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ABSTRACT

Mentoring has typically been studied in businessrenments, with fewer
studies focusing on academic contexts and everr fievibe field of sport management.
This study sought to examine the mentoring relatigqps among sport management
doctoral dissertation advisors (mentors) and tleeimer doctoral students (protégés).
Semi-structured telephone interviews were condueidd 13 participants. Participants
collectively described examples of all of Kram’988) mentoring functions, with
counselling, coaching, and exposure and visibdityong the most frequently reported.
Mentors and protégés described their current celakiips as positive as well as both
personal and professional in nature. Participaes&réld a wide range of characteristics in
the other member (mentor or protégé) and cited nomsepersonal and professional
benefits, including friendship and advanced capeegression, as a result of their
mentoring relationships. A discussion of theseifigd within the context of the relevant

previous academic literature and suggestions tordéuesearch are also provided.
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LIST OF OPERATIONAL DEFINITIONS

Lineage

The family tree-like structure containing a merdaad all of his or her protégés.

Mentor

Mentors are more experienced individuals who guadijse, support, counsel
and/or provide other mentoring functions to legsesienced individuals
(protégés) with the intent of furthering the prasgcareer and personal
development (adapted from Cronan-Hillix, Genshejrigonan-Hillix, &
Davidson, 1986). In this study, a mentor was opamatized as a sport
management doctoral dissertation advisor.

Mentoring

“A process for the reciprocal, informal transmissaf knowledge, social capital,
and psycho-social support perceived by the redigismelevant to work, career,
or professional development; mentoring entailsrimi@a communication, usually
face to face and over a sustained period of tiraeyden a person who is
perceived to have greater relevant knowledge, wisdo experience (the
mentor), to a person who is perceived to have(tbssprotégé)” (Bozeman &
Feeney, 2008, p. 469).

Protégé

Protégés are often viewed as less experiencedadidild who stand to benefit
from receiving guidance, counselling, advice, andtber support from mentors
for the purpose of career and personal developrrettiis study, a protégé was
operationalized as a former sport management daatudent who has

successfully completed his or her doctoral degree.



1.0 INTRODUCTION

1.1 Background to the Problem

The impact others have on the development of iddai careers cannot be
understated. When managers are asked to discussevitdbuted to the successes and
frustrations that have impacted their lives, infitial individuals are repeatedly
mentioned (Kram, 1980). Many of these prominenividdials take the form of sponsors,
mentors, patrons, godfathers or close personaldsi€éKram). While several of the
aforementioned individuals may provide similar ftiogs, the listing above demonstrates
the wide range of terminology and often confusetteptualizations of these
interpersonal relationships. Given the many difiéidyadic associations that exist,
classification of these interactions can be difticu

Definitional issues and subtle nuances have plathedtudy of mentoring and
have prevented clear demarcation of similar corscpdzeman & Feeney, 2007, 2008;
Jacobi, 1991; Merriam, 1983). Bozeman and Feen@y7/(?have suggested that the
extensive depth and breadth of the topic of memgpis to blame for the lack of unified
theory development and that “mentoring researcls agdo less than the sum of its
parts” (p. 719). The lack of agreement, howeveesdwot result from a lack of academic
effort. Allen and Johnston (1997, as cited in Boaer& Feeney, 2007, 2008) reported
that over 500 articles were published on mentoinngducation and business settings in
the period between 1986 and 1996. Likewise, EblemEvans, Ng, and DuBois (2008)
found 15,131 articles and reports on mentoringn@é20 years between 1985 and 2006,

further demonstrating the extent to which the brimguic of mentoring has proliferated.



However, studies exploring the nature of mentorgigtionships in academia are
limited (Clark, Harden, & Johnson, 2000; Schloss&elso, 2001). Furthermore, as
explained in the ensuing Study Rationale, moshefresearch on academic mentoring
relationships has been completed in the area ahabygy. Relatively little research has
been conducted on mentoring in the field of sp@bhagement, and there is an absence of
research focusing on mentoring relationships beatvepert management doctoral

dissertation advisors and their doctoral studemsaver & Chelladurai, 1999).

1.2 Research Questions

The overall purpose for this study was to examieatoring relationships
between sport management doctoral dissertatiorsadvand their former doctoral
students. More specifically, the study was infllehby a number of research questions,
including:

1. What mentoring functions do sport management dessen advisors provide

for their doctoral students?

2. What is the nature of the current relationship leetwvsport management

dissertation advisors and their former doctoradlstis?

3. What are the characteristics desired in each me(dizsertation advisor and

doctoral student) of the relationship?

4. What are the outcomes of mentoring relationship&éen sport management

dissertation advisors and their former doctoradlstis?

In order to effectively answer these research gquesteach question was broken

down into various sub-problems. The research questalong with their related sub-



guestions, are located at the end of each corrdgpphterature review section. Since
the study was primarily inductive in nature, spediypotheses or outcomes were not
generated (Creswell, 2003).

The remainder of this chapter serves as an intteuto the study and includes
the rationale for this thesis and the various cdstef mentoring. The following chapter
reviews some of the extensive literature that fenlwritten on the topic of mentoring,
focusing specifically on functions and phases oftoeng, characteristics desired in
mentors and protégés, and mentoring outcomes. Hibddology chapter describes
items such as sample selection, data collectioraaaty/sis, and delimitations and
limitations. The Results chapter summarizes thdiffigs that emerged from the interview
data while the Discussion chapter presents thadefis in the context of the previous
academic literature. Finally, items such as paoéict recruitment letters, letters of
information, and interview guides for both the nmeatand the protégés are included as

appendices.

1.3 Study Rationale

Despite the growth of mentoring described in thenipg section, scholars (e.qg.,
Dickinson & Johnson, 2000; Tenenbaum, Crosby, &6&1i2001) have noted that the
majority of mentoring knowledge has been gainedugh studies completed in
organizational settings. In contrast, fewer stutiese explored the nature of mentoring
relationships in academia (Clark et al., 2000; 8s$dr & Gelso, 2001). Of those studies
conducted in academia, most are focused on theomegtand advisory relationships

that exist between psychology doctoral studentstlagid advisors (e.g., Clark et al.;



Dickinson & Johnson; Johnson & Nelson, 1999; LarK&teau, 1998; Schlosser &
Gelso). Although scholars recognize the importasfa@entoring in the field of sport
management, the topic has not received much iw#yeof scholarly attention. For
example, Pastore (2003) called mentoring an esdeméa for sport management
educators, yet Weaver and Chelladurai (1999) sthwdhere had been “little emphasis
on the mentoring process in educational institiiath particular reference to sport” (p.
25).

Over the past decade, several sport managemenasfice., Mahony,
Mondello, Hums, & Judd, 2004, 2006; Pitts, 2001;88k& 2002) have become concerned
about the potential shortage of qualified sport aggament faculty members and the
related preparation of sport management doctoralidates who may fill many of these
position openings. Inadequate preparation of dattandidates may negatively affect
the growth of the field of sport management (Pit4s expressed by Pastore (2003) and
Dixon and Mott (2008a), the mentoring that occur®ag doctoral candidates and their
dissertation advisors is “critical to the succefssea sport management faculty, as well
as the continued growth of the field as a wholek¢{D & Mott, 2008a,  1). Therefore, |
attempted to narrow the aforementioned gap in thetaning literature by examining the
nature of select mentoring relationships withingpert management academy.

Additionally, many studies have looked at mentoffirogn a narrow perspective.
Despite the fact that Kram (1980, 1983, 1988) stidiioth members (mentors and
protégés) of the mentoring relationship in heruefitial works, many authors (e.g., Clark
et al., 2000; Dreher & Cox, 1996; Lark & Crotea@98&; Ragins & McFarlin, 1990;

Schlosser & Gelso, 2001; Tenenbaum et al., 20049 haalyzed only one member’s



perspective in an attempt to understand the merwgodlationship (McCarron, 2006).
There is also a dearth of studies examining botimibees’ perceptions of the mentoring
relationship (McCarron). It is possible that onenmber’s perception of the mentoring
relationship differs dramatically from the othermiger’s perception of that very same
relationship. Consequently, | employed semi-stmgtunterviews to examine selected

mentoring relationships from both the mentors’ & protégés’ perspectives.

1.4 Mentoring versus Advising

This study focused on select mentoring relatiorshigtween sport management
doctoral dissertation advisors and their formenol@ students (who have subsequently
completed their doctoral degrees and are now facuttmbers themselves). As some
authors have pointed out, mentoring and advising Ineaconsidered two distinct
concepts. Schlosser and Gelso (2001) distinguibbtgleen advisors and mentors
because they felt the two terms were not synonyraads‘one can be an advisor without
being a mentor, and certainly one can be a meatsorheone without being that person’s
advisor” (p. 158). Based on this assumption, in&wving dissertation advisors and their
doctoral students in an attempt to examine aspéctentoring in graduate school may
be inappropriate.

However, other authors’ views of mentoring and auhg vary. Johnson (2007b)
conceptualized graduate faculty relationships witldents as occurring along a
continuum based on various levels of involvememponal connection, reciprocity of
the relationship, and intentional delivery of meirtg functions. Bigelow and Johnson

(2001) noted that “purely instrumental mentoringyrba synonymous with advising” (p.



2). Alternatively, other researchers have suggdst&dadvisors provide many mentoring
functions. For example, Tenenbaum et al. (2001)rasd that “most graduate students
think of their advisors as playing some of the selealbeit perhaps not perfectly — that
fall within the province of traditional mentoringp. 329). These authors consequently
used a wide sample of advisor-advisee relationgbigsither empirical data on

mentoring relationships in graduate school. SityiJa&reen and Bauer (1995) used
graduate student advisees to examine the mentnegions that were provided during
supervisory relationships with their graduate aohgsThese authors also established that
advisors were expected to perform mentoring funsti@and noted that “the advisor-
student relationship provides a rich opportunitgtiady how supervisory mentoring takes
place and its consequences” (Green & Bauer, p..539)

Given the link demonstrated above between ment@imtjadvising, | chose to
study mentoring by examining the relationships leetwformer sport management
doctoral students and their dissertation advistsrefore, | assumed that these
dissertation advisors provided mentoring functifmmgheir students and that their
relationships can be considered mentoring relatiqss However, if this assumption
proved to be false, the results would have inditétes (as the protégés may have
mentioned receiving few mentoring functions andatieg or neutral outcomes of the

advising relationship).



2.0 LITERATURE REVIEW
2.1 A Brief History of Mentoring

The concept of mentoring is routinely traced toi@mcGreece and more
specifically, Homer’s epic poeifhe OdyssefRoberts & Chernopiskaya, 1998jentor,

a wise, older friend of Odysseus, was entrustexhie for Telemachus, Odysseus’ son,
when Odysseus left to fight the Trojan War. Duriddysseus’ absence, Telemachus
received guidance and advice from Mentor as weltaa the goddess Athena, who at
times disguised herself both as Mentor (Kooche®220and Mentes, another close friend
of Odysseus’ (Homer,"®& BC/2001). While disguised as Mentor, Athena eneged
Telemachus to stand up to the suitors who, in Galyssabsence, had taken over
Telemachus’ home and were vying for his motherischia marriage (Hamilton, 1942).
Athena also empowered Telemachus to embark onragguo discover the fate of his
father (Homer). Although many of the current conmeys of mentoring relationships
may not involve being entrusted with the care afthar individual, numerous aspects of
Homer’s ancient conception, including the transmis®f guidance and advice, are
certainly common to modern mentoring relationships.

Following the ancient mythical notion of mentoritige first modern use of the
term “mentor” was seen in Francois Fénelon’s 1688ki.es Aventures de Telemaque
(Roberts & Chernopiskaya, 1999). More recentlyeaesh on mentoring relationships
has burgeoned. Since the late 1970s, researcherekamined mentoring in a variety of
settings (Allen & Eby, 2007). Some researchers bdxyaalluding to or briefly

mentioning the concept of mentoring (e.g., ColénScott, 1978; Kanter, 1977;



Zaleznik, 1977). Other authors (Allen, Eby, Potéentz, and Lima, 2004; Eby, Rhodes
& Allen, 2007; Jacobi, 1991) have credited Levingd@78) and Roche (1979) with the
first empirical studies examining mentoring relaships. Specifically, Levinson
undertook the first life cycle approach to studyadylt development and found that “the
mentoring relationship is one of the most compéed developmentally important, a
[person] can have in early adulthood” (p. 97). AxRe pointed out, prior to his study of
top level executives, and despite the popularitsnehtors in other areas such as
philosophy and the military, little attention waaighto mentors or their significance in
business settings. He found that nearly two-thafdsxecutives reported having had a
mentor relationship and that these individuals adgmrted higher incomes and most
notably, greater levels of career satisfaction tin@mr non-mentored counterparts.

Given the initial positive benefits of mentoringed above, it is not surprising
that research into mentoring relationships hadfprated. With some of her
conceptualizations based loosely around Levins@d®38) findings, Kram (1980, 1983,
1988) examined organizational relationships betweemger and more experienced
managers. These fundamental works have influen@et mentorship studies and Kram
is considered to be one of the leading and moktanftial experts in the field (Bozeman
& Feeney, 2007; Jacobi, 1991; Savickas, 2007).

With respect to the study of mentoring relationshipeducation, Jacobi (1991)
noted that Astin (1977), along with Pascarella kaisccolleagues (Pascarella, 1980;
Pascarella, Terenzini, & Hibel, 1978), were amomge of the first authors to publish
the importance of faculty-student relationshipsedaocational outcomes. Astin found that

students at small colleges, who by virtue of thiéege structure would potentially have



more opportunities for interaction, were much mgagsfied with faculty-student
interactions than their counterparts at largeitutgbns. Students were also more
satisfied with student-faculty interactions if tiéeractions occurred frequently.
Similarly, Pascarella and Terenzini (1977) founak $tudents who persisted in college
had higher measures of interactions with facultg@apared to those who voluntarily
left college. While these authors did not specifyjcacknowledge the presence of
mentoring relationships, their analyses in the afesdudent-faculty interactions did

provide some of the foundation for more contemposadies of mentoring in academia.

2.2 Definition of Mentoring

While many scholars agree on the origins of mentprihere is a tremendous lack
of agreement surrounding the most basic foundationentoring — its definition. This is
not surprising, however, given the storied histirynentoring, as well as the typically
isolated approaches to studying mentoring prewodsscribed. Scholars have lamented
the paucity of a generally accepted mentoring d@efimfor many years. Wrightsman
(1981) stated that “there is a false sense of cmuse because at a superficial level
everyone ‘knows’ what mentoring is. But closer ekaation indicates a wide variation in
operational definitions, leading to conclusiond tna@ limited to the use of particular
procedures” (p. 3). Furthermore, Merriam (1983)estdhat:

the phenomenon of mentoring is not clearly concded, leading to

confusion as to just what is being measured oredf@s an ingredient in

success. Mentoring appears to mean one thing elaawental

psychologists, another thing to business peopk aathird thing to those
in academic settings. (p. 169)



10

Nearly a decade later, Jacobi (1991) noted thatiétran in operational definitions
continues to plague mentoring research and hassalredainly devalued the concept for
application in “hard” research” (p. 508). And yetpre than 15 years after Jacobi’s call
for a unified definition of mentoring, Bozeman dpekeney (2007) still criticized the
same issue. As these authors pointed out, manyfaded to provide a definition of
mentoring altogether. Bozeman and Feeney also peapihat the most basic definitional
issues can be traced back to Kram’s (1980, 1988}ariag definition or lack thereof.

As previously noted, Kram is considered to be dilgaexpert in the field of
mentoring (Bozeman & Feeney, 2007; Jacobi, 199¢ic&as, 2007) and many studies
have used either her exact conceptualizationssbglat reworking of those proposed in
her 1983Academy of Management Jourraticle'. Once again, it is worth mentioning
that while this influential article detailed thegses that mentoring relationships pass
through, an exact definition of a mentoring relasibip was never listed (Bozeman and
Feeney, 2007). In her 1988 book, Kram providedaliewing definition:

derived from Greek mythology, the name implieslatienship between a

young adult and an older, more experienced adailttblps the younger

individuals learn to navigate in the adult worlalahe world of work. A

mentor supports, guides, and counsels the youngaglbe or she

accomplishes this important task. (p. 2)
While this definition is satisfactory for an initiexploratory study, it fails to provide the
flexibility needed for an emerging field of studydabecomes inadequate when moving
to different contexts within the topic of mentori(Bpozeman & Feeney, 2007).

The situation is much the same with respect tandafns of mentoring in

academic contexts. Jacobi (1991) reviewed mucheofiterature related to academic

! See Bozeman and Feeney (2007, 2008) and Jacobi (199%}ifadiof the many mentoring definitions
published by researchers.
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mentoring and determined that most definitionsuded a number of common elements.
These are: (a) mentoring relationships are hepofidl focused on assisting with protégés’
achievements; (b) mentoring relationships includenents of career assistance and
development, psychosocial and emotional suppod rale modelling; (c) mentoring
relationships are reciprocal in nature where bogimimers of the relationship experience
benefits; (d) mentoring relationships are persanal involve direct interaction between
mentors and protégés; and (e) mentoring relatipssigpically occur between
inexperienced protégés and mentors who have mgeriexce, influence, and
achievement.

More recently, Bozeman and Feeney (2008) have geovihe following
definition of mentoring:

a process for the reciprocal, informal transmissibknowledge, social

capital, and psycho-social support perceived byebgient as relevant to

work, career, or professional development; mengpeintails informal

communication, usually face to face and over aaswstl period of time,

between a person who is perceived to have gresarant knowledge,

wisdom, or experience (the mentor), to a person iwiperceived to have

less (the protégé). (p. 469)

Although this definition is only a moderate depegtirom many of the definitions
advanced previously (Bozeman & Feeney, 2008), thexe number of subtle nuances
that afford the aforementioned definition greatexibility and applicability. As a result,
| selected Bozeman and Feeney'’s definition of nréamgaas the foundational definition
for this study. Consequently, a further discussibthis definition is warranted.

The first difference between Bozeman and Feen@@68) definition and those

provided by other scholars pertains to hierarchatatius. Previous definitions have

alluded to discrepancies between the mentor’s lamgtotégé’s position within an
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organization. Bozeman and Feeney contended thatarthical difference between the
mentor and the protégé is not required, but instéeddifference only needs to be in the
level of knowledge and experience. This is notay that the mentor must be more
knowledgeable or experienced than the protégéeratine mentor should have more
relevantknowledge and experience.

The second distinction of Bozeman and Feeney’s§paéfinition concerns the
informal nature of knowledge transmission and daotahange in mentoring
relationships. The authors challenge the notidiohally arranged mentoring
relationships and instead assert that these refditips must be informal. Their claim
does not discount the many formal mentoring progrémat currently exist in
organizations, but the authors stress that memogalationships, even those arranged
formally, do not “develop on command” (p. 469).

An additional nuance of Bozeman and Feeney’s (2@68iition, but one not
mentioned by the authors themselves, involvesdlative age of the mentor and protégé.
Many definitions, including Kram’s (1988), assurhattthe mentor must be older than
the protégé. Bozeman and Feeney’s definition avafisencing either member’s age.
As Mott, Porschitz, Sherman, and Manz (2007) padimtat, the conceptualization of
“career” has changed as individuals no longer vecguarantees of long-term
employment. In fact, many individuals will work forore than one organization
throughout their careers. Therefore, it is entipgbgsible for a mentor to be younger than
the protégé, especially if the protégé has recerahsitioned into the organization as an

older adult.
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2.3 Contexts of Mentoring

Mentoring has typically been studied within threergins: the workplaée
academia, and community or youth mentoring (AlleEBy, 2007). As noted by
Savickas (2007), “the 20 years of accumulated rebea these three domains has been
disparate and fragmented, having been the prodweveral disciplines, each with a
unique orientation” (p. xvii). It is suggested tikaam’s early work on mentoring is the
only factor holding this fragmented literature tthger (Bozeman & Feeney, 2007).
Moreover, authors of mentoring studies often fatledonsider the research being
conducted in other areas (Allen & Eby) and tenaedonduct “one off” studies, with
little attention being paid to causal explanatiBoZeman & Feeney). Eby et al. (2008)
further suggested that mentoring research condeocteldsively within “disciplinary
silos” has resulted in fragmented and divided figdi with “little cross-disciplinary
communication among mentoring scholars” (p.255k this “silo mentality” that is
largely to blame for the considerable disagreeraenmbunding mentoring definitions
(Bozeman & Feeney; Jacobi, 1991). Bozeman and eaend the fragmentation
problem even further and censure that inconsistsrreisult from a lack of attention to
core concepts and theory.

In an attempt to consolidate and clarify the firgdirsurrounding mentoring, a
number of authors have conducted reviews and mrethyses of the existing mentoring
literature. For example, Merriam (1983) reviewecdhtoeng literature in adult

development, business and academic contexts, déuiebi (1991) completed a review of

2 Although universities and other academic settings are izagams and are the primary workplace for
many individuals, for the sake of clarity in this documém use of the term ‘organization’ refers to
business, workplace, industrial and other non-academic enwrdanAcademia and academic
organizations will be denoted as such.
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undergraduate mentoring in academia. In additiarBds, Holloway, Valentine, and
Cooper (2002) undertook a meta-analytic reviewhefdutcomes of youth mentoring
programs, Allen et al. (2004) completed a metayanslof the effects of mentoring on
protégés in organizational settings, and Eby €RaI08) recently completed a
multidisciplinary meta-analysis comparing mentoaad non-mentored individuals.
Overall, these researchers have concluded thatutitemes of mentoring relationships
are positive. While beneficial, the effect sizegeheral youth mentoring appeared to be
small (DuBois et al., 2002; Eby et al.), with theshfavourable outcomes occurring in
mentoring programs targeting disadvantaged youtlB(s et al.). In comparison,
organizational and academic mentoring producecktagffect sizes. Mentored
individuals in organizational settings reportednaglevels of compensation and more
promotions, were more likely to be satisfied witleit careers, were more committed to
their careers, believed they would advance in ttemeers, and also had greater intentions
to stay with their current employers as opposetiéo non-mentored counterparts (Allen

et al.).

2.3.1 Mentoring in Organizations

While mentoring in organizations is not the focfishis project, concepts
discovered through studies in organizational sg¢tshould not be dismissed simply
because of the context of the research study.Xample, Kram (1980) completed her
influential studies using matched pairs of junind @enior managers within a corporate
setting and many researchers, regardless of themtation, have adopted her concepts

and frameworks. As previously discussed, the sigotality that has plagued the
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mentoring literature has produced fragmented awctusive results. Therefore, when
appropriate, incorporating mentoring concepts oleihithrough organizational studies
may serve to tie mentoring literature together iamgrove the applicability of research
findings. Consequently, while a complete revievitefature regarding mentoring in
organizational settings is far beyond the scopdisfthesis, information derived from
organizational studies will be identified and refered as needed throughout this

literature review.

2.3.2 Mentoring in Academia

There are a variety of mentoring contexts that Hsaen examined within the
specific domain of academia. For example, mentdnegbeen studied at both the
undergraduate and graduate levels, and resealtdnegsalso focused on mentoring that
occurs within particular educational departmentghWéspect to undergraduate
education, Jacobi (1991) completed a literatureerewf mentoring and undergraduate
success while Dorsey and Baker (2004) undertoaktagrative review of mentoring
literature specific to undergraduate nursing sttglelfohnson and his colleagues (e.g.,
Bigelow & Johnson, 2001; Clark et al., 2000; Didon & Johnson, 2000; Fallow &
Johnson, 2000; Huwe & Johnson, 2003; Johnson, ZW8; Johnson & Huwe, 2002;
Johnson, Koch, Fallow, & Huwe, 2000; Johnson & NB|sL999) have written
extensively on aspects of mentoring in graduate&titn, and often more specifically in
the field of psychology. Finally, some authors hawaducted research on mentoring in
graduate education using a cross section of disefpkuch as the humanities, social

sciences and natural sciences (Tenenbaum et @lL),20hereas others have focused on
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specific segments of the graduate student populatich as students of colour (Ortiz-
Walters & Gilson, 2005) or those of lesbian, gayd disexual orientation (Lark &
Croteau, 1998).

Although the citations listed above illustrate soragety in the academic
mentoring literature, the majority of this publisheork is focused on mentoring
relationships in psychology graduate programs. \Adpect to the academic field of
sport management, little research has been compbet¢he topic of mentoring, apart
from Baker’s (2006) doctoral dissertation on faguftentoring. In this study, Baker
surveyed current sport management faculty membeaysdier to examine mentoring
relationships between junior and senior faculty fbers. However, mentoring
relationships among faculty members may be corsidgdifferent from those involving
faculty members and their doctoral students. Desmmpleting an extensive literature
search, | was unable to locate any research exagihe mentoring relationships
between sport management dissertation advisorthairddoctoral students. This absence
of literature further highlights the need for meaing research to be completed in this
specific area.

At this point, it may be beneficial to report thetile there does seem to be some
consistency with respect to the broad structumaariy doctoral programs, some variance
may occur within the psychology discipline, partatly those in counselling psychology.
As noted by several scholars (Cronan-Hillix, Gemnsiee, Cronan-Hillix, & Davidson,
1986; Clark et al., 2000; Johnson, Koch, et alo@Qstudents in counselling psychology
reported fewer and shorter duration mentoring ielahips when compared to students

in traditional research focused programs. Johnadm\elson (1999) have suggested that
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this difference may be the result of the clinicaéntation of these programs. Students in
counselling psychology may be required to spenonsiderable amount of time with
external supervisors in clinical placements, theiehibiting students from developing
mentoring relationships with professors in thepai@ment. Therefore, care must be
taken when comparing or generalizing results fann@linical) psychology with broad
graduate education results or environments.

Another important point to consider when studyingntoring relationships in
academia is that the purpose of academic mentofteg differs from mentoring in
organizations. In organizational settings, mentdtsn socialize protégés to meet the
demands of a specific job or position. For instative Vice-President of a specific
company may take a junior manager “under his omheg” and prepare this person to
eventually assume the vice-presidency of a padrativision in that company. In
contrast, academic mentors typically socializeggés into the profession, not into a
specific role. Because a professor’s job is ofterddd between research, teaching,
service and other obligations, it is nearly impbkesfor a mentor to familiarize a protégé
with all aspects of academia. Instead, mentorsngtt¢o introduce protégés to the
general structure and requirements of academiangdoh& Huwe, 2003; Tenenbaum et

al., 2001; Van Dyne, 1996).

2.4 Mentoring Functions

Using the data obtained during her study of devalaqptal relationships in
corporate settings, Kram (1980) identified two @mnmentoring functions: career

functions and psychosocial functions. In her 1988Kk) Kram stated that these functions
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are “essential characteristics that differentisgeatibpmental relationships from other
work relationships” (p. 22). Collectively, thesen@itions further an individual’s growth
and advancement. Career functions are those whithinee a protégé’s career
development while psychosocial functions build msgeof competence, identity, and
effectiveness both inside and outside of the omgdimn (Kram, 1980, 1988). Career
functions are comprised of sponsorship, exposudevesibility, coaching, protection, and
challenging assignments. Psychosocial functionsisbof role modelling, acceptance
and confirmation, counselling, and friendship. Trakegether, these functions allow a
protégé to navigate difficulties associated withiuas career and life stages (Kram,
1980, 1988).

While an overwhelming majority of researchers hadepted Kram'’s (1980,
1988) mentoring functions, some authors studyingtoreng in organizations have
suggested alternatives to these initial categaozst For example, Scandura and her
colleagues (Scandura, 1992, as cited in Allen.e2@D4; Scandura & Ragins, 1993;
Scandura & Viator, 1994) posited that as opposdxbing a component of the larger
psychosocial grouping, role modelling formed adhgeparate and distinct, mentoring
function. However, Allen et al. (2004) conductetheta-analysis of career benefits
associated with mentoring for protégés and fouatitthe majority of the previous studies
conducted in organizational settings used Kram’atoring functions. They stated that
“the extant theoretical and empirical researcHaarcthat career and psychosocial
functions serve as the primary distinct and reéiabterarching operationalizations of
mentoring” (p. 128) and that “follow up work has m@ncally supported” (p. 128) Kram’s

two broad characterizations.
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With respect to the academic mentoring literattive,majority of the academic
scholars embrace Kram’s (1980, 1988) career anchpsgcial functions of mentoring.
For example, Clark et al. (2000), Johnson and ¢lieagues (Bigelow & Johnson, 2001;
Dickinson & Johnson, 2000; Johnson, 2008; Johnisoah, et al., 2000; Johnson &
Nelson, 1999) and Lark and Croteau (1998) haveraplloyed Kram’s mentoring
functions in their research. In contrast, Tenenhabrasby, and Gliner (2001) proposed
three different mentoring functions: instrumentaidtions, psychosocial help, and
networking. Instrumental functions were deemeda@bademic or job-related functions
and psychosocial help was defined as social-emaltsuwpport, making the first two
factors very similar to Kram’s proposed categor@a. Networking items, however,
referred to “how often advisors helped studentseraanections within the field”
(Tenenbaum et al., 2001, p. 332) and these items tneated as a separate and distinct
function of mentoring in academia. Building upom&abaum et al.’s study, Ortiz-
Walters and Gilson (2005) also conceptualized anadmentoring as having three
distinct functions and included instrumental, psysatial and networking items in their
guestionnaire. Given that the majority of previoesearch in academic settings has
accepted Kram’s categorization of career and pssatial functions, the functions found
in this study of academic mentoring were also gealip accordance with Kram'’s

framework.

2.4.1 Career Functions

When provided by a mentor, career functions prilpyaerve to assist a protégé’s

career development and advancement. Specific caneetions are made possible
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because of a mentor’'s experience, position withéndrganization, and his or her
organizational influence. While career functions experienced primarily by the
protéges, these functions may benefit both theégest and the mentors. By learning their
role within the organization, gaining exposurertfiuential individuals, and securing
promotions, protégés are able to advance theiecaré/hen mentors provide these
functions for protégés, mentors may benefit fronréased support among subordinates
as well as greater respect from peers and supéoiofgstering talent within the
organization (Kram, 1980, 1988).

Sponsorshipwhich involves consciously promoting an indivitlt@ possible
promotions, is critical for career advancemenis Hlso the most frequently observed
career function in organizational settings (Kra®88). Without the support and
accolades put forth by the mentor, it is possibég & protégé may be overlooked for
promotions. In her discussion of power within ongations, Kanter (1977) stressed the
importance of sponsorship and also introduced tineept of reflected power. She
claimed that “sponsors,” who were defined as “menémd advocates upward in the
organization” (p. 181), were necessary for careability. Simply having a sponsor is
advantageous for many protégés. When a protégsisiated with a particular sponsor,
others within the organization may view the protégénore powerful. This reflected
power stems from the fact that the protégé hasvedé¢he support of an influential
individual and likely has access to the influentmalividual’s resources. The importance
of these sponsors and the unofficial power theydvesvas further emphasized by
Kanter's finding that sponsors were unofficiallyoam as “rabbis” and “godfathers”

within the organization she studied.
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Sponsorship, however, is a risky function for thentor as the protégé’s eventual
success or failure may influence the mentor’s ogputation. If the mentor recommends
a specific protégé and that protégé succeeds inettvty appointed position, others
around the mentor, including superiors and subatds) may increase their perceptions
of the mentor’s judgment. In this case, it is pblesthat the concept of reflected power
may even be reciprocated back onto the mentor. €sply, if the protégé does not
succeed in the new position, the mentor’s reputatiay suffer (Kram, 1980, 1988).

