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ABSTRACT

Cross-race mentoring relationships are of intdre#ite theory and practice of
mentoring and they also speak to a longstandingl@noin the sociological study of
prejudice. The mentoring literature reveals somagieement regarding the advisability
of cross-race matching for young protégés. Sonearekers stress same-race matching,
while others emphasize the problem this createmfnority’s facing a dearth of mentors.
Sociologists and psychologists, on the other haade amassed evidence showing
support for a contact hypothesis, which statesueatintergroup contact between equal-
status members can lead to improved perceptiotiee@ther. However, to date, the
contact hypothesis has not been explored in theegbof mentoring relationships
between white adults and minority youth. This Thd®pes to fill these gaps in the

literature.

The purpose of this Thesis is to better understiaagerceptions and
understandings mentors and protégés attach todtosis-race mentoring relationship. It
is primarily concerned with identifying the conditis that lead to successful outcomes of
interracial mentoring experiences. Specificallys gtudy explores the perceptions of
white adult mentors and black and Latino protédéleir activities, interactions, and

their views on the advantages and drawbacks af thess-race mentoring relationship.

This study explores mentors and protégés in a@ss-mentoring relationships to

grasp a better idea of the meanings each mentpariger attaches to their mentoring



experience. Respondents are sampled from one fonexaoring program at a four-year
university. Nine mentors and eleven protégés desviiewed following a semi-structured
format. From this sample of twenty participantg, cdmplete pairs participated. The
remaining seven respondents make up the supplehadeatdagroup, as their mentoring

partner did not participate in this study.

This study suggests that the intergroup contairthis useful in explaining the
outcomes of these cross-race mentoring relatioashipt only does this Thesis support
the intergroup contact theory, it also broadensumgierstanding by painting a more
complete picture of how the optimal conditions egeesind work to strengthen and
reinforce one another. Additionally, this reseanafhlights how important understanding
both the in-group and out-group member’s perceptame when exploring cross-race
mentoring relationships and the intergroup contaebry. Finally, this study supports the
notion that a mentoring program’s structure israpartant feature that can greatly

enhance or inhibit mentoring bonds between mertodsprotégés.
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CHAPTER I: INTRODUCTION

Cross-race mentoring relationships are of intdre#ite theory and practice of
mentoring and they also speak to a longstandingl@noin sociological study of
prejudice. The mentoring literature reveals somagieement regarding the advisability
of cross-race matching for adolescent mentees. Sesearchers stress same-race
matching, while others emphasize the problem tlgates for minorities facing a dearth
of mentors. Sociologists and psychologists, orother hand, have amassed evidence
showing support for a contact hypothesis, whickestérequent intergroup contact
between equal-status members can lead to improxegtions of the Other. However,
to date, the contact hypothesis has not been eglarthe context of mentoring

relationships between white mentors and minorittémés.

The purpose of this thesis is to better understh@gerceptions of mentors and
protégés who are involved in cross-race mentomtagionships and asks does racism
have to impede mentoring relationships betweenestand blacks or between whites and
Latinos, in the United States. It will focus on howerracial mentoring experiences are
described by both mentors and protégés. | am péatlyg interested in exploring if and
how the optimal conditions set forth by the intexgy contact theory emerge in this
specific form of intergroup contact. On a broasiewpe, this Thesis can elucidate how

individuals from different backgrounds develop sg@onnections and avoid prejudices.

This thesis examines cross-race mentoring relships from a formal mentoring

program within higher education. These interragiahtoring relationships involve a



white faculty adult mentor and first-generation ergitaduate students of color, limited to
black and Latino protégés. | interviewed elevertggés and nine mentors. Together
there are six complete mentoring pairs and a supaéal data group that consists of two
mentors and five protégés, as their mentoring pestwere not interviewed. Data was
gathered using in-depth interviews with a semigdtieed format. The interviews focused
on the participant’s perceptions and descriptidrth@r mentoring experiences. Mentors
and protégés were interviewed separately in oaleli¢it more candid and honest

answers.

Chapter two reviews the literature on mentoringich includes a discussion on
mentoring in general, followed with a section oass-race mentoring specifically. This
is done to identify the benefits of mentoring ahe tonditions under which these
benefits are likely to occur. This chapter alschhights how underdeveloped our
knowledge is in the area of cross-race mentorinmally, this chapter reviews the
literature on contemporary US racism to explain ha@rracial mentoring relationships

might be impeded by this new and more subtle foFmacsm.

Chapter three delineates the theoretical framewwakgrounds this thesis. This
chapter incorporates theories on contemporarymaaisd the intergroup contact theory.
Following this | propose additional conditions ® ddded to the intergroup contact

theory and layout hypotheses for the thesis.

Chapter four describes the methodological desighis thesis. This chapter

outlines the research questions, participant seleend site, data instrument, and data



analysis. This section ends with a descriptionaf lthe optimal conditions were

understood during the coding process.

Chapter five is a detailed overview of the majodings of this thesis. This
section explicates how the optimal conditions ereerig the different mentoring pairs

according to how successful their cross-race merg@xperience was.

Chapter six offers a more in-depth analysis ofsigaificant findings. In this
section the interconnectedness of the conditiomslacussed. Additionally, this chapter
highlights the study’s contributions to the arebmentoring and the intergroup contact
theory. | then address the limitations of the stadgt propose directions for future

research.



CHAPTER II: LITERATURE REVIEW

To better understand why there is disagreemenbgunding the advisability of
cross-race matching in mentoring programs this tgap spurred by two questions: (1)
does contemporary US racism have to scuttle weimmg cross-race mentoring
interventions between white adult mentors and bfaokeges, and between whites and
Latinos? (2) More specificially, what are the pra@s of contemporary racism that are
likely to thwart cross-race mentoring relationsRipghis chapter reviews the literature
where preliminary answers to these questions cdaurel. First, research on mentoring
and the benefits likely to acrrue, in general, tr@particular conditions that are found to
engender these benefits. Second, an examinatitimednerature of cross-race
mentoring, specifically. Finally, on contemporar$ thcism and its distinct features and
forms.
Mentoring

This section intends to conceptualize mentoringlagtlight the empirical
evidence supporting the efficacy and contributiohsientoring relationships. In addition
to this, | will identify the conditions found to gander the best results. While the concept
and practice of mentoring is hardly a new phenomeitdacks a clear and unified
definition and theory to undergird the study andalepment of mentoring programs.
However, there are commonalities that emerge artftengariegated conceptualizations
associated with mentoring. In fact, a definitioattis applicable to this study was
developed by Anderson and Shannon (1988) durirapgrehensive examination of the

mentoring literature. They write:



[Mentoring is] a nurturing process in which a mekdled or
experienced person, serving as a role model, tsaspensors,
encourages, counsels, and befriends a less skilllesgs
experienced person for the purpose of promotingatter’s
professional and/or personal development. (Andeasoh
Shannon 1988:40)

Despite this concise definition, mentoring relasibips do not neatly fit in a monolithic
category (Anderson and Shannon 1988; Erickson @0809; Hansman 2002; Jacobi
1991). The social context of the mentoring progsdeds light on the specific functions
it is meant to fulfill. For example, mentoring rétaships can be informal or formal, and
are often resources allocated for disadvantagethyaaademic retention, higher
education success, and/or professional developmAeztmmonality among mentorships
across different social contexts is that it islatrenship between a more experienced
member of the particular organization or setting aess experienced member in the
same setting that involves a supportive, skill-dhuaid), and advice giving dynamic
(Campbell and Campbell 2007; Eby et al. 2008; Eacket al. 2009; Jacobi 1991; Kram

1983).

The list of functions that mentorships are belietederve is both extensive and,
at times, ambiguous. Still, these functions motrofall into two broad categories:
psychosocial functions or career/academic funct{dasobi 1991; Kram 1983). Even this
is not consistently agreed upon within the mentpfield, and Burke (1984) notes that
role-modeling is a distinct function and fits neithn the psychosocial nor career
function category. Psychosocial functions refethi protégé’s emotional well-beihg

(Kram 1983) and are often the focus of youth men¢pprograms (DuBois et al. 2002;

*Kram (1983) describes how the mentor provides pssotial functions through advice-giving, positive
reception-and-validation, role-modeling, and buitfla friendship. She explains that these functimnge
to enhance the protégé’s self-efficacy, capakiljitend self-confidence.
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Rhodes et al. 2006), but remain an integral featireost mentorships, regardless of its
environmental context (Ensher and Murphy 1997; Ki&&3; Santos and Reigadas
2002). Career/academic functions encompass orgamahinformation and expertise
passed from mentor to protégeé as well as othefrfibgtieat enhance the mentee’s career
or academic endeavors, such as increasing theggretéisibility within the organization
and expanding their social network (Burke 1984;/KrE83; Santos and Reigadas
2002). Thus, an ideal mentorship will involve funas that fit into all three of these

categories.

Youth mentoring programs are credited for positiveipacting youths’ self-
development, improving outside relationships wigers and parents (DuBois et al. 2002,
Rhodes et al. 2002), increasing academic achieviefDerersi and Mecham 2005),
decreasing criminal activity (Deutsch and Jones828Mhodes et al. 2006), and lowering
rates of substance abuse (Spencer 2006). Studiesta that student-faculty mentoring
programs in higher education provide significantdfés to students, particularly those
considered at-risk because of academic difficuli@ampbell and Campbell 2007; Ross-
Thomas and Bryant 1994; Santos and Reigadas 2002 benefits include
improvements in self-efficacy, organization soaation (Santos and Reigadas 2002),
increased academic scores, completing more creilg, @and lower rates of dropping out
(Campbell and Campbell 2007). However, it is uncitthese benefits sustain

themselves over time (Campbell and Campbell 208#{dS and Reigadas 2002).

An effective mentoring relationship is groundedhe belief that acknowledging

and highlighting the mentee’s strengths throughppsertive interpersonal relationship



with a more experienced individual promotes a healtself image (DuBois et al. 2002;
Reichert, Stoudt, and Kuriloff 2006; Rhodes e8I02), and can enhance academic and
career success (Eby et al. 2008; Hansman 2002)iJH981; Ross-Thomas 1994). Thus,
mentoring is often lauded as a compensatory respuitether it be informal or formal,

or in the context of youth (Diversi and Mecham 20RBodes et al. 2006; Spencer 2006),
higher education (Campbell and Campbell 2007; Rdggnas and Bryant 1994; Santos
and Reigadas 2002), or the workforce (Chao andr&art®92; Kram 1983; Wilson,
Valentine and, Pereira 2002). However, a closgrangon of the mentoring literature

paints a more complicated picture.

A meta-analysis by Eby et al. (2008), which is oh#he first studies to compare
different contexts of mentorships with one anotimedt to non-mentored individuals, finds
positive correlations with mentoring and a varietyrotégé outcomes. More
specifically, the findings suggest that attitudinatcomes have a stronger link to
mentoring relationships than behavioral outcomekli#onally, the authors indicate that
academic mentoring involves a stronger relationghip mentee outcomes than either
youth or workplace mentoring, with workplace meirtgrfalling in the middle. However,
the researchers caution against overestimatingehefits of mentoring programs, as the
effect size, while significant, is small (Eby et 2008). These empirical successes, while
demonstrating the value in mentoring endeavorsnarguaranteed results; rather, they
are potential outcomes, which must be facilitatgdhe mentor, protégé and a well

developed program (DuBois et al. 2002; Spencer 2006



The conditions under which mentoring of young pedgads to the best results
include the development of a nurturing and trusbogd between the mentor and protégé
(Diversi and Mecham 2005; Rhodes et al. 2006; Saaol Reigadas 2002; Spencer
2006). Additionally, the mentor’'s motivations faslunteering are important because it
can determine how important the relationship walltb the mentor. For example,
mentors who enter the relationship with the expexta of meeting new people,
enhancing their own life, and contributing to th@mmunity as a whole are likely to
foster an authentic and sustaining mentoring @atiip (Grossman and Rhodes 2002).
Thus, authenticity is a building a block when deyahg trust, and a core feature of a

relationship with genuine empathy.

Researchers often highlight the presence of auttigreand empathy when trust
develops in mentorships and strong interpersonadi®are formed (Rhodes et al. 2006;
Spencer 2006). Rhodes (2004) emphasizes the gHaess for mentors and mentees to
engage in activities outside of the academic rg¢alensure strong interpersonal bonds.
This is further supported by DuBois’ et al. (20023ta-analysis that suggests mentoring
programs outside of the school environment prodtiager beneficial outcomes than
those within schools. These studies emphasize htaspersonal bonds are strengthened
through enjoyable activities (Rhodes 2004). Degpite Eby et al. (2008) determines
that academic mentorships yield more positive augE®than mentorships serving at-risk
youth and those within a workplace setting. Theaeshers posit that this could be a
result of academic mentoring programs’ more focus®tispecific goals (Eby et al.
2008) rather than an indication that closer intespeal ties emerge within academic

mentoring relationships. However, DuBois et al.020discover that the benefits accrued
8



from mentoring interventions are less dependerthermentoring program’s goals,
model, and whether mentoring occurs in conjunctwith additional services for the
young protégés than specific features or practiféise mentoring program. The features
that DuBois et al. (2002) propose are the moshjiteengender protégé benefits include
“ongoing training for mentors, structured activétidr mentors and youth as well as
expectations for frequency of contact, mechanisimsdpport and involvement of

parents, and monitoring of overall program impletagan” (p. 188).

Distinguishing between informal and formal mentgustprovides some insight
into the inconsistent findings and lack of agreenoemcerning the effectiveness of
mentoring interventions. Formal mentoring relatlips are deliberately created and
matched, often with no clear criteria for why sfiegdairs are matched together (Chao
and Gardner 1992). On the other hand, informal orerg relationships develop
organically and are rooted in strong interpersdiealand common interests between
mentor and protégé (Kram 1983). However, informahtorships are difficult for
minority students to access, particularly in higtalty white institutions (Jacobi 1991). In
fact, Erickson et al. (2009) discover that informmantoring relationships that develop
between adults and young adults are more likelyitlen social inequalities rather than
reduce them. The researchers identify two conitnlguiactors that help explain this
phenomenon. First, youth and young adults with sxte a wide range of social
resources are the most likely to form informal noeships. Secondly, the most
advantaged young people (i.e., those from uppet-naiddle-class backgrounds) are the
best equipped to capitalize on the benefits ofehekationships (Erickson et al. 2009).

This underscores the need for effective formal imm@mg programs in universities that are
9



designed to meet the needs of ethnic minority asttdeneration students. However, if
universities and colleges that are traditionallyte/institutions are to implement these
types of mentoring interventions, it is likely tiiee majority of these mentoring
relationships will comprise cross-race pairs. Tuggests the need for a broader
understanding of how interracial mentorships megrdlve differently than same-race

mentoring relationships.

Interracial Mentoring

This research aims to better understand the pratdssiding interpersonal
relationships in the context of interracial mentgrdyads, while potentially contributing
to a more inclusive, integrated, and thus, healtbociety. Throughout the United States,
mentoring programs are developed to improve theslof a diverse population
(Campbell and Campbell 2007; DuBois et al. 200X 3tl@an 2002; Jacobi 1991; Rhodes
et al. 2006). However, there is a reasonable, owgpdebate on whether cross-race
mentoring relationships, specifically between whiged blacks, can be as effective as
same-race mentoring relationships. Both proporemisopponents express valid reasons

for their position.

Those who express concern about cross-race matphak to the potential for
white mentors to distort the protégé’s racial/ethidentity, whether consciously or
unconsciously (Rhodes et al. 2002). For examphehite mentor may promote their own
racial views and encourage their mentee to ass#riitéo the white mainstream. This can
happen without the mentor’'s awareness or even ataiivto do so. Simply avoiding

difficult conversations about racial issues or dplaing the significance of race can

10



potentially be interpreted by a young person obcthat experiences of racial
discrimination are unimportant, or even that nontevbulture is somehow un-American
(Riechert et al. 2006; Robinson and Ward 1991).i#althlly, white Americans may

experience discomfort during discussions centeredhoial issues.

Some have argued that middle-class European Anmsritaght
experience powerful negative emotions (e.g., guntt
defensiveness) in relation to America’s historyasfial
oppression and that such emotions are likely tcentepthe
development of mentor relationships and dampenwvaibdin for
continued multi-cultural learning (Rhodes et al022116).

Furthermore, there are concerns that communitgdaty is compromised when
mentees of color are matched with white mentors{Rsmn and Ward 1991; Rhodes
2002). More specifically, there is uncertainty abihie message this promotes to the
minority protégé. For example, this might be intetpd as an indication that positive
role models are unavailable from communities obc@Rhodes et al. 2002; Santos and
Reigadas 2002). However, this position on the adbiiisy of race matching mentoring
dyads is more concerned with determining if cr@sementoring interventions work as
well as same-race mentoring, rather than develami@gtoring practices that can better
support these forms of mentoring relationshipsshneatly limits our understanding of,

and how we evaluate cross-race mentoring relatipash

Conversely, those on other side of this conversatknowledge that there are
currently more people of color in need of mentbemtthere are minority mentors
(Hansman 2002; Rhodes 2002; Rhodes et al. 2002c8p2006); and thus, understand
that waiting for a same-race match can result inalde time lost for the protégé

(Diversi and Mecham 2005; Rhodes et al. 2002; Sge2@06). Therefore, these

11



proponents identify practices that can work to owere the obstacles of different lived
experiences. For instance, it is important to $efemntors who promote their mentee’s
cultural and ethnic identity (Diversi and Mechan®20Deutsch and Jones 2008; Rhodes
et al. 2002) and who remain cognizant oflthied experiencef minorities in the United
States (Rhodes et al. 2002; Robinson and Ward 134llers et al. 2006). Moreover,
research indicates that other factors may be mgngfisant than the mentor’s and
mentee’s race or ethnicity, such as parental stjgieapproval (DuBois et al.
2002;Rhodes et al. 2002), individual personaligjtsr (Diversi and Mecham 2005;
Spencer 2006), criteria for matching (Campbell @adhpbell 2007; Chao and Gardner
1992; Kram 1983), and gender (Hansman 2002; ErsteeMurphy 1997; Rhodes et al.
2002). Lastly, proponents also bring attentiorht® potential of reducing social distance
between members of different racial and ethnic gsdiDiversi and Mecham 2005;
Rhodes et al. 2002). Thus, these relationshipsthelghotential to benefit the mentee, the

mentor, and society in general.

Within the mentoring literature there is a dearttistadies that focus primarily on
interracial mentoring relationships. Despite thewgng demand to explore interracial
mentoring relationships, most of these studies nefle@used on protégé outcomes. For
example, Campbell and Campbell (2007) investigatedllege mentoring program
consisting mainly of cross-race dyads, but coneg¢edirthe findings on protégé effects.
They discovered that those students in ethnicaliched mentorships enrolled and
completed more credit units, achieved higher GR#seased in graduation rates, and
were more likely to enroll in graduate programghatsame university than students in

cross-ethnic mentorships (Campbell and Campbelf R@&imilarly, Santos and Reigadas
12



(2002) find that Latino college student protégé®wiere ethnically matched with their
mentor held more positive perceptions of their meathelpfulness in enhancing their
own development and clarifying their academic aa@er goals than non-matched
Latino protégés. Additionally, Santos and Reigg@8€2) discovered that the role-
modeling function emerged more frequently withimsaethnic matched mentorships
than cross-race pairs. They argue “that a Latinotarevas a more salient and
identifiable role model for [Latino] mentees, whaermilarities in values, expectations,
and background enhanced the perceived supportisemesbenefits of the relationship”
(Santos and Reigadas 2002:47).0n the other hagakdiess of whether mentored
students were ethnically matched, mentoring wascieted with protégé benefits
(Campbell and Campbell 2007; Santos and Reigada®) 2Burthermore, DuBois’ et al.
(2002) revealed in their more rigorous meta-analilsit race and ethnicity were not
significant factors for explaining which mentoripgbgrams produced the desired
benefits for protégé youth. Instead, mentoring paogpractices and procedures emerged
as the characteristics that produced the greagstdt on protégé outcomes. Together
these studies suggest that cross-race mentoriewy@anitions can experience barriers that
are unique to the interethnic nature of these dy@dmpbell and Campbell 2007; Santos
and Reigadas 2002). However, if the mentoring @wgimplements the most effective
practices and procedures (i.e., structured a@s/for mentoring pairs, on-going training
and support, strong emotional connections deveitp) they are just as capable of
producing protégé benefits to similarly structuseghe-race mentoring interventions

(DuBaois et al. 2002).

13



Considering the Forms of Contemporary Racism

This section reviews race relations in the Unitéates to situate interracial
mentorships within a sociological context, whichlights the racial dynamics and
provides an interdisciplinary framework for the s of cross-race mentoring
relationships. There is no reason to assume dlo&dl rattitudes play out differently
within mentoring relationships than in society engral; mentorships do not exist in a
vacuum. Both mentor and protégé bring with thenr thvn racial attitudes and
experiences upon entering a cross-race mentorBhgefore, this section explores the
following question: In light of social science, vitaae the properties of contemporary
racism that are likely to foul mentoring relationpshbetween white mentors and minority

youth and young adults?

The insidious nature of contemporary racism is ithigs just “under the surface”
for whites, yet produces serious life consequefaeminorities (Bobo 2001).
Contemporary anti-black racism, variously labelelbcblind racism (Bonilla-Silva
2003), silent racism (Trepagnier 2010), everydajsma (Zamudio and Rios 2006),
laissez-faire racism (Bobo 2001), and implicit eddiiases (Dovidio et al.2002), is
characterized by its more subtle and covert naagepompared to racism prior to the
Civil Rights era. While the above mentioned formsazism involve nuances that make
each type distinct, they all represent the newoéracial oppression in the United States,
in which racial inequalities remain a distinct i@&t of our society but are often discussed
in nonracial terms (i.e., economic, political, cuél etc.) by the majority of white
Americans (Bobo 2001; Bonilla-Silva 2003), a pdunther discussed later in this

section. It is not uncommon for white Americangxplain racial inequality without any
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mention of our racist history and its continuingoimets on minorities’ life outcomes
through discriminatory practices that have becamsétutionalized (Bonilla-Silva 2003;
Feagin 2001; Trepagnier 2010). In fact, one ofrtiest deleterious features of
contemporary racism is its ability to bypass tiné& lbetween racist behavior and a

conscious dislike or prejudice on the actor’s part.

The issue of whites’ racial attitudes is comple# anderscores the longstanding
debate on the prevalence of racism and discrintinati the United States. Admitting
one’s own racial prejudices is no longer sociallgeptable, as most Americans now hold
strong egalitarian views; therefore, race and ra@se frequently avoided topics among
white Americans (Bonilla-Silva 2003; Jenson 200&phagnier 2010). It is precisely
when questions move beyond explicit racial attitudied begin to examine the more
implicit and unconscious understandings white Aggers hold about racial issues that
their racial attitudes become increasingly compled, at times, contradictory (Bobo
2001; Bonilla-Silva 2003; Dovidio et al. 2002; Feag001; Trepagnier 2010). Sadly, an
egalitarian and inclusive ideology has not transfiéinto the daily practices for the
majority of Americans (Bobo 2001).Racism persiatapng other areas, in our society’s
increasing levels of residential and school sedreg#Braddock and Gonzalez 2010;
Massey 2004), in job markets (Feagin 2001), artienworkings of law enforcement

(Alexander 2010).

Although the United States is currently more ethliycdiverse than ever in its
history, Braddock and Gonzalez (2010) inform us sithools and neighborhoods are

increasing in racial and ethnic segregation. Mdsg@p04) examination of residential
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trends reflects this pattern of segregation; hesfithat 60 percent of Black Americans
live in highly segregated neighborhoods and 40gmertive under hypersegregated
conditions. Additionally, school segregation statsindicate a pattern towards
resegregation (Berends and Pefialoza 2010; Braddwtksonzalez 2010). For example,
“In 2004, the average white student attended addhat was about 80 [percent] white;
the average black student attended a school treB&§oercent] white; and the average
Latino student attended a school that was 28 [pgreghite” (Berends and Pefaloza

2010:979).

School segregation perpetuates racial inequatitystifles social cohesion.
Braddock and Gonzalez (2010) write that “becaudeaif role in developing tolerance,
respect for diverse others, a common identity, raded values, schools have long been
recognized as key institutions affecting socialesibn” (p. 1634). School and
neighborhood segregation consolidates those witbsacto resources into one area and
those with insufficient access into another. Famegle, minority segregated schools
tend to be situated in areas with low levels ofifasocioeconomic status (Berends and
Pefialoza 2010) and lack resources, staff, andcalum that are on par with
predominately white schools (Goldsmith 2004; Mask@93). This situation undermines
black and Latino students’ academic achievememhétirates of pro-school attitudes

found among these students cannot make up foret@tdn school resources and rigor

2 Massey (1993) explains that residential segregasioften assessed by examining five dimensions of
geographic traits. For example, segregation cadh e varying levels ainevennesand racialsolation.
Additionally, it can produce raciallglusteredenclaves or they can lsencentratedn small spaces.
Lastly, segregation can result in minority groupettare spatiallgentralizedon the periphery of a city or
within the urban core. “A high score on any sindjimension is serious because it removes blacks fro
full participation in urban society and limits theiccess to its benefits. As segregation accuesiatross
multiple dimensions,” hypersegregation emerges4(P.7

16



(Downey, Ainsworth, and Qian 2009; Goldsmith 20®Bgregated socialization in
school and community heighten and reinforce eacbpgg’ hierarchical social position.
In this sense, racial and ethnic isolation becoefiessistaining by limiting the students’
opportunities to cultivate relationships that ti@ersd racial, nationality, and class
boundaries (Beach and Sernhede 2011), which signiliy diminishes their likelihood of
engaging in cross-race and cross-class relatiogstsigdults (Braddock and Gonzalez
2010). This prevents the inclusion and integradbmdividuals with contrasting
backgrounds, knowledge, habits, and ideas (Beadlisamhede 2011). Braddock and
Gonzalez (2010) argue that while both school asileatial segregation significantly
influence later life preferences, school segreggbimduces a considerably stronger
affect. This indicates that group boundaries gnoeveasingly rigid and insurmountable

throughout school socialization in segregated emvirents.

Growing up in environments of residential and sd¢isegregation significantly
impacts adult choices and preferences, particulantglation to social networks (Beach
and Sernhede 2011; Braddock and Gonzalez 201D)g lareas (Bobo 2001; Bonilla-
Silva and Embrick 2007), and perceptions of raiciefjuality (Bonilla-Silva 2003;
Trepagnier 2010). For example, Braddock and GornZ2l@10) discover that minority
individuals who attend segregated schools andhiwsegregated neighborhoods are more
likely than their counterparts to prefer same-fiaiemnds and neighborhoods, and feel the
greatest social distance from the mainstream vgafailation. Similarly, white students
attending highly segregated schools and livingeigregated communities are more likely

than their counterparts to prefer same-race nesyoighborhoods, and tend to work in
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segregated professions (Braddock and Gonzalez 20t03%, the lack of diversity

perpetuates segregated lifestyles.

Residential and school segregation also impededeelopment of cross-
cultural friendships and places barriers duringrirgicial communication, particularly at
the interpersonal level. Riegle-Crumb and Callat28®9) emphasize the importance of
social networks, particularly during adolescenhbat tffer information and access to
resources; however, segregated lifestyles impezldalielopment of social connections
between whites and blacks (and between whites et people of color) (Bonilla-Silva
and Embrick 2007; Braddock and Gonzalez 2010; Ma2864; Riegle-Crumb and
Callahan 2009). Although research indicates thahdéiships can and do emerge across
racial and ethnic groups, most Americans experi@ngaucity of opportunities to forge
these types of friendships (Braddock and Gonzaddd2Riegle-Crumb and Callahan

2009).

Contemporary racism within interpersonal interatsiemerges in a variety of
ways, including when white Americans minimize oeedeny institutional racism and
its significance (Bonilla-Silva 2003) or when wliteat blacks and Latinos with
suspicion (Alforo 2009; Sellers et al. 2006) beeanfsstereotypical images (Trepagnier
2010). There seems to be a clear link betweenessal and school segregation and the
salience of stereotypes. For the majority of wiiteericans, particularly those living in
majority-white areas, stereotypes about black Acaas are often their main source of
knowledge and therefore frame whites’ interpretegiof interactions with and the

behaviors of black Americans (Feagin 2001), as aglbther people of color. These
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stereotypes are ubiquitous in our society and anstcucted by the media (Trepagnier
2010), political discourse (Feagin 2001), and dymerpersonal communication
between whites (Bonilla-Silva 2003). Thus, theitasibnal features of contemporary
racism (i.e., segregation and racial inequalitgtéo miscommunication and distrust
during interracial interactions and leave few oppoities for white Americans to

examine their privilege and the exclusion of Amanis of color.

