 
(antecedents of mentoring that are inherently inwardly focused), career advancement is aligned 
with the external or the commercial environment. Tharenou (2005) also suggests that men may 
not receive the same level or type of psychosocial support simply because the obstacles to their 
career success are different and hence, do not prompt it.  

With respect to access to mentors, it is asserted that women managers have fewer informal 
and formal opportunities to access potential male mentors (Kram, 1985; Lunding, Clements & 
Perkins, 1978; Ragins, 1996).  Even when women do establish mentoring relationships with male 
mentors, the quality of the mentoring may be less than optimal. Research has found that gender-
role stereotypes can either consciously or unconsciously cause male mentors to assume that their 
female protégés lack the skills to grasp complex problems. Furthermore, when women do 
succeed, it is frequently attributed more to luck than competency (Deux & Emswiller, 1974; Noe, 
1988). Hence, socialization practices may cause dysfunction in the cross-gender mentoring 
relationship; female protégés are socialized to use relationship practices (e.g., dependency, 
nurturing, accommodation), while male mentors are frequently over-protective and paternalistic 
(Kram, 1988; Noe, 1988). Male mentors are also less likely to trust their female protégés more 
than their male counterparts (Elliott, Leck, Orser & Mossop, 2005), a dynamic which can lead to 
withholding interesting assignments or promotions. 

Finally, women may not be benefiting from mentoring because they actively choose not to 
be mentored. Scholars have also argued that the absence of a mentor may be because some 
employees “naively assume that competence is the only requisite for advancement in the 
organization” (Ragins, 1989: 6). Conversely, mentors may prefer fast-track employees or “rising 
stars” (Singh & Tharenou, 2006: 5).  Given the continued absence of women in executive 
leadership positions, mentors may associate gender with potential performance. Finally, the 
absence of a mentor may reflect gender differences in how individuals attribute success.  For 
example, in examining the determinants of career success, Lussier and Rinfret (2005) report that 
while men claimed that mentoring facilitated their advancement to senior management, women 
felt that only their self-rated interpersonal skills facilitated success. Alternatively, women may not 
value the outcomes resulting from mentoring. This latter argument is consistent with feminist 
thoughts that suggest men and women are socialized differently resulting in different values, 
career satisfiers, investments, reward structures, and expectations (Belenky, Clinchy, Goldberger, 
& Tarule, 1986; Eddleston, Viega, & Powell, 2006; Moss Kanter, 1977; Orser & Dyke, 2005; 
Reskin & Bielby, 2005; Schwartz, 1992). Furthermore, because many women place a primary 
emphasis on family, the role and importance of work and career advancement is diminished 
(Aven, Parker & McEvoy, 1993; Brush, 1992; Butner & Moore, 1997; Dodd-McCue & Wright, 
1996).   
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Given purported gender influences in perceptions and values, what factors influence the 
decision to be mentored and how, if at all, does gender influence how some seek mentors and 
others do not?  To examine the antecedents of the decision to be mentored, we turn to a well 
received theory of decision-making to guide the empirical work presented.  

 

The theory of planned behaviour 

 
The theory of planned behaviour (Ajzen, 1980, 1991; Fishbein & Ajzen, 1975, 1981) is a 

widely-applied model of decision-making that is particularly applicable to this research.  In the 
management setting, the model of decision making has been empirically tested in the contexts of 
the intention to engage in fraudulent financial reporting (Carpenter & Reimers, 2005), intention to 
leave a firm (van Breukelen, van der Vlist & Steensma, 2004), intention to start a business 
(Krueger & Carsrud, 1993), and decision to grow an enterprise (Orser & Hogarth-Scott, 2003).  It 
is expected, therefore, that the theory of planned behaviour provides a useful conceptual basis for 
explaining the drivers of the intention to be mentored. The theoretical model also enables the 
researchers to assess why (or why not) an individual may enter a mentoring relationship and 
provides a framework for comparing the decisions of male and female protégés.  

 The theory of planned behaviour suggests that intention is a precursor of action and that 
behaviour is associated with an individual’s behavioural intention. Behavioural intention is jointly 
determined by three factors: Attitudes, Subjective Norms, and Perceived Control. Attitude toward 
the intended behaviour is the overall product of the importance (or unimportance) of the potential 
outcomes resulting from that behaviour and the likelihood that those outcomes will occur. In the 
context of the intention to be mentored, attitudes represent a respondent’s evaluation of a vector 
of i perceived outcomes of mentoring {bi}, each weighted by the subjective likelihood of its 
occurrence {ei}.  Thus, the overall measure of attitude {A} can be mathematically represented as: 

Attitude{A} = Σ Outcome Importance i * Outcome Likelihood i, 

where Outcome Importancei reflects the individual’s evaluation of the ith outcome, and Outcome 
Likelihoodi represents the individual’s assessment of probability of the ith outcome occurring. 
Likewise, subjective norms {SN} reflect the opinions {nbj} of referent others in the decision 
maker’s life, weighted by the importance {mcj} to the decision maker of the jth individual.  
Subjective Norms can be mathematically represented as:  

Subjective Norms {SN} = Σj Normative Beliefsj * Motive to Complyj  

Finally, Perceived Control provides a measure of the individual’s perception of the ease or 
difficulty associated with engaging in the behaviour. Perceived control {PC} can also be thought 
of as the sense of feasibility of the undertaking. It is expressed, in the Fishbein and Ajzen model, 
as the product of the importance {pk} of marshalling the k resources necessary to succeed at the 
endeavour and the likelihood of acquiring {ck} for the resource. Perceived Control can be 
mathematically represented as:  

PC {PC} = Σk Importance of Resourcesk* Likelihood of Marshalling the Resourcesk 

The relationship between Attitude, Subjective Norms and Perceived Control is, and is depicted in 
Figure 1. 



 

Figure 1- Theory of planned behaviour 
 

 
 

Belief that behaviour or action 
will lead to outcomes (e.g., career 
development and psycho-social 
support). 

