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ABSTRACT 

ASSESSMENT OF UNIVERSITY EXPERIENCE AND MENTORING 
PERCEPTIONS OF HEALTH EDUCATION GRADUATE STUDENTS 

Don S. Ciulla 
December 2000 

The purpose of this study was to assess and compare university experiences and 

mentoring perceptions of master' s and doctoral students enrolled in health education 

graduate programs. The sample used for this study was full and part-time enrolled 

graduate students in health education programs ( completed at least 12 hours of graduate 

work) at three Texas universities, ages 20 - 55+ years old. The instruments used to 

collect data for the study consisted of the College Student Experiences Questionnaire, a 

nationally recognized questionnaire that has been administered in a large number of 

colleges and universities throughout the United States, and the Perceptions of Mentoring 

Questionnaire, developed by the researcher. These instruments were used to collect data 

on Quality of Effort, College Environment, Estimate of Gains, and Mentoring 

Perceptions of master ' s and doctoral students in health education programs. The 

questionnaires were distributed via class instructors and participants completed the 

questionnaires either in or outside of class. Participation was voluntary and anonymous. 

A total of 72 completed questionnaires, 45 master' s students (62%) and 27 doctoral 

students (38%), were used for data analyses. The data was analyzed using descriptive 

statistics, t-tests, and correlation analysis. The results of the study indicated no 
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statistically significant differences in Quality of Effort, College Environment, Estimate of 

Gains, and Mentoring Perceptions when comparing master' s and doctoral students in 

health education programs. The study also showed that there were statistically significant 

relationships (mild and moderate positive and negative) between these same variables. 

These findings suggest mentoring could have a positive impact on both master's and 

doctoral health education students, in relation to their academic and professional 

development. 
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CHAPTER I 

INTRODUCTION 

Graduate education may serve as both a training ground for leadership and a 

laboratory for innovation and inquisition. Society ' s needs for health professionals, 

teachers, social workers, researchers, professors, and a host of technical professionals are 

met by graduate education (Baird, 1993 ). Graduate education is also playing a larger role 

at most universities today for many reasons, including its impact on institutional budgets, 

enrollment, and administrative goals and objectives (Baird, 1993). With its contributions 

through research and evaluation projects, graduate education not only impacts academic 

institutions, but also society as a whole. 

During the last 20 years, the average time for completion of education from the 

bachelor's to the doctorate degree has risen from 8.0 years to 10.5 years. There is also 

evidence that degree completion rates have dropped during this same period (Bowen & 

Rudenstine, 1992). Therefore, it is important for colleges and universities to study 

graduate education retention and completion rates. Understanding graduate students' 

perceptions and experiences during their college stay will help these institutions to plan, 

develop, and implement effective programs focusing on recruitment, retention, 

curriculum, and institutional attractiveness. 

One other approach to understanding graduate student success and satisfaction is 

student mentoring. Mentoring has been defined as a process of instructing, counseling, 

and guiding an individual and facilitating his/her development (Blackwell, 1987). 

Mentors can provide professional , academic, and emotional support in a student's 
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academic and career development. A mentor relationship may strengthen the student's 

academic and professional confidence and leadership skills (Kovach, 1992). Although 

not all graduate students may require a mentor relationship for their academic or 

professional development, assessing graduate students' perceptions of mentoring would 

assist faculty and administrators in future program and curriculum development. 

Furthermore, the act of being mentored may be one of the key elements in the future 

success of graduate students and preparation for their outside career in education or 

business. 

Health care and health education professionals' roles continue to change relative 

to resource requirements. There have been allied health professional shortages, and more 

importantly, an expansion of roles with the onset of managed care in the last 20 years. 

Health education professionals have also seen a major expansion of career opportunities. 

As roles and responsibilities of health educators continue to change, it is vital that the 

graduate programs that prepare health professionals also evolve to reflect the trends of 

the time. 

Purpose of the Study 

The purpose of this study was to assess and compare university experiences and 

mentoring perceptions of master's and doctoral students enrolled in health education 

graduate programs. 
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Hypotheses 

The following null hypotheses were tested at the .05 level: 

Ho 1 - There are no significant differences in Quality of Effort scores between health 

education master's and doctoral students. 

Ho2 - There are no significant differences in College Environment scores between health 

education master's and doctoral students. 

Ho3 - There are no significant differences in Estimate of Gains scores between health 

education master's and doctoral students. 

Ho4 - There are no significant differences in Mentoring perception scores between health 

education master's and doctoral students. 

Ho5 - There are no significant differences in Quality of Effort, College Envirom11ent, 

Estimate of Gains, and Mentoring perceptions between master's and doctoral students. 

Ho6 - There are no significant relationships among Quality of Effo1i, College 

Environment, Estimate of Gains, and Mentoring perception scores in College 

Experiences scores between health education master's and doctoral students scores. 

Definition of Terms 

1. College Experience. The total scores on the College Student Experiences 

Questionnaire (CSEQ), which include the Quality of Effort scores, College Environment 

scores, and the Estimate of Gains scores. 

2. Estimate of Gains. A subscale of the College Student Experiences 

Questiomrnire, which consisted of progress ratings toward imp01iant educational goals. 

3. Graduate Student. An individual at one of the participating universities 
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who is an enrolled degree-seeking master's or doctoral student. 

4. Health Education Program. A graduate program at one of the participating 

universities, which includes master's and doctoral curricula in health studies, health 

education, or health promotion. 

5. Mentoring. A process of instructing, counseling, and guiding an 

individual and facilitating his/her development (Blackwell, 1987). Mentors provide 

professional , academic, and emotional support in a student's academic and career 

development. 

6. Quality of Effort. A subscale of the CSEQ which provides an estimate of the 

personal efforts students make to further their own learning. 

7. The College Environment. A subscale of the CSEQ containing 10 scales related to 

characteristics of college environments that encourage students to put forth effort in 

educationally purposeful activities. 

Limitations 

The limitations of this study were as follows: 

1. A convenience sample was used due to limitations in funding and time. 

2. Only enrolled degree-seeking master's and doctoral graduate students were 

surveyed. 
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Delimitations 

The delimitations of this study were as follows: 

1. Data collected from graduate students with less than 12 credit hours of course

work were not used because the student may not have had adequate graduate 

college experiences or opportunities for being mentored. 

2. Only Texas universities with graduate programs in health education or health 

promotion were surveyed. 

Assumptions 

The assumptions in this study were as follows: 

1. All graduate students in the sample answered questions honestly 

and to the best of their ability on the self-report questi01maire. 

2. All graduate students in the sample are aware of their behaviors and 

attitudes toward their graduate school experiences, and have perceptions of 

mentoring. 

Background and Significance 

A number of studies have been conducted on graduate education, especially in the 

sciences, such as engineering and medicine (Bowen & Rudenstine, 1992). One of the 

major reasons for studying graduate programs is a concern for future staffing of colleges 

and universities (Bowen & Rudenstine, 1992). Other reasons for studying graduate 

education and specifically, gradate students, are for better understanding of their needs, 

enhancement of recruitment and retention, and improvement of curricula. In addition, the 

importance of developing and administering programs for the graduate student in 
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preparation for his/her career is a powerful reason to continually survey and study this 

population. 

Earlier studies have examined many different factors such as age sex 
' ' ' 

undergraduate grade point average, intelligence scores, and grade point average in field

related content. According to Ng (1969), Weber, Brink, and Gilliland studied 319 

graduate students at Northwestern University in 1942 and concluded that grade point 

average was strongly correlated with graduate success (r = .86). More recent studies have 

included some of these same factors , e.g. , differences in age, sex, ethnicity, and class 

standing, measured students' perceptions (Junn & Fuller, 1996) A study by the University 

of Mi1mesota Committee on Educational Research reviewed 12,467 graduate students 

from various universities, classifying them into two groups. One group attended 

universities accredited by the American Association of Universities, ~,-hile the other 

group attended universities who were not accredited. The results did not indicate that 

students from accredited schools were more successful (Ng, 1969). 

Another important factor in measurement of graduate school success may be the 

act of mentoring. The term "mentoring" may be defined in various ways. Newby and 

Heide ( 1 992) describe mentoring as "the use of an experienced individual to teach and 

train someone with less knowledge in a specific area" (p.2). The Dictionary of 

Occupational Titles classifies.mentoring as a highly complex people-related skill , 

involving comprehensive concern for life-adjustment behavior (Carden, 1990). No 

matter which definition is used, the key in the mentoring relationship is that both parties 

positively gain from the experience. Moreover, "mentors are influential people who can 
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significantly help the protege reach his/her major life goals"(Carruthers, 1993, p. 6). 

Thus, positive mentoring can greatly contribute to professional development. 

Many studies have been conducted about the effects of mentoring in relationship 

to career development (Dreher & Ash, 1990; Newby & Heide, 1992; Cohen, 1999; Chao. 

Walz, & Gardner, 1992). In a study of 320 male and female business school graduates 

(Dreher &Ash, 1990), individuals experiencing extensive mentoring relationships 

reported receiving more promotions, higher incomes, and more satisfaction with their pay 

and benefit than those individuals less involved in mentoring relationships. Newby and 

Heide ( 1992) discussed the intrinsic and extrinsic rewards obtained by the mentors as 

reflected in the research literature. They state that although mentoring is impo1iant for the 

inexperienced individual, the mentor's benefits are of equal importance. They may 

receive extrinsic rewards, such as recognition and monetary compensation. From these 

re\:vards, an added motivation for mentoring can also be effectively increased trough 

intrinsic means. These intrinsic rewards may be feelings of confidence in one's own 

abi lities and increased enjoyment of the mentoring task. Cohen (1999) outlined the 

benefits as well as a guide for both the mentor and protege (mentee ). H e provides the 

business manager with a pocket guide to effective mentoring. This guide contains 

applications and evaluative tools for the mentor. Chao, Walz, and Gardner (1992) found 

that formal mentors provide psychosocial support to the same extent as informal mentors. 

However, formal mentors do not provide as much career-related support. A number of 

health-related careers use mentoring programs, such as nursing, health care 
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administration, and occupational and physical therapy use. Further study is needed to 

understand the effects of mentoring as related to graduate school success. 
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CHAPTER II 

REVIEW OF LITERATURE 

Graduate education is a major pa11 of American higher education, with more than 

1.5 million students enrolled in graduate programs (Baird, 1993). Graduate students 

represent nearly one out of every four students attending universities or comprehensiYe 

institutions (Baird, 1993). Although graduate education is essential to university gro\\1h 

and development, there is a surprising lack of research in the area of graduate retention 

and attrition. As \Vith any program, it is vital for administrators to understand the needs 

of their "clientele" (Bowen & Rudenstine, 1992). Therefore, it is essential for university 

leaders and faculty to understand those factors that promote degree completion at the 

master ' s and doctoral levels. This chapter will describe graduate student characteristics, 

previously identified success factors, and methods for researching success factors. As 

mentoring has received little study as a component of graduate student success, separate 

consideration will be given to the role it plays in graduate outcomes. 

Graduate Student Characteristics 

The characteristics of graduate students differ from undergraduate students in 

many respects. A Graduate School Institutions (CGSI) survey conducted in 1991 shO\\-ed 

that there were 1.016,484 total graduate students in the CGSI member universities. Fifty

one percent were part-time and 49% full-time students. This study also revealed that 

51 % of the graduate students surveyed were women. 

A oe education and life experience are factors that distinguish graduate students 
b' ' 

from undergraduates. Graduate students are older, are more familiar with higher 
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education, more experienced workers, and have many family, social, and adult 

responsibilities that may affect their education (Baird, 1993). Due to their previous 

undergraduate college experience, graduate students are familiar with the college or 

university's requirements and their own personal study disciplines. For example, 

knowledge of reviewing articles and preparing term papers may be non-threatening to the 

graduate student as compared to an undergraduate student. Typically, graduate education 

is less structured and more individualized than undergraduate education. (Baird, 1993; 

Isaac, 1993). 

In addition, graduate students typically v.;ork full- or part-time and commute, 

which is different from the mainstream full-time on-campus undergraduate student. 

Research has shown that working and commuting may divert student effort from 

academic involvement and may tend to be related to higher rates of graduate school 

withdrawal (Astin , 1984 ). 

Social support is an important factor in graduate education. Three sources of 

social support for graduate students are their families , their peers, and faculty in their 

academic departments (Mallinckrodt & Leong~ 1992). In a study of psychology graduate 

students , social suppo1i from peers and faculty \Vere directly related to lower levels of 

stressful life events, as well as lower levels of physical and psychological stress 

symptoms (Goplerud, 1980). . 

In summary, graduate students are typically classified as adult learners, and in 

1993 made up approximately 50% of higher education enrollments (MacKinnon-Slaney, 

1994 ). As indicated by research, there are significant differences between graduate and 
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undergraduate students (Bowen & Rudentstein, 1992; MacKinnon-Slaney, 1994). 

However, there is a lack of empirical research that explores differences between master's 

and doctoral students (Bowen & Rudenstein, 1992). As graduate enrollment increases 

nationwide and completion rates decline, the need for college and university 

administrators to assess differences, needs, attitudes, and behaviors among graduate 

students is monumental. 

Success Factors 

In order to measure graduate "suc"ess," one must delineate influential factors that 

are measurable. Performance in undergraduate programs of study, combined with 

Graduate Management Aptitude Test (GMA T) or the Graduate Record Exam (GRE), are 

two criteria used for determining admission to graduate school (Paolillo, 1982; 

Youngblood & Martin, 1992). 

Another factor related to graduate school success factors is the college 

environment. According to Cambiano, Denny, & De Vore (2000), the college 

environment can influence the persistence and participation of students. College 

administrators and educators have little control over the student's personal circumstances; 

however, they can influence students through classes, student activities, and campus 

activities (Cambiano, Denny, & De Vore, 2000). For example, colleges and universities 

may offer classes on time management, stress management, and study skills. In addition, 

the faculty can assist students with developing their academic and career goals (Kerka, 

1989). 
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Kalsner ( 1991) presents four recurring themes in student non-success: ( 1) unclear 

expectations from the college or university; (2) non-adjustment, both personal and the 

environmental; (3) financial constraints; and (4) academic "under preparation.~~ She 

found that students usually leave college voluntarily, not as a result of poor academic 

performance. Kalsner also concluded that the students who remained in college had 

lower grade point averages than the students who withdrew. As Penn ( 1999) summated, 

institutional administrators need to focus on the use of enrollment management tools, 

outcomes-based research on retention, and evaluation of students' satisfaction in order to 

meet the needs of graduate students (Penn, 1999). 