Exposure and visibilitpccurs when a mentor intentionally gives a protégés
which will involve interaction with influential ofrs in the organization. Through this
interaction, the protégé has the opportunity torasp powerful individuals while
simultaneously building relationships that may leafurther advancement. The benefits
and drawbacks to providing this function are simitathe sponsorship risks described
above - the protégé’s performance will reflect @ithositively or negatively on the
mentor’s reputation (Kram, 1980, 1988).

Coachingincreases a protégé’s understanding of how torpssghrough the
organization. Given their experienced positionsntoes provide strategies for their
protégés to achieve work objectives, gain recogmiéind fulfill career aspirations.
Coaching often involves sharing ideas on how torowe specific assignments and
disclosing inside knowledge on organizational pediind processes. In these cases,
protégés risk being influenced by one perspectivech may or may not be accurate
(Kram, 1980, 1988). Similarly, when mentors shaedrtperspectives with protégés, they

help to ensure that the mentors’ opinions and vienegperpetuated throughout the
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organization, and this may be beneficial or detntakto the success of the organization
(Kram, 1988).

Mentorsprotectprotégés when they intentionally safeguard themmfnegative
attention. Because of their positions in the org@inon, mentors can often withstand the
unfavourable publicity with little harm to theirgetations. When projects are not on
schedule or if protégés have not yet learned howetmtiate within the organization,
mentors may deal with the situations themselvesgetiy shielding protégés from
damaging exposure. This protection function mapédmicularly problematic in cross-
gender mentoring relationships. Occasionally, fenpabtégés are protected more than
their male counterparts and this can lead to mispgdrtunities as females may not be
able to demonstrate their competence in difficitltagions (Kram, 1980, 1988).

The mentoring function afhallenging assignmenisvolves mentors presenting
protégés with tasks that will increase their tecahtompetencies and further their self-
confidence. When protégés successfully completethesignments, they feel a sense of
accomplishment. However, without adequate feedfrack their mentors, protégés may
feel frustrated and unprepared. Not only do chgilegassignments prepare protégés for
greater responsibility but they may also free mentiom specific duties, leaving time

for other tasks (Kram, 1980, 1988).

2.4.2 Psychosocial Functions

Psychosocial functions affect mentors and protégés more personal level as
these functions often extend beyond organizatiadabhncement. Intended to increase an

individual's sense of competence, the outcomebeasd functions depend on the quality
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of the interpersonal relationships between meraondstheir protégés. Psychosocial
functions may provide support for protégés whoaal@sting to new work roles while
mentors may gain a sense of accomplishment ancheetiaelf-worth from assisting
less-experienced individuals (Kram, 1988).

Role modellings the most frequently observed psychosocial fonand
involves setting examples through behaviours,ualtis, and values. Because of their
positive behaviours, mentors provide opportunifiggprotégés to observe how to
conduct themselves in various organizational sgitiRProtégés then identify with these
behaviours and may emulate them during their owamrzational experiences (Kram,
1980, 1988). Role modelling may also be an unconscprocess. Mentors may be
unaware of how their actions affect protégés amilaily, protégés may not recognize
the extent to which they are modelling their mesitbehaviours (Kram, 1988).

Acceptance and confirmatiog an important mentoring function for both mestor
and protégés. By reaffirming a protégé’s competeacrentor provides the protégé with
support and builds his or her confidence. Protédgs benefit when mentors accept
protégés for who they are, and this may subsequentlourage protégés to take risks
and to share their feelings with their mentor, eatinan simply agreeing in the interest of
pleasing others. Similarly, when protégés respedtsapport their mentors, mentors
receive the acceptance and confirmation that mdgdkéng as a result of stagnant career
advancement. In addition, if a mentor is struggtimdeel useful in the later stages of his
or her career, a protégé’s acceptance of and celian the mentor may offset feelings of

low self-esteem or self-worth (Kram, 1980, 1988).



24

By providingcounselling mentors allow protégés to discuss issues that may
prevent them from accomplishing their organizatioraponsibilities or that may detract
from their sense of competence. Early in their @axgprotégés often experience concerns
that centre on the following issues: developing petance while still feeling satisfied in
their careers; relating to new peers while retgrireir personal values; and balancing
increasing work responsibilities with other aspatttheir lives. As protégés progress
through the different stages of their careersptitere of their concerns may change. This
does not negate the importance of counsellingeavéinious stages but instead solidifies
the need for mutually respectful and supportive tmerelationships. By sharing their
own personal experiences with protégés, mentoraldesto revisit important decision
points in their respective careers and reflect@n those situations have influenced their
career development (Kram, 1980, 1988).

The final psychosocial function involves mutual amgjoyable social exchanges.
These informal interactions may revolve around warkon-work related activities and
generally serve to make the organizational envimrmore enjoyable. Through
friendship protégés are able to feel more like peers irtiogldo their mentors as
opposed to subordinates in a dyadic relationshgntirs also benefit from their
protégés’ friendship as it may allow them to stagireected to younger generations. In
cross-gender relationships, friendship and inforimi@ractions outside of the workplace
may be limited in order to prevent inaccurate agsgions regarding the relationship

(Kram, 1980, 1988).
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2.4.3 Mentoring Functions Provided

The provision of mentoring functions will vary widach mentoring relationship.
In addition, mentoring functions are not mutuabkglesive but instead frequently
overlap. Demarcation between functions is oftefiadift as career and psychosocial
functions may be combined during mentor-protégérattions. Several factors influence
which functions are provided in a mentoring relasioip, including the developmental
stages of each individual, the nature of the mamgaelationship and the organizational
context (Kram, 1988).

Mentoring relationships are often formed becauseddvelopmental stages of
each individual are complementary. Protégés may seementors who are able to
provide the critical functions the protégés cursergquire. Conversely, mentors’
concerns about themselves, their families and their careers influence the functions
they are able to provide to protégés. For exanmpémtors who are comfortable with their
current status may be more willing to provide pgé®gwith sponsorship as well as
exposure and visibility when compared to mentors @afe frustrated with their own lack
of career advancement opportunities. Based on #gitsdions, mentors and protégés are
often attracted to one another. When this matchrsc®doth individuals are able to offer
functions that address and fulfill the other mentereeds. As the relationship
progresses, the developmental needs of each indivade likely to change, and as
explained in a subsequent section, the relationsfuigresses through a number of
phases.

The specific functions provided in a mentoring tielaship are also impacted by

the members’ interpersonal skills. For examplet@més who are able to ask for specific
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guidance may develop a relationship with their menfaster than those who lack
effective communication skills. Similarly, mentarfio possess active listening skills
may be more suited to provide counselling to présédittitudes and beliefs may also
influence mentoring relationships. Protégés whal Imglgative views towards authority
may have difficulty accepting specific mentoringétions while mentors who can
effectively manage conflict and feelings of compet may be more adept at providing a
wide range of mentoring functions (Kram, 1988).

Finally, the organizational context also influent®s functions provided in a
mentoring relationship. If a mentor and a protégélacated at vastly different
hierarchical levels in the organization, the prmnsof mentoring functions may be
affected. Specifically, because of a mentor’s pdwegrosition in the organization, he or
she may be able to sponsor a protégé for posituithsincreasing responsibility yet,
conversely, be unable to provide the daily coaching friendship that is often found

when members are closer in organizational statusn(ii<1988).

2.4.4 Mentoring Functions Applied to Academic 8gHi

As described above, many mentor relationshipseignmocal and mutually
beneficial. This also holds true for mentoring tielaships in academic settings. Career
functions in academic settings may be similar eoghneral career functions described
above. For example, like organizational settingsnsorship was also found to be an
important function that mentors provided for th@iotégés in academic settings (Clark et
al., 2000). Mentors may sponsor protégés by prargdtieir advancement through

graduate school. This often includes nominatindggeés for awards, endorsing research
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projects and sponsoring protégés’ work for pubiicatSponsorship may also allow
protégés to bypass bureaucratic obstacles, posgblding up the timelines for research
proposals. In addition, sponsorship can play &atitole when protégés begin searching
for postdoctoral and employment opportunities. iHgwhe support of a faculty member,
along with the reflected power (Kanter, 1977) thatompanies this endorsement, signals
that the protégé has access to his or her memastairces and has someone who is
willing to promote the protégé’s career (JohnsoH&ve, 2003).

Exposure and visibilitpccurs in graduate school when mentors invite géstéo
collaborate on projects, especially those projgswill be presented to other influential
academic members (Johnson & Huwe, 2003). In daing protégé gains visibility in his
or her mentor’s network of colleagues (Cronan-Kit al., 1986). By sharing
information regarding department politics, provgistrategies for managing
interpersonal conflict and suggesting short termgthat will assist in achieving longer
term goals, mentors coach protégés on how to ssittlysnavigate graduate school
(Johnson & Huwe). When mentors provide challengisgjgnments for their protégés,
they are able to increase their technical skilld @@mpetence levels, resulting in
increased confidence. Finally, protégés are oftetepted from threats to their reputation
or program status by their academic mentors. Mentay help protégés avoid
embarrassment by steering them away from potentiainaging tasks or provide
support for protégés should they encounter diffieslwhile defending their dissertations
(Johnson & Huwe).

Similarly, literature suggests that psychosociakfionsin academic settings

usually resemble the psychosocial functions desdréarlier. Through role modelling,
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protégés are afforded opportunities to identifyhvitdividuals who are already
established in their chosen fields and observetmgsaprotégés may wish to emulate.
Graduate students are able to observe their medigpkay the skills, abilities and
behaviours required to successfully navigate thinabhe profession (Johnson & Huwe,
2003). According to Clark et al. (2000), acceptaauee confirmation is the most
frequently reported psychosocial function of memgprovided by mentors in academic
settings. By demonstrating that they believe inrtheotégés’ abilities, mentors may
increase their protégés’ confidence. In turn, thigy allow the protégés to attempt tasks
that they previously believed could not be accosh@d (Johnson & Huwe).

Counselling involves allowing protégés to discussspnal and professional
issues. By discussing career goals and how to balork and family demands, mentors
provide protégeés with outlets to seek advice ands@rance during their progression
through their doctoral program. With respect teridship, Johnson and Huwe (2003)
suggest that it is not necessary for mentors aot@és to share a friendship bond per se,
but rather the dyadic relationship must containualisupport, trust and respect. When
this occurs, mentors and protégés value each sitindar to how colleagues may, and
are able to maintain professional boundaries wdtilebeing sensitive to the personal

needs of each member.
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RESEARCH QUESTION #1

What mentoring functions do sport management distsen advisors
provide for their doctoral students?
Sub-questions

a) According to dissertation advisors, what specifentoring functions did they
provide for their former doctoral students?

b) According to former doctoral students, what #ipementoring functions did their
dissertation advisors provide?

c) Are dissertation advisors’ and former doctotatients’ perceptions of the

mentoring functions provided consistent?

2.5 Phases of Mentor Relationships

Mentor relationships are dynamic and constantijhavg. These relationships
pass through a number of phases and may everirshiftoeing mutually enhancing to
destructive for one or more members (Kram, 1988)Kfam (1980) stated:

the essential characteristics of a developmentioakhip are clarified by
taking note of the career and psychosocial funstibat the relationship
provides [for each member]. However, a descriptiat only includes
these functions is static and incomplete. A develeptal relationship is
characterized by an evolutionary process; the fanstprovided, the
affective experiences of each [member], and théitgua the interaction
change. This dynamic perspective enhances unddnstpaf a
developmental relationship by delineating how #sential characteristics
change over time. (p. 119)

Oftentimes, phases in a mentor relationship argetydinked to stages in an
individual's development. In his attempt to idepntf systematic conception of the life

cycle, and more specifically adulthood, Levinso@748) identified a number of different
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eras that every individual passes through. Thedade early and middle adulthood. The
authors found that the primary concern in earlyithdod is initiation and the focus shifts
to reappraisal during middle adulthood. Thereftre,overall progression of the
mentoring relationship will be influenced by theesific developmental stages of both
the mentor and the protégé (Levinson). For exangpt#égés who have just entered the
workforce are considered junior members and wileheoncerns surrounding career
development, family life, and the appropriate be&of these aspects. These junior
members may seek out senior members who are ab&gdhem with their concerns.
Conversely, individuals who are at the midpointrdir careers may be involved in
reflection and reassessment regarding any futageparhaps limited, advancement
opportunities. By assisting junior members withitltareer development, midcareer
members may be able to review and relive past idesisthereby providing new sources
of confirmation and identity (Kram, 1988).

Given the rather consistent stages of early andlimiadulthood (Levinson,
1978), many authors have attempted to classifyiip@bases of mentor relationships.
However, there is some disagreement between autbgasding the exact number of
mentoring relationship phases, as well as the nassgned to each of these. In general,
Levinson found that most mentoring relationshipgitevith excitement and mutual
attraction and after a period of years, end widlifgs of ambivalence or worse, feelings
of anger and resentment. Missirian (1982) describedmber of phases including
initiation, development, and termination while Rpg-Jones (1982) noted mutual
admiration, development, disillusionment, partiagd transformation. But as Kram

(1988) pointed out, there may be a number of liticites to using these findings. Both
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Missirian and Phillips-Jones obtained data retrosypely, focused on only one member
of the mentoring relationships, and interviewedydaemale subjects. In yet another
account of mentoring phases, O’Neil & Wrightsma@Q2) identified the following
phases in an academic mentoring relationship: ngatkie critical entry decision;

building of mutual trust; taking risks; teachinglisk learning professional standards; and
dissolving or changing the relationship.

While these authors’ descriptions of the phasesmkntoring relationship do
vary, they represent a fairly similar general pesgion. Mentors and protégés meet and
enter into a mentoring relationship, the relatiopgirogresses through a number of
periods of development and increasing mutual tarsd, then eventually the relationship
changes or dissolves, and may or may not includesgement of negativity. Although
O’Neil and Wrightsman’s (2001) phases are spedificalated to academic mentoring,
this conception has not been widely cited by othsearchers. To the best of my
knowledge, O’Neil and Wrightsman’s phases can b@daoonly in a limited number of
books, conference proceedings, and an unpubliskedisaript. In comparison, Kram’s
1983Academy of Management Jourraaticle detailing the phases of the mentoring
relationship is the most cited in the mentoringriture (Bozeman & Feeney, 2007).
Given the scholarly popularity of this article, ikt& phases were adopted in this study.

Kram (1983) conceptualized four phases of mentamtationships and described
them as “predictable, yet not entirely distinct” Gi4). The first phase of a mentoring
relationship is calledhitiation and typically lasts six months to one year. Dutimg
time mentors and protégés have frequent interactod may even develop what Kram

calls “fantasies.” Protégés may begin to feel ggradmiration and respect for their
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mentors and look forward to their mentors’ suppord guidance. Meanwhile, mentors
see their protégés as individuals who are “coaehyabhjoyable to work with, and can be
used to transmit the mentors’ values and viewseftorld (Johnson & Huwe, 2003;
Kram). While in the initiation phase, academic noesitmay help graduate protégés form
roles and professional boundaries within new emvirents, develop a sense of personal
and professional direction, and increase potentfedgile feelings of competence
(Johnson & Huwe).

The second phase of a mentoring relationship isutiezation phase. This phase
lasts approximately two to five years and is tylyceharacterized by a peak in the
provision of both career and mentoring functionsafld, 1983). In academic mentoring
relationships, the cultivation phase will oftentlastil protégés leave graduate school.
Relationships occupying this phase provide an asing sense of security and
competence with little turmoil or conflict (Johns&Huwe, 2003). During this phase
mentors assist protégés in formulating early péesl identities. In order to form a
professional identity, protégés must have acufeasereness, remain cognizant of
professional limitations and be willing to takekds By helping protégés complete
challenging tasks and undertake risks in the fofmeav roles, mentors serve to increase
their protégés’ self-confidence while simultanegustreasing their own credibility
(Johnson & Huwe).

Next, mentoring relationships traditionally entiee separationphase. This phase
varies from six months to two years and is charadd by the protégés’ increased
autonomy and is accompanied by feelings of turnamikiety, and loss as the mentoring

relationship becomes less central in each membier’&ram (1983) posits that the
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separation between members of the mentoring dyedrsstructurally and
psychologically. In an ideal scenario, a timelystural separation will elicit an

emotional separation, allowing the protégé tohésbr her ability to function

independent of his or her mentor. However, poanmet separations can produce
negative outcomes. If the structural separatigpresnature, it may arouse feelings of
intense anxiety as the protégé will feel forced,yreable, to operate without close mentor
support. Conversely, if a structural separatiorucs@after an emotional separation, one
member of the relationship may begin to resenbther member as his or her actions
become inconsistent with the member’s needs (Kram).

As previously mentioned, the progression from phagghase is not marked by
clearly defined boundaries but instead occurs tiincaiblending of phases. According to
Johnson and Huwe (2003), this blended and confuaadition is considerably more
prominent as mentoring relationships move fromication to separation. This shift
often occurs during the protégé’s last year ofgtegyram and is the period of the
mentoring relationship that is most likely to dlisiress and conflict. In many cases,
protégés soon graduate and their interactionstivitln mentors decrease dramatically.
As the end of the cultivation phase approacheségés have hopefully gained an
increased sense of autonomy and have decreasedeligice on their mentor, making
the transition to the separation phase easier.aitiis progression may be difficult for
either member to accept, both members must remeitribean integral and healthy part
of the mentoring relationship, and is criticallietrelationship is to succeed in the

following phase (Johnson & Huwe).
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Finally, the mentoring relationship undergoes aqgokof redefinition This lasts
for an indefinite length of time and may resulthe formation of a different relationship
structure. Often protégés and mentors form nevegstintense relationships that are
characterized by the mutual support formed eairli¢he relationship and progress into
“peerlike,” long-term friendships (Johnson & Huv2®03; Kram, 1983). In academic
settings, members may meet up at conferences atedaupach other on the significant
events that have occurred since their last contasbme instances, mentors and
protégés remain very close and frequently intaraatnewly formed collegial manner,
producing collaborative scholarly articles or jaiasearch projects. In fewer cases,
mentors and protégés cease communication altogaftieeithe protégés have graduated.
Regardless of the relationship that is eventualtyned during the redefinition phase,
mentors and protégés usually remain indebted to ether for the many benefits each
member has accrued (Johnson & Huwe).

In order to examine each phase of mentoring redaligps, research should be
conducted using matched mentor-protégé pairs yinguphases of the relationship (i.e.,
Kram, 1980) or a longitudinal study that examirtes progression of mentoring
relationships. Since the mentoring relationshipgewnnvestigation in this study were
examined retrospectively, it was not possible t®#sin an accurate description of each
of the mentoring relationship phases.

In addition, it has been suggested that becaufeddtructure of graduate
programs, mentoring relationships may transitiamfiphase to phase in a fairly
predictable pattern (Ortiz-Walters & Gilson, 200B9r example, students may work with

a mentor for the three to five year period whileytlare completing their doctoral degrees
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and then graduate and begin their careers in anloitegtion. This physical distance
typically provides a natural separation in thetreteship, and the relationship progresses
into the redefinition phase. As described in théldology chapter, all protégés had
completed their doctoral dissertations and wereleyeg as faculty members at various
North American academic institutions in the areapadrt management. As a result, only
the current nature of these mentoring relationsiigs examined. Thus, it was assumed

from the outset that all of the mentoring relatiups were in the redefinition phase.

RESEARCH QUESTION #2

What is the nature of the current relationship leetvsport management
dissertation advisors and their former doctoradlstis?
Sub-questions

a) How do dissertation advisors characterize the pattitheir current relationships
with their former doctoral students?

b) How do former doctoral students characterize theraaof their current
relationships with their dissertation advisors?

c) Are dissertation advisors’ and former doctoral stud’ characterizations of the

nature of their current relationships consistent?

2.6 Characteristics Desired in Academic MentorirdglRonships

The specific characteristics desired in mentorgigtronships will vary between
relationships and will be a function of numerougtdas including the mentor’'s
characteristics, the protégés characteristics; thepective development stages, as well

as the organizational setting and environmentdititeon, the success of mentoring
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relationships will depend in part on the match lestavthe mentors’ and the protéges’
specific characteristics (Bozeman & Feeney, 2008grefore, it is not possible to create
one definite list of qualities or characteristibattall protégés or mentors should possess
to foster successful mentoring relationships. Havea number of studies have found

some commonly desired characteristics and thesges@ibed below.

2.6.1 Characteristics Desired in Academic Protégés

As demonstrated throughout this manuscript, pratégéeive a wide variety of
benefits from mentoring relationships. Yet in acade studies show that only 50-65% of
graduate students are mentored (Clark et al., 20@than-Hillix et al., 1986; Fallow &
Johnson, 2000). Therefore, it appears that a lamg#ber of graduate students are
missing out on mentoring relationships and thesoamted benefits. Research
summarizing what mentors look for in academic ggégis more scarce as compared to
gualities sought in academic mentors (Huwe & John2603). In their article designed
to assist graduate students in forming mentoritagiomships, Huwe and Johnson (2003)
present profiles of excellent protégés and disistgbetween desired personality
characteristics and behaviour patterns. Accordinfpe authors, excellent protégés
demonstrate: emotional stability, making them réwepto feedback and tolerant of their
own weaknesses without intense feelings of shamaitarnal locus of control, believing
that their actions are largely under their own oardnd may be more likely to persevere
when faced with obstacles; the ability to be cod¢chg demonstrating that they are

willing to learn from their mentors; high levels @hotional intelligence, indicating a
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greater ability to manage interpersonal intera¢teord an achievement focus, allowing
them to contribute to their mentors’ research agsrftiuwe & Johnson).

With respect to behavioural patterns, excellentggeés tend to: exhibit strong
communication skills, allowing them to accuratehgaoncisely share their thoughts
with others; produce excellent results, and thé laigality of this work is eventually
reflected back onto the mentors; and demonstragecalanning by setting goals and
eventually offering more visibility to the mentdwough their successful career outcomes
(Huwe & Johnson, 2003). Conversely, those protédésare overly dependent,
arrogant, distant and detached, emotionally unstattho procrastinate, fail to attain
acceptable achievement levels, and display poergetsonal boundaries are less likely

to be mentored (Huwe & Johnson).

2.6.2 Characteristics Desired in Academic Mentors

In order to examine the characteristics that pegétesired in prospective
mentors, Olian, Carroll, Giannantonio, and Fer&88) manipulated the characteristics
of prospective mentor profiles and found that pyégwere significantly more attracted
to mentors with high levels of interpersonal corepet. These authors hypothesized that
this competence influences a mentor’s ability tdgren psychosocial functions,
ultimately affecting the overall quality of the mering relationships and being more
influential in a protégé’s career advancement.chdamic settings, Clark et al. (2000)
asked students to describe the three most impgetasbnality characteristics of their
current mentor. The authors received more than #&86riptors which they sorted into

categories and subsequently provided the top 1E&actaistics. These included being
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supportive (frequency count of 111), intelligen®4), knowledgeable (73), and ethical
(56). Similarly, Cronan-Hillix et al. (1986) fourtdat the most important characteristic of
a “good” mentor was being “interested and/or sufppet of the student. Personality
characteristics (such as a sense of humour, hqraesication, and empathy) and being
“knowledgeable/competent” were cited as the se@mtithird most important
characteristics, respectively. Buhler (1998) alsted that mentors must be available, be
committed to the relationship, and possess thessacg communication skills to convey
their skills and knowledge.

Interestingly, for five of the six top characteiestused to describe “bad” mentors,
the results were the opposite of the correspontjogd” characteristic (Cronan-Hillix et
al., 1986). For example, “interested/supportived li@e highest importance score for
good mentors whereas “uninterested/unsupportives’ mantioned most frequently for
bad mentors. Other negative mentor characteristatsded lacking knowledge,
exploiting protégés and being unavailable or inasitie. Personality characteristics of
“bad” mentors included rigidity, criticality, egoagicity and dishonesty (Cronan-Hillix
et al.). Given these less than desirable charatiteyj Johnson and Huwe (2003)
recommend that protégés identify the charactesistiat are most important to them and
keep these in mind while searching for prospectiemtors. However, they also caution
that a perfect mentor does not exist and it iskehjithat one mentor will provide every

function for all of his or her protégés.
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RESEARCH QUESTION #3

What are the characteristics desired in each me(diz=ertation
advisor and doctoral student) of the relationship?
Sub-questions
a) What characteristics do dissertation advisors desidoctoral students?

b) What characteristics do doctoral students desidéssertation advisors?

2.7 Outcomes of Mentoring

Although much of the literature focuses on the fpgesioutcomes of mentoring
relationships for the protégés (e.g., Allen et2004; Kram, 1988), there are also
numerous benefits for the mentors (e.g., Kram, 1888 the organizations in which the
mentoring relationships occur (e.g., Wilson & EImaf90). Unfortunately, negative
outcomes of mentoring relationships have been tepgas well (Johnson & Huwe, 2002,
2003). Since little is known about the mentorinigtienships between sport management
doctoral students and their dissertation advigbesfocus of this study was on the
positive outcomes. However, because negative owgsonay have been present in the
mentoring relationships under study, reviewingahsociated literature was also

necessary.

2.7.1 Outcomes of Mentoring for Mentors

While much of the academic literature focuses enttbnefits experienced by
protégés (e.g., Dreher & Ash, 1990; Dreher & C®98; Lark & Croteau, 1998;

Tenenbaum et al., 2001), mentors certainly befrefib these relationships as well. For
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example, mentors may benefit from increased sugpatrespect from subordinates,
peers and superiors as a result of fostering talghin the organization (Kram, 1980,
1988). Additionally, if a protégé who has been mesd becomes successful, others may
increase their perceptions of the mentor’s judgnii€éanter, 1977). Although there are
some situations in which it may not be advantagéotise organization as a whole,
mentors are often able to influence others andrertheir own views and opinions are
perpetuated, at least in the interim (Kram, 1988y are also able to develop
individuals they would consider to be competentkeos or colleagues (Allen, Poteet, &
Burroughs, 1997). Mentors may also benefit fromréased productivity when graduate
students are involved in the mentor’s researchraragand from heightened visibility
through the efforts and successes of graduaterggide

By mentoring others, mentors are able to increlasie social networks and
develop close relationships or friendships withirtpeotégés. In addition, mentors may
develop a loyal following among their protégés amay benefit from potential situations
where protégés would be able to “payback” their imen(Allen et al., 1997). Lastly, in
addition to other potential benefits not mentioabdve, mentors may experience a sense
of personal satisfaction from watching others depeind succeed, along with a sense of
generativity (Allen et al.). Generativity centras relationships with younger generations
and involves developing the next generation andramg that they will be ready to
succeed those before them (Levinson, 1978). Wiheet to academia, one particular
mentor noted that a benefit of mentoring was “sttaast experience with people
realizing that at one time | needed such guidasceedl” (Allen et al., p. 77) while

another mentor wanted “to pass along the benéfitisithave. You don’t want to just take
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and let that be short-lived and self-contained bseahen it is wasted” (Allen et al., p.
77). These guotations demonstrate how mentorsnahadnly protégés, benefit from
mentoring relationships.

Many of the negative outcomes for mentors resalnfthe risks mentors take
when entering into mentoring relationships and hog functions such as sponsorship,
exposure and visibility, and challenging assignmelfithe outcome of these functions
are negative, this may reflect poorly on the méast@putation and he or she may be
seen as incompetent, unable to develop talent@umd tose power, status and respect
within an organization (Kanter, 1977; Kram, 198988). Other negative aspects of
mentoring include protégés becoming too dependententors and the mentoring
relationships becoming too time consuming (Buséigs).

As Johnson and his colleagues (Johnson, 2008; dol&siuwe, 2002; Johnson
& Nelson, 1999) described, mentoring relationslaipess complex, multifaceted dyads that
may include ethical dilemmas or require mentongrtivide potentially incompatible
functions. For example, mentors often support grhsor protégés while simultaneously
attempting to objectively evaluate their progressgeards socialization into the profession
or occupation. These ethical problems may be ealpedifficult in doctoral programs
where mentors must evaluate protégés’ professammhinoral competency to proceed in
the profession after developing strong emotiondl reiprocal relationships (e.g.,
clinical psychology). As a result, mentors may feahflicted by their responsibility to
uphold professional and ethical standards and ttesiire to avoid betraying their

protégés (Johnson, 2008).
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In addition, Johnson and Huwe (2002) proposed aldgy of mentoring
dysfunction in graduate school and suggested 1gpyi problems (such as poor mentor-
protégé matching, boundary violations by either fmemor exploitation) that when
presented either independently or in combinatioay explain the majority of
dysfunctional mentoring relationships. Although fdygtion was beyond the scope of
this study, mentoring dysfunction may be worth exiplg in the future once the positive

aspects of mentoring relationships in sport manag¢mave been examined.

2.7.2 Outcomes of Mentoring for Protégés

Many authors have noted the critical importanchading mentoring
relationships. Levinson (1978) stated that a mamgarelationship was one of the most
important relationships an individual could have #ime importance of having a mentor
was further stressed in publications such astdmeard Business Revieavticle titled
“Everyone who makes it has a mentor” (Collins & §cb978). In addition, benefits of
mentoring experienced by protégés have repeatedy bited in the academic literature.
For example, Roche (1979) found that individual®witere mentored reported earning
more money and having greater levels of careesfaation when compared to their non-
mentored counterparts. Similarly, other authorsehaonfirmed these findings, as
mentored individuals reported receiving more proomd, having higher incomes, were
more satisfied with their pay and other benefithgii\et al., 2004; Dreher & Ash, 1990),
and believed they would advance within their orgation (Allen et al.).

Based on their review of the academic mentorirgdiure, Johnson and Huwe

(2003) concluded that graduate students also expEgimany positive benefits of
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mentoring. The authors distinguished between benaficrued before graduation (called
predoctoral) and benefits received after gradugpostdoctoral) and also noted that
these outcomes were both intrinsic and extrinsezodding to Johnson and Huwe,
protégés may experience the following predoctoealdfits: professional skill
development whereby protégés are able to watchieitors perform in their
professions and consequently “learn the ropesteamed professional competence and
identity development resulting from their mentdes2dback and guidance;
encouragement and reaffirmation regarding the géstéskills and dreams; additional
networking opportunities facilitated by the mentoGreased predoctoral productivity
such as conference presentations and journal jadiblis; the successful completion of
dissertation requirements in a timely manner; thiétato secure prestigious internships;
and greater overall satisfaction with the doctpragram. Similarly, Cronan-Hillix et al.
(1986) found that students with mentors had mo#igations, more first authored
publications, more conference papers authoredywemne involved in a greater number of
research projects than their non-mentored peerritrast to Johnson and Huwe,
Cronan-Hillix et al. did not find a relationshiptia@en having a mentor and overall
satisfaction with the doctoral program. Howevee, dluthors did find that satisfaction
with the mentor was positively related to satigtaciith the program.