Attractiveness of outcomes (e.g., 
value of career outcomes). 

Extent to which referent others 
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supervisor, co-workers, friends 
and family). 
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Application of the theory of the decision to be mentored  

According to the theory of planned behaviour, attitudes towards mentoring should be 
more positive the greater the belief that mentoring will lead to desirable outcomes. For instance, if 
an employee believes that mentoring will lead to higher pay, promotion, and/or greater 
responsibility, and if all these outcomes are valued by the employee, then the employee should 
hold a more favourable attitude towards mentoring. However, not all employees may value those 
outcomes. For instance, promotions and greater responsibility may require longer hours at work 
which could be viewed as an undesirable outcome (especially for women with young children).  
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In the above case, the overall attitude towards mentoring would be expected to be less 
positive. The model also suggests that the subjective norms supporting mentoring should be 
stronger when others, for instance the employee’s direct supervisor and colleagues and/or senior 
management, encourage and believe in mentoring, and when the employee is strongly motivated 
to comply with the opinions of these individuals.  For instance, if the organization has a well-
publicized mentoring program that is endorsed by senior management it would likely be difficult 
to opt-out of the program, even if the employee would prefer to do so.  In other words, while an 
employee’s attitude towards mentoring could be very weak (e.g., “I can make it without anyone’s 
help”), the social norms towards mentoring could be very strong.  

Finally, the model suggests that the employee’s belief that he/she could be mentored is 
predicted by the availability of resources (e.g., finding a suitable mentor), and the belief that those 
resources are available for achieving the intended outcomes. For instance, a female employee 
may believe that a mentor is essential for her to climb the organizational ladder. However, if no 
suitable mentors exist, her perceived control over being mentored is weakened. The choice of 
mentor could greatly influence the outcomes as well. For instance, compared to a senior-level 
mentor, a junior employee/mentor is less likely to facilitate a promotion, access to stretch-
assignments and/or a raise. 

When the attitude towards mentoring, the subjective norms supporting mentoring and 
mentoring resources are all strong, the model predicts that the employee’s motivation (intent) to 
be mentored will also be strong. Since intent is a strong predictor of behaviour, understanding 
what predicts intent helps us understand what predicts the actual behaviour (Ajzen, 1980, 1991; 
Fishbein & Ajzen, 1975, 1981).   

Hence, Hypothesis 1 is advanced: 

 

H1:  The decision to be mentored is shaped by attitudes towards perceived 
outcomes of mentoring, the opinions of important others, and the belief that 
the individual can marshal the requisite resources for being mentored. 

 
Given research cited earlier, it is also expected that the factors the drive the decisions to be 
mentored differ by gender.  

Hence, it is expected that, as noted in Hypothesis 2:  

 

H2: The parameters of the mentoring decision (relative weightings of attitudes, 
influences of others, ability to marshal resources) differ by gender. 

 
The analytical techniques employed to examine the data and test the above study hypotheses are 
described presently. 
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RESEARCH METHODOLOGY   

Survey design 

A review of the literature was conducted to identify the anticipated outcomes of 
mentoring, subjective norms, and requisite resources.  Drawing on this information, a multi-part 
questionnaire was developed.  

 
 In Part A (Attitude – Outcome Importance), subjects were asked to indicate the 

importance of 27 mentoring outcomes, outcomes that reflected aspects of career 
development and psychosocial support.  Twenty-seven potential outcomes were 
assessed using 7-point Likert scales, where 1 = extremely unimportant, 4 = neither 
important nor unimportant, and 7 = extremely important. In Part B (Attitude – 
Outcome Likelihood), subjects were asked to indicate how likely they thought that 
mentoring would help them achieve the same outcomes identified in Part A. Again, 
responses were captured using 7-point Likert scales, where 1 = extremely unlikely, 4 = 
neither likely nor unlikely, and 7 = extremely likely.  

 
 In Part C (Subjective Norms – Normative Beliefs), subjects were asked to indicate 

how important nine individuals or groups were in the decision to be mentored, 
including: spouse or significant others, parents, children, colleagues, direct supervisor, 
human resource manager, upper management, friends outside of work, company CEO 
or president. Again, responses were based on 7-point Likert scales where 1 = 
extremely unimportant, 4 = neither important nor unimportant, and 7 = extremely 
important.  In Part D (Subjective Norms – Motive to Comply), subjects were asked to 
indicate how likely they thought those people or groups would encourage them to be 
mentored, where 1 = extremely unlikely, 4 = neither likely nor unlikely, and 7 = 
extremely likely.   

 
 In Part E (Perceived Control – Importance of Resources), subjects were asked to 

indicate the importance of nine resources inherent in a mentoring relationship, 
including: time during work to meet with mentor, training and development, 
organizational support, availability of a mentor, family support, spousal/partner 
support, regular meetings, face-to-face meetings and time after work.  Again, Likert 
scales were used to capture responses (e.g., 1=extremely unimportant, 4=neither 
important nor unimportant, and 7=extremely important). In Part F (Perceived Control 
– Likelihood of Marshalling the Resources) subjects were asked to indicate the 
likelihood of acquiring each of the nine resources, again using 7-point Likert scales.   

 
Finally, respondents were also asked to indicate: “Are you currently being mentored?”, 

and if they were not currently being mentored, “Do you intend on finding a mentor?”  Hence, 
intention to be mentored was evaluated using a binary variable (where 0 = does not intend, 1 = 
intends to be mentored). Subjects who indicated that they did not believe that mentoring would 
help them in their career were also asked an open-ended question to explain why. This section 
was intended to provide additional insights about those factors that dissuade male and female 
respondents from seeking a mentor.  
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Sampling procedures 

Subjects were drawn from a pool of employees who, within the past year, had attended in-
house training seminars offered by a Toronto-based consulting company that specializes in human 
resources skills training.  The majority were public sector employees (e.g., government, hospitals, 
and associations) employees. E-mail messages were sent to the participants asking them to 
complete a web-based survey. Five-hundred employees were contacted and 239 completed the 
survey questionnaire (a response rate of 48 percent). Ten questionnaires were removed from the 
sample due to a large amount of missing data. The final sample comprised 229 respondents of 
which 35 percent were male.  About two-thirds of respondents occupied staff positions (human 
resources, which partly explains the preponderance of female respondents). The remaining held 
line or managerial positions. Attitudes, subjective norms and requisite resources identified in the 
literature and subsequently employed in the survey are listed in Table 1.  