In addition, research has documented the importance of the college environment 

in attaining the institutional educational purposes, in encouraging desired behavior. and 

in fostering relationships among students that are supportive of those purposes and 

behavior (CSEQ, 1999). In a study of college students' (~ = 1184) usage and satisfaction 

of 26 non-instructional university campus services, Jmm and Fuller ( 1996) found that 

females and white students rated services more favorably than male and non-\vhite 

students. Also, there were significant differences in the ratings of satisfaction between 

ethnic groups. In every case of a significant etlmic difference, white students rated 

campus services more favorably than non-white students. The results of Junn and 

·' uller ' s (1996) study provide a platform on ways colleges and universities might develop 

student services that embrace diversity on the college campus and improve the owrall 

university environment. 
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Even though most campus administrators are concerned with campus climate~ 

many may not conduct surveys on a regular basis. Periodic and regularly scheduled 

surveys would be particularly important for identifying strengths and weaknesses of 

specific services (Junn & Fuller, 1996). The results of these surveys might support 

specific services or offices on campus to make institutional policy recommendations~ 

support resource allocation, and modify or change programs. 

Measurement of Graduate Student Satisfaction 

College or university administrators measure satisfaction of graduate students by 

external and internal processes. One of the major external processes used to measure 

college or university satisfaction is the College Student Experiences Questionnaire 

(CSEQ), developed and distributed by the Center for Postsecondary Research & Planning 

at Indiana University (CSEQ, 1999). The survey samples include over 80 major colleges 

and universities. The CSEQ measures graduate students ' satisfaction and success by 

exploring their attitudes about the college environment, factors in obtaining goals and 

objectives of the individual and the institution, and social support. 

The content of the CSEQ is very specific, which allows faculty and 

administrators to easily see where local modifications and changes could stimulate more 

student effort , leading to a greater educational progress. Universities have found the 

..., SEQ a valuable tool in the self-study phase of an accreditation as well as valuable 

information in their assessment program (CSEQ, 1999). In addition to providing 

valuable information to the institution, the CSEQ may encourage a student to engage in 

reflection and self-evaluation. 
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The other way colleges and universities measure satisfaction is by the internal 

method, which includes developing their own instrument and comparing it to results of 

previous surveys. The University of Wisconsin uses this method. The advantage of this 

method is that the college or university can tailor questions to focus in a specific area. 

The results of a satisfaction survey conducted externally or internally can be quite 

revealing. The university or student learns which items should be at the top of the 

institution's retention agenda or the student's personal agenda. In addition, the use of this 

these types of surveys give the college or university a blueprint to improve retention for 

the university and improve the students' satisfaction (Noel-Levitz, 1999). 

Research on Graduate Education 

Attrition and retention information is notably absent from reports regarding 

graduate education. Bowen and Rudenstine (1992) note that in their comprehensive study 

of six fields at 10 major research universities that "surprisingly little has been written 

about the general pattern of completion rates" (p. 5). The literature indicates that 

although there is a great degree of information on undergraduate retention and attrition, 

there is little information about graduate retention (Bowen & Rudenstine, 1992). 

Retention is increasingly important in order to gauge the success rates of graduate 

programs. 

Moreover, while research on graduate education tends to focus on retention and 

attrition, there is still a dearth of information about graduate education, especially in 

health education. Future research on this topic would be valuable to both graduate 

students and academic institutions involved in this area. The health education graduate 
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student would gain information that may lead to his/her personal growth and career 

development. Likewise, future research may serve as a guide for academic 

administrators to improve program implementation and evaluation, thus leading to better 

retention and increased enrollments. 

Mentoring 

The mentoring concept emerged from Greek mythology. Before leaving for the 

Troj an wars, Odysseus, King of Ithaca, charged his friend Mentor to prepare Telemachus, 

his beloved son, to ascend the throne. Mentor's influence over Telemachus was such that 

Athena, Zeus's daughter and goddess of wisdom, found it useful to appear in his form to 

assist the boy at critical points (Kridel, Bullough, & Shaker, 1996). This story 

demonstrates how the act of teaching and kinship helped sustain Greek civilization. 

Throughout time, humans have continued survival through learning, skills, culture. and 

values directly from other humans whom they admire (Murray & Owen, 1991 ). As 

Odysseus trusted his son with a wise elder, people today have also recognized the Yalue 

of seeking counsel from seasoned "educators" in the pursuit of their own goals (Healy & 

Welchert, 1990). 

There are endless mentoring stories that evidence the positive effects of a mentor-

protege relationship (Kridel , Bullough, & Shaker, 1996). One example of a powerful 

mentoring relationship is depicted in the book, Tuesdays with Morrie (1997), wrinen by 

the protege, Mitch Alborn, about his mentor, Mo1Tie Schwart. While supporting him in 

co-authoring his dying professor's "final thesis," Mitch discovers the greatest of life ' s 

lessons. The book illuminates the merits of mentoring. Alborn (1997) writes: 

15 



Have you ever really had a teacher? One who saw you as a raw but precious 
thing? A jewel that could be polished to a proud shine? If you are lucky enough 
to find your way to such teachers~ you will always find your way back. 
Sometimes it is only in your head. Sometimes it is right alongside their beds, 
(p.192). 

Morrie shares his own wisdom about mentoring relationships when his says to 

Mitch, "There is no formula to relationships. They have to be negotiated in loving ways, 

with room for both parties, what they want and what they need, what they can do and 

what their life is like" (Alborn, 1997, p.178). Both Mitch and Morrie's lives are greatly 

enhanced through the kinship they share, both professionally and personally. Albom' s 

book serves as a powerful testament of the benefits of mentoring relationships. 

Defi nitions of Mentoring 

Despite the long existence of mentoring, literature-based definitions of the term 

vary widely . Newby and Heide (1992) simply define mentoring as" the use of an 

experienced individual to teach and train someone with less knowledge in a specific 

area~' (p. 2). A more complex definition by Healy and Welcha1i (1990) is that "mentoring 

is a dynamic, reciprocal relationship in a work environment between an advanced career 

incumbent (mentor) and a beginner (protege) aimed at promoting the career development 

of both ' ' (p. 17). The Dictionary of Occupational Titles classifies mentoring as "a highly 

complex people-related skill , involving comprehensive concern for life-adjustment 

ehavior'~ (Carden, 1990, p.276 ). Whatever the definition, the key in the mentoring 

re lationship is that both parties positively gain from the experience. Moreover, "mentors 

are influential people who significantly help you reach your major life goals" 

16 



(Carruthers, 1993, p. 11 ). Thus, positive mentoring can greatly contribute to personal, 

academic, and professional achievement. 

Formal and Informal Mentoring 

There are two types of mentoring, namely, formal and informal (Brey & Ogletree, 

1999). Formal mentoring programs or relationships are those usually structured and 

initiated by an organization. Normally, these organizations have made a strong 

commitment to the growth of the individual by placing a high value on training and 

professional development (Caravalho & Maus, 1996). Chao, Walz, and Gardner (1992) 

found that formal mentors provide psychosocial support to the same extent as informal 

mentors. However, formal mentors did not provide as much career-related support. 

Traditionally, educational institutions and business organizations have offered formal and 

informal mentoring programs. Formal mentoring examples are: the U.S. General 

Accounting Office's Executive Candidate Development Program; the Tumor Registrar's 

Association of California's Mentoring Program; and the Trinity College Mentoring 

Program (Murray& Owen, 1991). These formal mentoring programs are widely 

administered by a program coordinator, and entail required meetings/workshops for the 

mentor and protege 

Big Brothers/Big Sisters is a great example of the positive effect of a formal 

me 1toring program. The program boasts 75 ,000 children from single-parent homes 

("Littles") with volunteer mentors ("Bigs") through more than 500 chapters nationwide 

(Walker & Freedman, 1996). Many other organizations (National Academy Press, 1997) 

have developed mentoring guides for industry and educational institutions. The activities 
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encouraged by the program are primarily informal, and the average amount of time spent 

between the mentors ("Bigs") and children ("Littles") is 126 hours per year or about three 

40-hour work weeks (Walker & Freeman, 1996). 

Informal mentoring relationships are not structured or managed and are usually 

not officially recognized by the organization. These relationships are normally 

spontaneous and occur without external organizational involvement (Chao, Walz, & 

Gardner, 1992). Informal mentoring relationships can exist within a formalized, 

structured mentoring program. One such example of an informal mentoring relationship 

existing within a formal mentoring structure is at Oklahoma University's College of 

Public Health Alumni Association and the Dean's office. The graduate students are 

assigned alumni of the college in their particular field of interest to serve as mentors. 

This program has documented that mentoring between alumni and graduate students has 

resulted in internship opportunities, job referrals, personal resources, and overall support. 

Another example is the Texas Woman's University's Graduate Alliance Peer Support 

(GAPS) program. The Health Studies Department at TWU sponsors this program. A 

teaching assistant in the depaiiment designed the program to assist and guide the new 

graduate student. In this program, the mentor (teaching assistant and/or senior graduate 

student) assists the protege (in-coming graduate student) in adjusting to the college 

enviro1rn1ent, the departmental policies and requirements, and the personal rigors of 

graduate school. The program coordinator oversees mentoring assignments and issues. 

The program is still in its pilot stages, and therefore no summative data are available on 

the effects of this program. However, GAPS is one of the only informal mentoring 
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programs existing in a graduate program of health education and may serve as a template 

for future programs in the field. 

Student-Faculty Relationships 

An important aspect of mentoring is the relationship between students and faculty. 

These associations may extend beyond formal interaction because the value of college 

transcends the transmission of factual material in the classroom (Lamport, 1993). As 

Lamport (1993) observed, "questions on student-faculty informal interactions are moving 

from what happens to how and why, and from the amount of interaction to the quality of 

student-faculty relationships" (p.989). 

In addition, Cohen (1999) outlined the ;.essentials" for effective partnerships 

between mentors and proteges. These attributes are explained in the form of six 

behavioral dimensions: 

1. Relationship Dimension - essential behaviors are sharing/reflection, 

empathetic listening, and understanding/acceptance. 

2. Informative Dimension - essential behaviors include learning facts about 

career/education/plans/ progress, commenting on use of information, and 

providing tailored/accurate/sufficient knowledge. 

3. Facilitative Dimension - essential behaviors include exploring 

interests/abilities/ideas/beliefs, revealing other views/attainable objectives, 

and discussing own decisions about career/training/education. 

4. Confrontive Dimension - essential behaviors include respect, decisions, 

actions, career, insight, and evaluation. 
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5. Mentor Model Dimension - essential behaviors include disclosing life 

experiences as a role model, personalizing/enriching the relationship, and 

taking risks/overcoming difficulties. 

6. Employee Vision Dimension - essential behaviors include thinking 

critically about career future, realizing personal/professional potential, and 

initiating change/negotiating transitions. 

Mentoring Models 

Unlike many planning models used in business, which are often clear and 

sequential , existing plmming models for mentoring programs are less concise. The 

problem lies in the ambiguity of outcome objectives. Business objectives are usually 

product-oriented. The objectives in an educational institution may not be as clear. The 

graduate student may be searching for career development in business or be pursuing a 

career development in educational teaching or research. He or she may be unsure how to 

develop a plan of action to follow while completing educational requirements because 

future professional success often weighs heavily on the mind of a graduate student. For 

this reason, a model is needed for higher education programs that marry the classroom 

with the "Real World." University mentors could work with business professionals and 

combine mentoring efforts in a formal or informal maimer in order to give the graduate 

students a preliminary view of the business opportunities. 

Similarly, Oramaner (1981) asserts that faculty who are willing to extend 

interactions beyond the classroom have the potential for having a positive impact on the 

graduate student's life, and vice versa. Many faculty members desire and enjoy the 
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interaction with students; however, most are not fully aware of the value of this informal 

interaction (Johnson & Defreece, 1984). In an extensive literature review completed by 

Lamport (1993), the author concluded that many studies have supported the notion that 

the faculty member is a socializing agent in the college or university experience. Faculty 

can aid in academic achievement, college satisfaction, intellectual development, and 

personal development (Lamport, 1993). Furthermore, Lamport ( 1993) also found that 

faculty interpersonal characteristics and classroom atmosphere are significant factors in 

student-faculty relationships. 

Mentoring and Career Development 

In the 1970s, many corporations and governmental agencies started mentoring 

programs. In the 1980s, colleges, universities, states, and school districts emulated the 

movement. Mentoring paiinerships were developed to enhance the quality of faculty and 

administrators in education and business (Healy & Welchert, 1990). Many studies have 

reported the positive effects of mentoring in relationship to career development. Dreher 

and Ash ( 1990) found in a study of 320 male and female business school graduates that 

individuals experiencing extensive mentoring relationships reported receiving more 

promotions, higher incomes, and more satisfaction with their pay and benefits than those 

individuals less involved in mentoring relationships. Newby and Heide (1992) discussed 

he intrinsic and extrinsic rewards obtained by the mentors as described in the research 

literature. Extrinsic rewards included monetary compensation, job improvement, and 

knowledge acquisition, and the mentoring relationships benefit the mentor, the protege 

and the organization. Intrinsic rewards found in the literature review included personal 
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fulfillment and community involvement. Newby and Heide (1992) discussed other 

intrinsic factors generalized by Keller (1987), Lepper (1988), and Newby (1989), which 

included curiosity, cooperation, challenge, competence, and confidence. 

Mentoring and The Internet 

Mentoring has now taken on a new format, the Internet. The use of this medium 

is clearly informal, but may provide benefits to the busy graduate student. MentorNet is 

an online Internet site, is the home of The National Electronic Industrial Mentoring 

Network for women in engineering and Sciences (MentorNet, 1999). According to 

MentorN et, women students gain additional information, encouragement, advice, insight, 

and a sense of professional community. The mentors, in this program, benefit from the 

satisfaction of guiding future professionals. Universities benefit from a program that 

encourages retention in scientific and technical fields, and corporation's benefit through 

the matching of students with industrial mentors, preparing students for prospective 

employment. 