Before an individual of color can reconcile an ratgion with (or behaviors of) a
white person, they must determine if it is a consege of racial bias (Reichert et al.
2006; Sellers et al. 2006). Because discriminatoiay often resembles more subtle
forms of racism rather than blatant racial epithasswas the case during the Jim Crow
era, it demands more cognitive effort (these subties are discussed in more detail
further ahead). For this reason, the psychologiffatts are significant for minority
adolescents and young adults, who spend valuahéertientally processing new and
covert forms of discrimination. The adverse psyobalal effects of perceived
discrimination include lower self-esteem, decreasetivation for academic
achievement, anger, behavioral problems, and Itevets of life satisfaction (Alfaro et
al. 2009; Reichert et al. 2006; Sellers et al. 2006e concept of perceived
discrimination refers to an individual’s interpriééa@ of an interaction or action as
motivated by racism or prejudice. Thus, whetherati®r consciously acted in a racist
manner is irrelevant; rather, this concept recogmihat regardless of the intent, the
consequences are real and powerful (Alfaro etGf192Sellers et al. 2006). The daily
experience for Americans of color is overloadecwite need for interpreting the world

through a racial lens (Sellers et al. 2006).
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Dovidio et al. (2002) indicate that black Americatepend on nonverbal cues to
assess white Americans’ racial biases and are ofigect in their interpretations. Sellers
et al. (2006) discover that black adolescents wimktother racial groups hold negative
beliefs about blacks are more likely to experieramal discrimination. However, these
same beliefs serve to protect them from the psychodl impacts of racial
discrimination. This suggests that those who ex@axt thus, experience higher rates of
discrimination are more effective at developingiogpstrategies to combat the
psychological effects of discrimination (Sellersakt2006). At the same time, it implies
that these individuals are more critical and findifficult to develop trust for others

outside of their group, specifically in respectubite Americans.

To recap, patterns of racial segregation in thdddinbtates continue to be a
fixture of our society, significantly limiting saai cohesion; residential and school
segregation are significant factors for currentaldoequality and the prevalence of
racial stereotypes; contemporary racism is qualébt distinct from traditional racism
and is characterized by its more subtle and ofteonscious forms; and Americans of
color continue to be negatively impacted by radiatrimination and are forced to

examine their daily experiences through a racrad le

Conclusion

This brief review of the literature on mentoringilights the wide range of
functions mentoring interventions are designecetoesand point to a variety of
outcomes that can arise depending on the conteals,gand structure of the mentoring

program. Positive outcomes for mentoring relatiguslare greatly enhanced when the
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mentoring program has a solid infrastructure tosjgl® on-going training and support for
their mentors. Additionally, when mentoring progsafacilitate specific activities for
mentoring pairs to engage in the mentor and proaégénore likely to develop a close
personal bond. The mentor’'s motivations and gaalsiéciding to be a mentor is also
another important factor that affects the mentorgigtionship. Mentors who become
mentors to help another individual and contribotéhe larger community tend to build

beneficial mentoring relationships.

There are few studies that focus specifically assfrace mentoring, but from the
few that have it is found that cross-race mentonimerventions do produce beneficial
outcomes. While there is still disagreement ommrhe-race matching engenders more
benefits than cross-race matching, there are rese@who have discovered that race
and ethnicity are not significant in determining thutcome of mentoring experiences.
Rather, it is the structure of the program andntleatoring practices that enhance or
impede successful mentoring relationships. Howdaeking from this area of the
mentoring literature is a more in-depth understagdif how cross-race mentoring
relationships develop and how white mentors antégés of color perceive their

relationships.

The sociological literature on race relations aodtemporary racism in the US
indicates that racial segregation continues toysdamur society and works to prevent
social cohesion; maintain racial inequality; anavies little chance for white Americans
to challenge stereotypes about racial minoritiekil®many whites believe racism is a

thing of the past, Americans of color continuedelfthe impacts of racial discrimination
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and understand that racism has not disappeareds itaken new and covert forms. This
points to questions not explored in the mentoritegdture about some of the obstacles
and barriers that are unique to cross-race matdtmes, the next chapter will discuss

contemporary racism in more detail and outline hlogvintergroup contact theory might

be applied to the context of interracial mentonelgtionships.
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CHAPTER Ill: THE THEORETICAL FRAMEWORK

Introduction
This chapter incorporates the theoretical contidms from research on

contemporary racism and the intergroup contact tigsis in order to propose a new
model of optimal conditions for intergroup contactthe context of interracial mentoring.
This section is organized according to: (1) theoaecontemporary racism (2) Allport’s
original intergroup contact hypothesis and recentrtbutions to the theory, and (3)
additional optimal conditions gleaned from contenapyp US racism theories. Following
this, | propose a refined intergroup contact thebag integrates Allport’s original
premise, subsequent intergroup contact researditharadditions from contemporary

racism.

Contemporary US Racism Theories

Social scientists continue to develop and refinecepts and theories that address
contemporary U.S. racism. Below is a synthesisafes of the concepts and theories that
seem the most applicable to how contemporary ramgght frustrate well-meaning
efforts of cross-race mentoring interventions.he United States we stand at a cross
road when it comes to race relations; a significaafority of white Americans explicitly
reject racism and acknowledge how wrong it is gjymge someone based on the color
of one’s skin; however, experiences of racism &ither rare nor insignificant in the
daily lives of Americans of color (Bobo 2001). Holmen do social scientists explain this
racial paradox? Certainly, there is no one anshadrdan possibly unravel this complex
puzzle without engendering new questions. Deshite there are a number of

researchers in the disciplines ofpsychology andbsmgy who attempt to explicate this
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paradox. These researchers and the concepts thelpdand refine have implications

for the study of interracial mentoring relationship

In the Post-Civil Rights era, racism is now untteed as involving both an overt,
conscious component and a more subtle (Bonillaat03; Feagin 2001) and even
unconscious aspect (Dovidio et al. 2002; Trepad2é@l, 2010). Dovidio et al. have
corroborated that implicit racial attitudes sigogintly impact interracial communication
and that these attitudes can often conflict with’'smxplicit racial attitudes. Explicit
attitudes are found to predict verbal (or consdidnghaviors, while implicit attitudes
impact nonverbal (unconscious) behaviors, whichenaiifficult for people to control
these types of cues (Dovidio et al. 2002). Durimgifiracial interactions, white
individuals use their explicit racial attitudesewaluate how friendly they act during the
interaction; whereas, black individuals rely on #&hi nonverbal cues to evaluate the
white individual’s friendliness (Dovidio et al. 2PP Thus, interpretations of interracial
interactions depend as much on the content ofntieeactions as on the historical
narrative and subjective perspectives each actog krith them. Moreover, this
highlights how racism can be perceived even wherattor does not consciously intend
to behave in a racist manner. This work indicates negative racial attitudes can lie
below the surface of whites’ awareness; that tivapéicit racial attitudes can be
measured; and that racial Others are adept atngiakp on the subtle features of implicit
racial attitudes (Dovidio et al. 2002). While tiesearch underscores the potential for
miscommunication during interracial interactiongjoes not address the question of how

and why these implicit attitudes are formed.
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Bonilla-Silva (2003) and Trepagnier (2010) attertapsolve a piece of this racial
puzzle; how white Americans can explicitly rejeatism while simultaneously
maintaining race privilege. Their sociological gisis, however, can only be one piece of
a much larger and complicated story. Despite thesse two theories help us better
understand how whites think about race issuesa@ettify coping techniques used by

whites during uncomfortable interracial situations.

Bonilla-Silva (2003) delineates different ways vehmericans think about and
understand our social reality, and how this engendew strategies for explicating the
racial inequalities within the United States. Hentifies four frames that frequently
shape whites racial understandings. These fraatssract liberalismnaturalization
cultural racism andminimization of racismprovide ways of legitimizing the racial
status quo without using the reasoning of scientdcism, which dominated the
discourse prior to the Civil Rights era (Bonilldvai 2003; Feagin 2001). Bonilla-Silva
(2003) distinguished between the four frames btgésithat the frames often work in

conjunction with one another.

The abstract liberalism frame is closely linkedndividualistic ways of thinking
that ignore the structural and institutional cir@iamces that significantly impact
people’s life outcomes. The naturalization framemfmerges in discussions on
segregation and claims it is natural for peoplehioose living areas with residents that
are similar to one’s self, implying that racial ssgation is not a result of racial
discrimination. Similar to abstract liberalism, th&turalization frame also ignores

structural causes contributing to residential aftbsl segregation and the impact it has
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on life outcomes. The cultural racism frame loaksvhite culture as a reason for whites’
successes and laments that black culture doesahgt gconomic and educational
success in the same fashion and instead instilldtare of poverty (Bonilla-Silva 2003;
Massey and Denton 1993). In essence, this franmedddhe victim for their economic
and social position and often uses explanatiorsslatk of effort or laziness for
minorities’ life outcomes (Bonilla-Silva 2003). Rilty, the minimization of racism works
just as its name implies. This frame emerges itestants such as “playing the race card”
or “racism is a thing of the past” (Bonilla-Silv@@3). Thus, this frame assumes that
racism only manifests in the form of overt derogatiatements from whites. These
frames or ways of thinking are coinedlor-blind racism as they are cultural tools
whites use to legitimize and explain racial inegyalithout naming race as factor
(Bonilla-Silva 2003). They are mechanisms for wait@ confidently reject racist
behaviors while providing whites with the rhetaiac‘blame the victims” and rescind the
historical impact racism continues to have on pe@plcolor in the United States

(Bonilla-Silva 2003).

Trepagnier’s (2001, 2010) analysis of contemporacysm examines how well-
meaning white Americans cope with uncomfortablealdssues and experiences. Her
theory ofsilent racismunderscores how subtle and unconscious racisoa#s/t
Trepagnier (2001) discovers that racism ariseslilinls forms even from whites who
reject the color-blind approach to race matterg &igues that too often whites who
consider themselves to be not racist do not quesitieir own racial attitudes. Silent

racism does not refer to racist actions and behsyvio
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[Rather it] refers to the negative thoughts andetfethat fuel
everyday [and color-blind] racism and other raaidion. Silent
racism stems from the racist ideology that pernsedt&. society
and inhabits the minds of all white people...it refer theshared
images and assumptions of members of the domimaanpgbout
the subordinate group...The images and assumptiohg&dsm
the dominant ideology, which is fluid and piecemnieal
(Trepagnier 2010:15).

Silent racism is not a consequence of racial gnmather, silent racism is a
symptom of our racist legacy and its lasting impdbat continue to go unquestioned;
silent racism is a product of the cultural inforroatthat one cannot escape in the U.S.
(Trepagnier 2010). Cultural information is a braaxhcept that refers to socially created
knowledge, which is sustained as it transfers foora generation to the next throughout
the socialization process (Johnson 2000). In timeest that Trepagnier (2010) uses the
term, it denotes information or messages that @sechinated through social outlets,
such as the media and school system, and shapesdenstandings of racial issues. For
a significant portion of white Americans, partialjathose living in and attending highly
segregated areas and schools, the cultural infa@mpertaining to black Americans (and
Americans of color in general) is replete with mfsrmation that is negatively framed
(Feagin 2000; Trepagnier 2001, 2010). This racfarmation is often unexamined,
accepted and transmitted among whites as it bslstbites’ group position at the top of
the racial hierarchy (Feagin 2001; Trepagnier 20TRjs is not to claim that all whites
are consciously protecting race privilege whenrtbgative racial information is
unquestioned, but to highlight the ease in whidé tacial information can lie just below
the surface from whites’ awareness. Trepagnie09122010) research suggests that
cultural racial information affects whites’ raciaiderstandings, even those with a high

level of race awareness. Still, Trepagnier is édbldentify the principle attributes of that
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subgroup of whites who can overcome the handichpsemt racism. This is the part of
her work that | feel is the most fitting to addréss question: what type of white adult

would make an effective mentor in an interraciahtoeng relationship?

For white individuals, a high level of race awarehacludes three components:
(1) acknowledging the impacts of institutional sawiand how it contributes to white
privilege; (2) recognizing and comprehending thetdrical legacy of racism in the U.S.;
and (3) remaining cognizant of one’s own racisutjids and behaviors (Trepagnier
2010). But—and this is the key to silent racism—releing aware of how racism plays
out today does not preclude whites from internagizhe racist information that is
ubiquitous in U.S. culture; no one is immune tdwnal information (Trepagnier 2010).
However, cultural information does not affect evpeyson in the same way. Still,
without a high level of race awareness whites alikely to question and recognize
institutional and color-blind racism (Bonilla-Siz®03). Whites with high levels of race
awareness are not overly concerned of the labeisttabecause they understand that
inevitably every white person will at one time mother say something that can be
perceived as racist. Trepagnier (2010) highliglots lkeffective meaningful conversations
between whites and people of color, particularhewkhe relationship between the two is

a close one, about racial issues and racism céor lngcreasing whites’ racial awareness.

In order for white Americans to participate in miegyful conversations that are
able to cross racial barriers and facilitate mutualerstanding, they not only have to be
self-reflective, but also reject the notion thatisan is limited to individual traits, which

suggests the culpability lies solely in personaiuates and behaviors. Jensen (2005)
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explains that many white Americans fail to thorolygtkxamine, and thus, understand the
intersection of race, ethnicity, and life outconds.credits fear, guilt, and shame for
contributing to the color-blind ideology that Bda#Silva identifies. Jensen (2005)
agrees that a binary perception of racism preweghite Americans from acknowledging
institutional racism. The desire to be perceivedatsracist often hinders even well-
meaning white people from recognizing the consece®f the racial hierarchy
minorities confront on a daily basis. The fear oiming across as racist deters many
white Americans from engaging in critical self-args, and instead, conditions many to
suppress any negative beliefs and attitudes (J&®#5 Trepagnier 2010). This leaves
little chance for a thoughtful analysis of how th@dtitudes and beliefs might affect one’s

behaviors.

In sum, contemporary racism emerges in more siunthes than traditional overt
racial bigotry; and, whites can and do engageadista practices without a malicious
intent or even being aware that their actions aftthbiors are racist. Thus, in contrast to
same-race mentorships, an interracial one musttia¢goacial boundaries, which
includes contemporary racism and different livedeziences, to establish an enduring
and beneficial relationship. There is the chanat @n individual of color may struggle to
develop trust in the relationship, especially gitrexpectations and perceptions are based
on limited interactions with whites. Simply puttipgople of different races and
ethnicities into the same social environment daggynarantee mutual understanding.
Therefore, to better understand how positive imtrg relations may emerge within
cross-race mentorships the subsequent sectiomidduce and discuss the intergroup

contact hypothesis.
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Intergroup Contact Hypothesis

A theory of the conditions under which interracrantorships might be able to
overcome the handicaps created by racism mighulgéiegin with Gordon Allport’s
intergroup contact hypothesis (ICH). While thisahehighlights the potential of
interpersonal contact between in- and out-group beemto ameliorate in-group biases
and out-group prejudices (Allport 1954), there remgaps in the theory that if addressed
could broaden our understanding of intergroup iatat generally, and more specifically,
of interracial mentoring relationships. Therefdhaes section includes a discussion of
Allport’s ICH, followed with a review of more cumeICH research to identify how the
theory has been expanded upon, and finally a ceatien about how this research might

further refine this theory.

Allport (1954) understands that contact takeargety of forms, under a wide
range of circumstances; thus, when he explainpabgive effect intergroup contact can
make on intergroup attitudes he is referring tacgetypes of interpersonal contact that
meet particular conditions. Contact, in and oflitsies not necessitate a decline in
prejudice, and in fact, under adversarial condgisarves to increase prejudices and
enmity between groups. Before one can determimggfgroup contact is capable of
establishing the optimal conditions that engend&daction in negative out-group
attitudes one must identify tmature of the contadtAllport 1954). For example, casual
contact, which is not meaningful to the particigamn not likely to mitigate in-group
biases or challenge out-group prejudices. Therefdtport (1954) delineates important
variables that determine the quality of the contatiich in turn indicates if the optimal

conditions for reducing prejudiced thinking areelikto emerge within the contact: (1)
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the amount of time spent interacting and the regulaf the contact; (2) the social status
of the out-group in general, and specifically, sloeial status of the out-group member;
(3) the assigned roles associated within the intena; (4) the social environment that
structures the intergroup contact; and (5) ceqansonality characteristics, such as level
and nature of prejudice and personal life secpi62). Once the nature of the contact
is known, the next step is ensuring that the ogtocoaditions are present within the
contact situation for it to be capable of redugangjudice. These conditions are: (1)
frequent contact, (2) authoritative or institutibeapport, (3) the support from above
ensures equal-status, and (4) the individuals aat@én order to reach a shared goal
(Allport 1954:281). At the same time, Allport recozes that this list of variables and
optimal conditions is neither exhaustive nor a gagge that prejudice will diminish;
rather, it is a starting point for creating andtiéosg contact situations that can overcome

in-group biases and out-group prejudices.

The inception of the contact hypothesis has spawtezdlly hundreds of studies
examining it and the results of these studies Baymficantly refined our understanding
of the ICH (Pettigrew and Tropp 2006). Pettigrewl dmopp (2006) undertook a
comprehensive meta-analysis of the body of ICHars$e which evaluated 515 studies,
and what Hewstone and Swart (2011) call “the mosvincing evidence accumulated”
(p. 375) to date in support for the ICH. Pettig@wd Tropp’s (2006) research stands out
because of the methodological rigor used to evaltegearch on Allport’s hypothesis.
For example, to address the question of participal&ction bias, the researchers
established a measurement to identify studiesstinagrely limited the choice participants

had for engaging in intergroup contact. This wasedim an attempt to answer the
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guestion: is intergroup contact the mediator falueng out-group prejudice attitudes or
do people with the highest levels of prejudice (Hredefore the least likely to change
their attitudes) avoid intergroup contact? Pettigasd Tropp (2006) also circumvent the
problem ofpublication bias, the possibility thatmgampirically sound studies do not get
published because:

Researchers may be reluctant to send in studiésmotest or

countertheory findings. And journals may publisidses with

large effects and reject studies with small or fiects. Thus,

reviews may systematically overestimate effectssias they rely
heavily on published work (Pettigrew and Tropp 2088).

This meta-analysis also probes the issue of genabdlity to determine if and how a
reduction in prejudice attitudes are generalizedti@r contact situations, out-group

members, and/or out-groups not involved in the atnPettigrew and Tropp 2006).

Pettigrew and Tropp’s (2006) meta-analysis founer@helming support for
Allport’s ICH while also providing new insights foefining the ICH. They find a
significant correlation between intergroup contaud diminishing levels of prejudiced
attitudes, with 94 percent of the 515 studies idetliin the analysis revealing a
significant and negative relationship between greup contact and prejudice. Of note
isthe studies with the most methodological rig@githe largest effect sizes (Pettigrew
and Tropp 2006). Further supporting Allport’s wakle researchers explain how the
optimal conditions are instrumental in facilitatipgsitive outcomes for intergroup
contact. These conditions significantly enhancedaxrand provide a useful framework
for creating intergroup contact situations to apralie prejudice and for analyzing
intergroup contact. Allport’s condition of institahal support emerges as the most

critical condition for promoting positive outcom@ettigrew and Tropp 2006). Still, the
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researchers strongly caution against relying an¢bndition in isolation (or any of the
conditions in isolation). Rather, this conditioruisderstood to be significant because of
its ability to reinforce and strengthen the remagnconditions, particularly the conditions
of ensuring equal-status and cooperating towastseed goal. “Thus, consistent with
Allport’s original contentions,...optimal conditiofsr contact are best conceptualized as
functioning together to facilitate positive intensgp outcomes rather than as entirely

separate factors” (Pettigrew and Tropp 2006:766).

This study did more than just support the intemgroontact hypothesis; it also
expanded the theory by confirming new conditions earifying unresolved issues.
Pettigrew and Tropp (2006) found that intergrouptaot’s relationship with prejudice is
not limited to racial and ethnic groups; it caroabe applied to other out-groups, such as
religious as political groups and out-groups tedéxual identity. The researchers also
discovered that mutual liking is central to theqass that allows intergroup contact to
diminish out-group biases. Additionally, group satie emerged as an important factor
moderating generalizations of out-group attitud&stiigrew and Tropp 2006), further
confirming prior ICH research that examines the i@fl group saliency (Van
Oudenhoven, Groenewoud, and Hewstone 1996). Wioaipgraliency is high the
individuals in the contact remain cognizant of anether’s group membership and
perceive the situation as intergroup contact, nertety interpersonal contact. “This
means, essentially, that ingroup members who harntact with outgroup members,
must at some level, continue to be aware of théaobpartner as a member of the
outgroup and not simply a positive individual” (V&udenhoven et al. 1996:658). This

allows out-group prejudices to be challenged thnopigsitive intergroup contact and for
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these positive attitudes to be applied and gezexlio the entire out-group (Hewstone

and Brown 1986; Pettigrew and Tropp 2006; Van Otdgan et al. 1996).

Also adding to Allport’s model of optimal conditis that promote intergroup
contact’s potential to reduce out-group prejuditan Dick et al. (2004) explore the
relationship between perceived importance of cdraad the positive effect intergroup
contact can produce on out-group attitudes. Foligwillport’'s (1954) lead, the
researchers predict that intergroup contact thedierficial is perceived as unimportant
and will, therefore, not contribute to substanyiaiminishing ethnic or racial biases.
Additionally, Van Dick et al. (2004) content thaintact described as important will also
be perceived as positive, and that those who pexd¢keir intergroup contact experience
as important hold less prejudiced attitudes thasahwho perceive their contact
experience as unimportant. They explain that “ingratrbeliefs are more accessible and
likely to be activated spontaneously, and strotitudes based on these beliefs, in turn,
are more stable over time, more likely to influebedavior, and less susceptible to
persuasion and change” (Van Dick et al. 2004: ZIRgir research suggests that, indeed,
subjective reports of perceived importance of gieup contact experiences mediate the
positive outcome of reducing negative out-groujiuattes. They further discover that
perceived importance emerges when the contachsiadered to contribute to a personal
goal. Three reasons are offered to explain thisbetween perceived importance and
more positive out-group attitudes during intergreoptact: (1) when individuals hold
particular topics or experiences as important, #greymotivated and involved in
developing accurate perceptions of this topicwBgn individuals perceive experiences

and relevant topics as important, they are moedhlito spend the cognitive effort
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required to form lasting attitudes, and; (3) whedividuals perceive intergroup contact
as important there is less chance the individwtgudes will be susceptible to outside
information sources, such as the media and thirtdgsaVan Dick et al. 2004: 220-221).
This suggests that understanding the percepti@adtors have about their intergroup
contact experiences is mutually exclusive from tdging their out-group attitudes, and a

critical factor in determining the likely outcoméamntact.

Additional Optimal Conditions in Light of Contempoy US Racism

I now turn my attention towards the theories thgilain the form of
contemporary US racism reviewed above and in teeipus section in order to propose
additional optimal conditions for interracial cocitéhat need to be added to theory that

has evolved from Allport’'s work.

From Dovidio and colleagues we discover that reaaiigiudes take two forms:
implicit and explicit. Implicit attitudes can, aden do, contradict explicit racial
attitudes and are triggered during situations aénatunfamiliar. It is difficult for whites to
control the influence of implicit racial attitudbscause they are not consciously
available and affect unconscious behaviors, suctoasserbal communication (Dovidio
et al. 2002). Their research underscores why mismanication is an all too familiar
outcome of interracial interactions and offersghsiinto specific conditions that could
decrease the amount of influence implicit racititiades have during intergroup contact.
When there is ample time to determine the consempsenf one’s actions, and the
activity is important to the actor, explicit attites are reflected in their interactions. On

the other hand, if there are time constraints pnatent adequate time to assess one’s
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behaviors, and the task at hand is unimportartie¢acttor their implicit attitudes will

dictate their behaviors during interaction (Doviéioal. 2002).

Based on the research from Dovidio et al,. two @altil conditions can and
should be added to Allport’s ICH: (1) the roleseaich participant are clearly defined
upon engaging in interracial contact, and (2) thgroup member is self-aware and
cognizant that our behaviors are all subject tdreamiictions between our implicit and
explicit attitudes, and that those we are interactith often form impressions of our
racial attitudes based off of the mixed messagasrésult from these contradictions. The
first condition (explicitly designated roles) wiilklp to reduce feelings of anxiety and
uneasiness by providing a framework that elucidétesappropriate behaviors and
actions during the contact situation (Dovidio et2l02b) This condition is distinct from
Allport’s condition of working toward a shared gpalthough both conditions appear to
complement one another. For example, the actorb@am a clear task at hand while at
the same time being unclear about each one’s phatimle in accomplishing the said
task, which could potentially lead to anxiety onfiwt. The second condition (self-
awareness) might mitigate some of the influencenpficit racial by simply being
cognizant of their existence and influence durimgrgroup contact. Understanding how
implicit attitudes undermine positive communicat@an motive the in-group member,
particularly if the individual's explicit attitudesre positive and egalitarian, to take the
time needed to reduce the influence of impliciiabattitudes. Individuals who have a
high level of self-awareness are less likely talbfensive and more likely to engage in
self-critical (or self-reflection) thinking thandke who do not exhibit self-awareness

(Allport 1954). It follows then, that if this corttbn is present the in-group member will
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be more open to acknowledging and examining theionscious biases; and therefore,
will make the effort to work with their implicit atudes instead of being hindered by
them. It is plausible that there are individualsovane self-aware, but not in all social
situations. This raises the question: Are theremtiontact conditions that encourage
self-reflection? Other optimal factors identified the ICH literature can, perhaps,
supplement the practice of self-reflecting, suckhascontact is frequent (Allport 1954),
which provides ample opportunities to be self-calj and, this frequent intergroup
contact evolves into a relationship that is impatrta those involved (Van Dick et al.
2004), which often motivates people to self-reflaethow their partner’s impressions are

affected by both their own verbal and non-verbahownication cues.

Next, | turn towards Trepagnier’s theory of “sileatism” to propose another
addition to Allport’s intergroup contact hypothesisepagnier (2010) argues that most
white Americans who identify as “not racist” actyalo, often in subtle and unconscious
ways, contribute to everyday racism and exhibtn®of silent racism. These forms of
silent racism refer to white Americans’ negativéidie about black Americans and other
people of color that result from the internalizatmf negative and false cultural
information about African Americans (Trepagnier 2Ddronically, it is the very notion
of not being racist that prevents these individ@ias examining their own racial
attitudes and beliefs. For this group of white Aicans (those who are “not racist”), it is
not a conscious dislike or hostility contributirggtheir prejudices; rather, it is a lack of
race awareness. Trepagnier (2010) explains thigihelével of race awareness involves
an awareness of how historical, societal, and paismntexts of racism interact with

one another to advantage white Americans and thmitife chances of non-whites. Race
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awareness calls for self-reflection, but this isyame piece of developing race
awareness; it also requires the ability for somdllexivity, understanding the relationship
between power and privilege. Thus, individuals wiith levels of race awareness are
less concerned witifi they are racist and more concerned kv their behavior might

be protecting white privilege.

From Trepagnier’s discovery and description ofrgilacism, | suggest a new
condition to add to the ICH: whites who exhibit igvels of race awareness prior to or
during contact and/or interracial contact that exclea race awareness will increase the
contact’s ability to reduce racial prejudice. Howewve are still left asking what,
specifically, are the features of interracial cahthat might promote race awareness?
There is not a detailed blueprint for interraciahtact that if followed correctly will
heighten every white person’s race awareness, asevall constrained by our unique
personality characteristics. Despite the subjdagtiviat must be considered, Trepagnier
(2010) does suggest certain practices that arky likgoster the development of race
awareness and mutual understanding during intefrexteractions. For example, she
finds that, among persons that demonstrate a bigH bf race awareness, all of them had
one or more close relationships with people of calad engaged in conversations about
race and racism with these individuals.Trepagri®d.Q) explains that conversations
about racism between whites and people of coloseave to disabuse whites of the
often false racial information they use to undergteacial issues (i.e., racial inequality,
the impacts of discrimination, white privilege)ughincreasing whites’ race awareness.
While on the surface this appears to put the resipdity on minorities to enlighten

whites about contemporary racism, this is not eecThese discussions should be
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initiated by white individuals for two reasons: {iLhelps to ensure whites are interested
in learning more about racial issues, and (2) cdoemages whites to acknowledge that

there are different understandings and perspectives

| do not contend that cross-race relationshipsantae an increase in race
awareness for the white individual. It is quite gib&e to be involved in interracial
relationships that never address race and raciaricplarly among those who disregard
how race and ethnicity impact and shape our intenas (i.e., color-blindness).
Moreover, if discussions about racial issues dasjpae during interracial contact there is
a risk that this topic will prove unproductive arréate more distance between the
individuals, particularly if many of the other aptl conditions are absent from the
contact situation. Thus, reiterating Pettigrew @ngpp’s (2006) argument | presume this
condition would have the strongest effect, noswiation, but in conjunction with
additional optimal conditions, such as frequenttaot) institutional support, equal-status

within the contact, the relationship is importantjtual liking arises, and group saliency.

