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WOMEN TEACHERS MENTORING WOMEN ADULT LEARNERS:
THEORIZING RESISTANCE WITHIN THE ACADEMY
INTRODUCTION:
The activity of mentoring has a long history. It originates from Homer's 
Odyssey, in which Athena, goddess of wisdom, took the image of Mentor, 
Odysseys' loyal friend and was given the responsibility for guiding 
Odysseus' son, Telemachus. It was Mentor's task to direct Telemachus in a 
comprehensive way in each element of his life. In this role, Mentor 
nurtured and guided the holistic development of Telemachus' skills, and 
personal and civic abilities. 
Increasingly, the field of adult education is expressing interest in the 
mentoring process (Bolton, 1981; Daloz, 1991; Merriam, 1983; Merriam, 
1987). It is seen as a unique adult learner/adult teacher connection which 
has positive implications for the learner and teacher. However, definitive 
empirical evidence about the activity of mentoring--particularly in 
academic settings--is lacking. Some research suggests that it is a vague 
process with no measurable outcomes. Other research lists step by step 
procedures and argues that it is a "necessary part of successful growth in 
any walk of life" (Lively, Barnett, Berger, Breer and Holiday, 1992, p. 
82). 
Merriam notes, that the inconsistencies in the literature are due to the 
"idiosyncratic nature of available studies" (1983, p. 163) and "the lack of 
a distinct line of research" (1983, p. 168). Before any line of research 
into mentoring is extended, however, it is essential that the process is 
conceptualized adequately. Thus, the purpose of this study is to critique 
the current conceptualization of mentoring from a feminist perspective. 
In order to do this, this paper first defines the notion of mentoring. It 
does this by discussing the relationships and outcomes of the mentoring 
process as presented in the literature. 
This paper then undertakes a feminist critique of that literature, first 
from a general point of view and second via a specific study of the nature 
of women academics' location on the boundaries of  academe and the 
implications of that location for the mentoring process. This paper 
concludes by proposing a model of mentoring which is informed by the unique 
nature of women' mentors' location in academe. 
mentoring 
Although the concept of mentoring can be traced back to Homer's writing, no 
clear definition of the term exists. Numerous words have evolved as 
synonyms for the term. Words such as teaching, coaching, advising, 
training, directing protecting, sponsoring, guiding and leading are among 
the terms used. Similarly, words such as protege, apprentice, learner and 
novice, used to describe the person being mentored, hint at the diverse 



nature of the mentoring activity. 
This diversity results in part from our understandings being derived from a 
combination of different settings. Since mentoring occurs in day to day 
interactions as well as institutional settings, its forms are varied. 
Commonsense day to day understandings of the activity exist side by side 
with more formal, institutionalized understandings. 
In instances which focus on formal institutionalized understandings, the 
definitions are derived primarily from business/management and higher 
education settings and the field of psychology (Jacobi, 1991; Merriam, 
1983). Although there is a loose acknowledgment that each of these areas is 
distinct from the others, the studies inform each other and are almost 
inextricably interwoven. Furthermore, in the case of articles written about 
academic mentoring, distinctions are not necessarily drawn between 
mentoring within settings where the education of children occurs and within 
settings where the education of adults occurs. Thus, clear definitions of 
mentoring in academic settings are difficult to establish.

Given the confusion in the literature about the term, 'mentoring,' the next 
section of this paper explores it in terms of its relationships and 
outcomes. These two dimensions are incorporated into most mentoring 
literature. They will thus help to explicate the nature of the term as it 
is commonly used in the research community. To the extent that it is 
possible to extricate the literature about academic mentoring from the 
literature about other kinds of mentoring, this section focuses on 
mentoring within academic settings where the education of adults occur. 
RELATIONSHIPS
A dimension of mentoring which is seen to be essential to the process 
concerns relationships. These relationships define the connections through 
which interactions occur and outcomes are achieved. 
     STRUCTURAL 
In terms of structural relationships, the dominant representation in the 
literature is of a hierarchical mentoring relationship. Normally, an older, 
wiser person advises, counsels and acts as role model to a younger person 
on a one-to-one basis. The activity is a top-down, "didactic" (Daloz, 1990, 
p. 207) one in which a neophyte academic is chosen or "anointed" (Sandler 
and Hall, 1983, p. 2) by an experienced and senior academic who has "high 
organizational or specific career status" (Bova and Phillips, 1982, p. 7) 
and the power associated with that status. Some authors (Daloz, 1991) 
suggest that the asymmetrical, hierarchical relationship can evolve toward 
a more symmetrical one, but the implication is that the relationship is 
then no longer a mentoring one. 
This hierarchical relationship is deemed to usually arise more or less 
spontaneously out of the day to day teacher/learner situation. Like the 
alternative models below, however, it can be part of a formal, planned 
induction programmes in which the mentee is assigned to the mentor or 
mentoring programme. 
An alternative model of mentoring suggests structural relationships which 
are based in lateral, multiple connections rather than hierarchical dyads. 
Within the academic settings, this model accepts lateral faculty-faculty, 