Furthermore, postdoctoral benefits may includeatgeincome and earlier
employment resulting from the mentor’s sponsor$biiprestigious or informal job
openings; more rapid career promotion and mobiiitgreased career satisfaction; career
“eminence” or the recognition that is associatett waving the support and sponsorship

of a mentor; increased creativity and innovatiothwéspect to scholarly projects
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(Johnson & Huwe, 2003); and knowledge and expegieagarding mentoring others
(gained through the protégé’s own mentoring refeiops), especially since mentored
individuals are more likely to mentor others (Jaimand Huwe; Roche, 1979).

Despite the many positive outcomes listed abow@gges sometimes experience
negative outcomes or negative aspects of mentoelatjonships. Clark et al. (2000) and
Fallow and Johnson (2000) found very similar resulith respect to the protégés’
frequency of reporting negative behaviours. Theatiegg aspects of mentoring included:
mentors not being as available as protégés wowld kieed; difficulty ending the
mentoring relationship; inability to meet mentoegpectations; being required to do
things that made the protégés feel uncomfortalaleiniy their mentor take credit for their
work; the mentor engaging in unethical behavioefidving their mentors’ behaviour
was seductive; and believing their mentors sexedlthe relationship (Clark et al.;
Fallow & Johnson). While negative outcomes of amgllare undesirable, Clark et al.
found that the majority of respondents indicatedhagative experiences. Furthermore,
incidents of serious negative outcomes such asatieation of the relationships or
engaging in seductive behaviours were relatively & between 2% and 4% of

respondents (Clark et al.; Fallow & Johnson).
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RESEARCH QUESTION #4

What are the outcomes of mentoring relationship@&den sport management
dissertation advisors and their former doctoradlstis?
Sub-questions

a) According to dissertation advisors, what are thie@mmes of mentoring
relationships for both the advisors and the dot&italents?

b) According to former doctoral students, what aeedhtcomes of mentoring
relationships for both the doctoral students arddiksertation advisors?

c) Are dissertation advisors’ and former doctoral stud’ perceptions of the

outcomes of mentoring relationships consistent?
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3.0 METHODOLOGY
This study was a qualitative inquiry designed tplese the mentoring
relationships between sport management dissertatieisors and their former doctoral
students. The methodology chapter outlines theviellg sections: justification of the
methodology, the researcher as an instrument,attonsiderations, sample selection,

data collection, data analysis, and finally, defations and limitations.

3.1 Justification of Methodology

Qualitative methods, as opposed to quantitativeaguhes, are used when the
researcher would like to emphasize words rather thembers (Bryman & Teevan,
2005). In this project, | chose to examine the reatf select mentoring relationships in
the sport management academy. According to Cre$2@03), qualitative methods are
“exploratory and useful when the researcher doe&mmw the important variables to
examine. This type of approach may be needed becaihe topic has never been
addressed with a certain sample or group of pedple22). While research on the topic
of mentoring itself has proliferated, fewer studiese been conducted in academia.
Although one quantitative study has been conduatechentoring relationships among
sport management faculty (Baker, 2006), | am natravef any studies completed on the
specific mentoring relationships between sport rganeent dissertation advisors and
their doctoral students. Given the nature of mgaesh question and Creswell’s
guotation provided above, it was appropriate toaigaalitative approach in order to

study these mentoring relationships.
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With respect to epistemology, researchers withsd-positivist perspective have
adopted a constructionist view of meaningful rggl@rotty, 1998). Unlike their
positivist counterparts, post-positivists belielattresearch outcomes cannot be
completely objective or absolutely certain (Crat®pst-positivists challenge the
positivist belief of an “absolute truth of knowlezfg Creswell, 2003, p.7), and also
purport that it is not possible to be “positive’oalb knowledge, especially when studying
human behaviour (Creswell). Given these princiglesed a post-positivist approach to
study the phenomenon under investigation - mergaefationships between sport
management dissertation advisors and their forroetodal students.

Although Creswell (2003) describes post-positivessrbeing synonymous with
the scientific method and focusing on “developingneric measures of observations” (p.
7), those are not necessarily the views | adopiethfs study. Instead, | approached the
study from the perspective that there are thedh@isgovern the world and that these
need to be examined (Creswell), but not solelyubhoquantitative measures.
Accordingly, | used semi-structured interviews tmlifatively examine the nature of
select mentoring relationships in the sport managgracademy. As Crotty (1998)
pointed out, it is possible for qualitative resdwrs to hold positivist orientations and
approaches. Therefore, a qualitative study usipgs&positivistic perspective to examine
mentoring in the under-researched context of acadesms quite appropriate.

Furthermore, Crotty (1998) distinguished betweesitpastic and post-
positivistic presentations of research. Consisiétiit a post-positivistic approach, the
results are presented as my interpretation of #t@. d he findings do not represent

established facts but instead are my conclusiohghaare based on my analysis of the
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participants’ responses in conjunction with pregiotentoring theories. Others may
consider my conclusions, judge their soundnesg&ngibility, and determine the

overall applicability of the findings to their liggCrotty).

3.2 The Researcher as an Instrument

A key tenet of qualitative research is the notioat investigators cannot separate
themselves entirely from the data. Consequentéy/reéisults of qualitative research will
inevitably be shaped by the investigators’ own exgmees and worldviews (Creswell,
2003). As a result, | must provide the perspedtiom which | approach this study. As
explained in Appendix A, | feel very fortunate tave had the opportunity to work with
such a wonderful thesis advisor, and mentor, Bys Exon. He has certainly provided
many of the mentoring functions discussed throughtua document and this experience
has undoubtedly affected my views, and expectatwingcademic mentoring
relationships. As such, | must acknowledge theffeances. In order to frame the
position from which | approached this study, myuglbts, my worldviews, and my initial

hesitancy towards conducting qualitative researetabso described (see Appendix A).

3.3 Ethical Considerations

Prior to completing any aspect of the data coleectthis study was submitted to
the University of the Windsor’'s Research Ethics BI&REB) for ethics approval. As per
the University of Windsor’'s REB protocol, | was ued to obtain ethical clearance
from all of the potential participants’ REBs or fitigtional Review Boards (IRBS). In

some cases, the participants’ institutions accegbtedUniversity of Windsor’s ethics
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clearance letter and additional ethical clearanag mot required. In other situations, |
submitted my University of Windsor ethics applicatito the participants’ institutions for
review and subsequently received ethical clearance.

Participant anonymity was not possible in this gtad | completed the telephone
interviews and consequently knew the participaidisitities. Similarly, while 1 did not
intentionally disclose participant identities iretfelease of the findings, confidentiality
could not be absolutely guaranteed. The sport neanagt academy is a rather small,
close-knit group of professionals, and since ttiemale for selecting participants (i.e.,
members of the lineages with the greatest schgtedgluctivity and the largest aggregate
numbers of former doctoral advisees) is disclosdtiis document, members of the sport
management academy may be able to determine tthe gauticipants, particularly the

dissertation advisors.

3.4 Sample Selection

The initial sample for this study consisted of fokactoral dissertation advisors
and ten former doctoral students (two students feach dissertation advisor’s lineage),
for a total of 15 participants. Questions pertajniom adequate sample size often do not
have a simple, straightforward answer (Bryman &vEBee 2005). As previously
illustrated in the literature review, there arekmown qualitative studies examining
mentoring in the sport management academy. Consdguit is not possible to use
previous studies in this area as references fopkasizes. Furthermore, many of the
academic mentoring studies have employed surveys Green & Bauer, 1995; Heinrich,

1995; Ortiz-Walters & Gilson, 2005; Sands, Pargbbuane, 1991; Tenenbaum et al.,
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2001). Unfortunately, these studies are of limiied with respect to sample size
verification as quantitative surveys differ consatgy from “information rich,”
gualitative studies (Lark & Croteau, 1998).

There are, however, a limited number of qualitasitedies that may be used for
the purpose of sample size comparison. HeinricBgLand Lark and Croteau (1998)
examined mentoring relationships in academia usitegviews. The sample size for
these studies ranged from 14 (Lark & Croteau) tp&2icipants (Heinrich). In addition,
the current study used a design similar to McCasr{006) master’s thesis. This thesis,
completed in the area of psychology, examined tiperences of mentors and protégés
in an academic setting by interviewing twelve féaguhentors and seven graduate
protégés, for a total of 19 participants. Consiupthese study sizes, along with the time
constraints of completing a master’s thesis, titalrsample size of 15 participants was
deemed to be acceptable.

The sample was selected in one of two ways, depgradi the specific
population (dissertation advisors vs. former daatetudents). The sample of dissertation
advisors was determined through a purposive sampliacedure. Purposive sampling is
appropriate for unique cases that will be partidulmformative, as well as when
identifying specific cases for in-depth exploratipfeuman, 1997). Using a data set
obtained from Dixon and Mott (2008b), advisors weekected on the basis of high
scholarly research productivity and large aggregatabers of former doctoral advisees.
Because of these specific selection criteria, auftht advisors were not selected to
replace advisors who chose not to participate. Eodnctoral students were randomly

selected from a compilation of dissertation adwstormer advisees. When needed, and
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until the list was exhausted, additional studerdsawandomly selected from the
compilation of former advisees in order to replduese who did not respond to my
requests for an interview or those who electedmeptrticipate.

For the purposes of this study, inclusion in thega was restricted to those
individuals for whom valid North American univessitontact information could be
obtained through public records. Therefore, indiaild who had completed their doctoral
degrees but who were not currently employed adtiaatia North American academic
institution were excluded from the study. In aduitiboth mentors and protégés who had
retired from academia, regardless of whether \@atact information could be obtained,
were also excluded.

While the initial sample selected for this studysisted of a total of 15
participants, regrettably one doctoral dissertatiduisor who was initially selected for
this study did not respond to my participation exfg, and as noted earlier, replacement
advisors were not selected. Similarly, several farprotégés also declined or were
unable to participate for various reasons. In tétabntacted 15 former doctoral students
and | was able to interview ten of these individu@ne protégé was removed from the
participant pool after completing the interviewyimg learned that he/she failed to meet
the previously specified inclusion criteria. Thédtla total of nine protégé interviews.
Unfortunately, one mentor had a small listing ofier advisees who met the inclusion
criteria and only one of these individuals eledtegarticipate in this study, leaving one
lineage of protégés incomplete. Therefore, thd Bample for this study contained four
doctoral dissertation advisors and nine former a@ttstudents, for a total of 13 (n=13)

participants. A profile of the participants’ sexndae found in Table 1. Coincidentally,
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the dissertation advisor and the former doctoradesait who did not participate in this
study formed part of the same lineage. As a rebwlas able to obtain complete
interview data for four of the five lineages (i.8,,C, D, and E) that were specifically
selected for inclusion in the study.

Table 1:Sex of Participants Listed by Lineage

Lineage
Participant A B C D E
Mentor Male - Male Female Female
Protégé 1 Male Male Male Female Female
Protégé 2 Male - Male Female Male

Note Dashes indicate participant was not interviewed

3.5 Data Collection

As previously noted, semi-structured telephoneruiggs were conducted with
dissertation advisors and a random sample of teeresponding former doctoral
students. Interviews are distinguished from samalversations because at least one of
the parties comes to an interview with a specifialgn mind (Stewart & Cash, 2006). In
this study, | attempted to gain an understandintp@fparticipants’ mentoring
relationships. Although the ability to notice noerbal cues is limited through the use of
telephone interviews, there are some instances vehephone interviews are beneficial.
Perhaps the greatest advantage associated with teééphone interviews is the ability to
sample a geographically diverse group of individuather economically (Berg, 2007).
For this study, participants were located througidorth America, making in-person
interviews incredibly costly and impractical forraaster’s thesis. Therefore, telephone

interviews were a viable method of gathering thiernview data.



53

According to Berg (2007), there are a number ofartgnt considerations that
must be accounted for when conducting telephomeviigws. Firstly, the interviewer
must establish legitimacy. In this study, legitimacas accomplished by sending
potential participants an email containing a reanent letter that was created on
university letterhead. The letter outlined the jggrant’s involvement in the study and
specified that | would be contacting him or hefudher explain the study, answer any
guestions, and discuss his or her role in the ctataction (see Appendices B and C).
Next, the interviewer must convince potential gapants of the importance of the study
and their participation in it. This was also accdisted through the recruitment letter.
This letter clearly articulated the importancelo$tstudy and stressed how the
participants’ involvement was critical to its susseThe importance of the study was also
conveyed when | telephoned prospective participnsslicit their participation in the
study.

Another important factor that must be taken intnsideration when selecting a
research method is the interviewer’s charactesigtitd qualifications. Fontana and Frey
(2005) stated that interviewer characteristics agchge, sex and interviewing experience
have little effect on interview responses. Althougld not have extensive experience
interviewing others before beginning this studigatl participated as a research assistant
for a government funded study where | was abletalact one in-person and one
telephone interview. While | was certainly stillnsidered a neophyte with respect to
conducting interviews, having the opportunity toxete a previous telephone interview
helped to reduce my level of anxiety while condugtihe first few participant interviews

for this study. In addition, prior to commencingsthesearch | did not have any direct



54

experience interviewing individuals in higher pasis within academia. However, | did
have experience interacting with individuals inipoas of power. Through previous job
experiences | was privileged with opportunitiesnteract with physicians and chiefs of
medical departments. Consequently, | was able ptydbe interpersonal communication
skills refined during my previous professional maigions to the interviews that were
conducted for this study with sport managementltacuembers.

However, research has also shown that studenvietegrs produce a greater
response effect when compared to non-student ieteevs (Fontana & Frey, 2005). A
response effect is said to occur when the reseantihgences a participant’s response.
This could happen if the interviewer (inadvertentitered the delivery of the question to
suggest a desired answer or re-worded the questiergby changing the implicit or
explicit meaning of the query (Fontana & Frey).c®ih am a student, this response effect
must be acknowledged. Fontana and Frey also nio&tdhigher status interviewers
produce a larger response effect in comparisoower status interviewers. In this study,
| was a lower status interviewer and based onitttinfgs mentioned previously, my

lower status position may have helped to minimizg @otential response effect.

3.5.1 Interview Guide Development

One of the more challenging aspects of this study geveloping the guides to be
used during the interviews. Being new to quali@atigsearch, | was unsure of how to
proceed with this task but realized the outcomesyftlata collection would be
dependent upon the quality of the questions thakéd participants. | consulted with a

number of texts but was unable to find a clear digson of how to proceed. | also
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looked at dissertations to generate some ideaswfpnevious students had constructed
their interview guides, but since there are fevdigs with the same focus as mine, the
insight was limited. Knowing that my interview geslwould be further clarified during
my pilot interviews, | created a number of openashthterview questions that | thought
would capture the information required to answeheaf the research questions and the
related sub-questions. | then added the compubsthigs consent information as well as
a paragraph describing the focus of the study sicjgants could respond to my

guestions accordingly.

3.5.2 Pilot Interviews

In an attempt to combat the student interviewgpaoase effect and to practice
administering semi-structured interviews, | perfedchthree pilot interviews via
telephone. These pilot interviews also served sts fer the clarity of the interview
guestions and provided some feedback regardinfatgevalidity of the questions
(Neuman, 1997). In order to mimic the compositibthe selected sample and the
ensuing interviews (i.e., one dissertation advésuait two former doctoral students), two
faculty members from the Department of Kinesiolagyhe University of Windsor were
approached to participate as former doctoral stisdarthe pilot interviews.
Unfortunately, the Department of Kinesiology does offer a doctoral program at this
time and | was unable to select a highly produativetoral dissertation advisor from this
group. However, in addition to having advised nuasrmaster’s students through the
thesis process, a faculty member in the Departimieidinesiology had previously served

on a doctoral dissertation committee. Becauseisfekperience, this professor was asked
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to participate in a pilot interview to test the tlmal dissertation advisors’ interview
guide. Immediately following the completion of thiot interviews, | debriefed with

each pilot interviewee, asking questions regarthegoverall interview experience and
gaining feedback on the questions themselves, hasvay interview technique (see
Appendix D). Based on the feedback from the pitgriview debriefing sessions, | made
some minor changes to the interview guides in cmlease the flow of the interview
conversations (Seidman, 2006). For example, ot iptlerviewee suggested that | begin
the interviews with a few simple “ice breaker” quiess such as the years in which the
students began and completed their doctoral degresgever, none of these changes

resulted in modifications to the fundamental natfrthe questions within the guide.

3.5.3 Contacting Prospective Participants

All participants were sent a recruitment letter Wiair respective university email
addresses, informing them that they had been seléatparticipate in this study (see
Appendices B and C). The letter outlined the pueparsd the nature of the participants’
involvement in the study. The letter also explaitieat | would be contacting prospective
participants within a few days to answer any qoestiand discuss their potential
involvement in the study. In an attempt to ensheg participants had an opportunity to
read my email before | contacted them to discuss garticipation, |1 used the University
of Windsor student webmail “notify when delivereatid “notify when read” options.
Once | had received notification that the partioigehad read my recruitment letter, |
tried to contact them by telephone. Unfortunatebt, all of the subjects’ email servers

supported the “notify when read” function. In thésstances, the delivery notification
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email indicated that | would not receive any furtberrespondence and | telephoned the
participants within a few days of sending the atigmail.

After answering any questions prospective partitipanay have had, a mutually
agreed upon interview time was arranged. Partitgoamre then sent information letters
detailing their involvement, the potential beneéitsl risks associated with their
participation, and their rights with respect tohdlitawal, anonymity, and confidentiality
(see Appendices E and F). Participants were alsictlse corresponding interview guide
so that they had the opportunity to prepare thesieers to the questions in advance of
the interview (see Appendices G and H).

In the event | was not able to make initial contaattelephone within one week
of sending the recruitment letters, a follow-updetvas emailed to each of the
outstanding individuals (see Appendix I). This netreminded all prospective
participants of their critical importance to thesess of this study and requested their
cooperation by participating. The follow up lettdso requested that prospective
participants who were unable or unwilling to papate in the study reply (either by
telephone or email) and indicate so, in order lieirtnames to be removed from my

prospective participant list.

3.5.4 Participant Interviews

Participants were contacted as scheduled to iitied telephone interviews.
Before beginning each interview, participants wiafermed of their right to withdraw
from the study at any point, and were reminded d@nainymity was not possible in this

study. Participants were also reminded that whikrgattempt would be made to ensure
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confidentiality (such as removing identifiers frauotations selected for publication),
because of the small, close-knit nature of thetgpanagement academy, confidentiality
could not be guaranteed. If participants wisheprteed with the study, verbal consent
to participate in the interview as well as conderdudio tape the interview was obtained.
As Warren (2002) and Berg (2007) have noted, raogiverbal consent to participate in
research is a practical alternative to completigged paper consent forms when tape
recording interviews.

At this point, participants were also remindedref focus of the study. While it is
possible that individuals participating in thisgggumay have had more than one
mentoring relationship, this study sought to exaanly the mentoring relationships
between dissertation advisors and their formeratatstudents. Protégés were reminded
of this fact before beginning the interview and @vasked to answer the questions with
respect to their doctoral dissertation advisor oRbyr verification, protégés were also
asked to state the name of their dissertation adiswas, however, problematic to
provide the dissertation advisors with the names®fpecific protégés who participated
in this study, as this would violate confidentialigreements. This resulted in an
asymmetrical relationship where protégés answéredhterview questions with respect
to their specific dissertation advisor while disagon advisors answered the interview
guestions with respect to their relationships viattmer doctoral students who currently
held faculty appointments in sport management.

All interviews followed the corresponding intervieides (see Appendices G
and H). | tried to take a non-directive approacti allowed the participants to control the

length of the answers and the interview climate\{@tt & Cash, 2006). Modifications
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were not made to the questions throughout thevie@rprocess. However, additional
probing questions were sometimes used to claréyptrticipants’ responses to a
particular question (Berg, 2007; Gratton & Jon€§)4).

Upon completion of the interviews, | thanked thetipgpants for their time and
provided them with the opportunity to review thieiterview transcripts once they had
been transcribed. In such instances, participaesived an email indicating that they
were free to make any changes they wished, and pveveded with a date by which they
should return the transcript. If the transcriptseveot returned by the deadline date, |

assumed that the participants were satisfied \wightranscripts.

3.6 Data analysis

Each of the interviews was digitally recorded amah$cribed verbatim. The audio
recordings of the transcripts were stored on mgg®al computer and on an external
hard drive until the transcriptions were completdyhich time they were removed from
the computer and stored exclusively on an extdraal drive that, as per the REB’s
guidelines, will be kept in a secure location feefyears. After the data analysis was
completed, the transcription files were also plasedhe external hard drive that, again,
will be kept in a secure location.

There is some debate within the academic commuegsirding keeping the
interview process and the subsequent analysistafsdgarate. Seidman (2006)
recommended avoiding analyzing the interview dafafde completing all of the
interviews in order to prevent imposing emergeshibs on subsequent interviews. In

contrast, other authors (e.g., Lincoln & Guba, )988ommended completing both
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stages simultaneously so one process may inforrathe. In this study, the
transcriptions were completed as the interviewswenducted. Since | completed all of
the transcriptions myself, | became very familiathvthe participants’ responses. While |
did not intentionally begin any data analysis wihfeas conducting the remaining
interviews, it was difficult to completely ignorke responses given up to that point.
Therefore, it is possible that answers given byiprtes participants may have influenced
some of the probing questions used during subse¢dutenviews.

This research study was primarily inductive in matiBecause of the lack of
research examining mentoring in academia, and fpaty in the field of sport
management, specific hypothesis were not createahfp of the research questions.
Instead, using the coding and analysis processideddelow, | allowed the data to
inform the results of this study (Creswell, 2008)e research questions examining the
nature of the current relationships, the charasties desired and the outcomes of these
relationships were analyzed using an inductive @ggr. In order to analyze the
functions provided within these mentoring relatioips, a deductive approach was
initially employed and the participants’ responaese mapped according to Kram’s
(1988) framework of mentoring functions. An indwetiapproach was then used to adapt

Kram'’s functions for use in academia.

3.6.1 The Coding Process

According to Strauss and Corbin (1998), codinghe ‘analytical processes
through which data are fractured, conceptualized,iategrated to form theory” (p. 3). In

this study, coding involved applying units of meanto the participants’ responses
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contained in the interview transcripts. These uoiitsieaning were then combined,
organized and grouped with other relevant unitsieéning to form larger patterns and
themes (Auerbach & Silverstein, 2003). Coding wamleted both by hand and with
the assistance of qualitative data analysis so8WZBR NVivo 8. The process of coding,
however, was anything but straightforward or simaote included repeated reading of
the transcripts and the coded material, along eatkegorization and re-categorization of
the coded data. Being a novice researcher, eslyewmiéh respect to qualitative research,
| was initially intimated by the sheer volume ota¢hat was produced during this study.
In order to conceptualize and understand the datlysis that | was undertaking, | often
envisioned the coding as a series of steps thatreshplacing relevant data and
noteworthy statements into labelled “bins” or “batX (Gratton & Jones, 2004). In
NVivo, these buckets are known as nodes, whicle stbrof the data that researchers
have coded at that bucket. These buckets can thearbbined, reduced, reformatted or
eliminated altogether as my understanding of tha dad its themes changed. At times
this exercise was frustrating. | initially questahmy ability to accurately code the data
and also found that the idea of discrete themedtgakas limiting as some themes
spanned multiple buckets. As | continued with thalgsis | became more confident in
my coding of the data and my ability to synthesiividual responses to form emergent
themes.

My initial step in coding the data was to read tlgio each transcript. Although |
had completed all of the transcriptions myself, ghecess was spread over a period of a
few months and | was not able to recall all aspettke interviews. While reading the

transcripts, | began to develop introductory noaled topics that emerged from the data.
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Using NVivo, tree nodes and free nodes were creategpresent the emerging
categories. A tree node was created for each leesith sub-nodes for mentors and
protégés. Each of these nodes was further subdiadeording to research question, with
nodes for the preliminary themes that emerged tt@rtranscripts. My next step
involved coding relevant text to these nodes (Aaehb& Silverstein, 2003). Taken
together, these steps form a process known asamuiing (Gratton & Jones, 2004).
Strauss and Corbin (1998) define open coding asdtiralytic process through which
concepts are identified and their properties antkdsions are discovered in data” (p.
101).

With the “coding stripes” function turned on, | thevent back and re-read the
transcripts to ensure that all of the text thae¢émed to be relevant was coded. Among
other functions, the coding stripes option allotes tiser to read the source data and see
the coding location(s) of the information contaime@ach source. For instance, | was
able to read a specific sentence or paragraphmatiparticular transcript and determine
to which nodes that information had been codeds @tso allowed me to verify that my
coding was fairly consistent. In a small numbecades | noticed that | had
inappropriately coded some of the participantstdptions of working with their mentor
to nodes related to the nature of their currerti@hships. This was resolved by simply
un-coding this material from the incorrect noded etcoding the material at the
appropriate nodes. | then copied each of the iddalilineage tree nodes (e.g., lineage A
mentor, lineage A protégeés) and the coded data fihese tree nodes to form one mentor
tree node that contained all of the mentors’ respsrand one protégé tree node that

contained all of the protégés’ responses.
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Next, | moved to a manual coding and analysis m®deprinted each of the
nodes and the contents that | had assigned toreatshusing NVivo. | then read the
coded data, summarizing each individual reply ertrargins of the printouts. | compiled
a summary sheet for each node, grouping similgroreses together and attributing them
to the respective participants. In several instaheealized that my initial coding had
slight inconsistencies or could be better represthy additional or different coding and
this was completed. At this stage some nodes weoengerged or deleted. This phase
represented axial coding, and according to Strand<Corbin (1998), is defined as “the
process of reassembling data that were fracturadglapen coding” (p.124). During this
stage | tried to reduce the large amount of datarteore manageable number of
emergent themes and noteworthy statements. | g#lso@ted to move from specific
analysis to more general outcomes. For exampleallyaed all of the individual
responses that were previously coded to a partioode. | then summarized each
response and looked for patterns between respghgasby protégés of a specific
lineage, between the protégés’ responses and giivese by their mentor, across the
entire group of mentors or protégés, and amonges$gonses given by all participants.

Throughout the coding process | made a numberaihganemos. | used these
memos to record my thoughts on the coding progegential trends or explanations that
| observed in the data, or points that should bluded in the Discussion chapter.
Although the preceding description makes it seeth@sgh coding and analysis was a
linear procedure involving a concrete number gbst¢he exact process that | followed
cannot be described in such rigid terms. Ofteneetspof open coding and axial coding

overlapped and rather than concentrating on the &ygoding and analysis that | was
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using, | focused on working with the data to thetlod my abilities in order to

understand mentoring relationships.

3.6.2 Coding Verification

As Fontana and Frey (2005) stated “qualitativeasders are realizing that
interviews are not neutral tools of data gathelingrather active interactions between
two (or more) people leading to negotiated, contaky based results” (p. 698). Fontana
and Frey also noted that interviewers are appiagidihat their data are “reflexive,
problematic and sometimes contradictory” with “tesrdous, if unspoken, influence of
the researcher as author” (p. 714). Thereforeag unrealistic to expect completely
objective analyses of the transcribed interviewsweler, to ensure that | used a clear
and valid set of codes and that the codes weraeapptoperly, portions of the coded
data were checked against my advisor’s interpretaidf the data (Gratton & Jones,
2004). Although coding is a personal task and tixanee bound to be discrepancies, |
chose to check my coding with another individuabw¥as familiar with the topic of
mentoring to eliminate incongruities that may haeeurred as a result of being
unfamiliar with the general topic. When relevahg toding memos described above
were used to assist in resolving any discreparf{@estton & Jones). Any other
discrepancies were discussed with my advisor andtaally agreeable solution was

derived.
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3.7 Delimitations and Limitations

Like all studies, there were a number of delimitas that were set by the
researcher and some limitations that arose fronstilndy assumptions and methodology.

These are described below.

3.7.1 Delimitations

The dissertation advisors in this study were puxebg selected based on their
high levels of scholarly productivity and large eggate numbers of former doctoral
advisees (Dixon & Mott, 2008a). As a matter of aangnce, many members of the sport
management academy were excluded from consideffatidhis study. The sample was
further delimited to include only those individualso were currently employed at a
North American institution of higher learning. Thésre, mentors and protégés who were
retired or working at educational institutions edésof North America were also
excluded. In addition, protégés with more than dissertation advisor (i.e., co-advisors)
were excluded from the study as it would have lbfficult to ascertain which specific
mentoring functions were provided by each advisat the corresponding outcomes of
these functions.

Furthermore, by delimiting the sample of potenpiatticipants to include only
select advisors and their former advisees, | rigkdishg to obtain a complete sample of
15 participants if one or more mentors and/or g@séelected not to participate in this
study. Ideally, participants in this study would/édeen interviewed in person, but

because of their diverse geographical locationstlaaaost prohibitiveness of travelling
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across North America, | chose to conduct telephiotezviews instead. As described
below, there are a number of limitations associathl this method of data collection.

As previously illustrated, little research has beenducted on mentoring in the
area of sport management. Hence, there were maegtasof mentoring that could have
been investigated. | chose to examine the mentduimctions that dissertation advisors
provided for their doctoral students, the naturéhefcurrent relationships between
dissertation advisors and former doctoral studehéscharacteristics that each member
desired in the other member, and the outcomesesttmentoring relationships. All of
these topics focused primarily on the positive atgpef the mentoring relationships
between dissertation advisors and their doctoualesits. Therefore, it is possible that
there were negative aspects contained in the megtmlationships studied, but that
these negative aspects were not apparent becausgdfview questions did not

explicitly address negative aspects of mentoritafignships.

3.7.2 Limitations

One of the greatest limitations of this study imeal the assumption that doctoral
dissertation advisors provide mentoring functioftse rationale for this assumption was
explained in the introduction to this study angeesviously noted, if this assumption was
inaccurate, the protégés’ responses would refhestby indicating low levels of
mentoring functions and negative or neutral outcg)m@ addition, this assumption was
clearly articulated during the interview as pro®gere asked to think only of their
dissertation advisors when answering questions iflaly also have prevented protégés

from sharing information related to other mentoniatationships that they may have had.
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Another limitation with this study pertains to tfaet that the study was
completed retrospectively. It is entirely possitiiat mentors and/or protégés could have
altered their memories and perceptions of the mgmgdunctions or outcomes and even
the mentoring relationships themselves (Kram, 198Bhilarly, physical or emotional
distance from the other member may have resulta@ttimiduals perceiving the
relationship as being more positive (or negatih@ntthey would have reported while the
relationship was occurring.

The data for this study were collected through s&mictured telephone
interviews. While telephone interviews allowed raerterview a geographically diverse
sample of participants, there are some limitatessociated with this method. The
primary concern revolves around the fact that | n@tsable to observe non-verbal cues
and consequently may not have captured some alulbtle nuances associated with the
participants’ responses. In some cases, intervieh@ve been unable to establish rapport
with their participants, thereby limiting the quglof the data obtained (Bryman &
Teevan, 2005).

