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ABSTRACT

Leader Development Outcomes of Relational Mentoring for Mentors

Mostafa Ayoobzadeh, Ph.D.

Concordia University, 2018

Mentoring is widely recognized as a beneficial tool to develop new employees or
students (i.e., protégés). Though mentors can also benefit from mentoring relationships, this
aspect has been largely neglected in the empirical literature. One of the objectives of this
dissertation, therefore, was to investigate mentoring outcomes for mentors. In this dissertation, I
focused on leader and leadership development as mentor outcomes. The leadership literature has
focused mainly on leadership development through formal training programs, rather than through
challenging assignments and daily life experiences such as mentoring others. To fill the research
gaps, | proposed and investigated leader development outcomes of relational mentoring for
mentors. In particular, I hypothesized improvements in mentor- and leader-related identity, self-
efficacy, and motivation, as the mentor outcomes.

Secondly, in this dissertation, I distinguish between traditional and relational mentoring.
Mentoring scholars have studied almost exclusively average-quality, exchange-based mentoring
relationships (i.e., traditional mentoring) and have overlooked a full continuum of mentoring
quality that includes high-quality relationships (i.e., relational mentoring) as well. Therefore,
mentoring research needs to incorporate relational mentoring into its exploration.

To test the hypotheses, I conducted three separate studies. First, I conducted two studies

with the following objectives: (1) to develop a short-form scale to measure relational mentoring,
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by reducing the items of the Relational Mentoring Index (RMI; Ragins, 2011) and (2) to examine
the validity and reliability of the short-form scale. The results from Study 1 and Study 2
supported the validity and reliability of the short-from scale.

Second, to examine the leader development outcomes for mentors, I implemented a
mentoring program and recruited its mentors as the participants of the study. I collected the data
at four points in time. The results of Study 3 confirmed that mentors who participated in a formal
mentoring program gained many mentor and leader development outcomes. Moreover, the
provision of traditional and relational mentoring were related to increases in the development
outcomes when treated as separate independent variables. However, when entered in the analyses
together, the provision of relational mentoring did not explain more variance in the outcomes
over and above traditional mentoring.

This dissertation contributes to the literature by developing a short-form scale to advance
research on relational mentoring, putting the emphasis on mentors (rather than protégés),
investigating mentoring beyond the average-quality relationships, and connecting the mentoring
and leadership development literatures through investigating leader development outcomes for

mentors.
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CHAPTER ONE: INTRODUCTION

Individuals who are new to an environment often need advice, help, or guidance from
those who are established and experienced in that environment. Mentoring is a relationship that
occurs between a senior or experienced individual (i.e., mentor) and a less experienced or
recently employed one (i.e., protégé), mainly to help a protégé in a transition stage. In a formal
mentoring relationship, an organization matches a mentor with a protégé. In an informal
mentoring relationship, however, the relationship is initiated by either a mentor or a protégé,
rather than by a third party. Mentoring relationships occur in various contexts such as between
“mature” individuals and youth (i.e., youth mentoring; e.g., Hall, 2003), experienced and less
experienced employees (i.e., workplace mentoring; e.g., Ragins, Cotton, & Miller, 2000;
Robinson & Reio, 2012), and senior and junior students (i.e., academic mentoring; e.g.,
Campbell & Campbell, 1997). Mentoring relationships enhance individuals’ career development
and personal growth (Kram, 1985). In particular, mentoring has many benefits for protégés,
which are known as mentoring functions.

Within the last three decades, many researchers have investigated mentoring functions.
Kram (1985) is among the first scholars who proposed the initial mentoring functions of career
and psychosocial support. Career support consists of providing job coaching, giving challenging
assignments, enhancing career advancement, fostering positive exposure, and protecting a
protégé. Psychosocial support includes being a role-model, providing friendship, confirming a
protégé’s behavior, and comforting a protégé to share his or her fears and anxieties. According to
Ragins (2011), although higher levels of career and psychosocial functions characterize greater

levels of relationship quality, high-quality mentoring relationships might provide more than these



two functions. Accordingly, she proposes relational mentoring as a mentoring construct, which
represents high-quality mentoring relationships.

Ragins (2011) suggests that mentoring relationship quality is best represented by a
continuum that consists of dysfunctional (low-quality), traditional! (average-quality or exchange-
based; career and psychosocial support), and relational® (high-quality) mentoring. Relational
mentoring goes beyond traditional one-sided (mentor-to-protégé) mentoring functions and takes
into account the mutual growth and development, inspiration, shared influence, and trust
(Ragins, 2011; Ragins & Verbos, 2007).

Although numerous researchers have investigated the antecedents and consequences of
mentoring relationship functions and quality, the mentoring literature has focused exclusively on
traditional mentoring functions. Many authors have called for research on a broader range of
mentoring relationship quality that contains relational mentoring as well (Chandler, Kram, &
Yip, 2011; Eby, 2011; Ragins, 2011).

Another gap in the mentoring literature is a lack of attention to mentors. Although
previous mentoring research has focused almost exclusively on protégés, mentors also contribute
to, and benefit from, mentoring relationships. For instance, the act of providing mentoring is
associated with mentors’ subjective and objective career success (Bozionelos, 2004). As research
has overlooked mentors, many scholars have called for more research on mentoring with an
emphasis on mentors themselves (Eby, 2011; Hu, Wang, Wang, Chen, & Jiang, 2016; Janssen,
van Vuuren, & de Jong, 2014). Furthermore, while traditional mentoring functions offer one-

sided (mentor-to-protégé) benefits, relational mentoring is a two-way relationship where both

! Throughout this dissertation, I will use traditional mentoring and exchange-based mentoring interchangeably.
They both contain the two traditional mentoring functions: career and psychosocial support.
2 I will use relational mentoring and high-quality mentoring interchangeably.



mentors and protégé could benefit from the relationship (Ragins, 2011). Therefore, with the
introduction of relational mentoring, paying more attention to mentors becomes essential. To
respond to the calls for research and to fill the gaps in the literature, this dissertation focuses on
mentor characteristics that contribute to high-quality mentoring relationships and on mentoring
outcomes for mentors.

The main objective of the current dissertation is to examine some of the relational
mentoring outcomes for mentors. One of the potential and highly overlooked mentoring
outcomes for mentors is leader and leadership development. Leadership is defined as “the
process of influencing others to understand and agree about what needs to be done and how to do
it, and the process of facilitating individual and collective efforts to accomplish shared
objectives” (Yukl, 2012). According to Day (2000), organizational practices such as mentoring
help individuals improve many of the skills that are associated with leadership competencies
(e.g., interpersonal skills and problem solving; also see Mumford, Campion, & Morgeson, 2007).
In particular, mentoring is one of the many organizational practices that could help individuals to
understand themselves, their competencies, and their identities (i.e., leader development) and to
understand how to relate to, and coordinate with, others, establish commitments, and extend
social networks through self-understanding (i.e., leadership development; Day, 2000). Day
proposes that organizations should nurture leaders not only through formal training, but also by
providing them with opportunities to mentor and coach others as well as action learning.
Although he invited future research to investigate the impact of such practices as mentoring on
developing leaders, very few studies have followed suit.

To fill the research gaps, I investigated whether mentoring others indeed contributes to

developing mentors’ leader identity, leader self-efficacy, and motivation to lead. Moreover, Day



(2000) suggests that mentor development and leader development have considerable overlap and
that research and practice should pay attention to this. Hence, I propose mentor identity, mentor
self-efficacy, and motivation to mentor (i.e., mentor development variables) as the second group
of mentoring outcomes for mentors. Overall, to address the relational mentoring research gaps, |
also propose that the extent to which a mentor provides relational mentoring is associated with
his or her mentor/leader development. Moreover, I argue that relational mentoring will explain
more variance in mentor/leader development outcomes, compared to psychosocial and career
supports.

This dissertation comprises three studies that contribute to the literature in several ways.
First, they investigate the construct of relational mentoring further and evaluate the validity and
reliability of its measure as well as some of its consequences. Many authors have suggested that
the mentoring literature has widely overlooked high-quality mentoring relationships and has
focused exclusively on traditional, average-quality, mentoring relationships (e.g., Chun, Sosik, &
Yun, 2012; Ragins, 2011). The current dissertation expands into a wider range of mentoring
relationship quality, thus responding to Chandler et al.’s (2011) call. Second, following the calls
for research on mentoring outcomes for mentors (Haggard, Dougherty, Turban, & Wilbanks,
2011; Hu et al., 2016), this dissertation investigates mentoring outcomes for mentors and
whether mentoring could contribute to developing them as leaders. In doing so, this dissertation
also responds to a call by Day (2000) for research on the potential impact of mentoring on leader
and leadership development. Finally, this study examines whether relational mentoring and
traditional mentoring functions have different outcomes for mentors, and whether relational

mentoring explains variance in mentor outcomes beyond traditional mentoring.



This dissertation is organized as follows. In Chapter 2, I discuss mentoring outcomes for
mentors. In particular, I propose that mentoring has leader and leadership development outcomes
(i.e., leadership- and mentoring-related identity, self-efficacy, and motivation) for mentors and
that relational mentoring explains these outcomes above and beyond traditional mentoring. In
doing so, I review the literature and outline the rationale for the proposed hypotheses. In
Chapters 3 and 4, I describe two studies that were designed to shorten a long-form scale to
measure relational mentoring and to test the validity and reliability of this short-form scale. This
new scale is subsequently used in the third study of this dissertation (Study 3). In Chapter 5, I
outline Study 3, which was designed to test the hypotheses proposed in Chapter 2. In this study, I
implemented a mentoring program and solicited its mentors to participate in the mentoring study
voluntarily. In Chapter 5, I also outline the longitudinal data-collection process (at four points in
time) as well as the results from the statistical analyses. Finally, in Chapter 6, I discuss the

contributions and practical implications of the current research.



CHAPTER TWO: LITERATURE REVIEW AND HYPOTHESES
Mentoring

Kram (1985) defines mentoring as a developmental relationship that occurs between a
more experienced individual (i.e., mentor) and a less experienced individual (i.e., protégé).
Although the concept of mentoring dates back to Homer’s Odyssey, management scholars
started paying particular attention to it after Levinson et al. (1978) presented their seminal
research. In their study, 40 men shared their views on their developmental transitions and
experience. For those participants, the role of relationships, specifically with mentors, was
significant. In fact, Levinson and colleagues posit that the role of mentors may be as important as
the role of parents in one’s lifespan.

Mentoring has many attributes (Eby, Rhodes, & Allen, 2007). First, this relationship is
unique, and no two mentoring relationships are the same. While some of the relationships are
long-lasting and deep, some are superficial, short, or even dysfunctional. Second, mentoring is a
learning process that involves knowledge sharing. Third, mentoring has many functions that vary
depending on the relationship. Some of the relationships focus on psychological or emotional
aspects, and some of them tend to focus on career-related aspects of development. Fourth,
although the goal is to develop protégés, mentors can also benefit from mentoring, meaning that
the relationship could be reciprocal. Fifth, mentoring is dynamic and the relationship, as well as
its outcomes, change over time. Sixth, mentoring relationships can be categorized as either
formal or informal. Seventh, mentoring also takes place in various contexts. The latter two
characteristics are discussed below, in turn.

Formal vs. informal mentoring. Mentoring could occur informally when either a

mentor or a protégé initiates a mentoring relationship. In such relationships, known as informal



mentoring, either a mentor seeks to provide assistance or a protégé looks for help. In other
words, informal mentoring relationships emerge naturally and spontaneously with no third party
facilitating them. Sometimes, a third person or an organization systematically pairs mentors and
protégés to assist protégés’ development and transition. Such relationships are referred to as
formal mentoring and are part of official mentoring programs. The formality of mentoring can be
described along two dimensions (Eby et al., 2007): (1) relationship initiation (the extent to which
a third person is involved in matching mentor and protégé and facilitating the relationship
between them), and (2) relationship structure (the extent to which the program is based on
guidelines, goals, timelines, and regulations). Research has shown that informal mentoring has
stronger effects on some outcomes than does formal mentoring (Underhill, 2006).

Mentoring context. Mentoring occurs in various contexts. Youth mentoring is known as
a relationship between supportive adults and youth (Jekielek, Moore, Hair, & Scarupa, 2002). In
academic mentoring, a senior student or a faculty member provides guidance and support to a
junior student (Jacobi, 1991). Such relationships are an essential component of professional
development, especially for graduate students (Clark, Harden, & Johnson, 2000). Workplace
mentoring occurs between a more experienced employee and a less experienced one to develop
the protégé, both personally and professionally (Kram, 1985).
Mentoring Functions

Traditional functions. Mentoring is associated with many benefits for protégés. Mentors
provide various types of assistance to protégés, known as mentoring functions or mentoring
support. Kram (1983, 1985) and Noe (1988) categorize mentoring benefits or functions into
career and psychosocial support. Career support mainly improves protégés’ career advancement

and includes sponsorship (nominating a protégé for promotions), exposure and visibility



(providing a protégé with opportunities to demonstrate one’s talents and competence), coaching
(outlining strategies to accomplish work objectives), protection (preventing a protégé from
getting involved in controversial situations and from adverse forces), and giving challenging
assignments.