student-student and administrator-administration relationships. It also 
presents mentoring as usefully undertaken through networks, career co-
operatives, written materials and multiple helping relationships with 
subordinates as well as peers (Sandler and Hall, 1983; Hill, Hilton 
Bahniuk, Dobos and Rouner, 1989). Some authors, seem uncomfortable with 
this latter notion and, in what appears to be an attempt to reimpose the 
traditional hierarchical model, distinguish between mentors and the 
"significant" mentor (Lively, Barnett, Berger, Breer and Holiday, 1992). 
     PERSONAL RELATIONSHIPS
In terms of personal relationships, the literature discusses mentoring as 
an activity which involves an intimacy or intensity which transcends 
friendships and "supervisory relationships" (Burke, McKenna and McKeen, 
1991 p. 459). This intensity varies within and between mentor(s) and mentee 
relationships (Schockett et al in Bush Wilde and Garrett Schau 1991). The 
possible ranges of that intensity have been well represented by Shapiro, 
Hasletime, and Rowe (1978, p. 57). They suggest a continuum that moves from 
peer pals, through guides and sponsors to mentors. Their model suggests the 
developmental nature of the mentoring relationship from sharing through 
explaining and protecting to promoting and shaping the mentee. Overall, the 
mentoring process requires a delicate balance between activities which 
challenge and those which support.
Both the structural and personal dimensions of mentoring create the 
foundations upon which the outcomes of the mentoring activity are built. It 
is to those outcomes to which this paper now turns. 
OUTCOMES
This section reflects the literatures' acknowledgment that ideal mentoring 
relationships are reciprocal and the mentor as well as the mentee derives 
specific outcomes from the relationship (Bush Wilde and Garrett Schau, 
1991; Daloz, 1991; Jacobi, 1991; Merriam, 1983). Although these outcomes 
are inextricably interwoven, for the sake of discussion, they are presented 
in three separate categories: career advancement, professional 
identification and personal development. 
     CAREER ADVANCEMENT
Researchers who explore mentoring, consistently stress the connection 

between mentoring and an outcome of career advancement (eg: Sandler and 
Hall, 1983: Jacobi, 1991; Levinson, 1978; Messervy, 1989). This outcome is 
the accumulated result of several related outcomes. One such outcome is the 
mentee's acquisition of the practical, technical skills and formal 
scientific knowledge required in academe (Reskin, 1979). These include 
writing ability, logical thinking (Berger, 1990) and research skills 
connected to theories and methodologies (Lyons, Scroggins and Bonham Rule, 
1990). 
Similar outcomes accrue to the mentor, since the mentee may provide 
"technical support or new ideas [and] new knowledge" (Wright and Wright, 
1987, p. 205). As well, they may undertake the more "mundane tasks" of the 
mentors' jobs and free them for "more creative pursuits" (Lyons, Scroggins 
and Bonham Rule, 1990, p. 279). 
A second related outcome is the mentees' raised visibility in the academic 



community. This may occur as mentors encourage their mentees to establish a 
research programme. Such a programme results in the mentees making contact 
with other academics and in the increased possibility of publications 
(Jacobi, 1991). .Similarly, a raised visibility occurs when they are 
introduced by the mentor into formal and informal academic networks at 
professional meetings. 
Once again this outcome is a reciprocal one. According to research, mentors 
can build new links through the mentee's contacts. They can also be 
rewarded for discovering and developing new talent. As well, they may 
enhance their own reputations and visibility vicariously through the 
mentee's publications and research programmes (Phillips-Jones, 1982). 

     PERSONAL DEVELOPMENT
The second outcome of an ideal mentoring activity concerns personal 
development (Schockett and Haring-Hidore, 1985; Wright and Wright, 1987). 
In this instance, mentoring results in the mentees' heightened self-esteem, 
confidence and self-assurance. This improved personal self-assessment 
occurs in both intellectual and emotional aspects of the mentees' lives 
(Schockett and Haring-Hidore, 1985). Processes of mirroring and reflecting 
ensure that mentees come to see and understand their own thoughts and 
behaviours in new ways. Consequently, they understand and value their 
intellectual and personal strengths and weaknesses more clearly (Daloz, 
1991). 
A complementary notion is that mentees acquire stronger "risk-taking 
behaviours [and] communication skills" (Bova and Phillips, 1984, p. 
18).These in turn are seen to enhance the mentees' career advancement and 
professional identification.
From the mentors' point of view, mentoring may produce similar outcomes. 
Mentoring ideally provides insights into personal issues and helps mentors 
to define their own strengths and weaknesses more clearly. The personal 
satisfaction and excitement of involvement with mentees as they grow and 
develop is a form of development for the mentors as well (Daloz, 1991). 
Indeed, Phillips-Jones (1982) suggests that mentoring helps mentors to move 
through an ego stage of adult development. It helps them to leave behind 
childhood and assume the responsibilities of adulthood. 
     
