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Public Managers’ Mentoring: What Affects Outcomes? 
 

 
Abstract 
 
Few research studies focus on public managers’ mentoring and few mentoring studies of 
any sort include any outcome measure other than reported satisfaction.  Our study 
examines diverse outcomes for a broad-based set of public managers, outcomes including 
not only satisfaction but also the number of employees supervised in the current job, 
whether the most recent job was a promotion, and whether the protégé is now a mentor. 
We argue that these may be particularly important outcomes in the public sector due to 
the common basis of promotion in numbers supervised and due to the especial need to 
develop protégés into mentors. Our findings show that mentoring outcomes can be 
predicted by attributes of the protégé, the mentor, and the mentoring relationship and by 
the degree and type of social capital focus of the mentoring.  
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Public Managers’ Mentoring: What Affects Outcomes? 
 
Introduction  

Mentoring programs abound in both public and private organizations and the 

value of these programs to the individual and to the organization often is taken as an 

article of faith. The fact that mentoring occurs just as often “organically,” without either 

the imprimatur of an organization or the structure provided by a formal program, tells us 

that mentoring is more than an organizational imperative, rather it is a social relationship 

pursued by individuals expecting returns to their careers and to their human and social 

capital. But are the expectations of organizations, mentors, and protégés realized?  

Despite a proliferation in mentoring studies (see Bozeman and Feeney 2007 for an 

overview), few focus on the career outcomes of mentoring relationships and even fewer 

examine outcomes other than perceived satisfaction with the mentor. Systematic research 

on mentoring in a public sector setting represents only a small fraction of all mentoring 

studies and most of these include no career outcome variables.   

Public sector agencies seem especially anxious to promote mentoring. A number 

of factors underlie this public sector emphasis on mentoring. In part the motivation is 

demographic. The public sector faces new challenges as the workforce ages at the same 

time as the demand for higher skill and education levels is increasing. The growing 

demand and decreasing supply of skilled workers makes it more difficult for the public 

sector to attract and retain talented workers who may choose private sector work due to 

better compensation or opportunities for advancement (Johnston and Packer 1987).  

Many mentoring programs aim to build the public sector by providing additional 

training for managers, especially women and minorities. The U.S. Office of Personnel 
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Management (OPM) argues that mentoring enables agencies and managers to develop 

women in federal positions (1998, 14). Although public resources are used to initiate 

mentoring programs, with the goals of retaining employees and increasing diversity in 

management, there is little research focusing on the outcomes of public sector mentoring.  

The vast majority of research on mentoring is “generic,” assuming that the 

institutional context matters little. Very little research (Klauss 1981; Fox and Schuhmann 

2001; Kelly et al. 1991) focuses on public managers and examines the distinctive political 

environments affecting public managers’ mentoring. Mentoring research has 

overwhelmingly focused on samples of executives in private organizations (Collins 1978; 

Roche 1979), managers in high-technology manufacturing firms (Scandura 1992; 

Scandura and Schriesheim 1994), university alumni (Chao et al. 1992), professional 

association members (Ragins et al. 2000), and accountants (Scandura and Ragins 1993; 

Eby and Allen 2002; Scandura and Viator 1994). Numerous studies examine mentoring 

in academic settings, often using samples of graduate students in business administration 

(Godshalk and Sosik 2003; Tepper 1995), faculty (Green and Bauer 1995; Young and 

Perrewe 2000), or university administrators (Bozionelos 2004).  

Our research aims to expand the empirical research on mentoring in the public 

sector. We consider a number of outcomes pertaining to mentoring, including the number 

of employees currently supervised, whether the current job was a promotion, and whether 

the protégés have themselves become mentors to others. The focus on these outcomes 

represents a departure from traditional emphasis of private sector mentoring on the 

relation of mentoring to financial rewards. While financial rewards may in some cases be 
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appropriate targets for public sector studies, in many instances salary is determined less 

by performance than tenure and seniority.   

A distinctive feature of our study is that in considering mentoring outcomes, we 

focus on the important role mentors play in introducing protégés to influential persons 

within and outside the organization and, in general, expanding the protégé’s professional 

network (Friedkin 1978). While many (e.g. Hezlett and Gibson 2007) recognize the 

importance of contacts, networks and social capital in mentoring, few studies (van 

Emmerik 2006; Eby et al. 2006) have empirically examined this important aspect of 

mentoring.  

While some researchers (Green and Bauer 1995; Russell and Adams 1997) 

express the need for studies of the impact of mentoring on career advancement, political 

and social skills, organizational citizenship, or supervisory responsibility, most continue 

to focus on measures of protégé satisfaction. We seek to begin to fill these gaps in the 

mentoring and public management literatures by focusing on a diverse set of mentoring 

outcomes. Below, we summarize relevant literature on mentoring outcomes.   

Mentoring Outcomes  

The majority of studies of mentoring outcomes focus exclusively on perceptions. 

Although there have been studies of more tangible outcomes such as job mobility 

(Scandura 1992) and career progress (Bozionelos 2004; Fagenson 1989), most outcomes-

oriented studies focus on perception-based dependent variables such as job satisfaction 

and organizational commitment (Aryee and Chay 1994; Heimann and Pittenger 1996). 

Given the abundance of research on mentoring, one assumes that favorable outcomes 

must accrue, otherwise why are so many individuals actively involved? But are those 
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“favorable outcomes” more akin to placebo effects or does mentoring result in career 

advancement and improved human capital?  

Generally, our expectations about mentoring outcomes are drawn from previous 

research findings when such findings are available and indirectly relevant public 

management research findings when there are no directly relevant studies. We consider 

four protégé outcomes: satisfaction with the mentorship, the number of employees 

supervised, promotion, and whether one who has been a protégé has become a mentor. 

Since there are few broad-based studies of public management mentoring outcomes 

suggesting directly relevant previous findings, we do not specify different hypotheses for 

different outcomes. We recognize, of course, that the various outcomes have quite 

different implications not only in their favorableness but also in the details of their causal 

mechanics. But at this point we are content to view each as a “positive outcome” and to 

employ a generalized outcome hypothesis.   

We expect that positive mentoring outcomes will be a function of four inter-

related categories of variables: protégé attributes, mentor attributes, mentorship 

characteristics, and the social capital focus of the mentoring. Like Bourdieu (1985), we 

define social capital as the aggregation of networks of highly institutionalized and less 

formal relationships and acquaintances (p. 248). Accordingly social capital, as monetary 

capital, is the result of individual investment and participation in relationships. By 

defining social capital as a condition of use of the resources available in social networks 

(Lin 1999; Burt 1997, 2000; Coleman 1988), the social capital resulting from a mentoring 

relationship will be determined by the relationship’s ability to provide access to quality 

social network resources.  
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Relationships with mentors and protégés increase an individual’s social network 

affiliations and can enhance communication and increase access to additional information 

(Loury 1977). These relationships can also create social capital through reciprocity 

expectations and enforcement of norms (Coleman 1988). Mentors can exert influence on 

protégé careers by increasing information about hiring and promotion and connecting 

protégés with other influential people and resources within their own social networks 

(Lin 1999). We assume that social capital is not a guaranteed outcome of mentoring, or 

any relationship, but when it is available it is a resource individuals can use to secure 

benefits for personal or group gain (Baker 1990, p. 619; Lin 1999; Portes 1998).  

The social capital focus of the mentoring relationship is dictated in part by the 

attributes of the protégé, mentor, and the mentorship. In particular, protégés who have 

high levels of motivation and external social capital (an indication of a propensity to 

interact and engage in boundary spanning) will be high demand protégés and, thus, will 

receive more social capital opportunities. All else equal, we can expect that mentors will 

tend to choose “quality” protégés and vice-versa. However, in formal mentoring program, 

as compared to more organic informal mentoring, choice tends to be constrained. Formal 

programs employ diverse mentor-protégé selection criteria, such as, for example, 

geographic or organizational location, and perceived quality may not be prominent 

among the choice criteria.   

