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Introduction

This chapter’s dual purposes are to illuminate the value of utilizing a social network perspective to examine mentoring, and to extend a theoretical application of network theory by introducing a new dimension to our understanding of ‘developmental networks’: relational engagement. 

Since Higgins and Kram’s (2001) application of a network lens to mentoring, research has begun to proliferate on ‘developmental networks’. In that article, a developmental network perspective was introduced and compared to traditional conceptualizations of mentoring, and two dimensions from social network research were employed to aid in the description of possible developmental network structures – diversity and strength of ties. 

Here, we identify a third dimension that is relevant to the application of a social network perspective to developmental networks: relational engagement. We define relational engagement as ‘a set of behaviors that characterize the protégé in the initiation of the relationships—formal and informal—that comprise his or her developmental network.  The initiation of relationships in the mentoring and social network literatures is a relatively unexplored phenomenon (Kram 1985; McGowan, working paper; Scandura & Williams, 2001, 1998; Mullen, 1994). The concept of relational engagement is offered to begin to fill this literature gap as it relates to mentoring. 

The chapter begins with a brief tour of a social network perspective and its relevance to the mentoring literature. Next, we explain the conceptual shift in the mentoring literature from a focus on the relationship between a senior mentor and junior protégé to an emphasis on multiple relationships within a developmental network. We elaborate on the current state of the mentoring literature to highlight how the research in this domain has made a general shift toward examination of developmental networks rather than single, hierarchical mentoring relationships. Recently, researchers and practitioners have become increasingly interested in the individual and organizational factors that result in developmental networks – that is in sets of relationships that may include much more than a senior person in an individual’s place of employment; rather, that may include developmental relationships with superiors, peers, subordinates, customers, family, and community members.  Further, researchers have begun to examine how such developmental network structures are likely to foster individual performance and professional growth and development (e.g., Higgins & Thomas, 2001; Dobrow & Higgins, in press)

After elaborating the need for an understanding of how developmental relationships are cultivated, we introduce the notion of relational engagement.  To do so, we draw upon the help-seeking, feedback-seeking, and information-seeking literatures to help explain ‘engaging behaviors’ that are relevant to developmental relationships. To place relational engagement within a nomological network, we begin with a discussion of related antecedents and consequences. We develop four propositions relating demographic antecedents—age, socioeconomic status, gender, and nationality—to relational engagement and another developmental network dimension: diversity, studied by mentoring scholars in the past (e.g., Higgins, 2001; Dobrow & Higgins, in press). 

The chapter ends with a future research agenda on developmental networks and relational engagement, and includes a discussion of methodological challenges researchers may face when using social network methods to develop valid insights, theory and practical applications to the study of mentoring. 

Incorporating a social network perspective

Studies on social networks highlight that individual action is embedded within a social context (e.g., Granovetter, 1973, 1985; Brass, Galaskiewicz, Greve, & Tsai, 2004). In contrast to economic models that suggest that individual decisions and actions occur in isolation of the environment, a social network perspective illuminates that an individual’s network of relationships provide opportunities and constraints for behavior (e.g., Burt, 1992; Brass et al., 2004). A quarter century of network research—which includes studies at the interpersonal, intraorganizational, and interorganizational levels—has resulted in an impressive body of literature on the antecedents and consequences of embeddedness (for a recent review of the network literature, see Brass et al., 2004). 

An evolution of mentoring toward a network perspective can roughly be traced to research in the 90s and the turn of the millennium, as scholars began to explore the nature and consequences of having multiple mentors on career growth and personal learning. This work built directly upon Kathy Kram’s (1985) original assertion that individuals have “constellations” of mentors in their careers.  Recent research has begun to examine multiple, concurrent relationships (e.g., Higgins, 2000, 2001; Baugh & Scandura, 2000; Thomas, 1990; Kram & Hall, 1996; Higgins & Thomas, 2001) and was strongly influenced by two factors:  first, the recognition of a reality that existed since mentoring was introduced into the organizational literature in the late 70s and early 80s (e.g., Levinson et. al., 1978; Kram, 1983, 1985) that a focal individual actually draws upon support from multiple sources, And second, the recognition of changes in the career context that may further necessitate the need for multiple sources of support in one’s career (e.g., Arthur & Rousseau, 1996; Hall, 1996; Kram & Hall, 1996). We assert here that a convergence has occurred between these two factors: whereas individuals have always drawn upon more than one individual at a given point in time for support, today, the career context has become increasingly turbulent, thus strengthening the necessity of network assistance to enhance career development. 

A growing focus on multiple mentors has marked a shifting conceptualization of mentoring. Although Kram’s (1985) work two decades prior introduced the notion of a “constellation” of developmental relationships—individuals from various social spheres, including one’s peer group, family, community affiliations, and place of employment—early mentoring research focused on the dyad between a younger, less experienced protégé and a senior, seasoned mentor. 

The first formal application of a social network perspective occurred when Higgins & Kram (2001) introduced the notion of a “developmental network.” A developmental network is an ‘egocentric network’ (Ibarra & Smith-Lovin, 1997) and so, is composed of developers.  This network of developmental relationships is identified by a protégé that is limited to individuals who, in a general sense, are instrumental to his or her career development and personal learning. This particular type of network is a subset of an individual’s entire set of social ties that are particularly influential in advancing an individual’s career (Higgins & Kram, 2001; Higgins & Thomas, 2001, others?). 

A ‘developmental network’—defined as “a group of people who take an interest in and action to advance a focal individual’s career” (Higgins & Kram, 2001: 268)—has been described using two dimensions drawn from the social network literature: the diversity of individuals comprising the network, and the strength of tie of the constituting relationships. A network’s diversity can be determined on the basis of either the range of the social arenas from which individuals have relationships (e.g., employer, community, family) or its density, which measures the degree to which individuals in the network know one another (Brass, 1995; Burt, 1983, Higgins & Kram, 2001). A relationship’s strength of tie refers to the degree of closeness and/or frequency of communication between a focal individual and his or her developer (Granovetter, 1973).