Finally, | turn towards Bonilla-Silva’s work thattends to make sense of
contemporary racism in order to develop new coodgifor Allport’s contact hypothesis.
He argues that in the post-civil rights era a ctllomd ideology has come to permeate
whites’ perceptions, as a group, on racial isskesowing a color-blind perspective,
many white Americans use nonracial explanatiorexpgain racial inequality (Bonilla-
Silva 2003). This color-blind discourse servesrtgct racial inequality (and thus, white
privilege), and ultimately prevents color-blind wés from examining their own racial

attitudes and developing empathy for minoritiesloGolind racism does not necessarily
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arise because of a conscious dislike for Americdr®lor; rather, it is an ideology, not
an individual attribute, that is informally taugdrid learned throughout the socialization
process (Bonilla-Silva 2003) and a result of camih racial segregation and white

isolation.

Although a color-blind ideology permeates whitesagoup, not every white
American adheres to a color-blind way of thinkingleed, Bonilla-Silva (2003)
discovers a small number of white participants Whth acknowledged the pitfalls of
color-blind thinking, and rejected it as a validrfrework for understanding the racial
status quo. He described this small sub-samplendew/as racial progressives who do
not conform to “white pattern[s] of social interact” (p. 180); they engage in interracial
relationships, friendships, and intimacy.He ideesfcommon factors among the white
participants who are racially progressive: (1) wogkor lower-middle class backgrounds
(2) female (3) close and meaningful relationshifts won-whites (4) a liberal or
politically radical outlook, and (5) attend racjailhtegrated schools in diverse residential
areas (Bonilla-Silva 2003:146). The above fact@geHittle impact on whites’ racial
attitudes when found in isolation; it is when tlag found in conjunction with one
another that they are most likely to result in aigiprogressive attitudes among whites

(Bonilla-Silva 2003).

Upon considering Bonilla-Silva’s contribution toaaver the nature of
contemporary racism, | propose the following aadigil conditions be added to the
intergroup contact hypothesis: (1) for in-groupnmbers to bring with them prior

intergroup experiences, and/or (2) the in-group tmemhas experience with and
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knowledge of systems of oppression (shared livgekeances). First, it is reasonable to
assume that every interracial interaction one gg#tes in is a building block towards
developing a broader understanding of how racesimuicity impact our lives and social
interactions. Still, prior experiences that arecpered as positive interracial interactions
are more likely to increase intergroup contactitglio reduce racial biases and
negative attitudes than those considered neg&mvalla-Silva (2003) emphasizes the
significance of interracial interactions and redaships that involve equal-status between
the actors. This supports the notion that earbyiliterracial interactions have the greatest
impact on whites’ later life preferences and chesi(@raddock and Gonzalez 2010), as
these are likely to involve equal-status relatigpshThe second condition speaks to
Bonilla-Silva’s finding that the small sample otialy progressive whites he examines
are all members of out-groups themselves (i.e dgerclass). Oppression, prejudice,
discrimination, and privilege are not solely linkiedrace and ethnicity; just as they all
take various forms they are also a product of wariouman attributes and affiliations,
such as religion, gender, class, sexual identitysizal capabilities, etc. If this condition
is present there is the potential to develop muinderstanding and empathy through
their shared experiences with group oppressionsd kenditions are not meant to
suggest that whites who engage in interracial @vntah a dearth of prior interracial
experience are incapable of reaping the benefitistefgroup contact (or that those with
past experiences are guaranteed to benefit frommapinterracial contact), or that every
white person who identifies with another type of-gtoup is destined to develop a strong

racial awareness because of optimal interraciaiaodn Rather, these amptimal

® There is a significant portion (even the majorit§white Americans who identify with one, or more,
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conditions that increase the potential for posithterracial contact to diminish racial

biases and prejudice.

At this time, | layout a refined intergroup contéaeory that incorporates
Allport’s original premise, subsequent ICH reseasnid the additions illuminated by

research on contemporary racism (see Table 1).

nonracial out-group but are still unable to fullyderstand, or empathize with victims of, racial igggsion.
This can be because they do not realize that tivergarying degrees of oppression, or that opjomess
compounded with every out-group one identifies Wittultiple levels of oppression), which suggestd th
white privilege continues to protect whites fronpexencing the same levels of oppression as tlogir n
white counterparts in their same nonracial out-grdtia white woman claims all oppression is thesa
she is ultimately invalidating and rendering inkilsiblack women'’s experience of racial oppression
compounded with gender oppression, and all otheplpeof color who belong to multiple out-groups.
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TABLE 1

INTERGROUP CONTACT THEORY: A MODEL FOR INTERRACIAL CONTACT

Optimal Condition Source

1. Frequent contact Allport

2. Institutional support Allport

3. Support from above ensures equal-status within Allport
contact

4. Cooperation for a shared goal Allport

5. Mutual liking Pettigrew and Tropp

6. Group saliency Pettigrew and Tropp; Van

Oudenhoven et al.

7. Contact is important to all involved Van Dick et al.

8. Clearly defined roles Dovidio et al.

9. Aware of the potential impacts of implicit racial Dovidio et al.
attitudes in interracial interactions

10. Race awareness develops or is enhanced Trepagnier

11. White individual has formed meaningful relationship Bonilla-Silva
with nonwhites before

12. White individual is part of a nonracial out-grouyat Bonilla-Silva

experiences oppression

broadening our understanding of cross-race menpws8till, there are questions that
emerge based on this model of the theory. For elgrmpw are these optimal conditions
established? Are some more important than otheasAr@@ergroup contact that does not

meet these conditions still engender the posigilt of reducing prejudice and biases?

This new model for the contact theory appears tarbeffective road map for
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These are important questions and this research tairnake contributions to these
guestions, among others. What | am purposing sttite is that these conditions are not
standalone conditions; they work together as aggekJust as Pettigrew and Tropp
(2006) confirmed that Allport’s conditions do nagrsficantly impact intergroup

contact’'s outcome on their own, but when presegtteer. Thus, | understand these
conditions as an aggregate; it is how they reird@ied interact with one another that is
the driving force behind structuring intergroup tam capable of diminishing racial
biases and prejudice. These conditions are parfpobcess where intergroup contact is
the catalyst and a reduction in out-group prejudidde outcome. In other words, these

optimal conditions are the mechanisms for thisreésiesult.

Hypotheses

1.) Protégés and mentors who perceive their crossmaedoring relationship as
very successful will be those who experienced rathost of the conditions in
Table 1.

2.) Protégés and mentors who perceive their crossmacgoring relationship as
somewhat successful will be those who experienoatesbut not most, of the
conditions in Table 1.

3.) Protégés and mentors who perceive their crossmaegoring relationship as not
successful will be those who experienced none oy fesv of the conditions in

Table 1.
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CHAPTER IV: RESEARCH DESIGN

Purpose and Significance

This study explores a special type of cross-ralaioaship; one that, in addition
to providing adult mentors for minority youth anouyng adults who need them,
potentially serves to improve relations betweerugso This study seeks to increase
knowledge in both the areas of mentoring and iatgaf interaction theories; specifically,
the contact hypothesis, as it has not yet beerosegbwithin the context of cross-race
mentorships. Furthermore, by identifying obstathes prevent, as well as practices that
facilitate integration in transracial mentorshigiss research can provide insight on how

to structure successful cross-race mentoring ietérons.

The purpose of this in-depth interview study i€xplore thementoring
perceptions of adult and student participants wewlin cross-race mentorshipswithin
higher education. These data are collected frormenéoring program, New Horizons,
in a local university, University of the Pacific Nlowest (UPN). For this specific
research, adult and student participants in a aass mentoring relationship is
understood to include white adult mentors and Afii@merican or Latino student
protégés who are first generation college studemds to make the transition from a local
community college (Northwest Community Collegeltaiversity of the Pacific
Northwest. Additionally, mentoring perceptionsret@ithe participants’ personal
understandings in regards to their activities,ractdons, and descriptions of their

mentoring experience.

The specific research questions | seek to explerear
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1.) How does each participant describe their intertaw@ntorship?

2.) How do the participants’ expectations and assumptsiape their mentoring

experience?

The last several decades have seen a rise inajaitnquiries (Marshall and
Rossman 2011); particularly, in studies examinaxgal attitudes and understandings and
the process of developing empathy (Bonilla-Silv@20eagin 2001; Trepagnier 2010).
Moreover, quantitative methods run the risk of sepping valuable data byprescribing a
narrow worldview for the participants through prestenined operational variables
(Marshall and Rossman 2011). On the other handitatiee methods underscore the
value of letting participants articulate their ldvexperience with their own words and
subjective understandings. This specific resea ¢tot concerned with traditional and
guantifiable mentoring outcomes such as increaastaglemic motivation, enhancing
academic and career aspirations, or protégé batadmidbcomes, but rather, it seeks to
understand how protégés of color and white mentoderstand and reconcile the racial
dynamics that emerge within this dyadic relatiopshihis remains an understudied

aspect of mentorships (Hansman 2001; Rhodes 20@2; Spencer 2006).

Given this study’s focus on the participants’ magsiand perceptions of their
interracial mentoring relationship, a qualitatiy@eoach is the most suitable choice for
generating these data. An in-depth interview des@ppropriate because the best way
to understand participants’ lived experiencesareutih detailed descriptions of their

experiences in their own words (Marshall and Rossgtd 1).
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Site and Participant Selection

With the support and efforts of the mentoring peogis (New Horizons) staff,
cross-race mentoring pairs were selected for oreransemi-structured interviews. The
focus and nature of the research questions denzapdgossive selection method. The
criteria for subject recruitment entails that themor is a white adult and the mentee an
African-American or Latino student. In utilizingelstaff to select potential participants,
we aim to eliminate as much of the researchersdsias possible. This particular sitewas
selected because of the prevalence of mentoriegvenitions within education andaccess

to the sample.

These data come from a formal mentoring prograniciwmis designed to assist
first generation college students expecting to niakdransition from
NorthwestCommunity College (NCC) into a four-yeatstuniversity, University of the
Pacific Northwest. This mentoring program focusedist-generation students from
underrepresented groupswithin higher educationaand to increase retention rates and
establish a support system for students experigrecipaucity of resource endowments.
For this reason, applicants are selected and pwgdpsnatched with specific faculty
members at PacificUniversity. The protégés speadtimmer assisting a faculty
member with their current research project(s). ibyge is that the protégés experience a
supportive mentoring relationship and gain a cleanelerstanding of the university’s
culture and expectations in regards to studentseolead and work. While the program
does not have this explicit aim, in practice, firisgram intends to cross cultural, racial,
and class boundaries in a manner that encouragetetielopment of a supportive and

enduring mentorship. This site was selected beaaiuhe researchers’ personal
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connection with the program developers and therparaly emphasis on mentoring
students from underrepresented groups. Thus, tbgggm ensured that a considerable

amount of interracial mentorships would be avaéablsample from.

Given that the focus of this research is to gametéer understanding of how race
and ethnicity structure interracial mentorships, tbsearcher, guided by the current
sociological study of race relations and mentorgggarch, selected protégés who
identify as either African American or Latino. Muohthe literature concerned with
racial attitudes and biases center on the Blackid\thvide in the United States (Bobo
2001; Bonilla-Silva 2003; Dovidio et al. 2002; Feag001; Trepagnier 2010), while
Hispanic Americans’ and Latino immigrants’ expedes with discrimination has
increasingly become a major area of inquiry witthiea social sciences (Berends and
Pefialoza 2010; Goldsmith 2004; Massey 2004) anch#eoring field (Diversi and

Mecham 2005; Riegle-Crumb and Callahan 2009; SartdsReigadas 2002).

Sampling Frame
These data consisted of eleven protégés, who fgestieither black or Latino,

from cross-race mentorships involving a white facatember. The racial/ethnic and
gender breakdown for the protégeés include fourkohaale protégés (one of which
identifies as bi-racial,black and white),two bldeknale protégés, two Latino male
protégés, and three Latina female protégés.Frosrstimple, one Latina female and one
black male are foreign-born. Three of the protgugticipated in the formal mentoring
program during the summer of 2010 and eight padieid in the program during the

summer of 2011. The data from protégés were celtedtrig the winter of 2012.
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A number of meetings were held between the two teadarchers and the
program developers to provide an overview of thielygtaddress any concerns or
guestions the program developers had, and crestmpling plan that ensured the
protection of the protégés’ identities from thes@shersuntil the students agreed to
participate in the study. The program leaders geadra list of the mentoring pairs,
which included the name of the faculty mentor araljged a random number in place of
the protégé’s name, alongside their gender andlfathinic identification. The list
included thirty-three mentoring pairs; however, samentors had more than one protége,

so there were more student protégés than facultybass.

From the list, the researchers determined thapaénsdid not constitute an
interracial pair. From the remaining list, two atlwhal pairs were eliminated from the
sample because, althoughinterracial pairs, theestudentees identified as Native
American and the decision was to limit the scopthisf study to black and Latino
mentees. With a sampling frame of twenty potemiiatégé participants, an invitation
lettef’ was drafted by the researchers and subsequeitiyl esigned, and sent to the
homes of the students by the program coordinaidrs letters were then followed up
with a phone call from a former protégé in the pamg who was not included in the
sampling frame. This student was asked to condhectdilow-up phone calls for two
reasons: 1.) because she was part of the mentanaggam she was familiar with the

other mentees and this still protected the studatestities from the researchers; and 2.)

* The invitation letter was written from the persipee of the program coordinators. It describedribture
of the research, invited the student to particifraiene interview, and explained that following the
interview the student would receive a cash incenfioy participating. See appendix A to read thealct
letter.
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the researchers and program leaders believed¢batibe she was also a student, less
pressure or coercion would be felt by the pote@aticipants to agree to take part in the
study. However, because more than a year had pawssoime of the students since their
involvement in the program, some addresses and exsmiere no longer current. Out of
the twenty students in the sampling frame, six werable to be reached. It is unclear if
those students received the invitation letter araided the follow-up phone calls or if
their address and phone number wasno longer cuffeatteen potential participants
were contacted by phone and thirteen agreed tipate, only one student explicitly
declined to take part. However, two of the thirtedro agreed never found a time to

schedule the interview.

There were several faculty mentors involved in iplétinterracial mentorships;
therefore, the sampling frame of mentors consistatirteen faculty members. The
mentors were not contacted until after the intevgievith the protégés. The researchers
agreed that contacting the students first wouldienkess pressure on the students to
agree to participate. In this sense, it preverttedstenario of a mentor telling their
student protégé about the study and subsequermilyiag pressure on the student to
participate, whether intentional or unintentionaltbe mentor’s part. Additionally, we
did not invite the protégés and mentors concuryantincrease the likelihood that the
participants would not know if their mentoring coempart participated, as this could also
increase pressure to take part. Hence, regardiegsich student mentees agreed to
participate, all mentors involved in interracialm@ships were contacted and invited to
participate in the research. From the sampling &afrthirteen mentors, nine agreed to

participate. One mentor was unavailable to parig@nd three never responded to the
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two emails sent to them. Of the nine mentor pauéints, six are female and three are
male. Eight of the mentors are white, and one veaishowever, the minority mentor was
involved in an intercultural mentorship with a miity student who is ethnically and

culturally from a different background.

Interviews

The interviews were semi-structured, allowing epatticipant to use their own
personal style to convey their narrative. Eachriésv lasted between 45 — 70 minutes.
Marshall and Rossman (2011) suggest in-depth ilewing as an effective method for
better understanding an individual’s lived experenThis study is designed under the
assumption that in order to grasp the true persoeaning of an experience, the
participants’ own words are required. Before thtenviews begin, the interviewer
obtained written consent, described the presedisand addressed any questions or
concerns the participants had. It was imperativabdtain written consent from the
student protégés and faculty mentors, and we maehy effort to gain their trust and
address any concerns. We were sensitive to thersigpsychological well-being
throughout the interview. Names were changed agutiiies were protected from the

beginning to ensure confidentiality (Marshall anasBman 2011).

The questions were open-ended and followed up pvithing questions to incite
further elaboration and clarification. The intewiexplored each protégé and mentor’s
experience and perception of their mentorship drahe another. Many of the questions

asked the participants to reflect on the type oinextion they formed with their mentor
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or mentee, how racial or ethnic identity influen¢es relationship, and how the

structure of the program contributed to the memiprs

With the hope of eliciting more candid responseterviews were racially-
matched (Rhodes et al. 2002; Spencer 2006). Otteaksearchers, a white woman,
interviewed the white adult mentors; two additiogaduate students, a black male and a
Latina female, and one advanced undergraduatergiwadblack female, interviewed the
minority mentees. When possible the interviews vgemeder-matched as welThe
investigatorsare aware of the potential risks oermatched interviewing: of assuming a
false sense of implicit understanding (Marshall Rogsman 2011) and made a deliberate
effort to avoid any such assumptions (Spencer 200&)rder to avoid such pitfalls, the
interviewers were trained to engage in probing tjoes even when they felt like they
related to what the participants said. Meetingsewesld with the interviewers to practice
with the interview guide, refine the instrumentdatiscuss the interviewing process.
Following the interviews, | met with each interviemto reflect and discuss. These
meetings proved helpful in discovering how intevwees can assume to understand the
participants’ response and forgo probing questiBmni®r to meeting with the
interviewers, | listened to the interview and whkedao offer specific examples of when
these instances occurred. By identifying thesexmtsds, the interviewers became more

aware and were then more effective at preventingsanmed understanding.

® Two of the Latino male protégé interviews were g@nder matched:; three of the male mentor intewiew
were not gender matched. The rest of the sixteemiews were gender matched.
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Data Analysis

The interviews were transcribed as they were cotagje¢hus, analysis and data
collection occurred in concert to better inform @m®ther. This not only assisted in time-
management, but also allowed for the refinemeth®fdata collection instrument: the
interview guide. Upon listening to the first coupleinterviews, the researchers and
interviewers were able to identify certain questiand probes that were eliciting rich
data and those that needed additional probes. $éd@ind that reordering some of the
guestions was necessary. For example, followinditsiefew mentor interviews, we
discovered that moving questions explicitly ab@aial and ethnic differences to the end
of the interview allowed for a rapport to develagidre engaging in questions
specifically centered on race and ethnicity. Onthefstrengths of conducting qualitative
research is its inherent flexibility (Charmez 2Q08hich encourages the researcher to
acknowledge her own biases and take proactive stapgigate the influence of these
biases or previously held assumptions. Once arviete was transcribed it was then

listened to again in conjunction with reading tfanscript to ensure accuracy.

Coding of the Cross-Race Mentoring Outcome

The next phase of data analysis involved the listeguide method. This strategy
requires no less than three detailed readingeiiistys) per transcript (Gilligan et al.
2003) in order to stimulate the discovery of nuanoghese data. Each listening focused
on a few key factors: the main point of the stokesg told, how participants
represented themselves, and the meanings thehadtéa their mentoring relationships

(Spencer 2006). It was during this listening phthsé each interview was coded as (1)
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successful, (2) medium success, or (3) low-to-raeass. In light of a refined model for
the intergroup contact theory and the hypothegesdented in the previous chapter, it
was important to discern the level of success #ragpants perceived in respect to their

mentoring experience and relationship.

If the participant described their mentoring exeece as positive, the relationship
as one involving a close interpersonal bond, tiaae a high level of agreement between
the mentoring partners, and both mentor and pratisgéified personal and/or

professional gains or growth the interview was cbag a success.

Mentorships coded with a medium success outcome these described as
somewhat positive, but not as a negative experjdacked a close bond between the
two, and only discussed their mentoring relatiopsts a professional one; there was not
a high level of agreement between what the mensoudsed and the protégé described;
and the mentor and/or protégé did not explain Hmir relationship moved their goals

forward.

Finally, low-to-no success mentorships where cadesduch when the participant
explicitly described their experience and/or parinea negative manner; there was not a
relationship that developed between the mentompaotdgée; the mentor and/or the
protégé did not discuss anything beyond the rebgamgject that the pair engaged in; and

the protégé was not engaged in the research tasks.

Coding of the Conditions Present in the Cross-Rdeatorship
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Because | am interested in the perceptions andrstaahkelings of both members of
a cross-race mentorship, the unit of analysiscsmplete mentoring pair (mentor and
protégé). Therefore, the next phase of analysisamnated only on the participants
whose partner (either protégé or mentor) also@pdied in an interview. From the
eleven protégé participants, six included a menterview; from the nine mentor
participants, seven included a protégé intervieme (pair consisted of two mentors and a
protégé). In other words, there are six mentoriaigsp with one ‘pair’ actually involving
three individuals. The interviews from each pairevéhen compared to one another to
confirm if their mentoring relationship was a sugxer less than a success. Thus,
successful mentorships were perceived as suchthypaaticipants. Following this, each
interview was coded for the optimal conditions ($aéle 1). The transcripts were coded
if the condition was present and if the conditiomsvabsent. Not every single condition
could be determined as present or absent in eatggview, as some participants
answered the questions without clearly identifyiimg condition or with ambiguous
explanations that did not include sufficient inf@tion about that condition. Below each

condition is listed with my understanding of whahstitutes that condition.

Frequent Contactilf both participants indicate agreement about meefiace-to-face on

a weekly basis (at least once a week) througheuditination of the mentorship the pair is
coded as involving frequent contact. If both p@paats describe their face-to-face
contact as less frequent than weekly, or that thwk wonsisted of primarily independent
work the pair is coded as not involving frequentteat. If there is a lack of agreement

between the two, the pair is coded as not involfitaguent contact.
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Institutional Support:If both participants describe the structure ofrtientoring

program as instrumental in creating a positive owmg experience the pair is coded as
having institutional support. This means that thentaring program’s staff provided on-
going support throughout the mentorship (DuBoiale2002), not just at the beginning,
and both protégé and mentor clearly understoodadlaés of the program. If there is not
agreement from both participants about adequateastjdraining, and/or criteria for
matching the pair the pair is coded as not invg\vmstitutional support. If either
participant describes the program’s structure megative way the pair is coded as not

involving institutional support.

Equal-StatusThe condition of equal-status is a difficult comnalitto establish in a
mentoring relationship comprised of faculty memtladra university and first-generation
community college students. However, | determirned €qual-status could arise in a
number of areas in this type of relationship. Bameple, when both participants describe
the mentoring relationship in terms of an emplogmployee dynamic | consider this to
not indicate equal-status (Allport 1954); howeVkthe participants explain their
relationship as involving teamwork and a collabesatlynamic | determine the presence
of equal-status is established. This is furthepsuied when the two describe a
friendship and not a superordinate/subordinateiogiship. When the participants
confirm that both mentor and protégé’s goals weprgaby considered in the relationship

| determine the presence of equal-status. Addilipnequal-status is coded as present
when the two convey a process of mutual exchangarong between the pair.For
example, both the mentor and protégé indicate ldeyed and grew from the

relationship. However, | considered equal-statuset@absent when: the mentors’ research
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agenda was the primary, or only, focus of the nedetasks; the protégé was only
allocated mundane research tasks that are noatiypaone by a lead researcher (i.e.,
when the protégé was not able to step into theaflke lead researcher); the mentor did
not make an effort to learn about or advance tbh&ggé’s academic and career goals; and
the relationship was described as solely a pradaasrelationship where the protégé was

working for the mentor.

Cooperation Toward a Shared GodF.the participants describe their relationship as
contributing to a personal goal, because of a@wibr tasks they both participated in, the
pair is coded as cooperating towards a shared folé participants report particular
issues or problems they worked out together theipabded with this condition as
present. If the participants explain the mentorstsipnly benefiting one of the
participants, the pair is coded as not involvingpration. If the participants convey a
sense of competition or there is a lack of agre¢raleout cooperation, the pair is coded

with cooperation as absent.

Mutual Liking: If both participants talk about one another witisiive descriptions and
report instances of personal sharing between tbahat brought them closer together
the pair is coded as involving mutual liking. Ithear participant describes their partner in
a negative way or indicates that there were negatiteractions between the two, the pair

is coded with the condition of mutual liking as abs

Group Saliency:If both participants mention their mentoring partas belonging to
their respective racial or cultural groups on nibi@ one occasion, the pair is coded

with the condition of group saliency. If the paipiants are unaware of their partner’'s
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ethnic or racial background, the pair is codedasnvolving group saliency. If either
participant explains that they never thought almswdonsidered their mentoring partner’'s

ethnic background, the pair is coded without thespnce of group saliency.

Perceived Importancelf both participants describe their mentoring eigrece as
meaningful and instrumental in advancing persooalg the pair is coded as having
perceived importance. If one or both participamsi@&n their mentoring experience as
simply a vehicle for advancing the mentor’s reska@agenda and/or as unrelated to the
protégé’s academic/career goals, the pair is cadddcking perceived importance. If the
mentor reports their motivations and goals for Ineiog a mentor as contributing to a
more inclusive and welcoming university, for figegneration students and the protégé
reports developing important academic skills angbexling their social network at the

university the contact is coded as involving impade.

Clearly Defined Roleslf both participants indicate a clear understagdihone

another’s and their own expectations and goals##®mentorship, research project, and
how each other will contribute to these the pagaded as having the condition of clearly
defined roles. If either participant is uncleamgfat the program or each other expect
from one another, the pair is coded as not invgltire condition of defined roles. If the
participants describe clear and consistent comnatinit among one another, the pair is

coded with this condition present.

Aware of Implicit Racial Attitudesif the participants acknowledge the prevalence of
racial stereotypes during interracial interactidhs, pair is coded as involving the

condition of aware of implicit racial attitudes.tife mentor claims that racial or ethnic
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affiliation had no effect on their interracial menng relationship or that they never
thought about their protégé’s ethnic backgroune gair is coded as not having this

condition.

Race Awarenesdf both of the participants mention racial barsi@and/or race privilege
as significantly impacting our life outcomes thérpia coded with the condition of race
awareness as present. If the participants claitréiczal differences do not matter or that
they never thought about how their racial and ethwaickgrounds might affect this

experience or relationship, the pair is coded watte awareness as absent.

Mentor has Developed Meaningful Interracial Relatiships Before:If the mentor
discusses building meaningful intercultural relasibips prior to this mentoring
experience and how the past relationships influgineeurrent one, the mentor is coded
with this condition present. If the mentor repdhtat this is their first interracial
relationship, the mentor is coded as lacking thisdttion. This condition is anchored in
the work of Bonilla-Silva (2003) and is relatednow whites might develop empathy and

is therefore directed at the white individual whkarivolved in interracial contact.

White Mentor is a Member of a Nonracial Out-Grougf the white mentor discusses
experiences of prejudice or discrimination becanfgbeir own background or identity as
a way to relate or find common ground with themtpgé of color this condition is coded
as present. The mentor may discuss this with giretégé or they may just mention it in
the interview while reflecting on their mentoringperience. If the mentor does not
mention experiences or membership in a nonraciajmup, this condition is coded as

absent.
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Once the mentoring pairs were identified as eifluecessful or less than
successful and the initial coding was complete pifies were grouped together by their
success outcomes and coded again to verify anteréfe codes. During this phase |
began to parse out the quotes that illustratedaheitions in the participants’ own
words. With these quotes | was able to create $ahkgt provided a visual for how often
the different conditions were discussed and in vidwams the conditions took.
Additionally, | created a map with the coded dathich ultimately helped clarify and

conceptually demonstrate the conditions’ intercatesness (Gary 2009).