Below, we present our hypotheses and, when possible, ground them the relevant 

literature pertaining to those hypotheses. Most of the literature employed below is only 

indirectly related; few of these studies examine the outcome variables we use and even 

fewer are empirical studies of public managers.  
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Hypotheses  

We expect that protégé attributes, in particular protégé work motivation will have 

strong effects on mentoring outcomes. Presumably, mentors are more willing to invest in 

highly motivated protégés and, likewise, protégés with high work motivation are more 

likely to exploit the opportunities available in the mentoring relationship. 

Our hypothesis that mentor perception of a “high quality” protégé will increase 

social capital outcomes is somewhat novel to the mentoring literature, though the notion 

that perceptions and expectations influence outcomes is not. Mentor and protégé 

perceptions are related to relationship effectiveness and trust (Young and Perrewe 2000) 

and protégés with high levels of learning goal orientation, similar to the mentor, report 

higher levels of career satisfaction and attained managerial aspirations (Godshalk and 

Sosik 2003). This leads us to predict that the perception that a protégé is above average 

will act as an incentive for the mentor to invest in the relationship and increase the 

protégé’s access to social networks and capital. The protégé’s work motivation may be an 

important component of perceived protégé quality and, thus, we examine the hypothesis 

below. 

H1 More positive mentoring outcomes will tend to be associated with 
protégés who have higher work motivation. 
 

 Second, we expect that mentor attributes will affect mentoring outcomes, whether 

the mentor is inside or outside the protégé’s organization. Some of these effects are 

indirect. For example, it is likely that longer-standing or older relationships will be with 

mentors outside the focal organization (since it is likely that the mentor, protégé, or both 

have gone on to jobs in different organizations). But we also expect more direct effects 
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because the nature of the social capital imparted will differ (i.e. outside mentors will have 

difficulty imparting social capital pertaining to the focal organization).  

Though the mentoring literature says little about the role of mentors according to 

whether the mentors are internal or external to the protégés organization (Baugh and 

Fagenson-Eland 2004; Eby 1997), it makes sense that a mentor in the same organization 

as the protégé will differently affect career outcomes than a mentor in a different 

organization. A protégé may report having a mentor outside of the organization for many 

reasons. The mentor and protégé may have met in a previous organization, the mentor 

may have retired, or the protégé may have moved to a new organization. A protégé with a 

mentor in the same organization may be in a new mentorship or a formal program where 

the organization assigned the mentor to the protégé. Of course, organizations with formal 

mentoring programs will match mentors and protégés within the same organization, thus 

ensuring that mentorship outcomes accrue to the mentor, the protégé, and the 

organization. 

External mentors may be responsible for increasing the protégé’s social capital 

outside of the organization, introducing the protégé to influential people or new 

employment opportunities outside of the protégé’s current organization. Internal mentors, 

on the other hand, are more likely to help the protégé navigate the organization in which 

they both work. This assistance may come in the form of assigning the protégé 

challenging tasks, introducing the protégé to influential people within the organization, or 

recommending the protégé for a promotion. Furthermore, because mentors and protégés 

in the same organizations are likely to have more frequent contact, we expect increased 
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outcomes for mentorships in which the protégé and mentor are contemporaneously 

members of the same work organization.   

H2 More positive mentoring outcomes will tend to be associated with mentors 
being in the same organization as the protégé’s current organization.  
 
We expect that mentoring outcomes will be shaped by the composition of the 

mentorship such as the gender match of protégé and mentor, the duration and origin 

(formal or informal) of the mentorship, and the social capital focus of the mentorship. 

The mentoring literature is inconclusive on the effects of protégé and mentor genders on 

outcomes. Though some researchers hypothesize that women will benefit from having 

mentors of the same gender (Berg and Ferber 1983; Gilbert 1985), it is common for 

female protégés to pair with male mentors due to limited access to female mentors and 

the perception that a male mentor will provide easier entry into the ‘old boy’s network’ in 

male-dominated occupations (Ragins 1989; Ragins and McFarlin 1990; Thomas 1990; 

Thomas and Alderfer 1989).  

Although there are concerns about the potential for abuse and harassment in 

cross-gender relationships (Auster 1984; Hurley and Fagenson-Eland 1996; Ragins 

1997a, 1997b), research indicates that women are more likely to be in cross-gender 

mentoring dyads and are not more likely than males to be in abusive mentoring 

relationships (Burke and McKeen 1997; Ragins and Scandura 1997). In fact, mentors in 

cross-gender dyads report that their protégés used the mentorship more effectively than 

same-gender mentors reported for their protégés (Noe 1988). Noe suggests that this may 

be the result of protégés in cross-gender dyads making conscious or unconscious attempts 

to ensure the success of the relationship due to perceptions and stereotypes that cross-

gender mentorships are vulnerable to negative outcomes. It is possible that a female 
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protégé assigned to a male mentor perceive the formal program as their only opportunity 

to find a good mentor, and therefore are more eager to make that relationship successful 

(Noe 1988). Still, we favor Ragin’s (1997) theory that homogenous dyads produce more 

favorable outcomes than heterogeneous dyads because a gender match is likely to 

facilitate a broader, more multi-faceted relationship.  

H3 More positive mentoring outcomes will tend to be associated with 
relationships in which the genders are matched (i.e. male and male, female and 
female). 
 
In addition to the gender composition, we expect that the duration of the 

mentoring relationship will be related to positive outcomes. The longer mentoring 

relationships offer more opportunities for increasing outcomes and extending social 

networks as both the protégé and the mentor acquire larger individual and shared 

networks. In addition, mentoring relationships that last for a longer period of time 

represent relationships, which both the mentor and the protégé have chosen to continue, 

most likely because they continue to benefit from the relationship. Likewise, short-term 

mentoring relationships may represent failed mentorships or lower levels of motivation 

on the part of one or both members of the dyad. It seems plausible that those who are not 

receiving favorable outcomes would be likely to terminate the relationship. While this is 

not a logical necessity, it seems apparent that some minimal threshold of time is required 

for any sort of outcomes 

In general, most empirical mentoring research controls for duration of mentoring, 

but few researchers analyze or highlight this as a variable of interest (Godshalk and Sosik 

2003; Ragins and McFarlin 1990). Those that address mentoring duration and outcomes 

find mixed results. In their survey of 24 mentors and 87 protégés (response rate of 90%), 
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Fagenson-Eland, Marks, and Amendola (1997) find that an increase in mentorship 

duration is significantly related to psychosocial outcomes and speculate that career-

related benefits may take more time to achieve than psychological benefits. In contrast, 

Ragins and McFarlin (1990) report that longer mentoring relationships do not result in 

increased perceptions of mentoring benefits among protégés. The inconsistent 

relationships between mentoring duration and outcomes may be driven by sample design. 

For example, Bozionelos (2004) limited his sample of 188 white-collar administrators in 

three universities (response rate 31.2%) to mentoring relationships of at least two years 

with the explanation that other researchers (e.g. Chao 1997; Fagenson-Eland et al. 1997) 

have found this to be the base time needed for a mentor relationship to produce 

measurable outcomes, while Godshalk and Sosik (2003), in their survey of 217 full-time 

corporate employees enrolled in masters of business administration programs at a large 

public university in the Northeast who identified as protégés or mentors,  included all 

mentoring relationships ranging from one to 15 years in duration. Given these limited and 

mixed results, we favor the notion that increased mentoring duration will increase 

mentoring outcomes.  

H4  More positive mentoring outcomes will tend to be associated with 
mentorships of longer duration. 
 

 We expect that whether the mentoring relationship is developed informally or by 

formal “matchmaking” will be a major determinant of mentoring outcomes. The research 

literature comparing formal and informal mentoring is inconclusive, but we expect that, 

all else equal, informal mentoring relationships will be more likely to have positive 

outcomes simply because there is an obvious affinity. When there is such an affinity, 
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perceptions are likely more positive and it is also likely than each party invests more in 

the mentoring relationship.  