There are also a number of limitations associatiéa qualitative research. These
include qualitative research being subjective jdlitf to replicate, lacking transparency,
and having problems with generalization (Bryman &Van, 2005). | acknowledge each
of these potential criticisms but also contest ttwastudy is completely devoid of
methodological problems and | attempted to coritiothese issues whenever possible.
For example, to avoid being overly subjective témipted to refrain from making
generalizations about the interviewees’ replies andddition to stating the perspectives

from which | approached this study, | attempted\oid inferring details from my own
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mentoring relationships during my analysis of théadIn addition, | recognize that it
may not be possible to generalize findings obtaimkile studying highly productive
mentoring relationships to all mentoring relatiapshwithin the sport management

academy.
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4.0 RESULTS

As described in the Methodology chapter, four mensgmd nine protégés
participated in this study. The amount of time thad elapsed (as of the interview date)
since the protégés completed their doctoral degraesd from 2 to 18 years, with an
average of 7.22 yearSID = 4.99). Although this was a qualitative studyt thighlighted
the participants’ responses and quotations as eppoesnumerical data, it is important to
provide these average and standard deviation vakesuse of the evolutionary nature of
mentoring relationships. As presented in the Disicuschapter, the individual
relationships that exist between mentors and firetégés change as the protégés
progress throughout their own careers. Thereforg jinportant to provide descriptive
statistics regarding the amount of time that hagy®td since the protégés had completed
their doctoral degrees. Because of the small géosample size, comparing responses
between protégés who had recently graduated te@to four years ago) and protégés
who had graduated many years ago (e.g., approXyrtateor more years ago) was not
feasible. For example, both protégés from one efitteages graduated recently (two and
four years ago) while protégés from another linegrgeluated 11 and nine years ago,
respectively. Consequently, | was unable to deteemihether variance among the
protégés’ responses could be attributed to diffeenn the amount of time since
graduation or attributed to differences associatigldl each mentor’s individual actions.
However, it is worth noting that some varianceha time since graduation did exist.

As the following results clearly indicate, disséda advisors provided many
mentoring functions for their former doctoral state Furthermore, in some cases, the

former doctoral students explicitly stated thattetll consider their advisors to be
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mentors today. Therefore, my initial assumptiort #port management dissertation
advisors provide mentoring functions for their dwat students was supported. As a
result, the termadvisorandmentorare used interchangeably throughout the remaining
chapters of this thesis. For the sake of clarityemdescribing dissertation advisors’
former students, the word former is often omitiéds understood, however, that they
were former (and not current) protégés as all gpents had completed their doctoral
degrees.

When possible, specific reference to the respdsteategorization (mentor or
protégé) and/or lineage (A, B, C, D, or E) is pd®d in the results. In cases where
identifying the specific participants could potatllyi compromise their identities, general
references are given.

When asked to describe what it was like to worlhwliteir advisors, protégés
overwhelmingly indicated that it was a positive esipnce. Seven of the nine protégés
explicitly mentioned or confirmed that it was a pies experience, describing it as
“great,” “a very pleasant experience,” or as “elar@l’ and “I couldn’t have imagined it
being any better.” Five protégés said their expegevas fun or enjoyable. Of these, two
protégés specified how much they enjoyed convemsimbinteracting with their mentors,
while another protégé described how much she ajgpeeicher advisor’s work-life
balance and her ability to take a break, “grabex’&nd then get back work.

Protégés Al and A2 were very consistent in thescdptions of what it was like
to work with their advisor. They described him daig efficient, and targeted advisor
with a very straightforward approach to completing doctoral degree, and especially

the dissertation component. These protégés alddlsati they respected their advisor’s
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ability to follow through on his commitments, aslh&s the clarity with which he
expressed his expectations, and cited professgmals the foundation of their
relationships. Other protégés were not nearly picxin their descriptions but did
mention that their advisors were somewhat handsyeffavailable if needed; that their
advisors were helpful during their degree and afer graduation; that they were very
efficient and provided feedback in a very timelymmar; and said that their mentor was
wonderful to work with but also held very high exfaions.

Although the majority of the protégés’ descriptiavere favourable, a few of the
responses were presented with a less positive tatimmm One protégé said that although
he found his advisor’s tendency to supervise framaaro perspective frustrating at
times, he acknowledged that he benefitted much fmpioing things for himself.
Another protégé indicated that his experience wasesimes demanding, difficult and
tedious. However, it should be noted that bothggés who expressed these frustrations
or difficulties did explicitly indicate that theaverall experience was “great” and “very
pleasant,” respectively.

There was some variance in the descriptions giygorttégés regarding the
different locations and types of interactions tihaty had with their mentors during their
doctoral degrees. In most instances, protégégaatiens with their advisors involved
formally scheduled, one-on-one meetings that tdakepin the advisor’s office or
exchanges in the classroom during courses and aesnidowever, protégés also
interacted with their advisors outside of the acaideenvironment. Examples of this
included playing tennis, golf or softball, takirtetr dogs to the dog park, having lunch

or coffee together, and going out for dinner orihg\dinner at their mentors’ house.
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Overall, the protégés’ descriptions of their expecies with their advisors during their
doctoral degrees were very positive. The resulth®fesearch questions and sub-

guestions, supplemented with appropriate partitigantes, are presented below.

4.1 Mentoring Functions

The first research question in this study sougliet@rmine what mentoring
functions sport management doctoral dissertatimsads provided for their doctoral
students. This was completed by asking dissermtalvisors what specific mentoring
functions they provided for their former doctoraldents, by asking former doctoral
students what specific mentoring functions theynesd from their advisors, and by
comparing these responses.

Since Kram’s (1980, 1988) framework of mentoringdtions was adopted for
this study, | attempted to place the participargsponses within Kram'’s career
(sponsorship, exposure and visibility, coachingigetion, and challenging assignments)
and psychosocial (role modelling, acceptance anfircgation, counselling, and
friendship) functions. At times, the participantssponses were very difficult to classify
as many of the functions are not necessarily miyteaclusive. Oftentimes, study
participants easily described a process that thikegreprovided (mentors) or received
(protégés), but had more difficulty breaking theml outcomes into specific mentoring
functions. For example, when asked to describe lievadvisor provided guidance,
counselling or advice, Protégé B1 replied “yeal’'shahard question because all of the
above in numerous ways.” Protégé D1 added thaadhasor “knew what skills | needed

to be successful and she made sure | had tho$&' shédreby alluding to the overall
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process and outcomes that she received but natdhedual steps that her mentor
undertook. As explained in the Discussion chag@me modifications to Kram'’s
mentoring functions may be required in order teetively capture many of the nuances
found in academia and the resultant mentoring fanstthat are associated with these
differences.

The provision of mentoring functions depends omialper of factors including
the mentors’ characteristics and their ability toyidde specific functions, the protégés’
characteristics and their developmental needsaagdituational factors in the
mentoring relationships (Kram, 1988). Although noestdescribed the various
mentoring functions that they provided for theiotg@gés, and collectively these
descriptions encompassed all of Kram’s (1988) fionst the frequency of each function
varied. For example, mentors described considerablge examples of coaching than of
protection. Mentors also cited the psychosociatfiem of counselling much more
frequently than role modelling. Similarly, the p¥gés’ responses collectively included
all of Kram’s mentoring functions but differed ireuency. Protégés provided fewer
examples of sponsorship and protection as compareakaching and exposure and
visibility, along with more examples of role modledl in comparison to acceptance and
confirmation. As explained in the Discussion chapteere are a number of possible
reasons for these variances in the frequency wliictwparticular functions were
identified by participants.

In addition to the direct mentoring functions pied by mentors, protégés also
reported receiving mentoring-like functions fronhet sources. A number of protégés

said that they benefitted from guidance provideather faculty members who were at
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their institutions while they were completing thdoctoral degrees. In some cases,
protégés described how their programs or institstiere set up to foster student
development and encouraged senior students tataketive role in providing assistance
to their junior colleagues. For example, seniodstis would regularly explain the
importance of conference presentations and wodfajbeior students develop material
to submit to relevant conferences. This assistar@gehave consequently reduced the
mentoring functions and support mentors providedtfeir protégés. One protégé felt it
was important to note that this reduction in mentpfunctions could be attributed to the
structure of his doctoral program and not a detficrelationship between him and his
advisor. He also added that while he did not regextensive mentoring, he could easily
have asked for assistance if it was needed.

A number of mentors indicated that they provide toeng functions with the
intent of giving their students an experience thatproved from the mentors’ own
doctoral experience and/or with the purpose ofeety the mentoring and doctoral
experience for future generations. Mentors repéagdnmarized that one of their main
goals was to discover each student’s post-degtestians, determine the steps that
would be required to achieve those goals, andtabsistudent with the execution of the
steps in order to accomplish these outcomes. Fonpbe, Mentor D stated that:

| think each student has been different and eaatest had a different plan or

professional plan of where they wanted to headh8adea was to figure out how

to help that student and help him or her be suédasstheir quest to be a faculty
member.

Mentor E added:

| always try to figure out what it is they wantdo, you know, so ... usually |
know if they really want to go to a research insiitn or if they want to go more
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to a teaching institution ... and that will help metemine what | do from that
point on.

Mentors also expressed the need to assist studéhtthe successful and timely
completion of the dissertation process, the nedetlo students become confident and
productive academics while possibly weaning thehobfheir mentor’s support, and the
responsibility of helping students find their “tiscademic home.” But as mentioned
above, simply describing these tasks does not adielgLexpress the processes that
mentors employ with their students and does nowadithers to learn from these
mentoring relationships. Consequently, | have gttethto break these tasks into their
component steps according to Kram’s (1988) mengdiunctions framework.

In addition, a number of advisors suggested tHatg¥e mentors were able to
recognize and understand each of their protégdsa/idual needs and tailor their
mentoring approach(es) accordingly. One mentorrde=st this process as “situational
advising,” which he suggested may be analogousstséy and Blanchard’s (1969)
situational leadership theory. He indicated thahtoes needed “to have the skills to
handle them hands-on, you have to have the skiltghdle them hands-off and it's your
own judgment as to what that particular studentiaed that particular time to be

successful.”

4.1.1 Mentors’ Perceptions of the Career Functions

With respect to career functions, mentors descripeshsoring their protégés by
serving as references for them during their jobcdeand by writing letters in support of
their protégés’ abilities. Despite the fact thalyanfew examples of direct nomination

(which is required for sponsorship classificatismre provided, it is possible that
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sponsorship occurs more frequently, yet perhap mmalirectly. An explanation of how
this indirect sponsorship may be present in mapgets of the mentors’ actions can be
found in the Discussion chapter.

Mentors also provided their protégés with exposum visibility. Mentors
provided opportunities to increase their studeptsfile and reputation throughout the
academic community by allowing their protégés tesiuecture or teach some of their
respective mentor’'s courses and by providing opmitres for their students to co-author
or write book chapters with which the mentors wak®lved. In addition, three of the
four mentors unequivocally described the importaettvorking functions they provided
for their protégés. Mentor A said “when we go tafewences I'll introduce my doctoral
students to my colleagues in the field to help thimwvelop their own network,
particularly as it comes time to, you know, lookiieg positions.” Likewise, Mentor E
added “l introduce students to people at NASSM Nloeth American Society for Sport
Management conference] that | think they would fiefrem knowing.” One mentor
also described how she used to circulate a lisifrigll of the former students and the
institutions that they were at so that studentslvknow how to network” and would
have access to contact information for all of leemfer protégés.

Moving beyond Kram'’s (1988) conceptualization gpesing individuals to
influential others, | also considered the mentargions of socializing their protégés into
the profession of academia to be an act of expasuttevisibility. Mentor A described
how he involves his students in projects obtaimedigh his university’s research
institute, thereby allowing students to become famwith the research process, various

topics within their sport management disciplinej anganizations conducting business in
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these areas. Mentor D also described a serieslependent studies that she assigned to
her doctoral students in order to expose them toyragpects of sport management and
academia. Depending on the profile of her currardents, these were administered
individually or in a group setting, and would invel“a series of articles to read about
what’s going on in the field, and how you publisi] [how you present.” The second
phase of the independent study required studemisnplete a “review of research” and
“for some students it was a refresher [while] fome students who didn’t do a master’s
thesis it was a way to get them introduced to mebemethods.” These tasks certainly
provided exposure and visibility to various aspedtsport management and academia
and also allowed Mentor D to provide a great déabaching to her students.

Mentors coached their protégés on many aspectsgitiiéir graduate education
including course selection, choosing suitable diaten topics and recommending
appropriate journals and outlets for publicatioor. E&xample, Mentor A said that his help
included “from an academic standpoint, you know, kind of bread and butter — what
courses to take and how to design their prograna{sil that he “recommend|[ed] certain
journals that might be most appropriate for thegearch.” Mentor A also added:

| try to teach them everything | know, the othexuiity try to teach them

everything they know, and then the students bringparse their own knowledge

base, so theoretically the student is better thaare at the time they leave.

Perhaps not more experienced [but] at least tmainkedge is that collective

wisdom that comes from our faculty and what theyehavhat they bring to the

table.
One mentor also watched her students perform ¢heirteaching responsibilities and
provided feedback on their performances. Other arsritelped their students finish in a

timely manner by setting deadlines and coachinmtbe the steps they need to complete

in order to obtain their degrees. Mentor D explditieat she has had a number of great
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students who simply required set deadlines. Asalt,eshe would say “okay, we're
going to defend on X date and then | want you tokw@ackwards from that date to get
yourself prepared.” By doings this, she was abMdd< with her students to build their
confidence and understand what was needed to tineshdegrees.

In addition, all mentors described how they coadheit protégés through the
research process and demonstrated the steps etuiremplete research projects and
publications. For example, Mentor D used the indépat studies previously mentioned
to facilitate this process while Mentor A involve doctoral students in projects
obtained through his university’s research ingtitut

Another critical experience that the mentors coddheir protégés through was
the job search process. While these tasks frequemdirlapped between the career
function of coaching and the psychosocial functboounselling described below,
mentors provided support and guidance to protédesmw came time to creating their
curriculum vitas (CV), drafting research agendasppring cover letters, organizing job
applications and generally getting the studentdenms ready for the job market. One
mentor even described how she provided her studétiisample interview questions
and sometimes conducted mock interviews to asdisttiae interview process. Overall,
mentors reported the greatest number of coachiampbes in comparison to the other
career mentoring functions.

In contrast to the multiple instances of coachind exposure and visibility, only
one mentor described a mentoring action that | aimdes to classify as protection. When

her students graduated and began teaching anwimnstitutions, Mentor E shared with



79

them any relevant teaching materials from cladsatsshe had previously taught. As she
explained:

| think that that actually is one of the biggediplsehat you can provide someone

because you know some of these places that thédyegte teaching four classes

or whatever. If you at least provide them an oatlii some of the things that
you've done for two of them it takes a real loafi[tifem].
By sharing these materials, Mentor E was potegtelile to alleviate some of her
students’ workload, leaving them with more timeta towards other responsibilities
associated with their new jobs or other areasair ttves. This action could possibly
have helped to protect the students from the oadrémd stress of adjusting to life as an
academic.

Finally, mentors also described instances of pliag challenging assignments
for their students. A number of mentors said thaytestablished challenging publishing
and presentation expectations. For instance onéomequired that his students deliver
two presentations per annual NASSM conference vémtether mentor expected that her
students would have completed between two andoiiNdications and/or presentations
by the time they graduated. Mentor D shared thatesiones her students would ask
“who’s side are you on?” and she would reply “I’'m your side but you know | have to
push you a little bit too.” Other mentors providgthllenging assignments in the form of
dissertation topic selection exercises. They aseid students to think about possible
dissertation topics and then over the course efvarmionths or even a few semesters, and
sometimes with the assistance of formal writingvétets, these topics were narrowed
down to an eventual selection.

With respect to providing overarching challengisgignments, a number of

mentors held specific, and often demanding, requerdgs and expectations. Mentor C
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described how he expected his students to contstyoeiad and write and added that “I
will not allow them any leniency in terms of worgitard and doing their work.” In fact,
as explained in the Discussion chapter, the eptweess of obtaining a doctoral degree

could be seen as a challenging assignment.

4.1.2 Mentors’ Perceptions of the Psychosocial Fons

In contrast to the protégés’ responses listed hatesntors did not provide many
direct examples of their own role modelling behavéo One mentor said that through his
own role modelling he tries to teach his studemesvialue of working “hard day in and
day out,” achieving desired outcomes, and beinggitmut not boastful of these
achievements. Conversely, another mentor said ishsotl purposefully role model for
her students.

Mentors reported a number of instances when theyiged acceptance and
confirmation for their students. One mentor exgiadescribed how although he did not
disclose his intentions to his students, he wooldog lunch with those students who he
perceived to “need a little more encouragementaalittle more support.” By expressing
his support and fellowship, he could help to biilsl students’ confidence and sense of
positive self-regard. Another mentor also beliekedresponsibilities included building
her students’ confidence, and she sometimes swaghsttdents read uplifting self-
improvement books in order to facilitate this cdefice building process. Mentor D
explained that humour was an important part ofrkationships and that it was critical
to be supportive but candid with students. MentagEeed that honesty was a key

component and said that she tried to be:



81

as supportive as possible but also very honesyiassessments. So, for example,

if someone writes a paper and brings it in andkmmow | don't think it’s all that

great, then I’'m not going to say that it's realkgat. I'm going to somehow,
someway try to provide constructive criticism imay that doesn’t completely
deflate them.

According to Kram (1988), mentors and protégésaate to “derive a sense of
self from the positive regard conveyed by the 6tfer35) through acceptance and
confirmation. Applying this description specificato academia, | have included
examples of how mentors accept and encouragegra&#gés’ unique research interests
and desired outcomes. For example, Mentor E desgphéitie notion that the degree to
which a mentor benefitted was directly relatechiirt protégés’ outcomes. By
recognizing that they benefit regardless of theitggés’ intentions, mentors can
determine where their students would like to benfabcareer standpoint (i.e., teaching or
research institutions) and help them achieve thosds rather than suggesting they
pursue a career that would serve the mentor’'sasterin a similar fashion, a number of
mentors specified that they allowed their studémtselect their own dissertation topics
rather than assigning students a portion of thetonsnongoing research agenda. By
accepting the students’ chosen topic (providing tihe chosen topic falls within the
mentor’s research scope), mentors could confirmttiestudents’ research area and
specific dissertation topic are worthwhile.

Mentors reported providing a significant amouint@unselling for their protégés.
Mentor A likened his assistance to “fatherly adyisaying “the academic advice is
certainly there,” but that he also provided “ththé&aly advice on their careers and their

path and what they can expect.” Furthermore, tlevavelming majority of the mentors’

counselling responses pertained to helping protég@stheir job search and the
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selection of their first “academic home.” Mentomtinuously assisted students in
determining the type of university they wished togue, identifying their strengths and
weaknesses and evaluating how these matched eittetfuirements of the prospective
institutions. When asked how he provides guidaoccenselling, or advice for his
students Mentor A stated “overall it's helping thehoose their first academic home. In
other words, from all of the places where they eei offered positions to try and help
them determine what'’s the best fit for them.”
He added:
so whether it's a research | institution or whetitisy you know, more of a
balance between teaching and research or prinaatégching institution | try to
help the student identify what would be a gooddiitthem given their
motivations and skills and career direction.
During these discussions mentors used their knayeled the field of sport management
along with any specific insight they may have iatparticular institution to help their
protégés evaluate the job postings or openingslatetmine the best opportunities.
Mentors also counselled their protégés on the itapoe of maintaining a
balance between school or work obligations and fhaisonal lives/commitments.
Although variance between male and female mentatylgs was not intentionally
examined in this study, there was a small but ueetqal sex related finding involving
the provision of counselling. Interestingly, botlenmentors indicated that they tried not
to cross into their students personal lives anddmdyl provided personal assistance in a
few situations. In contrast, both female mentoesyeed to be more involved with at least

a few of their protégés’ personal lives. For insigrone mentor described how some of

her students have encountered a number of pergoraems:
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| mean I've seen students go through divorce, gauh all sorts of personal
things. And so part of it was always just to beehte, you know, listen, and to
help him or her with that situation. And, you knafsthey asked for advice, try to
give it. If they didn’t, just listen. | think thensere a couple of students that | had,
| mean, | know that they were going through a dreowhen they were in school
and they were probably ready to quit but they didn’
These students expressed their gratitude towaedisrttentor and told her that “they [did
not] know, to be honest, if they would have madeiih another advisor.” This
highlights the critically important role advisor&p and how an advisor’s counselling
can help students successfully complete their @sgre

Finally, mentors described instances of how theyided Kram’s (1988)
friendship function. As detailed in subsequentisestof the Results chapter, mentors
certainly consider some of their former protégésddriends. However, since | asked
mentors about their relationships with their forrterd not their current) protéges, | was
not able to determine whether the friendship coreppdeveloped before or after the
students had graduated. Likewise, | was not abietermine whether mentors provided
friendship during the protégés’ doctoral educatiomwhether this aspect developed
afterwards. An elaboration of this function aseiites to academic mentoring can be
found in the Discussion chapter.

In addition to her description of friendship, Kran{1988) final psychosocial
function included a mutuality component. Althougbaaclusion cannot be made
regarding the presence of friendship, there isr@gamlence that these academic
mentoring relationships contained mutuality. Faaraple, Mentor D said she “tried to set
up a relationship where it was comfortable, where galled me [by my first name] you

didn’t call me Dr. [last name]. | didn’t like theodtor,” thereby bringing their relationship

to a mutual, first name basis. Another mentor adtlédve never allowed any of my
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students to call me Dr. or Sir, it's always [mysfiname].” Mentor E stated “I think that
you have to develop a general respect for one anddo they have to somehow come to
respect me and vice versa, | have to come to refipen.” Mentor C agreed with this
notion, believing that faith and trust are centeddtionship characteristics. He said his
students must believe:
that | am there only for them, it's not for my pamal glory and satisfaction. They
have to have that faith and | have to have that truothem that they are doing,
they are trying their best to do the best.
He added:
the most important one is the trust and ... | willadide to create that trust in the
first place by allowing them to do what they wantedlo, the [dissertation] topic.
Then my interest is not served. If | have interésés$ they should do [a particular
topic], then it is for my benefit [that] they witle working. Now because of this
that trust is created.

Taken together, these actions help to create trasgsty, and a sense of mutuality

amongst mentors and protégés in academic mentaiatgonships.

4.1.3 Protégés’ Perceptions of the Career Functions

Three protégés reported that their mentors proviikett sponsorship actions on
their behalf. These activities included writingeesnce letters in support of their
protégés, and often taking that support one stepety making phone calls to faculty
members with job openings in order to endorse feitégés’ suitability for the
positions. Protégé A2 explained “certainly he gug who can make phone calls and say
look, this is someone with some ability and thegteon the other end of the phone
would tend to listen to that.” Protégés C1 and €&cdbed how their mentor offered

them invitations to speak as invited guests or gieeturers. In some instances, Mentor C
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arranged these invitations so that they correspbndld job openings at specific
institutions where the protégés were interesteapplying. According to Protégé C1,
“there was always a kind of unwritten rule that [mgntor] would take care of his own.”
In addition, Protégé E2 described how his mentcomemended him for an
undergraduate teaching assignment. This was planrtiginelpful for him as he was
hoping to work within a teaching institution upoonapletion of his degree and this
allowed him to gain valuable teaching experieneg lie could then leverage during the
job search process. Through these sponsorshimactieentors were able to use their
influence and reputation in the field of sport ngement to provide their protégés’ with
career-related opportunities.

Protégés gave a number of examples of how theisadvprovided them with
exposure and visibility. Many protégés indicateat thheir mentors helped them
understand the research and publication procesghlyding them in research projects
and involving them in writing journal articles abhdok chapters. Similarly, several
protégés indicated that they were furnished withasfunities to guest lecture or co-
instruct classes with their mentors. Protégésmported that their mentors exposed
them to the various aspects of academia, with BéoB4. saying “when | was a doctoral
student [my mentor] did a great job of letting net gxposed to different things,
[including] ... consulting projects, ... scholarly reseh, as well as ... program
approval.” One protégé also indicated that his wresgrved as the NASSM President
and Past-President while he was a doctoral stwdeich allowed him to become
involved in some of the conference planning. He & was very appreciative of the

exposure he received, recalling that his mentat &nice job of exposing me to a lot of
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those different kinds of experiences” and addireg th*definitely made me aware of
what all went into the various hats we wear ascalfga member in the sport management
discipline.” Protégé D2 described the exposurewasiblility her advisor provided her for
by saying:

the very first semester on campus she had an indepé study that she had set

up with me that just got me familiar with thingededed to know about research

and about [the] campus and all sorts of thingghAttime, | didn’t realize how
beneficial all of that information would be, butesknew exactly what she was
doing and got me started right away.
Through this independent study and the many otttésres their mentors took, protégés
were exposed to, amongst others, the various aspkttie research process, the field of
sport management, and academia in general.

In addition to being exposed to the various aspafcéeademia, protégés
described how their mentors leveraged their owntajons and connections within
NASSM to increase their protégés’ visibility by piding the protégés with networking
opportunities and introducing them to influentiadividuals. Protégé E1 stated:

well you know one thing that really sort of stiakst in my mind is my very first

NASSM. She really made it a point to go around iatrduce me to people that

she was connected to at NASSM within the field #rad washuge huge,

because | got to meet those people and now whertd YASSM 1 still know

those people. | can go to them and say “hello, have you been?” and | can

strike up conversations and so | feel like | havittla bit of a network or a

support system at NASSM and not because I've doesetthings great and

fantastic in my short career but because she taknound and made it a point to
say “hey, this is my student ...” and helped me nthkse connections.
In fact, protégés provided many examples that detnated the value that they placed on

their networking experiences, and these illustregican be found in Appendix J. The

protégés’ networking connections and resultantaugs gained through their mentors’
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introductions were beneficial in many ways. Oneégé described how she met one of
her closest personal and professional friends tgirdwer mentor, saying:

we do more work together than anyone else tha¢redhus does work with and

we also are extremely close friends ... we share comimterests, are at similar

stages in our career and in our life outside ofcaneer with our families, so that
has been a huge, huge personal and professiorglitttbat has come from the
connections to [my mentor].
This same protégé also explained how networkingraaititaining contact with people
from within her advisor’s lineage has led to therg of a fellow former advisee at her
institution.

Protégés overwhelmingly described instances of th&iv mentors coached them
throughout their doctoral experience. All nine pg#s explicitly detailed at least one
instance of how their advisor provided coachingsome aspect (and usually multiple
aspects) of the doctoral program, the field of sp@anagement, and/or academia. For
example, Protégé B1 said his advisor provided vdduadvice and guidance related to
his studies as well as his dissertation and relaselarch, consequently making it very
difficult for him to distinguish and describe afithe specific examples. A number of
protégés described how their mentors familiarizest with academia in general and
other protégés noted that their mentors assistad thith their transition back to school,
as they had taken some time away from their edutdefore beginning their doctoral
degrees. Protégés Al and C2 both said that theitarseeacted as a “sounding board,”
answering questions related to the overall doctmmatess and the research process,
respectively. Protégés A2 and D1 echoed thesensenis, with Protégé D1 describing

how her mentor, who was so well entrenched in theeusity, “knew the places and

people to send me to” for help with her cognate aancentration and specific research
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method. Numerous protégés described how their meassisted them with the research
and the writing processes by stressing the impoetah theoretical foundations, mapping
the steps involved in data collection, outlining thata analysis procedures, providing
writing guidance, and offering editorial feedbaPkotégés also described the critical role
their advisors played in their dissertation togtestion. In addition to the job search
related counselling described below, protégésralseived job search related coaching.
Mentors provided assistance with preparing curaicul/itas and application letters, gave
practice interview questions, and discussed relgemegotiation tactics and questions.

In comparison to coaching, protégés provided feaxamples of protection.
Protégés reported that their mentors sometimefshi¢hem from potential conflicts
and helped them avoid future pitfalls. Protégé Alidved it is very important that an
advisor “protect you from the wants, needs andragpns from other committee
members in order to utilize your research for tipeirsonal benefit” and said that his
advisor “made sure that that [the protégés’ reselaeing used for other purposes] didn’t
happen.” Protégé E2 said he felt that his mentiovégs had my best interests in mind”
and Protégé A2 described an instance where hisadadamantly requested that he
cancel an upcoming job interview. While slightlynéased at the time, Protégé A2 later
realized that his mentor “had a bigger perspedtiaa | did and frankly, he knew what
he was talking about” as the job would not haventaeideal fit for him. By expressing
his concern, his mentor protected him from any miaéfrustration and difficulties
associated with an incompatible faculty position.

Similar to the protection function, protégés dimam fewer instances where their

mentors provided challenging assignments. Protdgeéalled a situation where her
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mentor challenged her to move beyond her initis¢agch ideas and to instead create a
more theoretically based research question. Tiigirn, helped to spur her shift towards
theoretically grounded thinking, which she desatibs an important outcome of her
doctoral training. Protégé C1 said that in genleimentor demanded excellence and
that although his mentor provided the support magany his high expectations, it was
at times, very challenging. As described in the toies Results section above, the entire
doctoral process may also be seen as a challeagsignment. Further explanation of

this is provided in the Discussion chapter.

4.1.4 Protégés’ Perceptions of the Psychosocialckans

In comparison to the mentors’ responses, protéiggd many more and varied
examples of how their mentors served as role mo8elsie protégés provided examples
of their mentors’ professionalism, with Protégésaying his mentor was “very good as
far as teaching on what it means to be a profeakinreducation, what is expected of
you ... [and how to deal] with political issues wittacademi[a].” Protégé A2 described
his mentor as a:

a leader by example and | think that it was realigut almost this uber-

professionalism. He wasn’t the kind of guy who wagng back with me and

throwing down beers on a Saturday night. It wasualdoing the task at hand and
| think that | kind of carried that forward with Wwd interact with my colleagues
and my students. That you should like people, ymukl be friendly with people,
but you need to do the job and don’t do things wilijeopardize how people see
you. So he was very professional with his doctetadients.

Some protégés indicated that they were able toaagects of their mentors’

teaching styles and incorporate them into their approaches while others said their

mentors exemplified “aeally great researcher andeally great teacher.” A number of



90

protégés indicated that as a result of the positigatoring experience they received
from their advisors, they were now in a better posito interact with their own students
in an advising capacity. Protégé C2 stated thak“ttied to do that [i.e., aspects of his
advisor’'s mentoring style] with my students whodmtor now as well, so | guess seeing
how he interacted helped me later on.” Protégéd®d that he sometimes finds himself
unintentionally mimicking his mentor’s actions amdnnerisms while Protégé C1
summarized his role modelling experience as:

| benefitted from learning how to deal with studeahe-on-one, how to take, you

know, if I've got an honours student or a gradsitelents who'’s doing a thesis |

think that | am much more fully prepared than eoliothe other professors that |
see to deal with those cases because of whatdae fsom [my mentor].

Protégé D2 described her mentor as a great roleinfimdhow to be successful
and as someone who kept a work life balance. $ftedstshe was such a good role
model herself and just seeing how she conductexktemd all of the things that she was
able to accomplish with her own teaching and re$eand working with the doc
students,” adding:

she made me realize that, you know, it's okay twelHfan. Work hard, play hard.

