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In the contemporary world of business, mentoring has become common practice. Its objectives 
include the personal and professional development of employees, training new employees, nurtur-
ing talents, planning for successions and developing leaders. A literature review has enabled the 
author to conclude that a structured, systematic, coordinated and evaluated mentoring program 
helps businesses achieve the expected results, i.e., the construction of lasting mentoring relation-
ships leading to the realization of intended goals and benefits. The question therefore arises, how 
do companies build effective mentoring programs? The aim of the article is to determine the con-
ditions for building effective mentoring programs. The research was conducted on a non-probable 
sample of 30 companies operating in Poland that have implemented mentoring programs within 
the last 3-5 years. Triangulation of research methods was applied. PAPI and IDI methods were used 
to survey representatives of chosen companies who manage mentoring programs.

The effective mentoring program is achieved by defining the roles of participants in the mentor-
ing process precisely and by defining their competencies, responsibilities and objectives. Further-
more, it is important to establish transparent rules for participation in the mentoring program, i.e., 
participation criteria for mentors, selection criteria for mentees and placement criteria for bringing 
participants together into suitable pairs or groups. It is crucial to provide mentoring participants 
with support in the form of advice, consultation before and between mentoring sessions, and 
monitoring their expectations of and satisfaction from participating in the program. 

1. Introduction
In the contemporary world of business, companies in-
creasingly focus on ways to manage the organization’s 
most valuable asset, namely, employees with unique 
knowledge and many years of experience. Thus, men-
toring has become common practice. Mentoring ob-
jectives include the personal and professional develop-

ment of employees, training new employees, nurturing 
talents, planning for successions and developing lead-
ers (Clutterbuck, 2002; Gravells, 2008; Hansford & Eh-
rich, 2006; Meginson & Stokes, 2004). These objectives 
clearly contribute to the development of the whole or-
ganization by enabling the employees to realize their 
potential by motivating them to action, by increasing 
their productivity and by raising their chances of suc-
cess (Allen, 2007; Friday & Friday, 2002; Higgins, 2000; 
Irving, Moore, & Hamilton, 2003; Willson & Elman, 
1990). Mentoring can be effective at every stage of an 
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employee’s career (Chao, 1997; Dreher & Ash, 1990; 
Fagenson, 1989; Fajana & Gbajumo-Sheriff, 2011); 
however, the biggest challenge that the company faces 
in its mentoring program is the achievement of objec-
tives not only of individual employees or groups of em-
ployees but also of the entire organization (Hansford, 
Ehrich, & Tennent, 2004; Irving et al., 2003; Klasen  & 
Clutterbuck 2002;  Parsloe, 2000).

A literature review has enabled the author to con-
clude that a structured and properly coordinated men-
toring program allows businesses to achieve expected 
results, i.e., the construction of lasting mentoring rela-
tionships that lead to the realization of intended goals 
and benefits (Bedwell et al., 2011; Eby & Lockwood, 
2005; Friday & Friday, 2002; Garvey & Alred, 2011; 
Ragins & Cotton, 1999). The question, therefore, arises 
of how companies build successful mentoring pro-
grams. This question became the subject of research 
conducted by the author in the fourth quarter of 2015 
and the beginning of 2016 with funding from research 
project no. PN/1/2015/CC. The aim of this research 
was to assess the degree of organizational prepara-
tion for operating mentoring programs in companies 
in Poland. In particular, the selection process and the 
selection of mentoring participants were examined. 
Research was conducted on a special, selected sample 
of 30 companies operating in Poland that had success-
fully implemented mentoring programs at least 3-5 
years (in some cases over the past decade or more) 
prior to the survey. The aim of the article is to present 
the author’s own research findings on the building of 
effective mentoring programs in enterprises in Poland 
and on the tools used to assess the degree of organiza-
tion preparation for implementing effective mentoring 
programs.

2. The essence of mentoring
There are numerous definitions of mentoring in the 
scholarly literature. Mentoring, as it is widely under-
stood in business, is a way to help individuals and or-
ganizations achieve business objectives based on the 
potential of the participant to make use of the knowl-
edge and experience of the mentor (Coaching Center, 
2016). Mentoring is a way of developing the personal 
potential of employees by working with an experi-
enced person who boasts a great deal of professional 
business knowledge. As a result, mentoring includes 

the mentor’s direct assistance in the mentee’s develop-
ment, professional advice and the informal exchange 
of information (Listwan, 2005). 

In numerous research studies, both mentors and 
mentees suggest that mentoring not only constitutes 
the dissemination of knowledge, the mastering of 
skills, and the personal and professional development 
of the employee but also the accrual of both a  high 
level of satisfaction from just participating in the men-
toring process and the benefits from building relation-
ships (Baran, 2014; Clutterbuck, 2002; Henriques & 
Curado, 2009; Kram, 1985; Parsloe, 2000). 

Apart from benefiting the mentor and mentee, men-
toring can also be beneficial to the whole organization, 
as shown by Wilson and Elman (1990) and Megginson 
et al. (2008). To clarify the concept of the “mentoring 
process,” it is worth noting the definition by Garvey, 
Stokes and Megginson, who defined it as a process 
launched intentionally within the organizational envi-
ronment (Garvey et al., 2009). Mentoring is character-
ized by a mode of implementation comprising a for-
malized process that deliberately enables the mentor’s 
experience to support the mentee in line with the aims 
of the organization. The concomitance of development 
objectives of the mentee and organization is known as 
“organised mentoring” (Garvey & Alred, 2011). 