A great deal of mentoring research investigates the outcomes of formal and 

informal mentoring including socialization and commitment (Heimann and Pittenger 

1996; Chao et al. 1992), psychosocial support, career guidance, role modeling, 

communication (Fagenson-Eland et al. 1997; Noe 1988), job satisfaction, and salary 

(Chao et al. 1992). Kram (1985) predicts that formal and informal mentoring will result 

in different outcomes because assigned relationships lack the personal chemistry and 

commitment necessary for success. In addition, formal mentoring may lead to mentor-

protégé mismatch, uncomfortable relationships with minimal communication (Mullen 

1994), and negative mentoring experiences resulting in increased protégé turnover and 

stress (Eby and Allen 2002). 

Research on formal and informal mentoring has produced mixed results. In a 

study of formal mentorships between 139 educators (protégés) and 43 administrators 

(mentors), Noe (1988) found that protégés in formal mentorships reported larger 

psychosocial outcomes than career benefits. Using a sample of 764 (576 responses) 

alumni from a large Midwestern university (n=373) and a small private institute (n=203), 

Chao and colleagues (1992) found that both formally and informally assigned protégés 

compared to nonmentored individuals reported similar levels of psychosocial support. 

However, protégés in informal relationships reported higher organizational socialization, 

job satisfaction, and salaries compared to formally mentored and nonmentored 

individuals. Chao and colleagues (1992) conclude that assigned mentoring relationships 
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may produce similar psychosocial outcomes, but not similar career outcomes because the 

formal assignment reduces mentor motivation and protégé openness.  

In contrast to previous research, Fagenson-Eland and colleagues (1997) found that 

protégés in formal relationships reported less psychosocial outcomes than informally 

mentored protégés and no significant differences in career guidance outcomes. In 

addition, they found that formally assigned mentors reported less communication with 

their protégés compared to informal mentors. Tepper’s (1995) study of 259 managerial 

and technical/professional employees found that informally mentored junior colleagues 

used distinctive patterns of communication and maintenance strategies with their 

supervisors (mentors) which were significantly different from strategies used by formally 

assigned protégés and nonmentored individuals. Informal mentorships seem to produce 

socialization and training that increases the protégé’s ability to communicate with 

superiors (Tepper 1995) and increase the frequency of communication with mentors 

(Fagenson-Eland et al. 1997). Though research on formal mentoring remains mixed, like 

Kram (1985), we predict that assigned mentor-protégé relationships will less often be 

associated with positive outcomes than will relationships that develop informally. 

H5  More positive mentoring outcomes will tend to be associated with 
informal mentorships. 
 
Finally, while there are many aspects of social capital one might consider in 

mentoring, we are interested in, first, whether social capital is an important element of the 

mentorship and, second, in those cases where there is a social capital focus, determining 

if the focus is on making contacts within the focal organization, in organizations outside 

the focal organization, or both.   
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We assume that with respect to positive mentoring outcomes, more social capital 

is better. That is, those who have significant social capital both inside and outside the 

organization will have the most positive mentorship outcomes. We assume that those 

with social capital focused within the organization will tend to have somewhat higher 

positive mentoring outcomes than those who have only external social capital. Our 

reasoning is instrumental- internal social capital will be more easily appropriated by the 

protégé, leading to higher levels of satisfaction and practical use of information for 

promotion and advancement within the organization.  

H6 Mentoring outcomes will tend to be most positive for relationships in 
which both internal and external social capital are imparted, second most positive 
for relationships in which only internal social capital is imparted, third most 
positive for relationships in which only external social capital is imparted, and 
least positive for relationships in which no significant social capital is imparted.   

 
Data Sources, Variables and Statistical Approach  

Each of the hypotheses is operationalized with variables developed from the 

National Administrative Studies Project (NASP-III). The data were derived from 787 

responses to mailed questionnaires sent to a random sample of 1853 state-level public 

managers, upper level professionals, and technicians, in Georgia and Illinois. The 

response rate was 42 percent, with 431 managers from Georgia and 356 from Illinois. 

Because we compare how mentor, protégé, and mentorship attributes affect outcomes, we 

focus on the 406 respondents who indicated they have had a mentor. The NASP-III study 

procedures and descriptive statistics are described more fully in Appendices 1 and 2 (also 

see Feeney [in press]). 

We note that the data are limited. In the first place, the data are not panel data nor 

longitudinal in any other respect and the only time-related data are contemporaneous 
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reports of previous events. In the second place, the sample response is typical for 

privately-initiated and voluntary surveys of public employees, but is sufficiently low to 

raise concerns about possible response bias.  

Although we are working with a sample of 406 respondents who reported being 

mentored, the N-size in the models is between 222 and 259. A missing variable analysis 

of all dependent and independent variables indicates that there are missing values for a 

number of variables, with an average of 15 missing responses (mode of 12) and a 

maximum of 70 missing responses for the variable of number of employees supervised 

(Table 1). The missing values in these cases are driven by high response difficulty for 

these survey items.1 For example, reporting the month and year a mentorship began and 

ended is a high-difficulty item and calculating mentorship duration required responses on 

each item.  

We analyzed correlations of missing data dummy variables with a variety of 

demographic characteristics, including gender, job type, age, race, and state. None of 

these yielded correlations significant at the .10 level. While these results are encouraging 

they are not sufficient to rule out bias. One possible remedy is imputation. We considered 

multiple imputation approaches (Rubin and Schenker 1986), but we did not feel we could 

meet the assumption that missing data are “missing completely at random” (in the sense 

of Allison’s [2002] phrase).   

In sum, missing data remain a significant limitation and these results must be 

treated with caution. Due to possible bias related to missing data, we refrain from making 

casual claims and, instead, argue that our findings are suggestive and await further 

research.  



 16

 

- Table One goes here- 

 

Dependent Variables 

 We measure mentoring outcomes with four dependent variables (detailed 

descriptions of the variables are in Appendix 2). The first dependent variable, 

Satisfaction, is an additive scale created from three questionnaire items measuring the 

protégé’s satisfaction with the mentorship. The scale measuring protégé satisfaction with 

the mentor includes three response categories: very satisfied, somewhat satisfied, and 

unsatisfied (a combination of somewhat and very dissatisfied response). 

We include two dependent variables, which serve as indicators of career 

advancement in public organizations. The variable, #Employees is a self-reported interval 

level variable indicating the number of employees directly supervised by the respondent. 

Although the number of employees supervised is rarely considered in the generic 

mentoring literature this measure is especially important in the public sector where pay 

and pay grade are often tied to the number of employees supervised which can serve as a 

determinant of wages and position in the organizational hierarchy. Another advancement 

related dependent variable, Promotion, is a dummy variable coded one if respondent’s 

current job was a promotion.  

One possible outcome of a mentoring relationship is that the protégé, perhaps 

influenced by her experiences in the relationship, may engage in ‘role modeling’ and 

become a mentor to another (Bozionelos 2004; Fagenson et al. 1997; Scandura and 

Viator 1994). This final dependent variable, Protégé-Mentor, is a dummy variable 
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derived from responses to the questionnaire item “Have you ever been a mentor?” 

(Yes=1). 