Psychosocial support helps protégés feel competent, confident, and effective (Kram,
1983) and includes role-modeling (encouraging a protégé to engage in new experiments and try
new behaviors), acceptance and confirmation (providing performance feedback to the protégé),
counseling (discussing protégés’ personal fears and concerns), and friendship (exchanging
thoughts about work and nonwork experiences informally). Although role-modeling was
originally proposed as a psychosocial function of mentoring, subsequent research suggested role-
modeling as a third and separate dimension of mentoring support (e.g., Castro & Scandura, 2004;
Hu, 2008). Notably, mentoring functions have similar relationships with protégé outcomes in
general. However, protégé satisfaction with mentor is more strongly associated with
psychosocial support, and protégé objective career success (€.g., promotion) is more strongly
related to career support (Allen, Eby, Poteet, Lentz, & Lima, 2004).

Relational mentoring. The traditional mentoring functions represent average-quality
mentoring relationships, which are mainly one-sided (mentor-to-protégé) and exchange-based.
According to Ragins (2011), traditional mentoring fails to capture the two ends of the mentoring
quality continuum (i.e., dysfunctional and high-quality relationships). This limited range may
restrict our understanding of low- and high-quality mentoring relationships. Relational mentoring
(or high-quality mentoring) represents a mentoring relationship that goes beyond the traditional
exchanges and contains an interdependent developmental relationship based on mutual learning,

development, and trust (Ragins, 2005, 2011). Relational mentoring encompasses personal



learning and growth (exchanging knowledge mutually and developing self-awareness),
inspiration (inspiring to see different alternatives and motivating to follow new directions),
confirmation of selves (developing a portrait of who one wants to be and who one is at one’s
best, and informing one about one’s authentic self, including one’s “worst” and “best”
characteristics and attributes), reliance on communal norms (feeling responsible for the partner’s
well-being and needs without expecting repayment), shared influence and mutual respect (being
influenced by and valuing each other’s experiences, insights, and talents), and relational trust and
commitment (expecting positive intentions from, and having affective bonds to, each other;
Ragins, 2011).

Relational mentoring can be distinguished from traditional mentoring in many ways
(Ragins, 2005; Ragins & Verbos, 2007). First, relational mentoring is more than a one-sided
mentor-to-protégé relationship. Rather, it represents a relationship in which there is mutual
growth as well as mutual trust. In relational mentoring, mentors are not the sole source of power
and influence. Instead, both mentors and protégés contribute to each other’s growth and learning.
In other words, in relational mentoring, not only protégés but also mentors learn and grow. In
addition, in relational mentoring, mentors and protégés share their concerns with each other.
However, in traditional mentoring, only protégés are known to share their confidents with their
mentors (psychosocial support). Second, relational mentoring questions the instrumental view of
traditional mentoring. An instrumental approach perceives mentoring as a social exchange
relationship, where each side expects to receive something in return of investing time and effort.
For instance, a mentor provides career and/or psychosocial support and, in return, might expect
to receive respect, loyalty, or recognition from the protégé. Third, the concept of relational

mentoring is based on positive organizational psychology (POS) and is expected to extend the



range of mentoring outcomes. Relational mentoring represents a wider range of relationship
quality and, hence, is likely to capture mentoring outcomes that are associated with high-quality
relationships (e.g., developing mentor and protégé professional identity; Ragins, 2011). These
differences require future research to investigate both traditional mentoring and relational
mentoring functions together and to distinguish between their antecedents and consequences.

It is noteworthy that scholars have investigated mentoring outcomes with two major
approaches. In the first approach, the researchers investigate the outcomes of participating vs. not
participating in mentoring. In this approach, the authors compare the outcomes of individuals
who participated in mentoring (i.e., experimental group) and the outcomes of those who did not
participate in mentoring (i.e., control group). In the second approach, which is more prevalent,
the researchers investigate the relationship between the level of mentoring provided by mentors
or received by protégés and the level of outcomes for mentors or protégés. In other words, the
second group associates the provision or receipt of mentoring (as a continuous variable) with the
level of mentoring outcomes. In the rest of this dissertation, I refer to the findings of both
approaches as mentoring outcomes unless otherwise stated. If specified, I refer to the first
approach as investigating the participation in mentoring and to the second approach as
investigating the provision or receipt of mentoring. I will now turn to the outcomes of relational
mentoring and develop the rationale for the associated hypotheses.

Mentoring and Mentor Leader/Leadership Development

Although the majority of the mentoring literature has focused exclusively on mentoring
outcomes for protégés (Eby, 2011), some have also documented outcomes for mentors. These
outcomes include, for example, satisfaction from helping others, respect and recognition from

others (Kram, 1985), job satisfaction, organizational commitment (Ghosh & Reio, 2013),
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affective well-being (Chun et al., 2012), and perceptions of career success (Allen, Lentz, & Day,
2006). Mentor growth and development of leadership skills and competencies are also potential
mentoring outcomes. Below, I argue why and how mentoring could develop leadership in
mentors.

Although a few scholars have studied the role of mentoring in mentors’ leadership
development (e.g., Chun et al., 2012; Wanberg, Kammeyer-Mueller, & Marchese, 2006), this
area is vastly understudied and needs further investigation. In their general discussion, for
instance, Wanberg et al. (2006) provided some quotes from their mentor participants on how
mentoring others helped them improve their skills such as problem-solving and communication.
Although the authors do not discuss leadership development as an outcome of mentoring
explicitly and directly, the mentioned skills are part of many leadership competency models
(e.g., Mumford et al., 2007), which will be discussed shortly. In another study, Chun et al. (2012)
proposed and examined the development in transformational leadership style as one of the
outcomes for mentors. In their study, they employed the participants of a mentoring program,
which was designed to prepare participants for leadership roles. According to the findings, the
amount of mentoring mentors provide is associated with their improvement in transformational
leadership. These studies have promising results that encourage future research to investigate
further the connection between mentoring and leadership.

Leadership scholars debate on whether developing leaders takes place in classroom or in
day-to-day interactions among leaders, followers, and the environment. According to Day (2000,
p. 583), “leadership has been traditionally conceptualized as an individual-level skill.” Along the
same lines, the vast majority of leadership research (such as the very prevalent field of

transformational leadership) in the last two decades has conceptualized leadership as a set of
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behaviors that leaders can learn and followers can observe and evaluate. This perspective
promotes the idea that leadership development occurs in formal classroom settings or specific
training programs. However, leadership is a complex interaction between the leader, the
followers, and the context (e.g., Fiedler, 1996).

Many scholars posit that individuals can improve their leadership skills and competencies
throughout their life span (e.g., Day, 2000; Mumford, Marks, Connelly, Zaccaro, & Reiter-
Palmon, 2000). Individuals learn how to lead through day-to-day interactions with others at
work. This learning occurs over a long time and spans from improving simple skills to
understanding more complex attributes (Mumford et al., 2000). Given that developing leadership
skills is not easy and takes time, it is unrealistic to expect individuals to develop their leadership
skills only in seminars, workshops, or courses (Day, Fleenor, Atwater, Sturm, & McKee, 2014).
Moreover, with a closer look at the definition of leadership, one would agree that leadership
development does not take place only in formal trainings. Based on YuklI’s (2012) definition and
leadership competency models, leadership contains numerous skills and components such as
influencing others and interpersonal skills, assessing needs and shortcomings, goal setting, and
planning. Practicing and developing many of these skills do not require individuals to attend
formal training and can happen in day-to-day interactions. Thus, research needs to investigate
day-to-day learning practices and organizational processes (e.g., mentoring and coaching)
through which individuals improve their self-awareness and learn how to lead (Day et al., 2014).
Although mentoring is often considered in reviews of leadership development techniques (e.g.,
Day et al., 2014; Day, 2000), it is usually from the perspective of protégés—that is, it is proposed
that receiving mentoring could lead to developing leaders or leadership skills (e.g., Lester,

Hannah, Harms, Vogelgesang, & Avolio, 2011; Solansky, 2010).
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According to Day (2000), practices such as mentoring could contribute to leader and
leadership development in mentors through action learning and self-reflection. Leader
development includes developing individuals’ intrapersonal competence in understanding
oneself, engaging in positive behaviors, and developing one’s identity. Leadership development
refers to improvements in interpersonal competence in understanding other people and
communicating, collaborating, and cooperating with them. Day et al. (2009) argue that such
leader and leadership competencies develop when individuals, through organizational
interactions, learn about what information is needed for success (declarative knowledge) and
how processes lead to success (procedural knowledge).

The impact of mentoring on mentors’ leadership development and acquisition of
developmental and procedural knowledge can be discussed through leadership competency
models. Many scholars have conceptualized and categorized required leadership skills (e.g.,
Connelly et al., 2000; Hooijberg, Hunt, & Dodge, 1997; Kanungo & Misra, 1992). Mumford et
al.’s (2007) model of leadership competencies is one of the most comprehensive and relatively
recent conceptualizations. According to this model, leadership skills can be captured by four
broad categories of skills: (1) cognitive skills (gathering, processing, and distributing
information), (2) interpersonal skills (interacting with and influencing others), (3) business skills
(managing operational, personnel, and financial resources), and (4) strategic skills (visioning,
planning, and identifying causes and consequences). These four categories contain several sub-
categories or specific leadership skills. Mentoring provides mentors with an opportunity to
acquire and to practice many of these leadership skills and, consequently, could influence their
development. For instance, a mentor exercises understanding emotional reactions, interacting

interpersonally, orienting one’s protégé, planning, and problem-solving, which are some of the
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interpersonal and strategic leadership skills. Thus, it is likely that mentoring others would
develop mentors’ leadership skills or, at least, provide a mentor with an opportunity to evaluate
his or her leadership skills and effectiveness (or lack thereof).

Despite Day’s arguments on developing leaders in organizational contexts, few studies
have examined whether mentoring others could contribute to leader and leadership development.
In their study, Chun et al. (2012) confirmed that the provision of mentoring increases
transformational leadership skills in mentors. Their study integrates the literatures on mentoring
and leadership development. However, there are still gaps in the literature that need to be
addressed. First, Chun et al.’s study conceptualizes transformational leadership improvement as a
leadership development outcome. Transformational leadership is a set of behaviors that can be
learned in formal settings and through training programs (e.g., Barling, Weber, & Kelloway,
1996; Dvir, Eden, Avolio, & Shamir, 2002). Although Chun et al.’s study makes important
contributions, research should also consider those aspects of leader and leadership development
that are more difficult, if not impossible, to practice or learn in classroom settings (e.g.,
motivation to lead). Second, there could be some other leader and leadership development
competencies underlying transformational leadership skills, such as self-awareness and self-
regulation, which need to be addressed. For instance, many mentors do not hold leadership
positions but might end up leading others. It might be early to expect these mentors to develop
transformational leadership skills through mentoring. However, it is still likely that, through
mentoring others, they start integrating leadership into their self-identity, gain confidence in their
ability to lead, or develop motivation to lead.

Based on the previous argument, as the sample of this dissertation consists of Ph.D.

students, who might be novice in leading others, I propose leader identity, leader self-efficacy,
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and motivation to lead as leader and leadership development outcomes. Hence, I first discuss
development in identity, self-efficacy, and motivation as mentoring outcomes for mentors. Then,
I will argue that the amount of traditional mentoring provided is associated with those
development outcomes. Finally, I will argue that relational mentoring is also associated with
mentor development outcomes and explains these outcomes above and beyond traditional
mentoring.

Mentoring and Leader Identity, Leader Self-Efficacy, and Motivation to Lead

“Identities are the traits and characteristics, social relations, roles, and social group
memberships that define who one is” (Oyserman, Elmore, & Smith, 2012). As a sub-component
of identity, leader identity refers to how an individual thinks of oneself as a leader (Day &
Harrison, 2007). Leader self-efficacy refers to an individual’s confidence in his or her ability to
perform as a leader and to carry out the behaviors related to leadership (Paglis, 2010). Lastly,
motivation to lead can be defined as an individual’s desire to accept leadership roles and
responsibilities, and to intensely and persistently put effort into leading (Chan & Drasgow,
2001). In this dissertation, I chose these three constructs as mentor’s leadership development
outcomes because these three variables are foundational to leadership development (Chan &
Drasgow, 2001; Day & Sin, 2011; Ng, Ang, & Chan, 2008).

