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Abstract

This chapter reviews the evolution of mentoring in the Careers field.  As an important vehicle for personal learning and career advancement, mentoring continues to warrant scrutiny, particularly in light of recent changes in the career context.  We overview research related to key topics, such as relationship functions and phases, types of mentoring and other developmental relationships, associated career and organizational antecedents and outcomes, and the complexities of cross-gender, cross-race, and cross-cultural relationships.  In addition, we highlight various intervention strategies to foster developmental alliances, including formal mentoring programs, and other initiatives designed to facilitate informal mentoring. Throughout the chapter, we highlight the transformation of mentoring from a single, long-term, hierarchical relationship, to multiple, shorter-term relationships that comprise a developmental network.   Finally, we offer suggestions for future research aimed at bridging gaps in the literature and understanding emerging mentoring trends.  


After over thirty years of research on mentoring, changes in the career context at the end of the 20th century have necessitated a significant reconceptualization of this phenomenon (Hall, 1996; Peiperl & Arthur, 2000; Arthur & Rousseau, 1996; Higgins & Kram, 2001; Peiperl & Baruch, 1997).  Whereas the career of the past was characterized by linear, upward mobility within one organization over the duration of an individual’s “working” life span, today’s “post-corporate” career (Peiperl & Baruch, 1997) is becoming increasingly “boundaryless,” marked by more transitions across as well as within organizations (Arthur & Rousseau, 1996).   This shift in the ways careers are enacted has profound implications both for individuals who must build relationships in order to learn, develop, and grow, and for organizations that strive to enable relational learning and collaboration.    

This chapter reviews the field of mentoring and its transformation concomitant to changes in the structure of careers.    Researchers have made tremendous strides in understanding key facets of mentoring and other developmental relationships.    We will overview contributions using four primary themes:  (1) the nature of mentoring, including types of mentoring and other developmental relationships, as well as relationship functions, phases, and processes; (2) relevant individual and organizational antecedents and outcomes; (3) complexities of cross-gender, cross-race, and cross-cultural relationships; and (4) interventions designed to foster mentoring and other developmental relationships.   As the chapter unfolds, the reader will note that within each of these themes, we will highlight how mentoring has transformed, both in theory and in practice, from a single, long-term, hierarchical relationship, to include multiple, shorter-term relationships that comprise a developmental network (Higgins & Kram, 2001).  

After an overview of research to date, we will offer insight as to gaps in the literature and questions and concepts that warrant future investigation.   One area that we believe shows great promise in aiding our understanding of mentoring is at the intersection of career theory and adult development theory.    We have dedicated a section of the chapter to exploring how an individual’s phase and stage impacts his or her developmental network and the process of relational learning in general.  

Two other recent mentoring literature reviews will be insightful for any reader interested in the topic (Wanberg, Welsh, & Hezlett, 2003 and Noe, Greenberger & Wang, 2002)
  Our chapter can be distinguished from, and complement, these reviews—both of which are excellent contributions to the extant literature— by providing an in-depth historical account of the evolution of the field from a focus on a single, stable, mentor dyad to the consideration of a developmental network comprised of multiple dyadic alliances that vary in strength of tie and intimacy.  We strongly believe that in order for mentoring research to be relevant to practitioners, we must develop a research agenda that is closely aligned with the current realities of the work context.  

Further, we seek to provide a research agenda that features questions and develops concepts that are most pressing, given the necessary reconceptualization of mentoring and the complex and turbulent career environment.  Prior to the onset of our discussion, we want to point out to the reader that this chapter necessarily adopts an American focus—this perspective is taken because the mentoring research to date is overwhelmingly empirically based on American participant experiences.  The reader is therefore encouraged to consider the discussion as representing one national setting rather than generalizable across all points of the globe.  Also, this statement also highlights that one of the most fruitful areas for future research is an examination of mentoring across cultural and national contexts.  
We start by describing the mentoring phenomenon and depicting the new career context and how it has reshaped mentoring, thus necessitating further development of this field of study.  
THE NATURE OF MENTORING AND THE NEW CAREER COTEXT

                                   Construct, Functions, Phases, Types of Relationships

The traditional notion of mentoring relationships—and the one most closely studied by academics—was first identified by Levinson et al. (1978, 1996) who systematically studied men as they progressed through adulthood.   Levinson et al. found that the mentor represented one of the most importance relationships in a young adult man’s life as he “pursued his dream” and “became his own man” (1978).  The original conception of a mentor can actually be traced back to Greek roots; Odysseus secured the aid of his friend, Mentor, to counsel and guide his son, Telemachus (Hamilton, 1942).
Shortly after Levinson et al.’s seminal work on adult development, several researchers’ work (e.g., Dalton, Thompson & Price, 1977; Dalton & Thompson, 1986; Dalton, 1989; Kram, 1983, 1985) firmly placed mentoring into the contemporary literature by establishing the functions and phases of relationships, affirming the value of mentoring, and outlining an agenda for future examination.   In particular, early studies showed that mentoring advanced the protégé’s career and enhanced the senior’s sense of worth and self-esteem (e.g., Dalton, 1989, Dalton & Thompson, 1986; Dalton, Thompson & Price, 1977). 

Kram’s (1985) early research on mentoring dyads ended with the implication that individuals may, in fact, receive support from a set or “constellation” of developmental relationships that include a mentoring relationship as well as other developmental relationships including peer relationships. In short, Kram’s work suggested that individuals typically have more than one mentor and that not all of the individual’s mentors reside within the context of his or her job.  Despite her assertion of the importance of mentoring and other developmental relationships (Kram & Hall, 1996; Kram, 1985), most of the empirical studies through the late 80s and early 90s focused on single or primary relationships.  This work defined a mentor as an individual who holds a more senior position within the same organization (Noe, 1988; Hunt & Michael, 1983).  

Construct.  To date, multiple definitions of a mentor have been advanced, but researchers in the field have not unconditionally accepted any specific one.  In general, mentors are defined “as individuals with advanced experience and knowledge who are committed to providing support and upward mobility to their proteges’ careers” (Ragins, 1999: 349). This general definition emphasizes “complementarity” (Kram, 1988; Kram & Isabella, 1986) as it conveys the sense that the mentor supports the growth of skills, knowledge, and career support that the protégé lacks at the relationship’s inception.  More recent conceptualizations (e.g., Hall & Kram, 1996) offer insight into the potential mutuality between the mentor and protégé in that the mentor may receive career and personal benefits, making them “co-learners.”  Despite lack of consistency in the field related to a precise mentoring definition, there is strong agreement as to the general notion of a mentor (Wanberg, Welsh, & Hezlett, 2003).  

Mentoring Functions and Phases.  Early scholarly interest in mentoring aimed at delineating key characteristics of the dyadic relationship, including the functions served and relational phases (eg, Kram, 1983, 1985).  Kram (1983, 1985) identified (1) career functions, which include sponsorship, coaching, protection, and providing exposure, visibility, and challenging assignments; and (2) psychosocial functions, which include role modeling, acceptance and confirmation, counseling, and friendship.  Over time, studies have provided strong support for the existence of these functions
(e.g., Noe, 1988; Ragins & McFarlin, 1990; Scandura, 1992; Scandura & Ragins, 1993).   
Importantly, later research (e.g., Thomas, 1993, Ragins, 1997) would underscore the nuances associated with the functions served by mentors.   More specifically, men and women, on average, offer different types of functional support to protégés: men tend to offer more career or instrumental support, whereas women tend to offer relational, psychosocial support (Baker-Miller, 1986, 1991).  Further, some studies suggest that minorities receive different types or levels of functional support than Caucasians (Cox & Nkomo, 1991; Koberg, Boss, Chappell, & Ringer, 1994; Viator, 2001b.) 

Moreover, studies in the 80s indicated that mentors will offer different levels and types of support based on their respective career stage; for example, individuals at later career stages are more likely to offer support than are individuals at an early career stage (Levinson, 1978; Kram, 1985).  Likewise, the type of functional support that protégés need tends to vary on the same three dimensions of gender, race and career stage. For example, a study of black executives demonstrated that dual support provided by both white and black mentors resulted in greater career and psychosocial support than did one mentor relationship (regardless of mentor demographics) (Thomas & Gabarro, 2002).  In addition, studies of women indicate similar benefits (Ragins, 1997; Kram & Hall, 1996).  Thus, partnering with only one individual appears to present certain challenges—due to individual limitations—that are overcome or mitigated by engaging support from several individuals, thus creating a developmental network.