Preliminary observations 

Only a minority of respondents (14 percent) had been mentored. Contrary to reports that 
women face particular challenges in securing mentors (Clements & Perkins, 1978; Ragins, 1986), 
no gender differences in the propensity to be mentored were observed, a finding consistent with 
that reported by Tharenou (2005).  Among respondents who were engaged in a mentoring 
relationship, the majority perceived a high level of satisfaction: 94 percent indicated that they 
trusted their mentor and 91 percent perceived the mentoring relationship to be successful.  About 
half of respondents’ mentors (52.9 percent) were drawn from within their respective 
organizations.   

A cross-tabulation of male and female mentors and protégés was undertaken to examine 
the association between gender and composition of the mentor/protégé dyads. Chi-square analysis 
indicated that gender of mentors and protégés were associated (p-value ≤ 0.05): women were 
significantly more likely to be mentored by a female mentor; male protégés were proportionally 
likely to be mentored by male or female mentors.  

Among the respondents who were not mentored, 86 percent indicated that they had no 
intention of finding a mentor. This was surprising given the reported benefits of mentoring.  Chi-
square analysis was then used to examine gender preferences in the composition of 
protégé/mentor dyads. No significant gender effects were noted.  Rather, the majority of 
respondents were “indifferent” in their preference for a male or female mentor. These preliminary 
observations were surprising given arguments that women benefit from same-sex mentor 
relationships and may be disadvantaged in cross-gender relationships (Allen et al., 2005; Cooper 
& Hingley, 1983).  Among respondents not currently engaged in a mentoring relationship, 
outcomes deemed most important were: increasing career and job satisfaction; having someone 
you can trust and being trusted; independence; and gaining access to resources, information and 
feedback. These initial results are consistent with studies that document multiple outcomes 
associated with the mentoring relationship.  

The preliminary analysis sought to examine potential gender differences in perceptions 
about outcomes of the mentoring relationship. Women respondents perceived outcomes 
associated with trust (both having someone you can trust and being trusted), getting the support of 
others, independence, and “protection from those who may harm me” as significantly more 
important than their male counterparts (see Table 1). These preliminary results suggest that 
women value psychosocial outcomes, including a supportive network, to be more important than 
their male counterparts. 



Table 1:  Importance of attitudes, subjective norms and perceived for non-mentored respondents  
Attitudes   Male Females Total p- Subjective norms Male Females Total p- 
(Scales of 1 to 7) Mean S.D. Mean S.D.  values (Scales of 1 to 7) Mean S.D. Mean S.D.  values 
Career satisfaction 6.36 1.06 6.50 0.86 6.45 0.313 Friends 4.88 1.63 5.91 1.28 6.12 0.037 
Job satisfaction  6.43 0.88 6.44 0.83 6.44 0.967 Parents 6.03 1.08 6.10 1.08 6.08 0.644 
Being trusted 6.17 1.07 6.50 0.779 6.38 0.017 Children 5.90 1.51 5.94 1.38 5.93 0.832 
Someone you can trust 6.12 1.02 6.32 0.970 6.25 0.171 Colleagues 5.26 1.23 5.59 1.09 5.47 0.054 
Independence  5.90 0.97 6.19 0.913 6.09 0.038 Spouse/ partner 5.65 1.33 5.34 1.73 5.45 0.188 
Gaining access to resources 5.97 0.86 5.93 1.120 5.94 0.781 Direct supervisor 5.09 1.29 5.41 1.35 5.29 0.108 
Getting information  5.90 1.17 5.90 1.170 5.90 0.975 CEO / President 5.74 1.39 4.77 1.81 4.84 0.661 
Getting feedback 5.87 0.95 5.86 1.120 5.87 0.972 Upper management 6.23 0.83 4.64 1.34 4.59 0.730 
Doing things on my own 5.72 1.11 5.89 1.116 5.83 0.329 HR Manager 4.56 1.58 4.42 1.55 4.36 0.488 
Making more money 5.70 1.19 5.80 0.930 5.76 0.499 Perceived control  Male Females Total p- 
Getting challenging work 5.58 1.22 5.82 1.220 5.74 0.183 (Scales of 1 to 7) Mean S.D. Mean S.D.  values 
Getting support of others 5.48 1.27 5.86 0.810 5.73 0.010 Face/face meetings 5.46 1.38  1.00 1.21  5.75 0.022 
Feeling like part of the team 5.45 1.22 5.76 0.995 5.65 0.057 Availability  5.39 1.49  5.78 1.45  5.64 0.081 
Making friends 5.65 1.25 5.54 1.13 5.58 0.509 Time during work  5.43 1.55  5.74 1.39  5.63 0.167 
Someone to confide in 5.35 1.40 5.54 1.33 5.47 0.336 Training/develop 5.32 1.40  5.70 1.01  5.57 0.046 
Protection from harm 4.91 1.66 5.72 1.53 5.43 0.001 Org. support 5.36 1.53  5.48 1.53  5.44 0.610 
Being accepted by others 5.42 1.32 5.43 1.00 5.43 0.945 Time meetings 5.12 1.49  5.36 1.19  5.27 0.213 
Career mobility 5.26 1.30 5.49 1.13 5.41 0.207 Family support 4.94 1.42  5.35 1.45  5.21 0.059 
Obtaining a promotion 5.28 1.25 5.44 1.22 5.38 0.373 Significant other 4.70 1.43  4.96 1.49  4.87 0.231 
Understanding org. politics 5.38 1.31 5.3 1.31 5.32 0.682 Time after work 4.54 1.57  4.91 1.66  4.78 0.126
Being visible 5.09 1.45 5.36 1.25 5.26 0.190  
More opportunities to travel 5.10 1.31 5.16 1.47 5.14 0.783  
Being coached 5.22 1.38 5.07 1.32 5.12 0.470 
Obtaining power 4.90 1.30 4.84 1.24 4.86 0.757 
Sponsored by senior person 4.74 1.48 4.67 1.54 4.70 0.769 
Having less free time 4.41 1.90 4.66 2.02 4.57 0.384 
Spending time on my job 3.90 1.57 3.73 1.55 3.79 0.467 
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To understand further what motivates individuals to seek (or not to seek) a mentoring 
relationship and to explore the potential influence of gender in the decision process, we then 
examined the underlying construction of attitudes {A}, subjective norms {SN} and perceived 
control {PC}.   