Finally, the additional interviews (fiveprotégésdawo mentors) were coded and
are described in the findings chapter to supplertiententoring pairs’ data. While these
latter interviews could not provide me with the nogimg partner’s perspective on the
relationship, this data was used to confirm thelte®f the mentoring pairs or discover
new patterns among the conditions. Additionallys trelped to establish if saturation had

been reached or if more data was needed.
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CHAPTER V: FINDINGS

A variety of mentoring experiences were descrimgthe mentors and protégés,
which | then categorized as high success, mediwoess, or low-t0-no success cross-
race mentoring experience. Two of the nine merdadsfive of the eleven protégé
participants that were interviewed did not haveeataring partner that participated in
this study. Thus, there were six complete intealatientoring relationships (one pair is
actually a trio, as one protégé had two mentoes)generated the bulk of these data.The
remaining seven participants were still analyzedi\ware used as supplemental data to
support and refine the findings from the six contgleairs. Of the complete pairs, two
were labeled with a successful outcome, two withealium success outcome, and two
with a low-to-no success outcome. The followingcdssion is organized according to
their determined outcome, with each outcome relatamhe of the three hypotheses.

Following that is a discussion about the structfrhe program.

Throughout this chapter | reference a poster ptasen, which was a
requirement that the mentoring program, New Horiz@et up for the protégés. The
poster presentation was to be designed and prepgirbe protégés to delineate the
research project they worked on with their mentatghe end of the formal mentorship
New Horizons held a conference modeled on profeas&cientific and academic
conferences where the protégeés presented thegrppsteir mentors, family, and friends
were encouraged to attend. For some mentoring fhagrsvas an activity that facilitated
collaboration between mentors and protégés, ardwilliscussed throughout this

chapter.
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Successful Cross-Race Mentoring Experiences

This section delineates the successful cross-rarganng experiences by
examining the participants’ descriptions of thegntoring partner and relationship, and
identifies which conditions are present. Thus, flastion addressésypothesis #1
protégés and mentors who describe their crossmaedoring relationship as very
successful will be those that involve all or mdsthe conditions in Table 1. Three sub-
sections organize the following discussion on ss&fte interracial mentoring
experiences: (1) Expectations and Perceptionst{g)Mentoring Relationship and (3)
The Racial Component. There are two complete misgf@airs that are considered as
successful interracial mentoring experiences. #aincludes a white female mentor
(Karen)and a black male protégé (Ryan). Pair #6adlgtconsists of two white ment6rs
one female(Julie) and one male(Tom), and a Latnzafe protégé (Maria).The
supplemental data derives from three protégé irers; which include one black female
(Candice), one black male (Paul) who is also agrmndtional student and has only lived
in the United States for a few years, and one batiale (Alex). In addition to the
protégés there are also two mentors who describamkssful intercultural mentoring
relationships. The two mentors involve one whit@dée (Laura) and one male (Eddie)
who is the only mentor that does not identify aste/hThe five participants in this
supplemental data group are considered such betfaisenentoring partner did not

participate in this research; therefore, it carb@tonfirmed that both members of the

® Although there are actually three participantBair #6, | refer to them as a pair throughout siistion

for the sake of consistency. A slightly differemtarview guide was created for Julie’s interview sae did
not perform the lead mentor role, but still spestgmificant amount of time with Maria, the protégé

" The mentoring program had very few nonwhite mesttrerefore to protect Eddie’s identity and ensure
confidentiality | do not disclose his ethnic baakgnd. Even though Eddie does not identify as wiite
was still a member of an interracial mentoringtielaship and his perceptions and understandingeraak
valuable contribution to this research.
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pair perceive the relationship and experiencesascaess. Despite this, the supplemental
data do provide an opportunity to compare the figdifrom the complete pairs and
search for similar or different patterns. To redap,two complete pairs are
Karen/mentor and Ryan/protégé (Pair #1) and Tomtonedulie/mentor, and
Maria/protégé (Pair #6); and the supplemental gadap includes three protégés

(Candice, Paul, and Alex) and two mentors (Lauchadie).

Expectations and Perceptions

This section describes the mentors’ motivatiors expectations that influenced
their decision to be a mentor in this program, hiogymentors and protégés describe one
another, and how each member of the mentorshiprsiashels their relationship.
Throughout this discussion | will identify how tlgedescriptions relate to the conditions
in Table 1. For example, the conditions that asmaisted with the mentors’ motivations

and expectations are perceived importance and catoqe towards a shared goal.

The mentors from this sample who are involved iccsgsful interracial
mentoring relationships (Karen, Tom, Julie, Eddis] Laura) all shared a common
motivation when choosing to take on the mentorwoig.rFor these mentors the decision
to participate in the mentoring program was ceidtere providing the student protégés
with opportunities that could advance the studegdsicational and career aspirations. In
fact, Karen and Laura were the only mentors ing@higip that even mentioned their own
research when explaining why they were motivatemhéator. When Karen talks about
her decision to become a mentor she also desdhizemole as fulfilling and that it makes

her job more meaningful. Karen explains her motore.

63



Well gosh there are a number of reasons; one isvhaid have
this hole that was left by not having a masterslent with us.
Second thing is that part of our goal (as a depantnis to get
people into doing this work, and it's part of owadjto provide
mentorship opportunities for people that are from
underrepresented group#nd, then the other thing is it’s just a
lot of fun to share that with young people andjbgrthat part,
being able to do teaching. | have had too many adtnative
responsibilities over the years and so it’s realbe to have the
one-on-one extensive contact with people over time.

Thus, all of the mentors indicated that they pereithis relationship as important and

beneficial for both the mentor and protégé.

Three of these mentors, Karen, Tom, and Eddie,atgdightedthe importantce

of mentoring opportunities for students from undpresented groups within higher

education. Eddie also highlighted how important tagng is in the broader context of a

healthy society when he explained why he deciddzkta mentor. Eddie adds:

| didn’t get here by myself; | got help and it do#&snatter how
good you are, eventually you will need somebodhal you a
hand...l also look at the big picture: sometimes weamething
special for an individual and in reality we’re rmuing it for that
individual, we’re doing it for the people that thatlividual
represents. It goes actually in the universityisgtthe same...If
you step back and you realize, society benefitsdwng a lot of
talent and society benefits by having people wieovall
educated...you’re improving everybody’s quality &&liSo from
that perspective | find it rewarding. | find it pessionally
challenging, yet intriguing to be able to mentard&nts who are
not equally represented in high paying jobs as Hreyin a
population.

These three mentors, Karen, Tom, and Eddie, albdstrated perceived importance and

expressed race awareness with their emphasis @rrepdesented and minority students.

These mentors’ expectations and goals sets therhfegra the larger sample; for

example, when asked what their goals were for themtorship and if they were met,
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these mentors mentioned the protégé’s growth amgr@ssion in pursuit of their
academic goals. The mentors’ own research ageagagh secondary role in the
mentoring relationship and instead, the protégéadamic development and self-efficacy

were the focus of the mentorship. Laura illustraies.

Yeah my experience met those expectations and deywu
know, | mean seeing...there’s one thing when somehddy
mean students always come to me and say, “I wag to grad
school,” but to actually work with an undergraccammunity
college who says, you know, who is facing a lotludllenges
and then to see she’s really still thriving anddeshin that
direction and moving closer to that...yeah, it's vgrgtifying.

Thus, all of the mentors in the successful outcgnoeip, Karen, Julie, Tom, Eddie and

Laura, demonstrated perceived importance and catipertoward a shared goal.

Among both the complete pairs in the successfuitarang group, all five
participants (Karen, Ryan, Tom, Julie, Maria) ddxax their mentoring partner and
experience as extremely positive. Pair #1, KarehRyan, even indicated that the
condition of cooperation and equal-status withim ¢tbntact were present in the ways
they described one another. Karen began her dasorigf Ryan by delineating what his
academic and career goals were; while Ryan begagesicription of Karen by

explaining how helpful she was. Ryan said:

Karen, she was as a person very nice. | mean \edpyuh She
really helped me out with a lot of stuff. She wasynice to

me...showed me a lot of stuff. She brought me intu af the
interviews. | got to even sit in on their staff giealy meetings
and stuff like that. So, | was very thankful foetbpportunity.

Both mentoring pairs were labeled as establishinguai liking. Pair #1 (Karen and

Ryan) was also coded with cooperation toward aeshgoal and equal-status within the
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contact. Additionally, all the participants in teepplemental data group (Eddie, Laura,
Paul, Alex, and Candice) were also categorizedaas mutual liking.However,
because these participants’ mentoring partnergaaligharticipate in the study, it cannot
be confirmed that the liking was mutual. Stillniés evident from Laura (mentor) and
Alex (protégé) that they had developed a persooiadl wvith their mentoring partners as
their discussions revealed a significant amoumtes$onal sharing amongst the

mentoring pairs.

When the protégés were asked about their firstesgions of their mentors four
of the five protégés (Ryan, Maria, Alex, and Carjlia the successful group reported
feeling nervous and self-conscious during the fineeting. Ryan, Alex, and Candice also
noted that the racial, class, and educational rdiffees created tense and uneasy feelings
for them (personally) in the beginning of the meimg relationship. Candice explains

that:

Yes, definitely | felt self-conscious. Definitelptfrom her
giving me that but just because | don’t have amyiormy family
that | was really raised by who was in higher etinoa So, that
was just intimidating. | definitely feel we’re défent. | definitely
have overcome a lot of issues from my upbringing @ifferent
things like that that make me feel apart from atheho
maybe...I grew up definitely not in, | was lower da¥eah.

Ryan adds:

The first few meetings | was just like, “Wow!” Jusie dynamics,
you know, just an older white woman. We have oucggtions
about older white women and how they see black seit,
probably played on me more than it played on theog.it was
just like all this, you know, these emotions anaidkof just like,
okay, wow. I'm in this position. | got to step upgot to show
that I'm worthy; | got to show them that I'm herelearn from

all their knowledge.
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While Maria also noted feeling self-conscious wiiest meeting her mentors, she did
not believe it was because of racial or culturfedences. Maria explained that, “Julie’s
personality is just so outgoing; whereas, I'm justre closed kind of me by myself and
she’s totally opposite.” Similar to Maria, Paulal$id not see how race and ethnic
differences played any role during his first megtvith his mentor. Thus, three of the
protégés (Ryan, Alex, and Candice) exhibited arremess of how racial or cultural
differences might engender stereotypes, partigutiuting the first few interactions with

their mentor.

To sum up, the five mentors (Karen, Julie, TomdiEdand Laura) were all
labeled as perceiving their mentoring experienceng®rtant and all expected to
cooperate with their protégé to further the prostgéademic and career goals. Both of
the complete mentoring pairs in this successfulignere also categorized as having
mutual liking for one another. The participantshe supplemental data group also were
coded as mutual liking being present, althoughdhisot be confirmed by their
mentoring partner. Ryan (protégé) expressed beirgeaof implicit racial attitudes and
explained how this made him feel self-consciouth@beginning of the relationship,
while two other protégés (Alex and Candice) alsatioeed the differences between

themselves and their mentors in terms of race,adrt and class.

The Mentoring Relationship
This section provides an overview on how much tiheementors and protégés
spent together, how the respondents describe thvitias and work the two engaged in,

and how the protégés perceive this experiencerasilmating to their academic and
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career goals. This discussion will confirm if tHeoge conditions were established within

the mentoring relationship and indicate other chowé that are or are not present.

In order to determine how much face-to-face cdritee mentoring pairs actually
had with one another the participants were askedtaheir typical routine during the
mentorship and specifically how much time the tywerg with each other. The two
complete pairs in this group, which are Karen agdrRPair #1) and Tom, Julie, and
Maria (Pair #6) all indicated that they had frequasntact with one another. Karen and
Ryan met with each other at least once or twiceekwluring the mentorship, and are
therefore categorized as having frequent contatte dnd Maria worked together two to
three days a week with each other and Maria mét Woim on weekly bases, so they too
are considered to have the condition of frequentam. While Laura and her protégé did
not meet on a regular basis the two have sincemt@t their mentoring relationship for
almost two years are meet with one another bi-weekid are therefore considered to
have frequent contact. Paul indicated that he wbvki¢h his mentor three to four days a
week and is coded as having frequent contact. Herwy&andice was not clear in her
interview if her relationship involved frequent éat-face contact, so it cannot be
determined if frequent contact was present in @ationship. Both Eddie (mentor) and
Alex (protégé) indicated that they did not haveyfrent contact with their mentoring
partner, at least not frequent face-to-face consacthey are labeled as not establishing

the condition of frequent contact.

The protégés were asked to describe the work titewith their mentor and what

they enjoyed the most from their mentoring expex@ei heir responses indicated how
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engaged the protégés were in the work they wemgdmd shed light onto how
important their mentoring relationship was to thdine presence of equal-status within
the relationship emerges in some responses asAlladf the protégés in this group
(Ryan, Maria, Alex, Paul, and Candice) describegr tinentoring experience as an
opportunity to expand their social network bothhiitthe university and the larger
community. Additionally, four out the five protégé®yan, Alex, Paul, and Candice)
explained that their relationship provided themhvapportunities to gain a clearer
perspective on their academic goals. While Martardit mention if the experience
contributed to her academic or career goals shendidate that the experience was
important to her and that it contributed to herspeal development. Candice reported
that her mentor taught her more about “the stepaski® to get into the graduate program”
and that her mentor was “very open about how shénelp me network with people to
get me where | need to go.” For Candice this ingiflamation she received seemed to
enhance her mentoring experience and the imporshreattached to the relationship.
Ryan explained that because his mentor, Karen, maaeto provide opportunities
outside of the research experience he never kelttie relationship was just about the

work he was doing for her.

Karen had me talk to different people so | coultaymore full
perspective of, like, what | want to do. So, | fe that was a
really good thing. | never felt at any point thrbwogt the whole
process it was just about getting my work donehfaxr: | felt like
she wanted me to learn something about what | veatid too.

Paul described his mentor as instrumental in piogitiim with the tools and support he
needed to advance his writing skills in researafoRe this mentoring experience, Paul

did not have clear understanding of the differdme®veen writing a good paper that tells
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a story and one grounded in empirical researchl. &qulains that because of their

collaboration he is now a much better and expeeémesearcher.

| discovered that my writing was not research baSedthen |
discovered that even though | could write good pamay about
telling a story that is different than an arguméugessay. So, |
discovered I'm capable of writing some papers, idthtvanted to
learn how to write other papers then | have to algiich and
then...in other words, she showed me where my stoongs
were and where my weak side was. So, then | disedvay
strengths and my weaknesses.

All of the protégés indicated that their mentortetationship contributed to their
personal growth in one way or another, their memas an important piece of this
personal growth. Therefore all of the protégédatveled as describing a relationship

with perceived importance and with the conditiorcobperation.

Karen, Tom, and Julie confirm the conditions ofgegred importance and
cooperation towards a shared goal in their explansiof their mentoring relationship. In
addition to this, the mentors indicate that theas wqual-status within their relationship
in respect to whose goals where being considerddhaw much input the protégé had on
their research tasks. Karen, Tom, and Julie agteadlated research projects for their
protégés, Ryan and Maria, to specifically alignhvilieir academic goals. Julie explained
that it was important to her and Tom to get inpabf Maria about what interested her

most before deciding what projects Maria would dbote to.

We wanted to make sure we were giving her stuffdohat was
at least interesting because we had a lot of @iffethings we
could have had her work on, and so Maria helpedldaen some
ways what would help further her career goals.
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Similarly, Karen explained how she worked with Ryariind a research project that fit

with his goals and aspirations.

| decided to interview Ryan and he was just so @spive as a
person that | said “Yeah, I'll take him for thisopect.” | didn’t
know for sure how it was going to work out becaudein’t
know how my project would move his goals forwarddare.
But, we did wind up with a negotiation about whatrhight do
for the project that seemed to be something thatidvioe helpful
to him.

The two complete mentoring pairs involve the candibf perceived importance from
both protégé and mentors. They also demonstratéhb@onditions of cooperation
towards a shared goal and equal-status withindh&act are present in their

relationships.

While Eddie and Laura did not tailor the reseaasks to better align with their
protégés’ specific career goals, they were abldentify how the work the protégées were
doing connected with their future aspirations. Témearch that Eddie and his protégé
(Jamal) collaborated on resulted in the two presgrét an international conference,
which is a fantastic opportunity for any undergraigu Because these mentors believed
mentoring is important and were focused on theatgges’ specific academic goals,
these relationships were better able to develdpaginterpersonal bond as these
mentors made an effort to learn about the protéggseriences and discuss the
significance of the work they were doing. This atsatributed to the participants’
perceptions that their mentoring relationship wapartant, particularly for the protégé
participants because it was advancing their acadlgoals. The protégé, Alex, echoes

this when he described how his mentor, Steve, thelextra steps to ensure the work
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Alex was doing paralleled with his career aspiraicAlex recognized that Steve used his
personal connections to secure “real lab experfdioclex. This meant a lot to Alex

and contributed to why he felt his mentoring exgece was meaningful and important.

We realized early on that what | wanted was benatkw like
working in a real lab doing real experiments. Thabpem there
is that Steve is handling the policy side of thirggshad | done
the project he wanted me to do initially, | woulavie been
researching policy and educating legislature aboptementing
that policy in different institutions and thingkdithat. I'm
interested in that, but he empathized with my rteegkt lab
experience. He got in touch with some of his cgjless and the
hospital and got me into a lab there where | stiaditeing hands
on bench work. It turned into employment, | stitbrk there.
And, there’s no way | would have ever been abléadhat
without him. The system is very much a buddy-buddg boy’s
club sort of thing. And, you don't just get thatf§tunless you
know somebody who knows somebody. | was happyk® ta
advantage of it cause it’s turned out really well.

The condition of equal-status was a difficult ail@anderstand in this context of
interracial mentoring relationships between facutigmbers and first-generation
undergraduate students in higher education. Tlseaeclear hierarchy between professors
and their students, but within these relationskipsal-status emerged in relation to how
the mentors and protégés worked together, the anobumput each member had on the
research tasks, and whose goals were being sérlnad, the most successful mentoring
experiences included mentors that engaged in acolidilve research with their protége.
This included asking the protégé what parts ofréisearch they most wanted to work
onrather than just assigning the most mundane nas&sks. When the protégés felt like
their input mattered they were more engaged wighvtbrk and were able to step into
their mentors’ role as a lead researcher. Ryargcklmale protége, exemplified this

when he discussed his accomplishments during hidaneg experience.
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She helped me as far as, “Okay, how do you waptdsent
this?” and stuff like that. But as far as the wottiey were all
my words with little edits here and there that warked on
together. So, pretty much it was all my work, teathat made it
more fulfilling because | even googled it and likg hame just
popped up with Ryan Miller and all their names. Ahh like
“Wow, it's on the internet.”

Paul, also a black male protégé, illustrates thakimg together as a team made the

experience more enjoyable.

Like there were things she didn’t know and thereenthings |
didn’t know. But, then what | enjoyed the most wire
moments we sit down and kind of discuss somethmagkand of
say, “Oh, this is not right” or “This is right” @ometimes we
would make fun of the data...some countries will alijufudge
the data. So, those were the moments | really edjoly was like
team work...it wasn’t all her ideas and it wasn’tral} ideas; so
in other words, we were kind of doing team work.

Two other protégés, Maria and Alex, also echoesighme sentiment of feeling like their
input mattered in the research process. HowevardiCa did not mention this process of
mutual exchangein her interview, but because herttonelid not participate in the
research it cannot be determined with certaintytthia process did not occur. From the
group of mentors that indicated a successful margaoelationship, Karen, Julie, Tom,
and Eddie all described their mentorship as invigha process of mutual exchange.
Laura was the only mentor from this group thatrt mention times of mutual

exchange in her mentoring relationship.

The presence of mutual exchange fostered a fealingndship for three of the
protégeés, Maria, Candice, and Alex. Both Maria @addice explicitly reported feeling
like their mentoring relationship developed intfsiandship, which led to feeling more
comfortable with their mentors. Because she novsidaens her mentor, Julie, a friend,
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Maria explained: “That to me is real...if it was juse and her as me the intern and her
as a mentor it would have been kind of hollow.” Algent a bit further and explained

how developing a real connection helped him fealenemual with his mentor Steve.

| think after we first met — so it's been over ayaow — and we
joke with each other and speak really casuallyetheils aren’t
as formal. So, | don't think | feel insignificant anything like
that. We're on even ground I think.

All of the respondents in this successful groighlght how important it is for
each member of the mentoring pair to cooperate anthanother and find ways to align
each others’ goals so that each individual is nglpihe other work towards these goals.
This process also contributed to each member'sspéom that their relationship was
important and enhanced their mutual liking for anether. It is likely that in the absence
of this process of cooperating towards shared gtiedsprotégés might not perceive the
relationship as important for their own goals. A& same time, this process also fostered
a sense of a mutual exchange between the two arehsed a sense of equality between

the mentors and protéges.

To summarize, the two complete pairs in the sudakegsoup are categorized as
having the conditions of perceived importance, evafion towards a shared goal, and
equal-status (or a process of mutual exchangeemgrocity), frequent contact, and
mutual liking. From the supplemental data groupi&dohentor) is labeled as expressing
the conditions of perceived importance, cooperaiovards a shared goal, mutual
exchange (equal-status), mutual liking; howeveri&dnot considered to have frequent
contact present in his mentoring relationship. Fatdund to have the conditions,

frequent contact, equal-status, cooperation, muikiaf), and perceived importance
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present in his mentorship. Alex indicates thatrhentoring relationship included the
conditions of perceived importance, mutual likingpperation, and equal-status;
however, Alex did have the condition of frequemtaat in his relationship. Candice is
considered to have the conditions of perceived mapae, cooperation, and mutual
liking; however, it could not be determined if th@nditions of frequent contact or equal-
status where part of her mentoring relationshipaly, Laura (mentor) described her
mentoring relationship as involving the conditi@migrequent contact, cooperation,

perceived importance, and mutual liking.

The Racial Component

The interviews for both mentors and protégés askiesv questions that explicitly
addressed the racial component of the mentorirgioekhip. For example, the
participants were asked towards the end of theviiew, “Did New Horizons do
anything that helped you build a relationship vétetudent/faculty member who is from
a different racial or cultural background?” Additally, the mentors and protégés where
asked, “Imagine if your mentor/protégé had not b&bite/from a minority background,
do you think that the experience would have be#ardnt at all?” These questions were
asked in order to better understand if the pasditip had considered the racial dynamic
present in their mentoring relationship. Not swsimgly, this area of questioning elicited
the biggest difference in responses between meatmprotéges. First, | will discuss the
mentors’ responses and comments about the radatthnic aspect of their mentoring

relationship. Following this, I will consider thegbtégés’ assessments on the topic.
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The mentors from the successful group providedenmodepth commentary on
the interracial feature of their mentorships thamentors in the less successful groups.
Despite this, there were still two mentors in trisup (Julie and Laura) that did not
consider racial or ethnic differences as beingctofan their mentoring relationships, or
relationships with students in general. Their rés@s to these questions conveyed that
they were uncomfortable engaging in a conversathmut racial and ethnic differences.
However, it could be that both Julie and Lauralyedd not believe race or ethnicity
affects their interactions in a professional sgttin fact, Laura avoided the question
about how the experience might be different if pxetégé were white all together. When
asked specifically about her experience mentoristyident of color, Julie commented, “I
didn’t think about it.” As a follow up question shas asked, “Throughout the
mentorship, did you ever consider the barriers theial and ethnic minority students

face?” Julie replied:

| don’t know that | gave it any special consideyatthan | would
for anybody else just on a personal basis. | meaextainly
were aware, but as part of the New Horizons progaacthwe
attended all the sessions and...but, | don’t think Bver really
thought about it. | didn’t think about her diffetgnthan anybody
else at work.

After a long pause Julie said, “Maybe | should hdwe a good question, | mean.” What
is interesting about this is that Julie was theyonéntor who after reporting that she
never considered race or ethnicity did not attetm@xplain the justification for this.
Instead, Julie took some time to think about it e#ad able to acknowledge that race and
ethnicity might be an important factor to considéren developing an interracial

relationship. While | did not consider this to beiadication that Julie was aware of
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implicit racial attitudes or that this demonstratade awareness, it does suggest that Julie
is open to further examining this topic. Both Jalred Laura were categorized as not
exhibiting race awareness and not recognizing erphcial attitudes. On the other hand,
mentors, Karen, Tom, and Eddie did demonstrateaaegeness and acknowledged that
racial stereotypes continue to plague interraai@ractions and relationships. Karen and
Eddie conveyed the highest levels of race awarem#ssf all the mentors that
participated in this study. These mentors exhibibeir race awareness prior to the
guestions explicitly about race being asked. Fange, Karen and Eddie both stressed
the importance of providing these types of mentpopportunities for students from
underrepresented groups and creating a more imelasid welcoming environment for
first-generation students. Tom mentioned earlyrothe interview that it was important
for him to consider the status differences betwaanand Maria, particularly in the
beginning of the relationship, in order to make Mdeel more comfortable. Tom

explained:

I’'m quite a bit older than her, so there is a ddfece there, and
also white male, and so kind of on all levels theeelot of
differences in terms of social status, you knowré¢hare a lot of
variables. And, | knew I'd have to, | guess, to m#kwork, try
to, you know, for me to be comfortable with herkiod of put
her at ease and just have some regular contacherth | just
had to kind of keep in mind my age, my degree, my lof
status, that | was male and white, you know alséhkinds of
things just to try and make it comfortable for her.

Thus, not only does Tom indicate a degree of aac@reness, he also implies that group
saliency was present for him during their contaith wne another.During one of Karen’s
discussions about developing intercultural bondsestpresses that a number of the

conditions from Table 1, particularly those ancldorethe contemporary racism
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literature, were present during her contact witlamRyKaren described how the mentoring

program provided a more diverse environment.

Being in a room where people are from a varietgaafkgrounds
makes it easier;rather than, if Ryan were the édfitican-
American in that room.It puts a strain on a relagiup of
somebody withmy background. We had age differeaseayell as
gender difference, age difference, you know just yame it- we
had those differences, but the room was prettyrdeyeand |
think that makes it easier to make those connexti@tause hey,
everybody's different from everybody else in themo And, I've
actually had the experience of being in adiffi@iltiation myself.
| was a woman in a...what was essentially an aléma
undergraduate institution that only had female gaael
students...And I've been on the other side of tivaere you
know, you're the woman walking into this room. Yioust be the
psychologist. Well, yes | am. But you know, you kvaito a
room- it's all men and you, and immediately they'gau're the
psychologist' because after all you wouldn't bephgsicist or
the mathematician.So yeah,so I've been on the sitierof that.
So it'sbetter to be in an environment that is ntiverse (to say
the least). In terms of doing anything explicitgbring us
directions about it, no. That didn't happen. B, person that is
the leader of the program - Alberto - is a wondeprson to
create afeeling of warmth and welcoming. Andthdpfias well-
to have the leadership be somebody who comes froivesse
cultural background.

In this single vignette, Karen exhibits race awas= the presence of group saliency, an
awareness of implicit racial attitudes (althought, mecessarily her own), and uses her
experience as a member of a nonracial out-groupn@moin higher education) to
empathize with how it feels to be the Other. Thaswot the first time in the interview
that Karen made the connection between her ownriexypes as a nonracial out-group
member; she also reported that she and Ryan skianéddr class backgrounds, as both
grew up in a working class family and were thetfinstheir family to pursue higher

education. In fact, Karen’s father was in the sanodession that Ryan was transitioning

78



out of. She saw this as a salient common threadldeet the two, as she mentioned that a

number of times throughout the interview.

Additionally, Karen, Tom, and Eddie were the omigntors from the entire
sample of mentors that acknowledged how their margaelationship might differ if it
were a same-race match. Every other mentor eitfeded the question or claimed
nothing would have been different, at least notrfitbeir perspective (one mentor did say
it might have been more comfortable for her proiépé had a same-race match, but
nothing would change for her). Both Tom and Kamstognized that if their protégé had
been white like them they might not have “triechasd”. For Tom, “trying” was in the
context of making an effort to be “sensitive intngonally” to Maria; put another way,
with a white protégé Tom might be more task focumed not concerned with if they felt
comfortable or welcome. Similarly, Karen descrilpdtht she thought would be different

if she were a same-race mentor.

In some ways | think | would have learned less. fexpecially
in a city like this, people have more entrée — tlegy more
comfortable | think in an environment like the uemsity for
example. And...so it...there would have been less of
that...maybe | would have done less in terms of grymconnect
him up with other people, although | hope not. p&d would
have done as much. But, sometimes it's hard to tpase doors
and I'm afraid the doors are more open for whitegbe in this
city, and maybe even in this college, you knowndisido need to
change.