[She] knows when it's time to take a break and @@ beer and, then we’ll get

back to work. | think she was about teaching ..e-Wfork balance because she

does such a good job with that herself. She woekg kiard but she does do some
fun things too.
Protégé E2 said his mentor “was a role model, skeesemeone | looked up to and |
hope to be like her in many ways” and that:

| think that, you know, I still strive to be likeeh | want to continue to improve

my teaching and | certainly want to work on pultiigas .... | don’'t know that I'll

ever, you know, reach the same level [as her] @ah bot it's certainly something

to aspire to. She’s still doing it, you know, sheérck reach a level and stop so |
think that’s how | see it now.
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Protégés reported a number of examples of how theitor accepted their
various decisions and confirmed their skills antitstio succeed within the field of
sport management. More specifically, Protégé Called his mentors’ acceptance of his
dissertation topic, saying:

| remember we sat down at the beginning of thersgégear and | told him | was

thinking of switching over to that area and he $hat he was actually going to

recommend that because | had done more stuff iardee of [that topic] and

seemed to enjoy that more and so that encouragesahyt helped because it's

good to have your chair on board with what you'oend.
Protégé E2 described how his mentor was always tupkis ideas, how “he never felt
looked down upon” and “never felt that he couldrdme to her” especially with matters
related to his dissertation research. He alsolgleemembered her stating that going
through the dissertation process was not a hazeise and that she was there to help
guide him with his personal, professional, and tegcal development. In terms of
eventual career selection, Protégé D2 describedheownentor accepted her for who she
was, tried to help her discover her interests atdrchine what she wanted to after
graduation, but did not push her to become a facuémber. Protégé D1 also described
how when she was presented with an excellent emmay opportunity, her advisor
accepted and even encouraged her decision to go(ABBut Dissertation), a term
referring to students who have completed their e®work requirements and
comprehensive examinations but not their doctassettations.

With respect to confirmation of their abilities,marous protégés cited their
mentors’ ability to build their confidence and rea® them that they could be successful

in academia and the field of sport managementégéo€1 described how he was able to

gain confidence through his mentor’s expectatiengkcellence and ensuing support.
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Similarly, Protégé D2 described her mentor as “nw @ersonal cheerleader” who was
there to push and encourage her throughout, armhdeyer doctoral education.

Counselling was the most widely and frequently reggbpsychosocial mentoring
function, as all nine protégés provided exampldsoo¥ their mentors counselled them on
various aspects of the job search process. Protdgéshelmingly described how their
mentors would use their experience in the fieldpdrt management along with their
knowledge of other institutions and departmentsetp guide their protégés with their
career selection. For example, Protégé D1 statdchdr advisor was:

very helpful in sifting through the ads and kindpointing out well this might be

a good fit for you and | know so-and-so who'’s therevho had been there and

you know you should talk to this person so | thungt from the initial stages of

that she was very helpful.
Another protégé confirmed that her mentor provipddselection assistance by
suggesting key criteria that she should be awatlerotighout her position search. She
also confided that she still uses these criter@oimunction with her mentor’s opinion
when considering prospective jobs opportunitieayo&imilarly, Protégé A2 recalled
how his advisor provided pivotal career guidancénolcating schools that he should
avoid applying to as they would not be an idedidiithim.

In addition to the extensive job search counselirgy received, protégés also
reported that their mentors counselled them on toomandle specific situations such as
dealing with politics in academia and provided condl advice and guidance,
confirming “I can’t think of one [instance] wherbeswasn't providing guidance or
counselling in some way” (Protégé D2).

Finally, as previously mentioned | am unable teed®aine whether the mentors

and protégés established friendship relationshifsre or after the protégés completed
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their degree requirements. Nevertheless, protéggsitded how their mentors provided
them with aspects of mutuality. A number of pro®gelicated that their mentors treated
them like peers or equals, never emphasizing thepand status differences that existed
between each member. Protégés were often toldItthea mentors by their first names,
which also served to lessen power and status diftars. In addition, some protégés
explicitly expressed how much they respected amted their mentors and how these

feelings remained long after their formal educagaperience was complete.

4.1.5 Comparison of Perceptions of Mentoring Fumtsi

The intent of this section was not to arduously pare the specific responses
provided by mentors and protégés, but to insteadgmt a summarized description of the
mentoring functions provided in these relationshipgerall, the mentors’ and the
protégés’ perceptions of the mentoring functiore/jated were fairly consistent. Both
groups collectively described all of the functimmhtained in Kram’s (1988) framework
and also reported rather consistent frequenciesdeyy the various functions provided.
For example, both mentors and protégés recoungegrédatest number of counselling,
coaching, and exposure and visibility functionsle/isimultaneously describing fewer
instances of sponsorship and protection.

Mentors and protégeés provided similar descriptionshe exposure and visibility
function, with both groups indicating the importaraf socialization into the profession
through exposure to various areas of researchyiteacand service, among others.
Mentors and protégeés also described the criticabmance of networking and the

positive outcomes that resulted from these intrddos and associations. Likewise,
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mentors and protégés were consistent in their aggilans of coaching and challenging
assignments. Important areas of coaching includearse selection; the doctoral
education process; dissertation topic selectianydéisearch process; the writing process;
theoretical development; and the job search prodéssy of the challenging
assignments involved publishing and presenting espiens.

With respect to the sponsorship and protectiontfans, the protégés’ and
mentors’ examples differed. Interestingly, mentamyy described sponsoring their
protégés by writing reference letters while progm&luded how their mentors would
make supportive phone calls on their behalf. O¢ege’s response also contained a
description of how his mentor protected him frony aanflicting wants or needs of his
committee members while one mentor explained hawssiared their teaching materials
with her former protégés who were now instructingitt own classes, possibly protecting
them from some of the difficulties associated wiite transition from doctoral student to
faculty member.

Both mentors and protégés overwhelmingly indicaiedimportance of
counselling, and more specifically assisting pré&m selecting their first academic
homes. A comparison of other psychosocial functesponses revealed that protégés
provided many more examples of role modelling witilke groups provided consistent
descriptions of mutuality. Specifically, protégépreessed how their mentors led by
example, displayed positive instances of how teratt with students, and demonstrated
the importance of work-life balance. Both groupsoadaid their relationships were built

on a first name basis and that they respectedtties member. Finally, mentors and
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protégés described how the protégés’ confidencebwidtsand how their decisions and
interests were affirmed through the acceptancecanfirmation function.

Interestingly, one mentor and both protégés frapexific lineage provided a
description of a contract that the mentor suppieedis/her protégés. While | do not
believe that it was a formally binding contractlidl help to lay out the nature of the
relationships and what students could expect asgregressed through the program.
The mentor would outline the specific expectatibashe had for his/her protégés and
the expectations he/she had for him/herself. Thetonevould also ask the protégés to
fill in the expectations that they had for theirntaw. Based on the descriptions provided
by the participants, the contract represents aallexit example of how this mentor
provided a wide range of functions for his/her pgits while highlighting the interrelated
nature of these mentoring functions. For example participants indicated that the
contract contained all of the components that waeldequired in order to successfully
complete the doctoral degree as well as clarifigaliphing expectations for conference
presentations and journal submissions. Activitiesighed to help socialize protégés into
the profession were also included in the contra@geeement. Finally, the contract
contained other extracurricular or social actigténd requests desired by either party,
such as playing a round of golf with students,tiwigi students at their places of
employment or meeting for monthly lunch appointrsent

Incorporating the mentoring functions describedvahthe contract specified that
the mentor may be obligated to provide a numbenerfitoring actions for his/her
students. These included (but were not limitedhe)following functions: coaching

through the doctoral education process, exposuteriaibility to the field of sport



96

management and the responsibilities associatedaniticademic career, challenging
assignments in the form of publishing expectatiaesepting and confirming the
students’ research interests, counselling the stumleacademic and career related
matters, and providing a mutual relationship tediuilt on collegiality and interaction

inside and outside of academia.

4.1.6 Most Valuable Mentoring Functions Provided

After describing the mentoring functions that tipegvided (mentors) or received
(protégés), participants were asked to identifysiecific function that was most
valuable to the protégés’ success. Although som#arnesuggested more than one
action, there was little overlap between their oeses. Two mentors believed that
strengthening the protégeés’ research competencpmviting a theoretical, research
oriented foundation was most important, while otmentors suggested that being
supportive, emphasizing a work-life balance, asgjstith the selection of the protégés
first academic home, and adapting their mentoriglg $0 meet the protégés’ needs were
most important to the protégés’ successes.

With a few exceptions, protégés also lacked camstst in their specific
descriptions of the most valuable mentoring fumiorwo protégés said that it was not
possible to identify a single most valuable functi®f these, one protégé believed that
the functions her mentor provided for her wergellted and it was the combination of
these functions that lead to an excellent outcavhde another protégé felt that it was
simply the “advising in graduate school” that wassirvaluable. In addition, Protégés C1

and C2 both described the importance of how themtor taught them the research and
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the writing process while furthering their ability think critically. The other most
valuable mentoring actions that the protégés bedidlieir mentors provided for them
included: demanding excellence, networking, buddinmeir confidence, setting clear
expectations, providing the opportunity to teachargraduate classes, and general
relationship building. Relating these actions t® thentoring functions described above,
exposure and visibility was the most frequently treared function followed by
coaching, and then challenging assignments angtuse and confirmation. However,
as noted in the Discussion chapter, participants moa have been aware of or may not
have understood each of Kram’s mentoring functeoms therefore the applicability of

this frequency listing is limited.

4.2 Nature of the Current Relationship

The second research question sought to examineathee of the current
relationship between sport management doctora¢degson advisors and their former
doctoral students. Sub-questions exploring the arehand the protégés’
characterizations of their current relationshipsng with a comparison of these
characterizations aided in this examination. THeskngs, with relevant quotations from

participants, are presented below.

4.2.1 Mentors’ Characterizations of their Currergl&ionships

Since the dissertation advisors were not told $jgatly which of their former
students were being interviewed for this study,atieisors spoke about the nature of

their current relationships with former studentsaageneral level. Three of the four
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advisors indicated that the nature of these relahigps varies and that they may have
several different types of relationships dependipgn the individual student. As a result
of this variance, it is not possible to describe ¢hrrent status of all of the potential
relationships.

While there may be a small number of exceptioresntljority of these
relationships are positive. As Mentor A expressdithough it is a rare occurrence, any
relationships that encounter an impasse or becagative are usually dissolved.
Consequently, mentors described their relationshggvery good,” “positive,” and
consisting of “mutual respect and admiration.”

The frequency with which mentors and former prégmteract varies and again,
is dependent upon the specific individuals. Mentegorted interacting with their former
students anywhere from once per year to once pek.vi®r a number of mentors, their
only interactions with some former protégés occhilevboth members are attending
conferences. Those same mentors often speak mamthlgome former protégés and
once every few months with others. Mentor A estedahat he speaks with 50% of his
former protégés on a monthly basis, 25% on a gumtiasis, and the remaining 25% bi-
annually. One mentor has been known to send hotideys to all former doctoral
students, therefore providing at least once ingtariénteraction per year. Regardless of
the frequency of interaction with her former pratggMentor E said she hoped they felt
comfortable asking her for help:

some of them | am in less contact with, but evenaihes that have less contact

with me, | hope, I think, would feel comfortabldlocay me up and asking me for
help or advice or whatever it may be, you knownevé’s five years from now.
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In addition to the frequency of the interactiothg nature of the interactions
between mentors and former protégés also varieprédgously mentioned, mentors and
former protégés see each other at conferences wierécatch up” over dinner or
drinks, and some mentors even room with their forpnetégés. Mentors and protégés
also collaborate on research projects. Some meakecsto work only with those
protégés who may require some extra publicatioist@sgee while other mentors continue
their collaborations long after the protégés haaelgated. In addition, mentors
communicate with their former protégés via teleghand email. The specific frequency
and mode of communication often depends upon thigidual advisor. For example,
Mentor C communicates primarily via email while M@nD says the changing nature of
her responsibilities unfortunately limits the tisige can spend simply “chatting” with
former students.

All mentors also indicated that they still providErious mentoring functions to
some of their former students and serve as a resouien needed. For example, Mentor
D said her involvement included “still getting sadind playing the supportive role. In
some cases it's still presenting and publishindnwidme former students.” Mentor C
described how his former students still call himddvice and how he is proud that they
come to him for assistance. Mentor C also provjésishing assistance for some
students and Mentor E echoed these responsesirdaionprovide publishing as well as
career path assistance to her former students.

Three mentors indicated that they are friends wigimy of their former doctoral
students. One mentor said “I think with some stasldis a friendship relationship now”

and also indicated that “some students | room whien | go to conferences who | now
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consider, you know, they’re not former studentsytte friends.” Another mentor called
his/her doctoral students his “life friends” anddsa

it's a huge set of my friends because | would imadike a lot of other

professionals in this field, | spend more time wogkwith the professionals in my

field that | do with, say, with my neighbours in tngmetown. And so my
strongest friends are my professional colleaguég;winclude many of my
former doctoral students.
However, while these relationships are still pgsitin my estimation not all mentors and
former protégés can be considered friends. Oneansatd he/she is “quite close only in
terms of affection and respect for each other.’sHe/explains:

| respect them for their achievements since passinge graduating, and | tell

them it's a matter of mutual respect and mutualieation. They admire what I'm

still doing, they like what | do ... and | admire thachievements.

While this mentor implied that this mutual respastl admiration was a form of
friendship, | believe that this conceptualizatidrir@ndship differs somewhat from the
other mentors’ descriptions of the friendships thay have with their former doctoral
students.

As these results demonstrate, relationships betwemtors and former protégés
are both personal and professional in nature. &fhtors indicated that they have at least
some involvement in their protégés’ current prafasal and personal lives, and this
again varies depending on the individual studdrds.instance, sometimes the emails
that are exchanged relate to current researchboofiions while other messages simply
inquire about the status of an individual’s famN§entor E indicated that her
involvement “runs the gamut from teaching to sextiw research to personal lives.”

Mentor A explained:

sometimes it's “how are your kids?”, that kind aif§ more than, you know,
“what are you researching right now?” ... And somesnt also depends on the
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person. Some people are looking for more acadedvica and some people are
more interested in just maintaining friendships.

Mentor C provided additional support for the vagymature of these relationships,
stating:
| interact with all of them but [with] some of theitis not on the basis of their
research. They are so smart, they are so gooddtheyneed my advice so they
don’t ask me. But some of them still need me awduld say in a month | would
have calls from about three or four people abomtesquestions, research
guestions, some statistical procedures, those kihgaestions will come up.
According to one of the mentors interviewed, thisran interplay between the
amount of professional development and collegiahfitship that he provides to his
former protégés once they have graduated. In ¢od@present this concept graphically,
he provided the model depicted in Figure 1. Adsihis graduate and begin their own
careers, he assists primarily with professionaktigument tasks such as editing
manuscripts for journal publications, suggestingrapriate outlets for publication, and
providing support and advice for attending confeemn As former protégés progress
through their careers, they become more confidedtsalf-sufficient. They acquire
additional publications and presentations and nisy seek tenure. Consequently,

protégés no longer require extensive professiamdta and his assistance shifts from

being mostly professional to being a collegialrggrfdship relationship.

Professional Development

Collegial Friendship

Year 1 Time Frame (approximately 5 years) Year 5

Figure 1 One mentor’s depiction of the proportional relathip of professional
development and collegial friendship provided torfer protégés
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4.2.2 Protégés’ Characterizations of their Curr@slationships

Overall, almost all protégés indicated that thelationship with their advisor was
positive and none of the protégés indicated tret ttad a negative relationship. When
asked to describe their relationship, four protégéd that they consider their dissertation
advisor to be a friend while three protégés exthistated that they consider their
dissertation advisor to still be a mentor todayetestingly, all three protégés who
consider their advisor to be a mentor also conglusr dissertation advisor to be a
friend. For example, Protégé B1 said he thougtit‘tha relationship has evolved to one
of a collegial or friendship relationship” but alsaid “I still look at [my advisor] as a
mentor today.” He agreed that while he still mal or advice or guidance, it's not the
advisor- student relationship but instead has egte a more equal level. Protégé D2
called her advisor “one of my better friends” added “I can always count on [my
advisor] to give me good advice and at any poaan just pick up the phone and give
her a call or send her an email and | know sheflrgght back to me with good advice.”
One protégé said she believed her friendship watralvisor has evolved but she still
considered it to be a solid friendship. She algwressed that although (at the time of the
interview) she had completed her doctoral degreeyw®ars earlier, her advisor is still a
mentor to her today. She provides assistance irymwaygs including sharing feedback on
potential job openings and giving publishing advieeotégé D2 indicated that her
advisor now provides her with guidance regardingdaeeer path and specifically with
respect to potential administrative opportunitied eesponsibilities. As these protégés
indicate, the advice and guidance provided to thgrtheir mentors span a wide variety

of topics. In addition, Protégés Al and B1 desditheir dissertation advisors as
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colleagues, with Al elaborating “he’s still a calipie that | would consider [talking to]
about anything that | thought was relevant to nofgssional career.”

The frequency with which protégés interacted wlitkir dissertation advisors
varied. The majority of the protégés indicated thal interact with their advisors
regularly, and more specifically “every couple admths,” “several times per year,”

“once per calendar quarter,” and “one to two timessemester.” Two protégés said they
interact very infrequently, perhaps once or twieeyear, as a result of their mentors’
time constraints. However, a number of protégéssad that the infrequent interaction
was not a result of a poor relationship but sinfgause they did not want to burden
their advisors. In contrast, one protégé said pkalks with her mentor very frequently,
usually once per week or once every two weeks di#pgron each members’ schedule.

When asked about the nature of their currentacteons with their advisors,
protégés provided a wide range of answers. Regardiiethe specific responses, many of
the protégés indicated that their relationshipsevpersitive and an absence of various
activities, such as publishing together or “catghip” at conferences, did not result from
problems in the relationships but instead was élsalt of extenuating circumstances.
Eight of nine protégés indicated that they sawrthdvisors at conferences, where they
met up with their advisors and perhaps other forpnetégés and went for lunch, dinner,
drinks, coffee, or otherwise just spent time togetfihe one protégé who hadn’t seen his
advisor at a conference explained that his schdtdenot allowed him to attend the
annual NASSM conference but if he did attend, digsoor would be the first person he

would seek out.
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There were some discrepancies among the protéggfsred methods of
contacting their advisors, but regardless of théhous, all protégés reported having
contact with their advisors. Six protégés indicateat they do speak with their advisors
on the telephone while three protégés said thayotloOf those who do talk to their
advisors on the phone, some said the purpose iofahene calls was mainly
professional while others phoned their advisorstuschat.” With respect to email
communication, six protégés indicated they regylanhail their advisors while three
protégés do not. One protégé felt email was toe@nsgnal but another protégé said that
because of his advisor’s hectic travel schedulailenas the easiest way to reach him.
Other protégés used email to “touch base” peridigiida interact in between seeing each
other at conference meetings, or to communicatldetf their current research
collaborations.

In addition to seeing each other at conferencesrdachcting via telephone and
email, three protégés indicated that they visiirtheentor. Two protégés visit their
respective mentors when they are in their regioanoroute to visit with relatives, while
another protégé said her mentor has previousltediier and that she is currently
planning a trip to see her mentor. With the excaptif these three cases, the other
protégés’ personal interactions with their mentesgenerally limited to conference
meetings.

Some differences emerged among the protégés’ iammwnt in publishing with
their advisors. Five protégés said that they coliate with their advisors on book
chapters, research articles, symposiums, or cardergresentations. However, for some

protégés, their involvement with their advisorastricted to conference presentations
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because of their advisor’s limited availabilityhet job responsibilities, or obligations to
publish with their current doctoral students. Casedy, two protégés said that they do
not publish with their advisor whatsoever. Thipiisnarily because the protégés’
research interests have shifted in different dioestthan their advisors’ or because their
advisors have many competing demands on their aime not because of a strain in their
relationship. One protégé said that while he ddgsiblish or frequently interact with his
advisor, it is not indicative of a deficient retaiship. Instead, he believes his mentor is
effective at evaluating and understanding his forpnetégés’ individual needs and
adapts his own actions accordingly. When descrihiagnentor, he stated that “in some
ways, after you finish he allows you and your ngedguide where the relationship will
go in the future. | could call him, I could publigfith him, and he would be supportive of
that.” Because this protégeé fulfills his publishigguirements through other means, his
mentor does not necessarily need to constantlynievamself in his protégé’s academic
life; yet as the previous quotation demonstratiesspientor would be there for him if
needed.

Finally, all protégés indicated that their relaship with their advisor is both
personal and professional in nature. There was s@mance in the ratio of personal to
professional matters, but regardless of the foaliprotégés indicated both components
were present. When asked if his relationship waa parsonal and a professional level,
Protégé B1 replied “absolutely, yes. | mean onragwl level I'm sending her pictures
of my children and these sorts of things as weit yes, definitely both personally and
professionally.” For some protégés, while they thwulss their family lives first, the

reasons for communicating with their advisor weegemy professional. Protégé C2 said
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“oh we’ll start out asking about the other’s famaligd making sure everything is okay,
but the nature or the point of the phone call isallg business related.” For others, the
personal aspects are far more important and arfggsional topics are discussed

afterwards.

4.2.3 Comparison of Mentors’ and Protégés’ Chareeztgions

Like the previous comparison section, the purpdghis component was not to
painstakingly examine every response given by teetars and protégés but instead to
compare the responses in a more holistic and giegextananner. The mentors’ and the
protégés’ descriptions of their current relatiopshivere consistent and there were no
glaring disparities between the two sets of respenis previously reported, all
participants indicated that the current relatiopshietween dissertation advisors and
former doctoral students are positive. Many menamd protégés indicated that these
relationships had evolved into friendships andemtilely, both parties expressed that the
mentors still provide mentoring functions. Overghrticipants’ descriptions of the nature
of their interactions were consistent, with emalsone calls, conference meetings, and
research collaborations being mentioned. With resjoethe frequency of interaction, the
protégés’ specific responses fell within the broadages expressed by the mentors. For
example, one mentor said she interacted with sdrhergprotégés once per month or
once every few months and interacted with othetégés weekly or biweekly. The
mentor’s corresponding protégés said they intedaeith their advisor either weekly or

biweekly and once or twice per semester, respdgti#nally, both mentors and
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protégés indicated that their relationships wersg®al and professional in nature, with
some variance reported depending on the speciéiiaaship in question.

Although the previous paragraph highlights manthefconsistencies between
the respondents’ answers, not every response wasagh match to the other member’s
answers. For example, some protégés detailedrésmarch collaborations with their
advisors (or lack thereof) and explained some efrédasons for their situation. In
contrast, some mentors did not explicitly addressrésearch collaborations they are
currently engaged in while others responded onhegaly, making it impossible to
complete a specific comparison between results.g¥ew it is worth restating that there
was an asymmetrical relationship in the interviemisere the protégés responded with
respect to their specific mentor, but the protégdmtities were not disclosed to the
mentors. Therefore, the mentors provided genesplarses regarding the nature of their
current relationships with former doctoral studembte® held faculty positions. The
mentors also indicated that their relationshipsivigrmer protégés varied depending on
the specific student. Given these discrepanciés eittirely possible, and even feasible,
that there would not be an exact match betweearbeers provided by mentors and
their respective protégés. Consequently, | am caatite concluding that the mentors’
and the protégés’ characterizations of their canrelationships, at least in the context of

this study, are similar.

4.3 Characteristics Desired

The third research question sought to determinelteacteristics desired in each

member of the mentoring relationship. More spealli; the characteristics that mentors
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desired in their protégés and the characteridtasggrotégés desired in their mentors are

presented below.

4.3.1 Characteristics Desired in Protégés

When asked about the characteristics they desutedtoral students, some
mentors provided a very brief list of a few key @w@eristics while others had either
longer lists or were less specific when articulgtineir desired characteristics.
Oftentimes mentors said that they considered thest effective previous doctoral
students when generating lists of important protdg&acteristics and these effective
individuals helped to shape the mentors’ resporSasie of the more frequently
mentioned characteristics included: having theitgtib write; being critical/conceptual
thinkers; being curious or inquisitive; being haaiwng, especially with respect to
reading and writing; being (internally) motivateaid having the ability to take
constructive criticism. Table 2 provides a frequereport for these characteristics. It
must be noted that these responses were obtammdafivery small sample of mentors
and that conducting information rich, qualitatimeeirviews is not the ideal methodology
for collecting list-like answers from a vast numbéparticipants.

Table 2:Frequency of the Most Important Characteristics iBasin Protégés

Characteristic Frequency

Able to Write 2
Critical/Conceptual Thinker 2
Curious/Inquisitive 2
Hardworking 2
Motivated/Internally Motivated 2
Perseverance/Dedication 2
Able to Take Constructive Criticism 1
Don't Take Themselves Too Seriously 1

Enduring Interest in Topic 1
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In addition to the characteristics listed aboventoes provided a number of other
characteristics that their most effective previdastoral students possessed. These
included being self-starters, having a balance éetwschool and outside activities,
having a strong interest in sport and being frigndltheir peers and professors. One
mentor also described some of his highly effectorener doctoral students as being
quiet and not overly talkative individuals. Thesdividuals were strong in their
convictions but did not feel the need to routinggymonstrate their knowledge in an
overbearing manner during classroom discussions.

When asked to describe any characteristics thgtlttu&ed for before agreeing to
advise prospective doctoral students, mentors fegntg consistent in their replies. Three
mentors mentioned some aspect of compatibilitygiramfrom having similar research
interests to having compatible personalities. Timeators indicated that they evaluated
their personal chemistry and connection with prospe advisees and this was usually
facilitated either through personal interviews lefapplicants were accepted to their
respective programs or during preliminary courséwmmafore student-advisor matches
were finalized. Mentor C said he tries to assegspa@ctive doctoral students’ research
orientations and their eagerness or reasons feupg a doctoral degree while Mentor A
tries to determine prospective students’ dedicatiatme process. In addition, Mentors D
and E both ask for writing samples from prospecsiteglents. Mentor E tries to assess
prospective students’ ability to think conceptuabiyt acknowledges that this can often
be difficult to assess, especially if she has mevipusly seen the prospective students’

performance in classroom settings.
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4.3.2 Characteristics Desired in Mentors

Collectively, protégés suggested a wide rangeggarses when asked what they
believed were the most important characteristicadvisor should possess. When one
was asked what he believed were the most impoctaaracteristics an effective doctoral
dissertation advisor should possess, he repligchthavas unable to “pinpoint specific
characteristics” and that he did not think thaialVisors could fit into one particular
profile or box. Instead, he believed that everysparis different and as mentors (or
protégeés), each person would bring different charastics to the unique relationship. He
did, however, suggest that “a good mentor is oaeréally sees the value in mentoring
and is willing to devote the time and energy nemgst fostering that relationship.” In
contrast, the remaining protégés provided chariatitey such as being a team player as
well as possessing the ability to read studentstdsend adjust their approaches
accordingly. Other characteristics included beingdst and having the ability to be
critical but not harsh, being rigorous, setting@met of accountability, and being able to
guide students without actually completing the $ask them. Being knowledgeabile,
experienced, organized, empathetic/sympathetimggoossessing the ability to
communicate and having a balance between beingtidieeand facilitative were also
mentioned.

Although protégés were able to provide specificab@ristics that they desired
in a mentor, a number of protégés did not seelaanéntor with these characteristics
before beginning their own doctoral degrees. Famgde, Protégés C1 and D2 said that
they were “clueless” with respect to seeking chiarstics in a dissertation advisor.

Protégé C1 said that while he knew his eventualediation advisor was in an area that
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matched his interests and was highly respectedna®ledge was otherwise limited.
Protégé D2 said her main concern was being accéaptethe doctoral program, and
added “I actually hadn’t even thought about theanignce of an advisor. That wasn't
part of my decision making because | didn’'t reaiz¢ghe time how important that aspect
was.” Protégé E1 echoed those sentiments, sayitigrtk | was very lucky. | went into it
blind in many, many ways.” For one protégé, whiteskelected his doctoral program
primarily based on “programmatic characteristicegosed to specific faculty
characteristics,” the reputation of the facultyre institution he chose did factor into his
decision. Other protégés said they were influettigedircumstances such as the location
of their job or their family and not an advisor &nd or her characteristics.

Of those protégés who sought out mentors with fipadiaracteristics, many
looked for mentors with common interests, especiaéearch interests, or for mentors
who were fair, nice, personable, and approach&bie. protégé described how she was
told to:

find somebody who is nice, who is a good persod,vaimo has similar research

interests. It doesn’t matter if it's the best pergothe field or if it's the top school

in the field, find somebody that you connect withand will let you research

what you want to research because it also relatedat they're researching and

not just make you do whatever they’re doing.
Protégés Al and A2 said they looked for an adwidar was honest, on task, and serious
about the process but also stood by their decisiodsvas willing to accommodate
students’ needs. For Protégés C1 and C2, they dofmkean advisor who was highly
respected with a strong reputation. One protégéeldspecifically for a female mentor

while a number of protégés described a personaleaxiion they felt when meeting their

prospective advisors. Protégé D1 stated “it jusiensense. Her background, her
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experiences were very similar to mine, her reseemehnests, there was a connection
there” and also stressed the importance of mebefigrehand in order to gauge how the

relationship might progress.

4.4 Outcomes of Mentoring

The fourth and final research question examinedtitcomes of mentoring
relationships between sport management dissertatieisors and their former doctoral
students. Each member of the relationship was aaslredt the mentoring outcomes that
they received, as well as any outcomes that thigveethe other member of the
relationship may have received. A comparison betvibe members’ perceptions of the
outcomes was then conducted. These results, supptechwith appropriate quotations,

are presented below.

4.4.1 Mentors’ Perceptions of Mentoring Outcomes

Mentors reported a wide variety of career and pekbenefits as a result of their
mentoring relationships with their protégés. Mestdid not suggest any negative
outcomes of mentoring; however, an absence of ivegatitcome reporting cannot be
mistaken for an absence of mentoring dysfunctiothigsstudy focused on the positive
elements and | did not explicitly inquire about arggative outcomes that mentors may
have experienced.

All mentors reported publishing with some of theactoral students, thereby
increasing their own publication records. Mentosdd “you publish and present with

these students and in some cases you might dopdecoiuprojects beyond the
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dissertation” and then described how a group ofdraner doctoral students produced a

number of annual conference presentations. Simjl&teéntor A stated:

from a research standpoint I've served as a coeawth a variety of research
studies that my doctoral students have prepareith Bbile they’re in their [final]
year and in their first few years in the profesdiogy’ll invite me to be a co-
author and we’ll work on the articles togetherpser the years that's helped me
build my publication record.

In addition to publications, mentors described gy were able to expand their

own breadth of knowledge and learn alongside tha&gtoral students, both with respect

to literature and methodology. Mentor C explained:

one of the advantages of being a professor, p&atlgwith doctoral students, is
that you learn, you learn with them and they tate t places where you have
not been and in the process you learn many newghin

Mentor D echoed these sentiments, stating:

I’'m the kind of advisor that was more open instebkeeping someone under my
own umbrella of research. Now there’s pros and eatisthat, but | think | really
got exposed to a great deal of literature thatuldmever have seen - interesting,
interesting studies, new ideas, having to learn mathodologies, Delphi studies,
gualitative research. | mean I'm a quantitativeeegsher so | really did learn
different methodologies.

