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 This quantitative study examined the correlation between how college level 

music students rated their teachers on the Fowler/O’Gorman Mentor Functions 

Questionnaire and how they perceived two aspects of their private music lessons: 1) to 

what extent they perceived their relationship with their teachers as positive, and 2) to 

what extent they perceived their teachers as good. The respondents for this study were 

295 undergraduate and graduate music majors studying at 5 private universities or 

music schools. Positive correlations were found between the scores on the Mentor 

Functions Questionnaire (MFQ) and good teachers and positive lesson experiences. No 

correlation was found between the existence of gender congruity or the lack of gender 

congruity and the mean score on the MFQ. Respondents reported differences among 

their teachers’ behaviors (p < .05): Role Modeling and Coaching behavior were 

perceived at significantly higher levels than the other six mentoring behaviors, whereas 

Friendship and Advocacy behavior was found at significantly lower levels. The 

behaviors of Personal and Emotional Guidance, Career Development Facilitation, 

Strategies and Systems Advice, and Learning Facilitation were found at levels closer to 

the mean. When role modeling and coaching behavior are present, students perceive 

teachers as good and lessons as positive. It is not necessary to be friends with a 

student in order to provide a positive lesson experience. Fowler and O’Gorman’s 

mentoring behaviors have implications for improving the mentoring of collegiate music 

students.
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CHAPTER 1  

INTRODUCTION 

 What characteristics are present in a positive student/teacher relationship? What 

makes a good music teacher? What makes a teacher a mentor as opposed to a simple 

tutor of a specific subject? The formal study of music in the context of higher education 

pairs students with teachers in weekly, one-on-one lessons. In descriptions of 

mentor/mentee relationships, this relationship is a one-on-one interaction where the 

mentor is an established (usually older) guide and teacher to a (usually younger) 

student. The interactions of this dyad are centered and focused around learning a 

concentrated area. In music, it is the craft of writing music, singing or playing an 

instrument. Outside of the music education context, these interactions can assist in 

helping a younger associate find her way in the business world or applying skills learned 

in the classroom to practical application. Through my literature review, I found that 

mentoring in music education (in the context of private music lessons) has received 

limited attention in the literature. Yet, this very common thread of one-on-one interaction, 

where knowledge is passed from the more experienced member of the dyad to the less 

experienced member, runs through both the traditional mentor/mentee relationship and 

the music teacher/music student relationship. There seem to be parallels in these 

relationships and these parallels have been documented in successful mentor/mentee 

relationships. This begs the question, is mentorship behavior demonstrated by good 

music teachers? 

 In examining my own experiences as a musician, music student and music 

teacher, I found that while the setting was similar for each of my primary music teachers, 
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the experience was profoundly different with each teacher. As my age and development 

progressed (which, while a significant factor, is not the focus of this study), I remained 

the same student: female, studying the bassoon, interested in learning, and determined 

to improve. Each of my experiences was varied. As a beginner, I dutifully went over to 

my teacher’s (Dennis) house, my mother sitting downstairs while I played through my 

exercises. Choosing this teacher was simple, because he knew my band director and 

my band director knew I needed help learning this instrument. In my mind he wasn’t a 

mentor. I did get to know his family as, I babysat his children, but I didn’t ever feel like I 

was a part of his life. Our contact ended once I switched teachers. Perhaps my youth 

prohibited me from really connecting in a way with Dennis that allowed me to truly 

apprentice myself to him. 

 After three and a half years of studying with Dennis, I chose my next teacher. 

Francine was the judge at the state competition, where I came in fourth place. I wanted 

to win, and she was helpful in giving me feedback. Her students won where I had not, 

and her students had knowledge as well as an almost fanatical devotion to her. I wanted 

to be a one of her students, seeing the way she guided them, and the way they grew as 

people and musicians. Her guidance was the briefest, but quite intense. She pushed me 

to be a better player, to be more disciplined and to hold myself to the highest standards 

of musicianship. To be the best player I could possibly be. Her teaching style was blunt, 

but unfailingly honest. At the time I thought she was not very nice, and while I was 

actively studying with her, I could not say our relationship contained anything close to 

friendship. However, in looking back on our lessons, our relationship as positive, and I 

have always known she was a good (great) teacher. What I took away from the 
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experience was the understanding that she had unwavering confidence in me and 

believed that I was capable of the next step in my development as a musician. Studying 

with Francine enabled me to understand what I would have to do if I wanted to get to my 

next step: college-level music study at a nationally prominent school. I felt that she 

looked out for me, protected me, and I learned how to be a better musician and started 

to develop my own sound.  

 While the transition to my next teacher was much more formalized through the 

ritual of the college admission process, I did not get to choose my next teacher in the 

same way. Because the next step in my music study was to gain admission to a music 

degree program in higher education, everything became much more complicated. In 

choosing Francine, all I did was walk up to her at the competition, ask for her phone 

number and ask if I could show her how well I played in hopes she would take me as a 

student. In the process to choose my next teacher, I had to go through the ritual of 

college admissions and along with the reputation of the teacher (Mr. B), the location, 

curriculum, cost, and environment were factors in my decision. Mr. B. was the only 

choice if I wanted to go to this school, so choosing to study with Mr. B was not a choice 

made by only considering his qualities as a teacher. However, he was a factor in the 

process. He made phone calls to me, and wrote letters, telling me of his philosophy and 

teaching style. I remember not really focusing on working with him so much as going to 

this “big time” national school. In fact my strongest memory from the recruitment 

process was working with the band director at that university. I do not consider Mr. B a 

mentor. In the years after I graduated from school, I have recognized some value in the 

lessons I learned. However, I never felt accepted as one of his inner circle (he routinely 
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took out the male students for lunch, never the female ones), I didn’t connect in lessons, 

and in fact, dreaded them (most of my lessons ended in tears: mine.) I strove to 

constantly find acceptance and approval. I am not sure I ever got it. My overwhelming 

memories of those lessons were of an ordeal to be endured. The confidence in my 

abilities, the desire to see me succeed was not there, or if they were, they were not 

communicated in any fashion that I remember. I don’t recall wanting to emulate Mr. B’s 

life, nor do I remember anything close to friendship. Efforts to reconnect with this 

teacher were met with limited amounts of success. While I consider myself a former 

student, I have never thought of myself as a former apprentice-- and as such, would 

never label Mr. B as a mentor. My subsequent study of mentorship has given me 

perspective and the understanding that the characteristics of a positive mentor/mentee 

relationship were just not present while I was his student. It also brings the 

understanding that the lack of those behaviors represents a failure on his part, and not 

necessarily on mine. 

  My final teacher, Mr. R. was the polar opposite. He took time to understand what 

I wanted to do. He trained all his students how to act in the orchestra, and indeed in life. 

He taught us how to navigate office politics and how to apply for music jobs. He had us 

substitute in the top-tiered orchestra in which he performed, giving us priceless 

experience to launch our careers. When I applied for my first college-level teaching 

position, he called the department chair on my behalf and encouraged my hiring. He 

and I stay in touch, I help him when I can, and send him students when they are ready. I 

am honored to call myself one of his students. When I think of the term “mentor” as I 

conceptualize it, it is Mr. R whom I have always thought of as a mentor in my music 
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studies. The mentor behaviors that are noted in the literature are all applicable to him, 

and our time studying together was positive. I consider him to be a great teacher. 

 In seeking to understand my own experience and to assist in the understanding 

of this pivotal relationship in a music student’s development, I began to seek literature 

that explained this relationship, described acceptable parameters, and defined the 

interactions that occurred in these settings. In fact it was this desire to understand this 

role that underscored my desire to pursue the doctorate in higher education in the first 

place. It was also born from a feeling of helplessness as I began my first college level 

teaching position, and feeling completely inadequate to do so. In my own experience, I 

felt humbled and scared the first time I taught a bassoon lesson, one-on-one, and like 

many fellow musicians I’ve spoken with, felt I was thrown into it with no formal training in 

music education. This feeling of helplessness and a lack of understanding the qualities 

necessary to teach and mentor a student have been noted again and again in the new 

teachers I have worked with. Teacher training in the colleges is laced with educational 

psychology classes, human student development classes and the study of how to teach 

large groups. In contrast, most performing musicians are trained for years on the study 

of their instrument, music history and theory, and on skills that support the learning of 

these concepts. Curriculums are packed tightly with classes that train the performer, not 

teach the performer to interact as a student or teacher. It is assumed that they just know 

how. While there are courses in pedagogy and even degrees in pedagogy, the 

coursework is more centered on knowledge transfer, technique transfer and the 

structure of the lesson. There is little-to-no understanding of the psychosocial and 

career-functioning characteristics of the teacher-student relationship. Understanding the 
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behaviors and characteristics of a positive mentoring relationship would have been 

invaluable for me as a new teacher. The formal study of this relationship through my 

graduate research has led to a much deeper understanding of why my past teachers 

were more or less successful as teachers. The teachers that exhibited mentor behavior 

were the teachers that were more effective, and those relationships I consider positive. 

Dennis and Mr. B were not rude (well, they weren’t most of the time) and Francine and 

Mr. R were not always telling me positive things, but the first two were not mentors, and 

the last two were. For many students the relationships they have with their teachers are 

a defining characteristic of their collegiate music experience. In the curriculums that I 

have reviewed, none of them have taught courses on mentoring, teaching music 

lessons as mentors, or how to negotiate the relationships of being a student or being a 

teacher. And yet, the majorities of performing musicians teach private lessons, will 

influence the next generation and be the representative of music and music making to a 

future generation, having never trained formally to understand their role in the process. 

 A review of the Chicago Symphony Orchestra’s (CSO) roster 

(http://cso.org/About/Performers/CSO.aspx) shows that out of the 109 musicians listed, 

54 list themselves as teachers, and of that 54, 46 of them list collegiate teaching 

experience. Yet, of the biographies available, only 5 list any sort of training in music 

education. While not all biographies were available, those presented on the CSO’s 

website were explicit in the type of college study (music performance in most cases, 

pharmacy and geology in a select few). Many of the CSO biographies mention their 

teachers by name during college and/or in the early years of their music study, and 

several of these biographies refer to their teachers as mentors. Of the biographies 

http://cso.org/About/Performers/CSO.aspx�
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where teaching is noted, several biographies make reference to “mentoring the next 

generation of classical musicians.” For the vast majority of the 46 CSO musicians who 

teach (or have taught) at the collegiate level, part of their attraction as teachers is most 

likely due to their status as CSO musicians, and not necessarily as mentors. 