In their discussion of developmental networks, Higgins & Kram (2001) introduced a typology of four possible networks that result from a combination of strong and weak ties, and high and low network diversity—receptive, traditional, opportunistic, and entrepreneurial networks. Each developmental network type, they proposed is likely to be associated with certain outcomes such as career change, personal learning, work satisfaction, and organizational commitment (Higgins & Kram, 2001).  The developmental network conceptualization broadened the mentoring field, opening numerous avenues for theoretical and empirical exploration, and for the application of social network methodologies. 

Recent research on developmental networks and mentoring networks

Since the formal reconceptualization of mentoring, theoretical and empirical research examining developmental networks and mentoring networks has been gaining momentum
. Recent theoretical research includes Mezias & Scandura’s (in press) extension of mentoring networks to an international context. De Janesz et al. (2003) and De Janesz and Sullivan (2004) described the importance of multiple mentors in today’s career context. Chandler & Kram (in press, 2005a) applied an adult development lens to developmental networks to suggest implications for careers, and also outlined an agenda for future research (2005b). 


Recently, empirical studies of developmental networks have begun to emerge as well.  For example, Dobrow and Higgins’ (in press, 2005) longitudinal study suggests that there tends to be a negative relationship between network density (the degree to which developers know each other) and professional identity over time. Also, recent research by Cummings and Higgins (2005) showed how the composition of ties within one’s developmental network changes over time, furthering an understanding of developmental network properties and dynamics.  Prior empirical work has examined the relationships between developmental network properties and career change (Higgins, 2001), organizational retention and promotion (Higgins & Thomas, 2001) and work satisfaction (Higgins, 2001
).
A tumultuous career context
As noted earlier, a focus on multiple developmental relationships constituting a network is consistent with today’s turbulent career environment (Lankau & Scandura, 2002). Forces such as technological sophistication, globalization, and organizational downsizing have coincided to foster short-term, concurrent relationships between individuals within and outside of individuals’ employing organizations (e.g., Kram & Hall, 1996; Higgins & Kram, 2001). Individuals today are likely to experience ‘boundaryless’ careers (Arthur & Rousseau, 1996) that span organizational boundaries. In the past, organizations could be expected to drive career development, given that individuals’ tenure within a given employer could span decades (Arthur & Rousseau, 1996). Now, individuals must drive their own career growth, enacting a ‘protean’ career (Hall, 2002, 2004). Since individuals cross organizational boundaries more frequently than in the past, protégés cannot expect mentors to be available for long-term relationships (de Janesz, Sullivan, & Whiting, 2004). Further, given the pace of change and globalization, it is unlikely that any mentor can meet all of a protégé’s needs, thus necessitating multiple relationships for growth (de Janesz et. al, 2004). In sum, a developmental network as a medium for career growth mirrors individuals’ career experiences today. The application of a social network lens to mentoring has aided alignment between research and peoples’ career realities. 

The value of a social network perspective

In addition to fostering aligning between the mentoring literature and individuals’ career experiences, a developmental network conceptualization derived from an application of social network theory furthers the mentoring literature in three key ways. First, Higgins and Kram’s (2001) research introducing strength of tie and diversity encapsulated prior work on different types of relationships (indicative of diversity of social systems and of variations in support), as well as variations in functional support (indicative of strength of tie between the protégé and developer). 
Second, social network methodologies allow quantitative measurement of network structure dimensions, facilitating network comparisons across individuals (e.g., Dobrow & Higgins, in press). Third, a network perspective makes it possible to examine the unique characteristics of a network’s structure. For example, Cummings & Higgins (2005) found evidence for an “inner-outer core” across individual networks in which the ties that populate the inner core are those that provide low career support and high psychosocial support. This research contrasts with the vast majority of mentoring research, which considers only singular ties, or independent multiple mentors, at a given point in time. 

Relational engagement

As the foregoing discussion suggests, research on developmental networks is becoming more pervasive as scholars begin to answer questions opened by the application of a social network perspective to mentoring. Yet, despite the impressive body of mentoring literature, relatively few studies have explored relationship initiation (e.g., Kram 1985; McGowan, working paper; Scandura & Williams, 2001, 1998; Mullen, 1994, Turban & Dougherty, 1994).  In particular, although some work has been done on the subject of who started the relationship, quite a bit remains unknown as to how certain interaction behaviors, during the initiation stage, affect the course of the relationships, the networks, and/or the individuals involved. 

As Scandura & Williams (2001) asserted, “…it is important to consider how initiation affects the development of mentorship. First impressions may drive the initial interactions that occur and the way that each party approaches each other may well determine the nature of the relationship that evolves….” [Later,] “…the initiation phase may be the most critical phase in determining the benefits       to be realized during the relationship” (344). 

We agree with Scandura and Williams in their statements on the value of understanding relationship initiation. We would add that beyond first impressions protégés’ and mentors’ interactions over the entire course of the initiation phase—the first twelve months—interact to result in an entrenched degree of mutuality, trust, and interpersonal comfort that may affect how the cultivation phase—the next two to five years—unfolds. 

A few empirical studies have used surveys to examine the influence of whether the protégé, mentor, or protégé and mentor initiate a relationship on subsequent outcomes. Respondents were asked whether a mentoring relationship was initiated by the ‘mentor,’ ‘self,’ or ‘both mentor and self’ (e.g., Scandura & Williams, 2001; Mullen, 1994). Scandura & Williams (2001) examined the moderating factor of protégé gender on who initiated the relationship and mentoring functions provided. One of the implications of their work (1998, 2001) is that greater involvement by the mentor in the initiation phase—the first six to twelve months of a mentoring relationship (Kram, 1983)—influences later outcomes. Mullen (1994) explored method of initiation (organization, mentor, protégé) on the extent of information seeking by mentors and protégés. These studies suggest that the way the initiation phase unfolds has important and long-term implications for career development.  