Mentoring in the health field was studied by the Public Health Student Caucus 

(PHSC) of the American Public Health Association (Mahayonand & Stigler, 1999) via 

the computer and the Internet. In this nine-month study, the Public Health Student

Mentor Program, 104 public health professionals were matched with graduate-level 

students in health-related majors who shared similar career interests (Mahayonand & 

Stigler, 1999). Participants were from 11 public health settings in 33 states, and 

represented 28 health-related fields. Participant matching was prioritized by ( 1) field of 

study, (2) geographic location, (3) public health setting, ( 4) race/ethnicity, ( 5) gender, and 
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(6) other criteria of a personal interest. Based on a 68% response rate, the study indicated 

that email was the most frequent mode of communication (51 %). Thirty-nine percent of 

the participants reported that the mentoring strengthened their interest in their chosen 

career field, 36% believed that their personal growth had been facilitated, and 24% stated 

they had developed new skills. This study suggests that positive mentor-student 

relationships may also serve to promote future mentoring. Mahayosnand and Stigler 

( 1999) found that "strategies to incorporate more formal and informal public health 

mentoring programs may help strengthen the public health field through the growth and 

retention of strong and committed leaders" (p. 2). 

Other online mentoring sites include the Peer Education Program, sponsored by 

the Counseling Service at Simon Fraser University, which offers counseling services by 

"students helping students" (PEP Program, 2000). Another site is the University of 

Wisconsin at Milwaukee's Peer Mentoring program, which is operated as part of the 

College of Letters and Science (Peer Mentoring, 2000). The Internet may provide 

graduate students with an additional tool that can be accessed during their own time 

frame, and at multiple locations ( e.g., school, business, and home). 

Mentoring in the Health Sciences 

The need for mentoring in the field of health education is gaining more 

ecognition. For example, Lindsay, Hanks, Neiger, & Barnes (2000) examined skills and 

characteristics of entry-level community health educators, and found that these students 

entering the work force today need a wide variety of skills. Results from this study also 

showed that counsel by faculty advisors closely followed the current needs of local and 
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state community health agencies. In short, faculty were instrumental in the student's 

future professional development. 

Mentoring is also used in other facets of the health sciences. Nurses or other 

ancillary patient care personnel typically use mentoring as a way of training the new 

practitioner and providing an orientation to the specific area of practice. These personnel 

are formally scored and evaluated for accreditation and competency basis, such as the 

Joint Commission on Accreditation of Health Organizations, a voluntary organization 

that provide accreditation to hospitals, nursing homes, home health agencies, and other 

health providers (JCAHO, 1999). The mentor must "sign off' as verifying competency 

of the individual. 

These mentoring relationships may have both positive and negative implications 

or consequences. Positive implications include a dynamic reciprocal relationship 

between the graduate student and faculty member that consists of mutual respect and a 

sense of congenial responsibility (Brey & Ogletree, 1999). Other positive implications 

are an increase of motivation in both the protege and mentor, and decrease of attrition or 

faculty turnover (Murray & Owen, 1991 ). Negative implications include departmental 

politics, which may arise from conflicts between the student and faculty member (Brey & 

Ogletree, 1999), and favoritism by the administration (Murray, 1991). Other negative 

consequences included jealous co-workers or students and graduate students or faculty 

who are unrealistic in expectations (MwTay & Owen, 1991 ). 
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Conclusion 

In summary, mentoring in academia merges textbook with reality in providing 

graduates students with opportunities to "look and see what it's like out there." This can 

only strengthen students' future interests and development. Other positive outcomes 

include knowledge, experience, potential future contacts, and kinship. The competition 

in the workforce after graduation is fierce, and these outcomes can lead to better 

opportunities for employment and greater self-confidence. In addition, the effect of 

faculty development on the well being of graduate students has been well documented 

(Halleck, 1976). Social support from the mentoring relationships may often address 

personal as well as academic concerns (Brown & Barnett, 1984). In general, studies on 

mentoring relationships are vast; however, there is a lack of empirical research, which 

explores the effects of mentoring in the field of health education. Future research should 

investigate the link between mentoring and program attrition~ professional practice, 

completion of professional certification, and personal fulfillment. 

At the graduate level, the superiority of U.S. programs of study, viewed in both 

quality and scale, is widely accepted, and perhaps taken for granted (Bowen & 

Rudenstein, 1992) Still, with all of its accomplishments, the state of graduate education in 

the United States is far from utopian. According to authors Bowen and Rudenstein 

(1992), there has been little systematic study has been devoted to doctoral education in 

general, although there are a number of good studies of certain aspects of graduate 

education. Research involving graduate education in the health sciences has been 

particularly limited. Both the vital importance and substantial cost of graduate education 
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would seem to warrant that it be given more attention. Considerable speculation exists 

about the reasons for the shortage of scholarly interest in graduate education. Possible 

explanations include a general tendency for researchers to prefer to study other areas, as 

well as the threatening conceptual and empirical problems that often trouble those who 

research graduate education (Bowen & Rudenstein, 1992). Furthermore, as Bowen and 

Rudenstein ( 1992) eloquently explain: 

The specialized nature of fields of knowledge at the graduate level makes it 
unusually difficult to generalize, and the decentralized administration of graduate .__, 

programs means that the problems of collecting even the simplest data can be 
monumental. One clinical psychologist has suggested that the traumas associated 
with pursuit of the PhD may even have discouraged many scholars from returning 
to such a personally painful subject! (p. 2). 

Nonetheless, the potential rewards of partaking in such research are great. In 

many situations, research and evaluation in higher education, along with a combination of 

increased external support and strong internal efforts, could largely increase the number 

of master 's and doctoral degrees conferred in the United States (Bowen & Rudenstein~ 

1992). This increase not only benefits the larger society, but the university and individual 

departments as well. In addition, researching graduate students' perceptions~ 

performance, and behaviors could have other positive effects, including making graduate 

study more attractive to the most able undergraduates and more satisfying to the 

candidate pursing the Ph.D. As Bowen and Rudenstein surmise in their book. Pursuing 

the PhD (1993): 

While the lot of many graduate students will never be an entirely cheerful one, 
paths can be provided and many irritants can be removed. Travails 
notwithstanding, graduate education can be enormously rewarding to students as 
well as of great value to the society. (p.289) 
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CHAPTER III 

METHODOLOGY 

The purpose of this cross-sectional descriptive study was to assess and compare 

university experiences and mentoring perceptions of enrolled health education master's 

and doctoral students in the state of Texas. Descriptions of the sample, sampling 

procedures, instrumentation, treatment of data, and statistical methods are detailed in this 

chapter. 

Study Sample 

The study sample was composed of 135 master's and doctoral students enrolled in 

health education graduate programs at three Texas universities. For this study~ to 

maintain anonymity of the universities, they were identified as University Group A, 

University Group B, and University Group C. All three universities are accredited co

educational institutions with well-established graduate programs in health education. 

Approval to conduct the research study was provided by the Human Subjects Review 

Committee of Texas Woman' s University (Appendix A). An invitation to participate in 

the study (Appendix B) was sent by the researcher to the department chair of three Texas 

universities and each of the chairs gave permission for the institution's participation. One 

of the uni \ -ersities who initially agreed to participate changed its position three days prior 

to data coll ection. The researcher subsequently contacted another co-educational Texas 

university~ which agreed to participate. 

The study sample included both master's and doctoral students from health 

education programs in three Texas universities (Table 1 ). Of the total number of 
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completed surveys received (Q = 95), 23 were received from students who did not have 

12 or more credit hours in a graduate program or who did not claim health education as 

their major, and those respondents were excluded from the sample. Therefore, the final 

sample \Vas comprised of 72 respondents. 

Table 1 

Graduate Degree Classification 

University 
Affiliation MS % PhD % M+D % 
Group A 24 53.3 25 92.6 49 68.1 
Group B 19 42.2 0 0.0 19 26.4 
Group C 2 4.4 2 7.4 4 5.5 
Total in Sample 45 100.0 27 100.0 72 100.0 

By age, the participants in the study ranged in age from 20 to 55+ years (Table 2). 

The largest reporting group of master's students (36%) fell in the 24-year old to 29-year

old range. and the largest reporting group of doctoral students ( 41 % ) fell in the 40- year 

old to 55-year-old range. Of those participants who identified their gender (five did not 

indicate gender), 22% were males and 78% females. 

The largest proportion of both master's and doctoral students indicated they were 

married ( 49% and 70%, respectively). By race/ethnicity, Caucasian or White participants 

accounted for 75% of the sample, followed by African American (I 1. I%), Asian or 

acific Islander (8.3%), and American Indian (I .4%). No Hispanic individuals 

participated in the study. 

28 



Table 2 

Age, Gender, Marital Status and Race/Ethnicity 

MS % PhD % Total % 
Age ofStudent 

20-23 '"' 7 1 4 4 5.6 .) 

24-29 16 36 4 14 20 27.8 
30-39 13 29 8 30 21 29.2 
40-55 12 27 11 41 23 31.9 
Over 55 1 2 '"' 11 4 5.6 .) 

Gender 
Male 11 25 4 16 15 22.4 
Female 31 75 21 84 52 77.6 

Marriage Status 
Not Married 19 43 5 19 24 33.3 
Married 22 49 19 70 41 56.9 
Divorced 2 4 2 7 4 5.6 
Widowed 2 4 1 4 3 4.2 

Race/Ethnicity 
American Indian 0 0 1 4 1 1.4 
Asian 5 12 1 4 6 8.3 
African American 7 17 1 4 8 11.1 
Caucasian 30 71 24 88 54 75.0 
Missing 3 4.2 

Other data collected included current average grades of participants, number of 

credit hours currently being taken, hours spent out of class on academic work, and affects 

of an outside job average. Grades were primarily in the "A" range, with 54.7% of the 

master ' s students and 57.7% of the doctoral students in the "A" grade category (Table 3). 

Credit hours of master ' s and doctoral students range from 6 or fewer to 14. The majority 

of master 's students fell in the 6-or-fewer hour category ( 64% ), and the majority of 

doctoral students fell in the same category (52%). See Table 3. 
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Table 3 

Current Average and Number of Credit Hours Currently Being Taken 

MS % PhD % Total % 
Current Grades 

A 23 51 18 69 41 57.7 
A-

' 
17 38 7 27 24 33.8 

B+ 5 12 1 4 6 8.5 
B-, C 

Credit Hours Being Taken 
6-less 28 64 12 52 40 61.5 
7-11 12 27 9 39 19 29.2 
12-14 4 9 1 4 5 7.7 
15-16 0 1 4 1 1.5 

Among the respondents, Master's students ( 51 % ) and doctoral students ( 46%) 

reported that parents of the pai1icipants did not graduate from college (Table 4). 

Table 4 

College Attendance of Parents 

MS % PhD % Total % 

Did Not Attend 23 51 12 46 35 49.3 

Both Parents 12 27 6 23 18 25.4 

Attend 8 18 7 27 15 21.1 

Father Only 1 2 1 4 2 2.8 

Mother Only 2 0 1 1.4 

I Don ' t Know 

The number of hours spent out of class on academic work ranged from 5 or fewer 

1our per week to more than 30 hours per week. The greatest proportion of both master' s 

and doctoral students reported spending 6 to 8 hours on out of class per week ( 51 % and 

46%, respectively) as the number of hours spent on out-of-class academic work per week 

(51 % and 46%, respectively). See Table 5. 
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Table 5 

Hours S12ent Out of Class on Academic Work 

Hours MS % PhD % Total % 
5 hrs/ fewer hrs per week 7 16 

,., 
11 10 14.3 ., 

6-10 hrs per week 21 47 8 31 29 41.4 
11-15 hrs per week 10 23 6 23 16 22.9 
16-20 hrs per week 3 7 3 11 6 8.6 
21-25 hrs per week 2 4 2 8 4 5.7 
26-3 0 hrs per week 0 2 8 2 2.9 
3 0 + hrs per week 1 2 2 8 

,., 
4.3 ., 

The majority of master's students (51%) repo1ied that their job takes some time 

from their school-work, while only 33% of doctoral students reported this source of 

interference. Master's students (35%) reported that their job does not interfere with 

school, while 20% of doctoral students reported that their job does not interfere with 

college. 

Table 6 

Affect of an Outside Job on School Work 

MS % PhD % Total % 

Don't Have a Job 1 2 4 15 5 7.1 

Job Does Not Interfere 15 35 5 18 20 28.6 

School Job Interferes Some 22 51 11 41 33 47.1 

Job Takes a Lot of Time 5 12 7 26 12 17.1 

Research Instrument 

The research instrument used in this study, the College Student Experiences 

Questionnaire (CSEQ), is a nationally recognized questionnaire that has been 

administered in a large number of colleges and universities throughout the United States 

(Appendix C) . The Center for Postsecondary Research & Planning at Indiana University 

developed and maintains the CSEQ, and other college and university related research 

31 



questionnaires. The CSEQ is an eight-page questionnaire, composed of 157 questions in 

Likert-type scale format that students typically complete in 30 to 40 minutes. The 

instrument is divided into 5 sections which measure the following: (1) Background and 

Demographic Information, (2) The Quality of Effort, (3) The College Environment, ( 4) 

The Estimate of Gains, and (5) Miscellaneous items (to be added by the researcher) . 

The first 18 questions assess subjects' background information (i.e. parents' 

education) and demographics (i.e. level of income) and require students to check the 

appropriate categorical responses. The remaining four sections allow for Likert-scale 

responses from 1 to 4 (i.e., 1 = "very often", 4 = "never"). 

The Quality of Effort section provides an estimate of the contributions students 

make to their own learning as well as resources the institution offers. Some of the 

questions in the Quality of Effo11 section deal with personal experiences of students, 

course learning, experiences with faculty, and student acquaintances. 

The College Environment section contains eight scales related to characteristics of 

college environments that encourage students to put forth effort in educationally 

purposeful activities. Five of the College Environment Measures rating scales emphasize 

certain aspects of student learning and personal development. The other three scales 

measure relationships with others within the college environment. 

Estimate of Gains section consists of a group of scales that are used to rate the 

student 's progress toward important educational goals. The questions posed to the 

respondent in the Estimate of Gains ask to what extent does the respondent feel that they 

have gained or made progress in areas specified. Some of these areas are acquiring 
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knowledge and skills applicable to specific work, developing the ability to function as a 

member of a team, and presenting ideas and information effectively when speaking to 

others. 