 I had never been taught how to teach college level music students, and all I knew 

was what I had observed during my own lessons. My interview for a college level 

teaching position focused on my playing ability and my interview skills and not on my 

ability to mentor or teach students. In my review of the CSO roster, my assumption was 

that many of these musicians were hired to teach at the local college because of their 

CSO affiliation, and not on their ability to mentor or teach students. I have sat in on 

administrative meetings where the college was waiting for the symphony orchestra to 

name a principal clarinetist so that they could go and get them on the faculty - the one 

criteria being that they were the principal clarinetist, not that they were good at teaching 

or mentoring. 

  My training in research at the University of North Texas changed my thinking 

about personal experiences, and that while certainly valuable, my experiences were not 

automatically universal. In order to answer my questions about the nature of the 

teacher/student relationship in higher education music studies, I realized I needed to 

speak directly with students and faculty members and ask them to reflect on their 

relationship as apprentice and mentor. This data did not seem to exist, and as the study 

of mentorship through the lens of formal music study seemed to be non-existent, I 

began to seek ways of evaluating mentorship and apprenticeship and apply them to the 

music higher education setting.  
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In a class research project (McCowen, 2007, p. 16), I asked music teachers who 

had completed the student phase of their careers to reflect on their experiences as 

undergraduate level musicians. As the faculty members described their experiences 

many used the exact words, “role-modeling,” “friendship” and “mentor.” Much research 

has been done in the field of medical education and mentoring, as well as business 

education and mentoring. Few studies have been published for music education and 

mentoring, unless it was the concept of new student classroom teachers being 

mentored by established colleagues. My hypothesis came from examining both my own 

personal experiences, and from observing the experiences of the students I have 

worked with in my professional capacity. In my profession as an administrator in various 

higher education arts schools, I have seen students interact with their private teachers 

with mixed results. Faculty express dismay or joy in a student’s progress and behavior. 

Students strive to practice enough to please their teachers, and proudly communicate 

who their teacher is and their own membership as one of their teacher’s students. Some 

teachers are beloved and others feared. The thought of changing teachers before 

graduation is an experience fraught with angst and anxiety. With so much riding on this 

relationship with their music teachers, why are some relationships successful and 

others not?  

Research Problem 

 Are the established Kram and Fowler characteristics of mentoring present in the 

relationship between private music teachers and their students? Does the higher 

frequency of these characteristics correlate positively and strongly to the perception of 

the teacher being good and their relationship with their teacher being positive? 
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Purpose of the Research 

 This purpose of this study was to examine the correlation between how a student 

rated his or her teacher on the Fowler/O’Gorman Mentor Functions Questionnaire and 

how they perceived two aspects of their private music lessons: 1) to what extent did 

they perceive their relationship with their teacher as positive and 2) to what extent did 

they perceive their teacher as good. Additionally, did the gender mix of pairings make 

any difference in the student’s perceptions? 

Hypotheses 

 1) Students who perceive their teachers as good teachers will score their 

teachers as mentors higher on the MFQ.  

 2) Students who perceive the relationship with their teachers as positive will 

score their teachers higher on the MFQ 

 3) Gender congruency of students and teachers will result in higher MFQ scores. 

Students who perceive their teachers to be good teachers may also perceive a 

higher frequency of mentoring behaviors. These behaviors were identified by Kathy 

Kram (Kram, 1985, p. 23) and elaborated upon by Fowler and O’Gorman (Fowler & 

O’Gorman, 2005, p. 54).  

Definition of Terms 

 The terms master, mentor and teacher were used interchangeably as were 

apprentice, protégé, mentee and student. In this study, the student-teacher relationship 

is the connection that exists between a student studying music at an institute of higher 

education, majoring in music as a degree choice, and their applied music teacher. 

Applied music refers to music lessons. Music teachers who teach one-on-one are often 
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referred to as “applied music teachers” and are also referred to as private teachers. 

Private teachers, for the context of this study are college faculty members among 

whose principal duties include the instruction of music students one-on-one. In practice 

this is in contrast to classroom teachers who teach subjects more often studied in a 

traditional group setting. Classroom teachers teach music history, music theory, 

performance practice, etc. 

 The perception of a music teacher-student relationship as positive will be based 

on the student’s impressions of the lesson experience. By positive, I was looking at 

experiences in which the student looked forward to participating, preparing, and 

communicating with others in their surroundings as welcoming and engaging. The 

criteria used to determine to what extent the relationship was positive were the student’s 

responses on the Fowler/O’Gorman questionnaire. Additionally, the perception of a 

teacher as good referred to the concept that the teacher was good at his or her job, and 

not in any reference to their moral qualities or their performance skills. The question 

focused on the student rating the instructor as good.  

 The mentor-apprentice relationship was defined for the context of this study as 

one that was a one-on-one relationship, where a more experienced person, the mentor, 

took an interest in, and gave guidance and advice to a less experienced person who 

was in the same setting. Kram examined this relationship in the workplace setting at a 

mid-size utility company in the early 1980s. Fowler and O’Gorman used 272 mentees 

and 228 mentors from 8 public-sector and 5 private-sector organizations to test and 

validate their mentor effectiveness survey. For the purposes of this study, I examined 

music teachers and music students in the same light as Kram, Fowler and O’Gorman. 
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 Kram defines the following concepts as present in mentoring relationships. The 

first set of concepts is career functions--sponsorship, exposure-and-visibility, coaching, 

protection and challenging assignments. The second set of concepts is psychosocial 

functions- role modeling, acceptance-and-confirmation, counseling and friendship. In 

her original work on mentorship, Kram devotes a large section to defining the behaviors 

of mentorship, and providing clear examples of how this behavior is presented in the 

business setting. According to Kram (1985, pp. 21-46) the mentor functions are defined 

as follows: 

Sponsorship is the most frequently observed career function. A senior 
individual’s public support of a young individual launching a career is critical for 
advancement in an organization. Without sponsorship, an individual is likely to be 
overlooked for promotions regardless of his or her competence and performance. 
Exposure-and-Visibility involves assigning responsibilities that allow a junior 
colleague to develop relationships with key figures in the organization who may 
judge his or her potential for further advancement. Coaching is the career 
function that enhances the junior person’s knowledge and understanding of how 
to navigate effectively in the (corporate) world; much like an athletic coach, the 
senior colleague suggests specific strategies for accomplishing work objectives, 
for achieving recognition and for achieving career aspirations. Protection is the 
function that shields the junior person from untimely or potentially damaging 
contact with other senior officials. Protection involves taking credit and blame in 
controversial situations, as well as intervening in situations with the junior 
colleague is ill-equipped to achieve satisfactory resolution. Challenging 
Assignments characterizes effective mentor-apprentice relationships. The 
assignment of challenging work, supported with technical training and ongoing 
performance feedback, enables the junior manager to develop specific 
competencies and to experience a sense of accomplishment in a professional 
role. Role-Modeling, the most frequently reported psychosocial function, is 
defined as the practice of a senior colleague’s attitudes, values, and behavior 
providing a model for the junior colleague to emulate. The latter finds in the 
senior a particular image of who he can become. Role modeling involves the 
senior person setting a desirable example, and the junior person identifying with 
it. Acceptance-and Confirmation is the practice through which both individuals 
derive a sense of self from the positive regard conveyed by the other. As the 
junior person develops competence in the work world, the senior person’s 
acceptance-and-confirmation provides support and encouragement. Acceptance-
and-confirmation enables a junior person to experiment with new behaviors. 
Counseling is a psychosocial function that enables an individual to explore 
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personal concerns their sense of organization. Exploring these concerns with a 
trusted other (the mentor) who empathizes because of similar experiences is 
desirable throughout one’s career. Friendship is characterized by social 
interaction that results in mutual liking and understanding and enjoyable informal 
exchanges about work and outside work experiences.  
 

The Fowler/O’Gorman questionnaire was created using the qualitative interview 

questions Kram devised in her original research. Through the qualitative exploratory 

phase of Fowler and O’Gorman’s work, mentorship was defined as the following: 

A mentor is someone who has advanced experience and knowledge and who is 
committed to assisting, guiding and providing support in your career, personal 
and professional development.” (2005, p. 52) 

 
 In duplicating the original work of Kathy Kram, Fowler and O’Gorman came up 

with 8 functions (similar to Kram’s eight functions above), but they refined their functions 

to be more in keeping with the current organizational context. These functions are 

personal and emotional guidance (PEG), coaching (COA), advocacy (ADV), career 

development facilitation (CDF), role modeling (RM), strategies and systems advice 

(SSA), learning facilitation (LFAC) and friendship (FRD) (Fowler & O’Gorman, 2005, p. 

55). The three or four letter code after each term is how Fowler & O’Gorman coded 

each of the questions on the survey instrument, and aid identification of the eight 

different functions on the instrument.  

Delimitations 

 This study focused on undergraduate and graduate students majoring in music, 

who were studying at the college level as a full time student. These students were in 

various stages of development with their teachers, but all were working with a private 

music teacher one-on-one for a minimum of a half hour each week. I chose students 

who were studying music as majors as the curriculums are similar. Music curriculums in 
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the United States follow similar patterns due to the accreditation of these programs by 

the National Associations of School of Music. I wanted to find a set of students who 

were undergoing similar educational experiences. Full time students are subject to a 

similar set of demands with regard to practice time, availability, coursework 

requirements and length of lessons. Music major study requires the presence of lessons 

in the curriculum, and so I was confident that if a student was in a degree program with 

music as their major field of study, then they had a private lesson on a regular basis, 

and a private lesson teacher. While many colleges offer music lessons to students who 

are not majoring in music, those students may come in with different attitudes and 

expectations of behavior. Music teachers may not perceive the non-major or music 

minor level of dedication and ability to be the same as their music major students so 

they may present different behaviors in their non-music major lessons. So that I could 

keep the parameters similar across geography and institution, I limited the study to full 

time music majors. While I chose this sample of students due in part to convenience, 

these students are studying in a wide geographic area, and represent students in their 

first year of undergraduate music study (bachelor of music) through the final year of 

their graduate music study (master of music, doctor of musical arts). This sample 

consisted of students who fit the above classification at five private higher education 

institutions and who volunteered to participate in the study.  

Significance of the Study 

 The scarcities of training that performing musicians receive in the subject of 

mentoring a new generation struck me as a major missed opportunity in our arts higher 

education training. In the curriculums that I studied, there was not the same level of 
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preparation on how to be a music teacher as there were for students in traditional 

education majors. While no data existed that expressly supported this hypothesis, the 

majority of students in the schools in which I worked seemed to participate as private 

teachers in some way in their careers as musicians. It was my hope that by beginning 

the process of establishing a framework with which to examine these relationships, 

better training could be given to our future alumni, as well as a tool for understanding 

what went well or did not work well in our own music teacher relationships. As former 

students, many current teachers have a positive or negative perception of their teacher, 

but for many of us, we do not know why. 
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CHAPTER 2 

REVIEW OF THE LITERATURE 

Do successful music teacher/student relationships follow an established mentor 

framework? The study of music lesson experiences and music teacher relationships can 

be difficult because it relies on perception and memories of an experience (lessons). 