Tom and Karen both acknowledge that they percamatarracial mentoring
relationship as requiring more effort on their gartl that there are dynamics that must
be considered when developing a relationship thdges racial and ethnic differences.

However, Karen mentioned that she too gained freingoba part of an interracial
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mentorship and that the benefits to these typeslafionships are mutual, a sentiment
that Eddie expressed as well. Tom’s response w@edcas demonstrating an awareness
of implicit racial attitudes and group saliency,ilhiKaren and Eddie were coded as

exhibiting race awareness, perceived importanadgeaoup saliency.

| turn now towards the protégés explanations ¢ogtirestions about racial and
ethnic differences and how they might affect a meng) relationship. Four of the five
protégés (Maria, Ryan, Candice, and Alex) suggdsiagtchaving a same-race mentor
would have the biggest impact on how they felti@ beginning of the relationship.
Other than providing a greater level of comfort mpoeeeting their mentor, Ryan,
Candice, Maria, and Alex did not think having a samce mentor would change a lot
about their mentoring relationship. While Maria @andice did not further elaborate on
this question, Ryan and Alex did. For example, l®yaAn and Alex acknowledged that a
same-race mentor would likely provide some comnmouigd between the two at the
beginning, but they also explained that havingassirace mentor presented unique

benefits as well. Ryan described how this expeaearantributed to his personal growth.

I mean | think this experience has made me growmsch...just
putting me in unfamiliar, | wouldn't say awkwardsj unfamiliar
positions. Where I'm at, I'm talking to doctors auaiff. I'm just
like...I'm doing one at NCC right now, you knowmean that's
how it was, but it made me grow. It's made me gadat more in
school right now. | mean | was already doing wslfa as
grades, but this made me like, when I go in frdrthe class and
| speak in front of people, | don't feel that narspness like | used
to feel. So, | feel like it just gave me the coefide to, you know,
keep it up and keep going for it. | mean | canisially maybe
my first impression — | would probably have bedittie more
comfortable, as far as that. But, as far as wivat[Barned and as
far as what | took from being in the positionsphtt think none
of that would have changed. | think maybe this fi@sj putting
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me with another person, it challenged me to grot/l@ctome
more comfortable with other people.

Similarly, Alex points out what he gained from bigerience in an interracial mentoring

relationship with his mentor, Steve.

| bet | wouldn't have gained as much. | think timateting
someone like Steve brought it to another levetdss it made
me work harder maybe, instead of being comfortalitle the
same ethnicity;maybe just the potential for advama. Like
just to know that I'm worth more than | thoughtasybecause
maybe someone from the same ethnicity would haste ju
confirmed what | was thinking — that we can onlytdis much.

All five of the protégés (Ryan, Maria, Paul, Alend Candice) indicated that this
experience made them feel more positive about atimgewith people from different
racial or ethnic backgrounds. In other words, lae protégés all explained that they now
feel more comfortable about developing cross-rataionships, particularly in the
context of mentoring. Candice remarked, “I don'véany uncomfortable feelings or
intimidation now at all,” about working with a défent race mentor. Ryan echoed this

when he explained:

| just know that like just because they are notrysame race or
your ethnic background — they don’t match it — tiaty still can
want your best interests and | feel like that'sp@lbple really
want. They want to be able to trust people and ktiatthese
people still want you to really succeed, and | fikel | had that
told to me.

Thus, every protége in the successful outcome goelipved this experience was
beneficial and contributed to them feeling morease in future cross-race mentoring

situations.
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To summarize the findings relating to the rac@hponent of these mentoring
relationships, three of the five mentors (KarenmJand Eddie) who were categorized as
having a successful mentoring experience demoasdtsime race awareness. However,
Karen and Eddie both conveyed higher levels of eacareness than Tom. These three
mentors also shared the conditions of group satiand awareness of implicit racial
attitudes. Karen and Eddie also expressed thetepad importance in regards to their
mentoring relationship when discussing the raaidl @thnic dynamics of the mentorship.
Karen was the only mentor from the entire sampd¢ ¢éixpressed the condition of
experiencing out-group biases because of belortgiaghonracial out-group; in fact,
Karen mentioned three different nonracial out-gsosipe identified with: working class
background, first-generation student, and genderth® other hand, Julie and Laura did
not exhibit any of the conditions related to corpenary racisi While Julie did not
deny the significance of race during interraciaitect, she did acknowledge that she did
not consider it. Laura did indeed deny that racetbnicity impacted her mentoring
relationship, as well as with students in gendratthermore, Laura often changed the
direction of the discussion when questions aboté eand ethnicity arose, indicating that
she is uncomfortable engaging in discussions atamet (Trepagnier 2010). Thus, |
determined that Laura has a low level of race ames® (in terms of how it impacts her
interpersonal relationships). For the protégés; (Ryan, Maria, Alex, and Candice)

indicated they would feel more comfortable witheang-race mentor, particularly when

® These conditions are: race awareness; aware dititrpcial attitudes; mentor has prior experience
building meaningful relationships that are inteiahor intercultural; and mentor has experienca as
member of a nonracial out-group. The conditionrofug saliency is also included in this group of
conditions, although it was not taken from therditare on contemporary racism, this is further axyud
in the discussion chapter.
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beginning this relationship. However, beyond thigahmeeting these protégés suggested
race did not influence their mentoring relationsiityan and Alex even recognized the

gains they received by participating in a crosgnmaentoring relationship.

Medium Success with Interracial Mentoring Relatlups

| categorized two complete pairs as having theauatof medium success; Pair
#2 consists of a white female mentor (Jill) ancatina female protégé (Andrea), and Pair
#3 includes a white male mentor (Patrick) and anlaafiemale protégé (Renee). In
addition to the two pairs, there are two protédes eategorized with the outcome of
medium success who make up the supplemental da@ fr medium success. The two

protégés are one black male (Nathan) and one Latale (Hector).

This section highlightslypothesis #2mentors and protégés who describe a
medium successful interracial mentoring experiemitieoe those who expierenced some,
but not most, of the conditions from Table 1. Tiypothesis is supported by my data.
However, these findings also indicate that the @uies of these cross-race mentoring
relationships are not merely explained by the presef these conditions, but that both
mentoring partners must convey the presence afdhditions, and the conditions are
more effective at facilitating a successful outcomieen they arise in multiple areas of

the mentoring relationship.

Expectations and Perceptions
This section begins with a discussion about thetore’ motivations and
expectations for deciding to become a mentor arat wiat suggests about the optimal

conditions for intergroup contact. Following thiaéxamine how the mentors and
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protégés describe one another and their interrer@attoring experience and identify
what this reveals about the conditions in theatiehship. While most of this discussion
will center on the two complete pairs, the two pgits from the supplemental data group
will be referenced occasionally to further suppbé findings or highlight a nuance not

discovered from the two complete pairs.

The two mentors, Jill and Patrick, both providetuanber of different reasons for
deciding to be a mentor. For example, Jill expldiak the different research projects she
had going on and how they “have generated stackgiofes in my lab, which Rick [a
minority staff member who Jill worked closely witWwps not able to coral and get under
control, so when the programs’ solicitation camg”@ahe thought Rick could use the
help. Later on in the interview she again mentioRexk, but in a different context, as

being her motivation for being a mentor.

Well [Rick]...He is a scholar of color. And he is kg as heck,
and | don't like him having to be lonely as heo; when this
came up | thought, oooh, let's see whether someladuaywould
not be a peer, but still would be somebody elseand see how
he feels about the possibility. He was interest@d, he thanked
me for it, which | thought was a little unsettlingdkay, so my
dad taught at a HBCU (historically black collegeuaiversity)
and so | really noticed...l mean that’s not the ahing, but you
know...the only reason. But | really noticed how gaibly white
this university is, at the faculty and administratlevels. And
we’re missing a lot of perspectives that we need,feel like |
would like to be part of a larger project to brimgre people of
color on board.

While Patrick’s motivations did not include contiting to a more diverse institution, he
too mentioned reasons other than his research agaltidough his researchwasalso a

factor in his decision. He explained, “I mean hthin my mind | was half thinking that
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I’'m doing this program half because | think | midjet able to get some research
assistance out of it, and half because | thoughag a good program and | would give it
a go.” Further on in the interview, he was askedlaborate on why he thought the

program was good. Patrick answered

Right. There are probably three streams. One istimently
funded by [the same institution as New Horizonss] feel
beholden to those programs. So there's that. Aerd abviously
you're always looking for someone to help out i tbsearch and
get work done. But like | said, | have to say goimigp the
program | knewin my heart of hearts that it washatay going to
end up more of a net loss of time than it was ayaat of
productivity. It didn’t turn out to be that waywas pleasantly
surprised. But you know | didn't know too much atothie New
Horizons program beforehand; just kind of from wiinet PR was
out there- that they were bringing something lixeér SES or
disadvantaged students, trying to bring them in&university
and research domain. And | thought that was a goojct.|
didn't do it for the money, cause | didn't even apctlaiming the
money at the end. | just think it's important td geunger people
in the college scheme of things more involved seegch.

Both Jill and Patrick highlight their own reseaedfenda as important reasons why they
chose to be a mentor. At the same time, they bqgitam their choice as being motivated
by something bigger. For Jill, she mentioned cbnting to a more diverse institution,
which does demonstrate some race awareness. Hqwlesdocus is placed on Rick and
not her protégé Andrea. Similarly, Patrick doesneatly mention any goals for his
protégé Renee. Interestingly, when both mentorg wsked if their mentoring
experience met their expectations and goals timsiwvars only related to the mentors’
research agendas and how Andrea and Renee coedritauit. Patrick reported that the

experience actually “exceeded” his expectationswidit on to say:
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When we did it next time | might even try to seécain have two
students or three students. | mean | know therdsieebe more
going, to go around; but because you're going endall the
time and effort to train, and advise, and menta, you might as
well train, mentor, advise three. And then you altjudo make
more of a...you sort of recoup more. Although, itifl srue that
those other two may be complete duds.

Along those same lines, Jill answers the questimugher experience meeting her goals

and expectations with:
Yeah. | would say about 95% in the sense that weidof the
stack of un-entered bibliography items, which igdafor me.
The 5% that’s missing is that it turns out that whige database
spits out citations, they are not all in the saprenfat now. | don’t
understand how that happens. So, I'm not quite.ssgenow my
grad student spits them out of the database amdsipends all
kinds of time in Mircrosoft Word fixing them. Anthat’s not
what it was supposed to do. But, | feel like, “Wegthu know, this
is the one thing in my lab that | don’t want to Bae micro-
manage. And, this is the price | pay!” | have adtamcy to micro-

manage too much, and this is why. But yeah, in génkthink it
went really well.

The two follow-up questions asked Jill about hexcsfic goals for Andrea and if Andrea
was transitioning into the university. To the fomsée replied “No” and the latter, “Oh, |
think so. Yeah, | don’t know too much about thdtifese mentors indicate that learning
about their protégés’ academic and career aspisati@s not a priority when choosing to
be a mentor, or when evaluating their mentoringeelemce. Therefore, both Jill and
Patrick do not fully confirm the conditions of pereed importance or cooperating

towards a shared goal when discussing their madsfor mentoring.

All of the respondents were asked to describe thentoring partner, and later
were asked if their impression of their partnerngjead throughout the relationship. These
guestions helped to determine if the pairs shamedtaal liking between the two and if a
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personal connection developed throughout the memtmrFive out of the six participants
(Patrick, Renee, Andrea, Hector and Nathan) tleatategorized with the outcome of
medium success described their mentoring partnaipositive manner. Jill, one of the
two mentors in this group, was the only participiuat | did not label as describing her
partner in a positive way; however, this is nostiggest that Jill only used negative
descriptions when discussing Andrea, but that & eanix of positive and not positive
descriptions. Jill described Andrea more in terinisaav Andrea could contribute to Jill's

research than in respect to Andrea’s personality.

| remember that Andrea seemed to take it seridnsiyway that
impressed me favorably. She understood that itamasterview
that it wasn't just dropping in to be friendly...sbeemed open to
being ready to participate and help out in a rasfgeays, and
that mattered a lot to me because | didn’t wartawee to worry
about whether somebody thought the work was beh@mt

Jill was then asked to elaborate more on herifmptession of Andrea. Jill responded:
Quiet, naive, curious, and kind of...maybe limitedher
education. Well, | already said naive, but more,lighe didn’t

have a whole lot of...I mean she’s a community c@lsgydent —
what could she have?

Jill also noted that Andrea was “hard to get towhand “informal in her dress.” From
Jill's responses, | did not feel like | could caténtly code Jill as having developed a
mutual liking or personal connection with Andrean the other hand, Andrea’s
description of Jill was much more positive and eesd on JillI's personality. Both Patrick
and Renee described one another in positive wayshgir descriptions suggested that
the two had not developed a close interpersonad daut that mutual liking was present

between the two.
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Similarly, the two protégés, Nathan and Hectanrfithe supplemental data group
both described their mentors positively but alsbdated that their relationships were
very centered on their work with their mentors #mat they did not know much about
their mentors beyond their education and researcbnaplishments. Although, when
Nathan described his mentor, Brian, one of the fisigs he said was, “I don’t think he
has...I don't think he’s a racist at all.” Thus, Natfs comment suggest that as a protégé
of color, it was important to him to determine tha& mentor was not racist and that

Nathan was aware of the potential of having a nrethit he perceived as racist.

All of the protégé participants were asked howyttedt upon meeting their
mentor for the first time. For example, did theglfself-conscious during the first
meeting? Did they pick up on any similarities dfetences right away? Three (Renee,
Andrea, and Hector) of the four protégés in thislime success group described feeling
nervous or self-conscious when they met their wimigmtor for the first time. Nathan was
the only protégeé that made an immediate conneetitinhis mentor right away.
Although Andrea did say there was an immediate eotion, her explanation of the
connection does not indicate that there really avasnnection right away. Andrea said,
“I guess so. | didn'’t feel like, ‘Oh God! I'm going be working with this woman!”
Additionally, she mentioned that if Rick, the miitgrstaff member, had not been at the
first meeting it would not have been as comfortdbteher. None of the four protégés
described picking up on any similarities or comnites between themselves and their
mentor right away. However, three of the protéd@xifea, Hector, and Nathan)

mentioned their racial, cultural, and educationtéiétences as standing out to them at
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their first meeting. Hector explained that he k¢ his mentor, Lisa, had different lived

experiences than himself.

Given my, you know, the many identities | have..amts of like
being a communication major...but, yes. I'd say oot different,
but somewhat different because I'm Latino and sheshe
was...she is white. You know, the education diffeecas
well...like, you know, being Mexican. | identify myéas
Mexican-American. | have...it'’s like, you know, thell a lot of
different things and traditions and things andamepletely
different in that aspect. There’s some differenoderms of the
people | socialize with normally outside...like predeonal
settings or things like that. Maybe different livexperiences as
well.

Renee was the only protégé that said she did ebtlike there were a lot of difference
between herself and her mentor, Patrick. On therdtand, the mentors, Jill and Patrick,
did not feel like their cultural or racial differees stood out when they met their protégés.
For example, Patrick said, “For me, sort of thaorobf cultural/national differences was
very, very, very low on my radar screen. | mearasweally looking for someone, you
know, can you do the work? Can you do it well?”Baill and Patrick said there was not
an immediate connection on a personal level, bectha’'s not what they were looking

for.

To recap, both mentors, Jill and Patrick, indidateat they lacked the condition
of perceived importance in regards to how the mamgaelationship would benefit the
protégés’ academic and career goals, and instesdma@re focused on their research
needs. While Jill did indicate some race awareitéssinclear how she saw this
experience benefiting her protégé Andrea, and @idelcer race awareness at contributing

to a more inclusive environment for her colleaugiek. Patrick’'s comments suggest a
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low level of race awareness. However, three ofale protégés (Andrea, Hector, and
Nathan) in this medium success group implied thatr&cial and cultural differences
between themselves and their mentors impacted hewfelt, particularly in the
beginning of the mentorship. While Patrick and Reimelicated mutual liking for one
another, they also both claimed that they did meetbp a real connection. Because Jill
explained that there was not a real personal cdiomelsetween her and Andrea, | labeled
this pair also as not having a personal conneclibns both mentoring pairs were
categorized with a low level of mutual liking thathot accompanied with a strong
personal connection. Nathan is the only responidethis group that | determined made a
real connection with their mentoring partner; hoemwecause he is from the
supplemental data group his mentor, Brian, didpaoticipate in this research and this

condition cannot be confirmed among both membeteeMmentoring pair.

The Mentoring Relationship

This section is organized according to how muctetthe protégés and mentors
spent with one another, the activities and workphie engaged in, and if and how the
mentoring experience contributed to the protégéatamic aspirations. The respondents’
descriptions concerning these aspects of their onegtrelationship help to determine if
a number of the optimal conditions for intergrogmiact are present or absent. For
example, the conditions of frequent contact, peegtimportance, cooperation, and
eqgual-status within the relationship are some efdbnditions most emphasized in this

section. | will also highlight specific conditiotizat only emerge in a small number of the

participants’ responses.
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All of the participants were asked about theiidgproutine throughout the
mentorship and how much of their time was spemfradting with their mentoring
partner. Patrick and Renee were the only mentgrangthat indicated they had frequent
contact with one another. They met at least oneeek during their summer mentorship
and have since continued working together for atraggear, still continuing to meet
either once a week or bi-weekly. Therefore, Pataicll Renee are labeled as having
frequent contact. Conversely, Jill and Andrea dittmeet the criteria for frequent
contact. While Andrea did report that she had fesquontact with her mentor it was
unclear if she was referring to frequent meetingh Jill or with Rick, the staff member.
Ultimately, | categorized this pair as not involgifrequent contact, because Jill was
explicit that she did not spend a lot of time withdrea and that most of Andrea’s time

was spent with Rick. Jill explained:

Andrea met with my staff assistant every day, edaythat she
came in. She didn’t have a key to the lab herseltnhy grad
student had to be there. But, if my grad studedhhdeen there
| would have met with her more. So, it's not likeddn’t want to
give the impression that | abandoned her.

Similarly, Hector reported that he spent most sftime meeting with his mentor’s
research partner, not his mentor Lisa. He also imeed that he did not have as much
direct interaction with Lisa as he had originalipected, that she was extremely busy,
and that he wished he could have had more suppdrigithe poster presentation
Nathan also indicated that he only had face-to-tacgact with Brian “once or twice a

month, but not much more than that.” Most of tlegintact was through email or phone

° For a description about the poster presentatieagal see the second paragraph of this chapteisas i
discussed in detail there.

91



conversations. Therefore, Pair #2 (Jill and Andreigctor, and Nathan were all labeled
as not having frequent contact. Additionally, Hest@omment about not receiving as
much support as he wanted suggests that the comaiticooperating towards a shared

goal was not present.

I now focus on the research tasks the protégéardidf they perceived it as
important and contributing to their professionalelepment. Additionally, | identify
how much effort the mentors gave in respect ta {h@itéges’ personal academic and
career goals. In some cases, how the particip@atasbed this aspect of their mentoring
relationship also conveys if there was a sensgudlestatus between mentor and
protégé, and the level of cooperation that occutinealighout the mentorship. Equal-
status was reflected when both participants desdrifaving equal input on deciding
tasks and that both members’ goals were considerdgromoted by the research tasks.
Three out of the four of the protégé respondenené®, Hector, and Nathan) in the
medium success group described their research aastentributing to their professional
development. Renee and Nathan both explainedhbatresearch experience fostered a
growing passion for research and both plan to muascareer in research and have
greater confidence in their skills. While Hectod diot mention that his career goals
include pursing research, he did indicate thatetfiehie was able to significantly
contribute to his mentor’s research and this ireedais confidence in his academic
capabilities. This suggests that Renee, HectorNattan all perceived the work they
were engaged in as important to their personaleanadgoals. The actual research task
that Andrea worked on during her mentorship didapyear to be perceived as important

to either Jill or Andrea, in the sense of enhandingrea’s research skills and
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knowledge. The only research task that Jill disedss terms of Andrea’s contributions
was organizing a bibliographic database, whichadbée mentioned would have been
Rick’s (her colleague) responsibility if she had heen a mentor to Andrea. This
indicates that Andrea and Jill did not establisével of equal-status within their
relationship, as Andrea never had the opportunistép into the role of a lead
researcher. Conversely, Patrick did make an etibocteate research tasks for Renee that
allowed her to experience what being a lead reBeaentails; thus, their relationship did
involve some level of equal-status in respect eortsearch tasks. Indeed, Patrick
explained that it was important to him to provideaarch work for Renee that was

engaging and fun.

You'd hope that the faculty members would try tbjost use the
students as a vehicle for enhancing their own @rogbut would
actually take the pedagogical side of it serioasig try to make
it fun for these students to get them...cause ity.ragearch
project (from my perspective) can be made intemgdsiut, if
you're just giving a bunch of stuff to you knowrote stuff, hunt
down, or whatever — | don't think that serves tragqzt or the
program or the student any. And, | heard you know af by the
grapevine, Renee would tell me things like you krsmme of the
students weren't happy cause all they were doirsyjus
literature reviews. They were just doing literatteeiews. And it
wasn't...all they were doing was photocopying.

At the same time, Jill and Patrick did not makes#art to learn more about their
protégés’ (Andrea and Renee) academic and cangieatésns or go out of their way to
ensure that they helped with the transition frobrmowinity college to the university.
Similarly, neither Hector nor Nathan mentioned amyg their mentors did for them

outside of giving them research work. Therefore,tthho complete mentoring pairs and
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the protégés from the supplemental data group@reategorized as establishing the

optimal condition of cooperation towards a shareal.g

Another area where some mentoring pairs weretaldstablish cooperation,
perceived importance, and/or equal-status is tlseep@resentation the protégés created
and conducted at the end of their mentorship. Egtalis emerged in this area in the
ways the protégés described the amount of atteatidremphasis the mentor placed on
helping the protégés meet this goal of designipgpéessional poster presentation.
Additionally, some protégés also indicated thatkiray on the poster presentation with
their mentor was a collaborative process (equaltstaresent) while others explained
their mentor took over when helping the protégéhis task (equal-status not present).
However, in this group of participants (medium s83) the only mentoring relationship
that suggested optimal conditions were presentReas#3 (Patrick and Renee); but,
because Patrick made only one reference to Repestsr presentation | cannot confirm
if perceived importance or equal-status was presethis portion of their relationship.

Renee did indicate that Patrick did work with hecteate her poster.

He’s really supportive. He really helped me esficia, like,

put my thoughts together when we had to do thegpost
presentation because | was like, “Okay, | havéha!
information or this data. Where should | focus oARdY he really
helped me to like...what to focus and how to do thstgr and
[had me present for him] again and again. So, rereally
helpful.

While Andrea did not discuss if and how much Jélged with the presentation, Jill did
explain that she only “saw a few graphs and thes gaae” and that it was Rick who

helped guide Andrea through that process. Hectblike he did not have enough
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support from his mentor when he was creating tistgp@resentation, because she was

so busy. Nathan’s experience was quite the oppfrsite what Hector described. Nathan

explained:

| did that independently. And there was a probl€his is when |
began to realize that this was going to be an jassievorking
together, because my mentor was so hands on filatike that
the poster wasn't going to be mine, it was goinigedis, so |
started to push back. And | ended up doing somethirthe last
minute because | didn't want to be nit-picked,yoaw. And then
| think one of the other issues was they didn'tisee...l didn't
have a really good guide to start with. | didn¥éan example of
what they wanted. So | started on something on wy, @ wasn't
what they wanted, so that was just creating modenaoreissues
between us because | finally decided it's gonnlaidand it's not
gonna be mine; so, I'm just gonna like put it omlack burner
because | had fall classes and | had a lot thinggygn with
school. Yeah. So I just basically didn't want toadposter that
wasn't going to be my own. But | ended up getting that was
my own. And it was kind of tough to try to keep mwyn voice
for it.

Nathan’s experience during the poster presentaionof the mentoring relationship

demonstrates a lack of cooperation and equal-statuke Andrea and Hectors

experiences with designing their posters suggkstkaof perceived importance,

cooperation, and equal-status between mentor antdg#. The condition, equal-status,

was determined as absent because the mentor dminetjual emphasis or consideration

on helping the protégé when it was not relatedhéo tnentor’s research agenda.

To sum up, only one complete mentoring pair (Bktand Renee) in the medium

success group met the condition of frequent congedditionally, among the two

complete mentoring pairs, only one pair (Patricd Renee) established equal-status,

cooperation, and perceived importance in their wramg relationship; however, these
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conditions were not present in all areas of theatronship or at all times. Therefore,
Patrick and Renee are labeled as involving a mibeggof the optimal conditions: equal-
status, perceived importance, and cooperation tiswaishared goal. Jill and Andrea are
categorized as not establishing the conditiongjabkstatus, cooperation, and perceived
importance, although Andrea did at times indicargived importance. However, Jill
did not, the condition is considered to be abdenglly the supplemental data group,
consisting of two protégés, Hector and Nathan, aészribed a mixed bag of the optimal
condition of perceived importance and did not iatkcthat the conditions of equal-status

or cooperation were present in their mentoringti@ahips.

The Racial Component

This segment is arranged according to how themntors, Jill and Patrick,
described the impact of race on their mentoringti@hship, which determined if the
optimal conditions of group saliency, race awarenaw/are of implicit racial attitudes,
prior interracial relationships, and identificatiatith a nonracial out-group were present,
absent, or sometimes present in the mentors’ atdrmentoring relationship.
Following this, is a discussion about how the pgégexplained the impact on race in

their cross-race mentorship and how this relatéseésame optimal conditions.

When Jill and Patrick were asked how their protégétifies racially or
ethnically, it was clear that neither of the memgipairs engaged in conversations about
their protégeés’ racial background and experiengidsanswered the question by saying,
“l assume as Latina. | never asked her.” Patrickmdit explicitly say that he and Renee

never talked about her ethnic background, but wieewas asked about her ethnicity he
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could not remember where she was from. Anotherastang aspect about how Patrick
discussed Renee’s ethnic background is that thimutghe entire interview he never
referred to her Latina background, instead he adwaferred to her as an international
student and he talked about their national diffeesmot ethnic or racial differences.

Patrick also indicated that for him, group saliem@s not present in their relationship.

| mean there's the issue of can you understandBotevas it
very clear from the very first meeting that sheldawnderstand
and be understood. You know, yes she has an aaocdrdll that
stuff. But from my perspective, it was never...| netl@ught in
my mind that I'm doing this for international state | didn't
really even feel...l didn't really know that thaasvike a MO for
New Horizons from the get go. | knew it was likeativantaged
students, but I didn't know that it was necessanilizad to be
international students. So for me it was alwaysljiks | said it
wasn't really a big issue for me.

Patrick did not respond to any of the questionsuabace and ethnicity in a way that
suggested he was aware of their racial or ethifigirdnces. His statement implied that
he perceives a qualitative difference between Vatimic minorities and immigrant
minorities, an important distinction within the sdcscience literature as well (Portes
1999; Portes and Zhou 1993). For example, racgudice is a distinct feature of US
society; thus, many immigrants enter the UnitedeStavithout knowledge of, or
experiences with this form of discrimination (Psréend Zhou 1993). It could then be the
case that Patrick does not understand this rekttipras an interracial relationship, but
rather an intercultural relationship. Thereforeah only confidently determine that
Patrick did not consider their cultural differen@ssimpacting the relationship and cannot

label the condition of race awareness as eithesepteor absent.
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Only once did Patrick indicate that he was awarthefpotential forcultural
stereotypes to arise; however, in the same comhealso explained that he was

unlikely to give into stereotypes.

| mean | think that we're prone to stereotype. & know it's
possible that | could say something...l don't beliths...but, |
could actually say something like "well you knovechuse she's
from a different culture, she respected power mangl therefore
she was more deferential and professional.” Butrttight just be
a load of hogwash. | mean I've worked with peopben, you
know, other...other international students as gutalatudents
who are massively entitled and pains-in-the-buttsl, so |

think, you know, | don't think it really affects nfiyture
relationships with them in that sense. Cause at.leaith what |
was doing there wasn't any sort of tension betwspaun,
know...that was caused by the international angle.