To our knowledge, qualitative studies that describe the nuanced, rich interactions between the protégé and his of her developers and the implications of such early-relationship interactions are few (e.g., Kram, 1983, McGowan, working paper. While empirical studies that use survey methods certainly further prior research, oftentimes, they do not fully capture what ‘initiation’ means to the focal protégé. Survey questions such as “was the relationship initiated by…?” do not fully explain what constitutes initiation in practice.   Further, questions remain unexplored, such as the following:  If a protégé initiates a relationship with a mentor, what behaviors represent initiation? Does he or she ask a target individual to be his mentor, or does the initiation occur over time as he asks for advice and help from the individual? What protégé behaviors enhance a mentor’s investment in a relationship? Is the protégé an active listener, and does she proactively schedule conversations with the mentor? 

Understanding what protégé behaviors enhance or undermine perceptions of mutuality and feelings of liking by the developer may have important long-term implications for the relationship. Each encounter between the protégé and developer influences the next in terms of perceived investment, liking, and complementarity. For example, if a protégé actively listens, asks questions, thanks the developer for his or her advice, and asks to meet again at a mutually suitable timeframe, this is likely to be perceived as appreciative and so, impact the evolution and helpfulness of the developmental relationship. 

We offer the concept of relational engagement to address this gap in the mentoring literature associated with relationship initiation. We define relational engagement as a set of behaviors that characterize the protégé in the initiation of his or her developmental relationships that comprise his or her developmental network (see Table 1 for relevant definitions). We expect that a protégé’s level of relational engagement during the initiation phase of a developmental relationship will have implications for relationship functioning in the latter three phases. Further, and related to this, we expect relational engagement to influence important outcomes such as the extent to which the protégé learns and develops as a result of his or her level of relational engagement in the relationships that make up his or her developmental network. 

Thus, we propose that relational engagement represents a third dimension that is useful to describing developmental networks, and complements Higgins & Kram’s (2001) work that introduced the dimensions of developmental network diversity and strength of tie. Based on a review of the extant literature, we have derived two dimensions of relational engagement that may be useful to consider: development-seeking behaviors and relational behaviors. Each dimension is discussed in turn.

Development-seeking behaviors – Individuals, depending upon personal factors and organizational constraints, will engage in behaviors intended to elicit developmental support from others. These behaviors may be purposely aimed at fostering a developmental relationship, generally intended to further one’s development and personal learning from ‘mentors in the moment’ (Scandura & Williams, 1998), or enacted to gain support from an established formal or informal ‘developer’. 

Development seeking behaviors are defined here as a focal protege’s action/s with a person that are intended to enhance his or her skills, knowledge, task performance, and/or personal learning (see Table 1). Developmental-seeking behaviors can come in many forms, including information-seeking, help-seeking, feedback-seeking, initiating behaviors, and/or signaling. All of these behaviors are beneficial to the protégé in that they either enhance the likelihood of cultivating a developmental relationship or facilitate immediate skill development. Over time, the frequency with which a protégé enacts these behaviors has implications for relationship formation and management. Individuals who demonstrate a high level of developmental-seeking behaviors are more likely than their counterparts who exhibit a low level of behaviors to foster developmental relationships and gain significant developmental support. 

Information seeking facilitates knowledge flow and relates to an individual’s tasks, role, workgroup, and an organization’s culture, and is sought from an individual’s supervisor, formal mentor, and peers (Ostroff & Kozlowski, 1993; Morrison, 1993). By seeking out information, an individual can gain familiarity with persons who can serve as developers, and/or support from existing developers (Mullen, 1994). 


Similarly, help seeking enables a protégé to secure developmental support from potential developers. In fact, individuals who arouse a developer’s desire to help are perceived as appealing as protégés (Allen, Poteet, & Russell, 2000). Feedback seeking, which allows an individual to assess his or her task or role performance (Ashford & Cummings, 1983), also facilitates interaction with existing or possible developers
. Initiating behaviors include a protégé asking an individual to engage in a mentorship or developmental relationship, or other actions that initiate meetings, collaborative projects, or goal setting (Coley, 1996). The foregoing behaviors not only promote developmental support in the short-term, they also—and arguably more importantly—create a context within which to interact with a developer for the long run. 

Individuals may also ‘signal’ their identity (knowing why), social capital (knowing who), and skills and performance (knowing how) to potential and current developers (Arthur, Claman, & DeFillippi, & Adams, 1995; de Janesz & Sullivan, 2004) that can facilitate the early stages of a developmental relationship. For example, professors signal their identity by the educational institution through which they got their degree, journal publications, research projects, and methodologies (de Janesz & Sullivan, 2004), and written teaching philosophies and research interest statements. Developers and protégés signal information that is then deciphered and interpreted by others (deJanesz & Sullivan, 2004). “Individuals with more expertise in signaling…are more likely to find the most effective mentoring matches” (de Janesz & Sullivan, 2004). 

Relational behaviors – Whereas developmental behaviors are intended primarily to secure support and locate possible developers, relational behaviors foster mutually enhancing, comfortable, reciprocal relationships with others. Relational behaviors are defined as a focal individual’s action(s) that are intended to enhance a relationship’s mutuality, interpersonal liking, and trust.  
Ensher & Murphy (2004) have suggested that effective verbal and non-verbal communication styles (e.g., eye contact, energy, body language) can make protégés more attractive to mentors. Non-verbal cues such as eye contact and a voice tone that conveys enthusiasm are more likely to engender mutual interest and excitement from a developer. Research suggests that high intimacy will result if the mentor self-discloses “tricks of the trade” and professional mistakes (Kalbfleisch & Davis, 1993: 403). Likewise, a protégé’s disclosure of professional and personal concerns will likely contribute to a more trusting relationship. Further, active listening demonstrates an interest in, and appreciation for, a developer’s advice (Kram, 1996). 