Mentoring provides mentors with an opportunity to practice and to improve their
leadership skills and, eventually, to improve their leader identity, leader self-efficacy, and
motivation to lead. In general, experience is a critical component of growth and development.
Lessons learned from experience are among the most powerful forces for individual development
(McCall, Lombardo, & Morrison, 1988). When mentoring protégés, mentors experience

leadership and its components because mentoring and leading others require many similar skills,

15



such as feedback-giving, evaluating, listening, supervising, decision-making, and problem
solving (see Mumford et al., 2007; Standing, 1999). Hence, mentors find themselves as leaders
and discover their ability to lead when they are expected to perform leadership tasks such as
solving problems, coordinating, communicating, and coaching. Below, I describe in more details
why mentoring may help mentors to develop their leader identity, leader self-efficacy, and
motivation to lead.

I expect mentors’ leader identity to change after their participation in mentoring and
based on their provision of mentoring. In their leader identity-development spiral, Day and
colleagues (2009; 2011) suggest that experience plays a key role in increasing (or decreasing)
individuals’ leader identity. According to this model, being involved in a positive (or negative)
leadership experience increases (or decreases) an individual’s leader identity. Mentoring others,
for instance, enables mentors to experience some of the leadership competencies and allows
them to compare themselves with (1) generic views of well-known and “good” leaders (i.e., self-
to-prototype comparison) and (2) particular individuals with whom they work or interact such as
one’s immediate supervisor (i.e., self-to-exemplar comparison; Guillén, Mayo, & Korotov,
2015). For instance, in a recent longitudinal study, Miscenko and colleagues (2017) have found
that changes in individuals’ self-perceptions of leadership skills influence changes in those
individuals’ leader identity. In other words, when individuals perceive gaining (or losing)
leadership skills, their leader identity increases (or decreases).

Mentoring others develop mentors’ leader self-efficacy and motivation to lead as well.
On the one hand, developing individual capabilities enhances an individual’s leader self-efficacy
and motivation to engage in leadership and, thus, leads to developing distal outcomes such as

individual leadership effectiveness (Day & Dragoni, 2015). On the other hand, experiencing
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leadership, as a leader and leadership development method, as well as performing challenging
assignments successfully, improve an individual’s belief in his or her ability to lead (e.g.,
Quigley, 2013; Seibert, Sargent, Kraimer, & Kiazad, 2017) and motivation to lead and to
develop leadership skills (e.g., Chan & Drasgow, 2001). Thus, as mentoring and leadership
overlap, through experiencing some of the leadership tasks, receiving feedback, and reflecting on
their experience, mentors are likely to develop leader self-efficacy and motivation to lead.
Below, I elaborate on how mentoring contributes to development in leader self-efficacy and
motivation to lead in mentors.

I expect mentors’ leader self-efficacy to change after their participation in mentoring and
based on their provision of mentoring. According to Social Cognitive Theory (SCT; Bandura,
1986, 1997), individuals learn and gain confidence through observation in social contexts. A
pivotal concept in SCT is self-efficacy, which is an individual’s belief in his or her capacity to
perform a task in a particular context successfully. An individual’s self-efficacy can be
influenced by four sources: mastery experiences (positive and pleasant experiences that confirm
one’s capabilities in performing a task), vicarious experiences (observing others performing a
task successfully), social persuasion (receiving positive, constructive, and self-assuring feedback
from others), and physiological and affective states (strains and negative emotions undermine an
individual’s self-belief; Bandura, 1977, 1997). Below, I describe how mentoring others may
improve mentors’ leader self-efficacy through some of the four sources of self-efficacy.

Mentors can gain leader self-efficacy through three of the four sources of self-efficacy.
First and foremost, mentors gain leader self-efficacy through experiencing leadership (mastery
experiences). As mentioned earlier, leadership and mentoring require overlapping competencies

such as planning, communicating, inspiring others, delegating, and setting directions. Performing
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challenging tasks that include such leadership activities increase individuals’ leader self-efficacy
(e.g., Seibert et al., 2017). Thus, if they develop positive relationships with their protégés,
mentors are likely to evaluate their leadership competencies and gain leader self-efficacy through
experiencing these leadership activities. Second, mentors might receive positive and constructive
feedback from their protégés (social persuasion). In other words, mentoring could turn into a
social exchange relationship where the protégé “pays back™ his or her mentor through providing
feedback, which enhances mentor performance (Ramaswami & Dreher, 2008). Therefore, the
feedback received and ensuing reflection could turn mentoring into a self-directed discovering
and learning process. Finally, as a rewarding experience, mentoring others could improve
mentors’ psychosocial and emotional states. Positive mentoring relationships give mentors a
sense of satisfaction and worthiness (e.g., Kram, 1985) and improve their job attitude (e.g., Eby,
Durley, Evans, & Ragins, 2006). Such improvements in mentors’ lives are likely to enhance their
evaluations of their own leadership capabilities and leader self-efficacy. Thus, all in all,
mentoring others could improve mentors’ leader self-efficacy.

I expect mentors’ motivation to lead to change after their participation in mentoring and
based on their provision of mentoring. Self-determination theory (SDT) can explain why a
mentor would gain motivation to lead after he or she has a positive mentoring experience. Before
outlining the impact of mentoring on mentor motivation to lead, I describe SDT briefly.
According to SDT (Deci & Ryan, 1985), individuals have various levels of motives to engage in
a task or role. The SDT motivation continuum extends from amotivation and controlled
motivation to autonomous motivation. In particular, this continuum consists of six types of
motivation in individuals: amotivation (lack of motivation), external regulation (presence of

contingent rewards or punishment), introjected regulation (self-control on performance),
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identified regulation (importance of goals and regulations), integrated regulation (coherence
between goals, values, and regulations), and intrinsic motivation (joy and fun in performing the
task). According to SDT, individuals who lack motivation, or whose motivation is closer to the
external regulation end of the continuum, perform a task because they are under pressure or they
have to engage (i.e., controlled motivation). In contrast, individuals whose motivation is closer to
integrated regulation and intrinsic motivation perform a task because they find it interesting and
joyful, or because performing that task is aligned with their values (i.e., autonomous motivation).
Accordingly, scholars consider external regulation and introjected regulation as controlled
motivation, and identified regulation, integrated regulation, and intrinsic motivation as
autonomous motivation (Gagné et al., 2015).

Mentors may gain motivation to lead through mentoring, given that mentoring satisfies
their three SDT needs. Based on SDT, individuals have three basic needs and the extent to which
these three needs are satisfied through performing a task determines whether the individual will
have autonomous motivation, rather than controlled motivation, to perform that task (Gagné &
Deci, 2005). These three basic needs are need for autonomy (need to have autonomy to perform
a task), competence (need to feel competent to perform a task), and relatedness (need to feel
connected to others). A positive leadership experience in the context of a mentoring relationship
could satisfy all these needs in mentors to some extent. In performing leadership activities such
as planning and problem solving, mentors evaluate their leadership competencies and either
realize that they are competent in those activities or receive feedback on how to be more
competent. Also, in mentoring relationships, mentors have relatively high autonomy on deciding
in which leadership activities they might engage. Finally, in performing leadership activities,

mentors are connected with their protégés and such connection make a leadership experience
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more inspiring for mentors. Therefore, mentoring can satisfy all three needs in mentors and
improve mentors’ motivation to lead.

Hypothesis 1. Compared to those who do not mentor, individuals who participate in a

mentoring program as mentors will experience greater positive change in their (a) leader

identity, (b) leader self-efficacy, and (c) motivation to lead.
Mentoring and Mentor Identity, Mentor Self-Efficacy, and Motivation to Mentor

In the previous section, I argued that mentoring contributes to mentor leadership
development. However, before being a practice for developing leaders, mentoring is a means for
developing mentors. In other words, through mentoring others, mentors could improve their
mentoring skills and learn how to mentor through experience. In fact, Day (2000) suggests that
the areas of mentor development and leader development overlap and that future research should
take into account this overlap. In other words, mentor development and leader development
could be discussed and studied together for a more comprehensive view integrating both areas.
Therefore, I argue that mentoring others improves mentor identity, mentor self-efficacy, and
autonomous motivation to mentor.

Ragins (2009) proposes that those who experience being a mentor acquire a self-image of
themselves as mentors (mentor identity), develop expectations from their future mentoring
opportunities, and gain motivation to mentor others. She also encourages future research to test
these propositions. Also, based on social-cognitive theory (Bandura, 1986), experience is a key
process through which an individual gains confidence in his or her ability to perform a task (i.e.,
self-efficacy). Some scholars have proposed that individuals who experience being in a
mentoring relationship, whether as a mentor or as a protégé, are more likely to become a mentor,

compared to those who have not experienced mentoring (Allen, Poteet, Russell, & Dobbins,

20



1997; Ragins & Cotton, 1993). Therefore, a positive mentoring experience is likely to increase
mentor identity, mentor self-efficacy, and motivation to mentor.

SDT also can explain why a mentor would gain autonomous motivation to mentor after
he or she has a positive mentoring experience. Mentors may gain autonomous motivation
throughout mentoring, given that mentoring satisfies their three SDT needs (i.e., need for
competence, autonomy, and relatedness). A positive mentoring experience could satisfy all these
needs in mentors to some extent. First, whether a mentor is assigned to a protégé through a
formal mentoring program or chosen by a protégé through informal means, the mentor is likely
to feel that he or she has some competencies that qualified him or her to be in this position.
Furthermore, throughout mentoring, the mentor receives positive or constructive feedback on his
or her mentoring competencies. In return, his or her need for competence is satisfied as such
feedback either confirms that he or she is capable of mentoring others or he or she knows how to
improve to become a more competent mentors. Second, even in formal mentoring programs with
established processes, a mentor has some autonomy (and also some responsibility) to decide on
the type of support to provide to the protégé. In particular, while some mentors are more likely to
provide mainly career support, some others might be more willing and comfortable to provide
psychosocial support. Moreover, mentors have autonomy on the extent to which they provide
mentoring support. Oftentimes, mentors could either proactively provide their protégés with
various types of support or limit their support to the minimum levels and engage only if and
when their support might be needed. Finally, the mentor is connected to many individuals
including his or her protégé, other mentors, and program administrators or supervisors (in formal
mentoring). Therefore, mentoring can satisfy all three needs in mentors and improve mentors’

autonomous motivation to mentor.
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Hypothesis 2. Compared to those who do not mentor, individuals who participate in a
mentoring program as mentors will experience greater positive change in their (a) mentor
identity, (b) mentor self-efficacy, and (c) autonomous motivation to mentor.

To investigate mentoring outcomes, mentoring research associates the provision of
mentoring functions with development in outcomes for mentors and protégés. In particular, in a
common approach, mentoring scholars relate the amount of mentoring functions a mentor
provides (i.e., the provision of mentoring) or a protégé receives (i.e., the receipt of mentoring)
with his or her development of mentoring outcomes (e.g., Chun et al., 2012; Eby et al., 2013;
Lapointe & Vandenberghe, 2017). Using this approach, scholars conceptualize and
operationalize mentoring as a construct that ranges on a continuum from low to high provision of
mentoring functions, rather than a construct that is either present or absent. Therefore, the
trajectories of development in individuals are different not only between individuals who
participate vs. who do not participate in mentoring programs, but also among the participants in
mentoring programs with various levels of mentoring functions and quality.

Following upon my previous argument, the more a mentor provides traditional mentoring
functions (i.e., career support, psychosocial support, and role modeling) to his or her mentee, the
more he or she should gain leader identity, leader self-efficacy, and motivation to lead as well as
mentor identity, mentor self-efficacy, and motivation to mentor. The level of mentoring
provision indicates the extent to which mentors provide supporting behaviors such as career
counseling, coaching, and encouragement (Eby et al., 2013). While high levels of mentoring
provision characterize intense mentoring experiences with many learning opportunities for
mentors, low levels of mentoring provision represent mentoring experiences with few learning

opportunities for mentors. Therefore, the more mentors provide mentoring functions, the more
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they experience leadership situations and practice their leadership skills and, consequently, the
more they should develop leader and mentor development outcomes. Furthermore, the amount of
mentoring functions a mentor provides is associated with the frequency of interaction between
the mentor and his or her protégé (e.g., Huang, Weng, & Chen, 2016). Thus, the more a mentor
provides mentoring functions and support, the more he or she is likely to interact with his or her
protégé and to experience mentoring.

Hypothesis 3. For the mentors of a mentoring program, the provision of traditional

mentoring will be positively associated with growth in (a) leader identity, (b) leader self-

efficacy, (c) motivation to lead, (d) mentor identity, (¢) mentor self-efficacy, and (f)

autonomous motivation to mentor for mentors.
Relational Mentoring and Leader/Mentor Development

So far, I have argued that mentoring can be a means of leader and mentor development.
In order to examine the impact of mentoring on leadership development, previous research has
exclusively associated the amount of traditional functions that mentoring provides with mentor
leadership development (e.g., Chun et al., 2012). However, in this dissertation, I aim to focus on
both traditional mentoring and relational mentoring and their outcomes for mentors. Ragins
(2011) suggests that relational mentoring contains many high-quality functions such as
commitment and trust and, thus, it may explain more variance in mentoring outcomes, compared
to the traditional exchange-based functions.