In addition to the standard questions, the CSEQ also allows the researcher to add 

up to 20 additional questions. For this study, the researcher added the Perceptions of 

Mentoring Questionnaire (Appendix D). This questionnaire consists of 12 questions 

using a Likert-type scale, which measures graduate students' perceptions regarding 

mentoring. The researcher developed the questions by expanding some of the mentoring, 

Quality of Effort, and College Environment related items from the CSEQ. Colleagues 

also provided input in the development of these questionnaire items. After completion of 

theses questions~ the research committee reviewed them 

The CSEQ instrument developers at Indiana University used Guttman-scale 

analysis and factor analysis of student self-reports to assess content validity . These 

analyses indicated that the content coherence of each of the scales in the instrument is 

very high. Regarding instrument reliability, the developers also reported that the 

reliability coefficients (Cronbach's alpha) for all of the scales are very high, ranging from 

.8 1 to . 91. Overall , the CSEQ shows strong reliability (CSEQ = .86 Coefficient) among 

graduate and undergraduate populations. 

Data Collection 

Data collection began on August 28, 2000 and concluded on September 12, 2000. 

As stated earlier. approval from the department chairs of these health education programs 

was obtained prior to the administration of the survey at each institution. The survey 
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packet used in the data collection included the CSEQ instrument, the Perceptions of 

Mentoring Questionnaire, the Letter to Participants (Appendix E), a Special Instructions 

Statement (Appendix F), a pre-addressed postage-paid envelope, and a #2 pencil. For 

University Group A, the. researcher presented the survey packets directly to the voluntary 

participants in the graduate health education courses; for University Group B and Group 

C, the packets were administered in the graduate courses by the instructors. The 

researcher or course instructors were available to assist in answering any questions. The 

questionnaire took approximately 30 minutes for completion. Some instructors elected to 

allow class time for students to complete the questionnaire. If class time was not 

provided, participants completed the questionnaire outside of class and mailed it directly 

to the researcher using the pre-addressed postage-paid envelope. The pre-addressed 

envelopes used the researcher's return address so the participant's return address would 

not be revealed. Students in the graduate classes were also assured that their participation 

or non-participation would not affect their grades in the course. To maintain 

confidentiality, participants placed their completed questio1maires in unmarked sealed 

envelopes before returning them to the institution or to the researcher. 

Treatment of the Data 

The College Student Experiences Questionnaire supplier at Indiana University 

scanned completed questionnaires and provided the data set on floppy disk to the 

researcher for data analyses. SPSS, a statistical software program, was used to analyze 

the data. Descriptive statistics were used to assess demographic information ( e.g., 

graduate classification, age, gender, and race/ethnicity), and responses to selected items 
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on Perceptions of Mentoring. T-tests were used to determine significant differences 

between master's and doctoral graduate student scores on the CSEQ subscales (Quality 

of Effort, College Environment, Estimate of Gains), CSEQ composite scores (College 

Experiences), and the Perceptions of Mentoring. A correlation analysis was used to 

determine relationships among the Quality of Effort, College Environment, Estimate of 

Gains, and Perception of Mentoring scores. Correlation and t-test statistical significances 

were determined at the .05 level (2-tailed). 

35 



CHAPTER IV 

FINDINGS 

In this chapter, findings from the analyses of the study data will be reported. The 

results of descriptive, t-test, and correlations analyses and the findings descriptive 

analyses of select instrument items will be discussed. 

Tests of Hypotheses 

Prior to hypotheses testing, data were screened for outliers and homogeneity of 

variance in order to meet the assumptions required for each statistical analysis. 

Exploration of the variables using SPSS 9.0 reYealed that there were no outliers and that 

data scores fell within a normal distribution. Furthermore~ although the groups were 

unequal(!! [sub 1] = 45, !l [sub 2] = 27) (Table 8), Levene~s F revealed in each statistical 

test that homogeneity of variance existed between the groups (p ~ .05). 

Missing Data 

Exploration of the data revealed that some data were missing. Some paiiicipants 

either skipped items or purposely chose not to give a response. To accommodate this in 

the data analyses, the group mean for the item was inserted for the missing value. As 

Tabachnick and Fidell (1996) report, in the absence of all other information, the mean is 

the "best guess" about the value of a variable. Pa1i of the attraction of this procedure is 

that it is conservative; the mean for the distribution as a v..-hole does not change and the 

researcher is not required to guess at missing values. On the other hand, this procedure 

does effect the variance, since the variance of a value is reduced (because the mean is 

probably closer to itself than to the missing value it replaces)~ and the correlation the 
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variable has with other variables is reduced due to the reduction in variance. However, 

since there were a minimal number of missing items per analysis (x = 3 ), the overall 

results were not greatly impacted. 

Results of Data Analyses 

Ho 1: There are no significant differences in Quality of Effort Scores between 

health education master's and doctoral students. 

A t-test for two independent groups was used to compare Quality of Effort scores 

between the two groups. The results indicated that there were no significant differences 

in Quality of Effort between master's and doctoral students (t _1.74, _Q _::: .05). See Table 7. 

Table 7 

T-test for Quality of Effort Scores 

Classification 
Master ' s 
Doctoral 

n 
45 
27 

X 

256.96 
272.85 

sd 
37.90 
36.80 

SEM 
5.65 

. 7.08 

df 
70 

t 
-1.74 
-1.76 

.86 

.09 

Ho2: There are no significant differences in College Environment scores bet\Yeen 

health education master's and doctoral students. 

At-test for two independent groups was used to compare College Environment 

scores between the two groups. No significant differences were found benveen the 

groups (t 1 _44, p. > .05). See Table 8. 

37 



Table 8 

T-test for College Environment Scores 

Classification n X SD SEM df t Q 

Master's 45 56.44 8.63 1.29 70 1.44 . 16 
Doctoral 27 53.37 10.48 2.02 1.39 .18 

Ho3: There are no significant differences in Estimate of Gain scores between 

health education master's and doctoral students. 

At-test for two independent groups was used to test for significant mean 

differences of Estimate of Gain scores between master's and doctoral students in health 

education. The outcome of the analysis showed there were no significant differences 

between the groups (t _.4 7, p. :::_.05). See Table 9. 

Table 9 

T-test for Estimate of Gains Scores 

Classification 
Master's 
Doctoral 

n 
45 
27 

X 

65.00 
66.63 

SD 
14.84 
13.34 

SEM 
2.21 
2.57 

df 
70 

t 
-.47 
-.48 

.64 
. 63 

Ho4: There are no significant differences in Perception of Mentoring scores 

between master's and doctoral students. 

At-test for two independent groups revealed that there were no significant 

differences in perceptions of mentoring between masters and doctoral students. The 

outcome of the analysis showed there were no significant differences between the groups 

(t -.46 p. :::._.05). See Table I 0. 
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Table 10 

T-test for Perceptions of Mentoring Scores 

Classification 
Master's 
Doctoral 

n 
45 
27 

X 

32.53 
31.81 

SD 
6.38 
6.67 

SEM 
.95 
1.28 

df 
70 .46 

.45 
.65 
.65 

Ho5: There are no significant differences in College Experiences scores between 

masters and doctoral students in health education. 

As indicated by at-test for two independent groups, there were no significant 

differences in College Experience scores between master's and doctoral students in health 

education. The outcome of the analysis showed there were no significant differences 

between the groups (t _1_16 p. ~.05). See Table 11. 

Table 11 

T-test for College Experiences Scores 

Classification n X SD SEM df t p 
Master :s 45 411.13 50.78 7.57 70 -1.16 .25 
Doctoral 27 424.66 42.83 8.24 -1.22 .23 

Ho6 : There are no significant relationships between Quality of Effort~ College 

Environment. Estimate of Gains, and Perceptions of Mentoring scores among health 

education master ' s and doctoral students. 

Correlation analysis was used to determine if relationships existed between 

College Experience scores among master's and doctoral students. Correlation analyses 

revealed that there were some significant associations between these variables. Among 

master ' s students, there were significant relationships between the following variables: 
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1. There was a significant positive correlation between Quality of Effort and 

Estimate of Gains (r2 = .64, 2:::: .01) (Table 12). This relationship was moderate 

in magnitude. As the scatterplot below (Figure 1) reveals, as scores on Quality of 

Effort increase, Estimate of Gains scores increase as well. 

Table 12 

Correlation Matrix Between Quality of Effort2 Estimate of Gains2 College Environment2 

and Perceptions of Mentoring Among Master's Students in Health Education. 

QE GAIN ENVIR MENTOR 
QEM Person Correlation 1.000 .645** .435** -.516** 

Sig (2-tailed) .000 .002 .000 
n 45 45 45 45 

GAINM Person Correlation .645** 1.000 .407** -.149 
Sig (2-tailed) .000 .005 .330 
n 45 45 45 45 

ENVIRM Person Correlation .435** .407** 1.000 -.363* 
Sig (2-tailed) .002 .005 .020 
11 45 45 45 45 

MENTORM Person Correlation -.516** -.149 -.363* 1.000 
Sig (2-tailed) .000 .330 .020 

11 45 45 45 45 
* Correlation is statistically significant at the 0.05 level (2-tailed). 

* * Correlation is statistically significant at the 0.01 level (2-tailed). 
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Figure 1. Scatterplot of Correlation Between Quality of Effort and Estimate of Gain 
Scores Among Master' s Students in Health Education 
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·i, 

There was a significant positive relationship between Quality of Effort and College 

Environment ( 2 = .44, p. _::: .01) (Table 12). However, the association was not very 

strong. As the scatterplot below (Figure 2) depicts, as the students' scores on College 

Environment increase, so do scores on Quality of Effort. 

Figure 2. Scatterplot of Correlation Between Quality of Effort and College Environment 
Scores Among Master's Students in Health Education. 
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There was a significant negative correlation between Estimate of Gain and 

Perceptions of Mentoring among master's students ( 2 = -.52, R· <.01). As the correlation 

coefficient reveals (Table 12), this relationship between the two variables was modest. 

As the scatterplot below (Figure 3) illustrates, as the students' scores on Quality of Effort 

increase, their scores on Perceptions of Mentoring decrease. 

Figure 3. Scatterplot of Correlation Between Quality of Effort and Perceptions of 
Mentoring Scores Among Master's Students. 
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There was a significant negative correlation between College Environment and 

Perceptions of Mentoring among master's students (r2 = -.35, p. _::: .05) (Table 12). 

However, this relationship, as evidenced by the correlation coefficient, is weak. As the 

scatterplot below (Figure 4) reveals, as student's scores on College Environment increase, 

their scores on Perceptions of Mentoring decrease. 

Figure 4. Scatterplot of Correlation Between College Environment and Perceptions of 
Mentoring in Master' s Health Education Students. 
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There was a significant positive correlation between College Environment and 

Estimate of Gain scores among master's students in health education (r2 = .41 , p. _::: .01) 

(Table 12). This relationship was moderate in magnitude, as shown by the R-square value 

(Table 13). As the scatterplot below (Figure 5) reveals, as the students ' scores on College 

Environment increase, so do their scores on Estimate of Gains. 

Figure 5. Scatterplot of Correlation Between College Environment and Estimate of Gain 
Scores in Master' s Students in Health Education. 
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Among the doctoral students in health education, there are only two significant 

correlations between variables. The results show that there was a significant negative 

correlation between Quality of Effort and Perceptions of Mentoring (r
2 

= -.46, p. _::: .05). 

See Table 13. 
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Table 13 

Correlation Matrix Between Quality of Effort, Estimate of Gains, College 
EnYironment, and Perceptions of Mentoring Among Doctoral Students in Health 
Education. 

QE GAIN E"t\1VIR MENTOR 
QED Person Correlation 1.000 .155 .248 -.459** 

Sig (2-tailed) .441 .212 .016 
n 27 27 27 27 

GAIND Person Correlation .155 1.000 .491** -3.61 
Sig (2-tailed) .441 .009 .064 
n 27 27 27 27 

ENVIRD Person Correlation .248 .491 ** 1.000 -.313 
Sig (2-tailed) .212 .009 .112 
n 27 27 27 27 

MENTORD Person Correlation -.459** -.361 -.313 1.000 
Sig (2-tailed) .016 .064 .112 
n 27 27 27 27 

* Correlation is statistically significant at the 0.05 level (2-tailed). 
* * Correlation is statistically significant at the 0.01 level (2-tailed). 
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The magnitude of the association was moderate. The scatterplot below (Figure 6) 

illustrates the negative linear relationship between the two variables for doctoral students. 

As Quality of Effort scores increase, Perceptions of Mentoring scores decrease. 

Figure 6. Scatterplot of Correlation Between Quality of Effort and Perceptions of 
Mentoring Scores in Doctoral Students in Health Education 
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There was a significant positive correlation between College Environment and 

Estimate of Gain scores among doctoral students (r2 = .49, p. 2 .01 ). See figure 6. The 

association between the two variables was moderate. As the scatterplot below (Figure 7) 

indicates, as doctoral scores on College Environment increase, Estimate of Gains scores 

also increase. 

Figure 7. Scatterplot of Correlation Between College Environment and Estimate of Gain 
Scores in Doctoral Students in Health Education 
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Descriptive Analysis of Selected Instrument Items 

The College Student Experiences Questionnaire (CSEQ) was the main instrument 

used in the study. The CSEQ allowed for up to 20 additional questions of interest to 

the researcher. Twelve additional questions that focused on mentoring perceptions 

were used. The results are displayed in frequency tables (Tables 14-25). 

Table 14 

Participated in Any Formal Mentoring With Faculty 

MS % PhD % MS+PhD % 
Very Often 4 8.9 1 3.7 5 6.9 
Often '1 6.7 I 3.7 4 5.6 .) 

Occasionally 9 20.0 8 29.6 17 23.6 
Never 29 64.4 17 63.0 46 63.9 

Missing !! 
Total n 45 100.0 27 100.0 72 100.0 

As Table 14 shows, 64.4% of master' s and 63.3% of doctoral students reported 

participating in a formal mentoring programs with faculty at their university. There 

appears to be little difference in the other categories. 

Table 15 

Participated in Any Formal Mentoring Within Job 

MS % PhD % MS+PhD % 

Very Often 8 17.8 5 18.5 13 18.1 

Often 11 24.4 6 22.2 17 23.6 

Occasionally 15 33.3 5 18.5 20 27.8 

Never 11 24.4 11 40.7 22 30.6 

Missing n 
Total n 45 100.0 27 100.0 72 100.0 
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Table 15 illustrates that many doctoral students ( 40. 7%) reported never 

participating in mentoring programs within their job, whereas 33% of master's 

students reported occasionally participating in mentor programs within their job. 