The focus of the student at the time was not on noting the experience, but on bringing in 

music that they had prepared, and on being evaluated on as to their preparation, 

interpretation and skill. Are students the best judge of their teachers? Regardless of 

perception, due to the intensity of the experience, each student is left with a strong 

impression of his or her teacher, and in my experience, almost all of them not only had 

strong feelings and thoughts about their teacher, but they could do an excellent 

impersonation of them as well! 

In another area of research, I was trying to examine how the college admission 

process for music majors was so different from the typical English or math major. Music 

students have the additional influences and dynamics of the music teacher relationship 

from their studies prior to entering college. But in no study or research could I find a 

description or framework on which to base my theory, yet I have observed through my 

own experience working in college music admissions that this relationship is central to 

how a student picked a music school. In a recent examination of the literature of 

mentoring and music training, only one research study, (Hays, 2000) focused on the 

role that mentorship played in music education. Hays argued that while the ideal mentor 

relationship in music is not significantly different from mentoring relationships in other 

disciplines, within the music educational spectrum, it is more likely to occur at an earlier 
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age for the student, and more often as part of the teacher-student relationship (Hays, 

2000, p. 3). Hays’ review of the literature included theories of Levinson who argued the 

mentor/apprentice relationship is not only defined by formal roles, but also in terms of 

the relationship and the function it serves, and Kram, who states that mentoring 

provides two meta-functions: career and psychosocial, as the theoretical basis for their 

study. 

The table below details three prevalent mentoring theories (Kram, 1986) with 

their frameworks, key characteristics and descriptors. Kathy Kram based her research 

on the first two theories.  

Table 1  

Mentoring Frameworks Comparison 

Mentoring 
Theorist 

Framework Key Characteristics and Descriptors 

Erickson Middle adulthood 
generatively carried out by 
caring for others through 
guiding future generations 

Mature drive to generate altruistic and 
creative acts and nurture one’s progeny 
through caring 

Levinson Mentoring a young adult in 
the occupational and 
social world by fostering 
the “Dream”; eventually 
followed by an inevitable 
parting of mentor and 
protégé 

Mentoring functions include teaching skills 
and knowledge, sponsoring entry and 
advancement in an organization, guiding 
through complex occupational and social 
pathways 

Kram Mentoring relationship 
consists of four phases: 
Initiation, cultivation, 
separation, and 
redefinition 

Mentoring career functions: sponsorship, 
coaching, protection, exposure, and 
challenging work; psychosocial functions; 
role modeling, counseling, acceptance and 
confirmation, and friendship. When the full 
range of functions is experienced, greater 
intimacy exists; however, no formal hierarchy 
is detailed. 
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While Erickson and Levinson’s theories take the mentoring framework and 

quantify the qualities and characteristics, it is Kram’s four phases (Kram, 1986) that 

make the easy transition to the world of higher education music study. 

In doing some subsequent reading on mentoring, I found the work of Kathy Kram 

(1985, p. 49) bore a striking resemblance to the process students go through when they 

pick a music teacher and music school; work with that teacher and the life they lead as 

musicians after leaving that teacher.  

In making this leap from the study of mentors to the study of how mentorship is a 

function of the teacher-student relationship in higher education music study, I examined 

the psychosocial dynamics and behavior modeling in the teacher/student dyad and not 

the concept of content transfer. This study was not concerned with the assessing of how 

much a student learned in their music lesson or with an evaluation of musical 

improvement. Instead this study was about the perceptions of a student’s teacher with 

regard to his or her psychosocial and career-coaching interactions within the construct 

of the music lesson in formal higher education music study. 

Kram lists four stages of mentorship: initiation, cultivation, separation and 

redefinition. Through Kram’s research, she found that these stages are common to all 

mentor/mentee dyads. Kram’s research was done in the context of a mid-size company, 

in the business world. As there was no proscribed length of time for this mentorship 

pairing to occur, the length of these stages varied. In academia however, there are set 

time lines for each stage when Kram’s work is translated into the academic setting 

Initiation, (also seen as Mertz’s intent stage (2004, p. 541) or the beginning 

mentoring period, in which the senior individual is respected and admired and the junior 
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colleague is considered coachable directly relatable to the application and admission 

process in higher education music study. The prominence of the senior individual (the 

bassoon professor, for example) would have been demonstrated through affiliation with 

a university or college, public performances of the bassoon with noted ensembles, 

master classes and/or studio classes given in front of a large audience in which the 

junior colleague (prospective bassoon student) was in attendance. Strengthening that 

prominence would be the recommendation from an authority figure that the student 

trusted, usually the student’s current major ensemble director, current bassoon teacher 

and to a lesser degree, the student’s parents. The student (junior colleague) would be 

considered coachable via the audition process. Demonstrate-able skills would be 

exhibited via the music performed, that specific music’s difficulty and the mastery of it. 

Music is an art form in which the student is required to demonstrate emotions in order 

for there to be a successful execution. This demonstration would enable the prospective 

mentor to see that student’s personality and potential in the audition. As these auditions 

are not usually behind a screen, the mentor could interact with the prospective mentee 

to assess coachability and potential for growth and development. 

 Cultivation (see Mertz’s involvement below (2004, p. 542) is the period through 

which the relationship progresses and the protégé can experience a full interchange of 

career and psychosocial functions. This was the specific period of activity examined in 

this study. In a successful mentor-apprentice relationship, the peak of the 

developmental process occurs during this time. The junior colleague acquires important 

technical skills and learns the ropes of the workplace. The protégé also gains self-

esteem and is able to confirm a chosen organizational identity and his or her goals. I 
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saw the cultivation period as the duration of the degree program that the music major 

was enrolled. This process was applicable at the bachelors, masters or doctoral level. 

This was the second longest stage of the development and was the central piece to the 

process. In a successful mentor/apprentice model it was a music teacher’s job (and 

what they are hired to do by the college or university) to guide the student through the 

necessary stages of development. These stages of development seemed to be obvious 

to every private music teacher and at the same time hard to quantify in a general 

manner. Some instructors had a detailed, proscribed list of what the student worked 

through with specific regard to their instrument or voice, while others seemedto take 

each student as they came in without a specific plan in place. In my experience a 

majority of the instructors started with the book/method that they themselves were 

taught and pretty much “winged it” based on the success (or lack thereof) of the student. 

The level at which the music student needs to perform was determined greatly by the 

teacher’s own standard and experience, as well as the expectations of the 

administration and school. 

 The cultivation stage of mentoring must encompass the development of the 

student to the fullest of his or her potential and the mentor’s ability. Problems in the 

mentoring process in music instruction were similar to those in other disciplines, though 

in slightly different manners. Of a study published in 2004 (Ehrich et al. 2004, p. 520) 

the most common problems were related to a lack of time (by both the teacher and 

student) and personality mismatch. This was true from both the mentor and mentee 

viewpoint. The lack of time issue for music students was seen via the practicing element. 

The study of music requires repetition of exercises to the point of near automatic 
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internalization. When a student plays a musical piece, the thought process occurs too 

quickly for the student to think out each and every note, and subsequent physical 

manipulation of the instrument or voice to produce that note. The repetition of the 

assignment to be studied must be numerous and take place each day for the student to 

learn the instrument. A student’s failure to devote enough time to internalize technical 

aspects of music can lead to a stalling of progress. The student cannot absorb what the 

teacher gave him or her without putting in the time to understand and learn the concepts 

presented.  

 Lack of time on the mentor/teacher’s part took on a different aspect. While the 

mentoring process in other disciplines was seen as an extra effort and time allotment for 

the professor as well as the student seeking mentorship, the music teacher has the 

luxury of the allotted private lesson time each week. The additional time commitment for 

the music teacher then comes in the extra parts of the recitals to attend, performances 

of large ensembles and of the time spent making calls on the student’s behalf as well as 

a reaching out socially. This seems to be standard operating procedure for music 

instructors. I have noticed in the places I have taught that the time constraints could be 

overwhelming.  

 Various institutions have differing names for these teachers: artist teacher, artist 

professor, and adjunct studio instructor. In many cases these teachers do not hold 

terminal degrees in music (such as the doctor of musical arts) or in some examples, 

even graduate degrees in music. These instructors were hired for their artistic 

achievements, such as holding principal positions within a major symphony orchestra, 

or an extensive resume as a performer with a nationally recognized opera company or 
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as a career as a concert artist, working as a soloist or award-winning composer. I found 

it interesting that these teachers in higher education were hired for their artistic 

achievements, and not at all for their teaching abilities, when the whole point of hiring 

them was to attract students who would study with them privately. The teacher might 

give a mock lesson as part of the hiring process, but maybe not. 

The second most common problem Ehrlich stated was the professional 

expertise/personality mismatch. Usually the professional expertise was not an issue at 

most schools as the French horn student would study with the French horn teacher. The 

personality mismatch, however, could be a big issue. Due to the specialized nature of 

the specific skills needed for each instrument, there seemed to be more opportunities 

for a personality mismatch than might have occurred in other academic disciplines. With 

the exception of a few specialties, there is usually only one person who teaches a 

specific instrument at that school. A recent review (2007) of the College Music Society’s 

directory demonstrated that a majority of schools have one to two faculty members 

teaching each instrument, with notable exceptions being in piano, voice and violin. With 

very little choice as to the personality match between mentors and mentees, problems 

could arise. For example, schools that only have one teacher teaching in a specific area, 

could lose talented clarinet students if the students did not connect with the clarinet 

teacher. While the student was responsible for being prepared for the lessons, it 

seemed that many times, they were unsure of how to work at the collegiate level.  

The mentor’s influence should be such that the concepts learned in the lesson 

could be easily transferable to any musical setting that the student encountered. This 

learning process was examined by Peters (1991, p. 73) in his book, Music Teaching 
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and Learning. The development of musical skills in music education should also be an 

aesthetic education. The cultivation of the student by the mentor cannot omit the very 

spark that ignites an interest in music to begin with. Music, being an emotional discipline, 

touches a nerve in each of those who pursue it. Students, who undertake this study and 

are successful at the higher education level, want more than just the fun of playing or 

singing in the band, choir or orchestra. They want to develop and further that passion 

that intrigued them in the first place. Recalling the theories of John Dewey, learning 

becomes efficient only when the learner can formulate the problem that the learning is 

to solve. Learning is based on experience and cannot occur efficiently without the active 

involvement of the protégé and mentor. People learn by undergoing and becoming 

involved in specific musical experiences and musical problem-solving tasks (Peters, 

1991, p. 95). 