  

Independent Variables 

The measures of protégé work motivation were developed from a factor analysis 

of work motivation variables. The variables Security Motivation and Advancement 

Motivation were developed from responses to five questionnaire items about respondents’ 

motivations for taking their current job (see table one for a full description of these 

responses). The factor analysis of these five questionnaire items resulted in the two 

dimensions, for convenience labeled Security and Advancement, which together 

represent 60.5 percent of the common variance in the initial correlation matrix. The factor 

loadings matrix is presented in table one. We used the computed factors scores as 

independent variables. Cronbach alpha calculations (.78) show that the dimensions are 

within acceptable range of reliability, especially for a short scale.2 

[Table Two goes  here] 

 The measure for co-location of the mentor and the protégé is a dummy variable, 

External, coded one if the mentor is in an organization other than the protégé’s 

organization and zero if the mentor is in the same organization as the protégé. The 

variables pertaining to mentorship composition include: Informal, M-Initiated, Duration, 

and GenderSame. The variables pertaining to the initiation of the mentoring relationship 

were based on a questionnaire item asking respondents to “Please indicate how your 

relationship with your mentor began.” The choices were mutually exclusive, dummy 

variables indicating (1) if the mentor was assigned through a formal program, (2) if the 
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relationship was informal and initiated by the mentor, and (3) if the relationship was 

initiated by the protégé. Informal is coded one of the mentorship was formed informally 

and zero if the mentor was assigned through a formal program. M-Initiated is coded one 

if the mentor initiated the mentorship. The variable, Duration, indicates the duration of 

the mentorship using self-reported responses for the year and month the mentorship 

began and ended. GenderSame is a dummy variable coded one if the mentor and protégé 

gender are the same. 

Four variables measuring the social capital focus of the mentorship are derived 

from responses to two questionnaire items indicating that “My mentor helped introduce 

me to influential people in this organization” and “My mentor helped introduce me to 

influential people outside this organization.” Response categories are a four-point Likert 

scale of agreement. Because we are interested in examining high levels of social capital 

and mentorship introductions to influential people, we recoded the responses so that one 

equals strong agreement with the statement and zero is all other responses (somewhat 

agree, somewhat, disagree, strongly disagree). We then combined the responses to create 

four dummy variables that are mutually exclusive and indicate if the mentor helped 

introduce the protégé to (1) influential people inside and outside the organization (SC-

Both); (2) influential people inside the organization (SC-Inside); (3) influential people 

outside the organization (SC-Outside); and (4) neither (SC-Neither). (See Appendix 2 for 

details about these measures). These four variables test the social capital focus of the 

mentorship; however we are not suggesting that it captures the many aspects of social 

capital but just one very important one - introductions to influential persons and attendant 



 19

expansion of one’s social contacts. An important limitation is that these measures do not 

provide information about the quality or utility of the introductions. 

We include three control variables. The dummy variable, Female, is coded one if 

the respondent is female. The second control, EndYear, indicates the year the mentorship 

ended.3 We also control for external social activities with the variable, Total Civic 

Activities, which is an additive index comprised of responses to a series of dummy 

variables listing organizations or groups to which the respondent might belong. This 

control is useful inasmuch as it frames the various mentoring social capital dummies. The 

variable is the sum of all memberships and a partial indicator of the respondent’s 

accumulated external social capital (see Appendix 2 for details). 

Statistical Approach 

We test our hypotheses by estimating a series of statistical models, all based on 

multinomial logistical (MNL) regression analysis. Although it would have been 

acceptable to use binary logit for two of the dependent variables, for consistency of 

interpretation we used multinomial logical regression for all four. The MNL results and 

coefficients are identical to binary logit results (for an explanation and proof see Alvarez 

and Nagler 1995; 1998). Given the increasing popularity of MNL regression analysis, no 

detailed discussion is required here (the reader unfamiliar with the technique is directed 

to the following sources: Demaris 1992; Gujarati 2003; Long 1997). This statistical 

approach is especially appropriate for our research inasmuch as the dependent variables 

are mutually exclusive, non-ordinal categories. At the same time the approach permits 

use of ordinal or categorical independent variables (factors) and interval level 

independent variables (covariates). Our primary interpretation is based on estimated odds 
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ratios or exponential beta, which relate predictor variables for a category in relation to 

their impact on a reference category. 

Our analysis is based on a main effects model. The use of the main effects model 

is the most common approach and the default in many statistical packages and contains 

the covariate and factor direct effects but no interaction effects. The reason for our 

reporting a main-effects model is that the full factorial model, containing all main effects 

and factor-by-factor interactions, introduces a level of complexity that diminishes 

interpretability. Moreover, the simpler model seems more appropriate for data having 

greater construct validity than one would normally expect with even higher quality 

questionnaire-based data.4 

There is an important limitation with interpreting multinomial logit results using 

the standard calculated the exponential (Exp) beta coefficient. In many cases, researchers 

treat the Exp beta as a standard log odds coefficient that indicates the shift in the odds of 

being in the dependent variable category versus the (arbitrary) reference group given a 

unit of change in the independent variable. Begg and Gray (1984) provide a widely 

accepted argument about the robustness of the log odds interpretation of multinomial 

logit. We follow this conventional practice which many statistical authorities (e.g. Long 

1997) find convincing. However, we note that some minority of observers (e.g. Swait and 

Louviere 1993) fault the log odds interpretation of Exp beta and the violation which 

occurs when the respective categories are not truly mutually exclusive and one can be 

substituted for another (not a violation to which applies to our dependent variables).  

Results  
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Beginning with the assumption that public sector mentoring has a variety of 

potentially important outcomes; ones not necessarily inter-related in predictable ways, we 

examined four different outcomes. Only one of the focal outcomes, satisfaction with the 

mentor, is routinely examined in the “generic” mentoring literature. Three other 

outcomes, including the number of employees supervised, whether the current job was a 

promotion, and if the protégé has become a mentor are rarely examined in the generic 

literature and have never been the subject of systematic analysis in the public 

management literature.  

The outcomes for satisfaction with the mentor are presented in table two (Chi2 

77.5; significance level .000; Cox & Snell pseudo R2 .259.) Table three provides the 

results for the model predicting the number of employees supervised (Chi2 79.5; 

significance level .008; Cox & Snell pseudo R2 .301). Table four and five show the 

results for the model predicting if the protégé’s current position is a promotion from the 

job immediately preceding it (Chi2 37.9; significance level .000; Cox & Snell pseudo R2 

.136) and the propensity of protégés to become mentors (Chi2 26.8, significance level .01; 

Cox & Snell pseudo R2 .196), respectively.  

Since we do not specify different hypotheses for each dependent variable we 

present our results in order of the hypotheses.  

-Tables Three to Six go here- 

Protégé work motivation: Overall, we find support for our first hypothesis that 

protégés who have higher work motivation will be associated with more positive 

mentoring outcomes. As one might expect, respondents who report higher Advancement 

Motivation are more likely to supervise more than 21 employees, compared to no 
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employees. Security Motivation is not significantly related to the number of employees 

supervised, however; perhaps in line with the interpretation above managers at the top 

levels are less interested in job security and more invested in the organization and even 

the specific position. Second, those who have higher factor scores for Advancement 

Motivation are more likely to report that the current job was a promotion, and not a 

lateral move. Third, we find that Advancement Motivation is positively related the 

protégé becoming a mentor (Table 4: Exp beta ß = .624, p<.01). Higher scores on 

Security Motivation are related to an increased likelihood of reporting that the current job 

was a promotion (Exp beta ß = .760, p<.10). It is possible that those who have become 

more invested in the organization, in turn, develop a more conservative career orientation 

in order to earn promotions. Finally, those who report higher Advancement Motivation 

(Exp ß = .656, p<.05) and lower Security Motivation (Exp ß = 1.479, p<.10) are more 

likely to now be mentors. 

Internal/External Mentor: We find partial support for our second hypothesis that 

more positive mentoring outcomes tend to be associated with mentor and protégé being 

in the same organization. We do not find significant relationships between having an 

internal mentor and either satisfaction with the mentorship or number of employees 

supervised. However, we do find that respondents who have a mentor inside the 

organization are more likely to report that the last job change was a promotion. This is 

likely an independent effect but could possibly relate to cohort effects among the 

respondents. For example, those respondents in the upper echelons may have mentors 

who were in the focal organization but are now retired and, thus, reported as external 

mentors.  
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We find that respondents who have a mentor internal to the current organization 

are more than twice as likely to report having external mentors (Exp ß = 2.189, p<.01). 

This is not a function of the fact that the relationship ended long ago; indeed those who 

are not mentors are more likely to have a mentoring relationship that ended more 

recently.   