Table 16 

Participated in Any Formal Mentoring From Outside Organizations. Colleagues, or 
Peers 

MS % PhD % MS+PhD % 
Very Often 1 2.3 2 7.4 1 4.2 ., 
Often 9 20.5 5 18.5 14 19.7 
Occasionally 14 31.8 9 33.3 23 32.4 
Never 20 45.5 11 40.7 31 43.7 
Missing n 1 1 
Total n 44 100.0 27 100.0 71 100.0 

Forty-five percent of master's students and 40.7% of doctoral students reported 

that they never participated in any formal mentoring from outside organizations, 

colleagues, or peers (Table 16). 

Table 17 

Participated in Any Informal Mentoring With Institution's Faculty 
MS % PhD % MS+PhD 

Very Often 1 6.7 4 14.8 7 .) 

Often 6 13.3 6 22.2 12 

Occasionally 14 31.1 6 22.2 20 

Never 22 48.8 11 40.8 33 

Missing n 
Total n 45 100.0 27 100.0 72 

% 
9.7 

16.7 
27.8 
45.8 

100.0 

Table I 7 shows the largest proportions of master's students ( 48.8%) and doctoral 

students ( 40.8%) reported that they never participated in any informal mentoring from 

outside organizations, colleagues, or peers. 

50 



Table 18 

Participated in Any Informal Mentoring Within Job 

MS % PhD % MS+PhD % 
Very Often 10 22.2 6 22.2 16 22.2 
Often 10 22.2 9 33.3 19 26.4 
Occasionally 14 31.1 7 25.9 21 29.2 
Never 11 24.5 5 18. 6 16 22.2 
Missing n 
Total n 45 100.0 27 100.0 72 100.0 

For both master's and doctoral students, there appears to be an equal distribution of 

responses regarding their participation in informal mentoring programs within their job. 

See Table 18. 

Table 19 

Participated in Any Informal Mentoring From Outside Organizations2 Colleagues2 or 
Peers 

MS % PhD % MS+PhD % 

Very Often 4 8.9 3 11.1 7 9.7 

Often 9 20.0 6 22.2 15 20.8 

Occasionally 12 26.7 9 33.3 21 29.2 

Never 20 44.4 9 33.3 29 40.3 

Missing !} 

Total n 45 100.0 27 100.0 72 100.0 

The largest proportion of master's students ( 44.4%) reported that they never 

participated informally in a mentoring program outside organizations, colleagues, or 

peers. For doctoral students, two group responses total 66% as occasionally and never 

partic ipating in an informal mentoring program from outside organizations, colleagues, or 

peers (Table 19). 
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Table 20 

Feel That Mentoring Would Have a Positive Impact on Marketability as a Professional 

MS % PhD % MS+PhD % 
Very Often 15 

,,,, ,, _, _,. _, 12 44.4 27 37.5 
Often 14 31.1 8 29.6 22 30.6 
Occasionally 13 28.9 5 18.5 18 25.0 
Never 

,, 
6.7 2 7.4 5 6.9 _, 

Missing !! 
Total n 45 100.0 27 100.0 72 100.0 

In Table 20, the majority of master's students (93.3%), and doctoral students (91.1%) 

reported that mentoring would have a positive impact on their marketability as a 

professional. 

Table 21 

Feel That Mentoring Would Accelerate Degree Completion 

MS % PhD % MS+PhD % 

Very Often 8 18.2 7 25.9 15 21.1 

Often 10 22.7 7 25.9 17 23.9 

Occasionally 12 27.3 4 14.8 16 22.5 

Never 14 31.8 9 33.3 23 32.4 

Missing !! 1 1 

Total n 44 100.0 27 100.0 71 100.0 

In the reported results, there appears to be an equal percentage distribution of either 

master's and doctoral students who reported that they felt mentoring would allow them to 

complete their degree sooner (Table 21 ). 
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Table 22 

Overall, the Universities' Climate Encourages Formal Mentorin2: 

MS % PhD % MS+PhD % 
Very Often 2 4.4 1 3.7 

.., 
4.2 .) 

Often 11 24.4 2 7.4 13 18.1 
Occasionally 16 35.6 11 40.7 27 37.5 
Never 16 35.6 13 48.1 29 40.3 
Missing !! 
Total n 45 100.0 27 100.0 72 100.0 

Table 22 illustrates that most master's (71.2%) and doctoral (88.8%) students 

perceived that overall, their universities' climate occasionally or never encouraged 

mentoring. 

Table 23 

Overall, Your Department or Universities' Climate EncouraQes Infom1al Mentoring 

MS % PhD % MS=PhD % 

Very Often 2 4.4 5 18.5 7 9.7 

Often 18 40.0 6 22.2 24 
..,.., .., 
.) .) . .) 

Occasionally 17 37.8 13 48.1 39 41.7 

Never 8 17.8 3 11.1 11 2.8 

Missing n 
-

Total n 45 100.0 27 100.0 72 100.0 

The largest reporting group of master's students ( 40.0%) perceived that overall, their 

department or universities' climate encourages informal mentoring often. In contrast, 

doctoral students ( 48. 1 % ) perceived that overall, their department or uniYersities' climate 

encourages informal mentoring occasionally (Table 23). 

53 



Table 24 

Feel that Your De12artment or Institution Would Benefit From a Formal Mentoring 
Program 

MS % PhD % MS+PhD % 
Very Often 17 38.6 12 44.4 29 40.8 
Often 18 40.9 4 14.8 22 31.0 
Occasionally 8 18.2 9 33.3 17 23.9 
Never 1 2.3 2 7.4 

,., 
4.2 .) 

Missing n 1 1 
Total n 44 100.0 27 100.0 71 100.0 

Table 24 illustrates that master's students (97.7%) felt that their department or 

institution would benefit from a formal mentoring program. Doctoral students were also 

positive (92.6%) regarding a formal mentoring program for their department or 

institution. 

Table 25 

If Your De12artment or Institution Ado12ted a Formal Mentoring Program, Would You 

Partici 12ate 
MS % PhD % MS+PhD % 

Very Often 17 37.8 12 44.4 29 40.3 

Often 17 37.8 9 
,.,,., ,., 

26 36.1 J.).J 

Occasionally 9 20.0 5 18.5 14 19.4 

Never 2 4.4 1 3.7 3 4.2 

Missing n 
Total n 45 100.0 27 100.0 72 100.0 

In Table 25, both master's (95.6%) and doctoral (96.3%) students reported in 

favor of adopting and participating in a formal mentoring program. 
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CHAPTER V 

DISCUSSION, CONCLUSIONS, AND RECOMMENDATIONS 

In this chapter, a discussion of the results of the data analyses conducted for the 

study is presented. In addition, conclusions drawn from the study and recommendations 

for future research are discussed. 

DISCUSSION 

In 1993, graduate students accounted for 25% of college and university 

populations and admissions continue to increase (Baird, 1993). Although a number of 

studies on graduate students' retention and degree attainment have been conducted, no 

attention has been given to examining how factors that affect these measures of success 

may differ between master's and doctoral students. It is imperative that college and 

university administrators, faculty , and graduate students understand these influencing 

factors and how they may affect students at the master's level versus the doctoral level. 

As roles and responsibilities of health educators continue to change, administrators of 

graduate programs that prepare health professionals must be aware of these important 

factors so that they can be effectively addressed, thereby assuring student satisfaction 

and success in their progression through the program. 

To contribute to the base of knowledge on these issues, the purpose of this study 

was to assess and compare university experiences and mentoring perceptions of 

master's and doctoral students in health education programs. There were two major 

areas of study, namely, college experiences and perceptions of mentoring. 
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Differences Between Master's and Doctoral Students 
For University Experiences and Mentoring Perceptions 

Research on graduate education studies has primarily focused on retention and 

attrition of graduate students' general population (Bowen & Rudenstein, 1992). 

Previous research on the differences between master's and doctoral 

students regarding either university experiences or mentoring perceptions 

were not found after an extensive literature search. When these two levels of graduate 

students were examined in this study using the College Student Experiences 

Questionnaire (CSEQ) and Perceptions of Mentoring Questionnaire, no significant 

differences were found between these two groups for Quality of Effort, College 

Environment, Estimate of Gains, and Perceptions of Mentoring. Although the causes of 

these findings from this study have not been investigated, several potential reasons can 

be offered. Program characteristics might play a role in the results of this study. For 

example, two of the three health education programs used a similar curriculum for both 

master ' s and doctoral degrees, and students in both degree programs attended the same 

classes. The same faculty also provides teaching and advising to both groups. These 

program characteristic could very well have influenced the results of this study because 

the majority of the students were in health education programs that provide teaching 

and advising to both master' s and doctoral students. 

Unequal numbers in the graduate levels of the respondents may have affected 

the findings (63% master ' s students versus 37% doctoral students). Also, another issue 

for consideration is the number of females (77.6%) in the study. As expected, the 

master ' s group was younger, with the majority in the 24- to 29-year- old age range 
~-
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(59%), and the majority of the doctoral students in the 40- to 55- year-old age range 

(85%). In both groups, the majority was married. This background information 

supports the characteristics of graduate students presented by Baird (1993, p.3 ), in 

which he states graduate students are older, have experience working~ and have many 

adult and family responsibilities. The majority of grades by both groups were in the A 

to A- range, which leads one to conclude that the Quality of Effort and Estimate of Gain 

by graduate students is high. In addition, the majority of master's and doctoral students 

were taking 6 hours or less, which may be due to the fact that many of these students 

work or have family responsibilities. In all cases, there was no significant difference 

between master 's and doctoral students Quality of Effort, College Em·ironment, 

Estimate of Gains and Perceptions of Mentoring. This may be the result of high 

motivation and strong work ethic. 

Relationships Among College Experience 
and Mentoring Variables 

According to researchers who have conducted studies using the CSEQ 

instrument, the Quality of Effort scale is the best predictor of success at college because 

it determines how much students contribute to their own learning and to finding 

resources available to them by their college or university (CSEQ, 1999). The College 

Environment scales measure the college student's perception of the institution's 

educational purpose and its ability to encourage desired behaviors and foster 

relationships among those people that are supportive of those purposes and behavior 

(CSEQ, 1999). The Estimate of Gains scales consist of student ratings of their progress 

toward important educational goals (CSEQ, 1999). Perceptions of Mentoring questions 
~ 
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relate to the perceptions and feelings of master's and doctoral students toward 

mentoring. 

Overall , in this study, there were more relationships among the college 

experience and mentoring variables for master's students compared to doctoral students. 

For example, for the master's students, Quality of Effort and Estimate of Gains had a 

moderate positive relationship (Table 13 ), whereas there was no significant relationship 

for these measures for the doctoral student group. This relationship found for the 

master ' s students may be the result of this groups experiencing a higher level of comfort 

and familiarity of the faculty and university, and the discipline among doctoral students 

toward graduate school (Baird, 1993). 

A moderate positive relationship (Table 13) was also found between Quality of Effort 

and College Environment for master' s students, while no statistically significant 

relationship existed for the doctoral group. It is possible that college environment may 

be more important to the master's student, who is new to the graduate school 

environment. compared to the doctoral student who has already experienced it. 

Conversely, the adult learner returning to graduate school may need some form of 

"college environmental support." A weak but statistically significant negative 

relationship was found between College Environment and Mentoring (Table 13) for the 

master' s students, whereas fore students, the relationship was not statistically 

significant. Perhaps this is because doctoral students were more familiar to the college 

environment and to graduate school. Master's students, especially those who are 

returning to school after an extended period of time, may need more guidance, 
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orientation, and adjustment. As Table 13 indicates, when master's students perceive 

their environment to be supportive, they perceive mentoring as less important. 

Therefore, providing mentoring at early stages may increase self-efficacy. 

Two correlations were found to be statistically significant for both doctoral and 

master's students. The first was a moderate negative relationship between Quality of 

Effort and Mentoring, for both graduate student groups. For these measures, as Quality 

of Effort score increased, Mentoring score decreased (Tables 13 and 14 ). These results 

may be suggesting that as the graduate student's efforts increase, the need for them to be 

mentored will decrease. In short, mentoring may increase a student's self-efficacy. 

According to Bandura (1982), self-efficacy is one's perceived control over a situation. 

Mentoring may be helpful in increasing feelings of self-efficacy in graduate students, 

which may improve degree completion times, increase retention, improve the student's 

interaction with the university and faculty, and improve the student's overall "college 

experience." The other significant correlation that existed among both master's and 

doctoral students was a moderate positive relationship between College Environment 

and Estimate of Gain (Tables 13 and 14 ). This may be underscoring how important 

college environment is to the effort graduate students put forward and to the goals they 

set. A supportive environment that includes characteristics such as guidance, advising, 

and role modeling is perhaps the greatest factor impacting a graduate student's 

experience. 
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Perceptions of Mentoring 

Formal mentoring programs are structured or officially recognized by an 

organization. Organizations that provide such programs demonstrate a strong 

commitment to the growth of the individual by supporting professional training and 

development. In contrast, informal mentoring relationships are not structured or 

managed, nor are they usually officially recognized by the organization. These informal 

relationships are normally spontaneous and occur without external organizational 

involvement. 

Although formal mentoring programs are not a normal function in most 

businesses, universities, or other organizations, the numbers are growing. In this study, 

the majority of graduate students reported not participating in any formal mentoring 

programs with faculty at their institution, workplace, any outside organization, 

co lleagues or peers (Tables 15-17). In most cases, when mentoring did occur, it took 

the form of informal mentoring with the institution's faculty, and the master's students 

indicated more participation in this kind of mentoring than in the doctoral students 

(Table 18). One plausible reason for this finding might be that master's students, being 

less experienced than the doctoral counterparts with the graduate school environment, 

may need more direction and advice. Doctoral students have already been through a 

master 's curriculum and therefore "know the ropes" of graduate school and dealing 

with faculty. 