The role of the private teacher in all of these aspects should not be 

underestimated. The collegiate music instructor must shepherd the student’s musical 

growth with several external benchmarks and pressures. In my career as an academic 

arts administrator, I heard many times the protégé felt that since they were accepted 

into “prestigious music program X” their work was over. Nothing could be further from 

the truth. The core of music study is the relationship with the teacher at the school. In 

the ideal, the music teacher becomes their guide, their patron, their benchmark and 

their mentor.  

Separation, the third stage of Kram’s mentoring process (Kram, 1986) is the 

graduation process and subsequent moving on to the next stage of the relationship. 

Music instructors can be pivotal in guiding the next stage in a student’s development. 
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Many music performance majors went on to study at the master’s degree level. This 

was a way to hone the craft of music performance toward the ultimate goal of 

performing for a career. Whereas the overall school environment remained important at 

the undergraduate level, it became a secondary consideration at the graduate level. 

While the identity of and connection to the teacher by the student is one of several 

important factors to the recruitment and retention of students at the undergraduate level, 

it has been my experience that it has been the central factor in determining where 

graduate study will occur. For me, my graduate level studies were where I developed 

my concept of sound, my development of long-term career goals and my development 

of the type of musician I wanted to become. It was central to the core of my graduate 

study. All of these elements were guided by my mentor teacher. As I observed through 

my experiences as a music student, music teacher and as a college administrator, if the 

student left school and was separating for the final time there was a whole new 

transition from the role of student to performer; many became mentor/teachers for the 

first time shortly after graduation. Usually the first collegiate job was won by virtue of the 

performing standard achieved, and not by any demonstrated mentoring prowess. The 

lack of mentoring experience could be made up for by the former student’s 

mentor/teacher making a phone call in their support.  

This was precisely why I thought the mentor/teacher in music fit so perfectly at 

the top of Mertz’s pyramid (2004, p. 550). The mentor/music teacher has a vested 

interest in seeing his or her legacy continue through his students’ success. The figure 

below details her hierarchy of work relationship. The role of the collegiate music teacher 

is so much more than an involvement level of two as the collegiate private music 
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teacher assists in the career advancement of their current and former mentees, as well 

as provides professional development and psychosocial development. The relationship 

bond formed over the course of music study is one that can be a life-long influence and 

tie between teacher and student. Mertz divided the different roles in her hierarchy and 

notes separate roles as having different levels of participation. In comparing Mertz’s 

roles to the behaviors described by Kram, Fowler and O’Gorman, one can see how 

taken separately, the behaviors do not provide the highest levels of participation. 

However, taken together, they comprise the complete participation of a mentor. 

Figure 1. Mertz’s hierarchy of work relationships (Mertz, 2004, p. 548) 
 

The final stage in Kram’s timeline of mentorship is the Redefinition stage. This 

stage can vary greatly in the tone and context of the relationship. Some dyads remain in 
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close contact and the mentee becomes a peer, other dyads maintain a public 

acknowledgement of the past relationship but due to changes in employment may not 

remain in contact with their former mentor. Referring again to the Chicago Symphony 

Musicians roster, the majority of the biographies list the teacher the musician studied 

with, even if the period of study was well over 30 years in the past. Maintaining those 

ties, at least in the context of a public biographical listing acknowledges the past 

relationship while existing in the redefined present. In some cases the former student 

becomes a colleague in the symphony orchestra of their former teacher, and a peer 

relationship is developed. This can be a difficult transition, but in the music realm, a vital 

one. The music industry is relatively small, and the personal network of the mentor has 

been known to greatly affect a student’s career. “Good mentors create a ‘stimulating 

sanctuary’. They help people build on their strengths find solutions and achieve ongoing 

success” (Pegg, 1999, p. 136).  

Due to the very collaborative nature of the music environment, students continue 

to work with their former mentor/teachers well beyond the parameters of the degree 

program. The relationship is one that must be nurtured by both the teacher and the 

student, although I’ve seen that the onus is definitely on the student to keep up the 

correspondence. This could simply be because one teacher has many students or it 

could be something as complicated as the power dynamic in the relationship requires 

the former student to reach out and make the contact. Regardless, the open-ended 

nature of the redefinition stage allows the mentor/mentee relationship to take a wide 

variety of forms in both time and substance. 
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CHAPTER 3 

RESEARCH DESIGN 

 The research study was designed as a quantitative study. In determining if there 

was a correlation between the perceptions of a student of his or her music teacher and 

the existence of mentorship behavior, the students were administered a 41-question 

survey. The survey, developed by Jane Fowler and John O’Gorman in 2005, was 

developed to be used both in the evaluation of mentor behaviors from the point of view 

of the mentor and the mentee. Fowler and O’Gorman found the results to be similar 

from each pair of mentors/mentees and state from their findings that the instrument 

could be used from either view point. In this study, only the student’s viewpoint was 

examined. 

 This study sought to determine if a positive correlation existed between a 

student’s perception of his or her teacher and the presence of mentoring behaviors as 

determined by the student’s rating of his or her teacher on a 7 item Likert scale (the 39 

item Fowler/O’Gorman Mentor Functions Questionnaire). This research question tested 

the concept of the perception of the teacher-student relationship and how the perception 

of that relationship was seen as positive or negative. A secondary research question 

tested the correlation of these behaviors with the perception of their teacher as a good 

teacher. Lastly, the identification of the genders of students and their teachers were 

examined to determine if gender had a role in the teacher behavior presented. 

Theoretical Framework 

 In considering different ways to obtain the data needed for exploring this question, 

I first considered previous work done in the field. Kathy Kram explored early studies of 
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female managers by Missirian (as cited in Kram, 1985, p. 22) and Phillips (as cited in 

Kram, 1985, p. 48). These studies considered only one side of the dyad, the 

“retrospective accounts of managers who described relationships from earlier in their 

careers, presenting the possibility of distorted data due to faulty recall” (Kram, 1985, p. 

48). Kram also explored this route initially, building her future research methodology by 

using open ended questions in a qualitative format. This method was valuable in 

creating a direction for the research to proceed, but as with the studies by Missirian and 

Phillips, they were limited by the recollections of managers. Kram shifted her focus to 

dyad pairs, and explored the mentor/mentee relationship by conducting open-ended 

questions in a qualitative format. In a research project I conducted in December 2007, I 

followed a similar path (McCowen, 2007, p. 16). I used open ended questions to ask 

music teachers at a college level music program to reflect upon their experiences with 

their teacher. The questions were brief and limited, asking for general impressions and 

recollections of their experiences as students. In evaluating the responses, I found that 

the images and recollections collected were very clearly positive or negative. Without 

mentioning the concept of mentoring in the questionnaire, I did receive many responses 

where the terms mentor and apprentice were used. Additionally all responses that were 

described as positive ones were ones that employed the terms and concepts of 

mentoring that Kathy Kram’s research demonstrated. While the experience of receiving 

and evaluating those responses was encouraging, and led me to believe that I was on 

the right path, I came to the conclusion that exploring the mentor-apprentice relationship 

and the perception of a good teacher needed to be evaluated during the active 

cultivation phase, and set about to find a validated mentor effectiveness survey 
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instrument. After a review of the literature centering on Kram’s work, I contacted Jane 

Fowler at the University of Brisbane, Australia, and received her permission to use her 

instrument to conduct my research. 

 Kathy Kram described two meta-components of the mentor/mentee relationship: 

career components and psychosocial. These meta-components were then broken down 

into further concepts described above. This work was groundbreaking at the time, and 

Kram’s work has been cited in nearly every article on mentorship I came across. 

However, the more recent Fowler/O’Gorman study found eight components present in a 

strongly functioning mentor/mentee relationship. These components were 1) personal 

and emotional guidance, 2) coaching, 3) advocacy, 4) career development facilitation 5) 

role modeling 6) strategies and systems advice, 7) learning facilitation and 8) friendship. 

It should be noted here that the concept of friendship in this context is one with 

established boundaries as is appropriate in the college setting. With the work done 

more recently (2005 vs. 1985) the Fowler/O’Gorman study was better able to capture 

the data. This instrument was quantitative in nature, making a correlation analysis 

easier to determine. Additionally, the structure of this questionnaire clearly defined the 

components in mentoring that was grounded in Kram’s original work. Kram’s original 

work was initially exploratory in nature, and her work developed the basis for the 

mentoring components. Fowler/O’Gorman’s work codified Kram’s work and created a 

clear framework to evaluate the effectiveness of the mentoring relationship. While much 

of Kram’s work sought to determine if certain existing working relationships followed the 

mentor/mentee model, the teacher/student relationship of music teacher and music 

student made the identification of the dyad simple and easy to document. There was 
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little to no confusion as to which the mentor was as that teacher was central to that 

student’s course of study, and was listed as such on the student’s course schedule. 

Instrument 

 The Fowler/O’Gorman MFQ was developed in two phases (Fowler & O’Gorman, 

2005, p.53). Phase I repeated Kram’s original qualitative work, conducting qualitative 

interviews with 24 mentees and 24 mentors from 6 organizations. Of the 24 mentors, 12 

were males (6 of whom were mentoring males and 6 mentoring females) and 12 were 

females (6 of whom were mentoring males and 6 mentoring females). Thus, all four 

gender combinations of mentor-mentee were equally represented. Mentors ranged in 

age from 32 to 56 years (median = 44.5) and mentees from 22 to 52 years (median = 35) 

(Fowler & O’Gorman, 2005, p.54). From these qualitative interviews, 42 categories of 

mentoring functions were identified. The categories evolved organically, with no pre-set 

list of categories stated to the respondents. Expert raters, who then discarded 3 items 

and made suggestions for minor amendments to 3 others, which resulted in a final list of 

39 items, reviewed the instrument. These were compiled into a quantitative format 

ranging from 1 (not at all) to 4 (moderately) to 7 (very much). 

 Phase II of Fowler and O’Gorman’s development of the study had the 39-item 

questionnaire completed by 272 mentees and 228 mentors (response rate 50%) from 8 

public sector and 5 private-sector organizations. Of the 228 mentors, 123 were males 

(69 of whom mentored males, 53 mentored females, 1 with missing mentee gender data) 

and 105 were females (41 of whom mentored males and 64 mentored females). Of the 

272 mentees, 125 were males (93 were mentored by males and 32 were mentored by 

females) and 147 were females (71 were mentored by males, 75 were mentored by 
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females, 1 with missing mentor gender data.) Thus, all four gender combinations of 

mentor/mentee were represented. The age of the mentors ranged from 23 to 64 years 

(mean = 41.31; SD =8.82) and mentees from 17 to 58 years (mean = 31.96; SD = 8.62). 