Research on complementary relationships describes rich interactions between a mentor and a protégé; mentors and protégés mutually complement each other to the extent that they satisfy each other’s needs (Hinde, 1995). A reciprocal relationship is more likely to occur if a protégé attempts to both ‘give and receive’ with a developer. A relationally engaged individual is thus likely to engage in behaviors such as thanking others for their assistance and support and offering others valuable help. In contrast to the traditional view that a senior mentor gives to the junior protégé who lacks the skills or ability to reciprocate, developers and their protégés who exhibit relational behaviors can be considered “co-learners” (Hall & Kram, 1996?). While the protégé may be less skillful or knowledgeable in certain areas, he or she may be more capable than the developer in other arenas, such as technical or market knowledge (cf. Higgins & Kram, 2001). 


Research also suggests that relationships are likely to continue and evolve into mutually reciprocal relationships when upward maintenance tactics are employed (Tepper, 1995, Waldron, 1991).  Tepper (1995) examined variations in the communication strategies used by non-protégés, informal supervisory protégés (informal relationship between a protégé and his or her supervisor), formal supervisory protégés, and non-supervisory protégés. The study suggested that informal supervisory protégés were more likely than the other three groups to use personal and direct maintenance tactics to preserve relational stability with their mentors.  Personal tactics include sharing personal experiences, interaction as social events, and joking with mentors. Direct tactics include candid communication such as expressing opinions that diverge from those held by a mentor, and conveying expectations and perceptions of injustice (Tepper, 1995).
We suggest here that the use of such “tactics” may result from interpersonal liking and comfort and may be used in an expressive (rather than purely instrumental) fashion by a protégé to gain support (see Higgins & Kram, 2001, on mentoring styles).  To do otherwise – for example, to use such tactics in a purely self-motivated fashion – may, in the long run, lead to the discovery that the protégé is interested only his/her own goals, and is uninterested in the developer’s, which could undermine the potential for a mutually satisfying relationship. 


 
Finally, mentoring studies suggest that the types of strategies that are employed in addressing diversity in a relationship have implications for its functioning and intimacy (Ragins, 1999, 1997, 2002). Here, we suggest that relationally engaged protégés will act in ways that communicate their value in individual differences; this may increase the probability of successful outcomes from a diversified relationship during later relationship phases. 

The Antecedents of Relational Engagement

In this chapter, we consider in particular the factors that affect the extent to which individuals will tend to exhibit high levels of relational engagement in the developmental relationships that make up their developmental network.  We expect that different individuals will tend to exhibit different levels of relational engagement. For our purposes, then, we define an individual’s ‘level of relational engagement’ as the frequency with which he or she enacts development-seeking and relational behaviors, on average, with the people that make up his or her developmental network. Active engagement is characterized by frequent enactment of development-seeking and relational behaviors. In contrast, passive engagement is characterized by infrequent enactment of development-seeking and relational behaviors (see Table 1).  

Although a comprehensive discussion of situational antecedents is beyond the scope of this chapter (see Higgins & Kram, 2001 for a review), we do provide a framework, Figure 1, that highlights the interaction between individual-level constructs (such as age and gender) and organizational constructs (such as culture) that provide the context of opportunities and constraints for relationship initiation.  And, while the specific propositions that follow will focus on individual-level antecedents, we first consider two organizational factors below. 

Lengnick-Hall & Lengnick-Hall (2004) assert that “An organizational culture that celebrates diversity, promotes exposure to varied settings, and emphasizes collaboration creates a setting that facilitates healthy individual-to-group relationships” (59) (also see Wanberg, Welsh, & Hezlett, 2004). Thus we expect that organizational culture will influence the opportunities people will have to exhibit high levels of relational engagement with developmental relationships within their place of employment.  Other studies suggest that spatial and temporal proximity of individuals influence the likelihood of interaction and the formation of ties (Festinger, Schachter, & Back, 1950). Thus, even the physical layout of an organization (at work or beyond work) can create an environment which is more or less conducive to facilitation of strong ties between individuals. 
Figure 1 also suggests that an individual’s level of relational engagement in the initiation phase may affect the latter three relationship phases within an individual’s developmental relationships. In brief, Kram (1983) described the cultivation phase as lasting between two and five years, and is the time during which most of the rewards for both parties occur. During the separation phase, the protégé feels that he or she is ready to act independently of the mentor. This phase is often characterized by anxiety, stress, and emotional duress, as is often the case when a relationship seems to end (Kram, 1983). Finally, the fourth phase, redefinition, can either be marked by the end of a relationship, or the kindling of a friendship in which the mentor and protégé view each other as peers of equal status (Kram, 1983).  
Here, as proposed in Figure 1, we expect that there will be cascading effects of early interaction patterns hat begin with the protégé’s level of relational engagement during the initiation phases of his or her developmental relationships. Consequently, if a protégé is actively engaged with his developers, he is likely to have a network consisting of strong-tie relationships. Given that relationships that are high in trust, reciprocity, and affect (strong-tie) are those in which the parties are highly motivated to help each other, high levels of engagement may lead to a network of great value to the protégé. 
Relational engagement, network diversity, and demographic antecedents
Figure 2 shows the combination of relational engagement and diversity that result in four very different kinds of developmental networks. Each of the antecedents, shown in the boxes, is discussed as relevant to predicting each kind of developmental network. An individual’s relational engagement, as shown in the typology, is labeled as ‘active’ or ‘passive’ and refers to his or her level of relational engagement, on average, across the developmental relationships that make up his or her developmental network. Diversity, in this discussion, is considered to be the degree to which developers in a network are from a range of different social arenas.  The diversity in an individual’s developmental network, as explained earlier, influences the likely breadth of new ideas and information provided to a protégé (Higgins, 2001; Dobrow & Higgins, in press). Relationships crossing organizational, hierarchical, and physical boundaries can positively impact an individual’s ability to complete work (Cross & Cummings, 2004). Following, we consider how a variety of individual (protégé)-level factors affect a protégé’s overall level of relational engagement and the diversity of his or her developmental network. 