PROFESSIONAL IDENTIFICATION
The third and final major outcome of ideal mentoring concerns the mentees' 
enhanced understanding of their professional identity within academe. 
Research reveals that those who have mentors feel much more integrated into 
the functioning research university (Lyons, Scroggins and Bonham Rule, 
1990). In other words, mentoring moves the mentee into the "ecology of the 
workplace" (Sands, Parson and Duane, 1991, p. 179). This notion suggests 
that mentee's survival is dependent upon their ability to adapt to the 
academic environment. 
This "goodness of fit" (Sands, Parson and Duane, 1991, p. 179) ensures that 
the mentee is socialized into the institution. The mentor is thus "a guide 
in the rites of passage" (Lyons, Scroggins and Bonham Rule, 1990, p. 278) 
who shares information and strategies which enable the mentees to "succeed" 
within the specific environment. (Jacobi, 1991`, p. 513). Mentors thus 



ensure mentees' integration into the language, norms, values, attitudes and 
beliefs of academe. Mentors provide a personal connection into an "often 

impersonal and threatening world" (Daloz, 1986, p. 220) which is composed 
of unwritten rules and politics (Bova and Phillips, 1982). 
From the mentor's point of view, mentoring may reaffirm their commitment to 
academe, or be a way in which they repay debts to the field (Phillips-
Jones, 1982). The fostering of mentees with a sense of loyalty and 
commitment to the organization or field ensures its continuity. This, in 
turn, provides mentors with a reassuring sense of professional regeneration 
and endurance (Wright and Wright, 1987). 
A FEMINIST CRITIQUE
From a feminist's point of view, there is a major problem with the 
conceptualization of mentoring-it is androcentric, that is, it has a male 
bias and orientation. It expresses this in several ways: in its 
construction of research designs, in its avoidance of the problematics of 
men mentoring women and in its simplistic interpretations of women mentors 
as producers and reproducers of the patriarchal academe. 
It is clear that the majority of the mentoring research has a male 
orientation. It does not consider gender as a major variable. Most research 
is based upon, and findings are generalized from, mixed sex populations. 
The majority of research projects are conceptualized in a way which does 
not recognize the experiences of women mentors as unique from those of men. 
This gives the illusion that the nature of male and female mentors and of 
the mentoring process is homogeneous. 
On the other hand, among those studies which do consider sex as a major 
variable, there is a tendency "to cast in stone what differences do exist 
and to view females as aberrant or deficient when and where they fail to 
comply with male "norms."" (Collard and Stalker, 1991, p. 76). Bushardt, 
Fretwell, and Holdnak even go so far as to suggest that "mentors regardless 
of their gender utilize predominantly masculine sex role behavior" (1991, 
p. 620). 
The majority of the mentoring literature also ignores the problematics of 
men mentoring women. To a certain extent, this merely reflects the tendency 
throughout the literature to assume that mentoring is a process of 
mutuality and congruence (O'Neil in Bush Wilde and Garrett Schau, 1991) 
which provides "a lifetime of colleagueship and supervision" (Houle, 1979, 
p. 112). A few authors have acknowledged the possibility of tension and 
dissension in the relationship (Daloz, 1991; Merriam, 1983; Bush Wilde and 
Garrett Schau, 1991) and suggest that it may end abruptly and unhappily 
(Levinson, 1978). Others (Daloz, 1991; Wright and Wright, 1987) state that 
the mentoring activity can be counterproductive and negative for both the 
mentor and mentee and identify issues of excessive demands for time, 
unrealistic expectations, manipulation, jealousy, over dependency, over 
protectiveness or inappropriately sexually intimacy (Phillips-Jones, 1982). 
Although few researchers acknowledge that mentoring may be exploitative and 
dysfunctional as well as challenging and supportive, fewer still 
acknowledge the issues in terms of gender. It is necessary to turn to 
specific projects and studies which have focussed on the problems inherent 