Mentors were an average of 10.17 years (SD = 10.54) older than their mentees (Fowler 

& O’Gorman, 2005, p.54). The authors of the study also describe the difference in levels 

organizationally between mentors and mentees. This description was irrelevant to my 

research as all mentors were at the same level (private music faculty hired specifically 

for their expertise as an instrumentalist or vocalist) and all the mentees were at the 

same level relative to their mentors (undergraduate or graduate music students).  

 Participants in Phase II of the Fowler/O’Gorman study were asked to rate the 

extent to which each of the 39 items measuring mentoring functions occurred in their 

relationships. The following items were provided: “If you are the mentor, to what extent 

do you see yourself as [e.g., someone whose approaches, attitudes and values the 

mentee admires and would like to develop]” and “If you are the mentee, to what extent 

do you see your mentor as . . .” Respondents were asked to focus on a particular 

relationship during the 30 minutes it took to complete the questionnaire. 

 The modifications I made to the Fowler/O’Gorman MFQ in this study included 

adding three additional questions as well as changing the word “mentee” to student, and 

changing the word “mentor” to teacher. These additional questions were used to 

compare the student’s perceptions of Fowler/O’Gorman’s mentoring concepts with their 

perceptions of their lesson experience and their teacher. They were as follows: 

A) My relationship with my private teacher is positive. 

B) I consider my private teacher to be a good teacher. 
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C) My teacher and I are the same gender. (This was a yes or no question; 
students identified their gender in the beginning of the survey). 

 
The question on gender provided a basis to examine if gender would be a factor in 

these relationships. Students may have had a positive relationship with their teacher, 

but still not feel that their teacher was a good teacher, as well as the inverse: students 

may not have a positive relationship with their teacher, but may feel their teacher was a 

good teacher. Correlation analysis was also run between the good teacher question and 

the positive relationship question. While the question then existed if students could learn 

in both positive and negative relationships, it was beyond the scope of this study to 

examine this issue. 

 While Kathy Kram’s work in 1986 was the basis for the theoretical concepts in my 

research and the basis of this study, the work done by Fowler and O’Gorman take the 

concepts of Kram’s work and expand it. What convinced me that the Fowler/O’Gorman 

study was the one to use to obtain my data was that the 8 component model of 

mentorship presented by Fowler and O’Gorman was a much better fit than the two 

meta-component model of mentorship as presented by Kram. Fowler and O’Gorman 

(Fowler & O’Gorman 2005, p. 54) noted the 8 component structure of mentoring 

functions that emerged through exploratory analysis on a sample of mentors was a 

model of good fit for a sample of mentees; by this they have indicated that mentors and 

mentees shared similar perceptions about the mentoring functions that occurred in their 

relationships. As a result of their instrument development process, their survey grew out 

of a qualitative study. Data was gathered separately from mentees and mentors, 

examined with exploratory analysis on an independent sample of mentors, and 

confirmed on an independent sample of mentees. The similarity in perceptions between 
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mentors and mentees suggested that the instrument resulting from this study was 

equally valid as a measurement tool for both parties in a mentoring relationship. (Fowler 

& O’Gorman, 2005). 

Fowler and O’Gorman analyzed their instrument for validity and goodness of fit and 

confirmed their creation of the eight component model as follows:  

. . . the model that emerged through the exploratory analysis was tested using 
confirmatory factor analysis (AMOS version 4.01) on mentee data (n5272). 
Levels of fit were assessed by the chi-square, comparative fit index (CFI), and 
root mean square error of approximation (RMSEA). The CFI, which is not 
adversely affected by sample size, shows a good fit when it is close to 0.95 (Hu 
and Bentler, 1999) and is regarded as a better measure than the statistical 
significance level, which tends to produce conservative estimates of fit when 
many variables are analyzed and which is acutely sensitive to sample size 
(Marsh, Balla and McDonald, 1988). The RMSEA provides a measure of 
discrepancy per degree of freedom, with a value of 0.08 or lower reflecting a 
reasonable fit (Browne and Cudeck, 1993). The eight-component model, which 
allowed all factors to correlate, revealed a good fit with a CFI of 0.977 and a 
RMSEA f 0.069 (although the chi-square test was significant, x2 = 1294.49, df = 
566, p<.001). In view of previous work pointing to two broad mentoring functions 
as originally identified by Kram (1980), two 2- component models were tried for 
fit. The first examined the broad functions of “career” and “psychosocial” as a 
two-component model, and the second specified those two components as 
second-order factors to the eight components. For the two-component model, 
CFI = 0.936, RMSEA = 0.108, x2 = 2626.10, df = 627, p, 0.001, and for the two-
component second order model, CFI = 0.971, RMSEA = 0.076, x2 = 1510.53, df = 
590, p<0.001. Comparisons indicated that both the two-component (x2

 = 1331.61, 
df = 61, p<0.001) and two-component second-order (x2

 = 216.04, df = 24, p<0.05) 
models represented poorer fit than the eight-component model.  
(Fowler & O’Gorman, 2005, pp. 53-54) 
 

Fowler and O’Gorman’s method of creating their instrument, combined with the 

connection to Kram’s work, convinced me this was the best method of obtaining data for 

my research. Additionally, their testing of the instrument determining that their 

improvements on Kram’s two meta-component model were valid confirmed this decision. 

Fowler and O’Gorman’s improvements on Kram’s work provided the instrument that 

helped me obtain the needed data. 
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Methodology 

 The data on music student perceptions of their teachers was collected via two 

methods: on paper in a classroom setting and via the online survey website Survey 

Monkey (www.surveymonkey.com) using the 39 item Mentor Functions Questionnaire 

(MFQ) developed by Jane L. Fowler and John G. O’Gorman (Fowler & O’Gorman, 2005, 

pp. 51-57). The paper survey was administered at Roosevelt University’s Chicago 

College of Performing Arts. The online survey was distributed via email to a network of 

personal contacts at the following institutions: the Hartt School at the University of 

Hartford, the Lamont School of Music at the University of Denver, the School of Music at 

the University of Southern California and the Longy School of Music. This two part 

distribution allowed for a greater response rate and offered the potential to do 

secondary analysis on the effectiveness of obtaining data in person or online. This 

questionnaire was submitted to student protégés, with the request that they not identify 

themselves or their teacher. The responses are anonymous with IP addresses serving 

as unique identifiers to limit the possibility of respondents taking the survey multiple 

times. 

 I administered the paper survey in the classroom at the end of class period in 

music major-only classes at Roosevelt University. Participation was always optional and 

self selecting. As I am an administrator at Roosevelt, and known to the students, I 

surmised that the students were encouraged to take the survey. The instructions were 

very clear that it was an optional survey and that the responses would be used for the 

purpose of dissertation research and possible journal publication. The students were 

http://www.surveymonkey.com/�
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assured that the answers would in no way become public, nor would they find their way 

to their private teachers or to other administrators at the school.  

 For the online survey, results were tabulated by the website so that both 

aggregate results and individual results were available for data analysis. The survey 

instrument was divided up into 8 items per page, with 4 pages of questions. Students 

were emailed a request to complete the optional survey by following the link in the email. 

(http://www.surveymonkey.com/s/musicmentorshipstudy) The students surveyed were 

attended the following music schools/departments: Longy School of Music, the Hartt 

School at the University of Hartford, the University of Southern California School of 

Music, and the University of Denver School of Music. All surveyed were students at 

private universities with selective music programs. (Selective is defined here as a 

school with a formal audition process where fewer than half of the students applying are 

not accepted.) 

Subjects 

 The group studied was drawn from undergraduate and graduate music programs 

in Chicago, IL, Los Angeles, CA, Denver, CO, Hartford, CT and Boston, MA. The 

students in Chicago were given the survey on paper while the remaining students took 

the survey online. The Chicago students were notified by their classroom teacher one 

week prior to survey administration that I would come to class to administer the survey 

at the end of the following week’s class period. They were also told it was optional and 

would have no bearing on their grade or stature at the school. For the online 

respondents in the remaining cities, emails were sent to 1005 students at these schools 

by an administrator at the school. The response rate was 22% (n = 219) for the online 

http://www.surveymonkey.com/s/musicmentorshipstudy�
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survey. Students were asked to complete the survey as a way to participate in a 

research study. The paper survey response rate was much higher, given the 

circumstances (administered in person, at the only Chicago school). Surveys were 

given to students at the end of class and students were given time at the end of class to 

complete the survey. This led to a response rate of 90% (n = 76). These participants 

were both self-selecting (online version) and volunteers (paper version). Language was 

chosen so that it was clear this was an independent research project and not an 

evaluation of the faculty by the administration of that school. 
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CHAPTER 4 

RESULTS 

 This study had three hypotheses. 1) There is a positive correlation between to 

what extent a student perceives their relationship with their teacher as positive and the 

teacher’s mean score on the Mentor Functions Questionnaire (MFQ). 2) There is a 

positive correlation between how good a student perceives their teacher and the 

teacher’s mean score on the MFQ. 3) The gender mix of student and teacher will have 

an effect on the student’s perception of their teacher’s behavior as a mentor. The final 

questions in the survey were the three research questions detailed above (positive 

relationship, good teacher, gender identification).  

Data Set 

 The complete data set is N = 295, with 219 of respondents participating online 

and 76 of respondents participating in class. There were 132 male respondents and 163 

female respondents. The data set included 190 studying at the undergraduate level and 

104 studying at the graduate level. Students were asked to identify themselves as male 

or female, undergraduate or graduate. The students surveyed attended the Hartt School 

at the University of Hartford, the Lamont School of Music at the University of Denver, 

the School of Music at the University of Southern California and the Longy School of 

Music and the Music Conservatory of the Chicago College of Performing Arts at 

Roosevelt University. These institutions have populations with traditionally aged 

students and whose programs did not include a large number of adult or non-

traditionally aged students. Thus, the undergraduate students’ ages can be estimated 

as falling between 18-23 years old and the graduate students 23 years and older. Of the 
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female respondents, 41% (n = 58) were paired with a female teacher and 59% (n = 84) 

were paired with a male teacher. Of the male respondents 74% (n = 81) were paired 

with male teachers and 26% (n = 28) were paired with female teachers. While not all 

respondents answered the question about their teacher’s gender, each of the 4 possible 

gender pairings is represented.  

 Responses were downloaded into an Excel spreadsheet and analyzed using the 

Excel Statistical tools (Microsoft 2007 Version) and XLSTAT (Version 2010.1.03). Data 

collected were examined as a whole and for various sub sets of the data. A correlation 

was computed (Excel version 2007) between the mentor effectiveness variables, the 

score on the “good teacher” (hereafter abbreviated as “GT”) question and the “positive 

teacher” relationship (“PT”) question. For the complete data set (n = 295), correlations 

were positive and strong, with the correlation between mentorship and PT at r = .72 and 

the correlation between mentorship and GT at r = .71. Additionally, the correlation 

between the GT question and the PT question was also positive and strong with an  

r = .78. Table 2 provides a complete listing of all Pearson correlations for the entire 

sample as well as for the various subgroups. 