Socioeconomic status - How does an individual’s socioeconomic status (SES) influence an individual’s level of relational engagement and the diversity of his or her developmental networks? Homophily, preservation of self-concept, and entitlement theories offer insight into this question. 
First, research has suggested that individuals with higher socioeconomic status may benefit more than other employees from mentoring due to the effects of homophily (Whitely, Dougherty, & Dreher, 1991, Pfeffer, 1977). High-level managers will likely come from high socioeconomic origins (Blau & Duncan, 1967; Stinchcome, 1965; Whitely et. al, 1991). Homophily arguments and the similarity-attraction theory (e.g., Bryne & Nelson, 1965; Berscheid & Reis, 1998) suggest that similarity breeds interpersonal liking and tie formation (Kanter, 1977). Senior managers from high SES origins may seek out protégés who come from a similar background whom they perceive to share the same values and skills (Whitely, Dougherty, & Dreher, 1991). Senior management, in functioning as an elite “inner circle” (Useem, 1984), may seek to preserve status by aligning with junior mentors who remind them of themselves (Whitely et al., 1991). Using arguments grounded by the notion of homophily, Whitely et al. (1991) found that socioeconomic status moderated the relationship between mentoring and career progress. Higher socioeconomic status employees with mentors received more promotions than their counterparts from lower socioeconomic backgrounds (Whitely, Dougherty, & Dreher, 1991). The foregoing discussion, taken with prior research showing the importance of developer initiation and involvement in a relationship, suggests that high SES protégés may not perceive the need for active engagement because they are sought out as protégés and so, may be relatively passive in their engagement during the initiation phase of their developmental relationships. 

What does homophily suggest about the relationship between socioeconomic status and network diversity? If high SES individuals are in relatively high-level positions within an organization and thus, are well-positioned to provide valuable career support to a protégé, it is likely that high SES protégés will not seek out help more broadly – that is, they will not develop diverse developmental networks.  Further, high SES developers, once identified by high SES protégés, may sponsor, and provide visibility to, their protégés by introducing them to other senior managers, thus initiating other possible network ties yet those that are similar in kind (versus diverse). As a result, high SES protégés may have networks that are comprised of an organization’s senior managers—a low-diversity network all from a similar social arena. Taken together, we expect high protégé socioeconomic status to be associated with a low-diversity network and low relational engagement. 

A similar picture is portrayed when drawing upon the literature on help-seeking. Research on help-seeking behavior suggests that individuals are more likely to ask for assistance when they feel psychologically safe and have perceptions of control (Fisher, Nadler, & Whitcher-Alagna, 1982).  In general, high socioeconomic individuals are likely to have had social networks that conferred positive effects. Consequently, they may be unaccustomed to situations in which they could experience a threat to the self (Nadler, 1987), as is the case when one asks for help. Given the individual’s desire to maintain a positive impression (Goffman, 1959), high SES individuals may not seek out help, since doing so might threaten their self-concept (Nadler, 1987). As a result, they may experience narrow, denser (less diverse) developmental networks, and they may fail to actively engage in the initiation of developmental relationships.

A third explanation for high SES individuals’ networks is based on the notion of entitlement, which involves “the expectation of a reward as the result of a social contract” (Campbell et. al., 2004: 31; Harden, 2003). By virtue of one’s relationship to individuals who possess social and human capital—such as family and SES friends—the high SES protégé may feel that positive benefits from them are warranted, irrespective of one’s effort. If the high SES individual continually “inherits” the ties of significant others, he may, over time, fail to value hard work and instead rely on others’ ‘graciousness’. Ultimately, entitlement may lead to a developmental network composed of low diversity and characterized by low relational engagement on the part of the protégé. 

Taken together, we suggest the following:

Proposition 1: Individuals with higher socioeconomic status will have developmental networks that are characterized by passive engagement and low diversity.

Gender - Gender expectations, macrostructural constraints, and homophily offer alternative theoretical explanations for differences in levels of relational engagement and network diversity between men and women. First, some research suggests that women will tend to be passive in relationship initiation and men will tend to be aggressive (Scandura & Williams, 1998; Maccoby & Jacklin, 1974). Thus, men, in fulfilling societal expectations, are likely to be assertive in establishing relationships (Scandura & Williams, 2001). Women, on the other hand, may wait for developers to initiate relationships due to apprehensiveness about being perceived as “pushy” (Scandura & Williams, 2001: 348; Ragins & Cotton, 1991). 

Scandura and Williams’ (2001) study on gender as a moderator between relationship initiation and perceptions of mentoring functions found that male protégés received more mentoring functions than females in protégé- initiated relationships. On the other hand, female protégés received more mentoring functions in mentor and mentor- and protégé-initiated relationships. Their findings suggest that “…protégé initiation is more beneficial for male protégés….[Later] Therefore, for males, assertive behavior may produce the greatest benefits from mentoring” (359).

In addition, research on similarity attraction and homophily suggest that male mentors will naturally be more likely to establish relationships with other men (Bryne & Nelson, 1965; Berscheid & Reis, 1998) as they seek out “similar selves.” Moreover, research suggests that male mentors tend to be more inclined to initiate a relationship than female mentors, who prefer mutual initiation with a protégé (Gaskill, 1991). Further, given complications that can arise from having a close professional relationship with the opposite gender (Ragins & Cotton, 1991; George & Kummerow, 1981), male mentors may be more inclined to respond to initiation attempts made by other men versus women. Men may also find it easier than women to initiate relationships with other men given a comfort level and understanding that results from gender similarities. 