For several reasons, relational mentoring could explain more variance in mentoring
outcomes for mentors, compared to career and psychosocial functions. According to DeRue and
Ashford (2010), leader (mentor) identity takes shape at multiple levels. At the basic level (i.e.,

individual internalization), the individual incorporates a leader (mentor) identity because of a
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role (e.g., mentor) that is given to him or her. At a more advanced level (i.e., relational
recognition), not only does the leader (mentor) recognizes himself or herself as a leader (mentor),
but the follower (protégé) also accepts and confirms these roles in their relationship. In other
words, with relational recognition, leader (mentor) identity is expected to be stronger as both the
leader (mentor) and the follower (protégé) take and accept one’s and the other’s role. As
relational mentoring is characterized by self-affirmation, a protégé in a high-quality relationship
is more likely to recognize and confirm the mentor’s role as a mentor and a leader (someone who
influences the protégé, recognizes his or her weaknesses, and helps him or her in goal-setting and
planning to achieve the objectives). In particular, in relational mentoring, both sides affirm each
other’s ideal self or the self each wishes, dreams, and aspires to be (Ragins, 2011). Therefore,
compared to exchange-based mentoring, in relational mentoring, the protégé is more likely to
affirm a mentor’s pursuit of one’s ideal self. This affirmation leads to higher levels of leader and
mentor identity.

Second, according to Day and Sin (2011), when an individual experiences leadership in a
positive way (e.g., the follower is committed to a proposal or suggestion), he or she is more
likely to develop leader identity, to gain leader self-efficacy, and to be motivated to seek further
leadership development opportunities. In other words, positive experience is critical in
developing identity, self-efficacy, and motivation. The same argument can be applied to mentor
identity, mentor self-efficacy, and motivation to mentor. While traditional mentoring functions
contain such dimensions as counseling and coaching, they do not necessarily nourish the
relational mentoring dimensions such as trust, commitment, mutual growth, and inspiration,

which can be seen in positive and extraordinary mentoring relationships (i.e., relational
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mentoring). Therefore, a high-quality mentoring relationship may contribute to leader and
mentor development, above and beyond a traditional exchange-based mentoring relationship.
Finally, mentors in relational mentoring relationships are more likely to gain insights
into, and receive feedback on, their strengths and weaknesses, compared to those in exchange-
based relationships (Ragins, 2011). In relational mentoring, the protégé is committed to the
relationship and assumes this responsibility to help his or her mentor learn about oneself and
one’s strengths and weaknesses. Therefore, the mentor is likely to receive genuine feedback on
his or her leadership and mentoring style and skills from his or her protégé. Moreover, as
relational mentoring is also characterized by mutual trust, influence, and respect, mentors are
likely to accept and welcome this feedback as constructive and valuable. Whether positive or
negative, this constructive feedback from the protégé is likely to encourage the mentor to
develop himself or herself and to improve mentor and leader identity, self-efficacy, and
motivation.
Hypothesis 4. For the mentors of a mentoring program, the provision of relational
mentoring will be positively associated with growth in (a) leader identity, (b) leader self-
efficacy, (c) motivation to lead, (d) mentor identity, (¢) mentor self-efficacy, and (f)
autonomous motivation to mentor for mentors.
Hypothesis 5. For the mentors of a mentoring program, the provision of traditional
mentoring and of relational mentoring will each explain unique variance in growth in (a)
leader identity, (b) leader self-efficacy, (c) motivation to lead, (d) mentor identity, (e)

mentor self-efficacy, and (f) autonomous motivation to mentor.
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Table 1 summarizes the hypotheses.

Table 1. Summary of hypotheses

Hypothesis statement

HI

H2

H3

H4

H5

Compared to those who do not mentor, individuals who participate in a mentoring program
as mentors will experience greater positive change in their (a) leader identity, (b) leader

self-efficacy, and (c) motivation to lead.

Compared to those who do not mentor, individuals who participate in a mentoring program
as mentors will experience greater positive change in their (a) mentor identity, (b) mentor

self-efficacy, and (c) autonomous motivation to mentor.

For the mentors of a mentoring program, the provision of traditional mentoring will be
positively associated with growth in (a) leader identity, (b) leader self-efficacy, (c)
motivation to lead, (d) mentor identity, (e) mentor self-efficacy, and (f) autonomous

motivation to mentor for mentors.

For the mentors of a mentoring program, the provision of relational mentoring will be
positively associated with growth in (a) leader identity, (b) leader self-efficacy, (¢)
motivation to lead, (d) mentor identity, () mentor self-efficacy, and (f) autonomous

motivation to mentor for mentors.

For the mentors of a mentoring program, the provision of traditional mentoring and of
relational mentoring will each explain unique variance in growth in (a) leader identity, (b)
leader self-efficacy, (c¢) motivation to lead, (d) mentor identity, (¢) mentor self-efficacy,

and (f) autonomous motivation to mentor.
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CHAPTER THREE: STUDY 1

Study 1: Introduction

Before investigating the proposed relational mentoring outcomes for mentors in the field,
it was essential to test whether the instrument to measure relational mentoring was valid and
reliable. Mentoring researchers have developed and tested a few instruments to conceptualize the
provision/receipt of mentoring and the quality of mentoring relationship. For instance, to
measure career support, psychosocial support, and role-modeling (i.e., the three traditional
functions of mentoring), Scandura and Ragins (1993) developed a scale, which has been widely
tested and used since its initial development. However, to measure relational mentoring (i.e., the
quality of the mentoring relationship), the only available instrument is the Relational Mentoring
Index (RMI), a long-form scale that has been developed recently by Ragins (2011). This scale
has not been tested as extensively as other mentoring measures. Moreover, compared to the rest
of the variables in my dissertation, this scale has a very large number of items that can likely be
reduced, thus limiting participant fatigue and potentially increasing response rate. Therefore, in
Study 1, I intended to examine the validity and reliability of the relational mentoring scale and to
develop a short version of this scale prior to using it in the main study of this dissertation.

The purpose of Study 1 was, therefore, to construct a short-form relational mentoring
scale (Relational Mentoring Index — Short Form; RMI-SF), and to investigate whether this
measure is valid and reliable. As adding or removing items could severely influence the validity
of scales (Bono & McNamara, 2011), I followed Smith and colleagues’ advice in constructing
short-form scales (2000). Then, I investigated the validity and reliability of the short-form scale.

In particular, to test the validity of the short-form scale, I examined whether RMI-SF captures a
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construct that is correlated with, but different from, other mentoring constructs and mentoring
quality correlates, namely, traditional mentoring (e.g., Ragins, 2011) and frequency of contact
between mentor and protégé (e.g., Eby et al., 2013).
Study 1: Methods

Participants

Prior to data collection, I obtained the ethics approval from the Concordia University’s
Human Research Ethics Committee (Certification Number: 30006559; Appendix A). The data
were collected from two separate samples using Qualtrics panel data services. The participants in
these two samples were individuals who had experienced mentoring as mentors and protégés,
respectively, within the last two years. In particular, two surveys were designed for these
participants: a survey for mentors and a survey for protégés. Then, the Qualtrics project manager
recruited participants (1) who resided in Canada or the United States, (2) who had experienced
mentoring for at least three months within the last two years, and (3) who were above 18 years
old. Originally, Sample 1 consisted of 270 mentors and Sample 2 included 250 protégés. After
screening the data, Samples 1 and 2 included 259 (129 men and 130 women) and 238 (109 men
and 129 women) participants, respectively. Participants in both samples resided in the United
States. The average age of the participants was 33.3 (SD = 9.6) years in Sample 1 and 32.4 (SD =
9.4) in Sample 2. The participants were compensated for the time they spent according to the
Qualtrics compensation rules and regulations. Notably, the participants in Sample 1 and Sample
2 were separate and were not matched mentors and protégé.
Data Screening

Data screening followed previous research recommendations (e.g., DeSimone, Harms, &

DeSimone, 2015; Meade & Craig, 2012) to identify careless responses. In particular, I employed
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several techniques during survey design, data collection, and data analysis to screen data and
ensure their high quality.

In survey design, I used two techniques to identify low attention respondents. First, [ used
self-report indices of data quality. In particular, at the end of the survey and using three items, I
asked the respondents to rate the level of their attention and assured them that their response
would not influence their compensation. A sample item was “In your honest opinion, should we
use your data in our analyses for this study?”. This technique enabled me to identify participants
who self-reported their lack of attention. Participants who suggested not using their responses
were removed from the sample. Second, using five items throughout each survey, I instructed the
participants to choose a specific response. A sample item was “Please select the answer choice
’Somewhat agree’ for this line.” This technique enabled me to identify participants who did not
follow the instructions. Notably, in data collection, Qualtrics coding system removed the
participants with one or more mistakes from the final sample of participants.

I used response time to identify low attention respondents. As previous research suggests,
low attention respondents might spend a very small amount of time on surveys. Therefore, in this
study, low response time participants were identified and removed in two steps. First, in a soft
launch (data collection from only 50 participants), the average time spent on the survey was
calculated. Then, after opening the survey to all respondents, the Qualtrics project manager
removed the respondents who used less than one third of the average time spent, as calculated in
the soft launch.

Finally, in data analysis, I used two techniques to identify low attention respondents:
psychometric and semantic antonyms (i.e., choosing extremely inconsistent responses across

dissimilar items) and longstring (i.e., responding the same way or in a same pattern to all items).
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For instance, if a respondent, on many occasions, chose an extreme answer choice (e.g.,
extremely agree) to items with exactly opposite meanings, that respondent was identified as low
attention. Using the combination of these techniques, I ensured that the final samples contained
individuals whose responses passed many quality tests.
Measures

Traditional mentoring. To measure traditional mentoring, I employed the Mentoring
Functions Questionnaire (MFQ-9; Castro & Scandura, 2004) which is a short-form 9-item scale
based on a 15-item scale developed by Scandura and Ragins (1993). This short-form scale has
three items for each mentoring function. Three sample items are “My mentor helps me
coordinate professional goals” for career support, “I share personal problems with my mentor”
for psychosocial support, and “I try to model my behavior after my mentor” for role-modeling.
Each item has a seven-point response scale (from 1 = Strongly disagree to 7 = Strongly agree).
Notably, the items of all scales are presented in Appendix B.

Several studies have tested the validity and reliability of this measure. For instance, in a
study conducted in two separate US and Taiwanese samples (Hu, Pellegrini, & Scandura, 2011),
the Cronbach’s alphas for each subscale and the overall scale ranged from .81 to .91. Although
this scale measures three theoretical dimensions of mentoring, according to previous research
that used a global approach to mentoring (e.g., Eby, Butts, Hoffman, & Sauer, 2015; Hu et al.,
2016; Hu, Wang, Yang, & Wu, 2014; Lapointe & Vandenberghe, 2017), the scale can be used to
create one single score. In particular, as the mentoring functions are highly correlated (Eby et al.,
2015), the scale items are known to capture one construct, which is referred to as the
provision/receipt of mentoring or traditional mentoring. In this study, the Cronbach’s Alpha for

this scale was .87 in both samples.
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Relational mentoring. To measure the presence of high-quality mentoring, I employed
the Relational Mentoring Index (RMI), developed by Ragins (2011). This scale has 23 items, at
least three items for each of the six relational mentoring theoretical dimensions, namely, personal
learning and growth, inspiration, self-affirmation, reliance on communal norms, shared influence
and respect, and trust and commitment. A few sample items are “Our relationship is founded on
mutual trust and commitment” for trust and commitment, and “In our relationship, we help each
other without expecting repayment” for reliance on communal norms. Using a seven-point Likert
scale, the participants rated the extent to which they agree with each statement (from 1=strongly
disagree to 7=strongly agree). The Cronbach’s Alpha for this scale was .97 in both samples.

Frequency of contact. To measure the frequency of contact between mentor and protégé,
[ used a 4-item scale developed by McAllister (1995). On a scale from 1 (only once or twice
within the last 6 months) to 7 (many times a day), the participants indicated the frequency of
their interaction with their mentors/protégés. One of the items, for instance, was “How frequently
did you initiate interaction with your mentor (or mentee)?”’. The Cronbach’s Alpha for this scale
was .89 in both samples.