Phases.  Researchers also began examining relationships for the existence of relationships phases (e.g., Phillips, 1978; Missirian, 1982; Kram, 1985; Pollock, 1995). Kram’s (1985) work, for example, outlined the phases—initiation, cultivation, separation, and redefinition—of mentoring relationships and the processes governing each phase.  Her research further highlighted how relationships and their content will vary according to the protégé’s life stage (1985).   Numerous studies have substantiated the existence of these phases (e.g., Higgins, 2000; Kram & Isabella, 1985; Noe, 1989; Zey, 1984; Missirian 1982; Philips-Jones,1982). Recent changes in the career context, however, suggest that the phases asserted in Kram’s work may be truncated as individuals transition in and out of organizations with more frequency.  For example, relationships may be compressed or curtailed when a mentor or protégé leaves the employing organization prior to the completion of the relational cycle.

Developmental Relationships.  Over time, researchers (e.g., Thomas, 1993; Higgins, 1999, Kram & Isabella, 1985; Hall & Kahn, 2001, Eby, 1997) elaborated on types of developmental relationships, because they recognized that individuals draw support from numerous people whom may offer different types or varying levels of career and psychosocial support.  

Essentially, although not all developmental relationships are of the true “mentor” quality—characterized by both high amounts of career and psychosocial support—the reality of peoples’ experience is that they gain mentoring support from abroad range of “developers” (Higgins, 2001; Kram, 1985; Allen, Russell, & Maetzke, 1997).  For example, a protégé may have three types of peer “developer” relationships at work—informational, collegial, and special (Kram & Isabella, 1985)—each representing varying levels of support.  Hall & Kahn (2001) identified different kinds of naturally occurring work relationships that can be used to foster development: (1) mentor/protégé, (2) coach/sponsor, (3) support group/network, (4) supervisor/coworker, (5) project team/task force, (6) training workshop/program, and (7), role model.  There are now a number of typologies available that delineate the variety of relationships that can be developmental (e.g., Eby, 1997; Kram & Cherniss, 2000).   

Higgins & Kram’s (2001) work, asserting the need for a reconceptualization of mentoring, described how over the course of their careers, individuals draw support from a network of ‘developers’, thus creating  the existence of different types of relationships who exist within the “boundary” of an evolving network.  Their contribution to the literature was very timely given the altered career context, which effectively eliminated the likelihood and reality that an individual would draw sufficient support from one individual.  Rather, an individual’s network would be comprised of developers from various social systems including work, family, community organizations, and peer groups.   

Drawing from social network theory (e.g., Granovetter, 1982; Burt, 1992), Higgins and Kram (2001) developed a typology of developmental networks based on two primary dimensions: (1) strength of developmental tie, and (2) diversity of network, which included range (the number of social systems from which relationships stem) and density (degree of connectedness of developers).   The utilization of these dimensions enabled the encompassment of prior work on varying levels of functional support (indicative of strength of tie between the protégé and developer) and on types of relationships (indicative not only of varying support but also of diversity of social systems)
.(3).
This reconceptualization was largely the result of changes in the career environment (Arthur & Rousseau, 1996; Mirvis & Hall, 1996).  Today’s career context has been referred to as the “post-corporate career” (Peiperl & Baruch, 1997), the “boundaryless” career (Arthur & Rousseau, 1996; Mirvis & Hall, 1996), and the protean career (Hall, 1996), all of which suggest that careers cross formal organizational boundaries more frequently than during the traditional career context.  The protean career highlights how individuals must constantly change—in the spirit of the Greek god Proteus who “morphed” at will—in tandem with an environment in flux.  While the degree of “boundaryless” varies according to industry and geographic location, the evidence suggests that the traditional career context is gradually shifting toward a new career context (Peiperl & Arthur, 2000; Peiperl & Baruch, 1997).   
Given outsourcing, downsizing, and other changes, individuals are likely to build their careers in multiple organizations, occupations and industries and hence cannot rely upon one single mentor, but rather must consider a network of “developers” (Higgins, 1999; Higgins & Kram,, 2001) to aid their careers.  Further, the turbulence of the new career context underscores the importance of relationships as a source of learning, social support, and other resources (Fletcher, 1994, Kahn & Hall, 1996; Kram, 1998; 1994; Hall, Briscoe, & Kram, 1997; Kram & Hall, 1991). Individuals, in today’s context, must learn more quickly and will engage in more mini-learning cycles throughout their lives than would individuals in past decades (Hall, 1996).  

The reconceptualization of mentoring relationships from a single dyadic relationship to a network of developmental relationships reveals several areas for inquiry including: how the new career context influences the texture and duration of the phases of developmental relationships and how those phases may vary based on the type of relationship; how the functional support provided by developers may vary based on whether they are inside or outside an individual’s employing organization; and how developmental networks vary in composition based on demographic factors such as age, gender, and nationality.  

INDIVIDUAL AND ORGANIZATIONAL ANTECEDENTS AND OUTCOMES

As researchers made progress in the exploration of salient characteristics of mentoring and other developmental relationships, they began broadening their examination to include antecedents and consequences, both at the individual—mentor and protégé—and organizational level.   In particular, individual-career and organizational-level outcomes were of interest due to (1) the proliferation of formal mentoring programs in organizations by the mid-1980s, and (2) the expansion of research on adult development that highlighted the role of relationships in driving growth (e.g., Baker-Miller, 1978; 1991; Gilligan, 1982; Kegan, 1982; Levinson, Darrow, Klein, Levinson, & McKee, 1978). 

Antecedents.  In general, antecedents are either individual or organizational factors that affect the formation of developmental relationships and networks.   While much empirical work has been dedicated to understanding these antecedents, we believe that much more needs to be understood, particularly in light of career context changes that have altered the way in which careers are enacted.  


Individual career antecedents include both mentor and protégé factors.   Among the factors related to the protégé are personality traits, demographics, individual career stage characteristics, individual needs, characteristics desired by mentors, and gender attributes (masculinity and femininity gender characteristics). It has been postulated that protégé factors influence both the initiation of relationships and the kind of mentoring received


One of the first antecedents to be systematically studied is that of career stage. First, it was noted that individuals who assumed the mentoring responsibility had already passed through earlier career stages (Dalton & Thompson, 1986; Hall, 1987; 1999; Kram, 1985) .  Later, studies of relationship dyads illuminated how the career stage of the protégé was what solidified relationships with mentors as the two individuals career stage needs were complementary  (Kram, 1985; Thomas, 1993).   Over time, it became evident that relationships that did not evolve into positive mentoring alliances frequently involved individuals who had conflicting career stage needs (e.g. the protégé was ready to move on to greater responsibility and autonomy while the mentor persisted in needing this same individual to take direction from him) (Scandura, 1992; Kram, 1985).


Since early studies on the impact of career stage on mentoring, myriad antecedents have been examined.  With respect to personality factors, individuals with greater self-esteem, lower negative affectivity, higher self-monitoring, a Type A personality, and greater extraversion are more inclined to initiate relationships and receive mentoring (Turban & Dougherty, 1994; Aryee, Lo, & Kang, 1999).  Demographic factors include age, gender, race (all of which will be discussed in the Diversified Complexities section), education, and marital status.  An individual’s level of education has shown mixed results on initiation of relationships—one study showing that better educated individuals are more likely to initiate a relationship (Aryee et al., 1999), and another finding no relationship (Turban & Dougherty, 1994)—and little impact on mentoring received (e.g., Lankau & Scandura, 2002; Aryee, Wyatt, & Stone, 1996.)  It appears that unmarried individuals may be more likely to initiate a mentoring relationship (Turban & Dougherty, 1994), but the research is inconclusive related to mentoring received (e.g., Dreher & Ash, 1990; Seibert, Kramer, & Liden, 2001.)  