Same Gender Mentorships: The third hypothesis predicted that more positive 

mentoring outcomes would be associated with relationships in which the genders are 

matched. Counter to our expectations, we find that having a same-gender mentor does not 

significantly relate to protégé satisfaction with the mentoring experience. Indeed, the 

gender match of mentor and protégé is not significantly related to any of the mentoring 

outcome measures. However, protégé gender is related to promotion. Women are more 

likely than men to report that their current job was a promotion (Exp ß = .526, p<.05). In 

all likelihood, this finding relates to institutional and historical factors in public personnel 

systems. It may be that men, who previously made up a larger percentage of their 

respective state’s governments, are older and more likely to have topped out. It is also 

possible that state agencies are making conscious efforts to promote women because  

women, compared to men, have not held equal proportions of higher level positions 

(despite making significant gains in percentage of public employees at all levels) 

(Cornwell and Kellough 1994; Lewis 1994; Naff 1994; Kerr 2002). Nonetheless it is 

notable that female respondents, regardless of the gender of the mentor, are nearly twice 

as likely as male respondents to report that their current job was a promotion.  

Mentorship Duration: The duration of the mentorship is not significantly related 

to two of the outcome measures: protégé satisfaction with the mentor and the protégé 
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becoming a mentor. We find slight support for an association between mentorship 

duration and promotion and the number of employees supervised. Respondents who 

report mentorships of longer duration, compared to those who report shorter mentorships, 

are more likely to report that the current job was a promotion (table 4). However, the 

coefficient size, when taken with the modest significance level suggests this finding 

should be interpreted with caution (Exp ß = .942, p<.10). This support for our fourth 

hypothesis is not pronounced. Nevertheless the finding that longer mentoring 

relationships are related to advancement is likely not a function of career length given 

that the ending year of the mentorship is included in the equation.    

Respondents who report having mentorships with a longer duration are more 

likely to supervise 1-5 employees than no employees (Exp ß = 1.203). Second, if the 

mentorship has been of longer duration there is a modest increment in the likelihood that 

the individual will supervise more than 21 employees. The relationship between longer 

mentoring duration and supervising more employees may be explained by the relative 

newness of formal mentoring programs in government organizations. It is intuitive that 

senior managers with extensive supervisory responsibilities will have longer tenure in 

public service and be more likely to have developed mentoring relationships early in their 

careers - before the 1990s. 

In addition to the variable for mentorship duration, we see some significant 

relationships between mentoring outcomes and the end date of mentorships. Respondents 

who report that their mentorships ended longer ago are more likely to report supervising 

either 6-10 or 11-20 employees than to supervising no employees (see table 3). This is 

not surprising inasmuch as this is likely an indication of a mature career. More interesting 
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are the findings for those who are in the top echelon, supervising more than 21 

employees. Unlike the middle categories, there are sharp distinctions here. The group 

with the highest number of supervised employees (not surprisingly) reports longer 

enduring mentoring relationships but also a more recent end year. This is perhaps due to 

the fact that some of the relationships are of particularly long duration (one-third of 

mentorships in the sample have a duration of more than five years; mean mentorship 

duration is three years and two months) and have not ended (21 percent).5   

Informal/Formal Mentor: We find only slight support for the hypothesis that more 

positive mentoring outcomes would be associated with informal mentorships. The formal 

or informal mentorship origins are not significantly related to protégé satisfaction with 

the mentor, protégé promotion, nor the protégé becoming a mentor. We find that protégés 

in informal mentorships are more likely to supervise 1-5 employees, compared to none 

(Exp ß = 3.666, p<05). However, the modest level of statistical significance indicates this 

finding should be treated with caution. As table three indicates, the median number of 

employees supervised is six. Perhaps the most interesting case is those who supervise the 

largest number of employees. Individuals who have been involved in informal 

mentorships rather than formal mentorships are twice as likely (Exp ß = 2.614) to 

supervise more than 20 employees, as compared to zero.  

 Although we find that being in an informal mentorship compared to a formal 

mentorship is related to supervising more employees, this relationship may be explained 

by the organization’s size and culture; while we do not have data on this distinction, we 

would intuitively expect that those in smaller organizations would be less likely to 
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participate in formal mentoring programs (and obviously less likely to have as many 

employees available to be supervised).  

Social Capital Imparted: One of our central hypotheses is that mentoring 

outcomes are related to the social capital focus of mentoring relationships. The findings 

are clear cut: the social capital focus of the mentorship has bearing on both protégé 

satisfaction and promotion.  

When considering all the factors in the model predicting satisfaction with the 

mentor, significant and unique variance is explained by the social capital imparted. 

Specifically, protégés whose mentoring relationships  focus on both internal and external 

social capital, on outside social capital, and inside social capital are all more likely to 

report higher levels of satisfaction with the mentorship. The Exp beta for SC-Both is 

significant (p<.001) but the magnitude suggests only limited impact. The Exp beta for 

SC-Outside and SC-Inside imply a greater impact on satisfaction (.234 and .223 

respectively)6. The findings predicting middle levels of satisfaction show a similar 

pattern, the exception being that SC-Outside is not significant. To summarize, and to 

provide a more general conclusion, we can say that in those mentoring relationships 

where little or no significant social capital is provided, there is a strong likelihood that 

protégés will report negative assessments of their mentor. The implications of these 

findings are not entirely clear. In particular, it is possible that a social capital focus of any 

sort suggests a more active and engaged mentoring relationship or perhaps a more multi-

faceted relationship.  It may be that it is this greater breadth of the mentoring relationship 

that relates to satisfaction rather than the particular focus on social capital.7 
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Respondents who have had mentoring relationships that provide only inside social 

capital are more likely to report the current job as a lateral move and not a promotion. 

This may be due, at least in part, to the fact that more lateral moves occur within the 

organization than across organizations. Among the 25.5% of respondents who moved 

laterally into their current position, more than 60% moved inside the same organization.  

 The fact that social capital in mentoring relationships does not affect all of the 

mentor outcomes in this study is not perhaps so surprising when we consider that this 

important element of mentoring is only one aspect of the mentoring relationship. One 

might expect that having a mentor is more important than the social capital focus. 

However, after obtaining the above results we ran a simple Pearson r zero order 

correlation for the entire sample relating a dummy variable “have or have had a mentor” 

to the outcome variables, Promotion and Advancement Motivation. There are no 

significant correlations. This seems to imply that there are just too many determinants of 

the quality of a mentoring experience for social capital to emerge as an important 

predictor. Factors such as the structure of personnel systems, historical and cohort effects, 

and agency function probably play a quite large role in determining public sector career 

outcomes, even if we assume an otherwise homogeneous set of respondents.  

Finally, none of the social capital focus variables relate significantly to the 

protégés having become mentors. However, the protégé’s social activities external to the 

mentorship, measured in terms of total civic activities, increases the likelihood that the 

protégé will be a mentor. Thus, civic engagement, rather than the social capital imparted 

in the focal mentoring relationship, may be an important determinant of the transition 

from protégé to mentor.  
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Conclusions 

Our results must be treated with caution,8 but they provide preliminary evidence 

of the complexity of mentoring outcomes. The findings suggest that the benefits of 

mentoring are not straightforward and that different outcomes can be expected from 

different combinations of mentor, protégé and relationship dynamics. The tendency to 

simply assume that “mentoring is good” and to give little thought to the particulars needs 

redress. 

We begin by briefly summarizing the findings. First, the idea that the protégé’s 

motivation affects outcomes receives considerable support. Those with higher levels of 

Advancement Motivation tend to supervise more employees and are more likely to now 

be mentors themselves. Doubtless, many characteristics of the protégé affect outcomes 

and more direct measures of protégé “quality” would in all probability yield interesting 

results. Regarding the organizational co-location of the mentor and protégé, we find that 

respondents who have a mentor inside the focal organization, compared to those with 

external mentors, are more likely to report that the last job change was a promotion and 

more likely to have become mentors. Although gender is related to promotion, we do not 

find support for the third hypothesis that gender matching in mentorships is significantly 

related to any of the mentoring outcomes. 