The informal method of the mentoring process in an 
organization can be identified as a process that has not 
been formalized, existing without documented rules, 
organizational regulations and appropriate structures 
within the organization. It develops spontaneously and 
occurs as a result of the mentor-mentee relationship, 
which involves a willingness of both parties to coop-
erate, invest time and exhibit mutual trust (Baran, 
2016). It is often seen as a process to achieve specific 
demands, very often to produce career-related support 
(Chao, Walz, & Gardner, 1992). Usually, it is based 
on unwritten rules of the traditional master-student 
relationship. On the other hand, formal mentoring 
is a formalized process, located in the organizational 
structure, based on contracts, procedures, and regula-
tions (Baran, 2016). This type of mentoring is formed 
through an organized and planned matching of men-
tor and mentee by the organization (Ragin & Cotton, 
1999). The mentoring sessions are based on a schedule 
of meetings and evaluations that impact the mentee’s 
work. The whole process is structured and the rela-
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tion between mentor and mentee is coordinated using 
standard norms, action plans and particular objectives 
(Bahniuk & Hill, 1998; Bednell et al., 2012; Hansford & 
Ehrich, 2006, Noe, 1988).

Regardless of the kind of mentoring used and re-
gardless of the size and specialization of the organiza-
tion, the basic mentoring scheme remains unchanged 
(Allen, 2007; Holiday, 2006; Klasen & Clutterbuck, 
2002; Kram, 1985; Megginson & Clutterbuck, 1995; 
Parsloe, 1992); its objectives are related to the organi-
zational culture, organizational structure and strategy. 
In the literature review of the best practices of mentor-
ing schemes conducted by the author, there are some 
key steps of effective mentoring schemes in all types of 
organization (Allen, Finkelstein & Poteet, 2011; Cran-
well-Ward, Bossons, & Gover, 2004; Klasen & Clut-
terbuck, 2002; Megginson et al., 2008; Merrick, 2009; 
Ramaswami & Dreher, 2007; Schein, 2010; Sontag, 
Vappie, & Wanberg, 2007), these are as follows:
•	 estimating the expected benefits for the organiza-

tion, the mentors and the mentees, 
•	 determining the timeframe in which the benefits 

should become apparent,
•	 engagement and support of senior and middle 

management and the HR department in the men-
toring process,

•	 coordination and supervision, 
•	 monitoring of the process and the procedures 

used, evaluating, informational and promotional 
activities,

•	 recruitment and selection of mentors, mentees, 
pairing mentors and mentees,

•	 estimating the mentoring process plan – duration, 
number of sessions, training, advice, evaluation,

•	 and evaluating the mentoring process in the orga-
nization. 

3. Characteristics of mentoring 
programs
Many authors contend that appropriately planned, 
organized and managed mentoring programs can ef-
fectively help employees meet their own goals and the 
goals and strategies of the organization (Clutterbuck, 
2002; Friday & Friday, 2002; Hansford & Ehrich, 2006; 
Kram, 1983; Ragins & Cotton, 1999).

Mentoring relationships produced in the frame-
work of formal and coordinated mentoring programs 

differ fundamentally from relationships produced 
in the context of informal mentoring (Allen, Eby, & 
Lentz, 2006). This difference exists regardless of what 
type of mentoring the organization uses, from com-
munity-based relationships to e-mentoring relation-
ships, including peer mentoring, group mentoring, 
mutual mentoring, reverse mentoring, team mentor-
ing and virtual mentoring (Baran, 2016; Garvey & 
Alred, 2011; Higgins, 2000; Klasen & Clutterbuck, 
2002; Ragins & Kram, 2007; Stokes & Merrick, 2013). 
The key difference between the two systems is the 
way in which relationships are built, while informal 
mentoring relationships are produced in conditions 
of mutual understanding and need from both sides, 
mentoring pairs in formal programs are formed as 
a result of specific HR processes (Ragins, 2002). For-
mal and informal mentoring relationships also differ 
in the structure of the relationship (Ragins & Cotton, 
1999). Informal relationships are not bound by sched-
ules, predetermined durations and imposed rules. In 
contrast, formalized mentoring is characterized by 
a  more structured mentoring process, comprising 
the selection of mentors and mentees, placing them 
in pairs, interim feedback and evaluation. Implemen-
tation of mentoring sessions takes place with the use 
of standards, constant action plans and time frames 
(Baugh & Fagenson-Eland, 2007; Eby, 1997; Higgins 
& Kram, 2001; Ragins & Cotton, 1999). 

In the literature, on the subject, some authors sug-
gest that informal mentoring can be more valuable 
than a formal system on average (Chao et al., 1992). 
Nevertheless, the study by Ragins (2002) showed 
that formal mentoring programs have the potential 
to produce as many benefits as informal ones. Fur-
thermore, formal mentoring is an important tool for 
the organization in the process of employee develop-
ment, increasing both the productivity and efficiency 
of the employees (Ragins, 2002). If a mentoring pro-
gram is formal, it allows employers to manage the 
program and its participants effectively (Wilson & 
Elman, 1990). By devoting time to the careful prepa-
ration of rules, procedures, criteria, schedules and 
participating employees, employers are able to ensure 
the effectiveness of the program, i.e., they are able to 
ensure its timely implementation and the achieve-
ment of its designated objectives (Friday & Friday, 
2002; Irving et al., 2003). 
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4. Methodology
This study was conducted at the turn of 2015 and 2016 
within the research project (PN/1/2015/CC). Mentor-
ing research in selected Polish companies was based 
on the triangulation of research methods, which was 
supposed to increase the credibility of the obtained 
materials and their interpretation (Hensel & Glinka, 
2001). Three research methods were used in the study:
•	 A quantitative study based on PAPI (direct ques-