Factor analysis and scale construction  

Attitudes:  An overall estimate of ATTITUDE {A} was computed, where ATTITUDE = Σ 
Outcome Importancei * Outcome Likelihoodi.. Principal components analysis was then used to 
examine the underlying construct of the 27 salient beliefs associated with the mentoring 
relationship.  

The review of literature suggested a two factor solution (career and psychosocial support 
as reported by Kram, 1983, 1985 and Tharenou, (2005)).  Table 2A, Panel A presents the factor 
loadings and eigenvalues of a forced two factor solution.  This analysis explained 34.3 percent of 
the variation in the data. The construction of the factors was highly consistent with those 
described by Kram (1983, 1985) and Tharenou (2005).  

Principal components analysis with varimax rotation was again employed but without a 
forced two variable solution.  In this analysis, a five factor solution explained 57.5 percent of the 
variation in the data (see Table 2A, Panel B). In summary, the five factor reflected outcomes 
associated with: A1 = psychosocial support, A2 = knowledge acquisition, A3 = career 
development support, A4 = career satisfaction and A5 = autonomy.  More specifically, variables 
that loaded on: 

 psychosocial support were getting the support of others, having someone to 
confide in, being accepted by others, having someone you can trust, being 
trusted, feeling part of the team and making friends, career mobility and being 
sponsored by a senior person.  

 
 knowledge acquisition reflected the gaining of resources and information 

requisite to promotion, including: gaining access to power, getting feedback, 
getting information, getting challenging projects and work, understanding 
organizational politics and being coached.  

 
 career development grouped outcomes associated with promotion and 

advancement, including: obtaining a promotion, obtaining power, being visible 
to upper management, making more money and protection from those who can 
harm.  

 
 career satisfaction represented elements of employment satisfaction and 

included job satisfaction, career satisfaction and career mobility.   
 

 autonomy reflected outcomes associated with freedom and autonomy, including 
doing things on one’s own, independence and making more money. Making 
money was found to also load onto A3 = career development support. The 
loadings may reflect the belief of some that pecuniary outcomes lead to 
professional and personal freedom, while for others, compensation is the 
hallmark of career progression or development.  
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To address multi-colinearity of the salient beliefs, the next step in the analysis entailed 
(re)construction of the decision scales, scales now redefined by the two factor and, alternatively, 
by the five factor solution. Recall the theoretical framework employed suggests attitude {A}, 
reflects not only the importance accorded to the various outcomes, but also the likelihood of each 
outcome.  To reflect this theoretical argument, the importance value ascribed to each attitude 
outcome was multiplied by the value ascribed to the likelihood of each outcome. The products of 
these calculations were then summated and averaged.4  

Subjective norms 

SUBJECTIVE NORM was calculated, where SUBJECTIVE NORM {SN} = Σj Normative 
Beliefsj * Motive to Complyj. To examine the underlying construction of the subject norms 
associated with mentoring, again principal components analysis with varimax rotation as 
employed.  

The analysis identified three factors that explained 69.8 percent of the variation in the data 
(see Table 2B, Panel A), and reflected the “opinions of colleagues,” “family/friends,” and “senior 
management.” Variables that loaded on: 

 opinions of colleagues reflected individuals who respondents likely felt an 
intimate obligation, including: colleagues, direct supervisor, President/CEO and 
children.  

 
 family/friends included individuals external to the organization, including: 

spouse or significant other, parents and friends outside of work.  
 

 senior managers captured the opinions of certain individuals or groups 
responsible for organizational-level career decisions, including upper 
management and the human resource manager. The above factor solution is 
intuitively sound and reflects distinct subjective norm (or reference) groups.   

 
As noted in the theoretical model employed, consideration was also attributed to the 

motivation to comply with the opinions of others. Hence, the three subjective norm scales were 
also (re)constructed in a similar to the attitude scales described above. The three factor derived 
variables were calculated based on the summated and then average scores respondents ascribed to 
the importance of each subjective norm variable multiplied by the value ascribed to the motive to 
comply for the respective variable.  

 
4For example, PSYCHOSOCIAL SUPPORT was calculated using variable scores attributed to the {importance of 
[getting the support of others] * likelihood of [getting the support of others] + importance of [having someone to 
confide in] * likelihood of [having someone to confide in] + importance of [being accepted by others] * likelihood of 
[being accepted by others] + importance of [having someone you can trust] * likelihood of [having someone you can 
trust] + importance of  [being trusted] * likelihood of [being trusted] + importance of [feeling part of the team] * 
likelihood of [being feeling part of the team] + importance of [making friends] * likelihood of [making friends] + 
importance of [career mobility] * likelihood of [career mobility] + importance of [being sponsored by a senior 
person] * likelihood of [being sponsored by a senior person]}/9 variables.  