The duration of the mentoring relation does not seem to affect satisfaction with 

the mentorship, but does relate positively to the current job being a promotion and to the 

number of employees supervised. While we expected that being in an informal versus a 

formal mentoring relationship might have strong effects on outcomes, the only significant 
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effect was that those who had informal mentoring relationships tended to supervise more 

employees.  

Finally, while the specific findings of the social capital focus of mentoring proved 

complex, the overall finding is straightforward: any mentoring focus on social capital 

(inside, outside, or both) is associated with a more positive assessment of the mentor and 

with the current job having been a promotion. But there is no significant relationship to 

the number of employees supervised.   

In general, the findings suggest that one seeking to conduce beneficial effects 

from mentoring relationships does well to specify the particular beneficial effects of 

interest. Different configurations of mentoring variables lead to different outcomes. This 

leads us to suggest that future studies develop hypotheses that are outcome- or benefit-

specific, something we chose not to do in this provisional study.  

Several of the discrete findings from our study have implications for public 

management and policy. For example, our findings for the gender and gender mix 

variables are relevant to policy and management since those designing public sector 

mentoring programs often labor over the question of whether to encourage or discourage 

cross-gender mentorships. In the generic mentoring literature, concerns about cross-

gender mentoring, though anecdotal, chiefly point to negative effects (Auster 1984; Berg 

and Ferber 1983; Hunt and Michael 1983). Our findings do not indicate variance in 

outcomes based on gender mix between mentors and protégés. 

Our findings also provide more detailed information about the relationship 

between mentoring and promotion in the public sector. We find that respondents that 

report mentorships of shorter duration and external mentors are less likely to report that 
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the current position is a promotion. This finding indicates that promotion and career 

advancement in the public sector are not just related to having a mentor but to the 

location of the mentor and duration of the relationship. If government agencies continue 

to support mentor programs they should consider the importance of nurturing internal, 

long-term mentorships.  

Whether or not the mentor is internal or external to the protégé’s organization is 

also an important factor in governing many aspects of social capital imparted. It is 

important enough to warrant further investigation. We provide some provocative but 

inconclusive findings about the location of the mentor. It is important to tease out 

relationships between the mentor’s and the protégé’s respective job histories, such as the 

location, number, and types of previous jobs. It seems especially important to determine 

(which we cannot do with our data) whether the mentor and the protégé were once in the 

same organization. We would expect very different implications for a mentorship initially 

involved people in the same organizations inasmuch as this would be an indicator that the 

relationship was successfully maintained across organizational and spatial barriers, 

perhaps indicating an especially high level of attraction and commitment between the 

mentor and the protégé. In addition, we would expect that data about mentors and 

protégés who were initially in different organizations but who are now in the same 

organization would enable us to test mentoring as a recruitment tool. 

Finally, the findings in this study point to the importance of understanding the 

relationships between public sector mentoring and social capital. We see that protégé’s 

with higher levels of social capital are more likely to report satisfaction with the 

mentorship and that protégés in informal mentorships are more likely to supervise a 
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larger number of employees and protégés who report higher external civic activities are 

more likely to be mentors. These findings point to the importance of protégé attributes 

and social capital as a determinant of mentoring outcomes. We also find that social 

capital imparted in the mentorship is not a significant predictor of promotion for the 

protégé. In the public sector, promotion is often quite dependent on formal, structured 

career paths and hierarchies, often determined by tenure in the organization. This implies 

that mentoring may, as a result of this structuring, play a lesser role, compared to private 

and nonprofit sectors, in advancement within a single organization. However, there is no 

reason to believe that the formalization of career structures would differentially affect 

protégé satisfaction with the mentorship.  

This initial study of mentoring outcomes in the public sector indicates the 

importance of controlling for more detailed information about formal mentoring 

programs including the role of mentor and protégé preferences in the assignment, 

personnel restrictions within the protégé and mentor organizations, the duration of the 

formal program, and the possibility that formal mentorships develop into informal 

mentorships. As we have elsewhere (Bozeman and Feeney 2007) suggested, it is 

especially important to understand the dynamics of public management mentoring; there 

is no reason to expect that a research literature based almost entirely on analysis of 

individuals working in private firms will provide nuanced accounts of public 

management mentoring. While the social processes of public sector mentoring are in 

some respects similar to those in the private sector and the “generic” literature, our 

analysis shows many important differences as well. In particular, the expected or desired 

outcomes may well differ. This study provides just a snapshot of public sector outcomes 
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but perhaps suffices to demonstrate the need for richer, more variegated longitudinal 

analyses. If mentoring remains a primary human resources management tool for 

organizations and a critical career development tool for public managers, then it is well 

time to move beyond simple “more is better” prescriptions.   
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Appendix 1: NASP Study Description 
 
NASP-III History 
 

Each new edition of the National Administration Studies Project (NASP) aims to increase 
our empirical knowledge of public management and administration. NASP-III is an attempt to 
blend the goals of NASP-I and II while addressing a few new themes of its own. NASP-III aims 
to collect data on public and nonprofit managers. It expands beyond a single state, surveying 
managers in Georgia and Illinois, but does not have a national focus. Unlike NASP-II, which 
focused on a single functional agency (health and human services), the NASP-III sample includes 
managers from agencies and organizations of numerous functions.  

 
NASP-III Study Approach 
 

The population of managers in Georgia was drawn from the Georgia Department of 
Audits (DoA) comprehensive list of state employees who were on state agency payrolls during 
the fiscal year 2003-04. We removed employees at technical colleges, commissions, authorities, 
the office of the governor, and institutions from the judicial or legislative branch. In addition we 
removed employees at institutions with less than 20 employees. The population included any job 
titles coded as "director" "coordinator" “officials or manager” and “professionals” under the pay 
grade of 017 and all individuals with a pay grade of 017 or higher. The resulting population 
included 6,164 Georgia managers. 

The population of managers in Illinois was developed through a Freedom of Information 
Act request for a list of all state employees designated as either "senior public service 
administrators" or "public service administrators." This list included information on 5,461 state 
employees, including name, agency, and county.  

 
Survey Administration 
 

The survey administration included a pre-contact letter, Wave I survey with letter, 
follow-up postcard mailing, Wave II mailing, follow-up contacts by phone call and email, and a 
final Wave III mailing. The survey was closed January 1, 2006. We received 549 responses in 
Wave I, 135 in Wave II, and the remainder in Wave III.  



 34

Appendix 2: Variables: Descriptions and Descriptive Statistics  

Dependent Variables 
 
1. Satisfaction with Mentor: Additive Scale of three survey items. Response categories: strongly 
agree, somewhat agree, somewhat disagree, strongly disagree.  
 

1. Overall, my mentor has contributed a great deal to my success in this organization.  
2. I have a great deal of respect for my mentor’s ideas. 
3. If I had it to do over again, I would be reluctant to have this person as a mentor. 

 
Scale descriptive statistics: Negative affect item was reverse coded. Cronbach’s alpha for 
three variables =.71. Range 1-3, Mean 2.2821, Median 2, Standard Deviation 0.75028; 
Missing 16, N=406. Very satisfied 180 (46.2%); Somewhat satisfied 140 (35.9%); 
Unsatisfied 70 (17.9%). Note: original satisfaction scale was 1-4 but so few responses (less 
than 3%) were in the “Very Unsatisfied” range that this category was collapsed into 
“Unsatisfied.” 

 
2. #Employees: Self-reported number of employees supervised, if any. Responses to the number 
of employees supervised were skewed, ranging from zero to 1200, with the highest quantile 
starting at less than 100. We created an ordinal variable with the following categories: zero 
employees supervised, 1-5, 6-10, 11-20, and more than 21 employees supervised. Zero employees 
48, 14.3%; 1-5 employees 92, 27.4%; 6-10 employees 67, 19.9%; 11-20 employees 60, 17.9%; 
more than 21 employees 69, 20.5%; Missing 70, N=406. 
 