tionnaire, paper-and-pencil interview)
•	 A qualitative study based on the IDI (individual, 

in-depth interview)
•	 Analysis of existing data (documents from com-

panies).
The study was conducted on a non-probable (purpose-
ful as described by Babbie, 2003; Frankfort-Nachmias 
& Nachmias, 2001) sample of 30 companies operating 
in Poland that use mentoring. The term “companies in 
Poland” used in this work refers to companies that are 
both registered in the Polish National Court Register 
and who conduct their business activities in Poland. 
The first criterion of a company’s participation in the 
study was using a mentoring process for a minimum 
of 3-5 years and organizing mentoring programs. The 
second criterion taken into account was the size of the 
organization that used mentoring (in order to diversify 
the sample with small, medium and large companies). 
The purpose of such selection criteria was to obtain 
a variety of organizations with extensive experience in 
the implementation of mentoring and the use of men-
toring programs.

The task of producing a representative sample of 
companies that use mentoring programs proved to 
be difficult to achieve, mainly due to the lack of reg-
isters available, i.e., databases containing such enti-
ties. Therefore, the selection of companies took place 
through cooperation with mentor associations and or-
ganizations associating mentoring organizations in Po-
land. The main research method used in the study was 
the direct questionnaire interview PAPI. The choice 
of such a research technique was dictated by the com-
plexity of the research problem, which influenced the 
very large questionnaire survey (consisting of 37 ques-
tions and response cards for the responders). PAPI was 
used to survey representatives of companies managing 
mentoring processes, who were coordinators of men-
toring programs (often in HR departments). The PAPI 

method allowed the author to obtain aggregate data by 
using standardized questions (Babbie, 2003).

In the qualitative study, the method of data collec-
tion was based on individual in-depth interviews (IDI), 
which were also carried out with the coordinators of 
mentoring processes. In-depth interviews were carried 
out using a scenario that included questions and a list 
of issues to be discussed. The qualitative method per-
mitted an in-depth analysis of the mentoring issues in 
the surveyed companies and an answering of questions 
that could not be asked under standardized conditions 
using the questionnaire survey. 

A group of 30 companies took part in the research, 
which includes 4 (13%) small companies (with 10-49 
employees), 6 (20%) medium companies (with 50-249 
employees), and 20 (67%) large companies (with at 
least 250 employees). For the respondents’ industrial 
sector, the sample consists of 15 (50%) service compa-
nies, 7 (23%) manufacturing companies, and 8 (28%) 
trading companies. All the companies operate with 
Polish capital. 

The aim of the study was to determine how com-
panies were building effective mentoring programs. 
Based on a literature review, elements of the process 
initiating mentoring in the organization—directly 
concerning program participants and their prepara-
tion to participate in the process—were identified. One 
of the elements that characterized the system was the 
formal program coordinators’ selection of candidates 
as mentors and potential mentees to participate in the 
program and the way in which they were put into pairs 
or mentoring groups. Further, selected elements of the 
mentoring process in the organization concerned the 
competence of the program participants, their roles in 
the process, expectations of and benefits from partici-
pation in the process and the roles of superiors.

At the same time, based on the evaluated practices 
of the surveyed companies, an attempt was made to 
create a tool for measuring the level of preparation of 
organizations to build effective mentoring programs. 

5. Participant selection process in 
business mentoring programs in 
companies in Poland—presentation 
of research results
The vast majority of companies surveyed (86.6%) in-
dicated that a system had been created where mentors 
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and mentees were selected and placed into pairs or 
groups. Only 13% of companies stated that no selec-
tion system at the stage of implementing mentoring 
programs had been established in the company—cf. 
Figure 1.

An analysis of the methods used for selecting men-
tors to participate in the implementation of mentoring 
programs in the surveyed companies showed that the 
main criteria comprised following:
•	 substantive knowledge of the sector (96.7%), 
•	 the amount of experience in the organization 

(90%), 
•	 knowledge about management and managerial 

skills (90%),
•	 ability and willingness to share knowledge (90%),
•	 availability (86.7%),
•	 opinion of the mentor’s milieu on their knowledge 

and experience (80%),
•	 position/standing in the company (70%),
•	 whether or not the mentor volunteered (63.3%). 
It is worth noting that none of the surveyed organi-
zations considered gender or age of the candidate as 
a criterion for selecting mentors. 

In contrast, the analysis of the methods used for se-
lecting mentees to participate in mentoring programs 
showed that more than half of the companies turned 
to nominations by superiors (53.3%), while simultane-
ously taking into account survey findings on employee 
training and developmental needs. One in three com-
panies taking part in this study indicated that the se-

lection of mentees took place differently than indicated 
above, i.e., in those companies a crucial factor was the 
candidates’ earlier roles as mentees in talent programs 
(30%). In addition, the opinion of the HR department 
played a significant role in the respondents’ opinion of 
the analyzed process (15%).

In more than half of the surveyed companies, an 
individual or a coordinating team for mentoring in 
the company was responsible for the selection of par-
ticipants in the mentoring process and their suitable 
placement into pairs or groups. The results of the study 
indicate that it is most common for the process manag-
er to collect applications from people who — meeting 
set criteria — are willing to mentor and to match them 
to mentees in response to the identified developmental 
needs of the mentees (56.7%). The second most used 
method, albeit decidedly less common, is the recom-
mendation of mentoring pairs by a specialist or the HR 
manager (36.7%). It is worth noting that none of the 
organizations employed a selection system in which 
mentoring pairs were chosen at a draw (see Figure 2). 

Another important aspect of this study was to see 
if companies were mindful of avoiding codependency 
between mentor and mentee during the selection of 
mentoring pairs or groups (Figure 3). For most com-
panies surveyed (86%), the lack of codependency be-
tween mentor and mentee constitutes one of the main 
principles of the mentoring process. 