Organizational tenure and rank have been explored as precursors to relationships and to mentoring received; most of the studies showed either no relationship between the factors and mentoring or have provided mixed results (e.g., Burke & McKeen, 1997; Fagenson, 1989; Lankau & Scandura, 2002; Cox & Nkomo, 1991; Fagenson, 1992).   Studies on protégé characteristics that are desired by mentors include protégés with a strong learning orientation, who are competent and motivated, and who remind mentors of themselves (Allen, Poteet, & Russell, 2000; Allen, Poteet, & Burroughs, 1997).  


Other studies have examined whether certain job or career history characteristics are related to whether an individual has a mentor.  For example, studies have shown that there is no relationship between academic performance in post-secondary school (e.g., Judge & Bretz, 1994) or LSAT scores (Labadz & Lentz, 1995) and report of having a mentor.  Most of the variables examined—e.g., education (Colarelli & Bishop, 1990), work history (Kirchmeyer, 1998), hours worked per week (Judge & Bretz, 1994) have yielded mixed results.   

Much less research has examined antecedents related to the mentor.  Studies have examined desired mentor characteristics as perceived by protégés (e.g., Olian, Carroll, & Giannantonio, 1988; Gaskill et al., 1991) and factors that suggest what motivates individuals to mentor others (e.g., Allen, Poteet, & Russell, 2000; Aryee, Chay, & Chew, 1996), including demographic variables, such as age and educational level, career experiences, personality attributes, and competence.   Protégés seek mentors who are capable of developing others, who have knowledge of both their roles and of the political nuances within an organization, and who are in positions of respect and high rank (Gaskill, 1991).  Protégés are interested in maintaining relationships with mentors who have solid interpersonal skills (Olian et al, 1988)  


Better-educated individuals seem more likely to be comfortable in a mentoring role (Allen, Poteet, Russell, & Dobbins, 1997).  According to Levinson’s seminal work on male adult development, mentors are likely to be mid-level career individuals who desire to aid the career development of a younger protégé (Levinson, Darrow, Klein, Levinson, & McKee, 1978).   Individuals who have more tenure in an organization or fill a high-ranking organizational role may feel more comfortable serving  as mentors (Ragins & Cotton, 1993.)  


 Personality traits, such as positive affectivity (Aryee, Chay, & Chew, 1996), high self-monitoring (Mullen & Noe, 1999), altruism (Aryee, Chay, & Chew, 1996), higher self-esteem (Kram, 1988; Aryee, Chay, & Chew, 1996), and high learning goal orientation (Godshalk & Sosik, 2003), seem more likely to be characteristic of individuals who are motivated to mentor others. 

Organizational-level (also described as “situational”) factors, such as the composition of an organization’s workforce, can affect interaction patterns (Kanter, 1977; see Higgins & Kram, 2001 for overview of these factors), and hence, an individual’s opportunities and constraints for forming relationships.  Very little empirical research has formally explored organizational antecedents that impact the formation, or lack thereof, of mentoring and other developmental relationships.  Below are factors suggested by Higgins & Kram (2001) to potentially impact the formation of relationships.
Research on temporal and physical proximity, for instance, demonstrates that spatial proximity facilitates the initiation of ties (Festinger, Schachter, & Back, 1950).  Further, aspects of the industry or task can shape the cultivation of ties (Baker, 1992).  Since developmental networks span organizational boundaries, these considerations are important.   For example, working in certain industries—i.e., entertainment—can enhance the likelihood of forming multiple extraorganizational ties (Ensher, Murphy, & Sullivan, 2000).    

An organization’s formal structure impacts the degree to which certain individuals interact with one another, thus influencing network choices (Burkhardt & Brass, 1990).   Changes in organizational technology—e.g., availability of information technology, such as electronic mail—affects the probability of interaction (Fulk, Steinfield, Schmitz, & Power, 1987).   

Finally, an organization’s culture (Hall, 1996;; Kram & Bragar, 1992) can facilitate or hinder learning within developmental relationships; socially accepted norms prescribe behavior related to assisting others and, more generally, to growing employees’ skills and competencies.

What We Don’t Know (And Should)

Much of the research to date on protégé and mentor antecedents has been on relatively immutable characteristics such as personality traits and demographic variables.  Moreover, some of the inconclusive findings suggest moderating variables that have yet to be explored.   For example, it may be that certain competencies such as emotional intelligence impact both the initiation and ability to foster strong mentoring relationships.  Certain individuals may have a “developmental intelligence” (Chandler, working paper) that allows them to effectively assess their developmental needs and enables them to seek out mentors who can aid them in meeting those needs.  Similarly, Kram’s (1988) work suggested  that attitudes toward authority, conflict, and intimacy, values, and self-competence perceptions impact the kind of developmental relationships sought.  As we will describe in more detail later, adult development theories posit that individuals at higher stages of growth may be more effective mentors and protégés.  Finally, more work should elucidate how “developmental cultures” (Hall, 1996) impact the formation of informal relationships.  


Outcomes.  From the onset, academic researchers were keenly interested in individual career and organizational consequences of mentoring relationships.   Given organizational investment in mentoring programs, it was clear that a research agenda should include the impact of relationships on individual—both mentor and protégé outcomes—and produce an understanding of whether programs enhance organizational effectiveness.   

One of the most substantiated areas of mentoring research relates to mentoring and positive protégé career outcomes.  Mentoring has been associated with subjective outcomes such as career (Fagenson, 1989) and job satisfaction (Bahniuk, Dobos, & Hill, 1990), expectations for advancement, job commitment (e.g., Laband & Lentz, 1995), clarity of professional identity and sense of competence (Kram, 1985), objective outcomes such as higher rates of promotion and total compensation (Whitely, Dougherty, & Dreher, 1991), career progress (Zey, 1984; Walsh & Borkowski, 1999), and protégé change (Lankau & Scandura, 2002.)   

Although the benefits of mentoring are well documented, studies have also shown negative protégé experience may result from dissimilar beliefs and attitudes (Eby, McManus, Simon, & Russell, 2000). Scandura (1998), in an exploration of the “dark side” of mentoring, modeled the processes and outcomes associated with dysfunctional relationships.   Drawing upon literature from social psychology, Scandura (1988) described negative behaviors such as harassment, deception, and sabotage. 
  
Of critical importance in the new career context is an understanding of whether, and under what conditions, having multiple mentors produces positive protégé outcomes.   More recent studies have suggested that having more than one mentor is associated with positive career expectations, (Baugh & Scandura, 1999) work satisfaction, and intention to stay with an organization (e.g., Higgins, 2000; Higgins & Thomas, 2001).  In contrast, having multiple mentors may result in role conflict and higher job burnout (Baugh & Scandura, 1999; Fagan & Walter, 1982).  

Research on mentor outcomes has produced similar positive results.  Mentors receive a myriad of potential benefits, including access to information, social feedback, job performance (Mullen & Noe, 1999), greater support networks (Allen, Poteet, & Burrough, 1997), and fulfillment from teaching a protégé (Busch, 1985), personal satisfaction and an increase in power (e.g., Burke & McKeen, 1997; Kram, 1985), career satisfaction (e.g., Johnson, Yust, & Fritchie, 2001), and recognition and respect from others (Kram, 1985b.) 

Similar to protégé outcomes, potentially negative aspects of mentoring including fear of favoritism, potentially time-consuming interactions, destructive relationships, vulnerability through exposure of one’s career trials and errors, and negative effects associated with unsuccessful relationships (Allen, Poteet, & Burrough, 1997; Zey, 1984).

There is a paucity of research related to organizational outcomes of mentoring.  Theoretical research (e.g., Wilson & Elmann, 1990) has suggested that mentoring can enhance organizational retention and job performance, foster a strong corporate culture, and implicitly convey expectations of behavior to employees.  One qualitative study, which involved in-depth interviews with over 100 executives, suggested positive organizational outcomes  of mentor and protégé interactions included enhanced organizational communication, enhanced productivity, more effective employee socialization, and employee integration (Zey, 1984).  

What We Don’t Know (And Should)

Understanding the conditions that lead to positive and negative individual and organizational outcomes is of utmost importance.  One key issue associated with outcomes relates to the need for more controlled studies that can effectively rule out other correlational factors that may lead to success.  For example, protégé characteristics such as ability or emotional intelligence may cause individuals to be more desirable protégé candidates or more likely to initiate a developmental relationship.   Second, the new career context is characterized by more individual career transitions and a need to learn quickly.  More emphasis should be placed on exploration of how mentoring influences career changes and personal learning.   Finally, further identification of organizational outcomes is needed.