3. Promotion: Current job was a promotion in current organization. Yes, 228, 56.2%, missing 0, 
N=406. 
  
4. Protégé has been a Mentor: Have you ever been a mentor? Yes, 320, 78.8%, missing 11, 
N=406 
 
Independent Variables 
 
Internal/external Mentor: Was your mentor a member of your current organization? Yes, 271, 
66.7%, missing 6, N=406. 
 
Formal/Informal Mentor: My mentor was assigned through a formal program. Yes, 102, 
26.3%, missing 21, N=406 
 
M-Initiated Informal: The mentor was more active than I was in initiating an informal 
mentoring relationship. Yes, 157, 40.5%, missing 21, N=406 
 
P-Initiated Informal: I was more active than the mentor in initiating an informal mentoring 
relationship. Yes, 126, 32.5%, missing 21, N=406 
 
Female: Female 186, 46%, missing 4, N=406 
 
Gender Same: Indicates if the gender of the mentor and protégé are the same, or not. Gender of 
mentor and protégé differ match 268, 66%; missing 9, N=406. 
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Mentorship Duration and EndYear: Please indicate the period in which you were in this 
mentoring relationship: Year and month the mentorship began and ended. 

Month mentoring began: Mean 6.19, Median 6, Standard Deviation 3.5, Range 1-12. Missing 
61, mentored sample N=406  

Year mentoring began: Mean 1991.61, Median 1994, Standard Deviation 10247, Range 1966-
2005. Missing 26, mentored sample N=406 

Month mentoring ended: Mean 7.21, Median 7, Standard Deviation 3.415, Range 1-12. 
Missing 129, mentored sample N=406 

Year mentoring ended: Mean 1993.95, Median 1996, Standard Deviation 9, Range 1967-2006. 
Missing 107, mentored sample N=406 

 
Total Civic Activities: Please indicate which of the following organizations you are currently a 
member, if any. [Check all that apply]: Group membership response categories included: Church, 
synagogue, mosque, or religious organization; Political club or political party committees; 
Professional societies, trade or business association, or labor union; service organizations such as 
Rotary or Lions; Youth support groups such as the Girl’s and Boy’s Club, Little League Parents 
Association; Neighborhood or homeowners’ associations; PTA, PTO, or school support groups; 
Groups sports team or club; Other. 
 
Additive index: Sum of nine dummy variables. Frequencies: No civic activities 20, 4.9%; 1 
activity 72, 17.7%; 2 activities 105, 25.9%; 3 activities 109, 26.8%; 4 activities 51, 12.6%; 5 
activities 27, 6.7%; 6 activities 16 3.9; 7 activities 5, 1.2%; 8 activities 1, .2%; missing 0, N=406 
 
Social Capital Focus:   
 
1. My mentor helped introduce me to influential people in this organization: strongly agree 142, 
somewhat agree 143, somewhat disagree 51, strongly disagree 58, Mean 2.94, Median 3, 
Standard Deviation 1.034, missing 12, N=406. Recoded Inside Introductions: Yes 142, No 252 
 
2. My mentor helped introduce me to influential people outside this organization: strongly agree 
122, somewhat agree 109, somewhat disagree 101, strongly disagree 62. Mean 2.74, Median 3, 
Standard Deviation 1.063, missing 11, N=406. Recoded Outside Introductions: Yes 122, No 272. 
 
Recoded Dummy Variables: The items had the same four-point scale, strongly disagree=1, 
disagree somewhat=2, agree somewhat=3, strongly agree=4. The dummy variables were recoded 
as 4=1 and all else=0. The reason for this approach was partly empirical: (1) truncating at strong 
agreement smoothed skewed distributions, (2) somewhat agree and somewhat disagree responses 
behaved in almost all associations more similarly to one another than to strong agreement, and (3) 
we were interested in examining high levels of social capital and introductions to influential 
people because casual work life results in most acquaintance introducing one another to a few 
other persons, even if there is no mentor-protégé relationship, and focusing only on strong 
agreement responses seemed a conservative test, compared to either adding all responses or 
constructing dummy variables for all responses. We then used the two dummy variables for 
inside and outside social capital to create four mutually exclusive measures for both inside and 
outside social capital, inside only social capital, outside only social capital, and neither. 
 

(1) Neither: Yes, 221, 54.4%, missing 12, Valid=394, N=406 
(2) Inside: Yes, 143, 35.2%, missing 12, Valid=394, N=406 
(3) Outside: Yes, 122, 30%, missing 11, Valid=395, N=406 
(4) Both: Yes, 92, 22.7%, missing 12, Valid=394, N=406 

 



 36

Security Motivation & Advancement Motivation: Developed from a factor analysis of work 
motivation items drawn from questionnaire item: We are interested in the factors that motivated 
you to accept a job at your current organization. Please indicate the extent to which the factors 
below (some personal, some family, some professional) were important in making your decision 
to take a job at your current organization. 
 

Opportunity for advancement within the organization’s hierarchy: very important 138, 
somewhat important 189, somewhat unimportant 41, not at all important 36, Missing: 2 

Job security: very important 19, somewhat important 33, somewhat unimportant 128, Not at 
all important 224, Missing: 2 

The organization’s pension or retirement plan: very important 196, somewhat important 46, 
somewhat unimportant 141, not at all important 21, Missing: 2  

Desire for increased responsibility: very important 134, somewhat important 191, somewhat 
unimportant 48, not at all important 28, Missing: 5 

Benefits (medical, insurance): very important 219, somewhat important 137, somewhat 
unimportant 30, not at all important 18, Missing: 2 

Few, if any, alternative job offers: very important 33, somewhat important 102, somewhat 
unimportant 98, not at all important 166, Missing: 7 
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Endnotes
                                                 
1 The NASP-III items asking about current and past job history had high difficulty. These items asked 

respondents to indicate the job title; organization name; sector of organization; type of promotion or lateral 

move; start date and end date of the position; manager, technician, or professional; and the number of 

employees supervised. Because of the high item difficulty and personal nature of the responses, many 

surveys were returned with missing values. We investigated non-response for these items and found that a 

majority of individuals cited item difficulty and not wanting to take the time to complete this portion of the 

survey. Fortunately, these missing values are randomly distributed throughout the dataset. 

2 As a general rule of thumb, most analysts consider .70 an adequate Cronbach’s alpha. However, the 

requisite size is a function of the length of the scale. Since Cronbach’s alpha mimics results from a one 

factor solution in an unrotated principal components factor analysis solution (assuming roughly equal 

covariances) the use of alpha for all the factors in a two factor solution suggests that different assumptions 

are appropriate. As reported in table one, the alpha for all the variables in the factor analysis is .68. 

However, a more appropriate criterion is for the first factor (since, by implication, the second orthogonal 

factor will include variables not strongly correlated with those in the first). The alpha for the variables 

defining this dimension (those loading +/-.50) is .78. 

3 When respondents indicated that the mentorship had not yet ended, we entered an end date of December 

2005, the close of the survey. 

4 Results from the full factorial models are available upon request. 

5 If the mentoring had not ended we nonetheless wished to keep the respondent in the database and, thus, 

we coded the “end” as the date we received the questionnaire. However, we also developed a dummy 

variable for mentorship “not ended.” The “not ended” variable was significantly and positively correlated 

with number of employees supervised (interval) and with the dummy variable for the highest number of 

employees supervised. 

6 The coefficients here are negative due to the reference group chosen for the multinomial logit, but in the 

interest of clarity and avoidance of double negatives our narrative focuses on the positive (reciprocal) case.  
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7 In an alternative specification of the model, we examined a single social capital content dummy (0= no 

attention to social capital, 1= attention to social capital).  The results of this simplified analysis did not alter 

the primary finding that a social capital focus tends to be associated with mentor satisfaction.  