As seen in Table 1, the problem of codependency 
affects small businesses most acutely.

Figure 1. Degree of agreement with the statement “Before the mentoring process started, a system was created whereby 
mentors and mentees were selected and placed into pairs” N = 30 

Figure 1. Degree of agreement with the statement “Before the mentoring process started, a 

system was created whereby mentors and mentees were selected and placed into pairs” N = 30  

 
Source: Author’s own elaboration. 
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23.3%
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Figure 2. Ways of selecting participants for business mentoring relationships 3

Figure 2. Ways of selecting participants for business mentoring relationshipsiii 
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At this point it is worth noting that the evaluation 
question concerning which businesses take care to 
avoid codependency between the mentor and mentee 
is positively correlated with the size of the organization 
— the result of Spearman’s correlation turned out to be 
very high, at 0.751 with a significance level of < 0.01. 
This means that the bigger the company, the more care 
taken to avoid codependency between the mentor and 
mentee in the mentoring process.

6. Company preparation for building 
effective mentoring program—results 
of research on companies
In the context of examining companies that have 
experience implementing mentoring programs over 
many years, program coordinators were asked a set 
of questions concerning the degree of preparation of 
the company’s employees to participate in mentor-
ing processes. A suitable set of questions—developed 

on the basis of a literature review—has enabled not 
only an exposition of how a mentoring process was 
prepared in the surveyed organizations but also the 
creation of tools measuring the degree of organiza-
tional preparation for building effective mentoring 
programs (which will be discussed in more detail 
later in the article). 

To assess how the surveyed companies a) prepared 
employees to participate in the mentoring process and 
b) were able to build effective mentoring program, 
a set of questions was posed to them to determine how 
much they agreed with the following statements:
1.	 Before launching the mentoring program in the 

company, a system was created to select and appro-
priately pair mentors and mentees.

2.	 Before launching the mentoring program, the core 
competencies of a potential mentor were defined.

3.	 Before launching the mentoring program, the core 
competencies of a potential mentee were defined.

Figure 3. On a scale of 1 (not at all) to 4 (very much so), degree of agreement with the statement “When matching men-
tors with mentees, care is taken to avoid any codependency between the two” N = 30

Figure 3. On a scale of 1 (not at all) to 4 (very much so), degree of agreement with the 

statement “When matching mentors with mentees, care is taken to avoid any codependency 

between the two” N = 30 

 
Source: Author’s own elaboration. 
 

3.6%
10.7% 7.1%

78.6%

No at all Not much Moderately so Very much so

Small companies Medium companies Large companies

2.0 3.95 4.0

Table 1. Average degree of agreement with the statement “When matching mentors with mentees, care is taken to avoid 
any codependency between the two” according to the size of the companies.
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4.	 Before launching the mentoring program, the de-
velopmental/competence needs of the mentor/
mentee participants in the program were identified.

5.	 The roles of mentor and mentee were clearly de-
fined and understood from the very start of imple-
mentation of mentoring in the company.

6.	 When matching mentors with mentees, care is 
taken to avoid any codependency between the two.

7.	 Before launching the mentoring program, the ex-
pectations of future mentors were assessed.

8.	 Before launching the mentoring program, the ex-
pectations of future mentees were assessed.

9.	 Before launching the mentoring program, specific 
benefits resulting from participation in the pro-
gram were outlined to future mentors.

10.	Before launching the mentoring program, spe-
cific benefits resulting from participation in the 
program were outlined to future mentees. Table 2 
shows the percentage distributions for all answers 
to the above 10 questions. 

It is worth noting that for all the analyzed questions, 
the percentage of positive statements (“Very much so” 
and “Moderately so”) was dominant, which means that 
most of the preparatory elements of the analyzed pro-
cess were carried out by the surveyed companies. Cal-
culations were made to verify if the size of the company 
significantly influenced the answers to the above men-
toring preparation questions. Each answer (on a scale of 
1 to 4) was compared by calculating the Kruskal-Wallis 
non-parametric significance test (this test was chosen 
because more than two groups were being compared). 

The answers to four statements turned out to be sig-
nificantly different depending on the size of the com-
pany. They include the following:
1.	 Before launching the mentoring program in the 

company, a system was created to select and appro-
priately pair mentors and mentees. 

2.	 Before launching the mentoring program, specific 
benefits resulting from participation in the pro-
gram were outlined to future mentors.

3.	 Before launching the mentoring program, the ex-
pectations of future mentees were assessed.

4.	 The roles of mentor and mentee were clearly de-
fined and understood from the very start of imple-
mentation of mentoring in the company.

In each of these statements, answers from small com-
panies differed significantly from those of medium 

and large companies. Small companies rarely define 
the specific benefits of mentoring before implementa-
tion of the mentoring process. They also fail to attach 
sufficient importance to the definition of the roles of 
mentor and mentee, hence limiting the participants’ 
understanding of their roles in the process from the 
outset. In contrast, according to the response from 
medium and large companies, it was more common 
to offer training, advisory and consultative support, 
especially for mentors, as well as for mentees. In addi-
tion, participants in mentoring programs usually sign 
a mentoring contract defining the objectives of men-
toring, as well as the roles, tasks and responsibilities 
of participants. Similar differences between small, me-
dium and large companies were observed in the evalu-
ation of the expectations of people who participate in 
the program as mentees. In this particular case, there is 
a linear correlation: the larger the company, the more 
frequently the expectations of mentors are evaluated. 