COMPLEXITIES OF DIVERSIFIED RELATIONSHIPS


  After, and partially as a result of, the civil rights movement in the 1960s and affirmative action laws passed in the 1970s, formal mentoring programs abounded in organizations.  Attention to diversity also came as a result of women and people of color leaving organizations at higher rates than their white male counterparts, or plateauing at higher rates (Morrison et al., 1994). 

Initially, researchers examined how mentoring programs impacted gender equality; more specifically, whether programs allowed women to “break the glass ceiling.”  Over time, researchers also began exploring the impact of race on the formation of relationships, processes, and subsequent mentoring outcomes.    

    
More recently, Ragins (1997) defined diversified (diverse) mentoring relationships as “…comprising mentors and protégés who differ on the basis of race, ethnicity, gender, sexual orientation, class, religion, disability, or other group memberships associated with power in organizations” (24).  Noe et al. (2002) noted “most research has been focused on the impact of demographic diversity between mentor and protégé on the mentoring relationship” (143).   Specifically, most of the recent research conducted throughout the 1980s to the present day has fallen into three categories—gender, race, and age.   

Gender and Race Complexities
Despite the importance of mentoring for all individuals, regardless of gender, race, organizational rank, or otherwise, it has been asserted that mentoring can be particularly important for women and ethnic minorities as they attempt to overcome barriers to advancement (e.g., Ragins, 1999, Kram, 1985, Thomas & Gabarro, 1999; Thomas, “racial taboos”, citation, 1993).  Both women and minorities hold few senior positions in organizations; those who do “break through” (Thomas and Gabarro, 1999) to the more senior roles—e.g., executive level—ranks of organizations face different obstacles and challenges and typically face a different and distinct path than their white, male counterparts (e.g., Thomas & Gabarro, 1999).  


It has been asserted, for example, that mentors can aid female and ethnic minority protégés in several ways, including fostering self-esteem (Schein, 1973), offering insight into corporate politics (Ragins, 1989), providing “reflected power” that diminishes the power disadvantage of being an outsider in an “old boy’s network” (Kanter, 1977), and sharing information that otherwise would not be accessible (Ragins, 1989, 1997a, 1997b).


Research on both gender and race has focused on (1) relationship initiation, (2) mentoring received, or (3) relationship outcomes
.  Although researchers have made great strides since the impact of gender and race became of interest to academics, more research is needed due to equivocal and mixed findings.   With respect to the former two themes—relationship initiation and mentoring received—some research reports parity between women and men (e.g., Dreher & Ash, 1990; Scandura & Ragins, 1993; Turban & Dougherty, 1994; Fagenson, 1989; Hubbard & Robinson, 1988; Noe, 1988a, Burke, McKeen, and McKenna, 1990; Noe, 1988a; Ragins & McFarlin, 1990; Scandura & Williams, 2001) and minorities and Caucasians (e.g., Greenhaus, Parasuraman, & Wormley, 1990; Thomas, 1990; Dreher & Cox, 1996; McGuire, 1999; Viator, 2001a), whereas other studies suggest that women and minorities are at a disadvantage (Ragins & Cotton, 1991; Bahniuk, Dobos, and Hill, 1990; McGuire, 1999; Cox & Nkomo, 1991), both in initiating and receiving mentoring.    

With respect to mentoring outcomes, research is somewhat more conclusive. Studies suggest that women and men both receive career benefits—e.g., job satisfaction, compensation, and career mobility—associated with mentoring (e.g., Fagenson, 1989; Dreher & Ash, 1990; Baugh, Lankau, & Scandura, 1996).  Of the few studies that have been conducted related to race, it appears that ethnic minorities do gain career satisfaction from having a mentor (Friedman, Kane, and Cornfield, 1998), and that under certain conditions, minorities experience equal benefits relative to their Caucasian counterparts (Blake-Beard, 1999).

Cross-Gender and Cross- Race Challenges and Opportunities.   Mentoring research has provided interesting and valuable insight related to cross-gender and cross-race relationships.  Studies (e.g.,; Bowen, 1985;  Burke & McKeen, 1997) suggest particular benefits associated with heterogeneous pairings that cannot be conferred by homogeneous relationships because participants can gain knowledge of the diverse styles and perspectives.  Other studies have posited that women and ethnic minorities who receive greater career outcomes—such as compensation and career attainment—relative to their peers reported currently having male mentors or having prior male mentors (e.g., Wallace, 2001; Ragins & Cotton, 1999; Bahniuk, Hill, & Darus; Dreher & Cox, 1996)
.      

However, heterogeneous relationships have also presented particular challenges not faced by homogeneous pairings.   For instance, cross-gender relationships have also been associated with difficulties related to the possibility of romantic involvement (Hurley & Fagenson-Elandor, 1996), fear of sexual harassment (Bowen, 1985; Ragins & Cotton, 1991), stereotyping (Tajfel & Turner, 1986), the “developmental dilemma” of having either an “unproductive closeness” or an “unproductive distance” (Clawson & Kram, 1984), and different expectations or miscommunication (Kram, 1988; Kram & Hall, 1996) due to gender perceptions. 

Gender and racial stereotypes, in particular, can be powerful impediments to effective cross-gender and cross-race relationships (Thomas, 1999; Kram, 1985).  If individuals are unaware of their untested assumptions regarding members of another race or opposite gender, they are likely to behave in ways that undermine the relationship’s potential.  Thomas (1999), for instance, describes how historical relational patterns between blacks and whites are brought into current workplace relationships as “racial taboos.”  Similarly, Kram and Bragar’s (1984) research suggests how negative stereotyping hinders relational processes and subsequent outcomes.  

Research on cross-gender and cross-race relationships suggests that women and ethnic minorities may benefit from dual support systems (e.g., Thomas, 1990; Kram, 1985), which means that they seek assistance from two  individuals (who differ in gender or racial identity, dependent on the protégé’s salient characteristics), rather than relying on a supervisor or single mentor.  For example, research that has examined cross-gender and same-gender relationships (e.g., Sosik & Godshalk, 2000b; Ragins & Cotton, 1999; Ragins, 1989) has shown that whether the relationship is heterogeneous or homogenous impacts the types and amount of mentoring received.   Because individuals may experience mentoring differences based on whether the mentor is a male or female, they may optimize benefits by receiving dual support by having relationships with both a man and a woman.   

Studies on the impact of race offer a similar conclusion.  Thomas’s study (1990) found that blacks reported a larger percentage of same-race dyads that were not supervisory or outside of their departments, in contrast to Caucasians who reported same-race dyads that were supervisory.  This study suggests that African-Americans (and other ethnic minorities) might benefit from dual support systems.  Moreover, one study (Dansky, 1996) suggests that professional associations and other group organizations may serve important mentoring functions to women and ethnic minorities who may be disadvantaged within their organization.   The notion that women and ethnic minorities may benefit from more than one individual is consistent with the reconceptualization of mentoring as a developmental network.  
Age Complexities

Since the 1990s, age has come under scrutiny by academic researchers.  Studies on how absolute age—or age discrepancies between a mentor and protégé—impacts mentoring relationships and outcomes parallels demographic shifts in the workplace.   


For instance, although age does not seem to impact whether an individual will initiate a mentoring relationship (Burke & McKeen, 1997; Ragins & Cotton, 1991; Aryee et. al., 1999), studies have suggested that as individuals get older, they receive less career mentoring (Whitely, Dougherty, Dreher et al., 1991.)  One study (Feldman, Folks, & Turnley, 1999) showed that receipt of mentoring was not impacted by the age discrepancy between mentor and protégé

As “baby-boomers,” the largest group as a percentage of the workforce in countries such as the United States, Australia, New Zealand, and Canada approach retirement, age presents an important individual-level factor to be explored.   We believe that the new career context may have important implications for this generation of individuals, both as they serve as mentors and as protégés seeking knowledge in order to adapt to a turbulent, demanding environment.   