The data are consistent across subgroups with one exception: Graduate students 

who took the paper survey. I went back and checked for data entry errors, and the data 

is reported accurately. Grad paper surveys are the smallest sub-group, which may 

account for the difference in the Pearson score. The students who took this survey were 

from one class made up of primarily first year graduate students. These students by and 

large had not studied with their private teachers for more than three months when they 

took this survey, so their perceptions of their teacher may change over time. They may 
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have positive lesson experience, but the brevity of their tenure with their teacher may 

not have allowed them to observe the mentor functions asked about on the MFQ. 

Table 2 

Pearson Correlations for PT and GT for All Respondents and Sub Groups 
 
Group MFQ Mean Pearson PT Pearson GT Pearson P&G N
all Respondents 5.34 0.73 0.71 0.79 295
all Undergrad 5.32 0.64 0.65 0.69 190
all Graduate 5.40 0.68 0.66 0.92 104
all Online 5.21 0.73 0.73 0.79 219
all Paper 5.76 0.60 0.54 0.69 76
UG Paper 5.72 0.76 0.64 0.59 45
UG Online 5.20 0.63 0.67 0.80 142
GR Paper 5.59 0.10 0.16 0.96 31
GR Online 5.24 0.78 0.72 0.90 75
Male 5.41 0.69 0.74 0.82 132
Female 5.30 0.75 0.70 0.77 163
Same Gender 5.43 0.73 0.76 0.89 139
Different Gender 5.44 0.64 0.56 0.54 112
 

Next, each respondent’s questions were categorized according to which of Fowler and 

O’Gorman’s eight functions it corresponded to, and each category’s mean score was 

calculated for each respondent, and the category’s mean score was calculated for the 

entire sample as well as the following subsets. A table of all questions and the mentor 

function they correspond to is located in Appendix B. 

 Table 3 shows the mean scores per category for the entire data set as well as 

the noted subsets. For the row of data labeled “all Respondents,” the highest score for 

the Fowler/O’Gorman categories is noted as RM (Role Modeling) with a M = 6.06 and 

the lowest score as FRD (Friendship) with a M = 4.32. For the remaining subsets, the 

highest and lowest scores for each category are noted as above. The scores were 
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clustered around the positive end of the Likert scale scores, with the lowest scores 

originating from the surveys that were administered online to graduate students in the 

friendship qualities of the MFQ (M = 4.03) and the highest scores came from the PT 

additional question and the GT additional question (both are M = 6.77). The perception 

of the teacher’s behavior as demonstrated through mentorship characteristics was 

consistent across subset groups. The correlation between the two additional questions 

was also strong and positive: r = .788. There was a consistent pattern to how the 

teacher student relationship functions with regard to the mentorship qualities.  

Table 3 

Mean Scores by Category  
 
Group RM CDF LFAC FRD PEG ADV COA SSA PT GT N
all Respondents 6.06 5.43 5.85 4.32 5.08 4.92 5.90 5.00 6.37 6.33 295
all Undergrad 5.99 5.37 5.84 4.32 5.06 4.84 5.89 5.03 6.36 6.27 190
all Graduate 6.19 5.54 5.93 4.33 5.13 5.05 5.99 4.95 6.43 6.48 104
all Online 5.96 5.38 5.75 4.13 4.88 4.78 5.82 4.90 6.33 6.24 219
all Paper 6.37 5.56 6.17 4.87 5.61 5.26 6.17 5.31 6.55 6.63 76
UG Paper 6.23 5.48 6.10 4.80 5.62 5.27 6.14 5.29 6.40 6.53 45
UG Online 5.92 5.32 5.73 4.18 4.86 4.67 5.78 4.94 6.35 6.22 142
GR Paper 6.57 5.69 6.28 4.97 5.58 5.25 6.22 5.33 6.77 6.77 31
GR Online 6.03 5.49 5.77 4.03 4.93 4.98 5.88 4.76 6.27 6.35 75
Male 6.02 5.46 5.87 4.48 4.99 4.97 5.95 5.10 6.40 6.32 132
Female 6.10 5.41 5.84 4.19 5.15 4.88 5.87 4.93 6.34 6.33 163
Same Gender 5.98 5.47 5.85 4.35 5.10 5.01 5.91 5.03 6.37 6.26 139
Different Gender 6.19 5.43 5.92 4.43 5.11 4.88 5.93 5.00 6.42 6.47 112
 

 A linear regression matrix was created to determine how strongly the different 

categories of mentor behavior correlated to the student’s perception of good teaching 

and positive teacher relationship. The highest score on the GT Correlation matrix was 

for the RM functions (r = .661). The least correlation was demonstrated between SSA 

and GT. (r = .332). The second weakest mentor function was FRD and GT (r = .373) All 
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correlations (however weak) were positive. No negative correlations were calculated the 

MFQ qualities and the perception of a teacher as being a good teacher. 

Table 4  
 
Correlation Matrix for Good Teacher “GT” Question 
 
Function RM CDF LFAC FRD PEG ADV COA SSA GT
GT 0.661 0.407 0.576 0.373 0.519 0.408 0.650 0.332 1.000  

Note: Data are examined as to how each of the different factors correlates to the student’s perception of 
how good a teacher their private teacher is. 
 
 
As with the Good Teacher (GT) question a correlation matrix was calculated for the 

Positive Teacher Relationship (PT) question.  

Table 5  
 
Correlation Matrix for Positive Teacher Relationship “PT” Question 
 
Function RM CDF LFAC FRD PEG ADV COA SSA PT
PT 0.650 0.392 0.577 0.413 0.526 0.410 0.617 0.346 1.000  

Note: Data are examined as to how each of the different factors correlates to the student’s perception of 
how positive they perceive their private lesson experience. 
 
 
The strongest correlation was found again between the RM (Role Model) qualities (r 

= .650) and the positive learning experience. The weakest mentor function correlation 

was the SSA (Strategies and Systems Advice) behavior (r = .346). Unlike the GT 

question, Friendship (FRD) is seen as occurring to a greater extent. Again, there were 

no negative correlations between the perception of the student’s relationship with his or 

her teacher and the qualities of mentorship on the MFQ. 

 To examine my third hypothesis, I compared the mean MFQ scores of female 

respondents (M = 5.299) and male respondents (M = 5.409) via a t-test calculation. This 

calculation showed no difference in the means (α = .05, p = .54), causing me to accept 

the null hypothesis. I also compared students who had a teacher whose gender 
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matched theirs and those who had a teacher with a different gender. Again, I found 

there was no difference (α = .05, p = .92) in the mean MFQ scores with same gender 

pairings (M = 5.432) and with different gender pairings (M = 5.445). 
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CHAPTER 5 

CONCLUSIONS AND DISCUSSION 

 The three hypotheses of the study were: 

 1) Students who perceive their teachers as good teachers will score their 

teachers as mentors higher on the Mentor Functions Questionnaire (MFQ).  

 2) Students who perceive the relationship with their teachers as positive will 

score their teachers higher on the MFQ. 

 3) Gender congruency of students and teachers will result in higher MFQ scores. 

In analyzing the results from the students, a clear pattern emerged as to not only where 

the private teacher fell on the mentorship effectiveness scale, but also what behaviors 

were more present. These results were duplicated in nearly every subset of the 

respondents. The extent to which these mentorship behaviors were present was based 

on the score of the group of questions that addressed these mentorship behaviors on 

the Fowler/O’Gorman questionnaire. 

 The data analyzed above leads to the following conclusions with regard to the 

above stated hypotheses. For hypothesis one, there is a positive correlation between 

the MFQ Mean score and the perception that their relationship with their teacher is 

positive. This hypothesis was supported when examining the entire sample and the 

results held constant for all subgroups save one. For hypothesis two, the same 

conclusion can be drawn, that there is a positive correlation between the MFQ Mean 

score and the perception that their teacher is a good teacher. For the third hypothesis, 

there was no supporting data that supported this hypothesis. The data did not show a 

difference in the mean MFQ scores if the student and teacher were the same gender 
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nor if they were different genders. Students perceived their teacher in the same extent 

regardless of the gender congruity, and no gender was different than any other.  

Male/Male pairings were perceived the same as Female/Female pairings. 

 Kram’s initial research was to conduct extensive qualitative interviews with 

mentor/mentee dyads to determine the exact nature of the pairings, and also to identify 

and define the behaviors mentors and mentees display in the workplace. In using the 

Fowler/O’Gorman questionnaire to evaluate the presence of these behaviors between 

music teacher and student, I found a positive correlation between the presence of these 

behaviors and the perception by the student of their teacher being a good teacher. 

While I thought that this question may be harder to answer, as students cannot always 

evaluate the quality of their teachers until after they have had some distance from their 

teacher and the experience, I found that most students were forthcoming with an 

opinion. In my own experience I revised my opinions of my teachers once I had matured 

and was able to recall my experiences with them through the perspective of memory. 

The ability to sense a “good” teacher from a “bad” one may only be possible once the 

student has had a chance to experience other teaching as an observer and/or 

participant. Additionally, these students perceived their relationship with their teacher as 

positive, and rated the frequency of the presence of these mentoring actions and 

behaviors in their teachers. This question has changed several times. Originally this 

question was more about the lesson experience. I concluded that to ask about the 

relationship with the teacher would translate to the lesson experience as well as capture 

the core of what I was looking for: clarification and definition to the teacher/student 

relationship. Interpersonal relationships can be difficult to understand, and the nature of 
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this particular relationship has many opportunities for misunderstanding. Students have 

this opportunity to spend time with their teacher in an intense setting. Wanting to please 

this teacher, gain positive feedback, demonstrate growth, and earn more challenging 

assignments, all of this with someone you want to emulate. This study seems to 

demonstrate that having this experience is positive if the teacher acts like a role model. 

 As I examined the data obtained for the Music Teacher mentorship study, I was 

able to draw several additional conclusions in light of the instrument and how Music 

Teachers compare to the established mentorship template presented first by Kram 

(1985) and expanded on by Fowler and O’Gorman (2005). Music teachers do seem to 

function as mentors in all aspects; however, there are aspects of the relationship that 

occurred with more frequency and were different in statistically significant ways. Fowler 

and O’Gorman broke down their questions into eight separate function areas: personal 

and emotional guidance (PEG), coaching (COA), advocacy (ADV), career development 

facilitation (CDF), role modeling (RM), strategies and systems advice (SSA), learning 

facilitation (LFAC), and friendship (FRD). In this study the qualities that came through 

the data analysis as being present in higher frequency were the qualities of role 

modeling and coaching. These qualities are the ones that had the highest mean scores 

(M = 6.06 for RM, and M =5.90 for COA), and also had the strongest correlations to the 

perceptions of good teaching and positive teacher relationships (see Tables 4.2 and 4.3 

above.) The effects of gender do not have a statistically significant or strong positive 

effect on either of these perceptions (r = .02-.075 for GT, and r = .02-.05 for PL), nor 

does the fact that a student is studying at the undergraduate or graduate level (r = .008-

.05 for GT and PL.)  