Using the list of variables based on the questions 
listed earlier, a scale was developed to show the extent 
of the organization’s preparation to build successful 
mentoring programs. The scale was created to ensure 
good preparation of the company employees to per-
form their assigned roles in the mentoring process. 
Suitable preparation enables the development of ef-
fective mentoring, i.e., relationships that lead to the 
achievement of mentoring objectives while contribut-
ing to high levels of satisfaction of the mentoring par-
ticipants by just participating in the program. The scale 
includes questions about the process of preparation by 
the organization to run mentoring programs. All the 
selected questions shared a common way of measuring 
the degree of agreement: respondents had to answer 
each question on a scale of 1 to 4 (where 1 means “Not 
at all” and 4 means “Very much so”). By summing up 
the answers of the questions included in the scale and 
dividing the sum by the number of questions, a mea-
sure was obtained which, like a single question, pro-
duced a value between 1 and 4. 

The proposed scale of organizational preparation 
for building effective mentoring programs yielded the 
following values:
•	 “1” means that the company is completely unpre-

pared to build successful mentoring programs,
•	 “2” means that the degree of organizational prepa-

ration to build effective mentoring programs is low,
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Statement Degree of agreement with the statement

Very much so Moderately so Not much Not at all

1. Before launching the mentoring 
program in the company, a system was 
created to select and appropriately pair 
mentors and mentees.

63.3% 23.3% 6.7% 6.7%

2. Before launching the mentoring 
program, the core competencies of a 
potential mentor were defined.

70% 13.3% 16.7% 0%

3. Before launching the mentoring 
program, the core competencies of a 
potential mentee were defined.

43.3% 30% 20% 6.7%

4. Before launching the mentoring 
program, the developmental/
competence needs of the mentor/
mentee participants in the program were 
identified.

63.3% 26.7% 3.3% 6.7%

5. The roles of mentor and mentee were 
clearly defined and understood from 
the very start of implementation of 
mentoring in the company.

60% 23.3% 16.7% 0%

6. When matching mentors with mentees, 
care is taken to avoid any codependency 
between the two.

78.6% 7.1% 10.7% 3.6%

7. Before launching the mentoring 
program, the expectations of future 
mentors were assessed.

53.3% 16.7% 16.7% 13.3%

8. Before launching the mentoring 
program, the expectations of future 
mentees were assessed.

50% 26.7% 13.3% 10%

9. Before launching the mentoring 
program, specific benefits resulting 
from participation in the program were 
outlined to future mentors.

56.7% 26.7% 16.7% 0%

10. Before launching the mentoring 
program, specific benefits resulting 
from participation in the program were 
outlined to future mentees.

50% 33.3% 10% 6.7%

Table 2. Comparison of answers to questions on the organization’s preparation to build effective mentoring programs 



294 Małgorzata Baran

10.5709/ce.1897-9254.278DOI: CONTEMPORARY ECONOMICS

Vol. 12 Issue 3 285-3002018

Variables
Small company – 
average response

Medium 
company – 

average response

Large company – 
average response

The Kruskal-Wallis 
significance test 
for independent 

samples (p-value)

1. Before launching the mentoring 
program in the company, a system was 
created to select and appropriately pair 
mentors and mentees.

2.5 3.0 3.8 0.007

2. Before launching the mentoring 
program, the core competencies of a 
potential mentor were defined.

3.33 3.5 3.6 0.624

3. Before launching the mentoring 
program, the core competencies of a 
potential mentee were defined.

2.8 2.5 3.3 0.335

4. Before launching the mentoring 
program, the developmental/competence 
needs of the mentor/mentee participants 
in the program were identified.

2.8 3 3.76 0.079

5. The roles of mentor and mentee were 
clearly defined and understood from the 
very start of implementation of mentoring 
in the company.

2.67 3.75 3.6 0.030

6. When matching mentors with mentees, 
care is taken to avoid any codependency 
between the two.

2 3.95 4 0,0001

7. Before launching the mentoring 
program, the expectations of future 
mentors were assessed.

2.17 3 3.5 0.18

8. Before launching the mentoring 
program, the expectations of future 
mentees were assessed.

2 3 3.5 0.014

9. Before launching the mentoring 
program, specific benefits resulting from 
participation in the program were outlined 
to future mentors.

2.5 3.75 3.6 0.005

10. Before launching the mentoring 
program, specific benefits resulting from 
participation in the program were outlined 
to future mentees.

3.17 3.5 3.6 0.663

Table 3. Comparison of answers to questions on the organization’s preparation to build effective mentoring programs 
according to company size.
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•	 “3” means that the degree of organizational prepa-
ration to build effective mentoring programs is 
high,

•	 “4” means that the company is completely prepared 
to build successful mentoring programs.

The creation of the scale allowed the author to develop 
a tool that companies could use for their own purposes 
and needs to evaluate the process of organizational 
preparation to implement mentoring in the company. 
The resulting knowledge can encourage the company 
to initiate improvement actions or corrective mea-

sures, if necessary, and will produce better/more effec-
tive mentoring processes in the organization. 

To assess the reliability of the newly created scale, 
Cronbach’s coefficient alpha was calculated1 for the 
whole scale, and for each of the items included in its 
composition after its exclusion in order to see if the 
reliability of the scale would be higher or lower after 
exclusion of individual questions. 

Table 4 shows the results of the calculated coeffi-
cients. Cronbach’s coefficient alpha for the entire scale 
turned out to be very high, at 0.8872. One of the ele-

Questions included in the scale preparation of participants for 
mentoring

Cronbach’s 
coefficient alpha 

after exclusion from 
the scale

Cronbach’s 
coefficient alpha for 

the entire scale

1. Before launching the mentoring program in the company, a system was 
created to select and appropriately pair mentors and mentees.