Both groups felt that mentoring would have a positive impact on their 

marketability as a professional (Table 21 ). However, while the current literature 
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indicates that mentoring contributes to increased self-efficacy and improved job 

success, the majority of master's and doctoral students in the study felt that mentoring 

would not accelerate degree completion (Table 22). This latter perception may be 

explained by the extent to which the study participants had already advanced in their 

degree programs. Since all participants had completed a minimum of 12 graduate credit 

hours, they likely already had a specific degree plan developed for them. Therefore: 

they may have felt that their schedule of academic progression was already set, and that 

mentoring would have little affect on the speed at which they would complete their 

degree. In addition, perhaps they interpreted the question to mean that they would be 

attending meetings and such, which could take up more of their time. 

Overall , the majority of both groups perceived that their university's climate 

would not encouage a formal mentoring program (Table 23). This finding is supported 

by the literature, which revealed a low number of formal mentoring programs in 

existence in college and universities today. Furthermore, Carden (1990) explained that 

in academia, "departmental norms and atmosphere ( collegiality vs. infighting) , 

availability of resources, and faculty-student ration have been rated as most likely to 

determine the amount and of mentoring that takes place" (p. 284 ). 

However, both the master's (82%) and doctoral (70%) groups did feel that the 

university or health education departments were supportive of informal mentoring 

programs (Table 24). The respondents also indicated that they felt the university or 

department would benefit from a formal mentoring program. Most of both the master's 

and doctoral students said they would participate in such a program (Tables 25 and 26). 

~-
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In summary, mentoring could lead to increased self-efficacy; quality of effort, 

and goal setting by students. A mentoring program could also benefit the university, 

i.e. , it might affect the way students perceive it (as being more supportive). As Baird 

(1993 , p. 2) states in support of mentoring: 

Although individuals at nearly all stages of life can benefit from mentorship, 
graduate students may be especially in need of it. As the sociologist Morris 
Zelditch, Jr., (1990) stated in a speech to graduate students at Arizona State 
University, mentorship is essential to graduate education for three reasons. 
First, graduate education, at least in some respects, is job training, and it can be 
enhanced by having a mentor who is well placed in networks that can benefit the 
student. Second, because mentoring focuses on methods and means of creating 
knowledge, it is best done by someone who is experienced in the creation of 
knowledge. Third, mentoring involves socialization to the values, norms, 
practices, procedures, and attitudes of the discipline and the academy, and such 
learning is best transmitted by someone who is already a member of the 
profession (p. 72). 

CONCLUSIONS 

Regarding the proposed hypotheses, this study found the following: 

Ho 1: There were no significant differences in Quality of Effort between master~s 

and doctoral students. Therefore, Ho failed to reject at the .05 level. 

Ho2 : There were no significant differences found in College Environment 

scores between master' s and doctoral students. Therefore, Ho failed to reject at the .05 

level. 

Ho3: There were no significant differences in Estimate of Gain scores between 

health education master' s and doctoral students. Therefore, Ho failed to reject at the .05 

level. 

Ho4: There were no significant differences in Perception of Ment~ring scores 

between master ' s and doctoral students. Therefore, Ho failed to reject at the .05 level. 
~. 
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Ho5: There were no significant differences in College Experiences scores 

between masters and doctoral students in health education. Therefore, Ho failed to 

reject at the .05 level. 

Ho6: There were significant relationships between Quality of Effort, College 

Environment, Estimate of Gains, and Mentoring scores between health education 

master's and doctoral students. Therefore, Ho was rejected at the .05 level. 

RECOMMENDATIONS 

This study is one of the first to be conducted that investigated potential differences 

in master's and doctoral students ' assessment of college experiences and perceptions of 

mentoring, and the only study to date which has focused on the topic as it relates to 

health education graduate students. Recommendations for future research include the 

following: 

1. Conduct similar research using larger samples from across the nation in order to 

determine if there is a need to mentor master's and doctoral students as separate 

groups. 

2. Conduct a similar study using other health education related programs ( e.g., 

Public Health, Kinesiology and Health Care Administration) to determine 

similarities or differences as compared to results of this health education group. 

3. Conduct research to assess whether student and faculty needs are being met in 

the graduate programs. 

4. Conduct a similar study to investigate which type of mentoring would benefit 

health education programs both for the faculty and graduate students. 
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5. Conduct a similar study, which examines issues as they relate to health studies 

undergraduate students. 

6. Incorporate qualitative methods, such as focus groups and interviews in a study 

about mentoring. 

7. Expand this study to include regression analyses of specific variables of interest. 

8. Explore, in more detail, the predisposing, enabling, and reinforcing factors that 

contribute to a supportive college environment. 

9. Conduct research on how the Transtheoretical Model (Stages of Change) may be 

used at universities to gauge the institutions' and students' readiness for 

mentoring adaptation. 

1 O. Examine university barriers that discourage informal mentoring initiatives. 
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July 11, 2000 

Mr. Don Ciulla 

13 Highviev,: Circle 

Denton , TX 76205 

Dear Mr. Ciulla: 

TEXAS WOMAN'S 
UNIVERSITY 

D~ N TO~ ! DALLAS I HO LS 7 0~ 

HUvfA:\ Sl.JB IECTS 
REV[EW CO.\fr.11n·n 
P.O. Box 42561 9 
Dento r .. TX 762,14-5619 
Ph one: 94-C i 898-33'."'7 
Fa :-: : 9-hl .' S98-.3-11 6 

Social Security# 351-36-1621 

Re: An Assessment of University Expen·ences and .Mentoring Perceptions of Health Education 
Graduate Swdents 

The above referenced study has been reviewed by a committee of the Institutional Review Board (IRB) 
and was detennined to be exempt from further TWU IRB revie,v. 

If applicable, agency approval letters obtained should be submitted to the IRB upon receipt prior to any 
data collection at that agency. Because you do not utilize a signed consent form for your study, the 
filing of signatures of subjects with the IRB is not required. 

Another review by the IRB is required if your project changes. If you have any questions, please feel 
free to call the Institutional Review Board at the phone number listed above. 

Sincerely, 

~in~; 
Institutional Review Board - Denton 
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July 20, 2000 

Chair of Health Education & Health Promotion 
City, Texas 77777 

Re: Dissertation Research Title: An assessment of university experiences and 
mentoring perceptions of health education graduate students. 

Dear Dr., 

Thank you for your time yesterday discussing my dissertation research request. I am 
requesting your approval for participation of currently enrolled graduate students in the 
Department of Health Education. 

Graduate students represent 25% of the student population in the U,S, today and 
understanding their needs is important to health educators and administrators. As we 
discussed, the purpose of this study is to assess and compare university experiences and 
mentoring perceptions of enrolled health education masters and doctoral students. 

I realize that time is a precious commodity, so I have carefully chosen the first 
week of the fall semester to collect data (when the instructor's curriculum may allow for 
more flexibility). A colleague or myself will present the questionnaire to the class 
instructors during the week of September 6, 2000. If the instructor wishes to provide 
time during class (approximately 30 minutes) for completion of the questionnaire, that 
would be preferable. If not, the participant will complete the questionnaire outside of 
class and mail it directly to me in a pre-addressed postage paid envelope. 

The questionnaire will be voluntary and is specifically for those full or part-time 
graduate students enrolled in your health education program. Students from other 
departments who may be taking a course in health education need not fill out the 
questionnaire. In addition, confidentiality and anonymity will be maintained during the 
course of the study for both the participant and institution. 

After January 5, 2001, I will provide you with a summary document for your 
review upon request. I look forward for the department's participation. 

I will be available by phone or email to discuss any question you might have. I 
will call you in IO days to follow up. My phone number is 940-XXX-XXXX and email 

address is dciulla@iglobal.net. 

Respectfully, 

Don S. Ciulla 
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College Student Experiences 
Questionnaire 

This questionnaire asks about how you spend your time at college-with faculty 
and friends and in classes, social and cultural activities, extracurricular activities, 
employment, and use of campus facilities such as the library and student center. 
The usefulness of this or any other survey depends on the thoughtful responses 
of those who are asked to complete it. Your participation is very Important and 
greatly appreciated. 

The information obtained from you and other students at many different colleges 
and universities will help administrators, faculty members, student leaders, and 
others to improve the conditions that contribute to your learning and 
development and to the quality of the experience of those who will come after 
you. 

At first glance, you may think it will take a long time to complete this 
questionnaire, but it can be answered in about 30 minutes or less. And you will 
learn some valuable things about yourself, as your answers provide a kind of 
self-portrait of what you have been doing and how you are benefitting from your 
college experience. 

You do not have to write your name on the questionnaire. But as you will see on 
the next page we would like to know some things about you so that we can learn 
how college experiences vary, depending on students' age, sex, year in college, 
major field, where they live, whether they have a job, and so forth. To know 
where the reports come from, a number on the back page identifies your 
institution. 

Your questionnaire will be read by an electronic scanning device, so be careful 
in marking your responses. Please use only a #2 black lead pencil. Do not 
write or make any marks on the questionnaire outside the spaces provided for 
your answers. Erase cleanly any responses you want to change. It is very 
important to answer all questions; if you are uncertain about what a 
question means, use your best judgment. 

Thank you for your cooperation and participation! 

This questionnaire Is available from the Indiana University Center for Postsecondary Research 
and Planning, School of Education, 201 North Rose Avenue, Bloomington, IN 47405-1006. It Is for 
use by Individuals and Institutions Interested In documenting, understanding, and Improving the 

student experience. 

Fourth Edition 1998 © Copyright 1998 by Indiana University Authors: C. Robert Pace and George D. Kuh 

Mark Reflex<! by NCS M~'.217384-3 6543 E:>C6 Prin :~d in U.S.A 

75 



Ill \ 

BACKGROUND INFORMATION Ill 
DIRECTIONS: Indicate your response by filling in the appropriate oval next to the correct answer. · 

Age 

0 19 or younger 
0 20 · 23 
0 24 · 29 

Sex 
0 male 

0 30 • 39 
0 40-55 
0 Over 55 

0 female 

What Is your marital status? 

0 not married O separated 
0 married O widowed 
0 divorced 

What Is your classification In college? 

0 freshman/firs t-year O senior 
0 sophomore O graduate student 
0 junior O unclassified 

Did you begin college here or did you 
transfer here from another institution? 
0 started here 
0 transferred from another institution 

Where do you now live during the school year? 

0 dormitory or other campus housing 
0 residence (house, apartment, etc .) within 

walking distance of the institution 
0 residence (house, apartment, etc.) within driving 

distance 
0 fraternity or sorority house 

With whom do you live during the school year? 
(Fill In all that apply) 

0 no one, I live alone 
0 one or more other students 
0 my spouse or partner 
0 my child or children 
0 rr,y parents 
0 other relat ives 
0 frie nds who are not students at the institution 

I'm attend ing 
0 other people : who?--. 

Do you have access to a computer where 
you live or work, or nearby that you can use 
for your school work? 

O yes 
0 no 

What have most of your grades been up to 
now at this Institution? 

OA 
0 A-. 8+ 
OB 

0 B-.C+ 
0 C. C·, or lower 
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Which of these fields best describes your major, 
or your anticipated major? You may Indicate 
more than one ff applicable. 

0 Agriculture 
0 Biological/life sciences (biology. biochemistry. botany, 

zoology, etc.) 
0 Business (accounting. business administration. 

marketing, management, etc.) 
0 Communication (speech. journalism, television/radio, 

etc.) 
0 Computer and information sciences 
0 Education 
0 Engineering 
0 Ethnic. cultural studies. and area studies 
0 Foreign languages and literature (French. Spanish. 

etc.) 
0 Health-related fields (nursing , physical therapy. health 

technology. etc. ) 
0 History 
0 Humanities (English. literature . philosophy, religion. 

etc.) 
0 liberallaeneral stud!eS 
0 Mathematics 
0 Multi •interd1scioi ina,y studies (international relations . 

ecology, environrr:e:1tat studies . etc.\ 
0 Parks. recreat ion. le•s:.ire studies. sports management 
0 Physical sciences {Dhys1cs, chemisiry. astronomy. 

earth science. etc . 1 
0 Pre-professional (pre-dental. pre-medical. 

pre-veterinary ) 
0 Public administrat ior tcity management. law 

enforcement. etc .' 
O Social sciences (anthropology. economics. political 

science, psychology. sociology. etc.) 
O Visual and performing arts \art music. theater. etc.) 
0 Undecided 
0 Other ~ What? ~. 

Did either of your parents graduate from college? 
O no O yes. mother only 
O yes. both parents O don't know 
0 yes. father only 

Do you expect to enroll for an advanced degree 
when, or If, you complete your undergraduate 
degree? 

0 yes 0 no 

How many credit hours are you taking this term? 

O 6 or fewer O 15 · 16 
O 7 . 11 0 17 or more 
0 12-14 

During the time school Is In session, about how 
many hours a week do you usually spend outside 
of class on activities related to your academic 
program, such as studying, writing, reading, lab 
work, rehearsing, etc.? 

0 5 or fewer hours a week 
0 6. 10 hours a week 
0 11 • 15 hours a week 
0 16 - 20 hours a week 

0 21 - 25 hours a week 
0 26 - 30 hours a week 
0 more than 30 hours 

a week 



During the time school ls In ~Ion, abo~ ~~-~~~ · · · - · 

hou~ a wee-k do you usualfy spend working on a Job 
for pay? To provide lnfonnatlon about your woric 

experiences on M.d. off campus, fill In Qll§ oval In ~ 

column. t i 
ON-CAMPUS OFF-CAMPUS 

None; I don't have a job 0 

1 -10 hours a week 0 

11 - 20 hours 0 

21 - 30 hours 0 

31 - 40 hours 0 

More than 40 hours 0 

tf you have a job, how does It affect your 
school work? 

0 I don't have a job 

0 My job does not interfere with my school work 

0 My job takes some time from my school work 

0 My job takes a lot of time from my school work 

0 

0 

0 

0 

0 

0 

How do you meet your college expen.ses? Flll In the 
response that best approximates the amount of support 
from each of the various squrces. 1,.... -------

A.11 ~ ...._r1y AJI 

M¢r9Than Hatt 

Ab<>vt Hatt 

Less Than Hatt 

VeryUttJ4t 

None 

Self Uob. savings, etc.) 0 0 0 0 0 
Parents 0 0 0 0 0 
Spouse or partner 0 0 0 0 0 
Employer support 0 0 0 0 0 
Scholarships and grants 0 0 0 0 0 
Loans 0 0 -:) 0 0 
Other sources 0 0 8 0 0 

What Is your racial or ethnic identification? (Fill In 
all that apply) 
0 American Indian or other Native A~:::~;can 
0 Asian or Pacific Islander 
0 Black or African Amer:can 
0 Caucasian (other than Hispanic) 
0 Mexican-American 
0 Puerto Rican 
0 Other Hispanic 
0 Other: What? --., 

o i 
o ! 
0 : o 1 
0 1 gl 

Ill COLLEGE ACTIVITIES Ill 

Never 
Occaslonally 

Otten 
Ve Otten 

Library 

Used the library as a quiet place to read or 
study mater ials you brought with you . 0 0 0 0 

Found something interesting while browsing in I 
the library. 0 0 0 0 

Asked a librarian or staH member for help in 
finding information on some topic. 