in men mentoring women for insights. 
The Project on the Status and Education of WOMEN (1983), for example, 
suggests that male mentors' behaviours are connected to women's traditional 
roles as helpers rather than as achievers. They propose that deeply 
embedded paternalistic views ensure that male mentors treat women mentees 
as "teacher's pet" more than as potential heirs or worthy academics. 
Further, because women are viewed too often as sexual partners rather than 
professional colleagues, we are overlooked as potential mentees. 
Studies do exist which confirm the problems associated with men mentoring 
women (Bolton, 1980; Lyons, Sandler and Hall, 1983; Sands, Parson and 
Duane, 1991; Scroggins and Bonham Rule, 1990; Simeone, 1987). Among their 
findings are that men faculty affirm male students more than female 
students; more frequently give both informal and formal encouragement to 
men students; treat them as a colleague and select them above women for 
teaching or research assistants. These situations are exacerbated when the 
women are also aged, handicapped, lesbian, of colour or of ethnic origin. 
It appears that mentors relate best to mentees who share their values, and 
attitudes. Thus, mentees who are women and who also have one of these 
attributes are less likely to be mentored in North American academic 
settings. In sum, the mentoring literature while not declaring these kinds 

of  mentoring relationships 'unworkable', clearly stresses the problems 
inherent in it (Jacobi, 1991). This literature, however, remains marginal 
to the mainstream conceptualization of mentoring. 
The third and theoretically most important critique of the mentoring 
literature concerns its assumption that women mentors socialize mentees, 
most of whom are women (Busch, 1985), into acceptance and accommodation of 
the patriarchal academic system. This view must be critiqued for its 
simplistic interpretations of women mentors as producers and reproducers of 
the patriarchal academe. It bears an uncanny similarity to theories of 
social and cultural reproduction, prominent in the 1970s but brought under 
heavy scrutiny by resistance theorists in the 1980s. 
Like those early reproduction theories, this assumption displays an overly 
deterministic and reductionist view of the mentoring process. It ignores 
women mentors' simultaneous location as 'same' and as 'other'--a location 
on the boundaries of academe. This location ensures that women mentors act 
out complex and often contradictory roles of resistance, contestation, 
mediation and reproduction of patriarchal institutional and societal 
structures. The theoretical implications of this location for women's 
mentoring are considerable, yet to date, they have not been considered in 
the mentoring literature. Thus, they will be explored in depth in the 
discussion which follows. 

mentoring on the boundaries 
At first glance, women mentors appear to engage in a delicate balancing 
act. On the one hand, we accommodate the patriarchal institution of academe 
which threatens to consume and subsume us. On the other hand, we resist 



those structures and risk the consequences of anonymity and marginality. 
Women mentors' work in the "interstices" (Farwell Adams, 1983, p. 135) is 
much more complex than this dichotomous representation however. Women who 
are within "the sacred grove" (Aisenberg and Harrington, 1988) are 
simultaneously and dynamically involved in the processes of being both 
'same' and 'other.' 
Women mentors in academe experience being 'same' in a variety of ways. As 
Talpade Mohanty (1983) notes, the hierarchical nature of academe forces an 
unavoidable homogeneity and sameness on those within the institution. 
Through its clearly-defined relationships it creates a conformity and 
similarity of connections throughout the organization. Within that context 
academic women, like all academics, possess a measure of the privileges and 
power of the elite who produce and legitimate knowledge and language. In 
addition, as 'same' we engage in structured competition for recognition of 
publications, research, scholarship, teaching, influence and power. Indeed, 
new opportunities opening up in academe for women increasingly "tempt women 
into complicity with these arrangements through individual careerism" 
(Fisher, 1982, p. 61). 
Women academics also exhibit 'same'-ness to the extent that we  exemplify 
the norms, values and beliefs of the male academic culture within which we  
work. Henry  suggests that this is often the case, since women academics 
are those "who filter through the rigorous screening system and satisfy 
their [male academics'] criterion for admission to the inner circle of 
academe" (1990, p. 129). 
As 'same,' women accept that professional work supersedes both personal 
relationships and interests outside the academic world (Jensen, 1982). We  
understand that the spheres of our public lives and private lives must be 
kept separate. We  engage in the authoritative, assertive, abstract style 
of 'rational' "phalloreferential/reverential" (Hardy Aiken, Anderson, 
Dinnerstein, Lensink and MacCorquodale, 1987, p. 270) discourse which 
dominates academe (Aisenberg et al, 1988). 
At one level, women who practice 'same-ness' successfully, become 
invisible--that is, we  present no problematics within the academe. This 
same-ness, however, is illusionary. For although women academics may be 
inside, we  are simultaneously, inevitably and irrefutably 'other.' As 
Farwell Adams says "Thirteen years of teaching in universities has at last 
disclosed to me the secret that there is no second sex in academe. There is 
only one sex: male." (1983, p. 135). It is self-evident that we  are a 
group who are in the minority, do the least prestigious teaching, take the 
majority of part-time positions and staff 'women's specialties' and 
'women's' fields.' Less obviously, we  are also 'other' relative to the 
patriarchal academic structures, to the expectations for women, to other 
women and to ourselves. 
In terms of the patriarchal structures, women's criticisms of the 
patriarchal bases of research and theory locate them as 'other.' This 
situation may be an inevitable one for women (Aisenberg et al, 1988), for, 
even if we  enter our disciplines without the explicit intent to critique 
it, our "outsider experience and status...[will] sooner or later" drive us 
to express "values counter to the established definition of the subject" 
(p. 86). These discourses of dissonance are oppositional to the 