0.878

0.887

2. Before launching the mentoring program, the core competencies of a 
potential mentor were defined.

0.887

3. Before launching the mentoring program, the core competencies of a 
potential mentee were defined.

0.890

4. Before launching the mentoring program, the developmental/
competence needs of the mentor/mentee participants in the program 
were identified.

0.883

5. The roles of mentor and mentee were clearly defined and understood 
from the very start of implementation of mentoring in the company.

0.867

6. When matching mentors with mentees, care is taken to avoid any 
codependency between the two.

0.878

7. Before launching the mentoring program, the expectations of future 
mentors were assessed.

0.863

8. Before launching the mentoring program, the expectations of future 
mentees were assessed.

0.868

9. Before launching the mentoring program, specific benefits resulting from 
participation in the program were outlined to future mentors.

0.871

10. Before launching the mentoring program, specific benefits resulting 
from participation in the program were outlined to future mentees.

0.875

Table 4. Consistency of scale regarding the organization’s preparation to build effective mentoring program. 
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ments (no. 3) after exclusion from the scale would have 
only raised the scales consistency slightly, but the deci-
sion was made not to exclude this position, given the 
high level of consistency of the whole scale.

To verify whether there were differences in the scale 
due to the size of the company implementing mentor-
ing processes, a comparison of averages was made. The 
result confirmed that the average of the scale showing 
the degree of preparation of participants in mentoring 
increases with company size (cf. Table 5). 

Both the size of the company and the scale of the 
preparation of mentoring participants were high and 
significantly statistically correlated to one another—
the Spearman’s correlation coefficient between these 
two variables was 0.435 (p < 0.05). Therefore, it can be 
concluded that the larger the company (among those 
surveyed), the better prepared it is to build lasting 
and effective mentoring programs based on matching 
mentoring participants, understanding their individ-
ual roles, and knowing the principles of mentoring. 
This leads to the implementation of the designated 
objectives and the acquisition of benefits expected by 
the participants and the organization in the mentor-
ing process.

7. Conclusions
The essence of effectively implementing a formal men-
toring program is, in the opinion of the author, the 
decision-making process by the employer (e.g., the 
mentoring coordinator) that aims to build lasting rela-
tionships between mentor and mentee. This allows par-
ticipants of the mentoring process to fulfill their needs, 
meet their expectations, and achieve predefined ben-
efits, all of which directly contribute to the effectiveness 

of the whole mentoring process in the organization. 
This effectiveness is achieved by defining the roles of 
participants in the mentoring process precisely and by 
defining their competencies, tasks, responsibilities and 
mentoring objectives. Furthermore, it is important to 
establish transparent rules for participation in the men-
toring program, i.e., participation criteria for mentors, 
selection criteria for mentees and placement criteria 
for bringing participants together into suitable pairs 
or groups. At the same time, it is very helpful to pro-
vide mentoring participants with support in the form 
of advice, consultation before and between mentoring 
sessions, and monitoring their expectations of and sat-
isfaction from participating in the program. Implemen-
tation of all these elements increases the effectiveness 
of mentoring programs. This research indicates that 
the larger the company, the more attention it pays to 
include all of the aforementioned elements in the men-
toring process, thereby being better prepared to build 
mentoring programs. Consequently, the company can 
successfully implement its mentoring program.

The results of the study – despite the proven statisti-
cally significant correlations – have not been general-
ized, since only a group of 30 companies was exam-
ined. Furthermore, the results described in this article 
incorporate only selected elements of the business 
mentoring process, resulting in an analysis that may 
appear to the reader somewhat terse and incomplete. 
So far, only a few mentoring studies have been con-
ducted in Poland, focusing on identifying mentoring 
needs and expected benefits. The mentoring process 
has not been examined in terms of its effectiveness, as 
presented in this article. The study has obvious limita-
tions, mainly due to a small and non-probable sample. 

Scale
Small company – 

average 
Medium company – 

average
Large company – 

average 

The Kruskal-Wallis 
significance test 
for independent 

samples (p-value)

The scale of preparation of 
participants in mentoring

2.83 3.56 3.58 0.029

Table 5. Average of scale regarding the organization’s preparation to build effective mentoring programs according to 
company size.
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Therefore, it is recommended that further research 
makes use of a larger sample in order to generalize the 
conclusions. Despite perceptible limitations, the study 
is important for HR practitioners and managers be-
cause it enhances managerial knowledge of mentoring 
effectiveness and allows companies to better prepare 
themselves for mentoring processes through the pro-
posed tool to assess organizational readiness for men-
toring. At the same time, the article does not exhaust 
the research problem, it merely contributes to further 
research into the determinants of mentoring process 
in enterprises.

References
Allen, T. D. (2007). Mentoring Relationships From the 

Perspective of the Mentor. In B. R. Ragins, K. E. 
Kram (Eds.), The Handbook of Mentoring at Work: 
Theory, Research, and Practice (pp. 123-147). 
Thousand Oaks, CA: Sage.

Allen, T. D., Eby, L. T., & Lentz, E. (2006). Mentor-
ship behaviors and mentorship quality associ-
ated with formal mentoring programs: Closing 
the gap between research and practice. Journal of 
Applied Psychology, 91(3), 567-578. http://dx.doi.
org/10.1037/0021-9010.91.3.567 

Allen, T. D., Finkelstein, L. M. & Poteet, M. L. (2011). 
Designing workplace mentoring programs: An evi-
dence-based approach. United Kingdom: Chiches-
ter, UK: John Wiley & Sons. 

Babbie, E. (2003). Badania społeczne w praktyce [The 
Practice of Social Research]. Warszawa: PWN.