Younger individuals, who entered the workforce during the new career context, may feel comfortable with uncertainty,  the need for continuous learning, and  the need to rely more on technology.  “Baby-boomers”, in contrast, have been more accustomed to the security and certainty of the traditional career context.   As mentors, they may feel overwhelmed by requirements to constantly learn themselves and still offer protégés adequate time, empathy, and patience required to provide support.   As protégés, they may feel unaccustomed to securing support from several individuals, both inside and outside an employing organization, as well as continuously learn at the pace required to succeed.  
The implication of the foregoing discussion is that age may be an important factor in determining individuals’ network composition and relational content.  
Newer Areas of Complexities in Diversified Relationships

Shifts in the underlying career context suggest that greater research emphasis should be placed on diversity that results from cross-functional teams in flatter organizations and from multinational corporations (MNCs) operating in a global environment (e.g., Noe et al, 2002.)   In order for organizations to be most efficient in today’s environment, they must nurture advanced communication systems such as cross-functional teams designed to foster timely information from diverse vantage points within an organization.  This area focuses on diversity of perceptions and information diversity that result from being located in different functional areas of organizations.   

Second, MNCs that operate in a global environment will fashion teams of nationally diverse members as well as formal mentoring programs involving cross-national mentor/protégé pairings.   Given this global trend, research should be conducted that emphasizes how nationality, culture, and other cross-border variables impact developmental networks.  

What We Don’t Know About Diversified Relationships (And Need To)

We believe that using in-depth interviews to closely scrutinize the process of mentoring will yield important insight regarding the conflicting findings summarized above and the challenges posed in cross-race and cross-gender relationships.   Although some studies to date indicate no differences between women and minorities and groups with greater power in organizations, other research suggests that these groups do face barriers that impede relational processes and positive outcomes.   We believe that a reliance on survey methodologies quite possibly obscures differences between white, Caucasian males and women and minorities in obtaining mentoring support and in securing subsequent benefits.  

Understanding the conditions that cause positive relational outcomes is critical to mounting strategies (see Ragins, 1997 and Thomas, 1993 for strategies for overcoming challenges of diversified relationships) to alleviate relational challenges.  Further, the foregoing discussion suggests that more studies are needed to disentangle moderating factors that complicate clearer findings.  Unclear findings related to cross-gender studies, for example, suggest the presence of moderating factors—e.g., length of the relationship (Turban, Dougherty, and Lee, 2002), emotional competence of both parties (Goleman, 1995), developmental stage of both parties (e.g., Kegan, 1982, 1994)—that confound  results.   

Additionally, given increasing demographic diversity in the global workforce and organizations increasing multinational activities, more research should be conducted on other types of diversity, for example, sexual orientation or religion. With respect to studies on race, most participants have been African-American or research designs have lumped minorities into one group (e.g., McGuire, 1999; Mobley, Jaret, Marsh, & Lim, 1994); research using other ethnic minorities should be conducted (as an exception, Goto, 1999, examined Asian 

individuals).  One noteworthy point related to the foregoing discussion is that most of the research on diversified relationships has focused on traditional mentoring relationships rather than other kinds of developmental relationships.  Future research should address the challenges and opportunities related to diversity in other developmental relationships, e.g., peers, network groups. 

Finally, to date, an important unanswered question is, what are the unique benefits of cross-race relationships?  We can speculate that these relationships benefit both parties—instrumental support opens doors for the minority protégés, and both learn about how to build effective alliances with people of different backgrounds.  When protégés are white males and mentors are of a different demographic background, these diversified relationships also offer mutual learning opportunities.   
A DEVELOPMENTAL LENS ON MENTORING
The nature of mentoring, associated antecedents and outcomes, and complexities of diversified relationships have, in general, received close academic scrutiny.  In this section, we elaborate on the fruitfulness of using an adult developmental perspective to provide a unique and uncharted analysis of mentoring.   Our discussion will be aimed at describing linkages between mentoring and three areas of adult development—phase theories, stage theories, and attachment theory.   Prior to disembarking, we want to stress that we realize that this “tour” of adult developmental theories is necessarily brief.   However, we believe the discussion is important as it is intended to offer creative, valuable lines of future research.

Since Levinson et al. (1978) first wrote about the importance of mentoring for men in early adulthood, this relationship has been defined as one that enables a young adult to “realize his dream”.  In the context of careers, the dream included goals for establishing and advancing in a career with the coaching and guidance of a more senior adult.  As research on mentoring has progressed, it has become clearer that one important reason mentoring alliances have the potential to be strong, enduring and powerful in their impact is the complementarity in developmental needs that are brought to these relationships (Kram, 1988).    This developmental perspective has the potential to help us understand why some alliances (formal and informal) never realize their potential to foster development and learning, why others become dissatisfying after a period of mutual learning, and why some individuals are more inclined to seek or provide mentoring assistance at various points in a career than others.

Levinson’s model is an example of adult developmental phase theories, which describe how individuals face unique developmental tasks at different periods or ages during their lives and careers (Dalton & Thompson, 1977, 1986; Schein, 1978; Hall, 1976; Levinson et al, 1996; Gould, 1978; Dalton, 1989; Super, 1986; Super, 1957). These tasks reflect challenges that individuals must address if they are to experience personal efficacy and move into subsequent stages.  Each model emphasizes a particular aspect of growth and development. 

With this perspective at the forefront, we can predict that individuals bring certain willingness and capacity to each relational opportunity that is shaped and limited by developmental position.  In the new career context, there are already many examples of individuals for whom life phase and career stage are out of sync.  For example, an individual who is enacting a protean career is likely to experience numerous career transitions and mini learning cycles rather than a linear unfolding of one career that is correlated with the unfolding of adulthood. (Hall, 2002.) 

For example, young individuals in the early phase of their careers, face the principle challenge of developing a viable professional identity in their chosen occupation.  In all likelihood their commitment to the organization is provisional, and they are motivated to learn the skills that will enable them to meet performance expectations and prepare for advancement.  Although individuals may receive support from peers, their networks are likely to be dominated by older or senior organizational members who can be responsive to their developmental needs.  Individuals at an early career phase may not yet sense that they have something to offer a peer in exchange for their support and coaching.  


Similarly, individuals at midlife and midcareer face a different set of developmental tasks generally characterized by reassessment and redirection, often motivated by an internal desire to modify and/or amplify the life structure that has been build in the first half of adulthood (Levinson et al, 1977; Schein, 1978). Often, individuals at this life and/or career stage will find new satisfaction in facilitating growth in younger adults (Kram, 1988; Levinson et al, 1978).  Indeed, mentoring alliances are often quite engaging and rewarding for senior members of the pairs precisely because these relational opportunities become sites for addressing the developmental tasks of this period.  In addition, these individuals may receive valuable information and psychosocial support from their junior protégés.  



Stage theories can offer further insight into the mentoring phenomenon (e.g., Kegan, 1982, 1994; Torbert, 1991; Loevinger, 1978).  Stage theories can be considered hierarchical in that one stage is more advanced than its predecessor and each successive stage incorporates the “know how” from earlier stages.  More specifically, individuals do not lose the insight they gained at earlier stages, but rather move into a broader, integrative stage.  In contrast to phase theories (e.g. Levinson 1978, 1996; Dalton & Thompson, 1977), stage theories posit that developmental position is not strictly aligned with age or career stage, though they may be correlated.  


Kegan (1982, 1994), for example, offers a “constructive-developmental”, six-stage theory, which suggests that throughout the life course individuals are engaged in a process of meaning making.  This process leads them from being embedded in their own subjectivity to an increasingly stronger ability to take the world, including themselves as object.  This “subject/object dialectic” manifests itself by the degree to which individuals can balance the opposite yearnings for inclusion and for independence.  Development is depicted over time as a helix with movement back and forth between strong desires for inclusion and separation; managing these opposing needs occurs mostly at the subconscious level, though very much affecting how individuals approach relationships.  At the most advanced stage, the interindividual, individuals are perhaps, most able to engage in intimate, growth enhancing connections with others.