Perceived control 

PERCEIVED CONTROL was calculated based on Σ Importance of Resourcesk* Likelihood of 
Marshalling the Resourcesk. To examine the underlying construction of perceived control 
principal components analysis with varimax rotation was employed. A two factor solution 
explained 65.8 percent of the variation in the data (see Table 2B, Panel B).   

In summary, the factor solution reflected two factors: “internal organizational resources” and 
“external resources”. Items that loaded on: 

 internal organizational resources reflected support afforded by organizational 
leadership, including: time during work to meet colleagues, training and 
development opportunities, organizational support, availability of a suitable 
mentor, and face-to-face meetings.  

 
 external resources reflected time and social capital acquired outside of work, 

including: family support, time after work to meet with mentor, significant 
other’s support and regular meetings.  The product of those variables that loaded 
onto internal organizational resources [importance of the resources * likelihood 
the resource is available] were summated and averaged.  

Hypothesis testing 

To empirically test H1 (The decision to be mentored is shaped by attitudes towards 
perceived outcomes of mentoring, the opinions of important others, and the belief that the 
individual can marshal the requisite resources for being mentored), the weightings accorded to 
the logs of ATTITUDE, SUBJECTIVE NORMS and PERCEIVED CONTROL were examined 
using a logistic regression procedure. Logarithmic transformation of the variables was required to 
address a positive skewness in the data.  The binary dependent variable was intention to mentor 
(= 1) or not (= 0).  Logistic regression is a particularly useful means of representing decision 
outcomes: it is a technique that makes relatively few statistical assumptions (Hosmer & 
Lemeshow 1998); it is relatively robust to the statistical assumptions that are made (Stevens, 
1986); and it closely corresponds to the decision processes made by humans.5  

The base planned behaviour model:  Results yielded a significant model (p-value of 
0.000) in which only ATTITUDE was significant (p-value = 0.012). Model fit was measured by 
Cox and Snell and Nagelkerke R2  values of 0.087 and 0.126, respectively.  Both values were 
within an acceptable range. Hence, the model appears to predict values similar from the observed 
values. Hypothesis 1 was therefore partially supported. 
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5 The general form of a logistic model is: 

  (3) 
Where 

  (4) 
Here, the dependent variable was a binary (0, 1) variable corresponding to whether the individual was mentored (=1) 
or not (= 0). According to the logistic regression framework when the exponent of e in the above equation is large, θ 
approaches a value of 1. When the exponent of e is small, θ approaches a value of 0. The estimates of βi allow 
inference about the relative impact of each of the independent variables. 
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Table 2A - Factor solution: Attitudes about mentoring 
Panel A Panel B Importance of salient beliefs   

Attitudes A1 A1 A1 A2 A3 A4 A5 
Getting the support of others  0.7163 0.8169     
Having someone to confide in  0.7003 0.7556     
Being accepted by others  0.7488 0.7475     
Having someone you can trust  0.6664 0.7458     
Being trusted  0.6100 0.7039     
Feeling a part of the team  0.5268 0.6437     
Making friends  0.7188 0.6080     
Gaining access to resources 0.5892   0.7910    
Getting feedback 0.5609   0.7847    
Getting information 0.6846   0.7724    
Getting challenging work 0.7627   0.7033    
Understanding organizational politics 0.7402   0.5898    
Being coached 0.6051   0.4779    
Obtaining a promotion 0.5087    0.7344   
Obtaining power     0.7320   
Being visible to upper management 0.6356    0.6736   
Making more money     0.5366  0.4114 
Protection      0.5089   
Job satisfaction  0.4391     0.8283  
Career satisfaction 0.4628     0.8203  
Career mobility 0.6294   0.4105  0.4761  
Independence  0.4209     0.8565 
Doing things on my own       0.8531 
More opportunities to travel        
Being sponsored by a senior person 0.5775   0.4527    
Having less free time        
Spending more time on my job  0.4531   0.4583   
Cronbach Alphas 0.828 0.812 0.86 0.83 0.77 0.80 0.82 
Panel A: Principal components analysis explained 34.4 percent of the variation in data. 
Panel B: Principal components analysis explained 57.5 percent of the variation in data. 



Table 2B - Factor solutions: Subjective norms (Panel A) and perceived control (Panel B)   
Panel A: Subjective Norms Panel B: Perceived Control 

Importance of others F1 F2 F3 Importance of resources  F1 F2 
Colleagues 0.8217     Time at work to meet colleagues 0.8214   
Direct supervisor 0.7706     Training/development opportunities 0.8015  
CEO/President 0.7141   0.4052 Organizational support 0.7681   
Children 0.5686 0.4630   Availability of a suitable mentor 0.7667   
Parents   0.8167   Face-to-face meetings 0.7178   
Spouse/significant other   0.7799   Family support   0.8188 
Friends outside of work   0.6632   Time after work to meet with mentor   0.7867 
Upper management     0.9032 Support of significant other   0.7829 
HR manager     0.8764 Regular meetings 0.4046 0.7133 
Cronbach Alphas 0.7700 0.8600 0.6700 Cronbach Alphas 0.8600 0.8200 
Rotation converged in 5 iterations. Rotation converged in 3 iterations. 
Principal components analysis explained 69.8 percent and 65.8 percent of the variation in data, respectively. 
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Building the decision model 

To investigate the antecedents of the decision to be mentored and potential gender effects, 
the factor derived variables were entered into the decision model.  

This analysis employed first the two factor derived solution (A1= career development and 
A2 = psych-social support). Second, the five factor derived solution was introduced into the 
model building, where A1 = psychosocial support, A2 = knowledge acquisition, A3 = career 
development support, A4 = career satisfaction and A5 = autonomy. Gender was entered into the 
model first as an independent variable (where male = 1 and women = 0), and second as an 
interaction with the independent variables. Employing a backward elimination of variables, in 
both scenarios, only those variables associated with ATTITUDE were statistically associated with 
the intention to be mentored. Given page limitations, only those results associated with the five 
factor solution are presented. The gender sensitive model was statistically significant (p-value = 
0.000). The model fit was again measured by Cox and Snell and Nagelkerke R2 values of 0.0113 
and 0.164, respectively.   