Protégé negative mentoring experience (dysfunctional mentoring). To measure
protégé negative experience in mentoring, [ used a short-form scale based on a 42-item scale
developed by Eby and colleagues (2004). The original scale is comprised of five dimensions that
belong to a single construct. These five dimensions are: Mismatch within the dyad, distancing
behavior, manipulative behavior, lack of mentor expertise, and general dysfunctionality. In this
study, [ used a 12-item scale, with three items from the following dimensions to create a general
negative experience scale: Distancing behavior, manipulative behavior, lack of mentor expertise,

and general dysfunctionality. Notably, one of the dimensions (mismatch with the dyad) was
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excluded due to its low factor loadings in the original study. To evaluate negative mentoring
experience, the participants rated the extent to which they agree with each statement on a scale
from 1 (Strongly disagree) to 7 (Strongly agree). Two sample items are “My mentor is more
concerned about his/her own career than helping me develop in mine” for distancing behavior
and “My mentor has intentionally hindered my professional development.” for manipulative
behavior. The Cronbach’s Alpha for this shortened scale was .93.

Study 1: Results
Item Reduction

I followed previous research (e.g., Liden et al., 2015) to construct a short-form scale for
relational mentoring and started with investigating the factor structure of the long-form scale. In
particular, the first step to develop a short-form relational mentoring scale was to identify the
factor structure of the original scale through running Exploratory Factor Analysis (EFA) on the
data from both samples. This practice enabled me to observe the item loadings. Table 2
demonstrates the item loadings when EFA was conducted on the data from Sample 1, Sample 2,
and the combined samples. As demonstrated in Table 2, in all EFAs, the items loaded on one
factor. Moreover, the results from principal component analyses across the datasets (i.e., Sample
1, Sample 2, and combined) confirm that relational mentoring is comprised of one component
with an eigenvalue of 1 or above, which explains almost 66% of the total variance.

The second step was to choose the items with the highest loadings to construct a short-
form scale. As shown, relational mentoring captures a single construct. Therefore, I chose an
item from each theoretical dimension. In order to do so, I chose the item with the highest loading
in each dimension, based on the EFA results. The items with the highest loadings in each

dimension are shown in bold in Table 2. As shown, the items with the highest loadings are

32



almost the same across the three factor analyses. If the items with the highest loadings were not
the same in one dimension, as the item loadings are very close in both samples, I chose the item
with the highest loading when the two samples were combined.

Table 2. Exploratory factor analysis results of the long-form scale

Sample 1 Sample 2 Combined

# Item
Factor 1 Factor1 Factorl

01. My mentee (mentor) is helping me learn and grow as a person. .802 792 795
02. My mentee (mentor) helps me learn about my personal strengths

and weaknesses. 787 812 796
03. My mentee (mentor) helps me learn more about myself. T77 785 780
04. This mentoring relationship helps both my mentee (mentor) and I to

learn about our personal strengths and weaknesses. 869 848 833
05. My mentee (mentor) has been a source of inspiration for me. 812 847 827
06. }[\}/l[g g?)irhl,t’ee (mentor) gives me a fresh perspective to think “outside 778 756 765
07. I am often inspired by my mentee (mentor). .848 .837 842
08. My mentee (mentor) is helping me become the person I aspire to be.  .787 .866 .824
09. \h:gorrllzr;;eiie(zesgr) sees me not only for who I am, but also for 215 245 28
10. My mentee (mentor) always sees the best in me. 174 .810 788
11. My mentee (mentor) seems to bring out the best in me. 812 .839 .824
12. My mentee (mentor) accepts me for who I am. .842 .834 837
13. I can be myself with my mentee (mentor). 764 .682 722
14. izp(;l;rnizﬁ‘fionship, we help each other without expecting 840 797 812
15. We never keep score of who gives and who gets... 738 712 719
16. We give to each other without expecting repayment. .803 751 771
17. My mentee (mentor) and I respect each other. .806 .865 .833
18. My mentee (mentor) and I value what each person has to say. .849 .843 .845
19. There is mutual respect and influence in our relationship. 865 .896 .880
20. Our relationship is founded on mutual trust and commitment. .832 .806 818
21. My mentee (mentor) and I trust each other. .849 861 855
22. My mentee (mentor) and I are committed to the relationship. 734 768 750
23. Trust and commitment are central to our relationship. .824 .884 855

Eigenvalues 15.08 15.42 15.11

% of variance explained 65.58 67.05 65.70

Overall alpha coefficient .97 97 .97
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After choosing the items with the highest loadings, the exploratory factor analyses were
repeated to observe the loading patterns in the short-form scale. Table 3 shows the item loadings.
As demonstrated, in all EFAs, the items loaded on a single factor, with loadings from .74 to .84.
In other words, as suggested by Ragins (2011), the items loaded on a single factor that reflects
the overall mentoring relationship quality.

Moreover, the alpha coefficients of the short-form scale were well above the threshold of
.70 (o in sample 1 = .93; o in sample 2 = .94; a in combined samples = .93), showing that the
short-form scale has high inter-item agreement. As the short-form scale has fewer items
compared to the long-form scale, alpha coefficients of the short-form scale in both samples are
slightly below those of the long-form scale. However, the coefficients are still far above the
acceptance level of .7, meaning that the short-form scale still has high inter-item agreement.

Table 3. Exploratory factor analysis results of the short-form scale

Sample 1 Sample 2 Combined

# Item
Factor 1 Factor1 Factor 1

01. This mentoring relationship helps both my mentee (mentor) and I to

learn about personal strengths and weaknesses. 88 87 87
02. I am often inspired by my mentee (mentor). .86 .87 .86
03. My mentee (mentor) is helping me become the person I aspire to be. .81 .89 .85
04. In our relationship, we help each other without expecting 5 3 24
repayment.
05. There is mutual respect and influence in our relationship. .89 .90 .90
06. Trust and commitment are central to our relationship. .86 .90 .88
Eigenvalues 4.43 4.63 4.49
% of variance explained 73.81 77.20 74.85
Overall alpha coefficient 93 94 93
Construct Validity

To test the scale’s validity, following previous research in developing short-form scales

(e.g., Credé, Harms, Niehorster, & Gaye-Valentine, 2012; Liden et al., 2015), I took the
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subsequent steps. First, I examined whether the scores from the short-form scale of relational
mentoring are correlated (1) highly with those from the long-form scale and (2) with mentoring
functions and correlates. Second, I investigated whether the relational mentoring short-form
scale captures a construct that is distinct from similar constructs in mentoring, namely,
traditional mentoring and frequency of contact between mentor and protégé.

Convergent validity. First, I investigated whether the relational mentoring short-form
scale has meaningful relationships with some of the well-known mentoring correlates and
outcomes. Although the scale’s criterion validity with a focus on mentoring outcomes will be
examined further in Study 2, in Study 1, I investigated the relationship between relational
mentoring and its correlates, namely, traditional mentoring, frequency of contact between mentor
and protégé, and protégé negative mentoring experience (dysfunctional mentoring). Therefore, it
is expected that (1) relational mentoring long- and short-form scales will be highly and positively
correlated, (2) relational mentoring short form scale will be highly and positively correlated with
each of the relational mentoring dimensions, (3) relational mentoring short-form scale will be
positively correlated with traditional mentoring, (4) relational mentoring short-form scale will be
correlated with frequency of contact, and (5) relational mentoring short-form scale will be
correlated negatively with protégé negative mentoring experiences (dysfunctional mentoring).

To examine the proposed relationships, I ran Pearson’s zero-order correlations among the
variables in both samples. Table 4 includes the means, standard deviations, and correlations
between the variables, for mentor and protégé surveys. It is noteworthy that the numbers above
the table diagonal represent the mentor survey (Sample 1) and those below the diagonal the

protégé survey (Sample 2) correlations.
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As shown in Table 4, the scores from the long- and short-form scales of relational
mentoring were highly correlated with each other in both Sample 1 (» =.96, p <.01) and Sample
2 (r=.95, p <.01). This provides evidence that the long- and short-form scales produce scores
that are extremely close. Furthermore, the relational mentoring short-form scores are correlated
significantly with mentoring correlates in both samples. In Sample 1, relational mentoring was
positively associated with traditional mentoring (» = .73, p <.01) and frequency of contact (r =
.29, p <.01). In Sample 2, relational mentoring was positively correlated with traditional
mentoring (r = .83, p <.01) and frequency of contact ( = .23, p <.01), and negatively with
dysfunctional mentoring (» =-.52, p <.01).

Table 4. Means, standard deviations, and correlations between variables

Sample 1 Sample 2

Variables Mean (SD)  Mean (SD) 1 2 3 4
1. Relational mentoring (23 items) 6.15 (.71) 6.18 (.65) 96** JITHE 31
2. Relational mentoring (6 items) 6.18 (.74) 6.18 (.73) 95%* J13E 29%*
3. Traditional mentoring 5.93 (.76) 6.01 (.73) 84%* 83* 31
4. Frequency of contact 5.32(1.20) 5.10(1.22)  .20** 23%* 21%*

5. Dysfunctional mentoring 1.89 (1.04)  -.54%* - 52%*%  _43%*  _ 4%

Note: The numbers above and below the diagonal represent the correlations in Sample 1 and Sample 2,
respectively.
N=259 in Sample 1 and N=238 in Sample 2; *p < 0.05; **p < 0.01

In addition, to examine whether the relational mentoring short form scale is highly
correlated with each of the relational mentoring dimensions, I ran Pearson’s correlations between
the relational mentoring short form scale and relational mentoring dimensions. Table 5 includes
the means, standard deviations, and correlations between the variables, for mentor and protégé
surveys. Notably, the numbers above and below the table diagonal represent the mentor survey

(Sample 1) and protégé survey (Sample 2) correlations, respectively. As demonstrated, relational
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mentoring short form is correlated highly and positively with all the dimensions of the long form
scale in both samples, with correlation coefficients ranging from .84 to .93.
Table 5. Means, standard deviations, and correlations between relational mentoring

dimensions and its short form scale

Sample 1 Sample 2

Variables Mean (SD) Mean (SD) 1 2 3 4 5 6 7

1. Personal learning and growth ~ 6.01 (.95)  6.01 (1.00) 86 87 .71 83 .83 .90
2. Inspiration 5.92(1.02) 6.01(1.04) .85 85 73 84 81 91
3. Self-affirmation 597(95) 6.02(95) 86 .82 g7 90 87 .93
4. Reliance on communal norms  6.21 (.95) 6.04(1.13) .79 .74 .80 g8 77 .84
5. Shared influence and respect ~ 6.22 (.93) 6.20(1.00) .84 .80 83 .86 85 .92
6. Trust and commitment 6.11(95) 6.07(1.00)0 81 .80 .85 .83 .85 .88

7. Relational mentoring (6 items) 6.09 (.91) 6.05(1.00) 90 88 91 88 .92 .90

Note 1. The numbers above and below the diagonal represent the correlations in Sample 1 and Sample 2,
respectively.

Note 2. All correlations are significant at p < .01.

N=259 in Sample 1 and N=238 in Sample 2

Discriminant validity. The second step in validity testing of the relational mentoring
short-form scale was to demonstrate that its items captured a construct that was distinct from the
indicators of other constructs and of meaningful correlates. To test the short-form scale’s
discriminant validity, I employed EFA and entered the indicators of relational mentoring as well
as those of similar or close constructs to observe whether the indicators of each construct would
fall below their designated factor.

At this step, I ran EFA with items from relational mentoring (short-form), traditional
mentoring, and frequency of contact scales. The results from both samples were largely
consistent. Therefore, to simplify the results and to increase statistical power, I report the EFA
results based on the analyses which rely on the combined samples. As shown in Table 6, the

items fell below three distinct factors. Moreover, the results of principal component analysis
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confirmed that these items were comprised of three components with eigenvalues above 1, which
explained 63% of variance in total.
Table 6. Standardized factor loadings for RMI-SF items and relational mentoring

correlates’ items

Factors
Item 1 2 3

RM 1. This mentoring relationship helps both my mentee (mentor) and I to
learn about personal strengths and weaknesses.