Thus, how individuals manage the continuous tension between autonomy and connection will influence their willingness and ability to engage in growth-enhancing relationships at work.  Kegan’s helix suggests that at earlier positions, individuals may be too embedded in relationships (or, alternatively, too detached from relationships) to objectively reflect and absorb the lessons that are offered.  For example, the theory suggests that the individual at the interpersonal stage has not sufficiently differentiated himself from his significant others.  An individual at this stage has not yet sufficiently achieved a meaningful sense of professional identity.  In contrast, the individual who has progressed to the “autonomous, self-regulating” institutional stage where the desire and capacity for autonomy and distinctiveness dominates, may distance himself or herself from a mentor and seek out peer relationships that are more mutual in which both individuals are fostering the learning of the other.  




The foregoing discussion infers a certain complexity regarding how phase and stage may interact.  For example, although two individuals may be at the same phase (e.g., early adulthood), their developmental networks may vary if they are at different stages, or “levels of mind”.

Relational models of growth—which are considered neither phase nor stage—similarly identify the importance of interdependence in building relationships that facilitate growth and personal learning (Miller, 1986; Jordan et al, 1991; Fletcher, 1996, 1999). This new perspective on growth and development reinforces the hypothesis that individuals who reach Kegan’s developmental positions of institutional or interindividual (Kegan’s highest stage), can enact a stance of interdependence toward authority, and have a baseline of emotional competencies including empathy, self-reflection, flexibility to move in and out of novice and expert roles, collaboration and trust, are most likely to experience a rich array of developmental alliances.

Recently, Noe and his colleagues (2002) added to this line of inquiry by noting that attachment theory may further our understanding of why some individuals seek out developmental relationships and others refrain from doing so.  First defined by Bowlby (1969), attachment theory suggests that early parent-child relationships result in one of three attachment styles that are brought to relationships later in life—secure base, avoidant, and ambivalent.  Individuals with secure base attachment styles are more likely to embrace opportunities to be mentored and are more likely to do so informally or in the context of a formal program than those with either avoidant or ambivalent styles.  


 The impact of historical attachments on current developmental relationships is likely to be moderated by the individual’s level of self-awareness (Hall, 1996).  Greater self-awareness, for example, allows the individual to choose to either replicate or dramatically alter historical relational patterns in new relationships.  In either case, this individual difference may account for mixed results in mentoring program outcomes and in the dearth or richness of developmental networks.
 
STRATEGIES TO FOSTER MENTORING

Long before there was adequate understanding of mentoring and its various forms, organizations began to consider how to foster mentoring for various employee populations.  The earliest application was for young, high potential individuals who were perceived as on a fast track for significant managerial positions (Roche, 1979; Shapiro et al, 1978; Spiezer et al, 1981).  In these instances, senior executives were generally assigned to mentor specific hi potential candidates (generally white male) to help them learn the ropes of management and prepare for promotion.  Little structure or guidance was provided to these pairs, yet the outcomes were generally positive since senior executives intuitively knew what had helped them earlier in their careers.  A small number of fortunate individuals benefited from these alliances.

 As concerns for equal opportunity began to surface in the late 70s, organizations became more interested in how to make mentoring available to a wider range of employee groups.  Thus began a proliferation of programmatic initiatives to foster mentoring between juniors and seniors (Douglas & McCauley, 1997; Chao et al, 1994).  Those programs that targeted specific employee groups (e.g. hi potential managers, hi potential women, hi potential women and people of color, organizational newcomers) seemed to be more effective than those which did not specify the particular target population and their development needs (Single & Muller, 2001; Gaskill, 1993; Tyler, 1998).  Within a decade, there had been enough experimentation with formal mentoring programs that a number of conditions surfaced as being essential to positive individual and organizational outcomes.  These included specific objectives linked to business and HR strategy, relevant orientation and training, planned follow-up monitoring and evaluation, voluntary participation, active sponsorship from senior management, and a skilled program coordinator (Kram & Bragar, 1992).

As research on mentoring progressed, it became apparent that mentoring occurs informally, or it can be engineered (formally assigned), and in all likelihood there are differences in process and outcomes between the two (Wanberg et al, 2003; Noe et al, 2002; Ragins & Cotton, 1999).  In addition, research on the complexities of cross-gender, cross-race, and cross-cultural alliances strongly suggested that if a diverse workforce was to benefit from mentoring, assistance on these matters would be necessary (Thomas, 1993; Ragins, 1999; Scandura & Ragins, 1993).  As a consequence, strategies to promote mentoring began to routinely include education and training that would equip both parties to address such complexities when necessary.  Finally, as it became apparent that both seniors and juniors can derive multiple benefits from mentoring alliances, seniors’ developmental goals were taken in to account in the design of formal programs. (Kram & Hall, 1996).

Systematic attempts to evaluate the effectiveness of formal mentoring programs have had mixed results (Noe, 1988; Chao et al, 1992; Ragins & Cotton, 1999; Seibert, 1999).  Some of these differences can be explained by the distinctive underlying assumptions and infrastructure that surround the formal programs (Wanberg, et al, 2003, Noe et al, 2002).   Several studies that compare formal and informal mentoring relations also report mixed results.  (Allen et al, 2002; Fagenson-Eland et al., 1977; Viator, 2001; Ragins et al, 2000). The one conclusion that we can draw is that formal programs have the potential to foster effective mentoring alliances, but that additional research is needed to determine more precisely under what conditions such initiatives will warrant the investment required to make them worthwhile.

For example, when formal programs are aligned with the business and HR strategy of the organization, and the surrounding organizational culture and reward system are equally aligned, positive individual and organizational outcomes are more likely than when such programs are created in isolation and/or in a context characterized by low trust and an absence of concern for learning and development. (Noe, 2002; Kram & Bragar, 1992).  Wanberg et al, 2003) urge researchers to consider both the proximal outcomes---such as satisfaction with the relationship, skill building and affective learning—as well as a number of distal outcomes---including promotions, increased compensation, increased life satisfaction, retention and organizational commitment—that are designed and achieved. 

As research on mentoring has progressed, so has our understanding of Careers and Career Development in an increasing turbulent and complex global environment (Hall, 2001; Hall & Mirvis, 1993; Arthur & Rousseau, 1996).  The trends of multiple careers in a lifetime, as well as flatter, team-based, and rapidly changing work environments call for a reevaluation of how mentoring can be facilitated.  Now that researchers have reconceptualized mentoring as a developmental network, the one-on-one formally assigned relationships seems too narrowly focused; this is, in part, because evaluations of these programs have reported mixed results. More importantly, perhaps, there are other relationships that clearly provide good alternatives to the traditional, long term and exclusive hierarchical relationships (Higgins & Thomas, 2001; Higgins, 2000).                                       

In recent years efforts to foster mentoring through professional networks of like groups  (e.g. women’s networks, black professional networks, Latino groups, etc.), peer coaching and mentoring circles have proliferated (Kram& Hall, 1996, Dutton et al., 2003?).  These approaches have in common organizationally sanctioned structures designed to increase the likelihood that individuals who can mutually benefit from one another get connected.  These interventions are based on the premise that individuals who strengthen their developmental networks to include multiple relationships of strong and diverse ties, are more likely to continually learn, develop, and achieve personal and professional goals through the developmental assistance that is offered by an enriched network (Higgins & Kram, 2001; Higgins, 2000; Higgins & Thomas, 2001).

Finally, there is a growing consensus that self-awareness, empathy, and various social skills are prerequisites for building learningful relationships  (Goleman, 1998; Goleman et al, 2001), and that these personal and social competencies can be developed, given the desire to learn, and both the opportunities to practice new skills and get relevant feedback (Cherniss & Adler, 2000; Kram & Cherniss, 2000; Kram et al, 2002). Thus, making such educational and training opportunities available to individuals is an important alternative and/or complement to formal mentoring programs.  It is already known from a variety of studies that such educational interventions are more likely to have lasting impact if the context to which individuals return from such experiences have an infrastructure in place that encourages, reinforces, and supports the interpersonal skills that have been acquired (Kram et al, 2002, Douglas & McCauley, 1997, Cherniss & Adler, 2000).