Bahniuk, M. H., Hill, S. K. (1998). Promoting career 
success through mentoring. Review of Business,  
19 (3), 4-7.

Baugh, S. G. & Fagenson-Eland, E. A. (2007). Formal 
mentoring programs: a poor cousin to informal 
relationships? In B. R. Ragins, K. E. Kram (Eds.), 
The Handbook of Mentoring at Work: Theory, 
Research, and Practice (pp. 249-272). Thousand 
Oaks, CA: Sage.

Baran, M. (2014). Mutual mentoring as a tool for man-
aging employees of different generations in the 
enterprise. Journal of Positive Management, 5(2), 
20-29. http://dx.doi.org/10.12775/JPM.2014.010 

Baran, M. (2016). The Mentor’s Role Within the Com-
pany. Studia i Materiały/Wydział Zarządzania. 
Uniwersytet Warszawski, 2(21), 133 – 143. 

Bedwell W.L., Weaver S.J., Salas E., Tindall M. (2011). 
Emerging conceptualizations as adult training 
and learning. The Oxford Handbook of Lifelong 
Learning, Oxford, UK: University Press. 

Chao, G.T. (1997). Mentoring phases and outcomes. 
Journal of Vocational Behavior, 51, 15-28.

Chao, G. T., Walz, P. M., & Gardner, P. D. (1992). Formal 
and informal mentorships: A comparison on men-
toring functions and contrast with non-mentored 
counterparts. Personnel Psychology, 45, 619-636.

Clutterbuck, D. (2002). Każdy potrzebuje mentora: Jak 
kierować talentami [Everyone Needs a Mentor: 
Fostering Talent in Your Organisation]. Warsza-
wa: Petit.

Coaching Center. (2011). Mentoring - podstawowe 
informacje [Mentoring – basic information]. Re-
trieved from: http://www.coachingcenter.pl. 

Cranwell-Ward, J., Bossons, P. & Gover, S. (2004). 
Mentoring: A Henley Review of Best Practice. Lon-
don, UK: Palgrave Macmillan.

Dreher, G. F., & Ash, R. A. (1990). A comparative study 
of mentoring among men and women in manage-
rial, professional, and technical positions. Journal 
of Applied Psychology, 75, 525-35.

Eby, L. T. (1997). Alternative forms of mentoring in 
changing organizational environments: A concep-
tual extension of the mentoring literature. Journal 
of Vocational Behaviour, 51(1), 125-144. https://
doi.org/10.1006/jvbe.1997.1594 

Eby, L. T., & Lockwood, A. (2005). Proteges’ and men-
tors’ reactions to participating in formal mentor-
ing programmes: A qualitative investigation. Jour-
nal of Vocational Behaviour, 67(3), 441-458. http://
dx.doi.org/10.1016/j.jvb.2004.08.002 

Fagenson, E.A. (1989). The mentor advantage: Per-
ceived career/job experiences of proteges vs. non-
proteges. Journal of Organizational Behavior, 10(4), 
309-20. https://doi.org/10.1002/job.4030100403 

Fajana, S., & Gbajumo-Sheriff, M. (2011). Mentoring: 
An Human Resource Tool for Achieving Organ-
isational Effectiveness. In A. A. Olowu (Ed.), Men-
toring: A Key Issue in Human Resource Manage-
ment (pp. 420-432). Ife, Nigeria: The Ife Centre for 
Psychological Studies.

Frankfort-Nachmias Ch., & Nachmias D. (2001). Meto-
dy badawcze w naukach społecznych [Research Me-
thods in Social Sciences]. Poznań: Wyd. Zysk i S-ka.



298 Małgorzata Baran

10.5709/ce.1897-9254.278DOI: CONTEMPORARY ECONOMICS

Vol. 12 Issue 3 285-3002018

Friday, E. & Friday, S. S. (2002). Formal Men-
toring: Is there a strategic fit? Manage-
ment Decision, 40(2), 152-157. https://doi.
org/10.1108/00251740210422820 

Garvey, B. & Alred, G. (2011). Mentoring and the tol-
erance of complexity. Futures, 33, 519-530.

Garvey, B., Stokes, P., and Megginson, D. (2009). 
Coaching and Mentoring Theory and Practice. Lon-
don, UK: Sage.

Gravells, J. (2008). Case study 13: Mentoring dla 
właścicieli małych firm w Nottingham [Case 
study 13: Mentoring owners of micro businesses 
in Nottingham]. In D. Megginson, D. Clutterbuck, 
B. Garvey, P. Stokes, and R. Garrett-Harris (Ed.), 
Mentoring w działaniu [Mentoring in Action] (pp. 
177-187). Poznań: Dom Wydawniczy REBIS.

Hansford, B. & Ehrich, L. C. (2006). The principalship: 
How significant is mentoring? Journal of Educa-
tional Administration, 44(1), 36-52. https://doi.
org/10.1108/09578230610642647 

Hansford, B., Ehrich, L. C. & Tennent, L. (2004).  For-
mal mentoring programs in education and other 
professions: A review of the literature. Educational 
Administration Quarterly, 40 (4), 518-540. https://
doi.org/10.1177/0013161X04267118    

Henriques, P. L., & Curado, C. (2009). Publishing the 
boundaries on mentoring: Can mentoring be 
a knowledge tool? Journal of Business Econom-
ics and Management, 10(1), 85-97. https://doi.
org/10.3846/1611-1699.2009.10.85-97 

Hensel P., Glinka B. (2012). Teoria ugruntowana 
[Well-established theory]. In D. Jemielniak (Ed.), 
Badania jakościowe. Metody i narzędzia [Qualita-
tive research. Methods and tools] (Vol. 1, pp. 89-
113). Warszawa: Wydawnictwo Naukowe PWN.