When asked how his mentoring experience might baea different if his protégé had
been white like himself, he suggested that he nhighie been able to read her (the
imaginary white protégé) a little bit better andated less feelings of “I don’t know her.

| don’t know what I'm getting into.” But, that it @uld not have “changed anything about
the relationship.” It appears that Patrick was yimg that he would have felt more
comfortable, particularly at the beginning of thentoring relationship, if his protégé had
been white. However, his answer again indicatessthigabiggest differences were their
cultural and national differences not racial/ethhiféerences. Therefore, as the
researcher, | feel that applying his statementkeéaconditions that | proposed based on
contemporary US racism is not a legitimate categdion. | did not code Patrick then for
indicating the presence of the condition, awarengficit racial attitudes. The only
condition | can confidently determine from his dission is that group saliency was not

present for Patrick.
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Jill was more forthcoming about discussing raag ethnicity, and demonstrated
some race awareness. However, she avoided thedbibie racial dynamic between
herself and Andrea and never indicated being asfdner own implicit racial attitudes.
In fact, when Jill did express race awareness & ugually in reference to how most
other white people in the university and surrougdirea lack any kind of race

awareness.

It really seems to me like there's very little himestudents of
color. There are student organizations, but likzdls no real way
that grad students or undergrad students of a
particular...particularly minority ethnic backgrayrand let's just
even say particularly underrepresented that cdaat@round
common interests. And so these common interests teu
about, you know topics or something else that w&tdmticipate
because we're not them. So | just really think thatfaculty at
this institution needs to find out that they're simg a lot. And it
really...l think the...particularly at the facultyeetings, when
we're trying to figure out how to distribute sontarge resource,
a faculty member, such as myself for example, egserthe
guestion "oh and can we think about whether we want
use...bringing more underrepresented groups abogrdrasf
this." And people nod and go "oh yeah that wouldybed.” And
then they go on, and they think they're done. Beedloey just
had an emotional experience of how nice that wbelénd they
are done they think. It gets to the point whéegelike almost not
worth raising it, because all it is is "oh, theney go again. Okay,
we're going to smile and nod, smile and nod. Amhtve'll be
done. We just have to endure this statement frasnctilleague.”
Things like, "gee it's really too bad there weremire qualified
scholars of color in this applicant pool,” or whate What's it
gonna take for people to figure out they're missogething? So
to me, that's where this mentoring program fitsAind by the
way, I'm not besmirching my department in particulan just
trying to, you know I'm trying to describe whahirk is a
broader issue. And | don't know what it's gonnatakaddress it,
but I love it that when | go to a mentoring thingdd look around
and | see who the other faculty are, | feel likaypkhatever
those faculty members own ethnic backgrounds aeegbt
something in common with them. You know, and | likat very
much.
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In the above statement, Jill does exhibit some aacareness, but at the same time she
only discusses how hard this is for her when hatendolleagues are not concerned
enough with the lack of diversity within the instibpn. Moreover, when she talks about
the contributions the mentoring program is attengpto make by creating a more
racially inclusive university, she never mentions students, only that she feels good
being in the same room with other racially awarify members. Additionally, Jill was
asked if there was anything the mentoring prograuaiccor should do to strengthen these
interracial mentoring bonds between the faculty tmenand student protégés. She
responded with a quick “No,” and, instead went iatdetailed explanation about what
the mentoring program should do is address thikgsAndrea’s poor writing skills.
Then she explained that there were no culturaidrarbetween her and Andrea, which
was then followed with another suggestion; thatiemtoring program teach the
protégés how to appropriately dress when their arénvites them to meetings with
community partners, as this was an issue for htér Aundrea. She also explained that
Andrea’s casual dress was not cultural, “but mose@alizing thing.” Jill then said, “I
don’t really see that as cultural for the recorseé that more about maybe a first-
generation issue.” Thus, Jill's level of race awass is at times difficult to assess. For
example Jill acknowledges the lack of diversityhmtUniversity of the Pacific
Northwest, but also demonstrates what Bonilla-SiR@03) labels as color-blind racism
when she points to Andrea not being “socializedkriow how to dress appropriately in a
professional environment, but then following thathy implying that that has nothing to

do with her Latina background and is instead altediner first-generation status. Thus,
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the statement becomes confusing as to what Jilheméa the end, | labeled her as

sometimes demonstrating race awareness, but nghaevel of race awareness.

Out of the four protégés, three (Andrea, Hectod, dathan) all mentioned their
racial and ethnic backgrounds as impacting themtoreng relationship. For example,
Andrea explained that she developed a much cletsianship with Rick, the staff
member, than with Jill.

| spent a lot more time with him (Rick) and we jhad a lot of
things in common in terms of social-economic statiesling
with racism, and experiencing racism, and like swlafinitely
closer with him. | would say probably [becausetls race
factor, cause we had a lot of conversations altnait t felt like
that really...I don’t know. It's always nice to fetble

shared...like your experience with another person ads
shared...who have experienced other forms, or sirfolans.

This was a recurring theme with Andrea, Hector, Mathan. All of them mentioned that
if they had been matched with a same-race menggrwlould have felt more comfortable
and shared some same lived experiences. At the tiaeeall three of the protégés
explained that their mentors were all culturallyngetent, but that was most likely not
the case with all the other white mentors. Addiiby all three protégés mentioned
being aware of how inequitable the world of higbducation is and that they need to be
comfortable working with white mentors and facuttgmbers, because “that’s the way it
is.” Andrea, Hector, and Nathan all exhibited higbels of race awareness and group
saliency was present to them during their mentoexjpaerience. Conversely, Renee did

not express race awareness or indicate group sglisrfner mentoring experience.
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Similar to her mentor Patrick, she gave the impoesthat she did not have the

experience, or the identity, of a racial minoritydadoes not treat herself as “nonwhite”

In sum, | categorized Patrick and Renee’s menipahnot being applicable for
determining the presence or absence of the conditrace awareness, aware of implicit
racial attitudes, and membership in a nonraciaigpotip. However, | did code Patrick
and Renee as lacking the condition of group sajiefice only condition that was present
was prior intercultural interactions; however, @swot a strong condition as it was
hardly mentioned by the two. Jill and Andrea wergeled as having race awareness, but
not a high level; and group saliency as presenesdrat. The conditions of aware of
implicit racial attitudes and membership in a nerabout-group were not present in Jill

and Andrea’s mentorship.

Low-to-No Success in Cross-Race Mentoring Relatibips

This section describes how the participants whieevi@und to have low-to-no
success with their interracial mentoring relatiopsidiscussed their experiences and
perceptions surrounding this relationship. It igaorized according to: (1) expectations
and perceptions; (2) the mentoring relationshipt @) the racial component.The two
complete interracial mentoring pairs that are ad&rsid as not successful mentoring
experiences involve Kathy/Jarrod and Melissa/Migarithe first pair (#4) consisted of a

white female mentor (Kathy) and a black male prétg€iarrod); the other pair (#5)

1 For more on the differences between racial/ethiforities and immigrant minorities see Portes @99
who delineates these differences and explaingnithae US, racial minorities are involuntary mirt@$

and go through a socialization process, in whigy tre informally and formally taught how to intesp
and cope with racial discrimination. On the othandh, immigrant minorities are voluntary minoritessd
do not undergo said socialization and have a daaid of reference with which to interpret their
experiences. Also, see Portes and Zhou (1993) ficora in-depth explanation on
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included a white female mentor (Melissa) and albfamale protégé (Miranda). There
were not any participants from the supplementaligrbat indicated an unsuccessful
mentoring experience; however, | cannot say wittaggy that their mentoring
relationship was not unsuccessful. It could be ifhtaeir mentoring partner had
participated in the research my analysis of theatronship would be different. For
example, with Pair #4 (Kathy and Jarrod) it wasyd€athy, the mentor, who explicitly
reported the relationship as unsuccessful; thus, evily Jarrod’s participation | would

have had a difficult time determining the outconfidie mentoring experience.

The following discussion addresdégpothesis #3mentors and protégés that
describe an unsuccessful mentoring experiencenailhave any, or very few of the
conditions from Table 1 present in their relatidpsfihe hypothesis was supported from
my data, as the mentoring pairs with a low-to-nccegs outcome were not able to
establish many of the conditions. Additionally, fees conditions that were present were
not present in conjunction with other condition®rder to build on each other and

strengthen their impacts.

Expectations and Perceptions

Determining what the mentors’ expectations andgpeare for becoming a
mentor offer insight into how important it was teetmentor to develop a bond with their
protégé and if they were concerned with advandiegprotégé’s academic and career
aspirations. The mentors in this group expresseg diferent motivations for joining

this mentoring program. First, Kathy’s expectatiansl motivations were very much
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centered on her research agenda and little impmeta@emed to be placed on developing

an interpersonal bond with Jarrod, her protégé.

| was kind of at the point where | was working oy rasearch
and that was really the priority for me. | was tkiah Jarrod was
able to give me some help, but also | wasn’t taeceoned about,
you know, do we like each other?

Later in the interview when Kathy was asked if memtoring experience met her goals
and expectations, she still did not mention haang specific goals for Jarrod and again

illustrated that her priority was her research.

You know, | really thought it would be cool to masimeone
who was interested in the project and someone whbtrwant

to be more involved in it and really understand enofrwhat was
going on. | thought it would be really cool to haa@meone that
would want to come to a conference with me, somedne
could really be a contributor. So in that way, bot, | thought,
well it would be nice to get another pair of eyestioe references
and get the data entered, that really helped. Atidnk he did a
good job with that, but that is where it endedihkh

The reasons Kathy gave for deciding to be a mestmgested that she did not perceive
this interracial contact as important. What was tnmaportant to her was having an
“extra pair of eyes” to assist with her researelgardless of whose eyes they were. Her
response also indicated that it was unlikely tlmahiher goals and Jarrod’s academic
goals would receive equal consideration withinrtiheeéntoring relationship; thus,
foreshadowing that the condition of equal-statuswat be established. In fact, when
Kathy was asked if she thought she was able toJelpd with a smoother transition to
the university the only thing she mentioned was sha checked out a book for him that

was related to his major.
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On the other hand, Melissa emphasized this relglipras an opportunity to
create connections and positively impact a studdifi¢. She also highlighted the goals of

the mentoring program as a motivator for her toobse a mentor.

It just seems like this beautiful ideal at the mobtéat you've
been waiting for that frankly, in this institutiowe don’t get a lot
of opportunities to have. It gives you the ided thibat we're
doing isn’t just coming to work every day and regtating
something to people, but you can have connectigmshave the
potential to make impacts on people’s lives...Moreanantly, |
think the biggest asset to the program is the itiansrom
community college to regular university life. | lesle it's my
responsibility as a member of this community taheactive
member and that was a way that | saw to do that.

Melissa expressed that this relationship was ingpotio her and she hoped to contribute
to the academic goals of her protégé, Miranda.igh this relationship did not turn out
to be a success, Melissa does demonstrate thaasatin the beginning of the
mentorship, she did perceive the contact as impbatad expected to develop a close

interpersonal bond with Miranda.

All of the participants were asked about thestfimpressions of their mentoring
partner and later asked if their impressions chdmyer the course of their mentorship.
These questions provided information about whetthere was mutual liking between
mentoring pairs for the four respondents in thidiea. Three (Kathy, Melissa, and
Miranda) out of the four participants in this graagdicated that there was difficulty
developing a personal bond between mentor andg#a@ong these pairs. While Jarrod
did say that he felt he connected with Kathy, kigl@hation seems to suggest that a
strong connection between the two did not actuddlyelop, which Kathy confirms in her

interview. Jarrod reported that they connected ftoenbeginning and said “l guess |
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consider her a friend now.” He was then askedlkoatwout what made the connection

real to him.

| think it was when...because I'm really shy and haweble
talking to people sometimes. And, in the beginr{aghy would
always like ask me questions and stuff; but, astimemer
progressed she started to like give me more spatevauld
just...like she wouldn’t ask too many questions. Lske would
ask something and then if | said “yes” or “no” thaduld be good
enough for her.

Kathy also described Jarrod as shy and timid, an&&thy this was a major reason why
the two did not connect. In fact, Kathy indicatbdttat times their personality differences

created an uncomfortable dynamic between the two.

| remember when | took him on interviews one dag htihought
oh this is a chance to...I'm going to be able to, konaw, talk to
him a little bit more about outside things. SoitlséSo what do
you like to do in your spare time?” And he justtbere and said
[in a lower voice to mimic a male voice] “I like fday video
games.” And that was kind of all. And | remembeglifeg really
strange. | look back now and | guess it was futmy,| just
thought okay this is strange.

Both Jarrod and Kathy reported that the two didshatre any common interests and that
their starkest differences were their personalitath Jarrod being extremely shy and
Kathy being an out-going extrovert. Although thethoth described the other as nice
and smart, it was apparent that there was nobagtonnection and they knew little

about the other person.

Turning towards Pair #5, Melissa and Miranda,aswlear that they too were
lacking the condition of mutual liking, particulatiowards the end of the mentorship.
Melissa explained that upon first meeting her ggétdiiranda, she had a positive

impression of her and had high expectations that thentoring relationship would
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continue after the program ended. At the beginoirntyeir relationship Melissa
described Miranda as “positive...very kind, and horié¥ithin the first few weeks of
their mentorship Miranda shared with Melissa sofne life struggles she was going
through at the time, and Melissa felt like thisgmral sharing brought the two close

together. However, this quickly changed accordmdylelissa.

| feel like that if anything...I felt that we were meoconnected
because she shared that information with me amafked hard
to facilitate flexibility with what might be goingn her life, and
an opportunity for her to share this open commuianaabout
the struggles. But, she, in my opinion, startethke advantage
of that and actually then our...I felt like our retetship
deteriorated because of that.

Miranda did not mention this moment of sharing keswthe two, but did mention the
life circumstances that she was going through dunier interview. In fact, Miranda

could not recall Melissa’s name when asked at dggriming of the interview. Miranda
also commented that, “going in, | did feel a liitimidated only because she was so
academic heavy, like | did feel judged to a dedrékis indicated there was not equal-
status present in their relationship, as Mirandlasfee was looked down upon. In addition
to this, Miranda described the mentorship as agol,never thought of Melissa as her
mentor and did not feel like any mentoring occuridélissa also commented that her
impression of Miranda’s motivations for joining theentoring program had less to do

with developing a mentoring relationship and marea with enhancing her resume.

It felt often times like she was faking the progestee did a lot of
talking and not a lot of showing. | almost feltdikhe engaged in
the program because she thought it would look goolder
resume as opposed to that she actually wanted itpwbich |
think you get different results from that.

Melissa also added
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| just felt like | invested a lot in this and | hadot of
expectations, high expectations, for the way it ddurn out. So,
| felt really frustrated that it didn’t go that wayut | felt really let
down as well that this person obviously was not Wwtimught
they were and that they didn’t care, they didnideespect for
me and what | do because they left me high andlgiogt
felt...frustrated, let down, maybe even hurt thatdge to this
and | chose to invest my time in this and this permsbviously
didn’t have the same expectations.

Between the mentor, Melissa, explaining that shiddken advantage of by Miranda, and
the protégé, Miranda, reporting that she neverghbaf Melissa as her mentor it is clear
that this pair did not involve the conditions of toal liking, clearly defined roles, or
cooperation towards a shared goal. Both of theqyeants indicate the lack of these
conditions throughout their interviews. AdditionglKathy and Jarrod are not coded with
the condition of mutual liking as present or abs#rthis time (this condition is further
discussed below). This pair was also categorizddckeng perceived importance and

cooperation.

The Mentoring Relationship

When these participants answered questions abewtark the pairs did and how
mentor and protégé interacted with one anothexdane clear that there was little
cooperation or mutual understanding between PajMglissa and Miranda). Moreover,
Miranda’s comments about why the two did not depeaeal connection underscore the

significance of perceiving the contact as importdtitanda noted that

| could have developed a stronger connection irsémse of
looking at her (the mentor) as a future colleagugomeone that
| might utilize to write me a letter of recommendat that sort of
connection. But as far as connecting on a perdeweal, maybe |
just didn’t desire that. | didn’t find the needuess.
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Although Melissa does suggest that the two hadetingein the beginning of their
relationship to outline one another’s expectatiand Miranda’s tasks for the summer,
Miranda reported that she was unclear about whatexpected of her. Below, Melissa

describes their first meeting together.

Our first meeting in person was at my office. Wiedkof just
talked about what the goals were for the experiamcewhat
kind of project that she would be working on. Thesset up a
plan that would basically start once the contréatted. The way
| approach those kinds of sessions are always‘likere’s what |
need. What do you think you need and want?” Arthri’'t
remember the details of the conversation, but Wkttt she had
already expressed to me the interest, even afaidta entry,
which | consider extremely boring, wanting to betloa project
and saying, “Well when | become a [part of thisjonanaybe |
can still work on these projects with you.”

In contrast to Melissa’s comments above, Mirandaared that

After the data entry | really wasn’t aware what. wdfat was
expected of me, other than researching a ton oh@articles
that were related to environmental justice, but ties all
mundane and just...l don’t know if | did it right oot, lack of
feedback.

Miranda seemed to contradict herself later in tiierview when she explained that her
and Melissa did talk about what Miranda’s tasks @sgponsibilities where going to
consist of. At the same time, Miranda again indisdhat she did not perceive Melissa as

her mentor, but rather saw this experience as paramity to gain job experience.

We did go to lunch, and that was, | believe, hegrapt to
connect. But, it was very driven to her researchals...to me it
felt like a job. To me it was...l didn’t see her s mentor. It
was, “Okay, these are the tasks at hand. This & wdu need to
do. I guess | didn’t look at her as...she wasn’t rogdemic
mentor; she was more like, okay let's get experana job
setting.

109



Upon both Melissa and Miranda reflecting on theamoring experience, it
became apparent that the condition of perceiveartapce was lacking in their
relationship. As | noted above, Melissa did indectitat at the onset of the relationship
she did perceive it as important; however, thisdaoon is only present if both
participants express feeling the relationship afqmedence was important. Miranda
reported that the work she did during the mentgrglas not engaging for her and that it

did not benefit her career goals.

The only question | ever asked myself is ‘Am | tpealified for
this internship?’ Cause it was very base...they wethe
beginning of their research, so it was a lot oadaitry, which
helps the time go by, but | felt like | didn’t gg$ much...me
being where | am in my life and my career, | dide#l that | got
as much out of it as somebody who was, you knothowi a
career, without the knowledge base would havelgbink |
would have chosen a different research projeafgself. Only
because they were in the early stages, so | dight’to hone in on
my skills — | got to kill time.

At this point what emerges from Melissa and Mirdadlaterviews is that a
number of conditions were never established irr tiedationship. Miranda’s comments
demonstrate a lack of perceiving the contact a®rtapt and that she was unclear about
her mentor’s role as well as her own role in tHatienship. Additionally, Melissa’s
responses indicate that the condition of mutuahdjkvas not a feature in their
relationship. Idetermined thatequal-status wasarfetiture of their relationship. Neither
Melissa nor Miranda talked about how they workegktber. Melissa did indicate that
there was the opportunity for Miranda to be a pathe research team and participate in
professional conferences, which does seem to seitéige for equal-status to emerge.

However, Miranda never confirmed this. In fact, Mida only referenced data entry and
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looking through journal articles as her researskgand described the tasks as mundane,

which indicates equal-status was not present ircdinéact.

Kathy and Jarrod’s interviews did not provide theng level of detail as the
previous pair; however, it was discernible thaytta® were lacking optimal conditions
in their relationship. For example, Jarrod’s regmto the question “What did you enjoy
most about your mentoring experience?” was “I gggessng paid.” The follow up
guestion, “What did you get out of your mentorixperience?” elicited the response,
“Just knowing that | wouldn’t want to be a researcand have to interview people or do
data entry all day.” This suggested that he wasngaged in the work nor perceived the
experience or relationship as important. Additignathen Kathy was asked how she
contributed to Jarrod’s transition from communit}iege to the university and career

aspirations, she answered

That's hard to say. | think what Jarrod got out @fas that he
doesn't want to do social science research. Um| dmik he
was thinking he was going to take more computesses, and |
think maybe it helped him find that direction. irtk he is
responsible and, you know, he seems very smarh@sd hard
worker. Um, | don't know if...I don't think | heldéhim the
transition but the experience might have helpedfinoh
direction.

Kathy’s response indicated that she did not wottk\darrod to further his academic
goals, as she appeared to be unclear about whatvea were, and Jarrod’s answers
suggested he was not engaged with the researdh K&tiy and Jarrod suggested a lack
of equal-status, as the mentorship was built arabhacdeeds of the research agenda and
not promoting Jarrod’s academic growth. Thus, €lat the conditions of cooperating

towards a shared goal and equal-status absergimmtientoring relationship.
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Another explanation for why Kathy and Jarrod dod experience mutual liking
or perceive their mentoring relationship as imparthat emerges from both of their
interviews is that the two never found any commibiesl or common ground. Jarrod
explained that “we never talked about our interésgtathy frequently mentioned that the
two did not share any interests with which to bwildto form a connection. For example,
Kathy said, “Jarrod and | were mismatched in teomsaterest and personality, but |
don’t have any ill will towards him...l don’t think was fun for him; it wasn't fun for

me.

To recap, Melissa and Miranda (Pair #5) were categd as not meeting the
conditions of frequent contact, perceived impor&gamooperating towards a shared goal,
clearly defined roles, mutual liking, or equal-a&tSimilarly, Kathy and Jarrod (Pair #4)
were coded as lacking the conditions of perceiwggbirtance, mutual liking,

cooperation, and equal-status.

The Racial Component

Both of the white mentors (Kathy and Melissa) vexperienced unsuccessful
mentoring relationships did not believe that theakdifferences between themselves
and their protégés had any bearing on the outcdrie relationship. Kathy was
adamant that the real reason her and Jarrod dicomotect was his disinterest in her
research project. When she was asked if there mdhiag that could have been done
differently to encourage a closer bond between atonend protégé with different racial

backgrounds Kathy responded:

112



| mean | don’t know, I mean I...1 think it dependsttwe nature
of the project too. If you find someone who is retged in your
project that you're doing that kind of transcentishese...um,
and if not, it doesn’t really matter anyway, yowkn because
they’re not interested in the work.

Kathy's response indicated that because Jarrochatasterested in her project it was not
important for her to consider how the racial dynasmmight affect their interactions, and
if he had been interested in the research thel dgmamics would not have influenced
their relationship because their common interestldvsupersede the racial component of
their mentorship. Thus, regardless of Jarrod’sllef/eterest in the research Kathy did
not perceive race as a factor in their relationstipile Kathy claimed that race was
inconsequential in their mentorship, she appeanedmfortable when answering the
guestions that explicitly asked about race. Katlaynt give any indication that she was

aware of implicit racial attitudes or exhibit arace awareness during her interview.

Similarly, Melissa was not aware of how she andaMida’s racial differences had
any significance on their relationship. Melissa \@aked if her mentoring experience
with Miranda had any impact on how she thought &bmentoring a protégé of a
different racial or ethnic background in the futUgéée answered with, “I just don’t see
how race, ethnicity, class, minority, anything...$jdon’t see how that came out. | really
don’t, and | thought about it.” While Melissa didtrappear uncomfortable during the
guestions about race and ethnicity, she did ntwoetde on these questions like she did
with the other questions. There was nothing in B&glis interview that revealed a high
level of race awareness. However, she did menti@n mentoring relationships with
minority protégés, but again indicated that race nat a factor and that group saliency

was not strong in those relationships, as recathieg ethnicity was difficult for her. It
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was also difficult to gauge how strong those relaghips were, because they occurred

many years ago.

The protégés (Jarrod and Miranda) differed inrttesponses about how race
might have played out in their mentoring relatidpshJarrod did not elaborate on any of
the questions about race. He simply said “No” @idenot have any significance on his

relationship with Kathy. Miranda, however, did diss race in more detail.

It makes me wonder how things would have went ifweee of
the same background. | didn’t think anything okftile | was
going through the internship, cause | thought i$&wgob and |
early on learned that | would be working with peopf different
backgrounds... | think we would have...not only if stiories
would have been more aligned would | have gainegesioing
different, cause feeling that connection | thinkngportant on
many levels when we’re looking at it as a mentqrdigcause
you’re trusting in this person. You're trustingtms person to
provide you with valuable input for your careerpydife.

This response from Miranda echoed a lot of therghhetégés responses when asked how
their mentoring relationship might have been déferif their mentoring relationship had
been a same-race mentorship. What is interestiogtddiranda’s explanation is she
seemed to suggest that it is more difficult to leisth a connection and trust in an

interracial relationship than a same-race relahigns

To summarize, three out of the four respondenth¥X Melissa, and Jarrod) did
not indicate that any of the conditions relateddaatemporary racism (race awareness,
aware of implicit racial attitudes, belonging ta@nracial out-group, or prior interracial
interactions) were present in either mentoring.pafinile Miranda did reflect on how the

racial differences might have impacted her mentprelationship, her mentoring
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relationship is still categorized as not involvisgy of the racial conditions, as the

conditions were not expressed in Melissa’s intewie

Institutional Support

All of the participants were asked a series ofstjoaes about the structure of the
mentoring program, New Horizons. The questions wlesggned to elicit information
about the participants’ perceptions on how muclpstghey felt from the program’s
structure and coordinating staff. In addition tis tithe questions were aimed at gauging
the participants’ feelings on how the program helffreem develop a bond with their
mentoring partner specifically, and with a persamf with a different racial or ethnic
background more generally. The participants weee @sked what, if anything, they
thought the program should do to increase the lefvelipport in developing a successful
mentoring relationship. However, upon analyzing¢hdata, | found it difficult to
confidently determine if the condition of institomtial support was present for any of the
participants. Therefore, this section is organigecbrding to the most common ways the
participants described the program’s level of supand the most frequently mentioned
critiques. | begin with a discussion on how the ptate pairs described the support they
received, followed with how the participants in thgplemental data groups discussed

the program.

| begin with the two complete pairs that are categd with an outcome of a
successful interracial mentoring experience. Tipases are Pair #1 (Karen/mentor and
Ryan/protégé) and Pair #6 (Tom/mentor and Mariadg®). Out of this group, Tom was

the only participant to offer suggestions aboutttha program could do better. Tom
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said, “More feedback should be provided from thevmus years so mentors can know
what worked...It seems like they just start all oggain every year instead of building
on year after year.” Karen commented that the @iogprovided a welcoming and
diverse environment, which she explained helpetégés and mentors develop a
connection. The conversation then turned towardatger university and how the
university itself needs to create a more inclusind welcoming atmosphere. Both of the
protégés (Ryan and Maria) from these two pairgjited the program for matching them
with their mentor, but that developing the conrmtthetween protégé and mentor was up
to the mentor and protégé. However, Ryan and Mhdaot think the program needed to
change anything. Thus, Pair #1 and Pair #6 areategorized as having institutional
support, but are not labeled as not having it eitimeother words, it is unclear if

institutional support was present.

For the complete pairs that were labeled with mmedsuccess, Pair #2
(Jill/mentor and Andrea/protégé) and Pair #3 (Bktmentor and Renee/protégée) there
was not institutional support. Jill did not thirtietprogram was clear enough in their
guidelines for the poster presentations the pratéigeat the end of the mentorship. She
also thought the program should do more for théggees, in the sense of better
socializing the protégés into the academic commguRiatrick, Renee, and Andrea all
commented that the program did not do anythingetp the mentoring pairs develop a
better connection. However, Patrick did not thin& program should do more. Pair #2

and Pair #3 are categorized as not including utstihal support.
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The two complete pairs in the low-to-no successigrare Pair #4 (Kathy and
Jarrod) and Pair #5 (Melissa and Miranda). For P4jmeither Kathy nor Jarrod
indicated that they felt a high level of instituted support. Kathy suggested that
regardless of the level of institutional suppo#gt hnd Jarrod would not have developed a
better connection. Both of them offered the sanggesstion for enhancing the program:
more input from the mentors and protégés when nrajche pairs together. In respect to
Melissa and Miranda (Pair #5) they are categoraelhcking institutional support.
Melissa discussed how much potential the prograsntha that it does not have the
infrastructure it needs to meet those goals. Shékie she was not given clear enough
guidelines on how she was supposed to meet thegmig goal of helping her protégé
transition into the university. In this sense, skplained that too much emphasis is on
the research component and not enough on the awardabring component. Miranda

echoed Melissa’s feelings, saying:

Well as long the mentor and the mentee understéatiyou are
here not to just complete a task, but to actuakytor your
mentee. And both people are in line with what the goal is,
then maybe it would strengthen that bond or crepp®rtunities
for that bonding to happen. But if a mentee go&siiiooking at
it as, "Okay this an internship. I'm going to getn® job
experience.”" And doesn't look at it beyond thatd Amat's why |
say maybe it was my fault by not looking at...bessaudidn't feel
she was a mentor.