Doctoral students can also assist with aspectgedgearch project, and as Mentor E

explained:

they are people you can bounce ideas off of ... [ffreyide] fresh or new ideas
that | maybe [had not] thought of because I'm sgressed in the literature ....
They help me collect data, they help me write yorts, they help me analyze

data, you know I try to get my [doctoral] studentsnvolved in all aspects of the
research endeavour.

In addition to research related advantages, mentqnessed other career
associated benefits. Mentor A said he has beetethty his former doctoral students to
be involved in consulting projects that they wenesping. Mentor D stated “I've learned

a lot of things from former students” and “I thihgrew as a person and | think it helped
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me to be a better teacher, t0o.” For instancewsh#d watch her doctoral students teach
their classes and not only provide feedback to thetrsometimes incorporate some of
her protégés’ teaching strategies into her ownsasirAs a result of his experiences with
his doctoral students, Mentor C believes his owgacdy to embrace others has
increased and this has subsequently allowed himetter interact with people who may
possess different competencies, expertise, isandfr problems.

Mentors’ reputations also benefit when their prétgucceed. According to
Mentor C, “the moment some individual learns tleahe of the people they have met
were my students, immediately my stock goes upth@dgh he was not directly
involved in all of his protégés’ successes, thesgeaements reflect positively on his
status within the field and he is viewed as capablteveloping talent and fostering
successful individuals. As previously mentioned e E believes she benefits from all
of her protégés regardless of their eventual cqratrs. She noted:

if you have a very good doctoral student, it hglpsr career in terms of the very

specific things, you know like publications or thaxg tips or whatever

tremendouslyThe return on investment is huge and | think Huahe people
probably think then if you have a doctoral studéiat maybe goes to a teaching
institution or whatever, it may not positively ingtdhe advisor’s career. But | see
it very differently because | feel like just workinvith doctoral students enhances
my career so wherever they go I've found them toniq@ortant to my career
progression

Mentors’ positive outcomes were not strictly cafeeused, as they also reported
receiving numerous personal benefits. As previoosiyntioned, all mentors considered
their protégés to be friends, albeit at varyingleyand consequently believed this
friendship to be one of the main benefits of timeéntoring relationships. Mentor D said

“I've now become friends with some of my doctoraidents. We’'ve moved away from

the mentor-protégé relationship and we are friéridentor E said:
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having doctoral students has enriched my persdaalybu know, I'm friends
with many of them, | remain friends with many oéth and | know | can count on
them for certain things. It’'s just it's been a hiloggmus to my personal life.

She further elaborated about her relationships datttoral students by stating:

| don’t think that my career would be nearly thensaf | didn’t meet those
interesting, funny, creative people. | mean thekenmay job so much more fun. |
enjoy working with doctoral students immensely, thatt | don’t love working
with undergraduate and master’s students tootlsytust another piece that, you
know, makes it a little different, makes it a éttthallenging, more challenging.
So | think in an overall respect, it [i.e., relatships with doctoral students] just
increases my level of satisfaction with my cardeice.

Mentor D believes that through these relationskipshas grown as a person, and these
relationships extend beyond the limits of the dradtdegree.

The other significant personal benefit expressedibmentors is the satisfaction
and personal enrichment they receive from thesgioekhips. Since mentors work with
doctoral students for a number of years, menta@shle to watch them grow and
develop. As Mentor A said, “you really get to watblem grow and for me it's personally
rewarding to just kind of marvel at how much theyimproved and the skills and the
confidence they’'ve gained.” Mentor D responded:

oh it's the calls after they graduate. When theyar the tenure track and they

call you and they ask you for input for their ert@rreviewers. Or when they call

you and they’re advising doctoral students and‘saw did you put up with

me?”

She continued:

you know, maybe there’s some issues going on inWarkplace and they just

want to get some advice or there is a problem agkudent, you know “what

would you do?” they would ask. So | think it’s tballs that you get after
someone graduates that are more meaningful betizats®means you made an

impact on the person. And you get this internak&attion. You can’t describe it,
it's the satisfaction you get knowing that you leglsomeone.
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Mentor C stated “it is just the satisfaction thaalve contributed to the growth of one
individual and that individual is doing really wélHe also indicated that he feels a sense
of pride when looking at the NASSM membership dr@ldcomplement of young scholars
in the field and knowing that he was involved igithtraining and development. He
added “having contributed to the growth of indivadlscholars, outstanding scholars, is a

great feeling, very [satisfying].”

4.4.2 Protégés’ Perceptions of Mentoring Outcomes

Protégés overwhelmingly indicated that they reaiviany benefits from their
mentoring relationships with their advisors. Fomgoprotégés their advisors were
absolutely critical to their experiences. Protédéstated that he would not have gone to
that institution if it was not for his mentor, whiProtégé D1 similarly stated that she was
not sure her degree would have happened at allvéis not for her advisor. Protégé D2
described the central role her advisor played airgj that “it was the cornerstone.
Absolutely, the key to my experience was my advisor

One of the major benefits reported by more thahdfahe protégés interviewed
was job search assistance. Five protégés saith#iamentors used their knowledge of
the field of sport management to help them wheecsielg positions. For example,
mentors would share contextual information regaygi openings and offer their
insight into how these positions would or would hetan appropriate fit for the protégés.
Protégé E2 described how his mentor was able te wreaningful reference letters
because of their close relationship and stated:

because of the way she built our relationship aedatay that she really creates a
relationship with her advisees, when it came timevtiting a letter of
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recommendation or anything in support of what | tedrto do it was more
meaningful.

Protégés E2 and D1 both noted their mentors’ assistin filtering through job
advertisements. Protégé D1 described her mentssistance as:

very helpful in sifting through the ads and kindpointing out well this might be

a good fit for you and | know so-and-so who'’s therevho had been there and

you know you should talk to this person, so | thurkt from the initial stages of

that she was very helpful.
A number of protégés also stated that their adsipoovided significant advice regarding
where to accept job offers and as mentioned prsiyotor some protégés this job
selection assistance still continues beyond theptetion of their doctoral degrees.

In addition to the specific job search assistaneationed above, protégés often
benefitted from their mentors’ reputations andrégutations of their institutions. All
protégés from lineages A, C, and E, along with&gétD1, indicated that they could
leverage their mentors’ reputations in a varietgettings such as job searching and
networking at conferences. Protégé A2 stated:

| had some tremendous opportunities when | finishgddoctoral degree] that

resulted from him, from the [institutional] brarahd you know also from the fact

that | had been encouraged to do presentationpw@rish while | was a student.
Protégé E1 indicated that she believed her asgmtiaith her advisor helped her career,
even if it was simply being known as one of herisaivs former students. Since Mentor
E is known for producing successful and producsieelents, and by virtue of being one
of Mentor E’s students, Protégé E1 may also haugeezhis reputation. Protégé E2
confirmed this notion and also stated that he betiehe was able to leverage his

advisor’s positive reputation after completing téggree. Furthermore, protégés indicated

that they received direct career benefits fromrthdvisors’ reputations. When asked if
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they were able to leverage their advisor’s repaoitadir the reputation of their institution
when applying for jobs, Protégé C2 replied “ohrtamly think it helped. | mean |
wouldn’t go in and say ‘I'm [my advisor|'s studert ‘I'm from [this institution]’ but

you see that on the CV there.” Protégé C1 explaihathe obtained his first job offer
partly because of his association with his advesuat the connections his advisor had
with others in field. Mentor C was invited to giagresentation at another institution and
he brought Protégé C1 along with him. As a redluhis presentation, Protégé C1
received an interview for a job opening and wasawadly awarded the position. In other
instances mentors received phone calls from fosnatents or other professors in the
field who had current job openings. The mentorsevaesked if they had any suitable
candidates, once again demonstrating how protégés able to benefit from their
associations with their mentors.

Some protégés also reported being very well prejaretheir first faculty
positions upon completing their degrees becausigegbreparation they received during
their doctoral education. As Protégé B1 expressed:

| was ready from day one to be teaching my owrselasnd doing my own

scholarship and getting involved in various seryigections and mentoring

students and so on .... And that helped get my facalteer off to a fast start or a

good start as a result of that process.

Protégé B1 further explained that as a result ®htentor’s “hands-off” approach to
advising, he was forced to become very self-su#fitin order to complete his degree. He
stated that a benefit of his self-sufficiency waatt

| was ready to do things by myself and hit the gbrunning as soon as | started

my faculty position, whereas | know [with] somem§ peers[who weren't forced
to be so self sufficient] ..., there was more ofaasition necessary.
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In addition, Protégé E2 explained that as a redulie teaching opportunities his mentor
provided for him during his doctoral studies, hes\aale to discuss his experiences in the
classroom during job interviews and present corcegamples of his experience in
certain situations rather than simply suggest vakatould do if faced with those events.

Many protégés reported a number of publishingtedl®enefits. For instance,
protégés indicated that their advisors helped tteepublish articles based on their
dissertations or other research projects they raag been involved in, suggested
relevant outlets for publications, and helped thherlecome familiar with the research
process in general. One protégé recalled how hisadassisted him during his search
for a publishing company by suggesting a compartly which his advisor had previous
success. Another protégé described how she anddmor, along with a number of her
mentor’s former advisees, gave a number of conterg@nesentations and published one
article together. For Protégé D2, in addition to éerlier projects with her mentor, she
also collaborates with other former advisees agd Yareally enjoy working with others
who had [her] as an advisor. We're kind of cut aluthe same cloth there, we understand
each other.”

In addition to the many career related benefitheir mentoring relationships,
protégés also received a wide range of personafienFriendship is one of these main
benefits. Five protégés said that they becamedsiavith their advisor and Protégé Al
described how his advisor embraced him and hislyagoiring his doctoral education.
Protégé D2 exclaimed “it's nice to have such atgfireend ... somebody | can turn to,
somebody | respect and | trust, and | know willay& be there for me” while Protégé E2

said that her mentor “has probably become one oflogest friends now.” Protégé D1
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noted that she has since become very good friertdssame of her mentor’s other
former advisees and would not have been introdteétese colleagues if it wasn’t for
her advisor.

Another personal benefit many protégés reportegivag from their mentoring
relationship involved observing their mentor iroéermodel capacity. In addition to
describing how their mentors provided role modgllorehaviours, which is detailed in an
earlier Results section, protégés recounted thefiiethat they gained from this
mentoring function. Protégé Al said he benefittedifthe professional example his
mentor set while Protégé E1 was able to incorp@spects of her mentor’s teaching
style into the way she teaches her own classegd&&?2 said he appreciated watching
his advisor interact in and outside of school, ¢bgrbeing a role model for how he could
conduct himself inside and outside of academiatéigés of Mentor C also viewed him
as a role model, with Protégé C1 saying he felvags able to mentor his own students
after observing Mentor C interact with his studeRtotégé C2 noted that he observed
some aspects of his mentor’s style that he liketaher aspects that he would prefer not
to adopt. He stated:

well, I think you certainly see things that you webdo and that you would not

do. And | hope my advisees see that too, from memean everybody does a

whole lot of good things and sometimes they malstakes, and ... it's hard to

see that if you don’t have a close relationshignwibur advisor. And I'm glad |
was able to learn from [my advisor], you know, tisrthat “oh yeah, | want to
follow what he did in this area” or “oh, | may dorsething different in another
area” but it certainly helped me, I think, as arisor to other students now.
Other personal benefits included developing a sehself-confidence, growing as a

person throughout the doctoral education procegsreceiving support and personal

assistance from mentors during difficult times.
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4.4.3 Comparison of Mentors’ and Protégés’ Outcomes

In general, the mentors’ descriptions of the outestieir protégés would have
received and the protégés’ descriptions of theimtors’ outcomes were fairly consistent.
The largest discrepancy between the two perceptimadves the protégés’ hesitancy to
suggest positive outcomes that their mentors wbale received, despite the fact that
the mentors could easily describe the various \lagyg benefitted. Six of the nine
protégés were unable to initially provide potentiahefits for their mentors or were very
cautious in their descriptions. For example, Présdgl, C2, and E1 were not sure of any
benefits their mentors may have received, whiled®y® E2 replied “I think that’s
probably the toughest question to answer,” andégépC1 said “you’d have to ask him,
you know, because | honestly don’t know what herled from me personally.” Protégé
A2 explained:

| think he was fine without me. | don’t know. | doknow what benefit there was

to him. He’s had a lot of doctoral students andphty a lot of them stronger

than | was. | think it was just sort of a prettyath process for him and at this
point in his career, if | had never existed he’ddbeng the same thing right now
with a smile on his face.

Similarly, Protégé E1 believed her mentor’s careeuld be unaffected and said:

she has a large network of people she could beimgrkith, so if | wasn’t

around | don’t think it would hurt her career inyaray, whereas for me, if she

weren’t around, it would definitely be much tougloarmy career.

In order to actually suggest benefits their mentasald have received, most
protégés had to think of the benefits that thegiram when mentoring their own
students. After doing this, protégés were abléstanost of the benefits that their

mentors had initially recounted, although they wai hesitant in their descriptions.

These included being friends with their former aeées and receiving additional



122

publications, as well as expanding their researehsaand the methodologies they used.
Protégés also noted how their advisors would likelye received satisfaction when
seeing their students grow and mature, graduatesdoginized for their work, progress
through their careers, take on leadership positiang advance the field of sport
management as a whole.

Interestingly, there were a number of benefits gnatégés suggested their
mentors may have received but were not actuallytioeed by the mentors. These
included continuing to leverage relationships watinporations or sports teams that
students had fostered through their dissertatiork\@aod having the opportunity to work
with non-traditional students who brought differeets of research interests or previous
work experiences. However, it is important to rerhenthat mentors were not asked to
comment on the benefits received from a specificsad-advisee relationship. Therefore,
an absence of these reported benefits does nadseedg indicated that the advisors did
not benefit in these manners, but simply that thes® not mentioned when describing
the general benefits they received.

When comparing the benefits mentors believed feitégés would have
received with what protégés actually claimed toehaaceived, the outcomes are similar
to the results presented above. One advisor swggjbstwould be merely speculating on
the outcomes his protégés received while anothatoneaid that the outcomes that were
most beneficial to each student would have beeemtgnt on the individual relationship
between the mentor and the protégé. Like abovetarewere able to suggest a number
of the benefits protégés actually reported recgiMimcluding publishing assistance, help

with career selection, interaction inside and algsif academia, and benefits accruing
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from the protégés’ association with their mentditsere were also some benefits reported
by mentors that were not specifically provided bgtgés. For instance, one mentor
described how she played a critical role in ondetiis selection of academia as a career
choice. Another mentor expressed how he hopedunilests learned to be strong but
modest and demonstrated how an advisor can be amdnriend-like yet also be strict.
Again, it must be noted that the mentors spoke gdlgeabout protégé benefits and these
inconsistencies do not necessarily represent defiges but could simply imply that the

specific protégés the mentors were referring tcewet included in this study.
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5.0 DISCUSSION

This section contains a discussion of the aforeioeetl findings in relation to the
relevant academic literature. Since only the mogiortant aspects that emerged from the
data are presented, the focus and resultant disoussnot equally divided among each
research question but instead focuses primariltheriunctions provided within these
academic mentoring relationships

In many instances there were a greater numbeleaid¢l that emerged from the
protégés’ responses as compared to those providgabmentors. One possible reason
for this is the fact that there were nine protéggtsonly four mentors involved in this
study. Since the number of protégés was more thahld the number of mentors that
participated in the study, it is not surprisingttheeceived more answers and themes
from the protégés. Another possible explanatioriccba that protégés vividly
remembered what functions their mentors providedHfem, whereas mentors may not
have realized how impactful a certain action waay tmave forgotten about that action,
or were not even aware that they performed thadracAlternatively, the discrepancy in
responses may be linked to the asymmetrical relstip. Although protégés knew the
mentor that they were answering the interview qaestabout (their dissertation
advisor), the mentors were not aware of speciffoahich protégés were involved in the
study. Therefore, the mentors were forced to angwamgeneral context and were likely

to leave out specific details of the relationstilps were provided by the protégés.
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5.1 Mentoring Functions

As previously mentioned, | adopted Kram’s (1988ntneng functions
framework in order to analyze the mentoring agaeegithat occur in sport management
academic mentoring relationships. Kram’s functiaressthe most widely cited mentoring
functions, with much of the extant literature paiag support for her two broad
characterizations of career and psychosocial fanst{Allen et al., 2004). In addition, a
number of authors have adopted Kram’s functiorth@r own academic mentoring
investigations (e.g., Bigelow & Johnson, 2001; Klatral., 2000; Dickinson & Johnson,
2000; Johnson, 2008; Johnson, Koch, et al., 2Gfithsbn & Nelson, 1999; Lark &
Croteau, 1998). Now that | have completed thisystudealize that despite being the
most frequently used framework in the study of aoaid mentoring relationships, this
framework is not necessarily ideal for analyzing thentoring functions in the field of
sport management.

In general, the process of analyzing the individnahtoring functions displayed
within mentoring relationships is difficult. Breag down the mentoring process into
specific functions may detract from the overallidgpn of these outcomes and may not
accurately represent what is occurring in thesaticeiships. It may be that the presence
of these mentoring functions produces a synergistazaction effect that results in an
outcome which is greater than the sum of the inldizi parts. However, it would be very
difficult to ascertain and describe exactly whatws in these mentoring relationships
without breaking the actions into their componesttg This description is also

important to provide so that other mentors andgm@s may learn from the participants’
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relationships. Therefore, delineating these actisasnecessary and required component
in analyzing mentoring relationships and the resultentoring functions.

In addition to the less-than-ideal structure ofidi®(1988) mentoring functions
framework and the challenges associated with amaythe individual mentoring
functions, many of the actions described by merdasprotégés overlapped, which
made classification even more difficult. Some @ categorizations are not mutually
exclusive, and this can cause difficulty when cgdand distinguishing component parts.
For example, mentors routinely involved their pgé® in their current research projects.
If the mentor’s primary aim was to simply make smi$ aware of the process, it would
most likely fall under the exposure and visibilipnction. However, if the mentor’s
intentions were to include that student in the aese project so the student may submit a
portion of the work for publication, the mentor mag providing indirect sponsorship. If
the mentor’s intentions are both of the above, scombination of the above, or are not
specified, coding of this action becomes diffiad open to interpretation.

Similarly, protégés reported that their mentors/ated them with networking
opportunities and introduced them to influentidless, especially at conferences. If the
mentor speaks highly of the student, endorsesrtigowork, or mentions the protégé’s
talent and capabilities, the mentor is displayisgegts of sponsorship and networking.
According to Kram’s (1988) conceptualization, netiwing is considered to be a
component of the exposure and visibility functiirihe mentor only introduces the
student by name, then this is mostly likely a sengposure and visibility action.
Unfortunately, the descriptions provided by mentond protégés were not usually this

specific and coding some of the participants’ reses was problematic.
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My main recommendations for individuals wishingetdend this area of inquiry
pertain to classifying the mentoring functionsthe Introductory chapter, | wrote that
mentoring concepts should not be rejected soleltherbasis of the context in which the
research was conducted. | then stated that usimgepds discovered in organizational
contexts may increase the cohesiveness of the magtaerature and extend the
applicability of research findings. However, aftenducting this study | do not agree
with what | initially stated. Researchers shoultluee Kram'’s (1988) mentoring
functions simply because they have been the mailycited in organizational
research. Although Kram'’s distinctions have beewpéetl in many academic mentoring
studies, researchers must not feel pressured toaerthis trend. Instead, researchers
should consider incorporating other authors’ cotu@rations of the mentoring
functions.

Another option is that a perfect framework for captg the nuances of academia
does not currently exist and consequently neetis tweated. In this case, developing an
adapted version of Kram’s (1988) mentoring framdwaralternatively, developing a
new, independent mentoring functions model forinsscademia, may be required.
Based on the data obtained through this studyye laaapted a number of Kram’s
mentoring functions with the hope of more effediiveapturing the mentoring functions
that sport management dissertation advisors prdeidéneir doctoral students.
Specifically, the functions of sponsorship, expesand visibility, challenging
assignments, and friendship manifested themselffesestly in this study than
described by Kram (1988) in her study of organaadl mentoring relationships. These

differences are discussed in the following sectamd supported by relevant quotations
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or themes that emerged from the data. A brief disicm of each of the mentoring
functions that were fairly consistent with Kram@nceptualizations (i.e., coaching,
protection, role modelling, counselling, and acaepe and confirmation) is also
presented. All of these functions are then sumradria the adapted mentoring functions
framework proposed below. Interestingly, the m&yoof the functions that were found to
be consistent with Kram’s conceptualization arechsgocial functions, while those that
were adapted are primarily career functions. Orssipte explanation for this finding is
that the structure and nature of academia diffens forganizational settings and these
nuances result in changes or adaptations to tleeictycused functions. However,
mentors and protégés still form intense personatiomships largely independent of the
academic or organizational context, and therefoea¢lational and interpersonal

psychosocial functions exist in similar fashions.

5.1.1 Proposed Adaptations to Career Functions

According to Kram’s (1988) description of sponsapslctive and direct
nomination of the protégé and/or his or her wonteguired by the mentor. Based on the
results of this study, the mentors’ only expliggbasorship actions involved writing
reference letters and making phone calls in supgdteir protégés during the students’
job searches. In addition to the overt supportttney received, almost all protégés
reported benefitting from the status acquired tghotheir association with their mentors.
By virtue of being associated with these prominedividuals, protégés were able to
leverage their mentors’ reputations and experiemegelcted power (Kanter, 1977). As

mentioned earlier, this reflected power indicated protégés have the support of
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influential others and may have access to theirtansiresources, which may further
their position in the field. The instances of retéed power described in this study are
consistent with Johnson and Huwe’s (2003) and Ksgi1988) discussions of reflected
power in academic and organizational mentoringimglahips, respectively.

Interestingly, findings from this study also suggesthat the mentors received
positive associations from their protégés. As tteeqnés graduated, began their own
academic careers and subsequently experiencedssytite mentors’ reputations
increased. One mentor stated that “the moment sangdual learns that some of the
people they have met were my students, immediatglgtock goes up.” Although the
protégeés’ successes often did not result direotig;nfthe mentors’ actions, the mentors
still benefitted because of their previous assamiatwith those protégés. Others in the
field may have seen the mentors as capable of ol@wel talent and their reputations
most likely increased.

As the preceding paragraph describes, sponsorahipeinstrumental to the
protégés’ success. Although protégés frequentlytioreed the sponsorship action of
writing reference letters or making supportive phlene calls, these were the only actions
described. This lack of diverse sponsorship aataurd imply that, with the exception of
serving as a reference during the protégés’ jolcbea, mentors provide few instances of
sponsorship. However, it is equally possible thahynof the mentors’ actions involve
instances of indirect sponsorship. For example hehmentor invites one of his or her
protégés to work on a research project that wiinewally be submitted for publication
by both authors, he or she is sponsoring the pécd@d his or her actions and/or

competencies by having the mentor’'s name listembimjunction with the protégé’s name.
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If the protégé delivers an unsuccessful presematiavrites an incoherent abstract, the
mentor’s reputation and status could be negativepacted. Conversely, if the protégé
succeeds in these publication attempts, the menstatus within the field could be
improved. The possible presence or inclusion of@&udl sponsorship in many of the
mentor’s other, and more well-defined functions rhaip to explain why the prevalence
of direct sponsorship was found to be so low is gtudy.

Moving beyond Kram'’s (1988) narrow conceptualizatod exposure and
visibility, which involves exposing students toluréntial others and conversely exposing
influential others to the students and their woikcluded tasks that involved exposing
and socializing the student to the following are¢hs:broad field of sport management;
the different disciplinary aspects/areas of sp@hagement; the researchers who study
within the realm of sport management and theirltegupublications; the various
responsibilities of faculty members within sportmagement; and academia as a whole.
This socialization into the profession is citechasgitical part of the doctoral students’
experiences. Tenenbaum et al. (2001) assumedatiaisbrs are generally of importance
to graduate students, both for the official rolesytplay and for the way in which they
socialize graduate students into professional (jfe’329). Furthermore, Johnson (2007a)
suggested that astute mentors engaged protédes watious professional activities and
environments that they would require in order tocged in academia, and this would
result in more satisfied and capable future acaceniiccording to a number of
researchers (Johnson & Huwe, 2003; Tenenbaum, @08l1; Van Dyne, 1996), the
socialization of protégés into the profession gsosed to a particular role is one of the

chief differences among mentoring in academia agpewed to organizational settings.
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Given that Kram’s (1988) mentoring function destops were derived from
organizational studies, it is not surprising theg socialization aspect of exposure is not
included in her descriptions. However, as listedvab protégés in this study described a
myriad of opportunities and endeavours that th&ntors provided for them, and this
conceptualization consequently warrants inclusimtihe exposure and visibility function.
In addition to socializing protégés into academiantors and protégés both
described many instances of networking and thalitmportance this aspect plays in
helping protégés become familiar with, and knowrthie field of sport management.
Despite the perceived importance in academia, K888) did not explicitly use the
term networking in her description of the exposamd visibility function in
organizational contexts. In contrast, Tenenbaual.¢2001) described characterizations
that were very similar to Kram’s broad categoriasttumental and psychosocial,
compared with career and psychosocial) but aldaded a third separate and distinct
mentoring function categorization — networking -their survey. Using this same three
category approach to mentoring functions, Ortiz4&faland Gilson (2005) examined the
instrumental, psychosocial and networking functiceteived by protégés of colour.
While | certainly agree that networking is a caficnentoring function (and further
support for this opinion, in the form of particigajuotes, can be found in Appendix J), |
am not convinced that the networking function sdawdnstitute its own separate and
distinct mentoring categorization. Instead, | bedié should be more appropriately
placed under Kram’s broad career function categtidn. In this case, networking would
become its own function and no longer be included aub-component of exposure and

visibility. In my estimation, grouping exposure andibility together with networking
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reduces the overall importance and focus of eathesie components, at least in the
context of academia.

Similar to a number of Kram’s (1988) other caregrctions, her description of
challenging assignments may require some modifinato that it can accurately
represent the concept of challenging assignmertteiacademic context. Kram
describes challenging assignments as a functidri¢characterizes effective boss-
subordinate relationships” and “relates to the e work of the department” (p. 31).
In academic contexts, the preceding descriptioioverly relevant. While providing
protégeés with challenging tasks would allow therbudd specific and technical
competencies, it could be argued that the entictotdal education process is one large,
overarching challenging assignment. Mentors roittiteach skills, encourage learning,
and provide feedback, all of which are componehteechallenging assignment
function (Kram). Without these experiences andskirotégés will be unable to seize
opportunities afforded through sponsorship, expwamd visibility, networking, and
other mentoring functions (Kram). Similarly, if ateamic protégés are not given
experiences such as researching, presenting, mgiusgting, or teaching throughout
their doctoral education, it is likely that theylMae ill-prepared for any future faculty

positions.

5.1.2 Career Functions Consistent with Kram (1988)

Much like Kram’s (1988) description of organizatddmentors coaching their
protégés and preparing them for success in an izajaon, academic mentors did just the

same for their protégés in preparing them for aexain academia. Mentors taught their
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students the skills and knowledge that they woeleldto continue successfully in
academic contexts before and after graduationekample, mentors coached their
students on course selection and dissertation tjtions, helped to explain the research
and writing processes, and assisted with aspetkegbb search process, such as
preparing the required documents. All nine protggésided examples of how their
mentors coached them through various aspects afdti®ral education experience. This
finding is consistent with Clark et al. (2000) wteported that academic protégés
received direct training and instruction most frexly.

In contrast to some of the other more frequentiyntmaed functions, there were
only a few instances of protection reported byrttentors and protégés, combined.
Although they provide a limited basis for companisthese descriptions were consistent
with Kram’s (1988) explanation of the protectiométion. Additional research should be
conducted in an attempt to identify additional amtes of protection and to determine

whether these also fit within Kram'’s description.

5.1.3 Proposed Adaptations to Psychosocial Funstion

Kram’s (1988) final psychosocial function is friestp. She characterized this
function as consisting of enjoyable social exchargyal/or personal experiences that
enhance work activities, but also briefly describadelement of increasing mutuality.
Johnson and Huwe (2003) advanced this descriptidimei context of academia and
renamed this function “friendship and mutualityfiee authors stressed that academic
mentoring relationships do not need to contain etspa friendship but instead must

include professionalism and collegiality while ntaining appropriate boundaries. If this
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is the case, mentors and protégés should be abiletact and value each other in a
collegial manner while showing regard for the ottmember and his or her personal
needs, but remain within the limits of a professiaelationship.

Furthermore, Johnson and his colleagues (John868, dohnson & Huwe, 2002;
Johnson & Nelson, 1999) discussed the complex amegsmes conflicting nature of
academic mentors’ roles. They described how membans simultaneously engage in
incompatible functions such as sponsoring theitggés while attempting to objectively
assess their capabilities. These situations cammdi#ematic as mentors may feel trapped
between their professional obligation to remaireobye and their desire to avoid
betraying their protégés. Although Kram (1988) ldakher final psychosocial function
as friendship and described it as having elemdnisationship similar to “good
friends,” she did mention that there may be lirttist need to be imposed. She suggested
that mentors and protégés may wish to restrict theolvement outside of work
environments and acknowledged that these friendstepactions may lead to conflict
when one member must evaluate or manage the other.

As a result of these descriptions, and given theirfigs of this study, | am
skeptical of whether Kram'’s depiction of the frishgp component can occur while
students are still completing their degrees or tethis aspect develops after the
students have completed the direct supervisoryadugement phase of the relationship.
Although many of the mentors and protégés in thidysclassified their current
relationships as friendships, | am unsure of whenftiendship aspect fully evolved.

However, as illustrated in the Results chaptentégg@s and mentors provided

many examples of mutuality within their relatiorshi For example, protégés addressed
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their mentors by their first names and describes their mentors treated them like
peers. Furthermore, Johnson (2007a) describedasiaige mutuality and reciprocity as
one of the critical components mentors can profadéheir doctoral students. In light of
the literature presented above and the clear evedrat mutuality exists among
academic mentoring relationships in sport managérhenggest that Kram'’s (1988)
delineation of the friendship function be replageth a description that is more
consistent with Johnson and Huwe’s (2003) adaptatidriendship and mutuality, but
also incorporates Johnson’s discussion of mutuahty collegiality. In his book designed
to guide faculty members with their mentoring nelaships, Johnson states that in
addition to mutuality, “excellent mentoring requre. nurturing of th[e] increasingly
collegial bond with students” (p. 69). Combining ttlements described above, | have
proposed a model which | believe captures the nitueollegiality, and friendship that
may exist within academic mentoring relationshigee(Figure 2).