Still, other research suggests that gender differences may be due to differences in opportunity structures within a firm.  For example, organizational studies have long suggested that managerial positions tend to be highly populated by men (Kanter, 1977; Morrison & Von Glinow, 1990), thus leading to a larger potential pool of male (versus female) senior mentors. Scandura and Williams’ (2001) research showed that although the ratio of male to female protégés was 1:1, the ratio of male to female mentors was 3:1, suggesting that men comprised a significant percentage of the mentor pool.

Given the greater availability of potential male (versus female) developers who are interested in pursuing relationships with them, male protégés may find that a high level of relational engagement is a byproduct of homophily and structural availability. Male developers are more available and visible (than female developers) to male protégés who want information, help, feedback, and can read developers’ signals. Women, on the other hand, may find it more difficult to actively engage because the available pool of male developers may be more hesitant to respond to their efforts at initiating. Further, as suggested earlier, women may prefer to wait for male developers to initiate relationships with them or be less aggressive so as to allow for a mutual initiation (Scandura & Williams, 2001). 

Macrostructural constraints and homophily arguments similarly suggest that men will tend to have low diversity networks. To the extent that male protégés are engaged with males who are more likely than women to be high-ranking positions in organizations, men will perceive themselves as having useful networks (see Ibarra, 1995 on perceived network utility), reducing the range of their help-seeking. As some research suggests, men tend to receive more overall functional support from their ties to male developers than women receive from their female developers because the structural context limits the size of women’s same gender networks compared to men’s (Rothstein, Burke, & Bristor, 2001).  Men who are actively engaged with their developers may perceive their relationships as strong ties that will convey large amounts of functional support and thus, refrain from seeking support broadly. 

Consequently, men may feel that their developmental needs can be met by male managers within organizational boundaries and across fewer hierarchical levels than women. An intraorganizational network that spans few levels is less diverse than one that spans organizations and levels, and so, represents low developmental network diversity. Women, on the other hand, tend to have networks that have greater vertical range (and hence, diversity) because the opportunity context requires crossing greater organizational boundaries to develop same gender ties (Rothstein et al., 2001; Ibarra, 1993).
Proposition 3: Men will have developmental networks characterized by high engagement and low diversity. 

Age - An adult development perspective is also useful when considering an individuals’ level of relational engagement during the initiation phases of their developmental networks as well as the diversity of their developmental networks. Certain adult development theories posit that individuals will face ‘developmental tasks’ at various ages, suggesting that younger individuals may be attractive to middle adulthood adults in more senior positions who have excelled in their careers and now have a desire to mentor (Levinson et al., 1978, 1996). These older adults, who perceive the younger individuals to be youthful versions of themselves, may more actively engage the relationship (Allen, Poteet, & Russell, 2000). Protégés are therefore likely to be more passively (than actively) engaged, given that their developers are more likely to seek them out.

A consistent conclusion would be drawn using a help-seeking perspective. Young people, having recently entered the workforce, may feel uncomfortable asking for help. Given their novice status, they may feel that to ask for help is to suggest that they are unable to tackle problems and challenges on their own. In an effort to maintain a positive impression, they may tend toward autonomy in their work (Goffman, 1959). Further, young people will have fewer prior experiences in developmental relationships. Consequently, they may not recognize that they have something to offer a developer, leading as well to lower engagement. 
Adult development theories can also lend insight into why younger individuals may have high diversity networks (e.g., Levinson et al., 1978; Levinson et. al., 1996, Erikson, 1963). First, certain adult development theories (e.g., Levinson et al., 1978; Levinson et. al., 1996) describe developmental tasks that individuals must meet at certain ages. The key developmental task of early adulthood is to “enter into the adult world” and separate from one’s parents (Levinson et al., 1978). Research suggests that when asked to identify a developmental network, a young adult (early 20s and age 30) will name a (or both) parents (Chandler, working paper, Higgins, 2001). The foregoing suggests that in identifying one’s parent/s, the young individual will have greater diversity in his network, as one’s family represents an additional social sphere apart from one’s place of employment. 

Further, younger individuals, having not long ago immerged from high school and college, are more likely than older individuals to be embedded in the institutions and relationships that have shaped their early adulthood, thus increasing the diversity of social arenas from which ties may form. Whereas an older individual may have “lost touch” with college and high school friends, the younger individual may identify individuals from these social spheres are part of their developmental networks. Both of these groups represent another social sphere that enhances network diversity (cf. Higgins, 2001 - changing careers paper). 
Proposition 2: Younger individuals will have developmental networks that are characterized by low engagement and high diversity.

Internationals - Here, we define “internationals’ are individuals who are non-U.S. citizens. An international individual will likely have high self-efficacy (Bandura, 1986) in relation to his or her perceived ability to succeed in that particular country (in this case, the United States). As stated earlier, an individual is more likely to ask for help under the conditions of psychological safety and perceptions of control (Fisher, Nadler, & Whitcher-Alagna, 1982), both of which may be related to an individual’s self-esteem (Nadler, 1991).  By extension, it is likely that an individual’s decision to study or work abroad is positively related to his or her level of relational engagement. High self-efficacy and self-esteem will likely lead to proactive behaviors (Bateman & Crant, 1993), including engaging others for assistance, information, and feedback, characteristic of active relational engagement.

Research on international mentoring is consistent with this line of reasoning. Studies suggest that employees who are chosen for international assignments should be self-confident and self-reliant, enjoy meeting new people, have an openness to new ideas and diverse opinions, and handle unfamiliar situations adeptly (e.g., Oddou, 1986; Mendenhall & Oddou, 1986). If employees are chosen on the basis of these criteria, internationals will have the necessarily skills and wherewithal to be highly engaged in cultivating relationships. Further, it may be that “interested and willing” expatriate candidates are those who possess the foregoing qualities (Oddou, 1991: 302), thus enabling successful relational experiences abroad. 