Read assigned materials other than textbooks 
in the library (reserve readings, etc.} . 

Used an index or database (computer. card 
catalog, etc .) to find material on some topic. 

Developed a bibliography or reference list for a 
term paper or other report. 

Gone back to read a basic reference or 
document that other authors referred to. 

Made a judgment about the quality of 
information obtained from the library, World 
Wide Web. or other sources. 

0 1oobl 
I I 

00.0/0
1 

I I i 
odo/o 

ooob 
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Never 

----~.::...::...:c=-=•~y I 
Often i 

Very Often I J 

Computer and Information Technology i / 

Used a computer or word proc~ssor to ;:; :ep2re . : i 
reports or papers. l,.,;ol!ol!oo 

Used e-mail to communicate with an ins:ructor 
or other students. !0J0I0 0 

Used a computer tutorial to learn mater 31 fo r a i I I 
course or developmenta! remedial prcgram. ioloo 0 

Particioated 1n class discussions usina an e ectronic I / 
medium (e-mail. list-serve . chat \:rc0p. etc ) :0 10 !0 ,0 

Searched the World Wide Web or lnte r:-et for ! 
1

1

1 

' I 
information related to a course . !0 1000 

Used a computer to retrieve materials f:om a I j 
library DQ! at this institution. 0 10 0 O 

I I I 
u~~~r~~~~~~~~~~/~~~~~~ - v~~~:~i~s;~!:t ~1

:c) loloolo 
Used a computer to analyze data (stat1s! ;cs. ,, j

1 

,• 

forecasting . etc .) _00010 I I I 
0 , I . I 

Deve!oped a Web page or mui t1m ed1J preser:;a:~0:1 l 10 ,0 101 



DIRECTIONS: In your experience ~t this i'!stitution during the current school year. about how often 
~ave you done ~ach of the _f!lllow1ng? Indicate your respon_se by filling in one of the. ovals ,to the. ~-

. raght of each statement.: . : . ·. · . . - .- .· _ ·_. . . _ -_ ~~- ·>:~ :· 0 • · ·· -~ - ~-~ ::·i. . i · · :: 

I N4IYW 

I 
I Occaalonalty 

Often 

Course Leaming 
Verv Often 

Completed the assigned readings for class. 

Took detailed notes during class. 

Contributed to class discussions. 

Developed a role play, case study, or simulation 
for a class. 

Tried to see how different facts and ideas fit 
together. 

Summarized major points and information from 
your class notes or readings. 

Worked on a class assignment, project, or 
presentation with other students . 

Applied material learned in a class to other 
areas (your job or internsh ip, other courses, 
relationships with fr iends, family, 
co-workers . etc .). 

Used information or experience from other areas 
of your life (job. intern ship . interactions with 
others) in class discussions or assignments. 

Tried to explain material from a course to 
someone else (another student, friend, 
co-worker, family member.) 

Worked on a pape r er project where you had to 
integrate ideas from various sources. 

Writing Experiences 
Used a dictionary or thesaurus to look up the 

proper meaning of words. 

Thought about grammar, sentence structure , 
word choice , and sequence of ideas or 
points as you were writing . 

Asked other people to read something you 
wrote to see it it was clear to them. 

Referred to a book or manual about writing 
style, grammar, etc . 

Revised a paper or composition two or more 
times before you were satisfied with it. 

Asked an instructor or staff member for 
advice and help to improve your writing. 

Prepared a major wr itten report for a class 
(20 pages or more) . 

0000 

00010 

0000 

0000 

0000 

0000 

I 00001 
01000' 

I 
0 1000 

0000 

0000 

OO;OOi 

oolooi 
I I 
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Oc1::aalonally I 
______ ....;:Oft:...:..:..:::en I 

Experiences with Faculty 
Very Often ' j 

I ! : 
!, i, I Talked with your ir,structor 2.:Jou: ;nformation 

related to a course you w9·e ta'-;ing (grades. ! : ! ! ; 
make-up work. assignmer,:s. e:: .). ;o ,o

1
o:o 

! ! I ,. j 
Discussed your a~ademic p·og~am or course 

selection with a :acu!ty me:-:-be,. ;o io io10: 
' ' I I i 

Discussed ideas :cr a term : ac.-2 · or othe~ 
class project we, a iacu :t, 1e- .oe ~ 

Discussed your c;:ree, plar:;; anc 3:nb1tio:-.s 
with a facu i'.y· ri".e'71ber. 

Worked harde, a;; a res:Jti c' ;e-2 :::nc~ ::c -:-
an 1nstructc,. 

Socialized wit;, a f2cu i1v r.-;e....,be r ou :s1de cf 
class th ad a sna:I.; cr·s: f: :- -., .. etc l 

Part icipated ·:; 1t~ ~::,e; st Le:-= -.:3 - 2 
d iSCL.: SS!On v: ·t;-- C!e C '" rn:·:=- ~?..:~ i~> 
rnenoe,s c:.;ts ::::e c: c'ass 

Asked your ins! ru:::.x +or cc-.- -e~ ts a:id 
crit ic!s~s 2~-=~~: .' c;.i · 2:2 :: -: -- . .: :-::- ~-:--... -- --:;: -.ce 

Wo,'..,ed hares : t '"27 vcu t~: . ;:~ · vc ~ ccc: : :c 
meet an 1ns; ·,_::: r·s e.xpe: ~::: .:---~ 2.:---..: 
standards 

Worked with a t2:ul ty mer.:::er c, a :ese2 ·:h 
project. 

Art, Music, Theater 
Taia.;ed abov c·: :3:r;: •'.: :J . s :JC'...;'-:: 2r; ,5:c: 

etc. ) O' the :1e2:e: (~ a~·s -_s ::. 's d:--:- ;:, 
etc.) with c;"e: Si:JCe--:t~ -- '=' -:_: c- f";:- . . 
rne:r.bers 

Went to an a :i e, '", :b;t ::;2. l!e_: c ,=: o;-:i:, . c,,.~ce. 
or ether trea!E< per'::,.::-:. ;: :- , C- ::f '."'2 

campus . 

Pa~:cipa:ed :--: s:T,e ,F, a:: . •:·. :i ,1 :1t r.2 
pcttery. weav:n; . dra1·. 1n; E::: ; o: t::~:1:e: 
even!. or wc-rke-::: on ;;om-= :h e?.,, 1cz,I 
produc: 10" i a::ted . c 2:1ce : v:: rked on 
scenery. etC:. i . c-:i c: c:: ::-s .:.:-, -'.OLS 

Ta!kej about :r::.1;:; ·c or mus.:;a •·:, 1c:,c:ss ,cc i 
pcpu!ar. etc.; w ·:'1 c::~e: ~· . .:c: ;:.---: :s tr ;c: r,s s or 
fam ily mer-;bs:s. 

Attended?. c:::1: ~r~ c; O~l t ~' ....... 1
..:~:: f- \'(· 1 ,: ~nor 

o:1 i r.e ca m::iJ~ 

Panicipated in s~me r.us ,c 2:'. ;, ,:y : o:ches :ra. 
chorus . da:-.ce . etc I enc· :: t1 ::-,;;- cr1rnous . 

Read or d 1sc:.; ss,;d the o;:: :- J;.s c ' 2:: rr.J s1c 
or drama cr: t·cs 

0::)'0 :o : 
, : , 1· : 

,:::,:::,

1

0 :0 '. 

I 

l . 
000;0 

0000 

,,, ...... ,: ..,:o io ' 
~\_! ' 

' i 

i 
oqo ,o 

I j ! 
, . ! I i 
,q o joi°i 

i i 

: : I i I 
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DIRECTIONS: In your experience at this institution during the current school year, about how often 
~ave you done each of the following? Indicate your response by filling in one of the ovals to the . 
right of each statement. - . . - . · - ·. · .. 

I ..._, 

I Occulonarty 
I 

Campus Facilities 
Used a campus lounge to relax or study by 

yourself. 

Often 

0000 

Met other students at some campus location: ·: · . l • 

(campus center, etc.) for~ ~iscussion. · · ,_,,_,,r,. "'''""'' 
Attended a cultural or social event in the 

campus center or other campus location. 

Went to a lecture or panel discussion. 

i 

oood 
oooo! 

I 

Used a campus learning lab or center to improve ! 
study or academic skills (reading. writing, etc.) 00010;:! 

Used campus recreational facilities (pool, 
fitness equipment, courts , etc.). ooo·o : 

Played a team sport (intramural, club. 
intercollegiate). 

! 
0000, 

Followed a regular schedule of exercise or 
practice for some recreational sporting activity. 0 0 Olo: 

Clubs and Organizations 
Attended a meeting of a campus club, 

organization , or student government group. 

Worked on a campus committee, student 
organization. or project (publications, student 
government. special event, etc.) . 

Worked on an off -campus committee, 
organization, or project (civic group, church 
group, community event, etc .) 

Met with a faculty member or staff advisor to 
discuss the activities of a group or organization. 

Mana9ed or provided leadership for a club or 
organization. on or off the campus. 

Personal Experiences 
Told a friend or family member why you 

reacted to another person the way you did. 

Discussed with another student. friend, or 
family memb·er why some people get along 
smoothly, and others do not . 

Asked a friend for help with a personal 
problem. 

Read articles or books about personal growth, 
self-improvement, or social development. 

Identified with a character in a book, movie. or 
television show and wondered what you 
might have done under similar 
circumstances . 

Taken a test to measure your abilities, 
interests, or attitudes. 

Asked a friend to tell you what he or she really 
thought about you . 

Talked with a faculty member, counselor or 
other staff member about personal concerns. 

i : 
oodo 

I : I . 
000:0 

I : 
000

1

0: 
I 

oolo!O 
00.00 

. i 

0000 

000,0: 

i : 
0000. 

I : 
I ! 

ooojo\ 

i I 

ooojoi 
00010! 
00Q0; 

I I qoop: 

I 

Student Acquaintances 
Be-::ame a~uainted with students whose 

i:;terests were different from yours . 

Be-::ame acquainted with students whose family 
cackground (economic, social) was different 
t:om yours. 0000 

Be-::ame acx;uair.ted with students whose age was 
c fterent frcrn yours. 0 0 0 0 

B-:·came accuainted with students whose race or 
e:.'inic background was different from yours. 0 0 0 0 

I I 
8:--:::ame acc;~a:rned with students from another i : , 

ccunt,y ;000:0 , 

Ha: seri ous discussions with students whose I I' I 
c-,iloscohy of life or personal values were very , I 
c fferent frcm yours. !O O ,o

1
o 

: I •, 

Haj ser:ous disc:.;ssions with students whose I I 
_::: !; ti-:2.I o:: :-i c~s we,e very different from yours . !0 ,0 0 io : 

I I
I I .,: 

Ha:1 se ,.; cus d scussions with students whose I 
~=·igi::i c: s te lie!s were very ditterent from yours. _10'00.01 - i I I 

H2.j se· cus d,sc:ssior.s w::h studen ts whose race : ! j 
c ~ eth :-i1c bacKg,:,und was ditierent from yours . ,i_O,:O O 0 

Ha::l se 'ious discussions vith students from a 
c.:ur.try d;i-;e,er: !rom you'.S 

1
o

1
o -o

1

o 
, I . 

~i•entlfic and Quantitative Experiences I 
~'=~or:zed f:r'."'7:..: ias. defir. it1 ons . technical terms I 

a --:d c:ncec:s . :0 .0 0 '0 

Us-?d mathe7a'. :cal terms to express a set of i ! I I 
r: ;a:,c::sn ,;::,s. . . 10\010 0 

E:x.:)lai0ed ye Jr t.:-derstand1ng of some scientific or : 1 
,a:her.ia: ca ! t .. eory. pr1ncpie or concept to i 

1 s:mecr.e e•se ,c:assmate co -worker. etc .) 0000 

Re:=:d a1icles abcu! scienti fi c or mathematical 
: .. eor:es or co,,cepts in addition to those 
assigned fc, a class. 0000 

Cc ':lpleted a!l e\ :eriment or project using 
sc:en,;tic rrethcjs. :o,ooo 

I i 
Pra cticed to :mpr.:ve your ski ll in using a piece of I 1 

i.=-:>ora:ory equ1;::,ment 0

1

1
0

1

0 0 

S: Jwec so:'.leone else how to use a piece of ! 
sc:ent ,t,c e::;u1p.--ent. lop,o O 

E,:)!a1nod an exp-erimental procedure to someone I I 
C e_o - !0 ,000 
- ¥- I I ! 

Cc-:1pa red 1~,e sc:entific me thod wi th other i 1· ' 

r:e:hcds !er ga;:. ing knowledge and 1

0 0 0
1

0 v-,derstand ing 

Er_.., lained to ano: :-_,er person the scientific basis for I 
ccncerns about sc1ent1f1c or environmental issues 
(::>ol lut1on. recycl ,ng. al ternative sources of 
E:.ergy. acid ra!~I or simi lar aspects of the world , I 
a·:iund you . ,0000 
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Ill CONVERSATIONS Ill 
~~IJl~ECTIONS: l'!·conv~rsations with ot;hers (s~udents,. family members, co-workers·, et~).outside the . 
--~cl_a~sro~m-~~,,~g_ ~h•~ schoo_l year;~bout how often have you talked aboutadr of the following?'''.~;~-~, - -~- .. .. :-~..,...-- .. · -........... ~ - ·-- ....... _ - ~ - ::· -= ___ ,.J .. --::- _, - - • ~- .:_• 't - ·- .... -: . .::. . . .. -· .. - .. . .. _ ··-· --- .. -. -~.: - ~~:...-..·.:...,--. :!' •· '!:• At.' .... .!.f"·: 

Never 
Oecaa!onally 1 

Topics of Conversation 
Very Oft~n Ii 

I , 
I I i . 