 45 

 In looking at the pattern of responses, the data collected supports the hypothesis 

that good music teachers do exhibit mentor qualities. There were some differences and 

variations worth noting. Consistent with the overall data set, the quality of friendship was 

not as present in the relationship (M = 4.32 for all respondents). In conducting a t test of 

the scores, the FRD quality was statistically significantly lower than the rest of the 

scores (α =.05, SD=.598, CI = 4.822, 5.822). For this sample, I concluded that 

friendship (FRD) is the lowest mentor behavior perceived. This is interesting in that the 

student could have a positive relationship with their teacher and yet the teacher did not 

exhibit behaviors consistent with friendship as frequently as other behaviors. In other 

words, a teacher didn’t have to be the student’s friend to be a good teacher and have a 

positive relationship. Also, being friends with a student may have made it harder to 

provide honest feedback when their music behavior needed correcting. 

 Advocacy was the other quality that had a lower mean score (M = 4.92) for all 

respondents; however, the mean score, while lower than the others (excluding 

Friendship) was still within the 95% confidence interval. One thought was that these 

qualities were not as needed in the teaching relationship. Additionally the qualities of 

advocacy might not be as necessary during the learning phase of a student’s music 

study. Where this behavior may be demonstrated at a higher level is if this instrument 

were to be administered in 3 year increments after college graduation, during the early 

years of their job search. There may be no place for the teacher to advocate for the 

student in job placement (the questions on advocacy in the MFQ were related most 

concretely to job sponsorship, and advancement professionally) during the educational 

interaction period of music study. Perhaps this quality would have been scored 
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differently if the advocacy evaluated was for the student in grade disputes or for 

additional financial aid. I was hesitant to change the MFQ too far from the original 

language so as to preserve the efficacy and validity Fowler and O’Gorman had 

demonstrated.  

 SSA qualities are focused on how organizations, musicians and teachers 

function on a larger level, and while teachers are able to communicate that information 

to the student, demonstrating this advice seems to be standard in most lessons, and 

does not stand out from the rest of the behaviors present in demonstrating how a 

teacher functions within the mentor behavior framework. 

 In looking in the opposite direction, statistically the RM scores were significantly 

higher than the mean (α = .05, SD = .598, CI = 4.822, 5.822) with a mean score of M = 

6.06, additionally COA scores were statistically significantly higher with an M = 5.90. 

One other score, LFAC (Learning Facilitation) was just above the upper limit of the 

confidence interval with a score of M = 5.85. It was interesting that RM and COA scores 

were higher than the Learning Facilitation qualities, especially as teachers and students 

in a learning environment were being examined. Nonetheless, it spoke to the particular 

nature of the Music Teacher / Music Student relationship that these qualities seem to be 

emphasized over Learning Facilitation. The one-on-one setting of the private lesson is 

an environment where the Role Model qualities of the teacher and the active nature of 

coaching a student through various musical exercises occur as a natural course of 

events. Coaching is the process of talking through a particular event or situation, in the 

instance of music study, the preparation of a specific piece of music. What may not be 

present to as great an extent is the practice of teaching students to learn on their own, 
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and how to learn on their own. While the LFAC functions are strongly correlated to both 

the PT (r = .577) and GT (r = .576) characteristics, the RM functions really stood out as 

the strongest force in the teacher student relationship. Furthermore, in examining how a 

student may go about choosing a school (the reputation of the teacher cited as a strong 

factor in the schools where I have been employed) the RM behaviors provided a clue as 

to how strongly this part of teaching may drive students to the school. This aspect, 

combined with the correlations of COA (r = .663) and LFAC (r = .680) to RM suggested 

that these three sets of behaviors were instrumental in providing a good and engaging 

learning experience in a student’s private music lessons. It is important to note that the 

Role Modeling behavior is limited to task role modeling as opposed to role modeling of 

the entire person. It is important to see the violin teacher as someone the student would 

want to emulate as a violinist. Emulation of the teacher as a whole person was beyond 

the scope of this study. I would also conclude that this study suggested that the teacher 

should be aware of his or her behavior and how it might influence the student’s overall 

learning experience. This would also suggest that students who do not see persons 

they want to emulate in their teachers would not gain as much from their lessons.  

 The behaviors of personal and emotional guidance (PEG), career development 

facilitation (CDF), and strategies and systems advice (SSA) were found at levels closer 

to the mean, and were not present to an extent that was significantly different from the 

mean. These behaviors occurred for all groups at approximately the same levels. PEG 

qualities are similar to coaching, but as they fall into a more personal category it is 

reasonable to assume these would not be higher than the rest of the behaviors. 

Students may bring a situation into a lesson regarding a girlfriend or boyfriend, or a 
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frustration with another teacher or even problems with family. Their teachers can and do 

offer ideas and ways of handling these situations as they have a better life perspective 

than their younger students. CDF qualities are neither high or low relative the rest of the 

behaviors, and as students are moving through their college years with the intention of 

entering the workforce, it makes sense that CDF qualities were present to a similar 

extent of advocacy as noted above. Students are preparing to enter the workforce, and 

will be focused on their career development, whether it be preparing for an audition or 

working on developing repertoire for a debut recital, or finding that “day job” so that they 

can pursue their art. Careers are being developed as part of the curriculum and 

students are being prepared for the work force as they develop their craft. While these 

three behaviors were present in similar levels in the music teacher behavior for the 

entire group and subgroups, these behaviors do not stand out for any other reasons. 

 There were differences in the results between the online surveys and the paper 

surveys. Overall, the students who participated in the paper surveys tended to score 

their teachers higher than students who participated online. In my opinion, this could be 

attributed to several reasons. In administering the paper surveys, the students were 

known to me, and as such may have altered their responses. This was despite the 

repeated assurances that the survey was anonymous and that the survey did not ask 

for any identifying data. Surveys were turned in to me at the end of class, but were put 

by the student directly into an envelope. Later, in recording the responses the surveys 

were numbered to make sure the responses were not counted twice. At no point did I 

know the identities of any respondents. Despite these measures the students who took 

the paper surveys (all at Roosevelt University, in Chicago, IL) may not have felt as free 
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to critique their teachers’ behavior. By the same reasoning the absolute anonymity of 

the online surveys may have allowed students to participate and be more honest in their 

evaluation of their teacher’s mentorship behavior. Additionally, I had no relationship to 

students who took the survey online, so they may not have felt the possibility of some 

sort of identification. 

 Initially I had several secondary hypotheses about the nature of the student 

teacher relationships as it broke down into different sub groups. These hypotheses were 

created based on anecdotal evidence from the students who I have worked with over 

the course of my career. I was surprised to see several findings. First, I had assumed 

that mentorship behavior would have been present with more frequency with graduate 

students than with undergrad. This was also probably driven by my own personal bias 

and experiences as a student. In fact, there was very little different in the mean scores 

of graduate students on the MFQ (M = 5.401) and the undergraduate scores (M = 

5.319). Graduate students are usually more mature, and seem to look at a school 

specifically for the teacher. While the mean MFQ score was higher, it was not the 

highest score of the subsets, or the lowest.  

 Next, I was expecting differences scores when grouped by gender. Male 

students did score the frequency of mentorship behaviors higher on the MFQ (M = 

5.409) then did their female counterparts M = 5.299). However, this was not enough of a 

difference to really signify anything. The gender pairings didn’t have any meaningful 

differences either. The scores from students whose teacher was the same gender (M = 

5.432) were very close to scores from students whose teacher was a different gender 

(M = 5.445). In observing faculty and students at different schools I have worked at, 
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there seems to be this accepted myth in some disciplines that gender pairings matter. 

This seems to hold up especially in the areas of voice. I do know that vocal students 

were included in the overall survey respondents, but as I did not ask students to identify 

by discipline, there is no way to examine if that truly did make a difference. 

 When role modeling and coaching behavior are present, students perceive 

teachers as good and lessons as positive. Friendship is not as evident in the positive 

lesson experience nor is it as evident to the perception of a good teacher. The other five 

Fowler & O’Gorman mentoring behaviors are present in the student teacher relationship, 

but scored between Role Modeling and Friendship. Understanding Fowler & 

O’Gorman’s mentoring behaviors have implications for improving the mentoring of 

collegiate music students. 

Ideas for Further Research 

 There are several directions for further research on this topic. This study 

supports the hypothesis that music teachers exhibit mentor behavior and that behavior 

occurs in a consistent pattern regardless of student gender, teacher gender, or 

academic grade level. One way to apply these findings would be to conduct a 

longitudinal study tracking mentor behaviors over the duration of the degree program, 

and if there were similarities across degree programs. Does the teacher teach freshmen 

differently than seniors? Or, would this be dependent on each student’s personality and 

individual relationship with their teacher? 

 Students could also be administered the survey in regular intervals post 

graduation. As they enter the workforce and begin teaching themselves, their 

perceptions and recollection of their music lesson experience might change. Additionally, 
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as students gain more experience as a student, they might find themselves revising 

their understanding and perceptions of their teachers. What may have seemed to be 

good teachers during their undergraduate years pale in comparison when they study 

with a teacher in graduate school. Having the ability to use this survey instrument to 

follow a cohort of music students into their careers would provide valuable insight into 

the overall music student experience.  

 If I could add more research questions to the study, I would also want to know 

how long the student had been studying with that particular teacher. Does extending the 

Cultivation period of the mentor/mentee partnership give an opportunity for more 

mentorship behaviors to come forward, or are the behaviors that are there at the 

beginning remain static? Does the mentor/apprentice relationship change within Kram’s 

four cultivation periods? Or does moving from once phase to the next signify that 

change in the relationship is occurring? The opportunity to dig deeper into this 

relationship would be the next step in this research. Are there differences between 

woodwind teachers, voice teachers, brass teachers and string teachers? Does the 

nature of the performance have any bearing on the mentor/apprentice relationship? 