Moreover, given the diversity of their own prior living experience, internationals may be more accustomed to actively engaging in cultivating relationships of a variety of kinds in order to meet their own needs. In order to adapt to new work environments and to acclimate to new cultures, the international may be particularly skilled at actively engaging developers at various levels within an organization (e.g., supervisors, peers, and subordinates), across departments, and outside one’s organization (e.g., within the expatriate community). Consequently, internationals will likely embrace a more cosmopolitan (than local) orientation in their careers, leading to a high-diversity developmental network (Gouldner, 1958). 

Homophily arguments lead to a similar conclusion related to the relationship between network diversity and nationality. Prior research has suggested that minorities are underrepresented in private-sector managerial positions (e.g., Cox, 1991; Morrison & Von Glinow, 1990). While organizational demography is becoming increasingly diverse, internationals are similarly underrepresented in most organizations. The structural context, therefore, leads to a situation in which internationals will, like women, engage developmental relationships with dissimilar individuals, yielding high-diversity networks. 


Taken together, the foregoing discussion suggests:

Proposition 4: Internationals will have developmental networks characterized by high engagement and high diversity.  

Individual and organizational implications
Mentoring research strongly suggests that having a mentor or ‘developer’ positively 

impacts a focal individual’s career. As asserted by Hill (1991), individuals, rather than seeking a perfect mentor, should become the ‘perfect protégé.’ The reconceptualization of mentoring (Higgins & Kram, 2001) illuminates that the perfect protégé will engage and maintain a ‘portfolio’ (Higgins, 2000?) of informal and formal developmental relationships as vehicles for learning in a tumultuous environment.


The foregoing discussion suggests that the degree to which the protégé is invested in the initiation of a relationship has implications for interactions and outcomes at later phases of the relationship (Kram, 1983). The theory presented here implies, therefore, that individuals should consider their level of relational engagement, and its impact on their ability to build mutually enhancing relationships, as well as a developmental network that is responsive to their needs. Individuals should ask themselves questions such as: to what extent do I initiate conversations with potential developers? Do I contemplate ways to actively help developers meet their own goals and needs, and enhance their skills? Do I recognize people in my organization with whom I can have a relationship? Do I signal my identity, social capital, and skills to possible developers?


In addition, given the significance of relational engagement suggested in this chapter, we propose that individuals spend time contemplating their career goals, needs, and interests so that they are prepared before seeking out help (Claman, 2002). Doing so will enable an individual to select compatible developers that can offer him or her valuable and lasting career and psychosocial assistance. When an individual has a sense of his or her career “path with a heart” (Shepard, 1984), then he is better positioned to help a developer help him, which can ultimately result in deeply satisfying relationships for professional and personal growth. 

The ideas presented here also offer new insights into how organizations can develop programs that can better educate individuals as they embark on building developmental networks. Organizational programs that are focused on the protégé may help participants by describing relationally engaging behaviors and the impact that engagement can have on successful relationships. Human resource and executive development professionals should have ongoing dialogues that encourage individuals to reflect on their progress toward the cultivation of a responsive network, toward active relational engagement in developmental relationships, and toward enhancing the mutuality of developmental relationships.

Many of the arguments behind our propositions suggest as well that a firm’s opportunity structure and climate can affect the course of developmental relationships.  Thus,  management and human resource professionals should also consider whether the organizational environment is conducive to nurturing relationships across departments, levels, and with stakeholders such as suppliers who are critical to its’ functioning (Lengnick-Hall & Lengnick-Hall, 2004). For example, consideration should be given to fostering ‘communities of practice’ within and outside the organization that emphasize collaboration (Lengnick-Hall & Lengnick-Hall, 2004). 

Future research and conclusion

Building on prior research applying a social network perspective to mentoring, we have offered relational engagement as a concept to bridge the gap in our understanding of relationship initiation, particularly as it relates to the mentoring literature, and, specifically, to the protégé. Our discussion also has reciprocal implications for the social network literature given a similar paucity of research on initiation exists (for exceptions, see Kim & Higgins, 2005, working paper and Gulati & Gariolo, 1999).
This chapter has derived relational engagement dimensions from the extant mentoring and relevant literatures. Construct development begins with the derivation of dimensions from the existing literature, or, in absence of relevant studies, an inductive qualitative approach (in-depth interviews) to unearth dimensions (Schwab, 1980). The next step involves refining and validating the relational engagement dimensions. 
To develop and refine the propositions suggested here, qualitative research is initially appropriate, given the need to explore and capture the rich interactions between protégés and their developers early on. For example, it is uncertain whether high socioeconomic status individuals are not highly engaged because of entitlement or a lack of familiarity and comfort with asking for assistance and initiating relationships. Here, we offered both explanations.  Once qualitative research has been conducted and construct dimensions refined, a survey instrument could be developed to measure relational engagement across individuals. 

Our chapter has described the level of engagement, defined by the frequency with which an individual enacts development-seeking and relational behaviors, as important to relationship and network functioning. Subsequent research should examine the “optimal” level of engagement. At some point, a protégé risks being overly engaged to the point of annoying developers and undermining perceptions of the protégé’s ability. Therefore, future research may ask: what is the “tipping point” at which information-seeking and other types of engagement behavior damages a relationship? 

Also important is an understanding of how an individual’s style plays a role in relational engagement. A protégé’s interactional style has been suggested to impact the types of relationships he or she is able develop (e.g., Ibarra, 1993; Higgins & Kram, 2001). For example, a trusting, mutual relationship is more likely to result from an expressive interactional style that results in a developer feeling valued and respected (Higgins & Kram, 2001). In contrast, a purely instrumental interaction style that leads to behaviors that result in a developer feeling patronized or bothered will likely undermine the relationship (Higgins & Kram, 2001). 