"Eurocentric male dominance of academic discourse" (Carty, 1991, p. 17) and 
become by that definition 'other.' This sense of 'other'-ness is 
exacerbated by the subordination of these areas of discourse to domains of 
lower status and power. 
Further, when women academics display these assertive, vigorous behaviours 
and challenge the male norms we  may be penalized and denied access to 
resources--and thus be restricted to the margins as 'other.' (The irony of 
this is, of course, that those very behaviours indicate 'same'-ness.) 
Alternately, if we  act in stereotypically female ways and are compliant, 
cooperative and nurturing, we  are allocated to teaching and service roles 
(Simeone, 1987)--roles which once again identify us as 'other' in an 

environment where scholarship and publishing records are valued over 
teaching and service.
Women also remain 'other' in terms of our relationship to public and 
private spheres.  It seems that women still assume the major responsibility 
for the household and family. Even in circumstances where our partners are 
supportive, we tend to see those responsibilities and functions as our own. 
(Simeone, 1987). We are caught between the demands of the public and the 
private spheres--two "greedy institutions"  (Aiken, 1983, p. 191). This is 
in itself might not create women as 'other.' However, it is combined with  
an academic  structure which acts as if each faculty member had supportive 
and responsible partners at home. In the cases of women with children, this 
is evident in the lack of institutional support for comprehensive 
childcare. For all women in partnerships, our engagement with academe is 
limited by the extent to which we can create non-traditional relationships 
within our private spheres in order to accommodate the time, energy and 
resource demands from our public spheres. These relationships represent an 
'other'-ness of a different sort--one relative to the expectations for 
women. 
In this instance, stereotypical expectations held about woman suggest that 
there is a women's culture distinct from the male, and thus academic, 
culture. The works of Belenky, (19**), Gilligan (1982) and Noddings are 
among those which highlight the unique nature of women as concerned with 
connectedness and caring. This view of woman as separate and unique has 
been "extremely helpful in baring some of the roots of masculinist liberal 
capitalism" ( Fox Keller and Moglen, 1987, p. 511), but it also reinforces 
the view of women as 'other.' As illustrated above, we become 'other' when 
we break with the traditional roles and expectations of the women's culture 
(Jensen, 1982, p. 67).  As we acquire the skills of the academe, such as 
rule-making or speaking with authority, we enter the territory which 
usually is viewed as "properly the province of men" (Aisenberg et al, 1988, 
p. 65). We struggle to balance old norms of women's behaviour for silence 
with professional expectations for the authoritative expression of 
professional knowledge and wisdom--struggling for 'same'-ness as we create 
our own 'other'-ness. 
Women academics are also 'other' relative to women within the academy who 
have less power, status and authority. This is particularly relevant in 
terms of our relationship to women who differ in colour, class and 



ethnicity.   Women of colour have explored their location as a "double 
minority" (McKay, 1983, p. 144) most eloquently. They note that too often 
white, middle class women who dominate academe consider issues directly 
related to our own experiences and ignore the inseparability of racial and 
sexual oppression. For women who differ in colour, class and ethnicity, 
their differences are reified as an inescapable 'other'-ness relative to 
white women as well as to white men and black men. 
The dominant group of women academics thus play a role in creating the very 
experiences of isolation and invisibility which we experience and condemn. 
Through our 'same'-ness with those in privileged positions, we exercise 
power and authority in hiring, firing and shaping the nature of the 
academy. We are simultaneously the oppressor and the oppressed, the 
creators of 'other'-ness and the 'other,'  within the male domain. 
Finally, women academics may be 'other' in relation to ourselves. By 
locating ourselves within patriarchal structures, we may risk losing 
ourselves (Aisenberg, 1988). We may have "cooperated in our own defeat" 
(Farwell Adams, 1983, p. 140) as we are absorbed, admitted and shaped by 
the patriarchal structures. There is a sense of a "bifurcated consciousness 
(Acker, 1983, p. 198) in which we experience the lack of fit between the 
theoretical and our personal life world experiences. (Collard and Stalker, 
1991).
IMPLICATIONS FOR WOMEN AS MENTORS
This, then is the location of women academics--simultaneously both 'same' 
and 'other'--caught in the web of sameness, but never able to transcend our 
'other'-ness. As noted earlier, the theoretical implications of this 
location for women's mentoring have not been considered in the mentoring 
literature. On one hand, it can be interpreted as a location of paralysis. 
After all, in structural relationships  women as 'other'  are engaged in 
our own struggles to establish the high organizational or specific career 