Thus, Melissa and Miranda (Pair #5) are labeledoa$aving institutional support.

The five protégés (Nathan, Candice, Hector, Aleat Baul) in the supplemental
data group all said that the program only helpednticonnect with their mentor by
introducing them to one another, after that theyewon their own. Nathan, Candice, and

Paul all indicated that that was enough for theoh@id not think the program should do
117



more. However, Alex and Hector both thought thegpaon should do more consistent
check-ins with the mentoring pairs so that theylwalp those that are not connecting.
Alex also thought they should incorporate morevéas for the mentoring pairs outside

of the research tasks to enhance the bonds.

The two mentors (Eddie and Laura) differed sligloth their opinions of the
program’s support. Laura thought the program dahyl and that she probably did not
take advantage of all the resources. She also ometithat if they added more activities
or sessions for the mentors it would be too much lefirden on her time. On the other
hand, Eddie thought the program could do more ko fagilitate better connections.
However, he also recognized how difficult it is the program to find mentors in the
first place so asking them to do more would md&lyi result in even less faculty
participation. Thus, all the participants in th@glemental data group are not coded as

having institutional support in their mentorship.

Conclusion

The mentoring pairs and participants from the semppntal data group described
a variety of cross-race mentoring experiences, lwitieminated how many of the
optimal conditions work together, or do not workgéther, to influence the outcomes of
their mentorship. Those mentoring pairs that exédthe most conditions described the
most successful outcomes. Interestingly, theseesisful pairs also demonstrated the
conditions throughout their discussions in différareas of the relationship. Mentors that
perceived the mentoring role as important and wstded what the role entails were more

likely to promote their protégés’ academic and eaespirations. This most often led the
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protégé to also perceive the relationship as inapbnd they were more engaged in the
research tasks they worked on. Additionally, thentoes with the most successful
mentoring experiences demonstrated an ability, wlsainique among whites in our
culture, to acknowledge the barriers students lraaften face, particularly within

higher education.

The mentoring pairs with a medium success outatichedemonstrate a number
of the conditions, but they did not emerge as oftem the successful mentoring
relationships and they did not emerge in multigpeats of their relationship. The level
of agreement between mentor and protégé was aftkimg among these complete
mentoring pairs as well. | could not confidentlyetenine if the conditions related to
contemporary racism were present in one pair, ¢kaémd Renee, because they indicated
that Renee identified as (and Patrick perceiveceR@s) an immigrant minority and not
a racial minority. This pair indicated they per@givthe relationship as intercultural rather

than interracial.

The cross-race mentoring pairs that describedasessful mentoring experiences
had two very different experiences, however, theystiare one thing in common: they
did not confirm the presence of any of the conddgiamong mentor and protégé in their
relationship. For Kathy and Jarrod the lack of pared importance and a shared interest
appeared to be significant factors in why the twaer developed a real connection and
mutual liking. The mentors in both of these paismbt demonstrate the presence of any
of the conditions related to modern racism (racaramess, membership in a nonracial

out-group, aware of implicit racial attitudes, gtén fact, Miranda was the only
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participant in this group that considered how racd ethnicity might have impacted the

mentoring relationship.

Finally, the condition of institutional supportked an adequate amount of data
that addressed this condition. Only Melissa andaktiia indicated that the condition was
lacking; however, there was not a complete pairdieanonstrated the condition was
present. It was clear that there was not on-gamigihg for the mentors and structured
activities for the mentoring pairs were not a drthe program’s structure. At the same
time, a number of the mentors explained that tlhgrgam might become a burden if there
were required sessions for the pairs to attenthuash of the focus was on the research

tasks.

In sum, the data generally supports all three hgsss: (1) mentors and protégés
whoperceive their cross-race mentoring relatiorshgpsuccessful will be those who
experiences all, or most, of the conditions in €ahl(2) protégés and mentors who
perceive their cross-race mentoring relationshipasewhat successful will be those
who experienced some, but not most, of the conditin Table 1; and (3) protégés and
mentors who perceive their cross-race mentorshipasuccessful will be those who
experienced none, or very few, of the condition$able 1. The following chapter will
offer a more in-depth discussion about how the dateveyed the interconnectedness of
the conditions and what this contributes to ouranstanding of cross-race mentoring

relationships, specifically, and the intergroupteshhypothesis more generally.
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CHAPTER VI: DISCUSSION

| would like to start by summarizing my study’sdings and presenting a table to
provide a visual representation of these findifigie first pair (Pair #1), Karen and Ryan,
confirmed that the following conditions were presdérequent contact, perceived
importance, cooperation towards a shared goal | egats within the relationship,
mutual liking, group saliency, aware of implicitral attitudes, race awareness, and
Karen had nonracial out-group experience. The ¢mmdi, institutional support and past
experience with developing meaningful interracghtionships, and clearly defined
roles, could not be confidently determined as presetheir relationship. At the same
time, these conditions could not be labeled asrdlesther, as there was not enough
information to assess whether they were preseabsent. | categorized Karen and Ryan
with the outcome of successful. The next pair (R&); Tom, Julie, and Maria, affirmed
the presence of conditions: frequent contact, pegdamportance, cooperation, equal-
status, mutual liking, group saliency, aware oflimpracial attitudes, and race
awareness. However, Pair #6 did not confirm thegmee of institutional support, past
interracial relationships that were meaningful adig defined roles, and that the white
mentor had experience as a nonracial out-group raenibm, Julie, and Maria were also
labeled with a successful outcome. Both of thesetonmg pairs confirmed the presence
of at least eight of the twelve optimal conditigRsir #1 confirmed nine). However,
what is most striking about these pairs is thatyrarthe optimal conditions emerged in
multiple aspects of their mentoring relationshig aften in conjunction with one

another, which is discussed in further detail below
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The next two mentoring pairs, Pair #2 and Pain#&e both determined to have
a medium successful outcome for the cross-raceanegtexperience. First, Pair #2 (Jill
and Andrea) indicated that the conditions, perakiwgportance, mutual liking, race
awareness, and Jill's prior experience of develgppireaningful cross-race relationships,
were somewhat present in their relationship. Whenwo did indicate these conditions,
they were not conveyed in all areas of their retaghip or as strongly as the two pairs
with a successful outcome. The conditions, freqeentact, equal-status, cooperation
towards a shared goal, membership in a nonractarmup, and aware of implicit racial
attitudes, were not present in their relationshilpe remaining conditions, institutional
support, clearly defined roles, and group saliesould not be confidently determined as
present or absent in their mentoring relationshige next pair (Pair #3), Patrick and
Renee, did convey the presence of frequent coatattutual liking; however, the
condition of mutual liking was not rooted in a p@ral connection in the same way that it
was for Pair #1 and Pair #6. Additionally, the teamfirmed that perceived importance,
cooperation, and equal-status were present in sgpects of their relationship, but that
they were also absent in other aspects of theitongmp. The conditions, aware of
implicit racial attitudes, experience developingami@gful cross-race relationships, race
awareness, member of a nonracial out-group, angoggaliency were not present in their
relationship. Institutional support and clearlyidetl roles could not be determined to be
either present or absent in their relationshigum, these two mentoring pairs
established some of the optimal conditions, butmast of the conditions, and many of
the conditions were present in some areas of takitionship but not all aspects of their
mentorship.
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Finally, the last two pairs, Pair #4 and Pair #&hbexperienced unsuccessful
cross-race mentoring experiences. Neither pairalbésto demonstrate that any of the
conditions were present. Melissa, the mentor frain #5, did indicate perceived
importance in relation to her role as a mentor; éasv, because Miranda, the protégé,
did not perceive the relationship as importantirthrentoring relationship did not
establish this condition. Kathy, the mentor froniwr B4, did describe perceived
importance in relation to advancing her own redeagenda; however, because the
research tasks that were allocated to Jarrod,rtftége, were mundane research tasks
(i.e., inputting data), Jarrod did not perceive s important or contributing to his own
academic and career goals, and therefore, the nvemntelationship lacked perceived

importance.

In sum, all three hypotheses were supported by atg. dHypothesis #1 predicted
that the mentoring pairs with a successful outcaroeld have all or most of the optimal
conditions present in their relationship. Whilether pair with a successful outcome
demonstrated the presence of all the conditiomsy, did indicate at least eight of the
twelve conditions. Hypothesis #2 proposed thantleatoring pairs with an outcome of
medium success would have some conditions preseinnot all or most of the
conditions present. Both pairs with a medium susoegcome conveyed the presence of
at least four of the twelve conditions; howeveesth conditions were not present in all
aspects of their mentoring relationship. Finallypbthesis #3 expected the mentoring
relationships with a low-to-no success outcome @owit have any or very few of the
conditions present. Neither pair with low succegldate that any of the conditions were

present in their relationship. In addition to findisupport for my hypotheses, |
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discovered that it is not merely the presence efctinditions that explained the success
for these cross-race mentoring relationships. Adtealyzing these data | discerned that
the presence of these conditions in multiple aspeaictheir relationships and the
interconnectedness of these conditions offer tis¢ éagplanation for the outcomes of their

experiences.

The impact of institutional support could not béedmined from my data. | was
not able to confidently categorize any of the pas$aving this condition present; at the
same time, Pair #5 (Melissa and Miranda) was tt peir | confidently determined to
not have institutional support. Thus, it is difficfor me to make an analysis on how this

condition interacted with the other optimal cormtits.

Below, Table 2 provides a visual of these findings.
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TABLE 2
Conditions Present in Cross-Race Mentoring Relatiaships

Karen and
Ryan
#1

Tom, Julie,
and Maria
#6

Jill and
Andrea
#2

Patrick
and

Renee
#3

Kathy
and
Jarrod
#4

Melissa
and
Miranda
#5

Conditions

1. Frequent contact

2. Institutional
Support

3. Cooperation
towards a shared
goal

4. Equal-status

5. Mutual liking

6. Group saliency

7. Perceived
importance

8. Clearly defined
roles

9. Aware of implicit
racial attitudes

10. Race awarenesy

11. Member of
nonracial out-group

X

12. Experience with
forming interracial
relationships

*.

Outcome of Cross-
Race Mentoring
Experience

Successful

Successfu

Medium
Success

Medium
Success

Low-to-
No
Success

Low-to-No
Success

KEY:

* = Condition present for both members of mentorpadr, and the condition was mutually reinforcini

other conditions

X = Condition not present
*/- = Condition somewhat present, but not mutuadiijnforcing with other conditions
___=Unclear if condition is present or absent
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The Interconnectedness of Optimal Conditions

This section discusses the conditions that emerged often and that |
determined had the greatest impact on the sucoetack thereof) of these cross-race
mentoring experiences. These conditions consigenfeived importance, cooperation
towards a shared goal, equal-status within theioglship, and mutual liking. These four
conditions manifested in a number of ways accortbhngy data. The most frequent
aspects of the mentorships where these conditimesged were: (1) mentor’s
motivations and goals for becoming a mentor; (2Y§gé’s reported engagement in the
research tasks; (3) if and how the mentor maddfart & advance the protégé’s
academic/career aspirations; (4) how each partitipascribed their mentoring partner;
and (5) protégé’s description of how they benefftedh their cross-race mentoring
experience. Not only were these conditions disaigsgreat detail among the most
successful mentorships; they also revealed a mytiehforcing dynamic between the
conditions. Therefore, this discussion is arrarggdn analysis of how these conditions

are linked together.

Interestingly, perceived importance was one afipif the most, instrumental
condition in promoting a successful cross-race orarg experience. Perceived
importance was particularly impactful among the taeawho explained their
motivations and goals for mentoring in respectdw Imentoring would benefit their
protégé and the larger climate in the universitye fnentors who perceived the
mentoring relationship as important because ohtbatoring function also knew the
most about their protégé’s personal goals and edfenultiple examples of how they

contributed to their protégé’s personal and prafesd development. This was confirmed
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by the protégés (Ryan and Maria) in two of thecsimplete pairs (Pair #1 and Pair #6).
In contrast, the mentors (Patrick, Jill, and Kattiig) not convey perceived importance in
light of their mentoring role; rather, their resaagendas emerged as the most important
reason for deciding to become a mentor, or asritexia that determined if the
relationship was a success to them. However, otitesie three mentors, Patrick was the
only one that made an effort to provide his prot&gnee, with research tasks that were
engaging and allowed Renee to step into the roéeledd researcher. Both Patrick and
Renee did indicate perceived importance surrounttiegesearch tasks, but not in the
area of contributing to Renee’s aspirations outsidenhancing her research skills or
upcoming transition from Northwest Community Co#lég University of the Pacific
Northwest. The mentors (Karen, Julie, and Tom) pleateived the mentoring role as
important, and therefore, made an effort to prontioéeprotégés’ personal goals were at
the same time promoting the condition, cooperatmovards a shared goal. This suggests
support for Van Dick et al. (2004) who found peveel importance to be a mediating
condition in intergroup contact that reduced owtugr prejudic&’. They determined that
perceived importance emerges when an individuagpegs the contact as promoting a
personal goal (Van Dick et al. 2004). This explaartg the complete mentoring pairs
with mentors (Jill, Patrick, and Kathy) who peragvhe mentoring relationship as a
mechanism to advance their own research agendapbas a vehicle to enhance the
student protégés’ academic and career goals, ve¢rabie to corroborate the presence of

perceived importance among protégeé and mentot aspécts of their relationship.

| use the word suggests and not offers becausstihily could not determine if out-group prejudies
reduced because of this mentoring experience] a§thle data was collected after the mentoring
experience.
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The condition of cooperation towards a shared freguently emerged alongside
the condition of perceived importance. This is sunprising given that individuals
perceive intergroup contact situations as imporntdren they feel it is contributing to a
personal goal (Van Dick et al. 2004). While thiggdsuggest a very close link between
these two conditions, the conditions are stillidigtfrom one another. What emerged
from my data is that perceived importance for tlentar’s role as a mentor was a
catalyst for the condition of cooperation to beabBshed; however this was not the case
when perceived importance arose only in respetttdanentor’s research agenda. The
one exception was Patrick and Renee (Pair #3),lwihigll discuss further below. The
mentors who understood the importance of their asla mentor established cooperation
towards a shared goal by making efforts to prontodgorotégés’ personal academic and
career goals; this in turn resulted in the protgm@seiving this relationship as important.
For example, the three mentors, Karen, Julie amd, T@scribed creating opportunities
for their protégés that were outside of the resetasks and specific to the protégés’
academic goals. The condition of cooperation atserged in three of the six pairs (Pair
#1, Pair #6, and Pair #3) in the way the mentor@mmotégé described the research tasks
they worked on together. It was clear that coopamavas present when the protégé was
engaged in the research work and felt like theyevmeaking a significant contribution to
the research. This condition was very closely ltht@perceived importance. For
example, when the student protégé was engagee ieslearch tasks and encouraged to
significantly contribute to the research, they (Ryslaria, Renee, Alex, Paul, Candice,

and Nathaff) all described feeling more confident in their ealibnal capabilities and

12 Alex, Paul, and Candice were in the successfuplempental data group; Nathan was in the medium
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motivated to pursue careers in research. Thugesearch task became a professional
goal for the protégés, and was not perceived asjjob, except in Renee’s case. While
Renee did mention being more confident in her mebeskills, she still thought of this
mentoring experience as a job. Similarly, whenrttemtor presented their protégé with
engaging research work the mentor was involveddallaborative dynamic with their
protégé. The collaborative nature also encourdgeddndition of equal-status within the
relationship; however this was not the case fopttaeégés (Andrea, Jarrod, and
Miranda) who were assigned the mundane researk$ sash as inputting data,

organizing bibliographies, or photo-copying artsle

The condition of equal-status was a difficult dynaito establish within these
cross-race mentoring pairs with white faculty memskand student protégés of color.
However, when mentors perceived their mentoring asl important (Karen, Tom, Julie,
Eddie, and Laurd) and put equal emphasis on promoting their owaaeh agenda
goals and their protégés’ academic and career gagisl-status did emerge. There was
one mentoring pair, Pair #3, (Patrick and Renea)itidicated the condition of equal-
status was somewhat present, but not in all are@®io mentoring relationship. For
example, Patrick (mentor) did engage Renee (prpidgésearch tasks that allowed her
to step into his role as a lead researcher anti¢tmueaged Renee to contribute her own
analysis and understandings to the research. Howtlese was not equal-status in

relation to whose goals were being advanced im th&itionship. Neither Patrick nor

success supplemental data group; Ryan and Mariaiweghe successful complete pairs, #1 and #6; and
Renee was in the medium success complete Pair #3.

13 The condition of equal-status could not be cordidmith mentors Eddie and Laura as their protégés d
not participate in this research.
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Renee described efforts on Patrick’s part to l@arcontribute to Renee’s personal
academic and career goals. However, only when ietinbers of the mentorship
exhibited perceived importance for the mentoringction of the relationship and
cooperation towards a shared goal involved botaragmal goal of the mentor and
protégé, the condition of equal-status emergeaimunction with the former conditions.
These findings support Pettigrew and Tropp’s (2@38ertion that the optimal
conditions for intergroup contact are most effextivhen they work together as a

package.

In every case that the conditions of perceived irtgmze, cooperation, and equal-
status were present in more than one aspect oékgonship, mutual liking also
emerged. Of the complete mentoring pairs, Paik&ldn and Ryan) and Pair #6 (Tom,
Julie and Maria) expressed the highest degree aiahliking and demonstrated the pairs
had developed a real personal connection. In cemtPair #4 (Kathy and Jarrod) and Pair
#5 (Melissa and Miranda) conveyed the absence tdahiiking and neither the mentors
nor the protégés knew much about their mentorimtppaoutside of their research
interests or lack of research interests. While P2i(Jill and Andrea) and Pair #3 (Patrick
and Renee) did not express a dislike for their wramg partner, it was clear that the
mutual liking that they did exhibit was not rootfeda personal connection.In fact, the
mentors from these pairs, Jill and Patrick, ofteaatibed their protégés, Andrea and
Renee, only in terms of their research skills aod they contributed to Jill and Patrick’s
research agendas. Thus, the condition of mutualgiEmerged when the participants not
only described one another favorably, but alsocaidid they had developed a real

relationship that was anchored by trust and auitigntwhich are also fundamental
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characteristics of effective mentoring relationshihodes et al. 2002; Spencer 2006).
Without the conditions of perceived importance,@ation towards a shared goal, and
equal-status there was less motivation for the arerg pairs to engage in personal
sharing and the mutual liking that was expressesived rooted in a real and personal
connection between the two. My data point to tkeliihood that the condition of mutual
liking is promoted when the conditions perceivegariance, cooperation, and equal-
status work in conjunction with one another. Trogsinot contradict Pettigrew and
Tropp’s (2006) assertion that mutual liking is adition for intergroup contact that
reduces out-group prejudice, as my data was natlbtaf determining reductions in
prejudice. Instead, this highlights the possibiifyhow the optimal conditions progress

and which conditions engender other optimal coongi

To recap, the optimal conditions perceived imparéarcooperation towards a
shared goal, and equal-status within the relatipnsiere most effective when present
together for promoting the condition of mutual tigi The most successful complete
interracial mentoring pairs (Pair #1 and Pair #&rodemonstrated these conditions in
concert with one another, while the medium succesplete pairs (Pair #2 and Pair #3)
conveyed the presence of these conditions in artyesaspects of their mentoring
relationship and often described the optimal comét singularly, indicating that the
conditions were not working together to strengtaed reinforce one another. The
unsuccessful mentoring pairs (Pair #4 and Paita&Ked the optimal conditions in
almost all aspects of their mentorship. Thus, nta dapports the assertion that these
optimal conditions are best understood as a cadlectf conditions that function together

(Allport 1954; Pettigrew and Tropp 2006). Additidigathese findings support Van
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Dick’s et al. (2004) addition to the ICH, perceivetportance, but also indicate that
perceived importance is equally important to bespné for the in-group and out-group
member in the contact and that it is most effectihen it emerges in multiple aspects of

the relationship.

I now turn the discussion towards the optimal ¢tmias of: group saliency,
aware of implicit racial attitudes, race awarenessmbership in a nonracial out-group,
and past experience forming meaningful cross-ralegionships. According to these
data, group saliency was closely connected to ibepgof conditions | proposed from
my earlier discussion on contemporary racism.st Bummarize what conditions
emerged (and which were absent) in the data atwifaip with a discussion on how
these conditions were connected to one anothert ddake focus here is on the mentors,
as they were the in-group members in this contagtson; however, there were protégés
that revealed an awareness of implicit racialadss in respect to their white mentors’

racial attitudes that merits discussion as well.

There were only three mentors, Karen, Tom, andh#t demonstrated race
awareness; however, each of these mentors cond#ffecknt levels of race awareness.
Karen indicated the highest level of race awarenesikh was accompanied with four
additional conditions: awareness of implicit ra@gltudes, group saliency, experiences
as a member of a nonracial out-group, and percempdrtance. Karen was the only
participant to mention experiences as a membemohaacial out-group, and she
mentioned it multiple times. Tom’s race awarenadsndt appear as high as Karen’s but

did emerge in conjunction with the conditions abgp saliency and aware of implicit
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racial attitudes. In contrast, Jill exhibited raveareness, but | did not consider it a high
level of race awareness; when she did indicateaaegeness it was in the context of
how other white faculty members lack it or it wagelation to the minority staff member
she worked closely with, Rick. Thus, Jill never rti@med race awareness in regards to
her mentoring relationship with Maria. Additionallyhen she exhibited race awareness
it often appeared to emphasize that her own raegemess was greater than most whites
in the university and surrounding area. Thus, ¢$é@iadicated that she did not consider
her own implicit racial attitudes as a factor im h#erracial relationships. The condition
of group saliency arose in a similar manner fdr sile did not indicate that Maria’s
(protégé) Latina background was salient to herratien it presented an opportunity for
her Latino colleague, Rick, to not feel so raciatiglated in their department. The
remaining four mentors, Julie, Patrick, Melissaj &athy did not indicate any of these
conditions during their interviews. However, Juias the only mentor that upon
reflecting on it, remarked that maybe she shouleltmnsidered the racial and ethnic

barriers minority students confront.

Karen and Tom provided the most evidence for Hmege conditions work
together. In most instances when they demonstatef these conditions it was done
in conjunction with other conditions. For exampiden Karen reflected on her
experiences as a woman grad student in what wastesly an all male university she
provided an example of how she felt when the maldests assumed she was a teacher
because of their implicit gender attitudes. Thiswane in the context of describing how
her black protégeé, Ryan, must feel when he wallasarroom full of white people and he

is the only black person. When Tom discussed thmaats of race and ethnicity, he too,
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exhibited more than one of these conditions. Funtloee, Karen and Tom were the only
mentors from the complete pairs that acknowledged their mentoring relationship
would differ if it were a same-race match. It wésac from Karen and Tom that because
they were racially aware, they were more cognipdiihe barriers faced by students of
color and considered these factors when beginmigvelop a relationship with their
protégé. It appears that when these conditions, aa@reness, aware of implicit racial
attitudes, group saliency, and experiences as moahout-group member make the
biggest contribution to positive interracial retatships when they are present alongside

one another.

While | cannot confidently say that the mentorowdid not demonstrate race
awareness necessarily lack race awareness, theserseften avoided the questions that
were explicitly about race and ethnicity or quicklyanged the direction of the
conversation away from race and ethnicity. | canvgigh confidence that these mentors
did not have a high level of race awareness, asalhelaimed that their racial difference
with their protégé played no role in their relagbip. My data support Trepagnier’s
(2010) assertion that whites with low levels ofe@vareness often avoid discussing

racial topics.

Interestingly, the protégé participants were muncite likely to discuss the racial
differences between themselves and their mentdrhedsame time, the protégés
indicated that these differences had the most itrgdabe very beginning of their
mentoring relationships. In fact, every protégéasdmd that by the end of the

mentorship race and ethnicity did not hold muckugrice on how they perceived or felt
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about their mentor. However, out of the elevenggétparticipants, seven felt they would
have felt more comfortable with a same-race meattine onset of their relationship.
From this group, four believed they would have digved a closer relationship with their
mentor had they shared the same racial or ethiigbaund. Ryan and Maria, the two
protégés with the mentors who demonstrated the apishal conditions in relation to
contemporary racist, did not believe they would have gained more flawing a
same-race mentor. Therefore, | discerned that whéetors who can acknowledge and
overcome the pitfalls of implicit racial attitudase better equipped to foster successful

interracial mentoring relationships.

I now turn my attention to the two conditions get mentioned in this discussion:
frequent contact and institutional support. Fiitgiguent contact was most significant
when it was present alongside the additional camht Both successful cross-race
mentoring pairs (Pair #1 and Pair #6) did estaldisuent contact. Within the medium
success interracial mentorships there was ondpair #3) that did establish frequent
contact and one (Pair #2) that did not. Neither (Rair #4 and Pair #5) indicated
frequent contact. Again, this implies that frequemtact is most effective as an optimal

condition when present in combination with the ottenditions.

My data support Pettigrew and Tropp (2006) who tbtirat the optimal
conditions are most effective when present togeghdrworking in conjunction with one
another. The impact of perceived importance appearelay a pivotal role in fostering

many of the other conditions as well, which lendprt to Van Dick et al.’s (2004)

% The conditions of: race awareness, group saliemwygre of implicit racial attitudes, experiencetwit
building meaningful cross-race relationships, axgeeiences with being a member of a nonracial out-
group.
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discovery of this relationship and its significanbty findings also highlight that
perceived importance only occurs as a significantdion if it is present from both sides
of the relationship. Additionally, the data indieahat the white mentors who were able
to overcome the common pitfalls of contemporarysra¢ and thus demonstrated race
awareness and recognized the impacts of impliciairattitudes, were also the white
mentors that exhibited empathy for their protégé were cognizant of the barriers racial

minorities confront in institutions of higher edtioa.

Following the data analysis process, it becameesnithat delineating between
each distinct condition is not always a clear agotpss. At times the specific
characteristics of each condition blended in sualaythat they became less distinct,
particularly in the cases of the most successhasrace mentoring experiences. For
example, it was often difficult to determine if tharticipants were describing the
condition of equal-status or cooperation towardhaed goal, particularly in the cases of
the most successful interracial mentoring expeasnEqual-status emerged when the
mentor and protégé both explained feeling likertbain goals were being advanced
because of their mentoring relationship. For thators this was often discussed in
relation to their research agenda; for the protéig@as often explained in relation to
their academic or career aspirations being movesaia. Thus, when both mentor and
protégé worked to advance one another’s goaldwbevere also cooperating together
towards a shared goal. The methodological questorbe reasonably raised, are these
two distinct “variables™? | believe they are twistthct conditions, but can at times
manifest in similar forms. Although there was oaprbetween the two conditions at

times, this was not always the case. The ovelapdstrates how the conditions
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reinforce one another, rather than indicating thatconditions are not distinct from one
another. Another example of conditions that appktydleed together involves race
awareness and awareness of implicit racial attguldés not surprising that the
conditions of race awareness and aware of imphcial attitudes often arose without a
clear distinction from one another. Indeed, wheepagnier (2010) explicates the
components of race awareness, being cognizanted omwn racial assumptions and
understandings is a critical component for develgg@ higher level of race awareness.
This is very closely tied to Dovidio et al.’s (2002search on implicit racial attitudes.
Although Trepagnier does not use the language plicihand explicit racial attitudes,
she does explain that whites informally learn niegahformation about nonwhites,
which is often internalized and becomes the founddbr interpreting the actions and
behaviors of nonwhites. Here again, the methodo&gjuestion can be raised, are these
two really distinct variables? | belive they too are distifiotn one another, but involve a
great deal of overlap. My data suggests that andigin needs to be made between
whites who understand the continuing impacts o @ed racism in the United States
(i.e. race awareness) and whites who question theirracial attitudes and assumptions.
While | did not discover any participants that eeqged their awareness of implicit racial
attitudes without also exhibiting race awarenest find participants that demonstrated
race awareness but never provided any indicati@an@wareness of their own implicit

raical attitudes.

Implications
This part of the discussion addresses the impbicatand contributions of my

data for both (1) interracial mentoring, and (2gngroup contact theory. As the
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mentoring literature to date remains underdevelopélde area of interracial mentoring,
specifically in the context of white adult mentarsd young minority protégés, | will
begin my discussion here. | then identify this gtsdontributions to the diverse

literature on the intergroup contact theory.