Higgins, M. C. (2000). The more, the merrier? Multiple 
developmental relationships and work satisfaction. 
Journal of Management Development, 19(4), 277-
296. https://doi.org/10.1108/02621710010322634 

Higgins, M. C., & Kram, K. E. (2001). Reconcep-
tualizing mentoring at work: A developmen-
tal network perspective. Academy of Man-
agement Review, 26(2), 264-288. https://doi.
org/10.1177/1534484306290227 

Holiday, M. (2006). Coaching, mentoring i zarządzanie: 
Jak rozwiązywać problemy i budować zespół 
[Coaching, Mentoring and Managing: Break-

through Strategies to Solve Performance Problems 
and Build Winning Teams]. Gliwice: Wydawnic-
two HELION.

Irving, E. S., Moore, W. D., & Hamilton, R. J. (2003). 
Mentoring for high ability school students. Edu-
cation and Training, 45(2), 100-109. https://doi.
org/10.1108/00400910310464071 

Klasen, N. & Clutterbuck, D. (2002). Implementing 
Mentoring Schemes. A practical guide to success-
ful programs. Routledge Taylor & Francis Group: 
London & New York.

Kram, K. E. (1983). Phases on the mentor relationship. 
Academy of Management Journal, 26(4), 608-625. 
https://doi.org/10.5465/255910  

Kram, K. E. (1985). Mentoring network: Developmental 
relationships in organizational life. Glen View, IL: 
Scott Foreman.

Listwan, T. (2005). Słownik zarządzania kadrami 
[Dictionary of human resources management]. 
Warszawa: C.H. Beck. 

Megginson, D., & Clutterbuck, D. (1995). Mentoring in 
Action. London, UK: Kogan Page.

Megginson, D., Clutterbuck, D., Garvey, B., Stokes, 
P., & Garrett-Harris, R. (2008). Mentoring w 
działaniu: Przewodnik praktyczny [Mentoring in 
Action: A Practical Guide for Managers]. Poznań: 
Dom Wydawniczy REBIS.

Megginson, D., Stokes, P. (2004). Mentoring for export 
success. In J. Stewart, G. Beaver (Eds.), HRM in 
Small Organizations: Research and Practice (pp. 
265-285). Abingdon, UK: Routledge. 

Merrick, L. (2009). How to set up a mentoring pro-
gram. Coaching at Work, 3(4), 52–54.

Noe, R. A. (1998). An investigation of the determinants 
of successful assigned mentoring relationships. 
Personnel Psychology, 41(3), 457-479. https://doi.
org/10.1111/j.1744-6570.1988.tb00638.x 

Parsloe, E. (1992). Coaching. Mentoring and Assessing: 
A Practical Guide to Developing Competence. Lon-
don, UK: Kogan Page.

Parsloe, E. (2000). Coaching i mentoring [Coaching 
and Mentoring]. Warszawa: Petit. 

Ragins, B. R. (2002). Understanding diversified mentor-
ing relationships: definitions, challenges, and strat-
egies. In D. Clutterbuck, B. R. Ragins (Eds.), Men-
toring and Diversity: An International Perspective 
(pp. 23-53). Oxford, UK: Butterworth Heinemann.



www.ce.vizja.pl

299Design Mentoring Approach in Companies in Poland

This work is licensed under a Creative Commons Attribution 4.0 International License. 

Ragins, B. R., & Cotton, J. L. (1999). Mentor functions 
and outcomes: A comparison of men and women 
in formal and informal mentoring relationships. 
Journal of Applied Psychology, 84(4), 529-550. 

Ragins, B. R., & Kram, K. E. (2007). The roots and 
meaning of mentoring. In B. R. Ragins, K. E. Kram 
(Eds.), The Handbook of Mentoring at Work: The-
ory, Research, and Practice (pp. 3-15). Thousand 
Oaks, CA: Sage.

Ramaswami, A., & Dreher, G. F. (2007). The benefits 
associated with workplace mentoring relation-
ships. In T. D. Allen, L. T. Eby (Eds.), The Blackwell 
Handbook of Mentoring: A Multiple Perspectives 
Approach (pp. 211-231). Malden, MA: Blackwell 
Publishing.

Schein, E. H. (2010). Organizational Culture and Lead-
ership. San Francisco, CA: Jossey-Bass.

Sontag, L.P., Vappie, K., & Wanberg, C. R. (2007). The 
practice of mentoring: MENTTIUM corporation. 
In B. R. Ragins, K. E. Kram (Eds.), The Handbook 
of Mentoring at Work: Theory, Research and Prac-
tice (pp. 593–616). Thousand Oaks, CA: Sage.

Stokes, P., & Merrick, L. (2013). Designing Mentoring 
Schemes for Organizations In J. Passmore, D. B. 
Peterson, & T. Freire (Eds.), The Wiley-Blackwell 
Handbook of The Psychology of Coaching and Men-
toring (pp. 197- 216). Chichester, UK: John Wiley 
& Sons Ltd.

Wilson, J. A., & Elman, N. S. (1990). Organizational 
Benefits of Mentoring. Academy of Management 
Executive, 4(4), 88-94. 

Endnotes
1	 Cronbach’s coefficient alpha measures the internal 

consistency of all elements in a given scale and thus 
determines whether the latter are studying the same 
phenomenon.

2	 It is generally assumed that if the value of Cron-
bach’s coefficient alpha is over 0.7, it signifies a high 
consistency of the scale.

3	 Answers do not add up to 100% because respon-
dents could choose more than one answer.
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