This modified Venn diagram (Figure 2) shows howrtentoring relationships
between mentors and protégés may consist of thewiolg: mutuality only; collegiality
only; a combination of mutuality and collegiality; friendship, which encompasses
mutuality, collegiality, or both. Figure 2 is aifiumodel with the outline of each element
representing the lowest level of the respectivemments. The level of each component
increases towards the centre of the model. For pkara relationship that contained only
a very low level of mutuality would be located @de the exterior of the mutuality
circle. As increasing levels of mutuality were deped in this relationship, the position
of this relationship would move closer to the cerdf the figure. If this relationship

progressed to include collegiality, the positionwebshift to either of the overlapping
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mutuality and collegiality regions. As the membetrshis relationship develope
friendship (in addition to mutuality and collecity), their relationship would enter tf
middle oval. The position wouthenmove towards the centre as the level of friend
increasedRelationships thedo not contain aspects of mutuality, collegiality

friendship would be located in the negaispace surrounding the mod
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Figure z. Venn diagrandepicting themutuality, collegiality, and friendsh that may
exist within academic mentoring relationshij

While | question whether true friendship can ekishn academic mentorir
relationship (because of the mentors’ obligatiangrbvide incompatible functions
others may believe this elemeixists and characterize their relationships as diséips.
In these cases, the proposed model accommodaseshtmiacterization. Mol
importantly, including friendship in this model@is it to represent academic mentor

relationships as they evolves protégés complete their degi, move into their roles
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faculty members, and become more competent anddeonfn their abilities, their
current mentoring relationships adapt to reflers giowth and change. Likewise, their
position within the model would adjust accordingly.

According to Johnson (2007a), excellent academittoneg relationships
include progressive changes and evolve towardsased levels of collegiality and
friendly interaction. As protégés complete theictdoal degrees and become faculty
members themselves, the nature of their mentoglagionships evolves. The active
advisement that protégés received while compldhierg degree may lessen or cease
altogether. At the same time, mentors and protégdsdevelop additional feelings of
mutuality, collegiality, and/or friendship. Becaubkese changes in mentoring
relationships are not clearly demarcated, the itlpiof the proposed model allows the
changing nature of the mentoring relationshipsa@#ptured. As mentors and protégés
experience increasing levels of mutuality, collégiaand/or friendship, their position
within the model would move from the exterior oétlespective circles towards the

centre of the proposed figure.

5.1.4 Psychosocial Functions Consistent with Kra88g)

In her study of organizational mentoring relatiapshKram (1988) found that
role modelling was the most frequently reportedchsgocial function. While the
mentors in this study mentioned only a few exampfdsow they provided role
modelling, protégés described many instances ofthew mentors demonstrated these
behaviours. Similarly, protégés in other acadereitirgys reported that role modelling

was the second most frequently reported psychddocietion and the third most
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frequently reported mentoring function overall (®lat al., 2000). Despite a potential
discrepancy between the mentors’ reports in thidysand the frequencies reported in
other studies, the role modelling described in stigly was consistent with the examples
provided by Kram and Johnson and Huwe (2003). Aaliid research should be
conducted to potentially explain the differenceagimentor and protégé reporting
found in this study, as it is possible that mensoesproviding a considerable amount of
unintentional role modelling for their protégés. WtKram describes intentional and
unintentional components to role modelling, incnegshe mentors’ awareness of how
their protégés perceive the role modelling behagionay be beneficial. If the
importance and prevalence of role modelling in acad is confirmed through
subsequent studies, and the mentors are made aftheeextent to which they influence
and impact their protégés, mentors may become omrscious of their actions.
Through the other member’s acceptance and confmmandividuals are able to
develop a positive sense of self. As protégés ksttiateir skills and competency in their
field, the acceptance and confirmation they recéiwa their mentors provides them
with support and encouragement. In an academieggrand specifically in this study,
mentors encouraged their protégés to pursue dissertopics that were of interest to the
protégés. Mentors also respected their protégésuacareer desires and intentions
(i.e., working in teaching institutions, researohtitutions, or other non-academic areas
of sport management). By accepting the protégéstests and areas of study, mentors
may have been able to confirm that their protégégjue research interests, resulting
dissertation topics, and eventual contributionthéofield of sport management were

worthwhile.
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Kram described the counselling function as the orémg activities that permit
and encourage protégés to discuss any personadfespional concerns that they may
have. Kram also suggested that the mentors’ colimg@lertained to three primary areas.
These included: developing competence and satisfaaith the chosen career and the
ensuing responsibilities; ensuring personal valuekidentity were maintained during
professional relationships; and incorporating caresponsibilities into the various
aspects of an individual’s life. The majority okthounselling that mentors provided for
their protégés spanned the first and second cdintsateas previously identified and
involved helping protégés select their first fagydbsition and academic home. Protégés
repeatedly identified how their mentors used tkeowledge of the field and shared any
insight they may have had when discussing thelsliitaof prospective job openings.
Mentors took into account each of their protégédividual characteristics and desires
and assisted in determining the best “fit.” Mentorsvided protégés with additional
counselling related to balancing professional ardgnal obligations and activities,

which corresponds directly to Kram’s third primaxgunselling area.

5.1.5 Kram’s (1988) Mentoring Functions Framewodafted for Academic

Contexts

Table 3 provides a listing of Kram’s (1988) memgrfunctions, which based on
the results of this study, are adapted for useadamic contexts. A very brief
description of each function is provided, alongwvan example of how the function was

displayed in the mentoring relationships under stigation. Readers are cautioned that
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each example is only one description of that paldicmentoring function and may be

presented in a number of ways, depending on thafgpmentoring relationships.

Table 3:Kram’s (1988) Mentoring Functions Framework AdaptedAcademic

Contexts

Function

Description

Career Functions

Sponsorship

Exposure and
Visibility

Networking

Coaching

Protection

Mentors sponsor protégés through promotion and matioin.
Direct — involves active and intentional nominatafrthe

protégé. For example, mentors write referencerketiad
make phone calls on behalf of protégés duringdhbe |
search process.

Indirect — can be found in many of the mentor’seoth

mentoring functions provided for protégés. For egkmin
addition to exposing the protégeé to the researcbgss,
mentors indirectly sponsor protégés when they aelu
protégés in research projects that culminate imétibg
publications containing both authors’ names.

Mentors expose protégés to influential others aibtize

protégés into academia. This socialization oftefuithes
exposing protéges to their chosen academic fiedictiae
different disciplinary aspects/areas within thatdj the
researchers who study within the realm of thatlfeaid
their resulting publications; the various respottisids of
faculty members within that field; and academiaas
whole.

Mentors help protégés become familiar with, andvkmmn,

their academic field and provide protégés with asde
their resources. For example, mentors introducepés
to their colleagues at conferences.

Mentors teach their protégés the skills and knogéedeeded

to successfully continue in academic contexts leefod
after graduation. For example, mentors coach their
protégés on course and dissertation topic seledtien
research and writing processes, and the job sgaociess.

Mentors safeguard their protégés from negativentibte and

threats to their reputation or program status.eéxample,

mentors protect their protégés from the wants awdis of
self-serving committee members, and ensure that the

protégés’ needs and requirements are met.
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Mentors provide challenging assignments to incréase
protégés’ technical skills and competence, as agll
encourage learning. In many cases, the entire ddcto
education process can be seen as a large, overgrchi
challenging assignment.

Challenging
Assignments

Psychosocial Functions
Mentors intentionally (and unintentionally) demaagt
behaviours and attitudes required for successfufaton
Role Modelling of academia. For example, mentors may demonstoate h
to balance career and personal responsibilitié®wrto
conduct themselves in a professional manner.

Mentors affirm and encourage the protégeés’ ahsliind

Acceptance and desires. For example, mentors convey confidentieein
Confirmation protégés and validate the protégés’ research sieas
worthwhile.

Mentors provide support and guidance to their gréséwhile
allowing protégés to discuss personal and profaakio
Counselling concerns. For example, mentors help protégés chhese
first faculty position and provid advice on balargi
personal and professional obligations.

Mentors and protégés display reciprocal admirdioreach
other and interact in a collegial manner while ex$img
the other’s personal needs and remaining withirithiés

Mutual_lty_, of a professional relationship. As the relationshiplves,
Collegiality, and f friendshi develop. E I
Friendship aspects of friendship may develop. For example tonen

treat protégés like peers or equals, request thédgeés
address them by their first name, and do not eniphése
power and status differences between them.

5.1.6 Prevalence and Frequency of Mentoring Fumatio

Because | did not want to influence the participargsponses anymore than was
necessary in order to examine their mentoringicglahips, | did not specifically inquire
about each individual mentoring function. For exénpdid not directly ask if there
were any instances of protection or role modeltigplayed throughout the mentoring

relationships. Instead, | simply asked protégégesrribe the guidance, counselling, or
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advice that their mentors provided for them, howirtinentors provided opportunities or
helped to develop their careers, how their advibetped their personal development,
and if there were any other actions that their smha took in order to mentor them.
Similarly, the mentors were asked how they provittedaforementioned items for their
doctoral students. While participants collectivagscribed examples of all of Kram’s
(1988) mentoring functions, it is not possible tmclude that specific mentoring
functions were absent from particular relationstsinsply because those functions were
not reported by participants. In some instancestggés may not have been aware that
their mentor provided a function for them, and tthesy were unable to include it in their
description of the mentoring functions they recdiveor example, if a mentor has
successfully protected his or her protégé from hammtess the mentor explicitly
communicates this to the protégé, the protégé roagven be aware of the mentor’'s
actions.

However, it is also entirely possible that mentmd protégés (perhaps
unknowingly) chose to only provide examples of @i that they most closely associate
with mentoring. Because intuitively, functions swashprotection or acceptance and
confirmation may not be as representative of mémjaxs coaching or exposure and
visibility, it is possible that these functions werot mentioned as frequently during the
interviews. Clark et al. (2000) expressed suppmrtHis notion by reporting that the
highest rated functions (i.e., direct training aolé modelling) in terms of prevalence in
the academic mentoring relationships between psgghi@octoral students and their

faculty mentors were very compatible with the ttiahial responsibilities assumed by
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graduate school professors. Conversely, functioatsray be less congruent with
traditional professor responsibilities (i.e., patten or friendship) were rated lower.

For example, in this study both mentors and péxégported more instances of
coaching than protection and recounted more colimgé¢han role modelling. Because
mentors or protégés were not specifically askediathe individual frequencies with
which they provided or received mentoring functioreution must be used before
concluding that the functions described more oftenactually more prevalent in these
mentoring relationships. Further studies that mte\all of the mentoring functions and
explicitly inquire about the frequency with whidhety were provided must be conducted
before being able to determine whether some funstase provided significantly more
often than other functions or whether the partictpaability to recall certain functions
from memory without prior prompting contributedthee decreased reporting of certain
functions.

The frequency of some mentoring functions in an@deelationships may vary
from the frequency of those same mentoring funstiomund within organizational
mentoring studies. For example, Kram (1988) repbttat with respect to career
functions, sponsorship was observed most frequerdtyever, as described in the
Results chapter and explained in an earlier sedfidhis Discussion chapter, the
frequency of sponsorship provision (as defined bgrK) was limited in this study. In
comparison, Clark et al. (2000) found that psycbpldoctoral students ranked
sponsorship as the fourth most frequently provigedtoring function. Kram also
reported that role modelling was the most freqyemported psychosocial function in

organizational studies while Clark et al. listet tlunction as the third most frequently
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reported in academic mentoring relationships. is $kudy, mentors provided very few
examples of how they role modelled for their stude@onversely, protégés described
many examples of how their mentors displayed raddehbehaviours and many protégés
confirmed that they considered their mentors tthieg role models. These
inconsistencies serve to reinforce a number of losians, including the need for a
complete and efficient framework for classifyingnétions displayed in academic
mentoring relationships, so that once they aregniglassified, comparisons can be
made between organizational results (which is wtiegdulk of the previous scholarly
attention has been focused), and those findingsgngefrom academic contexts. These
contradictions also highlight the danger in assgntirat mentoring relationships present
themselves similarly across disciplines and sesva @eminder that concepts that were
gleaned from one mentoring context may not be aegbplée in other contextually-based

mentoring relationships.

5.1.7 Most Valuable Functions

Similar to the frequency discussion presented epadditional investigation must
be conducted before concluding that the mentotingtions described as most valuable
in this study are in fact the most valuable mengfunctions in the sport management
academy. Again, because the mentors and protégepavhicipated in this study were
not provided with a complete listing of all of theentoring functions but instead
provided a rating of importance based solely orfuinetions they had described,
accurate conclusions cannot be made. Specifiqaibtégés may have accidentally failed

to describe a particular mentoring function dutiing interview that was actually very
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instrumental in their development and because liagynot mentioned it in their earlier
enumeration of functions, it was not included ieithmportance ranking. Conversely,
participants may have mentioned a specific functwen describing what was provided
in their mentoring relationship but failed to catesi that function when proclaiming the
most important function. For example, job searamselling was the only function
(career or psychosocial) that all protégés menti@asea function that their mentors
provided for them. Protégés were very descriptiviheir accounts of how their mentors
provided this assistance and described the detagisactly what this advice and
guidance entailed. In addition, five protégés exihi mentioned job search counselling
as a benefit of their mentoring relationships. Hegrenone of the protégés mentioned
this assistance as the most important mentoringtitm which may further demonstrate

the potential lack of accuracy in these responses.

5.2 Nature of Current Relationships

Consistent with Kram’s (1983) discussion of meimgrelationship phases, and
Johnson and Huwe’s (2003) portrayal of academictongng relationships in the
redefinition phase, participants described thdati@nships as positive and collegial.
Both parties provided examples which suggested ithabntrast to the interactions they
had during their protégés’ time as doctoral stusleghey currently maintain a different
relationship structure. For example, Mentor D $aitlink what has happened is I've
now become friends with some of my doctoral stusiefwte’ve moved away from the
mentor-protégeé relationship and we are friends” ahded “I can now, you know, not

worry about always being the mentor. It’s like ‘gkave’re really friends now.
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However, some protégés indicated that despite gtadpand holding faculty positions
at other institutions, they are still mentored bgit advisors. Similarly, mentors indicated
that they continue to provide mentoring functioosrhany of their protégés after
graduation. For example, one protégé, who graduatedten years ago, described her
mentor as one of her “better friends” whom she revith at conferences, but also
indicated that her advisor still mentors her todélye explained that her mentor has
already entered an area of academia that sherentiyrconsidering entering, and that
they had recently had a number of conversatiorsrdang this subject. Based on these
somewhat conflicting descriptions, a discussiowléther the mentor-protégé aspect is
ever completely removed from their relationshipw#ranted. Although Mentor D was
not specifically asked about the possibility of nmgvaway from the mentor-protégé
relationship, she fittingly provided the followimgsponse:
| mean you definitely go through the cycle of whgoe continue to be the
mentor even for years after, until the personnkigets to a point in his or her
professional career where they’re now out on tbein advising their own
doctoral students.
Based on this quote, it appears as though Mentmli@ves that the mentor-protégé
aspect of the relationship does decrease over However, many protégés still classify
the advice they receive from their advisors as oramg, while a number of mentors said
they still provide mentoring functions to their fioer protégés who have obtained their
doctoral degrees. Given the complexity of thiséssnd the many and varied mentor-
former protégé relationships that exist, furtherestigation is required before any
conclusions can be made.

When examining and analyzing the structure andres®ijon of mentor-protégé

relationships over time, researchers may wish tsicker building upon the model
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described by one mentor in this study (Figure 1thé&ugh | am not in a position to make
specific and absolute recommendations or modiboatsolely using the data obtained
through this study, | do believe the mentor’s graplepiction could potentially be used
to represent many of the mentor-former protégéicgiships. One of my preliminary
recommendations includes modifying the mentor'mit&eollegial friendship.” Given the
discussion of mutuality, collegiality, and friendgstiound earlier in this chapter, the
compounded idea of collegial friendship may be nmsistent with the proposed Venn
diagram model. As a result, the collegial friengstomponent has been renamed
mutuality, collegiality, and friendship (see Fig@®)e In addition, | have incorporated a
floating, instead of a fixed, diagonal line whiclowes based on the unique proportional
relationship of professional development and psgob@l aspects provided to each
protégé. In some cases, the diagonal line mayonohtthe opposite corners of the
rectangle as the mentor may not initially providetmality, collegiality, and/or friendship
or over time, may cease providing professional tigmeent (see Figure 3).
Consideration must also be given to whether thidehoould be restructured to represent

the entire mentoring relationship or if it is or@gplicable to the redefinition phase.

Professional Development
Mutuality
Collegiality
Friendship

Time (unspecified duration of redefinition phase)

Figure 3 Adaptation of the proportional relationship obfassional development and
mutuality, collegiality, and friendship providedftrmer protégés.
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5.3 Characteristics Desired in Academic Protégés\vdentors

Mentors and protégés were asked to provide the imnpstrtant characteristics
that they desired in prospective protégés and mgntespectively. One protégé believed
it was not possible to list specific characterstitit suggested that mentors should be
willing to devote the time and energy required tiicate the mentoring relationships.
These comments directly mirror Buhler’s (1998) segjgpns that mentors should be
committed to their mentoring relationships and $thdne willing to devote their time to
fostering the accompanying interactions. Perhapause of the individualized nature of
mentoring relationships, it is not possible to disca perfect set of characteristics
desired by the other member. Just as each memb#ieient, so too are the
characteristics he or she would desire in a prdsgementoring partner.

Both mentors and protégés provided a wide ranghafacteristics that they
desired in the other member, with only a few of¢haracteristics being mentioned more
than once. It is possible that surveying (as coegé&r interviewing) many doctoral
students and dissertation advisors may provide@rassight into the characteristics
desired in academic mentoring relationships. Howesienply asking a larger sample of
individuals may only produce a larger number ofegresponses that still lack
similarity. In fact, this is exactly what Clark &t (2000) found in their study of academic
mentoring relationships in the field of psycholog¥e authors asked doctoral student
protéges to list the three most important persgnehiaracteristics of their most
significant faculty mentor. Five hundred and tweote students listed a total of 1,675
characteristics that the authors reduced to 1XBhdisharacteristics. The top three

characteristics had a frequency count of only 10#, and 73 responses, respectively.
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Despite receiving 787 completed questionnairesgtlaeithors only found repetition in
approximately 1 in 7 responses. Although futureaesh could be conducted in the area
of sport management with the intent of compilingpacific list of desired characteristics,
it is possible that due to the unique and indivichadure of each relationship and its

members, this could be a very arduous, if not imsjbs, task.

5.4 Mentoring Outcomes

With the exception of securing prestigious intefpshwhich is not directly
related to most sport management doctoral prograrogggés in this study reported
receiving all of the positive predoctoral beneditglined by Johnson and Huwe (2003).
Because this study did not examine satisfactigprovide a comparative non-mentored
group, it was not possible to determine whethetém®s received many of the
postdoctoral benefits cited by Johnson and Huw@ronan-Hillix et al. (1986). Protégés
were, however, able to increase their knowledgeexip@rience regarding mentoring
others, which was gained through the protégés’ m&ntoring relationship experiences.
This is especially encouraging as mentored indafislare more likely to mentor others
(Johnson and Huwe; Roche, 1979). Perhaps by inogetee number of protégés who
experience successful mentoring relationships bgrthving those individuals take the
knowledge and insight they gained and enter iné@ thwn mentoring relationships (as
mentors), the overall prevalence and quality of tewéng relationships within the sport
management academy could be increased.

The positive benefits received by mentors and geésévere the focus of the

mentoring outcomes in this study. Negative outcome&® not reported; however, an
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absence of reporting does not necessarily indemat@bsence of occurrence. It is possible
that mentors or protégés experienced negative m@s@s a result of their mentoring
relationships but for a variety of reasons, chastegmdisclose this information during
their interviews. Once a better understanding efibsitive outcomes experienced by
mentors and protégés has been derived, examiningeative outcomes of mentoring,
mentoring dysfunction, and/or ethical issues menémd protégés face may be

worthwhile.
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6.0 CONCLUSION
The following section provides a summary of thigdst, highlights some of the
study’s strengths, addresses additional limitatidicusses potential implications

resulting from this study, and suggests directionguture research.

6.1 Summary

This study sought to examine the mentoring relatigrs among sport
management doctoral dissertation advisors (menémrdXheir former doctoral students
(protégeés), focusing specifically on the mentorfimgctions advisors provided for their
doctoral students; the nature of their currentti@ahips; the characteristics each
member (mentor and protégé) desires in the otharbee and the outcomes of these
mentoring relationships. Semi-structured telephaterviews were conducted with 13
participants. The interviews were digitally recatdand transcribed verbatim. The data
was analyzed manually and with qualitative analgsisware, and this process included
both open and axial coding.

Participants collectively reported providing (mesjoor receiving (protéges) all
of Kram’s (1988) career and psychosocial mentofimgtions. For example, mentors
sponsored their protégés by writing referencengtiexposed protégeés to the field of
sport management and the various aspects relatadders in academia, provided
networking opportunities, coached protégeés thrahghdoctoral education experience as
well as the research and writing processes, pexdddbieir students from potentially
problematic committee members, and provided chgillenpublication expectations.

With respect to psychosocial functions, protégé&sdeed their mentors as role models
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who led by example and successfully balanced wodkpersonal responsibilities.
Protégés also reported that their mentors confirthen unique interests and helped to
build their confidence, provided counselling fob jopportunities and future plans, and
displayed mutuality and collegiality.

When describing their current relationships, mentord protégés recounted
positive interactions that are both personal andegsional in nature and occur with
varying levels of frequency. Although the relatibips vary and are dependent upon the
specific individuals involved, a number of partigijis characterized their relationships as
friendships and many indicated that they still jidevor receive mentoring functions.
Mentors cited a wide variety of characteristicg thay desired in their protégés and most
tried to ensure that they were compatible with peasive doctoral students before
agreeing to advise them. Protégés also providedray of characteristics that they
desired in their mentors, but some confessed tiegtdid not actually seek out these
characteristics when searching for a dissertatitwisar.

Finally, both mentors and protégés reported reagimany positive outcomes as
a result of their mentoring relationships. Menteited professional benefits such as
additional publications and an expanded breadimoWledge resulting from their
protégés’ varied dissertation topics. Mentors’ peed benefits included friendship,
satisfaction, and personal enrichment. Despitertbetors’ ability to describe the
benefits they received, many protégés struggletbsaribe how their mentors would
have benefitted from these relationships. Whendskeut their own benefits, protégés
indicated that they benefitted from their mentoegutations and received job search

support, preparation for their careers, publistdsgistance, and friendship.
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Despite adopting Kram’s (1988) mentoring functicmmework primarily because
of its significant popularity within the mentorititerature, it has become apparent that
this framework may not effectively capture manyhs context-specific nuances
associated with academic mentoring relationshipgh ¥ome adaptations, many of
Kram’s functions were re-worked to incorporate thasique elements. For example,
mentors may provide many instances of indirect spship but fewer examples of direct
sponsorship as defined by Kram; Kram'’s definitidexposure and visibility was
expanded to include socializing the protégés intmamia; given the importance
mentors and protégés placed on networking, thistiom should no longer be grouped
within exposure and visibility but should be itsrogeparate career function; challenging
assignments could include the doctoral educationgss as a whole; and finally, the
description of the friendship function should accondate aspects of mutuality and
collegiality (as depicted in Figure 3). In orderdetermine the prevalence, frequency, and
importance of the mentoring functions, additiontabges that provide participants with
listings of each of the mentoring functions andliexty address each research aspect
(i.e., prevalence, frequency, and importance) ieddpntly are needed.

With respect to the nature of their current relaghips, participants appeared to
be in the redefinition phase of their mentorin@tieinships, which contained greater
aspects of mutuality, collegiality, and/or friengsthan may have been present in earlier
phases. A model provided by one of the mentordgpesr with a few modifications, may
serve as an excellent pictorial representatiomisfrelationship. However, even after
describing their current relationships, it is nigac at what point the friendship function

was fostered and whether or not it was presenhduhe active mentoring phases.
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Given the unique nature of the individuals in neeimig relationships, along with
the wide range and variety of characteristics desm the other members of the
mentoring relationship, it may be difficult to ctea specific list of desired
characteristics with any amount of accuracy. O#taxdemic mentoring studies have
reported similar outcomes. Future research ongjbie bf characteristics desired in
members of academic mentoring relationships inngivarge numbers of participants
may be able to provide some insight into the ddsitearacteristics. Finally, the positive
mentoring outcomes received by participants ingtusly were consistent with Johnson
and Huwe’s (2003) descriptions of predoctoral beneBecause comparative non-
mentored groups were not assessed, it is not pessidetermine if many of the specific
long term or career related benefits and satigfastassociated with mentoring were

realized.

6.2 Strengths of the Study

In contrast to the highly studied business anadmiational contexts, fewer
studies have examined the mentoring relationshigisdccur within academic settings
(Clark et al., 2000; Schlosser & Gelso, 2001).ddiaon, while sport management
scholars recognize the importance of the topic @htoring, academic mentoring
relationships within this field have received ét8cholarship. Therefore, this study serves
as an important initial investigation of the meirigrrelationships between sport
management dissertation advisors and their docstwdents. In comparison to the many
guantitative studies that have examined aspegctweatoring relationships, the qualitative

approach of this study permitted an exploratiothefparticipants’ views and feelings on



155

the subject matter. Through open-ended questioastars and protégés shared their
mentoring experiences and provided information teott that | was able to analyze and
use to support my findings.

Furthermore, many of the previous mentoring studiesnined only one group of
mentoring partners (i.e., mentors or protégés)thad attempted to apply the findings to
the various mentoring relationships. In contrasttdérviewed both members of the same
mentoring relationship and compared their respottsgain a more balanced
perspective. For example, rather than simply asttiegnentors about the mentoring
functions they provided and concluding that thasecfions were in fact present in the
relationships, | also interviewed the protégésriteoto gain their insight and corroborate
the information provided by each member. Colledyiveonducting a study examining
mentoring in academia from a qualitative perspegtivhile simultaneously interviewing
both members of the relationship about their variperceptions, adds unique elements

not found in many previous mentoring studies.

6.3 Additional Limitations

In addition to the limitations presented in the Mmtology chapter, there are a
few other limitations that arose during the complebf the study that must be noted.
The questions in the interview guides, and espgdiadse pertaining to the functions of
mentoring, were intentionally designed to be ratlague. As mentioned in the
Discussion chapter, because | wanted to minimizénfiyence on the participants’
responses, | did not specifically inquire aboutheaicKram’s (1988) individual

mentoring functions. Instead, | simply asked prét& describe: the guidance,
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counselling, or advice their mentors provided far; how their mentors provided
opportunities or helped to develop their careeosy their advisors helped their personal
development; and if there were any other actioasttieir advisor took in order to
mentor them. Similarly, the mentors were asked tiwy provided the aforementioned
items for their doctoral students. Therefore, passible that the specific aspects of
mentoring suggested in the interview guides infagehthe participants’ responses. In
order to determine additional details regardingftimetions of mentoring found in
academia, a study that explicitly inquires abowuheaentoring function, its relative
importance, and its provision frequency should haeutaken.

Further, there were asymmetrical relationshipsaaetl within this study (i.e.,
the protégés responded with respect to their dpexilisors while the mentors
responded with respect to their general group whés protégés who held faculty
positions in sport management throughout North Atagr Therefore, the protégés knew
the identities of their mentors but the mentorsearsot told the specific identities of the
protégés who participated in this study. Consedygthis asymmetrical relationship may
have prevented mentors from describing the exaotanieg functions they provided, the
nature of their current relationships, and/or thecomes they received from the specific
mentoring relationships under investigation.

Finally, because all protégés said that they dienstontact with their mentors
and because confidentiality could not be absolwgagranteed, protégés may have been
hesitant to describe potential problems they maae leancountered in their mentoring

relationships. This may have skewed the finding these relationships are generally
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positive and a future study should attempt to expfiinquire about the negative aspects

and outcomes of academic mentoring relationshipisdarfield of sport management.

6.4 Potential Implications

By completing a study in the under-researched afre@@entoring in sport
management, | hope to have drawn attention toahie bf mentoring between
dissertation advisors and their doctoral studdnis.also possible that the findings from
this study will act as the basis for subsequentendetailed analyses of mentoring within
this field.

Upon reading the findings of this study, protég&és gain an understanding of the
wide range of functions that are found in academegntoring relationships. If necessary,
current protégés may be able to discuss theseuwgamentoring functions with their
advisors to determine how to incorporate additidnattions into their own
relationships. Similarly, prospective doctoral gnts seeking a dissertation advisor
might be able to apply the insight gained on mentprelationships to their own search.
For example, like some of the participants in #tigdy, prospective protégés may not
realize the critical importance that doctoral adwssplay in an individual’s doctoral
education, and after reading this study, may keebetter position to find a well-suited
mentor.

Sport management faculty may also benefit fronrésalts of this study.
Individuals who currently advise (or who will sobagin advising) doctoral students may
become aware of what other advisors in the fiedddaring for their doctoral students and

could perhaps incorporate these aspects intodlgirmentoring relationships. These
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actions, however, may not be strictly limited te #dvising of doctoral students and
could possibly be adapted for other educationalteand degrees. For example,
individuals could potentially create their own aaat with their doctoral students and
incorporate elements that are important to them,(evaluating students’ teaching skills
or going out for lunch). Mentors could also choose of Kram’s (1988) individual
mentoring functions, and based on their own unggities and circumstances, focus on
integrating additional behaviours into their memtgmrelationships. More specifically, a
mentor who balances the rigours of academia wetddtmands of a young family could
model these behaviours for his or her doctoralesttgland perhaps discuss some of the

challenges associated with these responsibilities.

6.5 Directions for Future Research

Although this study provided a starting point foe texamination of the
relationships between sport management dissertatieisors and their doctoral students,
much more research in this area is needed. Formgastudies specifically focusing on
the mentoring functions that advisors provide faiit doctoral students would offer
additional results that may be compared to therigmlfrom this study. Interviewing a
larger number of mentors and protégés would proftidéer insight into the mentoring
functions seen in academia, and more specificdityfield of sport management. In this
case, interview questions should specifically ing@bout each of Kram’s (1988)
mentoring functions rather than asking broad, gaimed questions related to overall
career and personal development. This might hetietermine the nature, frequency, and

prevalence of some of the mentoring functions Wexe less emergent in this study.
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Similarly, particular attention could be given tm€tions that based on this study,
differed from Kram’s initial conceptualizations. iShnformation could then be used to
modify the adapted mentoring functions proposeithis study.

Other potential directions for future research ¢ins replicating this study with
a randomly generated sample of mentors and prot®géisg so may allow the findings
to be generalized beyond academic mentoring reistips involving highly productive
sport management faculty members who have preyi@aslised a large number of
doctoral students. If possible, researchers shalatilremove the asymmetrical
component of the relationship by disclosing bothmbers’ identities and inquire about
various aspects of their mentoring relationshipsTould hopefully allow mentors to
respond more specifically to the unigue mentorglgtronships under investigation.

While this study, along with others, helped to idfgrthe mentoring functions
that are present in mentoring relationships, theparative importance of each function
is not known. Through the use of regression basegthiques such as policy capturing or
conjoint analysis (Aiman-Smith, Scullen, & Barr,0) Karren & Woodard Barringer,
2002; Wolfe & Putler, 2002), a perceived relativeighting or evaluation of the various
mentoring functions could be determined. In doiagresearchers could create fictional
profiles of mentors who exhibit varying levels (elggh, medium, and low) of the
established mentoring functions (e.g., career aydhosocial). Participants would then
be asked to rank order the profiles according ¢ir freferred mentoring characteristics.
This analysis could enable a comparison of memdtinctions in hopes of determining

the relative importance of each function.
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Using a quantitative survey approach, researcloersl @xamine the
characteristics mentors and protégés desire inttter member of the relationship. This
survey would presumably include a greater numbéragts and characteristics than those
provided during an interview, and could also gaan&rger number of participant
responses. Additionally, an examination of thetreteships between dissertation
advisors and their current doctoral students maglbtv for an analysis of the various
phases of the mentoring relationships (as oppasedly studying relationships in the
redefinition phase, as was the case in this study).