Pianists and singers tend to be solo performers; musicians who play in the orchestra 

tend to be ensemble players. Do these differences in performance practices and 

opportunity change the presence of mentorship behavior? My guess would be that it 

would not; however, I would be very interested in obtaining data that would show a 

difference between the disciplines. I would be interested in finding out if time and area 

of discipline within music had any effect on the extent to which the mentor behaviors are 

extant. 
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 Another opportunity for further study would be to examine how strongly the 

private lesson experience figures into the overall educational experience in the music 

major. Anecdotal evidence suggested that the teacher/student relationship was less 

important in the overall experience at the undergraduate experience than at the 

graduate experience. With the understanding that the student-teacher relationship plays 

a role regardless of the experience, it would be valuable to understand how much this 

relationship figured into the overall student perception of their education. This has policy 

implications for schools as they consider who to hire to teach their students. Teacher 

reputation is hailed as a major factor by many admissions professionals I know, but few 

schools seem to take the time to do the research necessary to actually support this 

hypothesis. In looking back on my own experience choosing colleges for my 

undergraduate degree, I remember applying to 3 colleges because of the school’s 

reputation, and 2 schools because of the teacher. I ended up at a college that had a 

stronger school reputation. For graduate school, it was all about the teacher, and I 

would have gone to any school, regardless of the school’s reputation, to study with that 

teacher. Robust data on this aspect could alter how we market schools to students, and 

how we reach our prospective students. What message are we telling prospective 

students: “Come here for a single instructor” or “for a complete educational experience”?

 In understanding the development of the Fowler/O’Gorman questionnaire, Fowler 

and O’Gorman were clear in stating the instrument could be used, and was validated for 

use in not only evaluating mentor behavior, but also mentee behavior. A further 

research project would be to conduct the study again, but use the Fowler/O’Gorman 

questionnaire as it was originally intended, as a measure for both sides: teacher and 
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student. This could serve as valuable feedback to the student, especially in 

understanding what the teacher’s behavior is demonstrated, and how the student’s 

behavior affected the lesson experience as well. Teachers could also understand the 

behavior that is being observed and what is having an effect on the students. 

 As this framework for examining music teachers’ behavior becomes more 

developed and tested, it is my hope that we can develop better ways of mentoring our 

future students. A stronger understanding of the types of successful teacher mentoring 

behavior may lead to better mentoring, enabling students to have a better relationship 

with such an important person in their musical development. Better training of music 

students on how to teach private lessons and how to manage relationships between 

teacher and student could be incorporated into today’s music curriculums. Given the 

high occurrence of teaching among performing musicians, there is a gap in how we train 

performers. Pedagogy needs to extend beyond knowledge transfer and into an 

understanding of how teacher behavior can influence the success of the student, 

especially when there is no one else in the lesson but the teacher and student. New 

faculty starting their first collegiate teaching position could be trained on facets of 

mentorship, and how they apply to private lesson teaching. Gone would be the mystery 

of how to interact with students, and in its place could be the foundations of a strong 

relationship that would have meaning beyond the length of the degree program. 

Scholars who have conducted research on student persistence and retention have 

found the presence of meaningful student-teacher interactions outside the classroom 

setting improve retention and graduation rates. Using mentorship as a framework, 



 54 

music schools can provide a way to make the music student teacher relationship more 

meaningful for both teacher and student.  
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APPENDIX A 

MENTOR FUNCTIONS QUESTIONNAIRE 

 

Reproduced with permission from Jane Fowler. 
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PLEASE DO NOT PROVIDE YOUR NAME OR ANY OTHER IDENTIFYING 
INFORMATION 
 
I have taken this survey already: YES NO (Circle One) 
 
Education Level:   Undergraduate  Graduate (Circle One) 
 
My Gender:  Female   Male (Circle One) 
 
For this questionnaire we ask you to consider a range of possible functions provided 
by Music Teachers in higher education. We ask you to rate the extent to which these 
functions are provided by your private lesson teacher. Please circle the number that 
most closely represents your perception of your teacher. 

 
As a Student: to what extent do you see your Music Teacher as… 
 
Various Functions of Music Teachers 

Not 
at all 

 
Moderately 

Very 
much 

1. Someone who is an effective role model 1 2 3 4 5 6 7 

2. Someone whose approaches, attitudes and values the 
student admires and would like to develop 

       

3. Someone who displays skills and behaviors that the 
student would like to learn 

       

4. Someone the student wants to emulate – in terms of 
what he or she knows and who they are 

       

5. Someone who introduces the student to networks of 
people who can assist with her/his career 

       

6. Someone who provides the student with 
developmental opportunities to participate in new 
and/or different tasks 
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Various Functions of Music Teachers 

Not 
at all 

 
Moderately 

Very 
much 

7. Someone who makes the student aware of, and 
encourages the student to take advantage of 
opportunities or promotions that are available 

       

8. Someone with whom the student gets together 
socially outside the academic setting 

       

9. Someone who is a confidant for the student to share 
personal values and beliefs, views and interests 

       

10. Someone with whom the student has a friendship        

11. Someone who offers or appoints the student to a job        

12. Someone who promotes, recommends and advocates 
the student to "people that count" 

       

13. Someone who "goes to bat" for the student and/or 
uses their power or influence on the student's behalf 

       

14. Someone whose reputation reflects positively on the 
student 

       

15. Someone who supports and helps guide the student's 
personal development 

       

16. Someone who supports and helps guide the student's 
professional development 
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Various Functions of Music Teachers 

Not 
at all 

 
Moderately 

Very 
much 

17. Someone who encourages the student to discuss 
personal issues, insecurities and aspirations 

       

18. Someone who discusses and helps with decisions 
regarding balancing professional and personal issues 
and commitments 

       

19. Someone who shows understanding of the student's 
feelings and emotions 

       

20. Someone who actively listens to, and acts as a 
sounding board for the student 

       

21. Someone who advises and guides the student 
generally with regard to his/her career 

       

22. Someone who provides specific practical assistance 
to advance the student's career (e.g. give feedback on 
resumes, discussion of audition processes) 

       

23. Someone who discusses and/or provides advice on 
how to handle internal politics 

       

24. Someone who provides knowledge about the system 
or strategies for working within the system 

       

25. Someone who shares "inside knowledge" or passes  
Information down from higher levels 

       

26. Someone who provides strategic advice for handling 
certain situations and/or people 
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Various Functions of Music Teachers 

Not 
at all 

 
Moderately 

Very 
much 

27. Someone who provides feedback and/or alternative  
perspectives on the student's ideas 

       

28. Someone who shares the wealth of their experience to 
enhance the student's understanding or learning 

       

29. Someone who shares information and knowledge        

30. Someone who makes the student feel important 
and/or a priority 

       

31. Someone who provides affirmation of the student's 
behavior and/or self 

       

32. Someone who provides emotional support and  
encouragement 

       

33. Someone who facilitates the student in thinking things  
through for him/herself 

       

34. Someone who provides support, assistance or 
guidance for undertaking tasks or projects 

       

35. Someone with whom the student reflects on a 
particular work situation or incident and provides 
feedback on it for future improvement 

       

36. Someone who shares an experience to help illustrate 
a particular point for learning 
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Various Functions of Music Teachers 

Not 
at all 

 
Moderately 

Very 
much 

37. Someone who provides professional or technical 
advice 

       

38. Someone who provides assistance in developing job 
related skills and knowledge 

       

39. Someone who provides performance feedback on 
tasks or projects 

       

        

40. Part II.        

41. My relationship with my Music Teacher is Positive        

42. I consider my Music Teacher to be a good teacher        

 

My Teacher’s Gender   Male  Female (Circle One) 
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CATEGORIZATION OF SURVEY QUESTIONS BY MENTOR FUNCTION
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Q #
Mentor 
Function

Question Text- Respondents are asked to what extent they 
perceive their teacher as: 

1 RM Someone who is an effective role model

2 RM
Someone whose approaches, attitudes and values the student 
admires and would like to develop

3 RM
Someone who displays skills and behaviors that the student would 
like to learn

4 RM
Someone the student wants to emulate – in terms of what he or she 
knows and who they are

5 CDF
Someone who introduces the student to networks of people who 
can assist with her/his career

6 LFAC
Someone who provides the student with developmental 
opportunities to participate in new and/or different tasks

7 CDF
Someone who makes the student aware of, and encourages the 
student to take advantage of opportunities or promotions that are 

8 FRD
Someone with whom the student gets together socially outside the 
academic setting

9 PEG
Someone who is a confidant for the student to share personal 
values and beliefs, views and interests

10 FRD Someone with whom the student has a friendship
11 ADV Someone who offers or appoints the student to a job

12 ADV
Someone who promotes, recommends and advocates the student 
to "people that count"

13 ADV
Someone who "goes to bat" for the student and/or uses their power 
or influence on the student's behalf

14 ADV Someone whose reputation reflects positively on the student

15 PEG
Someone who supports and helps guide the student's personal 
development

16 COA
Someone who supports and helps guide the student's professional 
development

17 PEG
Someone who encourages the student to discuss personal issues, 
insecurities and aspirations

18 PEG
Someone who discusses and helps with decisions regarding 
balancing professional and personal issues and commitments

19 PEG
Someone who shows understanding of the student's feelings and 
emotions

20 PEG
Someone who actively listens to, and acts as a sounding board for 
the student

21 CDF
Someone who advises and guides the student generally with 
regard to his/her career

22 CDF
Someone who provides specific practical assistance to advance 
the student's career (e.g. give feedback on resumes, discussion of 

23 SSA
Someone who discusses and/or provides advice on how to handle 
internal politics



 63 

 

24 SSA
Someone who provides knowledge about the system or 
strategies for working within the system

25 SSA
Someone who shares "inside knowledge" or passes 
Information down from higher levels

26 SSA
Someone who provides strategic advice for handling 
certain situations and/or people

27 LFAC
Someone who provides feedback and/or alternative 
perspectives on the student's ideas

28 LFAC
Someone who shares the wealth of their experience to 
enhance the student's understanding or learning

29 LFAC Someone who shares information and knowledge

30 COA
Someone who makes the student feel important and/or a 
priority

31 PEG
Someone who provides affirmation of the student's 
behavior and/or self

32 PEG
Someone who provides emotional support and 
encouragement

33 LFAC
Someone who facilitates the student in thinking things 
through for him/herself

34 COA
Someone who provides support, assistance or guidance 
for undertaking tasks or projects

35 LFAC

Someone with whom the student reflects on a particular 
work situation or incident and provides feedback on it for 
future improvement

36 LFAC
Someone who shares an experience to help illustrate a 
particular point for learning

37 COA Someone who provides professional or technical advice

38 COA
Someone who provides assistance in developing job 
related skills and knowledge

39 COA
Someone who provides performance feedback on tasks 
or projects

40 PT My relationship with my Music Teacher is Positive.
41 GT I consider my Music Teacher to be a good teacher
42 GENDER My Teacher’s Gender        Male     Female (Circle One)
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