status.  Lacking the power associated with that status, most women might 
appear to be inadequately placed to be effective mentors. 
In terms of personal relationships, women who establish sensitive, caring 
and concerned personal relationships with our mentees risk confirming views 
of ourselves as located primarily within the women's culture, rather than 
within the male academic culture.  In that environment, such relationships 
result in increased professional and political vulnerability. 
Women academics' location similarly confuses their role of mentors in 
ensuring the traditional outcomes. To the extent that  we enter into 
discourses of dissonance which are oppositional to the "Eurocentric male 
dominance of academic discourse" (Carty, 1991, p. 17), we exist outside the 
dominant academic structures. We are thus poorly located to facilitate 
mentees' entry into the dominant academic networks, ways of producing 
knowledge and research methodologies. Similarly, some may judge that we are 
not well placed to heighten mentees' self-development as we in  struggle to 
find value for our own ideas and behaviours within the patriarchal academe. 
Finally, some might argue that, in view of our inevitable critique of our 
disciplines (Aisenberg et al, 1988), we are not oriented to facilitate 
mentees' movement and integration into the "ecology of the workplace" 



(Sands et al, 1991, p. 179). 
This view of women mentor's unique location as one of paralysis is 
unacceptable. It portrays women in academe as passively receiving the 
inherited and imposed nature of the patriarchal academic culture. It 
depicts women as lacking an "oppositional consciousness" (Moglen, 1983, p. 
131). It represents women mentors as victims of that culture, as deficient 
relative to the 'norm' of male mentors. Finally, this view confines its 
understanding of mentoring to the institution. It does not extend its 
analysis to the wider system of patriarchy in society.  
An alternate view of women academics represents our location as one of 
possibility and transformation. Our location in the interstices is viewed, 
not as marginal, but rather as a site of "vigor and life"  which will 
survive as "the Patriarchy, like any overstabilized system, is collapsing 
inwards." (Farwell Adams, 1983, p. 141). It emphasizes the strength of 
women who come "from outside, without allegiances to the Men's Club" 
(Farwell Adams, 1983, p. 138). It stresses the transformative potential of 
women who simultaneously understand and oppose the patriarchal structures. 
In the earlier discussion, women's location was conceptualized as a narrow 
boundary line between being subsumed and consumed by, or being marginalized 
and separated from, the male academy. This alternative conceptualization 
expands women's razor's edge existence into a viable space within which we 
can move collectively, and thus re-create and re-form institutional and 
societal structures. It portrays women as groups of active agents; actors 
who are able to take and shape space to their own ends. It acknowledges the 
dialectic ability of women academics to react, resist and act upon the 
social world we inhabit. It acknowledges women's ability to self-
consciously critique our experiences of oppression and together to act upon 
them.
Within this framework mentoring is not merely a tool for socialization into 
and accommodation of the current patriarchal, classist and racist 
structures. Rather, it is an active mechanism for their transformation. As 
Fisher suggests,
ial of feminist action to change its underlying structure (1982, p. 57).
Recalling that women academics mentor primarily women mentees, we thus play 
a particular role in fostering resistance  to the male academy. Sensitive 
to the power structures which limit their activities, we emphasize the 
importance of empowerment of women. Some actively encourage our mentees to 
be something other than 'good girls.'  As one woman academic said "Their 
environment is saying, be good and stay still and I'm saying be loud and 
make waves and do what you want and be free." (Aisenberg and Harrington, 
1988, p. 18). 
Embedded in this view of women mentors as actors, is the notion that 
located within this unique space, we can transform the nature of society.  
There is the suggestion that through our activities within the institution, 
we can extend our influence beyond its boundaries and act upon larger 
social issues. The assumption is that we carry with us different views 
which are congruent with the conscientization of our mentees to political 

and economic oppressions. 



This view of women mentors as transformers of institutions and society is 
problematic when it stands on its own. Fundamentally, it is impossible to 
ignore women mentor's reality of being simultaneously both 'same' and 
'other' and the consequences  which flow from that location of being the 
oppressor and oppressed, powerful and powerless, paralyzed and 
transformative. None the less, it is clear that women academics are 
uniquely located and possess a mentoring potential which is not 
acknowledged in the literature.   
A reconceptualized, thoughtful view of mentoring acknowledges the unique 
location of women mentors. It notes both women's accommodation of and 
separation from patriarchal structures. It values the unique nature which 
allows us to mentor within the walls of academe at the same time that we 
reformulate the structure of those walls. It critiques the assumptions of 
static hierarchical power and authority which underlie the dominant model 
of mentoring. In adds to the literature a  dynamic view of power in which 
the mentor's location plays an important role.  
An alternate view of mentoring endorses the resistance and transformations 
that women mentors bring to patriarchal cultures. It critiques the existing 
power bases and explores the ways in which power can be used to challenge 
the status quo. In sum, a reconceptualized view of the mentoring process 
moves away from the dominant androcentric conceptualization toward a more 
widely-based, critical view which is informed by the experiences of women 
and women mentors. 
SUMMARY
This paper began by acknowledging the increasing interest in mentoring 
within the field of adult education. In the discussion which followed, it 
extended the conceptualization of the notion with a feminist critique. It 
should be clear that future theoretical and empirical investigations into 
mentoring must be framed in accordance with this critique if they are to 
yield meaningful findings. They will be stronger for incorporating the 
dynamic and interactive notions of 'same' and 'other' which are part of the 
unique location of women mentors at the boundaries of academe.  