Within the base model, “psycho-social support” and “knowledge acquisition” were 
statistically associated with increased probability of seeking a mentor (p-values of 0.053 and 
0.056, respectively).  Subjective norms and perceived control independent variables were not 
statistically associated with the decision to be mentored (or not), (see Table 3, Panels A and B). 
The findings suggest that, holding gender constant, a “one-unit increase” in a positive attitude 
about psychosocial support is associated with a 6 percent increase in the likelihood of seeking a 
mentor.  Similarly, a “one-unit” increase in a positive attitude about knowledge acquisition was 
associated with a 5 percent increase in the likelihood of the respondent seeking a mentor.   

Interaction or moderator effects between gender and desired outcomes and intention to be 
mentored were also examined. The interacting gender variable was seen to change the relation 
between the original outcome and the intention variables, over and above their separate effects 
(Garson, 2008). Hence, gender appears to indirectly moderate the decision to be mentored.  
Among the gender interactions, a statistical association with “career development support” and 
“autonomy” was observed (p – values = 0.079 and 0.048, respectively).  Recall that the attitude 
scales employed in this logistic regression were the product of importance * likelihood of the 
desired outcomes. Hence, interpretation of the interaction effect is difficult.   

A conservative interpretation suggests that, among female respondents, an increase in 
perceived importance (or likelihood or both) of career support is associated with an increase in 
the likelihood of seeking a mentor. However, among male respondents, an increase in perceived 
importance (or likelihood or both) of autonomy is associated with an increase in the likelihood of 
seeking a mentor.  In other words, women are more likely than men to seek a mentor when their 
attitudes towards career development support outcomes are stronger, whereas men are more likely 
than women to seek a mentor when their attitude towards achieving autonomy is stronger. Hence, 
Hypothesis 2 (The parameters of the mentoring decision (relative weightings of attitudes, 
influences of others, ability to marshal resources differ by gender)) was partly supported.   
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Additional rationales for not seeking a mentor 

While the empirical work provides insight about intention to be mentored, the research 
team sought to clarify further why respondents had not sought a mentor, information that 
complements the empirical modelling of the decision process. To do so, we analysed 68 open-
ended survey statements drawn from respondents who indicated that: (a) they were not currently 
being mentored and (b) had no intention of seeking a mentor. Of these, 10 were deemed “not 
applicable.” Most statements were short (one or two sentences). The researchers reviewed the 
statements to create a list of rationales. Statements were reread, coded and sorted using an excel 
spreadsheet (see Table 4).6   

Responses reflected a spectrum of perceptions about the consequences and value of 
mentoring. In descending order of frequency, opinions and experiences included: the belief that 
mentoring provides little or no value at the current point in their career (e.g., pending retirement, 
not career motivated); a sense that individual did not have the time required to be mentored and/or 
belief that mentoring to be a waste of time; a preference to be mentored informally by individuals 
outside the organization (e.g., family, friends, spouse/significant other); those who had previously 
been a mentor and hence, were not interested in assuming the role of protégé; preference to learn 
on one’s own; belief that he/she did not need support or help; lack of suitable mentors; a lack of 
evidence that mentoring helps one’s career; mentoring was not offered in the organization; no 
interest in advancing in the organization; perception that mentoring is invasive to one’s personal 
life; respondent had not thought about mentoring; individual did not know how to find mentor; 
there was a lack of organizational leadership in mentoring; and belief that mentoring is not 
equated with career success. 

 

 

 
6 While the research team had intended to employ qualitative analytical software (N’VIVO) to code and analyse the 
data, the structure of the data (e.g., brevity, number of rationales, number of responses) made it unfeasible to employ 
qualitative analytical software or traditional statistical methodologies to examine the associations between gender and 
rationales for not seeking a mentor. Nevertheless, the open-ended survey statements do provide insight about 
perceptions that dissuade individuals from pursuing mentoring, information that may be used in future research.   



Table 3 - Intention to be mentored: Factor derived attitudes, subjective norms and perceived control 
 Baseline Model   Reduced model, Backward removal   
Antecedents of mentoring B S.E. Wald Sig. Exp(B) B S.E. Wald Sig. Exp(B) 
A1: Psychosocial support  0.028 0.042 0.437 0.508 1.029 0.053 0.028 3.732 0.053 1.055 
A2: Knowledge acquisition 0.033 0.037 0.800 0.371 1.033 0.049 0.025 3.637 0.056 1.050 
A3: Career development 0.000 0.038 0.000 0.996 1.000      
A4: Career satisfaction 0.026 0.029 0.790 0.374 1.026      
A5: Autonomy -0.006 0.026 0.052 0.820 0.994      
SN1: Colleagues 0.043 0.045 0.947 0.331 1.044      
SN2: Family and friends 0.014 0.030 0.211 0.646 1.014      
SN3: Decision makers -0.014 0.031 0.186 0.666 0.987      
PC1: Org. resources -0.015 0.034 0.188 0.664 0.985      
PC2: External 0.029 0.038 0.556 0.456 1.029      
Interactions: Gender with           

A1: Psycho-social support 0.038 0.070 0.293 0.589 1.038      
A2: Knowledge acquisition 0.091 0.076 1.431 0.232 1.095      

A3: Career dev. support -0.090 0.061 2.212 0.137 0.914 -0.059 0.034 3.078 0.079 0.943 
A4: Career satisfaction -0.049 0.050 0.982 0.322 0.952      

A5: Autonomy 0.047 0.044 1.122 0.289 1.048 0.060 0.030 3.925 0.048 1.062 
SN1: Colleagues -0.124 0.088 1.983 0.159 0.883      