Clearly, there are many unanswered questions about how to foster mentoring in organizations.  While we have some examples of formal programs that have produced positive results for both individuals and organizations, we have yet to delineate what pre-conditions will insure that the positive outcomes of formally arranged relationships outweigh the potentially negative consequences—including a narrow focus on one mentorship rather than a developmental network of relationships, discouragement among those who were not chosen to participate, and the disillusionment of those who participated and experienced only modest benefits. In addition, further research is needed to better understand how the size of an organization, the developmental stage and the emotional competence of targeted populations, and related HR practices influence the appropriate intervention strategy.  Future work in this area should evaluate approaches that combine the various strategies outlined here. 

  A RESEARCH AGENDA

Throughout this chapter, we have emphasized an historical perspective of mentoring that highlights an initial research focus on the traditional mentoring relationship that has segued to a new focus on developmental networks.  This new emphasis on developmental networks is consistent with a turbulent environment characterized by more frequent career transitions in flatter organizations.   We have asserted that individuals draw support—both career and psychosocial—from a number of developers over their careers.  Each of the four primary themes—nature of mentoring, antecedents and consequences, complexities of diversified relationships, and intervention strategies—reflects the evolution toward developmental networks comprised of multiple, shorter-term relationships. 

Going forward, research should seek to scrutinize mentoring with an acknowledgement of the career context and developmental network reality. We are not suggesting that the traditional mentoring relationship is obsolete as it is a critical vehicle of learning and overall support for individuals and organizations, and many important questions relate to the traditional relationship.  We do assert, however, that it is of utmost important that academic researchers begin to explore developmental networks as they reflect significant changes in how individuals experience career growth and learning.  

We will first describe general challenges for future research across mentoring themes and then delve more deeply into concepts that are consistent with the current career reality.  Next, we describe important questions aimed at understanding developmental networks and pertinent concepts. Table 1 compares concepts that were most salient and important given traditional, hierarchical careers and those that should be more closely scrutinized in the new career context. Table 2 shows a number of questions related to the developmental network that are quite relevant to a responsive research agenda. 
Challenges for Future Research


The foregoing discussion suggests several areas that can strengthen mentoring and 

developmental network studies.  First, qualitative research, primarily longitudinal, in-depth interviews and ethnographies, can yield a better understanding of the processes of mentoring.  To date, much research is limited by methodologies—e.g., self-reported surveys—that cannot capture the nuances of mentor/developer and protégé interaction.  We believe, for example, that a grounded theory (Glaser & Strauss, 1967) approach to the study of dyadic processes related to diversified relationships will uncover the challenges and disadvantages faced by minorities, women, and other groups with relatively less power (Ragins, 1997, 1999.)  Also, relatively little attention has been given to how relationships are formed; phase models describe relationship evolution after the relationship has been established, however tentatively.  Research on the process of relationship formation is critical toward a comprehensive understand of mentoring.


Second, conflicting and inconclusive findings in certain areas—e.g., antecedents and diversified relationships—suggest moderating variables that convolute explanatory relationships.  Both qualitative research and controlled studies will aid in unearthing moderators and subsequently testing for more substantive, comprehensive findings.   Third, researchers should continue to refine definitions of mentoring and other developmental relationships.   For example, researchers should seek clear construct definitions and operationalizations of “developmental networks” and “developers,” as well as discriminate between mentoring and other similar constructs—e.g., leadership.  Finally, social network methodologies (e.g., UCINET, Borgatti, Everett, & Freeman, 1998) will be useful in examining the strength and diversity of ties, as well as the overall composition of developmental networks.   
   
Third, as suggested earlier, the adult development perspective has much to offer in efforts designed to answer some critical questions.  First, this developmental lens can help us to understand why some individuals find developmental relationships more easily than others.  In addition, it can help us to delineate variations of relationship dynamics that are observable across relationships and across organizations.  Finally, the nuances of mentoring relationships and developmental networks are likely to be better understood as we take the developmental tasks and attachment patterns of all participants into account.   Indeed, the learning that occurs in the context of relationships at work will change over the life course as individuals move from one stage or developmental position to the next.  And, given the dramatic shifts in the career context, changes in phases, stages and position are likely to happen more quickly and more often than the original models suggest.  

Fourth, as we advised the reader to note at the onset of the chapter, a research agenda must include more empirical research on mentoring and developmental networks in a global context.  By examining mentoring in other national settings or developmental networks that include members from different countries, we can begin to understand how these relationships are similar and dissimilar as well as provide practitioners with practical advice on managing their individual networks.
The Evolution of Salient Mentoring Concepts


As shown in Table 1, the evolution from the traditional to the new career context has been accompanied by a concomitant shift in salient mentoring variables.  As the career context changed, the way in which individuals experience the mentoring phenomenon was indelibly altered, thus necessitating a revision of focal concepts related to individual and organizational antecedents, relational processes and characteristics, and outcomes (in Table 1.)  


The salient mentoring concepts in the traditional career context (Arthur, Inkston, & Pringle, 1999; Mirvis & Hall, 1996) reflected the mentoring phenomenon as it existed during that historical time frame.   As explained earlier in the chapter, individuals enacted their careers within comparatively more hierarchical organizations over longer durations of time; the notion of “lifetime employment” existed for some individuals.  These key features of traditional careers allowed individuals—both mentors and protégés—to interact over longer periods with more frequency and with a sense of security that enabled stable, dyadic relationships between seniors and juniors as vehicles for career development.  Relationships, because of their duration—typically 3-8years (Kram, 1983, 1985; Kram & Isabella, 1985) went through relatively predictable phases.  


Organizations sought to find willing, capable mentors who could be incentivized to teach juniors to excel and advance up the corporate ladder.   Researchers, therefore, were keen to examine factors that impacted a willingness to mentor.  One factor in particular, career stage (Hall, 2001; Dalton & Thompson, 1986, Chapter from Handbook) affected this willingness; middle career individuals who had sufficiently learned their respective roles and perceived having job security were more likely to want to be “generative” (Erikson, 1982) by training others.    This factor, however, is not as likely to have the same explanatory power in today’s career context since individuals now cycle through mini career cycles quite frequently as a result of the turbulent environment they are in.  As a consequence, we can speculate that fewer will have the luxury of job security, and therefore,   other antecedent factors that shape willingness to mentor will be more important.

Further, as noted, organizations implemented formal programs, in part, to redress unequal opportunities for women and ethnic minorities; thus, researchers explored how demographic variables such as gender and race complicated an individual’s ability to foster and maintain mentoring relationships as well as reap positive benefits.  Moreover, since individuals stayed in organizations over relatively long periods of time, mentoring programs were assessed, in part, by how they influenced job commitment, intentions to stay, job satisfaction, and turnover, in addition to career development.    During the traditional career era, organizations focused more on formal programs and less on relational learning through  naturally occurring,  informal relationships. 

The new career context, which is a vastly different landscape, requires examining mentoring using new constructs.   Marked by turbulence, more frequent career transitions, and the need for continual learning both by individuals and by organizational teams, individuals enacting “protean” careers can no longer expect to have a single mentor, but rather should maintain a network of “developers” who can provide various opportunities for relational learning.   Individuals must strive to become “perfect protégés” (Hill, 1991) who proactively form and maintain a portfolio of developers who meet their career and personal needs.  Because of the need for individuals to take a very active role in shaping their own development, scholars should more closely scrutinize the role that personal competencies such as identity, self-awareness, and emotional and developmental intelligences play in aiding some individuals to better steer their career journeys.  As described in the “Adult Development” section, individuals’ developmental stage and phase will impact their interest in maintaining, and ability to manage, relationships as well.    

Organizations should not only rely on formal mentoring programs, but, equally, should seek to foster “developmental cultures” that enhance the likelihood of positive mentoring and developmental relationships experiences.  As organizations cross-national borders, they must consider how developmental relationships are impacted both by the complexities associated with cultural differences and vast spatial distances as well as by the unique opportunities offered by diversity.  Similarly, organizations should consider how the aging workforce in the several countries—e.g., Canada, New Zealand, Australia—might impact mentoring relationships and build strategies to ensure continual learning for all employees.  Whereas formal mentoring in the traditional career context was driven, in part, by a social need to create equal opportunity for all employees, mentoring in the new career context is driven primarily by a business need to create a high performing global workforce.