REFERENCES
Aiken, S. (1983). Women, the other academics, Women's Studies International 
Forum, 6(2), 191-201. 
Aisenberg, N. & Harrington, M. (1988). Women of academe. Outsiders in the 
sacred grove. Massachusetts: University of Massachusetts Press. 
Bannerji, H., Carty, L., Dehli, K., Heald, S., & McKenna, K. (1991). 
Unsettling relations. The university as a site of feminist struggle. 
Toronto: Women's Press. 
Berger, M. (1990). Getting published: A mentoring program for social work 
faculty, Social Work,, 35, 69-71.
Bolton, ** (1981).
Bova, B., & Phillips, R. (1982). The mentoring relationships as an 
educational experience. ERIC Document Reproduction Service No. ED224 944. 
Bova, B., & Phillips, R. (1984). Mentoring as a learning experience for 
adults, Journal of Teacher Education, 35(3), 16-20. 



Burke, McKenna, & McKeen, (1991). ****
Bush, J. (9185). Mentoring in graduate schools of education: Mentors' 
perceptions, American Educational Research Journal, 22(2), 257-265. 
Busch, J. (1985). Mentoring in graduate Schools of Education: Mentors' 
perceptions, American Educational Research Journal,, 22(2), 257-265. 
Bush Wilde, J. & Garrett Schau, C. (1991). Mentoring in graduate schools of 
education: Mentees' perceptions, Journal of Experimental Education, 59(2), 
165-179.
Bushardt, S., Fretwell, C., & Holdnak, B. (1991). The mentor/protege 
relationship: A biological perspective, H ******** 
Collard, S. & Stalker, J. (1991). Women's trouble: Women, gender and the 
learning environment. In R. Hiemstra (Ed.) Creating environments for 
effective adult learning (pp. 71-82). San Francisco: Jossey-Bass 
Publishers. 
Carty, L. (1991). Black women in Academia: A statement from the periphery. 
In H. Bannerji, L. Carty, K. Dehli, S. Heald and K. McKenna (Eds.) 
Unsettling relations: The university as a site of feminist struggles (pp. 
13-45). Toronto: Women's Press. 
Daloz, L. (1986). Effective teaching and mentoring. San Francisco: Jossey-
Bass Publishers. 
Daloz, L. (1990). 
Daloz, L. (1991). Mentorship. In M. Galbraith (Ed.) Adult learning methods 
(pp. 205-224). Malabar: Kreiger.
Farwell Adams, H. (1983). Work in the interstices: Women in academe,  
Women's Studies International Forum, 6(2), 135-141. 
Fisher, B. (1982). Professing feminism: Feminist academics and the women's 
movement, Psychology of Women Quarterly, 7(1), 55-69.
Fox Keller, E. & Moglen, H. (1987). Competition and feminism: Conflicts for 
academic women, Signs: Journal of Women in Culture and Society, 12(3), 493-
511. 
Gilbert, L. (1985). Dimensions of same gender student-faculty role-model 
relationships, Sex Roles, 12(1/2), 111-123. 
Gilligan, C. (1982). In a different voice. Psychological theory and women's 
development. Massachusetts: Harvard University Press. 
Hardy Aiken, S., Anderson, K., Dinnerstein, M., Lensink, J. & 
MacCorquodale, P. (1987). Trying transformations: Curriculum integration 
and the problem of resistance, Signs: Journal of Women in Culture and 
Society, 12(2), 255-275.
Henry, M. (1990). Voices of academic women on feminine gender scripts, 
British Journal of Sociology of Education, 11(2), 121-135. 
Hill, S., Hilton Bahniuk, M., Dobos, J. and Rounder, D. (1989). Mentoring 
and other communication support in the academic setting, Group and 
Organization Studies, 14(3), 355-368. 
Homer. (1963). The Odyssey. Translated by R. Fitzgerald. NY: Doubleday. 
Houle, C. (1979). Continuing learning in the professions. San Francisco: 
Jossey-Bass. 
Jacobi, M. (1991) Mentoring and undergraduate academic success: A 
literature review, Review of Educational Research, 61(4), 505-532. 
Jensen, K. (1982). Women's work and academic culture: Adaptations and 
confrontations, Higher Education, 11(1), 67-85. 