857 011  .054

RM 2. I am often inspired by my mentee (mentor). 834 .059 -.023
RM 3. My mentee (mentor) is helping me become the person I aspire to be. 827 .032 -.024
RM 4. In our relationship, we help each other without expecting repayment. 855 -043 012
RM 5. There is mutual respect and influence in our relationship. 933 -068 -.012
RM 6. Trust and commitment are central to our relationship. 880 .000 .002
TM 1. I take (or took) a personal interest in my mentee's career. 138 597  -.014
TM 2. T help (or helped) my mentee coordinate professional goals. -.064 725 -.039

TM 3. I devote (or devoted) special time and consideration to my mentee's 040 677 046

career.
TM 4. My mentee shares (or shared) his/her problems with me. -171  .748  -.008
TM 5. My mentee exchanges (or exchanged) confidences with me. -023 748 .013
TM 6. My mentee sometimes goes (or went) to lunch or coffee break with me.  -.015  .672  .059
TM 7. My mentee admires (or admired) my ability to inspire others. 026 .677 .006
TM 8. My mentee admires (or admired) my knowledge in my field. 041 704  .031
TM 9. My mentee respects (or respected) my ability to teach others. 144 650 -.082
FC 1. How frequently did you initiate interaction with your mentee? -009 -063 .954
FC 2. How frequently did your mentee initiate interaction with you? 006 -.014 .928

FC 3. How frequently did you interact with your mentee (e.g., through email,

phone calls)? 003  -013 .857

FC 4. How frequently did you socialize with your mentee (e.g., meeting, coffee 008 123 746

breaks)?
Eigenvalues 690 299 212
% of variance explained 36.33 15.71 11.17

RM = Relational mentoring; TM = Traditional mentoring; FC = Frequency of contact

In the next step, using Confirmatory Factor Analysis (CFA), I forced the items of various
scales to load on different factor combinations. Accordingly, I compared various models to

examine whether the hypothesized model — with items of each variable falling below their
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expected and distinct variable — had higher fit indices, compared to the alternative models. Using
the combined data from both samples, I ran CFA to compare the following models: (1) relational
mentoring (6-item scale), traditional mentoring, and frequency of contact belonging to one factor
(One-factor model), (2) relational mentoring (6-item scale) and traditional mentoring belonging
to one factor and frequency of contact belonging to another factor (Two-factor model), and (3)
relational mentoring, traditional mentoring, and frequency of contact belonging to three separate
factors (Three-factor model). Eventually, I compared the models to find the one with the highest
fit indices.

As shown in Table 7, the three-factor baseline model — with relational mentoring,
traditional mentoring, and frequency of contact as three distinct factors — fitted the data well (y2
=406.3, df = 147, CFI1 = .95, NFI = .93, RMSEA = .06, SRMR = .05). Comparing the three-
factor model with alternative models also exhibited that the baseline model had better fit indices
than the two-factor (Ay2 (df) = 892.54 (3), p <.001) and one-factor model (Ay2 (df) =2289.33
(5), p <.001) (Bentler & Bonett, 1980). The three-factor model, therefore, represented the most
appropriate factor structure for these items.

Table 7. Confirmatory factor analysis results

Proposed and alternative factor structures x2 df CFI NFI RMSEA SRMR
Three-factor model 406.3 147 .95 93 .06 .05
Two-factor model 1298.84 150 .79 17 12 12
One-factor model 2695.63 152 .54 .53 18 17

N =497; CFI = Comparative Fit Index; NFI = Normed Fit Index; RMSEA = Root Mean Square Error of
Approximation; SRMR = Standardized Root Mean Square Residual

Study 1: Discussion
The purpose of the present study was to construct a short-form scale to measure relational

mentoring, based on the Relational Mentoring Index (RMI), a long-form scale developed by
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Ragins (2011). The results of Study 1 showed that the original RMI measures a single construct
and meets the validity and reliability requirements. Therefore, in the next step, I constructed the
short-form scale and examined its validity and reliability using the data from two samples.

I followed many steps to develop RMI-SF and to test its validity and reliability. First,
based on an exploratory factor analysis, I chose the item with the highest loading from each
theoretical dimension and developed a short-form scale, containing six items. As the patterns of
loadings were very much similar across the two samples, it was not challenging to decide which
item to choose in the short-form scale. Second, a Cronbach’s alpha comparison between the short
and long-form scales showed that removing so many items did not damage the long-form scale’s
reliability, as its reliability index remained similar (or comparable). Third, I investigated the
relationship between relational mentoring and its correlates, traditional mentoring and frequency
of contact between mentor and protégé. The results provided support that the correlation patterns
between relational mentoring and its correlates remained almost the same when using either
short- or long-form scales of relational mentoring. Finally, factor analysis results provided
support that the RMI-SF and its correlates (i.e., traditional mentoring and frequency of contact)
capture three distinct constructs.

The present study makes a number of contributions to the mentoring literature. First, this
study provided support for the statement that relational mentoring contains a single construct.
Despite having items from various theoretical dimensions, relational mentoring was shown to
capture one construct that can be referred to as the quality of mentoring relationship. This finding
paves the way for future research to investigate the construct of relational mentoring further with
a clearer understanding of how its dimensions combine to form the construct. Second, in the

present study, a short-form scale was developed to measure relational mentoring. This short-form
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scale will enable future research to operationalize and examine relational mentoring and its
nomological network widely.

The current study also has limitations. In this study, [ used data from one source.
Therefore, the correlations among variables may be inflated. There are many reasons, however,
that alleviate this concern. First, I followed previous research recommendations (e.g., Podsakoff,
MacKenzie, & Podsakoft, 2012) and employed techniques to prevent common source bias. In
particular, I separated the items belonging to different variables on various pages of the survey
(proximal separation). This proximal separation prevents participants from having constant
access to their previous responses and helps them to answer the items independent of the
previous items. In addition, I measured, and controlled for, participant social desirability.
Second, if the correlations are inflated, this inflation should influence all correlations equally and
in a similar pattern. That is, relational mentoring short- and long-form scales’ correlations with
other variables are inflated equally. Therefore, as long as the results show that the RMI and the
RMI-SF produce similar results and correlations, this data collection meets the requirements of
this study. Finally, the reliability and validity tests provided satisfactory results, despite the
possibility of having inflated correlations. Therefore, the RMI-SF is highly likely to be valid and
reliable when data are collected at multiple times and from multiple sources.

Another limitation of the present study was lack of attention to the broader nomological
network of relational mentoring. Due to survey length limitation, I could not include any
mentoring outcome variables to test relational mentoring’s nomological network. Therefore, to
test its nomological network and to replicate some of the findings from Study 1, I conducted a

second study, which will be explained in the next chapter.
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CHAPTER FOUR: STUDY 2

Study 2: Introduction

In Study 1, I developed a short-form scale to measure relational mentoring, based on the
long-form scale developed by Ragins (Relational Mentoring Index; Ragins, 2011). The reliability
and validity tests performed on the short-form scale provided satisfactory results. However, it is
still essential to investigate whether the short-form of the Relational Mentoring Index (RMI-SF)
has significant relationships with mentoring outcomes that are widely investigated in the
mentoring literature. In other words, it is critical to ensure that the RMI-SF has meaningful
relationships with variables that have significant relationships with other mentoring constructs
(e.g., traditional mentoring and frequency of contact).

The purpose of Study 2 was to examine the criterion-related validity of RMI-SF and to
replicate the results of Study 1. To investigate the criterion-related validity of the indicators of
this focal construct, I followed previous research (Mackenzie, Podsakoff, & Podsakoff, 2011)
and attempted to (1) identify the nature of the relationship between the focal construct and other
related constructs based on previous research, and (2) examine whether the indicators of the
focal construct demonstrate relationships with other constructs in the expected manner.
Therefore, in Study 2, I investigated: (1) whether the RMI-SF is related to its correlates (i.e.,
traditional mentoring and frequency of contact) in the same manner that it was in Study 1, and
(2) whether the RMI-SF indicators would predict some of the mentoring outcomes that have
been studied widely by previous research.

As described above, to investigate the criterion-related validity of RMI-SF, I needed to

identify some of the variables that have been recognized as mentoring outcomes. Based on
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previous research, mentoring has several outcomes for mentors and protégés. According to
several meta-analyses, for instance, mentoring has career and psychosocial outcomes for mentors
and protégés (e.g., Allen et al., 2004; Eby, Allen, Evans, Ng, & DuBois, 2008; Ghosh, 2014).
Based on the results of these meta analyses, I chose some of the mentoring outcomes that
demonstrate the highest correlations, among other outcomes, with the amount of mentoring
received by protégés or provided by mentors. In particular, in the present study, I chose career
satisfaction (subjective career success) and work-life balance as the mentor outcomes and career
satisfaction (subjective career success), career commitment, career motivation, and satisfaction
with mentor as the protégé outcomes. Below, I argue the impact of mentoring on these outcomes
and develop the hypotheses for Study 2.
Literature Review and Hypotheses

Mentoring and Protégé Outcomes

The mentoring literature has explored numerous mentoring outcomes for protégés. In a
comprehensive meta-analysis, Eby and colleagues (2013) classify mentoring outcomes for
protégés in four categories: attitudinal, career-related, behavioral, and health-related outcomes.
The results of this study show that many outcome variables have highly significant relationships
with protégé perception of mentoring support received. In the present study, I chose four protégé
outcome variables — namely, career satisfaction, career commitment, career motivation, and
satisfaction with mentoring — as they show significantly high correlations with mentoring across
various contexts (e.g., academic and workplace mentoring). Below, I provide a brief rationale for
the impact of mentoring on each outcome variable.

Satisfaction with mentoring. Protégés who receive more mentoring functions are likely

to report higher contextual satisfaction (i.e., positive and favorable evaluation of a particular
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context or situation; Eby et al., 2013), such as satisfaction with mentoring. Satisfaction with
mentoring is the extent to which protégés evaluate their mentoring relationship (Ragins et al.,
2000) and is an indicator of mentoring success and effectiveness (Xu & Payne, 2014). In
evaluating their satisfaction with mentoring, protégés compare their mentoring relationship to
their needs and expectations (Ragins & Cotton, 1999). Therefore, the extent to which a protégé
receives various types of mentoring support (e.g., counseling, acceptance, friendship, coaching,
and protection) determines whether the mentoring relationship has met the protégé’s
expectations prior to starting the program.

Career satisfaction, commitment, and motivation. Receiving mentoring is associated
with many career-related outcomes for protégés (Eby et al., 2013), such as career satisfaction
(e.g., Turban & Dougherty, 1994), career commitment (e.g., Colarelli & Bishop, 1990), and
career motivation (e.g., Eby et al., 2013). In particular, mentors provide protégés with many
career-related resources and opportunities. For instance, mentors help protégés familiarize with
the organization as well as its members and, thus, increase the protégés’ chances of receiving
opportunities and recognition. Moreover, protégés gain credibility from being associated with
powerful mentors. This credibility and exposure provide protégés with promotion and salary
increase opportunities in the long-term (Eby et al., 2013). Moreover, mentors, as role models and
coaches, increase protégés’ career self-efficacy and sense of competence (e.g., Renn, Steinbauer,
Taylor, & Detwiler, 2014). Their boosted self-efficacy and feeling of competence provide
protégés with more hope and drive to follow, and commit to, their career paths.

I expect receipt of relational mentoring to explain variance in protégé outcomes, above
and beyond receipt of traditional mentoring. Relational mentoring is characterized by mutual

growth and influence. This means that, in high-quality mentoring relationships, not only do
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protégés perceive that they are growing, but they also influence their mentors to help them grow.
Due to this mutual growth and influence, boost in protégés’ sense of competence is even more
meaningful and significant in relational mentoring, compared to traditional mentoring.
Furthermore, relational mentoring is characterized by mutual inspiration. Although traditional
mentoring captures role-modeling (the protégé admires the mentor), it does not recognize mutual
inspiration between mentor and protégé as well as the synergistic process of mutual inspiration
(Ragins, 2011). This mutual inspiration in relational mentoring contributes to protégés’
extraordinary motivational state and energizes them to not only admire their mentor, but also
take actions toward achieving their goals (Ragins, 2011).

Hypothesis 6. Relational mentoring is positively associated with protégé (a) satisfaction

with mentoring, (b) career satisfaction, (c) career commitment, and (d) career motivation.

Hypothesis 7. Relational mentoring explains variance in protégé (a) satisfaction with

mentoring, (b) career satisfaction, (c) career commitment, and (d) career motivation,

above and beyond traditional mentoring.
Mentoring and Mentor Outcomes

Although mentoring scholars have focused extensively on mentoring benefits for
protégés (Ghosh & Reio, 2013), mentoring has benefits for mentors as well. In a meta-analysis,
for example, Ghosh and Reio (2013) investigate the impact of mentoring on various career
outcomes for mentors. In particular, career outcomes such as career success and organizational
commitment have significant relationships with provision of mentoring. Also, affective well-
being has been discussed as another outcome for mentors (Chun et al., 2012). Based on previous
research, [ propose career satisfaction and work-life balance as two benefits of relational

mentoring for mentors.
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Career satisfaction. Research has paid relatively widespread attention to career success,
as one of the mentoring outcomes for mentors. Provision of mentoring functions is associated
with objective career success (e.g., compensation and promotion) and subjective career success
(e.g., career satisfaction; Allen, Lentz, et al., 2006; Bozionelos, Bozionelos, Kostopoulos, &
Polychroniou, 2011). Mentors may gain objective and subjective career success for various
reasons. For instance, mentoring provides mentors with assistance and help from their protégés
as well as positive reputation within their community and organization, which may enhance
mentors’ career advancement and promotion (i.e., objective career success). Moreover, through
helping and mentoring other organizational and community members, mentors tend to gain
personal satisfaction, pride, and a feeling of accomplishment, which are likely to improve
mentors’ career satisfaction (Bozionelos et al., 2011; Ragins & Scandura, 1999).