In contrast to the tradition career context, individuals will more likely experience numerous career transitions across organizations throughout their careers.  Organizations, armed with this knowledge, should seek to develop programs and foster cultures that facilitate accelerated personal learning.  Individuals’ developmental networks will impact career changes and transitions; for instance, different network types will more likely emphasize more or less knowledge of career opportunities outside of individuals’ employing organizations, while other networks may allow for greater intraorganizational mobility and transmission of organizational knowledge (Higgins, 2000).  

Relevant Questions for Future Research

   The sample research questions in Table 2 are aimed at both individual and organizational variables and at single developmental relationships as well as networks.   Further, the questions are intended to enhance our understanding of mentoring in the new career context.   For example, within the “Individual and Organizational-Level Antecedents” section, questions include those that address mentor and protégé competencies and characteristics such as an individual’s developmental stage, cultural variables, and organizational conditions that influence both relationship formation and effective interaction.

The “Relational Processes and Characteristics” section includes questions about how relationships are formed, how networks evolve over time, what types of networks exist, and the role played by developers outside an employing organization.   Finally, the “Individual and Organizational Outcomes” include much needed research of the impact of mentoring—both formal and informal—on organizational level outcomes, on benefits of diverse relationships and on how diversified mentoring relationships impact protégées’ perceptions of organizational justice (e.g., Greenberg, 1986,) on personal learning, and on career change. 

Mentoring research has been valuable both to managers and HR practitioners as they contemplate how to enhance employees’ career development and to individuals as they navigate their careers.   Although researchers have made great strides toward a comprehensive understanding of the mentoring phenomenon, much more is needed, particularly in light of the new career context.  Our purpose have been to provide a literature overview of the primary mentoring themes and to detail the evolution of mentoring from an emphasis on career growth through dyadic, long-term, stable relationships to growth through multiple, tumultuous, shorter-term relationships that comprise developmental networks.   We believe that an emphasis on new salient concepts and questions given the new career context will guide a fruitful, relevant agenda going forward. 

Table 1- Evolution of Salient Mentoring Concepts 

	Individual- 

Level

Factors  
	Willingness to mentor
Career Stage
Complexities of Gender and Race (Demographic Variables)
	Developmental Intelligence
Emotional Intelligence
Developmental Stage /Phase
Developmental Culture
Complexities of Cross-cultural Relationships


	Relational

Processes

And

Characteristics 
	Dyads
Relationship Functions
Long-term, Stable Relationships 
Relationship Phases 

 
	Developmental Networks
Relational Learning
Multiple, Dynamic relationships
Relationship Formation
Relationship Management

	Outcomes
	Turnover
Professional Development
Career Advancement
Job Satisfaction
Commitment
	Personal Learning
Career Change
Perceived Justice
Unique Benefits of Diverse Relationships


                            Traditional                              New Career Context   

                           Career Context             


Table 2 - Sample of Questions for Future Research

	Individual and Organizational-Level Antecedents 
1. What characteristics (e.g. developmental intelligence, stance toward authority, emotional competence) enable the individual to initiate and build relationships that are responsive to current developmental needs?

2. What role does the protégé play in the formation of the developmental network? 
 

3. What role does developmental stage play in relational learning? 
                  a.   How does developmental stage influence an individual’s mentoring capacity? 
4. How do cultural differences impact types of, and composition of, networks? 
a. How does cultural background shape an individual’s expectations of developmental relationships?

b.   How does culture impact how individuals view relational learning?  

5. How do organizations create conditions that foster developmental networks? 
a. How do organizations influence individual’s willingness to be a developer?

b. How do organizations ensure that protégés expectations are consistent with what developers can offer?

c. How does an organization’s “developmental culture” influence the formation of developmental relationships?

	   Relational Processes and Characteristics 
      1.    How are the relationships within the developmental network formed? 
2. How does geographical distance influence the formation of developmental relationships?  
3. How do developmental networks vary with respect to composition?  
4. What types of developmental networks exist?  
5. How do developmental networks vary over time?  
6. How has the new career context influenced mentoring and developmental relationship phases?  
7.   What functional support do “outside” developers play in career development?  


	    Individual and Organizational Outcomes 
      1.   How should organizations assess the impact of interventions on individual and organizational outcomes?  
2. How do developmental networks facilitate or hinder career transitions?  
3. How do diversified mentoring relationships contribute to perceived organizational justice?  
4. What are the individual and organizational benefits of diversified relationships?  
5. How do developmental networks impact personal learning?  
                                                                                                 * Dotted lines indicate that some questions fall into two categories. 
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Footnotes

� 	Wanberg et al. (2003) focus on a broad survey of empirical research conducted to date, provide a conceptual model of formal mentoring programs, develop propositions consistent with the model, and outline a future research agenda related to the primary mentoring themes.  The formal mentoring program model, and the accompanying propositions, are aimed at (1) program outcomes, (2) the nature of mentoring within the context of a formal relationship, (3) antecedents of positive formal program outcomes, and (4) the process through which formal programs lead to positive outcomes.  


Noe et al. (2002) briefly describe the evolution of mentoring to its current conceptualization of a developmental network, review the mentoring literature (in slightly less detail than Wanberg et al.), explain four theoretical perspectives that have been used to study mentoring relationships, and also provide a research agenda.   Their discussion of theoretical lenses through which mentoring relationships have been viewed is useful in highlighting under examined aspects of mentoring and in underscoring constructs (e.g. leadership and organizational citizenship)—that need to be better distinguished from mentoring.  The authors’ research agenda includes: (1) methodological issues that need to be addressed—including construct definition consistency, and an over-reliance on self-report data; (2) whether mentoring relationships are best developed at early or later career stages; (3) the interplay between contextual factors—such as organizational culture, structure, and reward systems—and mentoring relationships; and, (4) how attachment theory (Bowlby, 1969)—which stresses how early childhood relationships impact adult relationships—might inform our understanding of mentoring, such as who is likely to be drawn to a mentoring relationship, either as a mentor or a protégé.





�   	Three instruments designed to measure mentoring functions are: (1) Mentoring Functions Scale (Noe, 1988); (2) Mentoring Functions Questionnaire (Scandura, 1992); (3) Mentoring Role Instrument (Ragins & McFarlin, 1990).


 


� 	We would like to note the concomitant development of the social network literature over the past two decades and to discern the conceptual distinction between a developmental network and the broader social network.   Another chapter in this book is dedicated to the impact of social networks on career theories.   We believe it is important for readers to note the concurrent growth of both fields as well as the distinction between the two.	


Simultaneous to the evolution in the field of mentoring is the growth of academic interest in networks within and between organizations (e.g., Granovetter, 1973, 1982; Uzzi, 2001; Burt, 1992; Ibarra, 1992, 1993; Jones, Hesterly, & Borgatti, 1997; Ely, Ibarra).   Underlying the network literature is the notion that economic transacting and individual choices in organizational life are, in part, impacted by, and embedded in, social context.  More specifically, interfirm activity and individual decisions are either facilitated or hindered by the network of firms and individuals, respectively, within which they reside.   This fact of organizational and career life further substantiates the transformation of mentoring as it highlights the reality that individuals will learn and grow from, or be hindered by constraints associated with, the larger social context and/or personal networks.


	The key distinction demarcating mentoring and developmental relationships from those in an individual’s larger social network is the quality or strength of tie that a protégé has with a “developer”.  In essence, developmental relationships are those that involve a more frequent and/or higher quality transmission of information, greater career enhancement, and more psychosocial and other types of support than the remainder of an individual’s network.  


To better envision the difference between a developmental network and a social network, one can imagine that a social network is comprised of all of an individual’s contacts, which vary in terms of frequency of contact and strength of relationship; a developmental network is a smaller network within the entire network that is comprised of those relationships that offer the functional support of mentoring.





� 	See Wanberg, Welsh, & Hezlett, 2003, for a detailed empirical overview of protégé factors.





5. 	See Wanberg, Welsh, & Hezlett, 2003 and Noe, Greenberger, and Wang, 2002 for detailed empirical overviews of these studies; see Ragins, 1999, 2002 for detailed summaries of research on gender and descriptions of diversified relationships and challenges.  





6.	It has been suggested that the mentor’s rank may be confounding results as men still traditionally hold higher positions than women in corporate hierarchies (e.g., Wanberg, Welsh, & Hezlett, 2003; Ragins, 1999.
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