SN2: Family and friends -0.017 0.053 0.097 0.755 0.984      
SN3: Decision makers 0.070 0.057 1.527 0.217 1.072      

PC4: Org. resources -0.032 0.057 0.316 0.574 0.968      
PC5: External 0.030 0.063 0.219 0.640 1.030      

Gender 0.706 2.036 0.120 0.729 2.026      
Constant -5.181 1.284 16.284 0.000 0.006 -4.262 0.790 29.079 0.000 0.014 
Nagelkerke R Square 0.218     0.164     
Cox & Snell R Square 0.150     0.113     
Hosmer and Lemeshow  0.213     0.485     
p-values of model 0.018     0.000     
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Table 4 - Rationales for not seeking a mentor  
Frequency Rationale Sample Statements 

11 Little or no value at 
point in career 

“I am no longer interested in climbing the corporate calendar and more 
interested in transitioning into retirement/refocusing my energy to consulting 
work/teaching/facilitating.  I have several informal mentors from time to 
time depending on the topic and situation - all are ad hock meetings when I 
ask for them.  I do not feel I have anyone that would be an 'all encompassing' 
mentor for me at this time but am always open if circumstances change.” 

7 Lack or waste of time “I think it would be a waste of time. I have never been to a guidance 
counselor or mentor who has known anything about anything or been able to 
help in any way.” 

5 Prefer to be mentored 
by family and friends 

“I think I am pretty happy and successful as is because I have a strong 
support system from my family, friends & significant other.” 

5 Previously a mentor,  
not interested in being 
a protégé 

“At this stage of my career, I am more likely to mentor a younger individual 
than be mentored.  Although there is a corporate policy to be assigned a 
mentor in your first six months at the company, the policy is not monitored 
or implemented well.  Also, the position I am in is treated more as an 
agency, rather than, employee relationship.” 

5 Preference to learn on 
one’s own  (doing just 
fine) 

“I believe I am handling things just fine.” 

4 Do not need help “I truly do not believe anyone can help me out more than myself and I am 
doing fine.” 

4 Lack of suitable mentor “There is no one presently available in my organization that I would desire 
to mentor me at this time. I may look for a coach, but I think this is a little bit 
different.” 

3 Absence of evidence 
about mentorship 
benefits 

I have not seen any positive, nor experienced any positive mentorship 
[outcomes]. I also don't like being told how to live my life by someone who 
doesn't necessarily now the best way for me.” 

3 Opportunities were not 
provided by  
organization 

“There is no one presently available in my organization that I would desire 
to mentor me at this time. I may look for a coach, but I think this is a little bit 
different.” 

3 Does not seek career 
advancement 

“There are too many conflicting perspectives in the current working/social 
situations for the mentoring program to really assist me. I am not inspired 
enough as a member of the company to attempt to change my position.” 

2 Mentoring is invasive “I believe that mentoring is someone showing you how to live their life. 
Although their advice may be helpful in some cases. I don't believe I need it 
in the workplace.” 

2 Never thought about it. “Never thought about it.” 
2 No sure of process or 

organizational support 
“I wouldn't know how to go about doing that, or if my organization would 
support it entirely.” 

1 
Lack of organizational 
leadership 

“The organization has leadership issues and does not support/encourage 
formal mentoring relationships, but informal mentor/coaching relationships 
are forged between friends, colleagues, and with outside sources.” 

1 Mentor cannot 
guarantee success 

“At the end of the day, only the individual will determine where he/she goes 
in their career; the mentor.” 
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DISCUSSION AND CONCLUSION 
 
This study makes several important contributions to the literature.   

First, the research presents an intuitively sound typology of outcomes associated with the 
mentor/protégé relationship. Five potential outcomes of the mentoring relationship include: 
psychosocial support, knowledge acquisition, career development support, increased career 
satisfaction, and autonomy.  Psychosocial support reflects the support of others, having someone 
to confide in, being accepted by others, having someone you can trust, being trusted, feeling part 
of the team and making friends. These results are consistent with research that has reported that 
protégés seek within the mentoring relationship friendship, camaraderie, and emotional/social 
support.  It was interesting that “knowledge acquisition” is a unique construct to “career 
development support”.  Knowledge acquisition reflected gaining insights, resources and 
information requisite to promotion – outcomes such as access to power, feedback, information, 
challenging projects and work and understanding of organizational politics. Career development 
support reflected more traditional proxies of success, outcomes such as promotions and 
advancement, visibility and making more money. The fourth outcome (career satisfaction) was a 
desired outcome reflecting the well-being one derives from one’s job and career.  The final factor, 
autonomy, reflected desired outcomes associated with freedom and autonomy, including doing 
things on one’s own, independence and making more money. This typology has practical value 
for protégés and mentors who may benefit from prioritizing these potential outcomes of the 
mentoring relationship.  The typology can also be used to examine the strengths and weaknesses 
of the relationship and how types of mentoring outcomes evolve over time. 

Second, the research provides the first systematic assessment of the decision to be 
mentored. The study expands our understanding about the underlying constructs associated with 
mentoring drawing on the theory of planned behaviour (Ajzen, 1980, 1991; Fishbein & Ajzen, 
1975, 1981).  Employing a logistic regression framework, the research found that respondents 
were motived to seek a mentor by two primary drivers: knowledge acquisition and desire to gain 
psychosocial support. These motives are consistent with previous studies that have documented 
protégés’ attitudes about mentoring relationships (see Table 1).  Nascent protégés appear to seek 
practical insights in the early phase of the mentoring relationship.  