The literature on cross-race mentoring places nofidis focus on determining if
cross-race matching yields the same benefits fateges as same-race matching (DuBois
et al.2002; Campbell and Campbell 2007; Santosagadas 2002). While this is
certainly an important question to examine, it ddde to broaden our understanding of
how cross-race mentoring relationships developaw contemporary U.S. racism might
impede these relationships. Researchers discottesédross-race mentoring can, and
often will, benefit protégés of color (DuBois et 2002; Campbell and Campbell 2007).
In fact, DuBois et al. (2002) found that race atithity are not factors that can account
for why a mentoring relationship produces the @ebslyenefits or does not; instead, it is
the mentoring programs’ procedures and practicaspitoduce the greatest impact on the
outcomes of mentoring interventions. My findingggest that disregarding the role of
race and ethnicity altogether is not advisableti@darly when considering the start of
the relationship. Despite this, these data doeoessarily contradict DuBois’ et al.
(2002) argument that the structure of the mentgomogyram is instrumental in explaining
outcomes of mentoring experiences. It could bedh@s-race mentoring interventions
are even more depended on a well developed inficiate from mentoring programs to
cultivate a strong interpersonal bond between nmeartd protégé. However, because my
data did not provide adequate information to vglidbke this assertion more research in

this area is needed. Many of the protégeé partitgodescribed their mentoring
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relationship as having a professional boss/empldyeamic and not a close supportive
bond. It could be that a mentoring program'’s stiteets even more critical in the case of
cross-race mentoring. Additionally, my study sudggésat the mentors’ motivations and
expectations greatly impact how the relationshiyettgos between the mentoring pair.
This supports Grossman and Rhodes (2002) arguimantnientors who take on the role
to contribute to a more inclusive community are enldeely to develop trusting and

supportive bonds.

In light of this study’s contribution to the bodfresearch on the intergroup
contact theory, these findings offer additional foomation to the impact the optimal
conditions have when they are present togethemeamkl to reinforce one another
(Allport 1954; Pettigrew and Tropp 2006). In aduiitito this, these data highlight the
different aspects of the cross-race mentoringicgiahips where the conditions were
working in concert the most. For example, whenntiemtor made an effort, because it
was important to them, to promote their protégéadamic and career goals the protége
perceived this relationship as important as welisTed to the pair cooperating together

to find ways to advance these goals.

Perceived importance emerged as a significant féota@xplaining the most
successful pairs’ outcome. Thus, offering suppmian Dick’s et al. (2004) proposal of
adding this condition to the intergroup contacbttye However, my data revealed that
this condition can manifest in different ways ahd butcomes can be completely
different depending on where the perceived impasads directed. Perceived importance

was most significant for explaining successful oates when it led to the pair
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cooperating with one another. Furthermore, whengyeed importance was only present
for one member of the pair, and not both, it Itssignificance. This suggests that
perceived importance is not simply a condition tieg¢ds to be established for the in-
group member, but that this condition could be #guaportant in regards to the out-

group member.

In addition to this, these data also point to agaionditions to the ICH that
consider recent developments in the area of cordeampUS racism. The most
successful cross-race mentoring pairs included enemtho exhibited the ability as a
white individual to recognize and confront the [geof contemporary US racism. Finally,
my data indicate that the optimal conditions ar&t b@derstood when both the in-group
and out-group members’ understandings and percepéie considered. For example, if
| had only interviewed the white mentors it is vessible that | would have determined
that some conditions were present in the relatipnistat upon examining the data from

their protégé indicates the condition was not prese

Limitations of Study

A limitation of this study involves the duration thfe mentorships that were
examined. These mentoring relationships were stredtto be a summer long
mentorship of only three months. Therefore, im@ortant to point out that these results
might be different if the mentoring relationshiper& designed to last longer, and the
participants had more time to develop a bond witl another. It is likely that a number
of these mentoring relationships would have congleyach stronger connections had

they spent more than a summer together as mendgoratégé. At the same time, these
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mentoring relationships shed light on the procédseginning a cross-race relationship
and what some of the common perceptions, assunsptma expectations are for

mentors and protégés in higher education intedrawéatoring relationships.

Future Research

The scope of this research examined cross-racéeomanpairs in one formal
mentoring program that served first-generation estisl from underrepresented groups
that were making the transition from Northwest Camity College to University of the
Pacific Northwest. Future research might furthatdoan this research by incorporating
multiple mentoring programs in order to comparedierent institutional settings. This
could shed light on how the structure of the progfacilitates the development of the
bond between mentor and protégé. Cross-race megtaiationships that develop
informally are another area of interest that cavallen our understanding of these
relationships. Comparing how the mentoring relafops develop among formal and
informal cross-race pairs can provide insight wntat the most important factors are for
creating supportive and effective mentoring inteh@ns. In addition, because this
research only interviewed cross-race mentoringspéiture research is needed that
compares the understandings and perceptions ¢ thaame-race and cross-race

mentoring relationships within the same mentorirggpam.

Additionally, future researchers interested irefgtoup contact can further
validate my findings by using the model | proposed applying it to alternative cross-
race situations, other than in the context of mémgo Examining these optimal

conditions in cross-race relationships that areafss bogged down with such drastic
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status differences as education and age as witleascial and ethnic differences can

help refine and affirm the significance of thesaditions during interracial contact.
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Appendix A: Invatation Letter for Protégés from New Horizons Mentoring
Program

December 1, 2011

Dear <New Horizons Protégeen:

Hello from the crew at New Horizons, Dr. Cruiz, \émsa, and Heather. We are
hoping this Fall term has been a good Wware writing to give you a “heads up” that
we need you for a follow up interview/chanhd we will be contacting you to set it up for
a convenient time between the week after finalsthadirst couple of weeks in
January.One of the many interesting things aboutNouth Pacific University New
Horizons Program is that many of the faculty-stugezirs match people from different
cultural backgrounds. We have decided that it winalé real neat thing to do a follow
up interview to collect your story about this expece of having a mentor from a
different background. Dr. Eduardo Ramirez, from $tneiology Department, who is one
of our New Horizons mentors, is joining us with soof his student, to collect your
stories. Please cooperate with Dr. Ramirez andrkis when they call you to set up an
appointment. The chat will take an hour, give é&etaAnd, as a token of thanks, you will

get a $15 certificate.

If you have any questions, please feel free toaminfanessa (Vjackson@NPU),

or Heatherljwilson@npu.ed)) your caring New Horizons leaders, or our dire@o.

Cruiz (acruiz@npu.edy or our faculty mentor in charge of these intews, Dr. Ramirez

(eramirez@npu.edu).

From all of us at New Horizons, all the best wisfugthe end of the term, and for a

peaceful and fun holiday break!

Alberto Cruiz Vanessa Jackson Heditigson
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Appendix B: Voluntary and Informed Consent for Protégé Participants
BE PART OF AN INNOVATIVE AND IMPORTANT PROJECT

A Master’s Thesis from the Sociology DepartmeniNofth Pacific University

Consent Form

The Sociology Department at North Pacific Universstconducting a research study
about cross-race youth mentoring pairs. Specifictiis research is focusing on the
experiences and perceptions of both participardsd@entifying practices which facilitate
integration.

What Will | Have To Do?

If you are willing to participate in this researete will ask you to talk with us for an
interview lasting approximately 60 minutes. Sorhéhe topics up for discussion will be:
e Your experience of participating in a cross-raca&tomeng pair.

e Your thoughts on how being involved in mentoring rapacted your life.

e Your description of the activities you have donéwjour mentor/mentee.

Are There Any Risks?

Your mentoring relationship is an important andspeal part of your life, and we respect
and understand that. You are not required to@patie, and nobody will be upset with
you if you do not want to. If you do decide tot@pate, you could feel uncomfortable,
sad, confused, guilty, angry, or embarrassed framesof the interview questions asked.
You do not have to answer anything you do not w@ntAt any point, you may stop, and
nobody will be upset, then you can continue or stibggether and that is okay. If you
find yourself upset after the interview and wantatk with somebody, you can call
Eduardo Ramirez with the NPU Center of Mentoringé&ach and Sociology
Department at 503-724-6504; he is the faculty merdasling the project.

What Will | Get In Return?

e A $15 gift card.You will receive the gift card asos as the interview is over,
regardless of completion. This is our way to shawappreciation; we know your
time is valuable.

e A chance to share your story and strengthen yomtanag relationship.Discussing
the nature of your mentoring relationship has theiptial to show its importance and
could indicate types of activities that bring twtof you closer.

e An opportunity to help others.Lots of people getgsiure out of helping others. Your
story is important and we can learn a lot from yemg teach others how to improve
their mentoring relationship. This study also tiespotential to contribute to
providing adult mentors to minority youth who nebdm.

What Are You Doing To Protect Me?
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Protecting your identity is extremely importanti®and we have taken the following

measures to ensure confidentiality.

e We will not tell a single person if you decide t@rficipate or if you decide not to.

e You will be interviewed alone and what you say Wil kept private.

e Your name and what you tell us in the interview Wé kept private to the extent
allowed by the law. (By ‘kept private’ we mean thiz¢ names of people who take
part in this study will not be given to anyone elgad it means that we will only
reveal what you say in a way that no one could guess or know it was you who
said it.) If, in the course of the interview yoisaose that you are, or are intending
to, harm yourself or others, we are ethically aghlly required to notify the
appropriate authorities.

e There are three researchers involved in this progec these three people are the
only people that will know what you say. NobodgrT your program will know
what you say.

e All files concerning this research will be storedtbhe NPU secure network in a
password protected file. A password is requiredtie opening of every file, folder,
and document. Any written notes, memos, or prinkecliments will be stored in a
locked file cabinet in the lead faculty supportfiae.

e The writing of the final report will be written i@ way so nobody will be able to
identify you. For example, all names will be chang

Any Questions?

If you want to talk to anybody about this projebe interview, the questions, or your

reactions you can talk to the interviewer or feekfto contact the principle investigator

and lead faculty advisor at Department of SocioJdgyp. Box 782, Portland, OR 97200-

0782, tel. (503) 724-6504. If you want to talkstimeone else about your rights as a

research participant you can contact the Chain@Human Subject Commission of

North Pacific University. Hours are 9 A.M. to 8WP.The offices are located at North

Pacific University, Market Circle.,"4floor, 817 SW 8 Avenue, Portland, OR 97200.

The number is 503-724-4298/1-877-460-4600, or d-atansrcc@lists.npu.edu

If | Sign What Does It Mean?

If you sign the consent form this means:

e You have fully read and understand this form.

e You are deciding to be a part of this researchdigpating in an interview.

e You are aware that you can choose not to be indalvehis research. If you do
agree, you can stop at anytime. It will be no pgobif you change your mind and
nobody will be mad.

e If you decide not to participate nobody at schotll tneat you differently. The
program’s staff will not know if you say ‘yes’ oné’ to taking part in the research,
and everyone will treat you the same.

e You will receive a copy of this consent form foruyself.

153



Participant Signature Date rtifigant name, printed

Interviewer Signature Date Interviewemaa printed
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Appendix C: Voluntary and Informed Consent for Mentors

BE PART OF AN INNOVATIVE AND IMPORTANT

NEW HORIZONSSTUDY

Consent Form

New Horizons is working with Prof. E. Ramirez, fraorth Pacific University, to study
the mentoring relationships between students agid tientors. They want to learn from
you, how you built a relationship with a studeratpgé who is from a different
background, and what that experience was like.

What Will | Have To Do?

If you are willing to participate in this interviewve will ask you to talk with us for
approximately 60-90 minutes. Some of the topicsifscussion will be:

e Your experience with your New Horizons student ¢gét

e Your thoughts about this relationship, and its iotgmn your life.

e The things you have done with your New Horizonslsii.

Are There Any Risks?

Your relationship with your New Horizons studenbtgigé may be an important and
personal part of your life. We respect and undadsthis. You are not obligated to do
this interview, and nobody will be upset if you mlat want to. If you do decide to do this
interview, you could feel uncomfortable, sad, caefd, guilty, angry, or embarrassed
from some of the interview questions asked. If ferl this way, you do not have to
answer any question you do not feel like answelingt any point in the interview you
feel like not continuing, that is okay, and nobadlf be upset, and this will not affect
your relationship with New Horizons, with your pégeé, or with anyone at North Pacific
University. Also, if after doing the interview ydeel like something upset you, you can
call Dr. Eduardo Ramirez, who is the main persocharge of this study, at North
Pacific University, 503-724-6504, or eramirez@npgu.e

What Will | Get In Return?

e A chance to share your story and to help make gé&oand better relationships
between New Horizons mentees and their faculty arent

e An opportunity to help others. Lots of people geiagure out of helping others.
Your story is important and we can learn a lot frgoa, and teach others how to
improve their mentoring relationship. This studisoahas the potential to contribute
to providing adult mentors to minority youth whoedethem.

What Are You Doing To Protect Me?

Protecting your identity is extremely importanti® We want to learn from your
experience, but your name is kept confidentialsTsiwhat we are doing to guarantee
your confidentiality:
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e We will not tell a single person whether you dedid@articipate or not.

e You will be interviewed alone and what you say Wil kept private.

e Nobody at New Horizons, or at North Pacific Univrsnot even your mentee, will
ever know if you did the interview, or what you sifieally said.

e The interviews will be digitally recorded, and wélwype it out after the interview in
order to be able to read your story. But your nanllebe removed from the
recording and the typed transcript of your intemyiand we will give these files a
number. The files will be stored in a password-@ctgd computer on the North
Pacific University secure network, and be passvpootiected. We will delete them
after the study is completed (no later than 4 y&ars the interview). Any written
notes, memos, or printed documents will be stanemilocked file cabinet at the lead
faculty support’s office.

e Your name will never be given to anyone else. Wieamly reveal what you say in a
way that no one could ever guess or know it waswiba said it. However, if, in the
course of the interview you disclose that you argjou intend to, harm yourself or
others, we are ethically and legally required tofpohe appropriate authorities.

e The writing of the final report will be written i@ way so nobody will be able to
identify you. For example, all names will be chang

Any Questions?

If you want to talk to anybody about this projebe interview, the questions, or your

reactions you can talk to the interviewer or feekfto contact the director of the study,

Dr. Eduardo Ramirez, at Department of Sociolog@.BBox 782, Portland, OR 97200-

0782, tel. (503) 724-6504, or eramirez@npu.edwyolf want to talk to someone else

about your rights as a participant in this studgape contact the Chair of the Human

Subject Commission of North Pacific University. He are 9 A.M. to 5 P.M. The offices

are located at North Pacific University, Marketali; 4" floor, 817 SW & Avenue,

Portland, OR 97200. The number is 503-724-4298/1-460-4600, or e-mail at:

hsrcc@lists.npu.edu

If | Sign What Does It Mean?

If you sign the consent form this means:

¢ You have fully read and understand this form.

e You are deciding to be a part of this study byipgrating in an interview.

e You are aware that you can choose not to be indalvé¢his study and that if you do
agree to do the interview, you can stop it at amgtand that will not be a problem,
and nobody will be mad.

e The staff from the New Horizons Program will nobknif you say ‘yes’ or ‘no’ to
taking part in the research, and everyone willttyea the same whether you
participate or not.

e You will receive a copy of this consent form foruyself.

Participant Signature Date Participant name, printed
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Appendix D: Interview Guide for Protégé Participants

Questionnaire for MENTEE Interview

NEW HORIZONS MENTORING PROGRAM (NPU)

Note to Interviewers
Demonstrate genuine and attentive listening. Keepetnphasis on their storfhis
means you actively work to avoid interacting withme agenda you have formed in your
mind.

Attentive and useful listening is requires concatidn and empathy, but you also build it
into your behavior:

1. Confirm what you have heard:
“I hear you saying that... Did | get this right?.Okay, great, thanks.”

2. When you get to a question which your interviewas &lready talked about in
part, acknowledge that fact, and build on what glveady heard:

“Now | want to ask you about something that you e&dy touched on earlier. My
guestion is.... And | remember you saying that... Casuytalk more about this...

3. Most of the questions have follow up “probing” quess. Stay away from
beginning your questions or your probes with “why.”
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INTERVIEW
Step 1: Introduction: What is this Interview About?
All of the people we are interviewing receivecetidr describing what the
interview is about. And, in most of the follow-uglis, the caller also reiterated what the
interview is about.

However, it is not unusual for the interviewee how up at your interview still feeling
unsure about, or not quite remembering, what yoot Wwatalk to them. This is normal.
Be ready to answer that question, if and whenme®up. And if it does not come up, hit
on this in the introduction:

This interview is about your experience as a memtéee New Horizons
program. You will see that in some of the intervien going to ask about the
experience of having a mentor who was from a diffecultural background. My main
purpose is to learn about your experience crossaigidge of culture, or ethnicity, or
race, in that relationship with your mentor. We wtmlearn from you what y¢éearned
in that experience as a mentee with a mentor fratiffarent background.

Does this sound like what you expected?! Oké&ydet started.
Step 2 Confidentiality (and Signing Consent Forms)

Your interview today is a real important contrilmutito better, stronger, mentoring for
other students in the future.

This interview, | want you to know, is completelyndidential. | will ask for permission
to record it, because | can’t talk to you, and keppvith writing notes, all at the same
time. But your name, and the name of your menternat going to appear anywhere

when we write this out. In other words, you remaonfidential.

Nobody will ever know which New Horizons menteegevmterviewed, or who said
what. This is what we call a confidentiality agressh We do this so you can feel
comfortable being as honest as possible in shgongtrue experiences. There are not
right or wrong answers to my questions. There atg your answers.

| have the confidentiality agreement here, in wgtiwhich is a good thing, because |
would not be able to share it from memory. Let eedrit quickly.

Here is a copy for you.

And | need you to sign my copy, so | can show thagd it to you and you agreed.
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Step 3:The Interview

Q1. Basic Facts
(A) Were you in the New Horizons Mentoring Programnthe summer of 2010, or 2011?

(B) What NCC campus were you in when you did tleevNHorizons program?
(C) Do you remember the name of your faculty metitat summer?

(D) How do you identify yourself, ethnically oraially?
-Is your New Horizons mentor also <ETHNIC/RACIAL*ogip?

Q2. Icebreaker Question:

To break the ice, | have a bit of a funny questi@an you tell me about the funniest
strangestmomernyou ever had with your mentor?

That was funny...

Q3. Your New Horizons Mentor:

You said your mentor was < Mentor name>. Can yeag® describe <Mentor name to
me> as a person?

Q4. How did you first meet your mentor? Was staiing a relationship with this
mentor your choice completely, or did you get matobd with her/him?

Q5.[Interviewer: FYI, the theme here is the relatonship timeline]

You told me already that did the New Horizons pawgrin the summer of
(A) Do you remember how you first met your mentor?

(B) That summer, how often would you and <mentastrally meet?

(C) How much time did you get to spend with youmioe?
(D) Did you continue meeting your mentor after thatnmer?

Q6. [Interviewer, FYI, the theme here is:_First Impressions of your Mentofj
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Think back to when you first met <MENTOR NAME>. lgiae you had never shared
time with your mentor again after that first megtilVhat impression did your mentor
make?

Probes:

-- (At that first meeting) Did you feaelf-conscious, and | mean by this, did you feel
“what is this person thinking about me”?

- How do | look to this person?

- What am | doing here with this person?!

-Did you make a connection immediately?

- Did you feel your mentor and you were very simita did it feel like you were
meeting someone who was very different?

- What differences stood out? (Culture? LanguagaeR Gender? Class??)
(Take note of the differences noted, and probe:)

- Had you ever had a <<race/culture of mentor>>tordvefore?

- Do you remember feeling that it would be niceyafir mentor were <<mentee
race/ethnicity>> like you?

Q7. Things You Did With Your Mentor

What did you work on with your mentor?

- Tell me, what kinds of things would you and merto when you met or shared time?
- What did you enjoy the most? What did you getrtfust out of?

Q8. [Interviewer, FYI, the theme here is: how “real” was the relationship

| would like to talk a little about moments whenuymaybe felt a connection with your
mentor, if you ever felt this way.

Did you ever feel like you made a real connectiffe all have a sense of a real
connection is, as opposed to one that does notdaklSo whatever “a real connection”
means to you is fine)

If Yes:
- Okay, can you talk about what made the connecgahto you?

If No:
- Okay it seems like the connection with your mewlid not feel close a lot of the time.
Can you talk about this? What do you feel was mgssi
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Q9. [Interviewer, FYI, the theme here is: More ornthe Mentee’s feelings as the
program progressed]

A few minutes ago you talked about some of the rfaimgs you worked on together
with your mentor... (Interviewer, here we buildwhat mentee has talked about in Q7.)

- When you metwho initiated meetings

- When you worked on <<Item 1 from Q7>>:

- Who's idea was it to work on that?
-(If mentor’s): how much input did you have?

- What concrete things did you accomplish?
- Was your mentor important in getting you there?

- Was your mentor important in getting you to disgosomething about yourself

Interviewer, if there were more items in Q7, reps@nhe questions for up to three items.

[Interviewer, FYI, the theme of the next two questions is: BiEatperception of how the
structure of the New Horizons Porgram influencegl rislationship between self and
mentor]

Q10. Is there something about the New Horizons progm that made it easier for

you to connect and build a good relationship with MENTOR’S NAME>

- | hear you saying that <<PROGRAM>> does , , , and you
feel this is part of why you connected with <<MENR&>

-- Are there other things you feel <<PROGRAM>> ddadp?

Q11. Is there something about the New Horizons pgsam that made it easier for
you, SPECIFICALLY , to build a relationship with a mentor who is froma different
culture/ethnicity/race than you?

-1 hear you saying that <<PROGRAM>> does , Which
helped you make a real connecting with a mentcmfaodlfferent race ethn|C|ty

-- Are there other things you feel <<PROGRAM>> @bdb to help connect with
mentors of a different culture/race/ethnicity?

Q12. [Interviewer, FYI, theme here is: Changes ifrirst Impressions]
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| asked you at the start of the interview to imagyou never shared time with your
mentor again after the first time you two met, émtell me, what impression of
<Mentor’'s name> you would have walked away with?

-You said

- Do you still see you mentor the same way?
- How has this changed from the first time you rretnentor>>?

- Do you still feelself-conscious when you meet with your mentor?/Bw feel“what is
this person thinking about me?

- After knowing getting to know your mentor for <kME>>, have you discovered you
and your mentor have things in common?’

- Were you surprised by any of these things in comn

- Was it important to discover these things in canfh

Q13. After your experience with New Horizons:

- Do you feel any differently now about working ia mentor who is from a different
race or ethnicity?

- Do you feel this experience will make it eas@ryou in the future to connect a person
of a different race or ethnicity who could be afusmentor at school, or in a career?

Q14. What if...

Tell me, what if your mentor in the New Horizon®&am had been
<Black/Latino/American Indian/Asian/White> like y@u

- Would things have been different?
- Would you have gained something different?
- Would you have missed out on something?

Q15. Do you think you would like to be a mentor irthe future?

- How would you feel mentoring someone of a diffénacial or ethnic background from
yourself?

CLOSING

Well, that is the interview. | have really enjoytadking to you about your experience
with the New Horizons. | know that your experienaeg the experience of all other New
Horizons mentees being interviewed, is going tahiass a lot about mentoring that to
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connects mentees and mentors from different etlnltyral, or racial background.
Thank you very much for your time.
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Appendix E: Interview Guide for Mentor Participants

INTERVIEW
Step 1: Introduction: What is this Interview About?

All of the people we are interviewing received tidedescribing what the interview is
about. And, in most of the follow-up calls, theleablso reiterated what the interview is
about.

However, it is not unusual for the interviewee how up at your interview still feeling
unsure about, or not quite remembering, what yoot Wwatalk to them. This is normal.
Be ready to answer that question, if and whenme®up. And if it does not come up, hit
on this in the introduction:

This interview is about your experience as a memdne New Horizons
Mentoring program. You will see that in some ofititerview | am going to ask about
the experience of having a student protégé whofieas a different cultural background.
My main purpose is to learn about your experienossing a bridge of culture, or
ethnicity, or race, in that relationship. We waati¢arn from you what yéearned in that
experience as a mentor with a student protégé aafifferent background.

Does this sound like what you expected?! Okay det started.
Step 2 Confidentiality (and Signing Consent Forms)

Your interview today is a real important contrilmutito better, stronger, mentoring
relationships in the future.

This interview, | want you to know, is completelyntidential. | will ask for permission
to record it, because | can’t talk to you, and keppvith writing notes, all at the same
time. But your name, and the name of your studestgé, is not going to appear
anywhere when we write this out. In other words) yoll remain confidential.

Nobody will ever know which New Horizons mentorsreventerviewed, or who said
what. This confidentiality agreement is so you fesl comfortable being as honest as
possible in sharing your true experiences. Thezeat right or wrong answers to my
guestions. There are only your answers.

| have the confidentiality agreement here, in wgtiwhich is a good thing, because |
would not be able to share it from memory. Let eedrit quickly.

Here is a copy for you. And | need you to sign ragy so | can show that | read it to
you and you agreed.
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Step 3:The Interview

Q1.Basic Facts
(A) What department are you affiliated with heréNatrth Pacific University?

(B) Were you a mentor in the New Horizons Mentorifrggram in the summer of 2010,
or 20117

(C) Do you remember the name of the student tloaked with you that summer?

(D) How do you identify yourself, ethnically oraially?
-Is your Bridges student protégé also <ETHNIC/RACHgroup?

If they answer “No” ;
- Do you know what race or ethnicity <NAME OF PRQG3E> identifies with?

Q2. Icebreaker Question:

Let me break the ice with an easy question! Tolbtka ice, | have a bit of a funny
question: Can you tell me about the funn@sstrangestmomerbu ever had with
<PROTEGE NAME>?

That was funny...

Q3. Your New Horizons Protege:
You said your student protégé was < Protégé na@ar.you please describe <Protégé
name> to me as a person?

Q4. How did you first meet <PROTEGE NAME>?

Was starting a relationship with this student youoice completely, or did you get
matched with her/him?

Q5. Do you remember the first meeting you had wittkPROTEGE NAME> Can
you tell me about that first meeting?

Q6. Imagine you had never shared time with <PROTEE NAME> again after that
first meeting. What impression did he/she make?

Connection immediately?

Either of you feel awkward?

Pick up on obvious similarities between the twyad?
Any concerns about connection?
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Q7. Tell me a bit about the PROJECT worked on and what
did that summer?

* Summer routine?
* How often TOGETHER
« How much INDEPENDENT

Q8. Did you and do any things outside of the usual research
routine?

Q9. Did feel that a real bond or connection develaga that summer?

If Yes
» Special moments / incidents
* Enjoyed the most?

If No:
- Why do you think this was?

Q10. After the summer was over, did you ever see again? Do you still
see ?

* Protégé come back to you for anything?
* Social?

Q11. Can you tell me how you came to the decisiom be a mentor with the Bridges
Program?

» Have you mentored before?
» Ever have a minority protégée before?

Q12. Turning to expectations and goals.... Did thexperience mentoring
meet the expectations and goals you may have had?

e As a mentor, what did you expect this role to ine@

e Ways helped prepare for the transition from community college to a four
year university?
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Q13. Did New Horizons, the program, do anything irparticular that made it
easier for you and to connect and build a relationship?

-- Are there things you feel New Horizonsshodtdl coulddo to support the mentor-
protégé pairs?

Q14. Did New Horizons do anything that help you tild a relationship with a
student who is from a_different culture/ethnicity/racethan you?

-1 hear you saying that New Horizons does , Which
helped you make a real connecting with a student fa dlfferent race.

-- Are there other things you feel New Horizonsldadp to help mentors connect with
students of a different culture/race/ethnicity?

Q15. Did the experience as a New Horizons facultyentor... impact how you think
about mentoring ethnic or racial minority studentsin the future?

Q16. Imagine had not been from a minority background... how
might it have been different?

» ease/comfort?

» more/less/equally/differently meaningful?

Q17. Did this experience influence how you feel abbbeing a mentor again in the
future?

We have reached the end of my interview, and | wodllike to share back with you
the overall picture that | have got. Please tell md you feel | got it right or not...

Well, this is the end of the interview. | reallyntahank you enough for taking time away
from your busy schedule to share your story. l@a&lly enjoyed talking to you about your
experience mentoring and | know that your expeeenaad the experience of all the
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other New Horizons mentors being interviewed, iagto teach us a lot about
mentoring that connects mentees and mentors fréferelt ethnic, cultural, or racial
background. Thank you again for your time.
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