Future research could also empirically examine the consequences of relational engagement and/or developmental network diversity. Figure 2 shows possible consequences of relational engagement – both for individuals and for the developmental relationship itself. For example, given that relational engagement involves mutuality and actions that lead to the receipt of developmental support, it seems likely that individuals who are actively engaged will experience more promotions and receive greater compensation than individuals who are passively engaged. Further, since relational engagement leads to trust, mutuality, and interpersonal liking, ending the relationship, even if only for a temporary period, may prove to be very psychologically difficult for both the mentor and protégé. The initiation and cultivation phases can last up to six years in duration. During this time, the two individuals will have had a significant amount of interaction, possibly on a personal level as well. Therefore, it seems likely that high relational engagement will be positively associated with emotional strain during the separation phase of a relationship. 

Additional questions to be addressed with future research include the following: Does a high level of relational engagement mitigate challenges facing diversified relationships within and across one’s developmental network? Does relational engagement lead to greater career-related self-efficacy? Is relational engagement associated with personal learning - for the protégé, for the developer?  How do the two dimensions of relational engagement and network diversity interact to affect the careers of the protégé as well as the careers of the developers within the protégé’s developmental network?

Future research should also theoretically and empirically explore other antecedents and consequences of engagement. Common observation, for example, supports the notion that some individuals are more adept at relational engagement than others, in spite of demographic similarities. Future research could examine what individual attributes are associated with engagement behaviors. Research on emotional competencies (Goleman, 1995; Goleman, Boyatzis, & McKee, 2002) for example, would suggest that individuals who possess greater empathy and self-awareness are more likely than those with lesser competency development to enact behaviors reflective of relational engagement.  
In addition, the developers’ perspective is an important ingredient and remains to be explored as well.  Wanberg, Welsh, & Hezlett (2004), in their review of the mentoring literature, stated “research on how mentors and protégés interact is limited” (80). We have asserted that a protégé’s engagement will influence a developer’s commitment to, and investment in, the relationship. Given the importance of a developer’s investment to the relationship, future research should examine whether and how relational engagement impacts a developer’s perception of the protégé and relationship possibilities. 

Future research applying a social network lens to developmental networks

In addition to the specific dimension of relational engagement, many avenues exist for research on developmental networks more generally. Both Higgins and Kram (2001) and Chandler and Kram (in press) provided research agendas for future work on developmental networks that is attentive to antecedents, network structure, and outcomes. For example, and building upon the present work, it is critical to explore individual factors other than demographic variables that explain variations in network structure and the value they provide to a protégé. In particular, what mutable, competency-based attributes contribute to how individuals experience their networks and the relationships that constitute them? 

Much research is needed to understand what types of networks exist, as well as the career implications of differing developmental network structures. Studies should consider how network properties such as the density and range of the relationships that comprise the developmental network may vary in different contexts, such as different ethnic and national cultures. For example, Mezias & Scandura’s (in press) theoretical research has laid the foundation for an empirical exploration of expatriate developmental networks. Additionally, studies that examine the nature and implications of changing developmental networks properties remains in its infancy (for exceptions, see Cummings & Higgins, in press; Dobrow & Higgins, in press).  

Finally, while this research agenda provides insight as to how to proceed, researchers should be aware of, and informed by, prior and concomitant research on social networks. Research on social networks has proliferated in the last twenty five years, resulting in a literature abundant in empirical and theoretical studies, increasingly sophisticated methodologies, and a healthy research agenda from which to draw applications to the field and practice of mentoring. 

Conclusion

This chapter has introduced a novel dimension—relational engagement—that is relevant to a social network application to mentoring. Based on the extant literature, we identified and described two dimensions of relational engagement: development seeking and relational behaviors. Then, by combining relational engagement and network diversity, we described unique types of developmental networks and suggested ways in which these may impact the protégé’s career as well as the course of his or her developmental relationships.  In addition, we proposed ways in which a protégé’s level of relational engagement in the initiation phase  may influence the relationship’s later functioning and subsequent outcomes, which, when extrapolated to the level of a developmental network may have significant implications for the protégé’s personal and professional development. 

In particular, we focused on the development of testable propositions associated with the antecedents of a protégé’s level of relational engagement vis-a-vis the relationships in his or her developmental network. We suggested that different demographic factors will differentially impact an individual’s level of engagement as well as the diversity of his or her developmental network. We hope that this chapter has illuminated the practical implications of relational engagement and will stimulate other researchers to apply a social network perspective to mentoring. Given that the notion of a developmental network mirrors peoples’ career reality, we hope such efforts will serve to broaden and strengthen the mentoring literature. 
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Figure 1 – Relational Engagement and a Nomological Network of Interrelated Constructs
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Figure 2 – Demographic Antecedents, Relational Engagement, and Network Diversity 
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Table 1 – Definitions of Relevant Terms








Relational engagement – a set of protégé behaviors that characterize the protégé in the initiation of the relationships—formal and informal—that comprise his or her developmental network.





Development-seeking behaviors – a focal protégé’s action/s with a person that are intended to enhance his or her skills, knowledge, task performance, or personal learning. 





Relational behaviors – a focal protégé’s action/s that are intended to enhance a relationship’s mutuality, interpersonal liking, and trust. 





Level of engagement – the extent to which a protégé enacts development-seeking and relational behaviors with people. Active engagement is characterized by frequent enactment of development-seeking and relational behaviors. In contrast, passive engagement is characterized by infrequent enactment of development-seeking and relational behaviors.  




















� To our knowledge, research on mentoring networks (e.g., de Janesz, Sullivan, & Whiting, 2004) considers a mentor to be an individual who provides high levels of psychosocial and career support, consistent with Kram’s (1985) description of a mentor. As an exception, Mezias & Scandura (in press) referred to mentoring networks which include individuals who provide varying degrees of psychosocial and career support. We consider a developmental network to be distinct from a mentoring network in that it can include all types of developmental relationships, not exclusively those characterized as true mentors (cf. Higgins & Kram, 2001). 


� In this chapter, we do not address conditions under which feedback, help seeking, and information seeking is deemed appropriate by an existing or current developer.





�Really - no other work than mine that is empirical on dev nws??  If you can, cite others.  How about mentoring nws?
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