The above observation suggests that formal mentoring program may be more effective if 
structured to assist protégés acquire specific or tacit knowledge about improving job performance, 
as opposed to providing the more traditional career development support (e.g., getting 
promotions). This may be because today, ‘a job for life’ is no longer the norm, causing workers to 
invest in their own human capital instead of focusing on advancement within the organization. 
Protégés also desire psychological support. This finding, while not particularly surprising, is 
noteworthy given research that reports that emotional and psychosocial support is less likely to 
lead to career advancement compared to career development support, particularly for female 
protégés (Tharenou, 2005).  An implication is the need for protégés and mentors to clearly 
prioritize the type(s) of support desired and protégé career ambitions.  Protégés might also be best 
served with multiple mentors.  For example, external mentors may be tasked to provide 
psychological support while internal mentors tasked with assisting in tactic knowledge 
acquisition.  
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With respect to subjective norms, it is surprising to observe no statistically significant 
association with intention to be mentored.  We conclude that while subjective norms such as 
colleagues, family/friends and senior management likely affect the mentoring relationship, 
“attitudes” play a more important role in the decision to be mentored. The study also found that 
“perceived control” is not associated with the decision to be mentored. One explanation for this 
observation is that the survey instrument did not specify the “type” of mentoring relationship 
(e.g., formal versus spontaneous or informal). It is reasonable to assume that the managers 
surveyed are capable of engaging in spontaneous mentoring, if it was so desired.  As such, 
internal and/or external resources may not be required to develop such relationships. The lack of 
significance of organizational and external resources also suggests that the decision to be 
mentored may be less a resource-dependent decision (e.g., the need to wait until resources are 
provided or formalized) than a decision driven primarily by what scholars have referred to as  
“proactive career behaviours” (Singh & Tharnenou, 2006).  

Third, the study sought to examine how the probability of seeking a mentor is influenced 
by gender. Gender differences were observed through the interaction effects among the desired 
outcomes of career development support and autonomy.  Women were more likely than men to 
intend to be mentored when they had a positive attitude towards career development support. The 
analysis also found that men were more likely than women to intend to be mentored when they 
had a positive attitude towards autonomy. This suggests that women may be driven to find a 
mentor to provide them with career development support whereas men may be driven to find a 
mentor to help them achieve autonomy. 

These observations may reflect the changing relationship between employees and 
employers, where employees ─ particular male employees ─ do not feel that they must rely on 
corporate relationships (formal mentors) as a means of managing their careers.  As such, male 
respondents may perceive that they are better able to manage their careers through other 
mechanisms, such as knowledge acquisition.  This explanation is consistent with Tharenou (2005) 
who reported that compared to men, “career development” support was more likely to predict 
career advancement for women. Tharenou (2005: 98) reports “Beyond organizational, job and 
individual factors, career development support positively predicted women protégés’ salaries, 
increased their managerial promotions, reduced their time since promotion, increased their change 
of promotion and promotion last year – more than men.”  Women may still sense the need for 
career development support in order to help to overcome systemic barriers to career advancement.  

The second gender interaction observed was a positive association among intention to be 
mentored, being male and autonomy (making more money, independence, doing things on one’s 
own). These observations suggest that men may perceive that they are better able to manage their 
own careers, compared to women.  This result also suggests that men may place more importance 
on autonomy than the traditional career system of yesteryear. Today’s employee’s job is no 
longer certain, and today’s employee is no longer loyal to one organization. As such, men may 
feel that the best way to take care of themselves is to acquire knowledge and autonomy, and are 
willing to let mentors help them achieve this goal. Given that women are still underrepresented in 
upper management positions, women may still need to rely on traditional career models until this 
imbalance is rectified.  

Finally, the qualitative phase of the research provides additional insights about intention to 
be mentored. Given that the most frequently cited rationale for not seeking a mentor was “not 
needed at this stage of my career”, mentoring relationships might need to be more sensitive to the 
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protégés’ stage of career and career aspirations (e.g., tailor formal programs to suit the needs of 
employees in latter stages of their careers, modify programs to accommodate employees with 
moderate versus fast-track career ambitions). For some, mentoring was seen as a “waste of time”.  
Given consistent reports about the positive impacts of mentoring on career outcomes, this 
observation suggests the need for employers to better communicate the value of mentoring to 
employees (e.g., testimonials about practical insights and knowledge gained through mentoring). 
It also reminds researchers about the need to examine not only the benefits or desired outcomes of 
mentoring but also the perceived and actual costs and limitations of dysfunctional relationships 
for both protégés and mentors. The rationales presented in Table 4 provide a useful summary of 
potential limitations. This information can also be incorporated into evaluations of existing 
mentoring programs and relationships and in attitude surveys that seek to understand why 
employees do and do not participate in mentoring programs.  

Limitations and directions for future research 

This study relies on perceptual, self-report survey data that reflects well-documented 
limitations. The generalization of results to the larger population is questionable given that 
respondents were drawn from primarily public sector employees (e.g., attendees of in-house, 
human resource training seminars). As such, there remains the need to understand the association 
between intention to be mentored and subsequent engagement in a mentoring relationship. 
Another limitation results from the skewed nature of our sample; 86% of managers without 
mentors indicated that they had no intention of getting one. A larger sample size may have 
revealed more significant relationships. We hope that the results of this research will help 
practitioners design mentoring programs that will increase the desire to be mentored, which 
ultimately will lead to less skewed data in future research. Finally, longitudinal research is also 
required to understand the associations among desired mentoring outcomes, realized mentoring 
outcomes and the impact of such outcomes on career advancement. 

Conclusion   

This research furthers our understanding about why some employees choose to be 
mentored while others do not. The importance of ‘knowledge acquisition’ in seeking a mentor 
suggests that today’s employees seek more than psychosocial and career development support in 
their mentoring relationship. Employees desire feedback, information and resources requisite to 
promotion, challenging projects and work, access to power and a better understanding of 
organizational politics.  This study also documents gender effects in the ways in which men and 
women perceive that the mentoring relationship can help them.  Employers that seek to encourage 
mentoring relationships should ensure that the benefits of having a mentor are clearly articulated 
and conflicting perceptions (e.g., mentoring is a waste of time, provides little added-value) 
addressed within a communication strategy. 
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