Levinson, D. (1978). The seasons of a man's life. New York: Knopf
Lively, B. , Barnett, C., Berger, B., Greer, M., & Holiday, M.(1992). 
Mentoring of faculty. Summary and bibliographic report, American Journal of 
Pharmaceutical Education, 56, 82-83. 
Lyons, W., Scroggins, D.,  & Bonham Rule, P. (1990). The mentor in graduate 
education, Studies in Higher Education, 15(3), 277-285. 
McKay, N. (1983). Black woman professor--White University, Women's Studies 
International Forum, 6(2), 143-147. 
Merriam, S. (1983). Mentors and proteges: A critical review of the 
literature, Adult Education Quarterly, 33(3), 161-173.
Merriam, S., Thomas, T., & Zeph, C. (1987). Mentoring in higher education: 
What we know now, *********
Messervy, **(1989). 
Moglen, H. *1983). Power and empowerment, Women's Studies International 
Forum, 6(2), 131-134. 
Noddings, N. (1984). Caring: A feminine approach to ethics and moral 
education. California: University of California Press. 
Phillips-Jones, L. (1982). Mentors and proteges. New York: Arbor House. 
Reskin, G. (1979). Academic sponsorship and scientists' careers, Sociology 
of Education, 52, 129-146. 
Sands, R., Parson, L.,  & Duane, J. (1991). Faculty mentoring faculty, 
Journal of higher education, 62(2), 174-193.
Sandler, B. & Hall, R. (1983). Academic mentoring for women students and 
faculty: A new look at an old way to get ahead. Washington, DC: Project on 
the Status and Education of WOMEN. 
Schockett, M. & Haring-Hidore, M. (1985). Factor analytic support for 
psychosocial and vocational mentoring functions, Psychological Reports, 57, 
627-630. 
Shapiro, ** Hasletime, & Rowe, (1978). ******
Simeone, A. (1987). Academic women. Working towards equality. 
Massachusetts: Bergin and Garvey Publishers. 
Talpade Mohanty, C. (1983). On salvaging difference: The politics of black 
women's studies,  Women's Studies International Forum, 6(2), 243-247. 
Wright, C. & Wright, S. (1987). The role of mentors in the career 
development of young professionals, Family Relations, 36(2), 204-208.

.CUlty.E. A conceptual analysi of the mentor relationshp in 
the career develpment of women. Adult Eduation, 30, 195-207. learning 
experience for adults.Education: Mentors' perceptions.education: Mentees' 
perceptions.nship: A biological perspective.uman Relations, 44(6), 539-
642.,,,e interstices: Women in academe.demics and the women's movement.m: 
Conflicts for academic women.n and the problem of resistance.C: 

ˇˇˇpts.support in the academic 
setting.ic success: A literature review. Adaptations and 
confrontations.ummary and bibliographic report.he mentor in graduate 
education.man professor--White University.her education: What we know 
now.Review of Higher Educaion, 11, 199-210. . *1983). Power and 



empowerment.991). Faculty mentoring faculty. vocational mentoring 
functions.E.,nF., Moving up: Role models, mentors and the 'Patron system.' 
Sloan Management REveiw, 19, litics of black women's studies.elopment of 
young professionals.86) (19**)ces the view of academic women as "anomolies" 
(roland Martin, 1990, p. 13). Belenky, M., McVicker Clinchy, B., Rule 
Goldberger, N., & Mattuck Tarule, J. (1986). Women's ways of knowing. NY: 
Basic Books, Inc. 
e51-58. "In other words, to be a successful woman academic and to achieve 
in educational institutions is to somehow not be a woman R., C., C. How do 
mentorships differ from typical supervisory relationships?. Psychological 
Reports,, 68, 459-466. Roland Martin, J. (1990). The contradiction of the 
educated woman. In J. Antler and S. Knopp (eds.), Changing education. Women 
as radicals and conservators. NY: State University of New York Press.
****Biklen P. (Mentoring: An aid to career development for women. 
Wellington, NZ: Health Services. EEO Development Unit. (lities and 
functions as our own84)e University of New York Press.ie16eThomas and Zeph, 
G. It then 
exploresˇˇ

highlighting the need to consider the mentoring process in a way 
which relects mentee, in n the literature about the term 'mentoringeg:  et 
alet alf publications (Jacobi, 1991).   et al et alific environment 
(Jacobi, 1991. IimpressionStatus and Education of WOMEN (Sandler and Hall, 
1(p. 8) ring women (Bolton, 1980; Lyons et al, et almalemalemale students, 
u,ility for guiding Odysseus' son                      ''-    caring are 
associated with  e male academic    our       c35(Psychological Reports44( 
Bahniuk, M., Dobos, J. and Roun  t , Family 
Relations,reflectsHasletineLyons etchild 