Current events in the news. iO !O iO Q : 

Social issues such as peace. justice, human rights . / I I I : 
equality, race relations. !O .Q !O iO 

i l i I : 
Difierent lifestyles. customs. and relig ions. 

The ideas and views of othe~ people such as 
wriiers , philosooners. historians. 

Tre a!"ls (pa:n'.:ng. ooetry. dance . theatrical 
prcduc;,cns . s1rnp!.cny. mo,,es , etc. ;. 

Science (theories. ex::ierimen:s. methods. etc. 1. 

Computers ar,c other techno1og:es. 

Social ar,d e:hica l issues rela ted to science and 
te-:hnology such as energy. oo!!ut,on. chem;ca:s, 
genetics . r.w,ta,, use . 

Tr.e ecc.io r:-: v 1e--:,cloyme:-:t weaith. pove:-ty. cebt 
trace. etc ) 

International re !a:;ons /human rights . free trade. 
rr.il1tary act:1i1;es, pol itical di fle rences . etc. ). 

b:Obo 
i : I · 
bio:o/o: 
I . I 

'oodc 
:Oodc 
! ' I 

'.0:00:0 

; : I 
; I i 
:o ·o.o:c 
. ! 

Never 
Occaalonally 

Often 

Information In Conversations 
Very Often 

Referred to knowledge you acqu:red in your 
reac ·ng or classes. 

Explored ditterent ways of thirk'ng about the topic. 

Referred to someth ing o.ie c i yowr ,nstructo·s sa,d 
about the topic 

Subse-a:.iently reac something that was re!a!ed to 
the tc:ic. 

Cha:-gec vccrr cp ::-, or, as a res-.: it o' the 
1-;nol', :edge or arg:.iments c rEc ss .,te::i c, o!:.ers 

Pers;.; aded others to chanae :;-,e,r minds as a 
res . .J' '. of me ~nc·.,·'edge or a r9 1_;n:ents VOL; c ,ted 

i 
bbob 

l ! 
:ooqo 
· I 1 ! I 

booo: 
! . I 
0.00'. 2 

o .:=i.co 

I I 
oo:o'O 

READING/WRITING Iii 
More than 20 

18etw-n 10 end 20 
· Betw-n 5 and 10 

Fewer than 5 

During this current school year, 
about how many books have you 
read? FIii in one response for each 
Item listed below. 

Textbooks or assianed books 
Assianed packs of course readings 
Non :assigned books 

None 

i 
I 

[ I ' . ! 
l0:00'0:0 
:00.00:0 
O::)OQ:O 

Mo.-. then 20 
_ Betw-n 10 and 20 

___ B_etw-n 5 and 10 
____ F_ewer than 5 

During this cun-ent school year, 
about how many exams, papers, or 
reports have you written? Fill In one 
response for each item listed below. 

Ess;:i y exams for your courses 
Te rm papers or otner wr itten r::-port s 

rl (. ,' 

~ 
·- OPINIONS ABOUT YOUR COLLEGE OR UNIVERSITY If ft.,; 

How well do you like college? 

0 I am enthusiastic about it. 
0 I like ii. 
0 I am more or less neutral about it. 
0 I do~·t like it. 
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If you could start over again, would you go to the 
same institution you are now attending? 
0 Yes. deiin11e1y 
0 Probably yes 
0 P~obab!y no 
0 ~. ,J defin11 e:, 



Ill THE COLLEGE ENVIRONMENT Ill 
Colleges and universities differ from one another in the extent to which they emphasize or focu·s 
on various aspects of students~ development. Thinking of your experience at this institution, to · 
what extent do you feel that ~ach of the following is emphasized? The responses are numbered 
from 7 to 1, with the highest and lowest points illustrated . . Fill in the oval with the number that 
best represents your impression on each of the following seven-point rating scales~ ; · . -. · - - · 

Emphasis on developing academic, scholarly, and Intellectual qualities 

Strong Emphasis (J) (I) CID CD CD CD CD Weak Emphasis 

Emphasis on developing aesthetic, expressive, and creative qualities 

Strong Emphasis CD © CD CD Q) CD CD Weak Emphasis 

Emphasis on developing critical, evaluative, and analytical qualities 

Strong Emphasis (J) ® CD CD CI) (1) CD Weak Emphasis 

Emphasis on developing an understanding and appreciation of human diversity 

Strong Emphasis CD ® CD CD CD (1) G) Weak Emphasis 

Emphasis on developing Information literacy skills (using computers, other Information resources) 

Strong Emµhasis (J) ® CD CD CD CD G) Weak Emph~sis 

Emphasis on developing vocational and occupational competence 

Strong Emphasis (l) © G) CD Q) (1) G) Weak Emphasis 

Emphasis on the personal relevance and practical value of your courses 

Strong Emphasis CD ® ® CD CD (1) G) Weak Emphasis 

Relationships with other students 

Friendly, Supportive, Sense of belonging CD ® CD CD CD (1) 
CD Competitive. Uninvolved, Sense of 

alienation 

Relationships with administrative personnel and offices 

IT\ '5°' © CD (1) G) Rigid, Impersonal. Bound by regulations Helpful , Considerate, Flexible (l) \:1.,1 \.t.,I 

Relationships with faculty members 
Approachable, Helpful, Understandi!19, 

Encouraging (J) ® ® © CD Q) G) Remote. Discouraging, Unsympathetic 

Go to next page 
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Ill ESTIMATE OF GAINS II 

Ve Little 
Some 

Quite a Bit 
Very Much 

Acqu iring know!edge and skills appl icable to a 
spec:fic ;cb or type of work (vocational 
preparat'on ). 

Acct.:i,ing background and specialization for 
!ur.her education in a professional, scientific 
or s:holariy iield . ' 

G21": ing c oroad ge:iera: education about 
c lf. ere n: i1 eids of knowiedge . 

Ga,, ing a range of in formatio n that may be 
-e:evar.t ,o a caree r. 

De:-'e :co1:-,;i 2:1 uncersta:iding and enjoyment 
er 51. mu s;c. and orarna. 

B'c2c s :1i .12 your 2caua:ntance with and 
E"'. !Cv xem of :i terature. 

S:?e -? ::--':- ,.:,cc,:ar::e of history for 
u:-,os rsta,ci :'lg tne oresen t as wel ! as the 
::'2~ ~ 

Ga i~:-.g kn owledge about other parts of the 
-,·: c, :o a,d other pec ;:; ie (Asta , Africa. South 
Ame -ic2. e:c. ). 

F·e3e :,t :r: ;; :deas a:.o information effectively 
,·,•·.er: s:-ea> .. rig IC· o:~,ers . 

Us ;:o ccr,:::Ju te, s arid ether information 
~ec:;1c:0g :es. 

Beccrn: n2 a:✓ are of different philosophies, 
Cl; l:J res . and ways of life. 

Deve lop 1rg your o·::n values and ethical 
star:darci s. 

I 
000!0 

I I I 
1,oJol:_oloi 

I i ; 
;OO iOO' 

j i I 1 

O'.OOiO ' 
I I I i 

obbo 
I i i i : 
:0 10 :0 ·---- · 
I I ' ,'-"1 
! j I 
! I 

i : ! 

:oo:o·o 
II: j i I ; 

I i I 

i I I , 
0 :0 10::::i: 
I : I : I 

;o!o!o:o 
; : 
bO:od 
! : l ! 

!0!0!" 10 · I I 1--- ; . 

I 
I i 1

1 
. 

~ l • 

101010,01 I I ' 

: : I ' : qoo.o 

Very Llttte 
Some 

Quite a Bit i Very Much I I 

Understanding yourself. your abilities. 
interests. and pe rsonal ity. 

Developing the abi lity to get along with 
different kinds of peop:e . 

i 
' ; i ! 
0:0!0 !0: 
I I I 

i i I ! I 
:0·0 :0 :::::>; 

Developing the abili ty to functior as a member 
of a team . :o ;o :oo: 

Developing good healtn habits and phys:cal 
f;tness . 

Ur.derstand:ng ti;e nature ot sc1er:ce a:id 
experimentation. 

Understanding new develcpmen:s in scienc~ 
anc techno!cgy. 

Becoming aware of the consequence s 
ibenef:ts. ha:ards da:1oers \ 0 1 ne\·. 
a:JDi i:at:ons of sci ence anc !ecnnoiogy 

Thinking anaiytically and iog icai!y. 

Analyzing quanti tative problems 
(unaerstand:ng probabil1t1es. propcrt k~ns 
etc.) 

Putting :deas together. seeing relat ;;:,,·f!1 :cs . 
s1n;::ar:t1es. a::d c1f-7ere'.7ces Of.twee1° :de:.1s . 

Lea·ning on you~ own. pursuing iae~:- ar,d 
i:rid ing 1nforr.i2t ,cn you neec. 

Learning to adapt to change (new 
technoiog :es . dif1eren t jcbs or pE'rsor.ci i 
c1rcums:ances . etc .) 

00:00: 

\::-000 
j ~ 

:00,0 :Q : 

:o :o :oo 

I ; 

i 
;odo:o: 

ADDITIONAL QUESTIONS I.~: ~-

1. ®®©®CD 8. @®©®® 15. @®©®CD 
2. :1)@©@CD 9. @®©®CD 16. @®©®® 
3. ®®©®CD 10. ©®©®CD 17. ©®©©CB 
4. @®@®CD 11. @®©®® 18. @®©@CD 
5. ©®<:r;·® CD 12. @®©®® 19. @®©®CD 
6. 0®©©® 13. ®®©®CD 20. Q)®©@(D 

7. ®®©®CD 14. ®®©®® -------· 

THANK YOU FOR YOUR PARTICIPATION! 

PLEASE DO NOT WRITE IN THIS AREA 

woooooo• ooo• ooocooc• ooco 
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Perceptions of Mentoring Questionnaire 
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CSEQ 
Additional Questions (page 8) 

Instruction to Participant: Please indicate your response on paue 8 in the 
"Additional Questions" section of the CSEQ. 

0 

This section deals with your perceptions of mentoring.: 

Mentoring Definitions: 
Formal mentoring programs or relationships are those usually structured and initiated bY an 
?rg~~ization. Normally, these organizations have made a strong commitment to the gr;\\·th of the 
111d1v1dual by placing high value on training and professional development. 

Informal mentoring relationships are not structured or managed, nor usually officially recognized by 
the organization. These relationships are normally spontaneous and occur without external 
organizational involvement. 

Instruction to Participant: Based on the " mentoring definitions" stated above, 
please indicate your response by filling in the appropriate oval next to the correct 
answer on CSEQ questionnaire (Page 8), using the following scale: 

(a) Very Often (b) Often ( c) Occasionally (d) Never 

Perceptions of Mentoring 
I. Participated in any formal mentoring from faculty at your university? 
2. Participated in any formal mentoring within your job? 
3. Participated in any formal mentoring from outside organizations, colleagues, or peers? 
4. Participated in any informal mentoring from your institution's faculty? 
5. Participated in any informal mentoring with in your job? 
6. Participated in any informal mentoring from outside organizations, colleagues, or peers 
7. Feel that mentoring would have a positive impact on your marketability as a professional in 
your field? 
8.Feel that mentoring would allow you to complete your degree sooner? · •. 

9. Overall, your universities' climate encourages formal mentoring? 
I 0. Overall , your department or universities' climate encourages informal mentoring? 
11. Feel that your department or institution would benefit from aformal mentoring program? 
12. If your department or institution adopted a formal mentoring program, would you participate? 

Background Information 
13. What is yo ur classification in college? 

a. Maste rs degree student (less than 12 completed hrs) b. Masters degree student (more than 12 hrs) 
c. Doctoral degree student (less than 12 completed hrs) d. Doctoral degree student (more than 12 hrs) 

14. Which University are you enrolled? . . 
a. University Group A b. University Group B c. University Group C 

Thank you for your cooperation and participation. 
Don Ciulla 

84 



APPENDIX£ 

Cover Letter to Participant 

85 



TEXAS WOMAN'S UNIVERSITY 
Denton, Texas 

COVER LETTER TO PARTICIPATE IN RESEARCH 

Title: An assessment of university experiences and mentoring perceptions of health 
education graduate students. 

Investigator: Don S. Ciulla, MS, PhD Doctoral Candidate ....... 940-591-5256 
Advisor: Susan Ward, PhD, CHES, 

Chair, Department of Health Studies ........................ 940-898-2843 

Welcome: 
You are being asked to participate in a research study for Mr. Don Ciulla' s doctoral 

dissertation at Texas Woman's University. 
The purpose of this research is to assess and compare university experiences 

and mentoring perceptions of enrolled health education master's and doctoral students. 
The survey will be conducted during the \Veek of August 28, 2000. I have obtained 

approval from the chairperson of the department to administer the questionnaire. The 
questionnaire takes approximately 30 minutes. If it is determined by the class instructor 
or you that there is not sufficient class time to complete the survey, you may answer the 
questionnaire outside of class and mail the completed questionnaire to me in a pre
addressed postage paid envelope. 

Your participation in this study is voluntary. To maintain confidentiality and 
anonymity, your name and institution's name is not required. If at any time, you are 
uncomfortable with answering a specific question, you are not required to answer it. 

If you have any questions about the research study, you should ask the researchers: 
their phone numbers are at the beginning of this letter. My email address is 
dciulla@iglobal.net. 

I want to take this opportunity to thank you in advance for participating in this 
research. A summary of the results of this study will be mailed to you upon request. 

Respectfully, 

Don S. Ciulla, MS 
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TEXAS WOMAN'S UNIVERSITY 
Denton, Texas 

SPECIAL INSTRUCTIONS TO PARTICIPANT 
For completion of 

College Student Experiences Questionnaire (CSEQ) 

Investigator: Don S. Ciulla, MS, PhD Doctoral Candidate ....... 940-591-5256 
Email- dciulla@iglobal.net 

1. A few questions on the background information are for undergraduates only. 
You may ignore these. 

2. Do not complete question on Page 2~ "What is your classification in college?" It 
is asked in the supplemental questionnaire enclosed. 

3. Those questions that state, "during the current school year", please use the past 
school year to answer the question. 

4. Please remember to fill out the "Additional Questions" separate sheet. Please 
provide your answers on page 8 under the same title. 

5. After completion, seal envelope, and mail the completed questionnaire. 

Thank you again for your cooperation and participation. 

Don Ciulla 
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