8 It is almost always difficult validly to infer causation from surveys and questionnaire-based studies, which 

are in most instances accurately described as non-equivalent groups; “post-test only” design (Campbell et 

al. 1966). As is generally the case in such limited designs, we employed statistical controls in an attempt to 

rule out some obvious rival hypotheses, but in a study of mentoring outcomes the possibility for omitted 

variables bias is considerable. For example, we cannot know whether mentor satisfaction is affected by a 

more generalized predisposition of individuals to be optimistic or pessimistic (i.e. broader-based 

psychological attributes). Similarly, we cannot know whether the number of persons supervised is a 

function of the variables in the model or owing to characteristics of the respondents’ organization, 

especially organizational function and technology. In light of these limitations, we consider our results in 

terms of their suggestiveness and implications for future study. As discussed in some detail above, the 

study is potentially prone to significant selection effects owing to missing  data.  
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Table One: Missing Variable Analysis 

 
Variable  N Missing Variable  N Missing 
Civic Activities 406 0 Mentor Initiated 385 21 
Security 394 12 Formal 385 21 
Advance 394 12 Promotion 406 0 
End Year 384 22 Protégé-Mentor 395 11 
Female 402 4 Satisfaction w/ Mentor 390 16 
SC-Inside 394 12 Gender Match 397 9 
SC-Outside 395 11 Internal 400 6 
SC-Both 394 12 #Employees 336 70 
Internal 385 21    

 
Tabulated Patterns of Missing Values 49 13 6 5 10 

Security    X  
#Employees    X  
SC-Outside    X  
SC-Inside    X  
SC-Both    X  
Satisfaction with Mentor   X   
Gender Match   X   
Internal  X    
Formal     X 
Organic Mentor     X 
Mentor Initiated     X 
End Year X   X  
Number of complete cases if variables missing in 
that pattern (marked with X) are not used 

334 298 291 349 295 
 

Variables are sorted on missing patterns. 
Patterns with less than 1% cases (4 or fewer) are not displayed. 
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Table Two: Motivation for Taking Current Job 
Factor Loadings for “Security Motivation” and “Advancement Motivation” 
 
 Factor 

Questionnaire Item 
Security 

Motivation 
Advancement 

Motivation 
Advance in organizational hierarchy .195 .593 
Job security .608 .120 
Pension or retirement plan .751 .202 
Desire increased responsibility -.040 .723 
Benefits (medical, insurance) .816 .192 
Few, if any, alternative job offers .198 -.053 

Eigenvalue 2.34  1.29  
Percent of variance 39.1% 21.4% 

Orthogonal Solution, Varimax Rotation, Using SPSS v.13 
Interpretation focuses specifically on factor loadings that are equal to or greater than +/-.50 
Cronbach Alpha for six variables= .68; .78 for first factor variables loading in excess of +/- .50. 
 
NASP-III gave respondents the following directive: We are interested in the factors that 
motivated you to accept a job at your current organization. Please indicate the extent to 
which the factors below (some personal, some family, some professional) were important 
in making your decision to take a job at your current organization.: (1) Opportunity for 
advancement within the organization’s hierarchy; (2) The organization’s pension or 
retirement plan; (3) Desire for increased responsibility; (4) Benefits (medical, insurance); 
and (5) Few, if any, alternative job offers. Likert response categories: strongly agree, 
somewhat agree, somewhat disagree, strongly disagree 
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Table Three: Multinomial Logit Analysis of Mentor Satisfaction  
 

 Mentor Satisfaction 
 Lowest Level vs. 

Highest Level
Middle Level vs. 

Highest Level
Variables B ExpB B ExpB 
Intercept -5.001  -9.986  
Duration -.046 .955 -.039 .962 
Advance -.330 .719 -.145 .865 
Security -.105 .900 .064 1.066 
Civic Activities -.055 .947 .205 1.227 
End Year .003 1.003 .005 1.005 
GenderSame -.095 .909 .469 1.599 
Informal -.360 .697 .034 1.034 
Female .225 1.253 -.413 .662 
M-Initiated -.535 .586 -.299 .741 
External .205 1.228 .024 1.024 
SC-Both -3.647 .026*** -1.987 .137*** 
SC-Outside -1.453 .234* -.611 .543 
SC-Inside -1.502 .223*** -.886 .412** 
SC-None 0(b) . 0(b) . 
*p<.10, **p<.05, ***p<.01;****p<.001; two tailed test of significance 
Reference Value: Highest Level of Satisfaction 
Log likelihood: 464.664 
N=258 
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 Table Four: Multinomial Logit Analysis of Number Employees Supervised  
 

 Number Employees Supervised 

 

1-5 Employees 
vs. No Employees 

6-10 
Employees vs. 
No Employees 

11-20 
Employees vs. 
No Employees 

20+ Employees 
vs. No Employees 

Variables B ExpB B ExpB B ExpB B ExpB 
Intercept 81.129   86.768   203.644   -138.58  
Duration .185 1.203*** .119 1.126 .210 1.233 .163 1.177**
Advance -.194 .823 .259 1.295 .186 1.204 .606 1.833* 
Security .324 1.382 .083 1.087 .527 1.694 .008 1.008 
Civic Activities .097 1.102 .151 1.163 .525 1.690 -.130 .878 
End Year -.041 .960 -.044 .957* -.104 .901* .069 1.071* 
GenderSame -.436 .647 -.188 .828 -.074 .929 -.385 .680 
Informal 1.299 3.666** .596 1.816 .469 1.598 .961 2.614* 
Female .190 1.209 -.364 .695 -.031 .969 -.993 .371 
M-Initiated .583 1.791 .556 1.744 .667 1.948 .737 2.089 
External -.256 .774 .163 1.176 .160 1.173 .531 1.700 
SC-Both -.769 .463 -.389 .678 -2.263 .104 -1.448 .235 
SC-Outside -.524 .592 -.284 .753 .866 2.378 1.046 2.846 
SC-Inside -1.247 .287 -.329 .719 .417 1.517 .334 1.397 
SC-None 0(b) . 0(b) . 0(b) . 0(b) . 
*p<.10, **p<.05, ***p<.01;****p<.001; two tailed test of significance 
Reference Value: No Employees Supervised (=0) 
Log likelihood: 565.977 
N=222 
a- The median employees supervised is 6, but the range is 0-1200. Only 3.5% of respondents supervise more 
than 100 employees and 18% of respondents supervise more than 20 employees.  
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Table Five: Multinomial Logit Analysis for Career Advancement  
 

 
Current Job a 

Promotion
Variables B ExpB 
Intercept 26.671   
Duration -.059 .942* 
Advance -.472 .624*** 
Security -.274 .760* 
Civic Activities .033 1.034 
End Year -.014 .986 
GenderSame .452 1.572 
Informal .301 1.352 
Female -.642 .526** 
M-Initiated .214 1.239 
External 1.005 2.731*** 
SC-Both .246 1.279 
SC-Outside -.730 .482 
SC-Inside .747 2.110* 
SC-None 0(b) . 
*p<.10, **p<.05, ***p<.01;****p<.001; two tailed test of significance 
Reference Value: Promotion (=1) 
Log likelihood: 277.294 
N=259 
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Table Six: Multinomial Logit Analysis of Protégé-now-Mentor  
 

 
Protégé now a 

Mentor
Variables B ExpB 
Intercept -94.316  
Duration -.024 .976 
Advance -.421 .656** 
Security .392 1.479* 
Civic Activities -.238 .788* 
End Year .046 1.047** 
GenderSame .041 1.042 
Informal .666 1.947 
Female .206 1.228 
M-Initiated .467 1.595 
External .784 2.189** 
SC-Both -.198 .820 
SC-Outside .380 1.462 
SC-Inside -.912 .402 
SC-None 0(b) . 
*p<.10, **p<.05, ***p<.01;****p<.001; two tailed test of significance 
Reference Value: Now a Mentor (1) 
Log likelihood: 216.892 
N= 255 
 
 
 
  
 