Work-life balance. Although the impact of mentoring on mentor perception of work-life
balance has not been studied empirically, I decided to include work-life balance as a mentoring
outcome for a specific reason. As Ragins (2011) suggests, the introduction of relational
mentoring to the mentoring literature may extend the range of outcome variables to many of the
positive organizational psychology variables, which go beyond traditional career success criteria
(e.g., compensation) and include individuals’ growth and development as well as well-being. She
proposed, specifically, that high-quality relationships might either help individuals balance their
work and life or improve their perception of work-life balance. Therefore, in the following
paragraph, I argue briefly how work-life balance could be a mentoring outcome for mentors.

Mentoring can enhance mentors’ perception of work-life balance through improving
mentors’ affective well-being. Job-related affective well-being is defined as individuals’

emotional reactions towards their job (Van Katwyk, Fox, Spector, & Kelloway, 2000). High
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levels of job-related affective well-being is associated with more positive emotions and less
negative emotions towards one’s job (Warr, 1990). Scholars have shown that mentoring
improves mentors’ affective well-being, arguing that mentoring provides mentors with an
opportunity to satisfy their need to help others and to feel more worthy and, consequently, to be
happier and less depressed (Chun et al., 2012). This enhanced job-related well-being may spill
over to family satisfaction (e.g., Ilies, Wilson, & Wagner, 2009; Shockley & Singla, 2011),
meaning that individuals who are happier and feel more worthy in their jobs are happier in their
lives as well. This boosted happiness in mentors’ family and work lives provides them with this
feeling that they handle both aspects of their lives positively. This is aligned with previous
research which suggests that many of the work-life balance practices do not necessarily only
decrease levels of work-life conflicts for employees, but improve work-life balance through
various mechanisms such as providing employees with enhanced social exchange processes
(Beauregard & Henry, 2009).

Hypothesis 8. Relational mentoring is positively associated with mentor (a) career

satisfaction and (b) work-life balance.

Hypothesis 9. Relational mentoring explains variance in mentor (a) career satisfaction

and (b) work-life balance, above and beyond traditional mentoring.
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Study 2: Methods

Data Screening

I used the same data screening procedure that I used in Study 1 to prepare the data.
Participants

Prior to data collection, I obtained the ethics approval from Concordia University’s
Human Research Ethics Committee (Certification Number: 30006559; Appendix A). The data
were collected from two separate samples using Qualtrics panel data services. The participants of
these two samples were individuals who had experienced mentoring as mentors and protégés,
respectively, within the last two years. In particular, two surveys were designed for these
participants: a survey for mentors and a survey for protégés. Then, the Qualtrics project manager
recruited participants (1) who resided in Canada or the United States, (2) who had experienced
mentoring for at least three months within the last two years, and (3) who were above 18 years
old. Originally, the two samples consisted of 300 mentors (Sample 1) and 314 protégés (Sample
2). However, after screening the data, the number of participants decreased to 287 mentors (75
men and 212 women) and 305 protégés (69 men and 236 women). Participants in both samples
resided in the United States. The average age of the participants was 38.8 (SD = 13.5) years in
Sample 1 and 35.8 (SD = 11.7) in Sample 2. The participants were compensated for the time they
spent according to the Qualtrics compensation rules and regulations. Notably, the participants in
Sample 1 and Sample 2 were separate and were not matched mentors and protégeé.
Measures

Mentoring and its correlates. As the scales used to capture mentoring and its correlates
are the same scales that were used in Study 1, I do not describe these scales in details and,

instead, outline them briefly. To measure relational mentoring, I employed the RMI-SF
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developed in Study 1. This short-form scale has six items, one for each of the relational
mentoring dimensions. The Cronbach’s alpha for this scale was .87 in Sample 1 and .90 in
Sample 2. To measure traditional mentoring, I used the same scale that was used in Study 1
(MFQ-9; Castro & Scandura, 2004). The Cronbach’s alpha for this scale was .87 in Sample 1
and .89 in Sample 2. To measure the frequency of contact between mentor and protégé, I used
the same 4-item scale that was used in Study 1. The Cronbach’s alpha for this scale was .89 in
Sample 1 and .91 in Sample 2. To measure protégé perception of negative mentoring experience,
I used three items of the scale used in Study 1. A sample item is “My mentor intentionally
hindered my professional development.” The Cronbach’s alpha for this scale was .91.

Mentoring outcomes. Unless stated otherwise, the participants responded to the items of
mentoring outcome measures on a Likert scale. On a scale from 1 (Strongly disagree) to 7
(Strongly agree), the participants indicated the extent to which they agreed with each statement.
Notably, the items of all scales are presented in Appendix B.

Career commitment. To measure career commitment, [ used the Carson and Bedeian’s
(1994) career commitment scale. The original scale contains 12 items. However, as the items
form a global construct of career commitment (Kim, Kang, Lee, & McLean, 2016), I included
only six items with the highest loadings to create a short form scale. One of the items, for
example, was “my career field has a great deal of personal meaning to me.” Notably, the
wording of this scale was changed slightly to avoid confusion. For instance, the sample item
provided above originally was “my line of work/career field has a great deal of personal meaning
to me.” However, “line of work™ was removed from this item, and from other items with similar

wording, to avoid confusion and to shorten items. The Cronbach’s alpha for this scale was .84.
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Career satisfaction. To measure career satisfaction, I used a 5-item scale developed by
Greenhaus et al. (1990). A sample item for this scale is: “I am satisfied with the progress I have
made toward meeting my overall career goals.” The Cronbach’s alpha for this scale was .92 in
Sample 1 and .93 in Sample 2.

Work-life balance. To measure Work-Life Balance, I used a 3-item scale by Haar (Haar,
2013). A sample item was “I manage to balance the demands of my work and personal/family
life well.” Although this scale has been developed recently, studies in multiple samples have
provided support for its reliability and validity (e.g., Haar, Russo, Suie, & Ollier-Malaterre,
2014). The Cronbach’s alpha for this scale was .82 in the present study.

Satisfaction with mentor. To measure satisfaction with mentor, [ used a 4-item scale
developed by Ragins and colleagues (2000). A sample item was “My mentor is someone I was
satisfied with.” The Cronbach’s alpha for this scale was .84.

Career motivation. To measure autonomous career motivation, I used a 6-item scale
developed by Gagné and colleagues (2015). Based on self-determination theory (SDT; Deci &
Ryan, 1985), the original multidimensional 19-item scale contains many items for six types of
motivation — namely amotivation, external regulation, introjected regulation, identified
regulation, integrated regulation, and intrinsic motivation. As autonomous motivation is my
variable of interest in the present study, I followed Gagné and colleagues’ (2015)
recommendations and used only six items belonging to the autonomous motivation dimensions
(i.e., intrinsic motivation and identified regulation). On a scale from 1 (not at all) to 7
(completely), participants rated the extent to which each statement described why they put effort
into their current career. As the original scale was developed to measure work motivation, I

changed the wording slightly to measure career motivation, as suggested by the authors (Gagné
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et al., 2015). Two of the sample items are “Because putting efforts in my career field has
personal significance to me” for identified regulation and “Because my career field is
interesting” for intrinsic motivation. The Cronbach’s alpha for this scale was .90.

Control variables. As I collected data from one source at one point in time, I controlled
for participant social desirability, as suggested by previous research (e.g., Chun et al., 2012;
Podsakoff et al., 2012). To measure this construct, I employed a 10-item scale developed by
Vésteinsdottir and colleagues (2017). One sample item is “I have never intensely disliked
anyone.” The respondents rated the extent to which they agree with each statement on a scale
from 1 (Strongly disagree) to 7 (Strongly agree). The alpha coefficient for this scale is .74.

To eliminate the impact of confounds, I controlled for many other variables including
mentor gender, protégé gender, mentor age, protégé age, participant education level, and
mentoring relationship (in)formality. Mentor and protégé gender were controlled as gender could
determine mentor and protégé satisfaction in a relationship as well as the receipt and provision of
mentoring (e.g., Ortiz-Walters, Eddleston, & Simione, 2010; Ragins & Cotton, 1993). Mentor
and protégé age also were controlled as participant age could determine the receipt and provision
of mentoring (e.g., Finkelstein, Allen, & Rhoton, 2003). Participant education level was
controlled as previous research has shown that education level is a determinant of career-related
variables such as career commitment (e.g., Colarelli & Bishop, 1990). Finally, mentoring
relationship (in)formality was controlled as research has shown that informal mentoring is
slightly more beneficial than formal mentoring (Eby et al., 2013).

Study 2: Results
Tables 8, 9, 10, and 11 report means, standard deviations, and correlations between the

variables involved in data collections in Sample 1 and Sample 2, respectively.
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Table 8. Means and standard deviations of the variables in Study 2, Sample 1 (mentors)

Variable M SD
1. Mentor gender 74 44
2. Protégé gender .58 .55
3. Mentor age 38.78 13.50
4. Protégé age 26.52 13.40
5. Mentor level of education 4.66 2.13
6. Mentoring (in)formality 2.25 .89
7. Mentor social desirability 4.38 1.44
8. Traditional mentoring 5.80 81
9. Relational mentoring 6.03 .82
10. Mentor career satisfaction 5.39 1.21
11. Mentor work-life balance 5.20 1.17

Note: N =287; Gender coding, 1 = Female and 0 = Male

Table 9. Correlations between the variables involved in Study 2, Sample 1 (mentors)

Variable 1 2 3 4 5 6 7 8 9 10
1. Mentor gender

2. Protégé gender A43xE

3. Mentor age .09 .07

4. Protégé age A3*% 0 - 12% 26%*

5. Mentor level of education 05 -10 12¢ 11

6. Mentoring (in)formality .04 .07 .08 10 -.03

7. Mentor social desirability -05  -02 20%* -01 -08 .01

8. Traditional mentoring .01 .04 -06 -06 -08 -01 .15%

9. Relational mentoring -01 .01 03 -03 -09 .03 .19** [70%*

10. Mentor career satisfaction .02 02  -02 .05 .04 -08 24%* 3e** 35%*

11. Mentor work-life balance .06 .05 .02 06  -07 .05 .16%* 33** 35%*% G]**

Note: N =287; Gender coding, 1 = Female and 0 = Male
*p <0.05; **p <0.01
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Table 10. Means and standard deviations of the variables in Study 2, Sample 2 (protégés)

Variable M SD
1. Mentor gender .60 49
2. Protégé gender .76 47
3. Mentor age 44.24 14.10
4. Protégé age 35.76 11.68
5. Protégé level of education 4.34 2.15
6. Mentoring (in)formality 2.32 .93
7. Protégé social desirability 4.36 1.32
8. Traditional mentoring 5.87 91
8. Relational mentoring 5.98 .93
9. Protégé career satisfaction 5.53 1.22
10. Protégé career commitment 5.31 1.27
11. Protégé career motivation 5.43 1.45
12. Satisfaction with mentor 6.10 1.05

Note: N =305; Gender coding, 1 = Female and 0 = Male; *p < 0.05; **p < 0.01

Table 11. Correlations between the variables in Study 2, Sample 2 (protégés)

Variable 1 2 3 4 5 6 7 8 9 10 11 12
1. Mentor gender

2. Protégé gender Q2%

3. Mentor age .00 -.05

4. Protégé age .00 .00 .36**

5. Protégé level of education -02 -04 -01 .00

6. Mentoring (in)formality .04 10 .13* .03 -.01

7. Protégé social desirability -01 -10 -02 .19** .07 -.06

8. Traditional mentoring -01 -03 .08 -07 -01 .09 .04

9. Relational mentoring 05 - 15* 15%% 05 .02 .10 .17** 64%*

10. Protégé career satisfaction -04 -17%* 01 .05 .03 -.04 30%* 40%** 47**

11. Protégé career commitment .00 -.10 .05 -03 .11 -.02 .21%%* 39%* 44%* 4Q**

12. Protégé career motivation 02 -03 .12*% .01 .08 .03 .26%*% 41%* S51%* 61%F* 63%*

13. Satisfaction with mentor -01 -17** .09 .08 .02 .09 .24%* S]%* 72%* 39%*k AQF* 39%*

Note: N =305; Gender coding, 1 = Female and 0 = Male
*p <0.05; **p <0.01
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Construct Validity

Discriminant validity. In this step, [ used Confirmatory Factor Analysis (CFA) and
forced the items of various scales to load on different factor combinations. Accordingly, I
compared various models to examine whether the hypothesized model — with items of each
variable falling below their expected and distinct construct — had higher fit indices, compared to
the alternative models.

Using the Sample 1 data, I ran CFA to compare the following models: (1) relational
mentoring (6-item scale), traditional mentoring, mentor career satisfaction, and mentor work-life
balance belonging to one factor (One-factor model), (2) relational mentoring (6-item scale) and
traditional mentoring belonging to one factor, and mentor career satisfaction and work-life
balance belonging to another factor (Two-factor model), and (3) relational mentoring (6-item
scale), traditional mentoring, mentor career satisfaction, and mentor work-life balance belonging
to four separate factors (Four-factor model). Eventually, I compared the models to find the one
with the highest fit indices.

Table 12. Confirmatory factor analysis results for Study 2, Sample 1

Proposed and alternative factor structures x2 df CFI NFI RMSEA SRMR
Four-factor model 734.56 297 91 .85 .07 .06
Two-factor model 1093.46 312 .83 .78 .09 .07
One-factor model 2066.76 318 .62 .58 14 A2

N =287, CFI = Comparative Fit Index; NFI = Normed Fit Index; RMSEA = Root Mean Square Error of
Approximation; SRMR = Standardized Root Mean Square Residual

As shown in Table 12, the four-factor baseline model — with relational mentoring,
traditional mentoring, mentor career satisfaction, and mentor work-life balance as four distinct
factors — fitted the data acceptably (¥2 = 734.56, df = 297, CF1 = .91, NFI = .85, RMSEA = .07,

SRMR = .06). Comparing the four-factor model with alternative models also exhibited that the
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baseline model had better fit indices than the two-factor (Ay2 (df) = 358.90 (15), p <.001) and
one-factor model (Ay2 (df) =1332.20 (21), p <.001) (Bentler & Bonett, 1980). The four-factor
model, therefore, represented the most appropriate factor structure for these items.

Using the Sample 2 data, I ran CFA to compare the following models: (1) relational
mentoring (6-item scale), traditional mentoring, protégé career satisfaction, protégé career
commitment, protégé career motivation, and protégé satisfaction with mentoring belonging to
one factor (One-factor model), (2) relational mentoring (6-item scale) and traditional mentoring
belonging to one factor, and protégé career satisfaction, career commitment, career motivation,
and satisfaction with mentoring belonging to another factor (Two-factor model), and (3)
relational mentoring (6-item scale), traditional mentoring, protégé career satisfaction, protégé
career commitment, protégé career motivation, and protégé satisfaction with mentoring
belonging to six separate factors (Six-factor model). Again, I compared the models to find the
one with the highest fit indices.

Table 13. Confirmatory factor analysis results for Study 2, Sample 2

Proposed and alternative factor structures x2 df CFI NFI RMSEA SRMR
Six-factor model 1289.23 656 91 .83 .06 .05
Two-factor model 3461.65 690 .67 .62 12 A1
One-factor model 428248 696 57 .53 A3 A1

N =305; CFI = Comparative Fit Index; NFI = Normed Fit Index; RMSEA = Root Mean Square Error of
Approximation; SRMR = Standardized Root Mean Square Residual

As shown in Table 13, the six-factor baseline model — traditional mentoring, protégé
career satisfaction, protégé career commitment, protégé career motivation, and protégé
satisfaction with mentoring as six distinct factors — fitted the data acceptably (y2 = 1289.23, df =
656, CFI = .91, NFI = .83, RMSEA = .06, SRMR = .05). Comparing the six-factor model with

alternative models also exhibited that the baseline model had better fit indices than the two-factor
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(Ay2 (df) =2172.42 (34), p <.001) and one-factor models (Ay2 (df) =2993.25 (40), p <.001)
(Bentler & Bonett, 1980). The six-factor model, therefore, represented the most appropriate
factor structure of the items.

Criterion-related and incremental validity. I ran a series of tests to investigate the
relationships between relational mentoring and other mentoring constructs as well as expected
mentoring outcomes. In the first stage, I repeated some of the tests that were conducted in Study
1, using samples in Study 2 and using the RMI-SF. In particular, I examined the correlations
between relational mentoring and the following mentoring constructs: mentor and protégé
perception of traditional mentoring, mentor and protégé ratings of interaction frequency, and
protégé perception of negative mentoring experience (dysfunctional mentoring). Based on
previous research, I expected relational mentoring to be correlated significantly and positively
with all of the variables, except with dysfunctional mentoring, which was expected to be
correlated negatively. Notably, these correlations have been investigated in Study 1. However,
examining these relationships in Study 2, using the relational mentoring short-form scale, would
confirm the validity of this scale further.

Table 14 presents the means, standard deviations, and correlations between relational
mentoring and its correlates, from Sample 1 and Sample 2 data. Relational mentoring scores
using the short-form scale were correlated significantly with the proposed variables in the
expected direction. In particular, in Sample 1, mentor perception of relational mentoring was
positively correlated with traditional mentoring (r = .69, p < .01) and frequency of contact (r =
.26, p <.01). In Sample 2, protégé perception of relational mentoring was associated with
traditional mentoring (» = .64, p <.01) and frequency of contact (» = .20, p <.01) positively, and

was correlated with protégé perception of dysfunctional mentoring (r = -.50, p <.01) negatively.
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These correlations and their patterns are highly aligned with the results of Study 1. This supports
the validity of the RMI-SF.

Table 14. Means, standard deviations, and correlations between variables

Sample 1 Sample 2

Variables Mean (SD)  Mean (SD) 1 2 3
1. Relational mentoring (6 item) 6.03 (.82) 5.99 (.93) .69%* 26%*
2. Traditional mentoring 5.80 (.81) 5.87 (.91) .64%* 27**
3. Frequency of contact 5.01(1.31)  4.99(1.33) 20%* 20%*

4. Dysfunctional mentoring 1.79 (1.13) -.50%* -.38%* -.04
Note: The numbers above and below the diagonal represent the correlations in Sample 1 and Sample 2,
respectively.

N=287 in Sample 1 and N=305 in Sample 2; *p < 0.05; **p < 0.01

In the second stage, I conducted a series of hierarchical regression analyses. In these
analyses, for each dependent variable, I entered the predictor variables into the regression model
in a stepwise fashion. Specifically, in Step 1, the control variables were entered into the model.
Then, in Step 2, traditional and relational mentoring were entered into the model, as two distinct
predictors in Step 2. In other words, Step 2 has two different sets (i.e., columns) of coefficients
for the variables. As shown in Table 15, while in the first column of Step 2 coefficients
traditional mentoring is the predictor variable, in the second column relational mentoring is the
predictor variable.

In the last stage (Step 3 of the regression analysis), I tested the incremental validity of the
RMI-SF and determined whether it predicted variance in outcome variables above and beyond
traditional mentoring and the control variables. In testing incremental validity, I entered
traditional mentoring as the first predictor variable and, then, relational mentoring as the second
predictor variable, to see if relational mentoring explained mentoring outcomes, above and

beyond traditional mentoring.
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Table 15 presents the results of regressing traditional mentoring and relational mentoring
on mentor outcomes, namely, career satisfaction and work-life balance. As shown, after
controlling for the impact of confounds and explaining 11% of the variance in the outcome
variables, relational mentoring is positively related to mentor career satisfaction (f = .33, p <.01)
and work-life balance (f = .33, p <.01). Moreover, after controlling for traditional mentoring,
relational mentoring still predicts 2% more variance in mentor career satisfaction (f =.19, p <

.05) and work-life balance (f = .22, p <.01).

Table 15. Multiple regression analysis for mentor outcomes

Outcome Career Satisfaction Work-Life Balance
Variables Step 1 B Step 23 Step 23 Step3 B Step 1 B Step 2 B Step 2 B Step 3 B
Step 1: controls

Mentor gender .01 .01 .01 .01 .05 .05 .05 .05

Protégé gender .05 .05 .04 .05 .03 .03 .03 .03

Mentor age -11 -11 -.08 -.09 -.03 -.03 -.03 -.02

Protégé age .09 .10 .10 .10 .07 .08 .07 .08

Education level .07 .09 08 .09 -.06 -.04 -.06 -.04

Relationship formality -.08 -.09 -.08 -.09 .04 .03 .04 .03

Social desirability 28%* 0 22%x 2%k DIEE O 16%F .10 A1 .10
Step 2:

Traditional mentoring 33FF 0 20%* 32 17*

Relational mentoring 33 J33**

Step 3:

Relational mentoring .19% 2%
Model F 3.67%%  7.95%% 8.16%* 8.05%F 1.68 5.93%*% 547** 585%*
R? .08 19 .19 21 .04 15 .14 .16
AR? drEx 11 02% Ad1%E 10 02%*

N =287; Gender: 1 = female ,0 = male; *p < 0.05; **p <0.01

Table 16 reports the results of the regression analysis regarding the impact of traditional
mentoring and relational mentoring on protégé outcomes, namely, career satisfaction, career

commitment, career motivation, and satisfaction with mentor. As shown, after controlling for the
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impact of confound variables and explaining between 41 and 69 percent of the variance in the
outcome variables, relational mentoring is correlated with protégé career satisfaction (5 = .44, p
<.01), career commitment (f = .41, p <.01), career motivation (f = .48, p <.01), and satisfaction
with mentor (f = .69, p <.01). Moreover, after controlling for traditional mentoring, relational
mentoring still predicted between 4 and 20 percent more variance in protégé career satisfaction
(#=.31, p<.01), career commitment (5 = .27, p <.01), career motivation (f = .38, p <.01), and
satisfaction with mentor (= .62, p <.01).

Interestingly, relational mentoring’s power in predicting satisfaction with mentor was the
highest, among all the dependent variables. This finding is not surprising, as relational mentoring
(i.e., the quality of relationship) predicts satisfaction with mentor to a great extent, more than it
does for the rest of the outcome variables (e.g., career satisfaction), which are predicted by
numerous factors throughout an individual’s life. However, this finding is interesting as it
provides evidence that the short-form scale of relational mentoring predicts outcome variables as

expected.
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Table 16. Multiple regression analysis for protégé outcomes

Outcome Career Career Career Satisfaction with Mentor
Satisfaction Commitment Motivation

Variables Step 1 BStep 2 BStep 2 BStep 3 BStep 1 BStep 2 BStep 2 BStep 3 BStep 1 BStep 2 BStep 2 BStep 3 BStep 1 BStep 2 BStep 2 BStep 3 B

Step 1: controls

Mentor gender .02 -.03 .02 -.02 .04 -.01 .04 .01 .02 -.04 .02 -.02 .07 .04 .07 -.01

Protégé gender -14*  -06 -14* -.08 -.08 .06 -.07 -.03 -.01 .08 .01 07 -18*¥*  -01 -17*¥*  -07

Mentor age .02 -.05 -.04 -.06 10 .04 .05 .03 A7 .10 2% .09 .07 -.03 .01 -.03

Protégé age -.02 -.01 .04 .02 -11 -.09 -.06 -.07 -.11 -.09 -.06 -.07 .01 .03 .07 .04

Education level .04 .03 .04 .03 2% 12x 0 11 .10 .09 .10* .09 .04 .02 .04 .02

Relationship formality -.01 -.07 -.05 -.06 -.01 -.05 -.04 -.05 .03 -.02 -.01 -.03 A1 .03 .06 .03

Social desirability 20%EF 0 21%k 0 2%k %% D3k Qo%Ek 21k T7FX . 20%x  Q1FEF 6%k 2%k 3%k 12kx 0%k ]2%*
Step 2:

Traditional mentoring A40%*  20%* J38*F*F 21 39**  16%* 49 11*

Relational mentoring 44 A1%* A48%* .69%*

Step 3:

Relational mentoring 31 27** 38%* 62%*
Model F 5.18%* 14.69%* 12.82%* 14.53** 3.50%* 11.47**10.32*%* 11.36** 4.88** 16.78** 12.40%* 15.85%* 4 85%* 42.27** 18.99** 38.52%*
R? A1 .29 .26 31 .08 24 22 .26 .10 31 23 31 10 .53 .34 54
AR? A8F*F 15%k  (5** Jd6%* 14%%F Q4% 21%% 0 13%*F Q8** A3FF O 24%% 0 D(**

N =305; Gender (1 = female ,0 = male)
*p <0.05; **p <0.01
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Study 2: Discussion

The purpose of Study 2 was to examine further the validity and reliability of the
Relational Mentoring Index Short-Form (RMI-SF). Therefore, in the present study, I investigated
the pattern between relational mentoring and its correlates and examined its relationship with
some of the mentoring outcomes.

The results from two separate samples of mentors and protégés showed that relational
mentoring scores using the short-form scale were correlated significantly with most of the
mentoring correlates. In particular, mentor and protégé perception of relational mentoring was
correlated positively with mentor and protégé perception of traditional mentoring and evaluation
of interaction frequency. Moreover, these correlations were consistent with those from Study 1,
provi