In addition, aspects and outcomes of mentorindioglships such as satisfaction
(Clark et al., 2001) and/or success (e.g., Tenanketal., 2001) could also be examined.
While participants have provided anecdotal evidesfqeositive outcomes, quantitative
measures of protégés’ satisfaction with their memgorelationships or their doctoral
experiences could be examined. Although | acknogéddtiat there are some inherent
flaws and not all aspects of success could be paghusing survey methodology, the
effect of mentoring on protégé and/or mentor sukcesild also be studied. Moreover, a
longitudinal investigation that measures acaderitevements such as publication
frequencies, promotion rates, or research fundingdcbe gathered and compared across
groups reporting various levels of mentoring funics.

Subsequent studies could also be conducted totigatsthe influence of the
participants’ sex on their mentoring relationstapsl the resultant outcomes. While
differences among male and female protégé expersemcvariance between male and
female mentoring styles were not a focus of thislgtthere was an apparent difference

in the amount of personal counselling provided yexand female mentors. This finding
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is generally consistent with Tenenbaum et al. (20@ho found that female advisors
provided more psychosocial help than their malentaparts. While readers are
cautioned about drawing conclusions based on tladl sample size used in this study
and that fact that sex differences were not a pgirfacus, this rudimentary finding
provides support for examining sex related diffeemin the future. Through the use of
same-sex and mixed-sex mentor-protége pairs, nwes@spects of the mentoring
relationship could be studied. Following the leddther authors who have conducted
studies on mentoring relationships in minority pagions (e.g., Lark & Croteau, 1998;
Ortiz-Walters & Gilson, 2001), sport managemeneagshers could investigate the
mentoring relationships among racial minoritiesesbian, gay, and bisexual mentors
and protégés as well.

Finally, once a sufficient understanding of theifpas aspects of mentoring in
academia has been gleaned, researchers couldtbeguestigate the negative outcomes
and instances of mentoring dysfunction that hawnlieund in other mentoring
relationships. This would enable scholars to preaenore complete and holistic

description of mentoring experiences.

6.6 Conclusion

As so eloquently expressed by McCarron (2006) wswenmarizing her own
experience studying mentoring in academia:

just as a mentor and protégé(&x] grow personally and professionally as they
journey down the mentoring path together, so to@Hharown as | continue
along my own personal journey as a protégég §nd as a researcher, having
been enriched by this experience and looking fadwamwhat lies ahead. As a
result of conducting this research, | feel thaavdrdeveloped a greater
appreciation for all that my mentor has done for am&l | make a greater
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conscious effort to express my gratitude at evepgootune moment. | truly
believe that my relationship with my mentor is bettecause of this experience.

| wholeheartedly agree with McCarron’s descriptids explained in my Researcher
Autobiography (Appendix A), | previously classifietlyself as a quantitative researcher
and was intimidated by qualitative methodologids:.olighout the course of this study, |
have grown and evolved as a researcher. | have toappreciate qualitative research,
realized how labour intensive the interview proaesms be, and embraced many of the
nuances that | used to fear.

| have also grown immensely throughout my mentoexrgerience. | am indebted
to my thesis advisor (and mentor) for all of thenteeing functions he has provided for
me. Like McCarron (2006), | sincerely believe that relationship is better as result of
completing this thesis. Developing an intimate kfealge of the mentoring functions and
the characteristics that mentors must possesslar tw effectively deliver these
functions has reinforced my gratitude and apprexiat

In addition, | have benefitted from the particigaat this study who so willingly
shared their mentoring experiences with me. Ityshope that | can eventually apply the
insight and knowledge | gained through this stuayniy eventual search for a dissertation
advisor. And of course, | hope that my doctoralcadion experience includes the
positive outcomes reported earlier, and that gfteduation | may also develop lasting
relationships comprised of collegiality, mutualiand friendship.

However, | would like to believe that | am not @y person who has benefitted
(or will benefit in the future) from this experie:nd hope that others are also able to
profit from the information found within this stu@nd perhaps as a result of reflecting

on their own mentoring experiences, have given sthioeght to a topic they would not
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have considered otherwise. With any luck, somé&efdarticipants can apply this
information to their own current and/or future namg experiences, regardless of their
position in the relationship — as a mentor, asoé&ge, or maybe even one day being
fortunate to have experienced both.

As noted in the Introduction chapter, Pastore (2@@0@ Dixon and Mott (2008a)
believe that the mentoring that occurs among dattandidates and their dissertation
advisors is “critical to the success of new spahagement faculty, as well as the
continued growth of the field as a whole” (DixonNott, 2008a, | 1). | also agree with
this notion. Although | have spent a rather shordant of time engaged in the field of
sport management, and | am certainly not qualifcegredict the future directions of an
entire academic field, | believe that enhanced orarg experiences (at all levels) could
potentially benefit the field of sport managemen&icountless number of ways. As
displayed within the literature review and the fimgk of this study, mentoring can have a
profound positive impact on mentors and protégesvell as the organizations in which
they interact. Consequently, | believe this toparmants further discussion and

scholarship in many areas and levels of sport memagt academia.
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Given the influence that researchers have on tiveir qualitative studies, it is
only fitting that | elaborate on some aspects oflifieythat | believe may have influenced
the completion of this study. Most notably, thasgdude my previous experience with
mentors, my reasons for pursuing this study, andnmigl hesitancy towards conducting
gualitative research.

According to a popular African proverb, it takegiléage to raise a child. While |
agree with the basis of this proverb and acknovddatigt many individuals have had an
influence in my development, aside from my familgmbers, there have been relatively
few people who have had a profound and enduringatngn my life. Growing up |
played many sports and was fortunate to have a auoflgreat coaches. While | assume
that they all influenced me in one way or anoth®gre is only one coach that had a
memorable and lasting impact. Mrs. Williams, mya@acoach during my younger teen
years, was a caring yet strong woman who demanctexbiatability. Although our
interactions were mostly limited to soccer, sheantpd the way | approached the game
and | often looked up to her.

With respect to educational settings, althoughjdyed many of my teachers’
classes in elementary school and high school,nad@emember having a specific
individual who significantly influenced my developmnt. Likewise, | do not recall having
a specific professor who influenced my educatiofuture career directions during my
undergraduate degree. Thankfully, | am very forterta have had an absolutely
wonderful mentor who | looked up to (and still dhiring my master’s degree. My
advisor, Dr. Jess Dixon, helped me in countlessswafar more than can be listed here —

and | am sure there are many other mentoring fonsthe provided for me that | am not
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yet aware of and will come to appreciate at a latee. This positive experience has
undoubtedly influenced my view of mentoring relasbips in graduate education and
therefore needs to be acknowledged.

| must admit that my motivation to complete thisdst was primarily selfish.
Although not all graduate students’ experiencesldnh this manner, | was very
fortunate that my advisor gave me free reign iredwrining the area of study for my
thesis. Rather than being assigned a componenstotis that Jess was working on, |
was given the opportunity to choose a thesis tthat| was interested in studying.
However, | had little previous exposure to the aegport management and its
encompassing topics, and selecting one idea ty $tudhe next year or so was a very
daunting and stressful task. Despite Jess’ assistardiscussing and working through
my interests, helping me map my rudimentary “likesl dislikes chart” into
corresponding research disciplines, and recommgriciy scholarly articles in different
areas, | struggled to narrow down ideas for a pfi@tetiesis topic. One afternoon, as |
wrestled with prospective topics and ideas, Jegarbdiscussing a study he was
currently working on. He then went on to describdatare opportunity that involved
interviewing highly productive members of the sppgnagement academy. Although at
the time | certainly didn’t realize all that theidy would entail, my interest was piqued.
In fact, | don’t remember being so excited abouidaa before that point. | left the
university that afternoon incredibly excited anlieneed that | had finally found a thesis
topic!

One of the main reasons | was so interested in iexagnthe topic of mentoring,

and more specifically in sport management, steminoed my interest in pursuing a
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doctoral degree in that area. | thought condudtingystudy would be a great way to
speak with many influential and productive memlzdrhe sport management academy.
Not only would | become familiar with these indivals, | would also have the
opportunity to introduce myself. In addition, | wduhave the chance to learn about other
individuals’ mentoring experiences firsthand. | Wbhbe able to speak with doctoral
dissertation advisors and hopefully learn about tnentoring styles, while also

speaking with former students who had gone thrdbghdoctoral education process and
who could potentially share their experiences. Hgwompleted the study, | am very
happy to report that my initial expectations weret and exceeded. The participants were
very willing to share their stories with me anddsiable to gain insight into mentoring
experiences in graduate school that | can hopefulttowards my eventual doctoral
experience.

Finally, | feel obliged to share how my thoughtsl arews of the world have
evolved. Throughout my high school education anihduhe first few years of my
undergraduate degree | was heavily focused onceietated topics. Although I'm
ashamed to admit it now, | used to think that smemas “better” and that educational
programs that didn’t involve the study of physiseilences were not as rigorous. | am not
sure how or why | came to hold these beliefs, baking back (and using some of the
knowledge | gained from my graduate courses) Issmthat these views certainly
influenced the way | thought about the world. A®sult of my previous thinking, | was
reluctant to embrace qualitative research. | krethesis topic that | had selected
involved interviews and that | was going to be edling qualitative data. What | did not

anticipate was the difficulty that | was going tavie believing in what | was doing. One
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of the greatest obstacles | faced was feeling cadatfte using the style with which
gualitative research is presented. For many yeansjliestionably wrote in the third
person and the thought of sharing personal infaonavith the readers of this document
scared me. Over the course of this thesis protesse accepted and welcomed these
aspects of qualitative research. | now believeithatcritical to write this document in
the first person, and | recognize that this researautobiography is an important
component of my thesis. While | will be the firetadmit that | am far from the level of
thinking of experienced qualitative researcheesnlproud to say that | no longer see

myself as strictly a quantitative researcher.



181

Appendix B: Mentor Recruitment Letter



182

Department of Kinesiology University 0
of Windsor
[Date] thinking forward

[Participant Name]
[Participant University]
[Participant Address]

Hello Dr.[insert name here]

My name is Jacqueline Beres and | am a graduadestypursuing my Master of Human
Kinetics degree at the University of Windsor. Astpof my thesis for this program, |
will be examining the nature of select mentorinigtienships within the sport
management academy.

The mentoring relationships selected for this stoualye been chosen on the basis of
scholarly productivity and protégé network size. [Drsert name here] you have been
identified as an advisor who has an excellent ieobischolarly productivity and have
advised a large number of former doctoral studénts your permission, | would like to
interview you regarding the nature of your relasioips with your former doctoral
students. The interview questions will be provitdbedbrehand and the interview will be
conducted via telephone. | expect it to last apjpnately 60 minutes.

Given the process by which | have selected potgpaidicipants, your participation is
critical to the success of my study and | wouldagfseappreciate having the opportunity
to further discuss my research with you. | willdmntacting you via telephone in the next
few days to answer any questions you may havedegamy study and potentially
schedule an interview appointment.

This study has received ethical clearance fromJhigersity of Windsor Research Ethics
Board, and if required, has received approval ftheninstitutional Review Board at
[insert school affiliation].

If you have any questions or concerns, pleasdifeelto contact me via email or at (519)
XXX-XXXX. Alternatively, you may contact my thesedvisor, Dr. Jess Dixon, at (519)
253-3000 ext. 2461.

Thank you and | look forward to speaking with you.

Sincerely,
(N v O
\M%iﬁf‘ﬁ% i3 TN @f,&i .
{1
%, j

Jacqueline Beres
B.Sc., MHK Candidate
(519) XXX-XXXX
XXXXXX@uwindsor.ca
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Department of Kinesiology 0
University

[Date] of Windsor
thinking forward

[Participant Name]

[Participant University]

[Participant Address]

Hello Dr.[insert name here]

My name is Jacqueline Beres and | am a graduadestypursuing my Master of Human
Kinetics degree at the University of Windsor. Astpof my thesis for this program, |
will be examining the nature of select mentorinigtienships within the sport
management academy.

The mentoring relationships selected for this stoualye been chosen on the basis of
scholarly productivity and protégé network size. [Drsert name here] you have been
identified as a former doctoral student of msert mentor’'s name herels and have
been selected as a potential participant in myystagth your permission, | would like to
interview you regarding the nature of your relasioip with your former doctoral
advisor. The interview questions will be provideddrehand and the interview will be
conducted via telephone. | expect it to last apjpnately 60 minutes.

Given the process by which | have selected potguaidicipants, your participation is
critical to the success of my study and | wouldagfseappreciate having the opportunity
to further discuss my research with you. | willdmntacting you via telephone in the next
few days to answer any questions you may have degamy study and potentially
schedule an interview appointment.

This study has received ethical clearance fromJhigersity of Windsor Research Ethics
Board, and if required, has received approval fteeninstitutional Review Board at
[insert school affiliation].

If you have any questions or concerns, pleasdifeelto contact me via email or at (519)
XXX-XXXX. Alternatively, you may contact my thesedvisor, Dr. Jess Dixon, at (519)
253-3000 ext. 2461.
Thank you and | look forward to speaking with you.
Sincerely,
/“‘«aﬁ\ . )
{»\Q%mquszw& Eeroa—
U
Jacqueline Beres
B.Sc., MHK Candidate

(519) XXX-XXXX
XXXXX@uwindsor.ca
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Pilot Interview Debriefing Questions

General Information

1.

| have a list of specific questions that I will &gking in just a minute, but do you
have any feedback (either in general or specifit#fiat you would like to share
with me?

Interview Guide

2.

3.

4.
5.

Were there any questions in the interview guidéwere confusing or need more
clarification?

Were there any questions that seemed inapprojmateelevant to the topic of
mentoring?

Were there any questions that seemed repetitive?

Did the interview questions follow a logical progsen?

Structure of the Interview

6.
7.
8.

Was it helpful to receive the interview guide ahe&time?

Do you have any comments about the telephone ietemprocess?

Do you have any feedback regarding my interviewWsslespecially anything that
| should know in order to improve future intervietvs

Thank you again for your assistance with this task.
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University 0

of Windsor

LETTER OF INFORMATION FOR CONSENT TO PARTICIPATE IN RESEARCH

Title of Study: Examining mentoring relationships within the sport management academy: Perspectives of
mentors and protégés.
Population Group: Dissertation advisors

You are asked to participate in a research study conducted by Jacqueline Beres, Master of Human Kinetics
Candidate, under the direction of Dr. Jess Dixon, from the Department of Kinesiology at the University of
Windsor. The results of this study will contribute towards Ms. Beres’ masters thesis.

If you have any questions or concerns about the research, please feel to contact Dr. Jess Dixon at (519) 253-
3000 ext. 2461 or by email at jdixon@uwindsor.ca.

PURPOSE OF THE STUDY

This study seeks to examine the nature of select mentoring relationships within the sport management
academy. For the purposes of this study, mentoring relationships have been defined as the relationships
between former sport management doctoral students, who are now sport management faculty themselves,
and their doctoral dissertation advisors. More specifically, this study will investigate the mentoring functions
provided by dissertation advisors, the nature of the current relationships between dissertation advisors and
their former doctoral students, the characteristics desired in mentors and protégés and the outcomes of these
mentoring relationships.

PROCEDURES

If you volunteer to participate in this study, | would ask that you participate in a telephone interview that | will
initiate at mutually agreeable time. The interview will inquire about your relationships with your former doctoral
students. Shortly after completing the interview, the interview will be transcribed and you will be given the
option of reviewing this transcription.

The interview should take approximately 60 minutes and follow up contact is not required.

POTENTIAL RISKS AND DISCOMFORTS

The risks associated with participating in this study are minimal. You may experience some slight discomfort
given the nature of the relationships you have with your former doctoral students. Please know that you may
refuse to answer any questions during the interview.

POTENTIAL BENEFITS TO SUBJECTS AND/OR TO SOCIETY

The direct benefits to you will be limited. The interview questions will give you the opportunity to reflect on
your relationship with your doctoral students, which may make you more aware of the positive outcomes of
these relationships. You may also become more aware of the positive outcomes of mentoring relationships
and subsequently provide these functions to other individuals you may be currently mentoring.

Is it is hoped, however, that the sport management academy as a whole will benefit from your participation in
this study. Mentoring has previously been called an “essential area” for sport management educators yet few
studies have examined the nature of these relationships. | am hoping that by studying your relationships with
your doctoral students, along with other mentoring relationships like yours, | will be able to find similar themes
and patterns in the mentoring relationships and therefore pass this information on to others in the field of sport
management.
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PAYMENT FOR PARTICIPATION
You will not receive any payment for your participation in this study.
CONFIDENTIALITY

Since the interviews are being conducted by the student investigator and she will know the identity of the
participants, anonymity is not possible.

Any information that is obtained in connection with this study and that can be identified with you will remain
confidential and will be disclosed only with your permission. However, since the sport management academy
is a rather small, close knit group of professionals, and because the rationale for selecting participants will be
disclosed in the research findings, other members of the sport management academy may be able to
determine a few of the study participants. Therefore, your confidentiality cannot be guaranteed.

The interview recordings will not be released to anyone else. You will have the option of reviewing and editing
the completed interview transcription.

PARTICIPATION AND WITHDRAWAL

You can choose whether to be in this study or not. If you volunteer to be in this study, you may withdraw at
any time without consequences of any kind. You may also refuse to answer any questions you don’t want to
answer and still remain in the study. The investigator may withdraw you from this research if circumstances
arise which warrant doing so. You may also remove your data from the study at any point.

FEEDBACK OF THE RESULTS OF THIS STUDY TO THE SUBJECTS

Results of this study will be available from the University of Windsor Research Ethics Board website and can
be found by selecting ‘study results’ from the left hand menu. The results will be available after August 25,
20009.

Web address: www.uwindsor.ca/reb
Date when results are available: September 15, 2009

SUBSEQUENT USE OF DATA

This data may be used in subsequent studies.

RIGHTS OF RESEARCH SUBJECTS

You may withdraw your consent at any time and discontinue participation without penalty. If you have
questions regarding your rights as a research subject, contact: Research Ethics Coordinator, University of

Windsor, Windsor, Ontario N9B 3P4; Telephone: 519-253-3000, ext. 3948; e-mail: ethics@uwindsor.ca

SIGNATURE OF INVESTIGATOR

These are the terms under which | will conduct research.

Signature of Investigator Date
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Appendix F: Protégé Letter of Information
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University 0

of Windsor

LETTER OF INFORMATION FOR CONSENT TO PARTICIPATE IN RESEARCH

Title of Study: Examining mentoring relationships within the sport management academy: Perspectives of
mentors and protégés.
Population Group: Former doctoral students

You are asked to participate in a research study conducted by Jacqueline Beres, Master of Human Kinetics
Candidate, under the direction of Dr. Jess Dixon, from the Department of Kinesiology at the University of
Windsor. The results of this study will contribute towards Ms. Beres’ masters thesis.

If you have any questions or concerns about the research, please feel to contact Dr. Jess Dixon at (519) 253-
3000 ext. 2461 or by email at jdixon@uwindsor.ca.

PURPOSE OF THE STUDY

This study seeks to examine the nature of select mentoring relationships within the sport management
academy. For the purposes of this study, mentoring relationships have been defined as the relationships
between former sport management doctoral students, who are now sport management faculty themselves,
and their doctoral dissertation advisors. More specifically, this study will investigate the mentoring functions
provided by dissertation advisors, the nature of the current relationships between dissertation advisors and
their former doctoral students, the characteristics desired in mentors and protégés and the outcomes of these
mentoring relationships.

PROCEDURES

If you volunteer to participate in this study, | would ask that you participate in a telephone interview that | will
initiate at mutually agreeable time. The interview will inquire about your relationship with your doctoral
dissertation advisor. Shortly after completing the interview, the interview will be transcribed and you will be
given the option of reviewing this transcription.

The interview should take approximately 60 minutes and follow up contact is not required.

POTENTIAL RISKS AND DISCOMFORTS

The risks associated with participating in this study are minimal. You may experience some slight discomfort
given the nature of the relationship you have with your doctoral dissertation advisor. Please know that you
may refuse to answer any questions during the interview.

POTENTIAL BENEFITS TO SUBJECTS AND/OR TO SOCIETY

The direct benefits to you will be limited. The interview questions will give you the opportunity to reflect on
your relationship with your doctoral dissertation advisor, which may make you more aware of the positive
outcomes of this relationship. You may also become more aware of the positive outcomes of mentoring
relationships and subsequently bring this information to other mentoring relationships you may currently be
involved in.

Is it is hoped, however, that the sport management academy as a whole will benefit from your participation in
this study. Mentoring has previously been called an “essential area” for sport management educators yet few
studies have examined the nature of these relationships. | am hoping that by studying your relationship with
your doctoral advisor, along with other relationships like yours, | will be able to find similar themes and
patterns in the mentoring relationships and therefore pass this information on to others in the field of sport
management.
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PAYMENT FOR PARTICIPATION
You will not receive any payment for your participation in this study.
CONFIDENTIALITY

Since the interviews are being conducted by the student investigator and she will know the identity of the
participants, anonymity is not possible.

Any information that is obtained in connection with this study and that can be identified with you will remain
confidential and will be disclosed only with your permission. However, since the sport management academy
is a rather small, close knit group of professionals, and because the rationale for selecting participants will be
disclosed in the research findings, other members of the sport management academy may be able to
determine a few of the study participants. Therefore, your confidentiality cannot be guaranteed.

The interview recordings will not be released to anyone else. You will have the option of reviewing and editing
the completed interview transcription.

PARTICIPATION AND WITHDRAWAL
You can choose whether to be in this study or not. If you volunteer to be in this study, you may withdraw at
any time without consequences of any kind. You may also refuse to answer any questions you don’t want to

answer and still remain in the study. The investigator may withdraw you from this research if circumstances
arise which warrant doing so. You may also remove your data from the study at any point.

FEEDBACK OF THE RESULTS OF THIS STUDY TO THE SUBJECTS

Results of this study will be available from the University of Windsor Research Ethics Board website and can
be found by selecting ‘study results’ from the left hand menu. The results will be available after September 15,
2009.

Web address: www.uwindsor.ca/reb
Date when results are available: September 15, 2009

SUBSEQUENT USE OF DATA

This data may be used in subsequent studies.

RIGHTS OF RESEARCH SUBJECTS

You may withdraw your consent at any time and discontinue participation without penalty. If you have
questions regarding your rights as a research subject, contact: Research Ethics Coordinator, University of
Windsor, Windsor, Ontario N9B 3P4; Telephone: 519-253-3000, ext. 3948; e-mail: ethics@uwindsor.ca

SIGNATURE OF INVESTIGATOR

These are the terms under which | will conduct research.

Signature of Investigator Date
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Appendix G: Mentor Interview Guide
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Interview Guide for Doctoral Dissertation Advisors

Advisor: Telephone:
Date of Interview: Time of Interview:

Briefing Questions:
What will follow is approximately a 60 minute intgew. Please note that you have the
right to refuse to answer any of the questions.

Consent to Patrticipate in Research

Your participation in this study is voluntary. Pbearemember that while every effort will
be taken to ensure confidentiality, because osthall, close-knit nature of the sport
management academy, confidentiality cannot be ateglguaranteed. After reading the
Letter of Information you previously received, dauyconsent to participate in this
research study?

Yes[ ] No[]

Date & time consent was received:

Consent for Audio Taping

| would like to record this interview in order tadilitate transcription after the interview
is complete. This is a voluntary procedure and g@ufree to withdraw at any time by
requesting that the taping be stopped. As indicatdide Letter of Information, after the
interviews have been transcribed, the audio rengsdwill be stored on an external hard
drive in a secure location for five years. Confitiaity will be respected but is not
guaranteed and the digital recordings will be faf@ssional use only. Do you consent to
having this interview digitally recorded?

Yes[ ] No[]

Date & time consent was received:

Focus of Study

While it is possible that you may have (or had) enitran one mentoring relationship, this
study seeks to examine only the mentoring relatigmssbetween doctoral students and
their dissertation advisors. Therefore, | woula ljfou to answer the following questions
with respect to your relationships with your fornadectoral students who now hold
faculty appointments in sport management.

Interview Questions:

Introductory Questions
1. For how long have you been advising doctoral sttefen
2. During that time period, roughly how many doctatidents have you advised?
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Mentoring Functions Provided

3. Can you please tell me how you provided guidancenselling, or advice for

your doctoral students?
a. Are there any memorable instances that you woké&lth describe?

4. Can you please describe how you provided opporésnitr helped to develop
your doctoral students’ careers?

5. Can you please describe how you helped your dddtudents’ personal
development?

6. Are there any other actions that you take in otdenentor your doctoral
students?

Outcomes of Mentoring Functions
7. What are some of the benefits that you have reddnaen working with your
doctoral students?
8. How, if at all, do you believe your career has axbeal as a result of your
relationship with your doctoral students?
a. Can you please provide any specific examples efthi
9. How, if at all, do you believe you have benefitpetsonally from your
relationships with your doctoral students?
b. Can you please provide any specific examples sfthi
10.How do you believe your doctoral students have tigee from your
relationships?
c. Can you please elaborate on any general/careesfiarsenefit you
believe your doctoral students may have received?

Characteristics Desired of Doctoral Students

11.What do you believe are the most important charsties an effective doctoral
student should possess?

12.What are the specific characteristics, if any, fwat look for in prospective
doctoral students prior to agreeing to advise them?

13.Thinking back to some of your most effective doat@tudents, can you please
describe some of the characteristics that theseidugls possessed?

14. Are there any characteristics that you would caersidssential” to successful
relationships with your doctoral students?

Nature of Current Relationship
15.How would you describe your relationship with fomaectoral students who
currently hold academic positions?
16.How frequently do you interact with these indivitg#a
17.What is the nature of these interactions? (e.g.oaterences, collaborating on
research projects).

Concluding Questions
18.1s there anything else that you would like to elalb® on, either related to a
previous answer or simply something that you fegertinent to this study?
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Concluding Remarks

| would like to thank you for your participation this study. Your responses are critical
to the success of my thesis and | sincerely apgieegour time.

Should you have any other questions, please feeltér contact me or my thesis
supervisor, Dr. Jess Dixon, by email or telephanbsted on the Letter of Information.

As a final question, would you like to review a gay this interview transcript?
Yes[ ] No[ ]

If yes:

| will be transcribing the interviews over the nétv weeks and will forward you a copy
for your review and approval. Following your revieithe transcript, please send any
edits, comments, or feedback through email or srguhkil using the contact information
you will receive with the transcript.

Thank you.
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Appendix H: Protégé Interview Guide
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Interview Guide for Former Doctoral Students

Former Doctoral Student:
Date of Interview: Time of Interview:

Briefing Questions:
What will follow is approximately a 60 minute inteew. Please note that you have the
right to refuse to answer any of the questions.

Consent to Participate in Research

Your participation in this study is voluntary. Pbearemember that while every effort will
be taken to ensure confidentiality, because osthall, close-knit nature of the sport
management academy, confidentiality cannot be ateglguaranteed. After reading the
Letter of Information you previously received, dauyconsent to participate in this
research study?

Yes[ ] No[]

Date & time consent was received:

Consent for Audio Taping

| would like to record this interview in order tadilitate transcription after the interview
is complete. This is a voluntary procedure and g@ufree to withdraw at any time by
requesting that the taping be stopped. As indicaidide Letter of Information, after the
interviews have been transcribed, the audio rengsdwill be stored on an external hard
drive in a secure location for five years. Confitiity will be respected but is not
guaranteed and the digital recordings will be faf@ssional use only. Do you consent to
having this interview digitally recorded?

Yes[ ] No[]

Date & time consent was received:

Focus of Study
While it is possible that you may have (or had) enitran one mentoring relationship, this
study seeks to examine only the relationships batviermer doctoral students and their
dissertation advisors. Therefore, | would like yowanswer the following questions with
respect to your relationship with your doctorakeéigation advisor.
For the record, please state who your doctoraédisson advisor was:

Interview Questions:

Introductory Questions
1. In what year did you start your doctoral degree?
2. When did you finish?
3. At what university was this degree completed?
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Mentoring Functions Provided

4. Can you please tell me how your advisor providedance, counselling, or

advice?
a. Are there any memorable instances that you wokédth describe?

5. Can you please describe how your advisor proviggubdunities or helped to
develop your career?

6. Can you please describe how your advisor helped pexsonal development?

7. Are there any other actions that your advisor tooérder to mentor you?

Outcomes of Mentoring Functions
8. What was it like working with your advisor?
9. How, if at all, do you believe your doctoral educatbenefitted from your
relationship with your advisor?
d. Can you please provide any specific examples efthi
10.How, if at all, do you believe your career advanaedh result of your relationship
with your advisor?
e. Can you please provide any specific examples efthi
11.How, if at all, do you believe you have benefitpisonally from your
relationship with your advisor?
f. Can you please provide any specific examples efthi
12.How do you believe your advisor benefitted from yoelationship?
g. Can you please elaborate on any general/careesfarsenefits your
advisor may have received?

Characteristics Desired of Doctoral Dissertatiorviddrs

13.What do you believe are the most important charstites an effective doctoral
dissertation advisor should possess?

14.What were the specific characteristics, if anyf tftai looked for in an advisor
prior to beginning your doctoral degree?

15. Since completing your doctoral degree, has youniopichanged regarding the
most important characteristics an advisor shouksess?

a. Ifyes, how?

Nature of Current Relationship
16. Please describe your relationship with your advigdhis point in time.
17.How frequently do you interact with your advisor?
18.What is the nature of these interactions? (e.g.oaterences, collaborating on
research projects).

Concluding Questions
19.1s there anything else that you would like to elalb® on, either related to a
previous answer or simply something that you fegertinent to this study?
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Concluding Remarks

| would like to thank you for your participation this study. Your responses are critical
the success of my thesis and | sincerely apprega@ietime.

Should you have any other questions, please feeltér contact me or my thesis
supervisor, Dr. Jess Dixon, by email or telephanbsted on the Letter of Information.

As a final question, would you like to review a gay this interview transcript?
Yes[ ] No[ ]

If yes:

| will be transcribing the interviews over the néxv weeks and will forward you a copy
for your review and approval. Following your revieithe transcript, please send any
edits, comments, or feedback through email or s¥guhkil using the contact information
you will receive with the transcript.

Thank you.
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Department of Kinesiology University 0
of Windsor

thinking forward

[Date]

[Participant Name]
[Participant University |
[Participant Address]

Dear Dr.[insert name here]

| trust that you received the introductory emaéht last week explaining the purpose of
my master’s thesis and requesting your participatiinfortunately, | have not been able
to make contact with you via telephone.

My records indicate that you can be reachdhaert telephone number here] If this
information is incorrect, please accept my apoledie this sending this letter.

Should you be willing to discuss your participatiormy study, please feel free to
contact me via email to arrange a follow-up teleghoall. Alternatively, | will attempt to
contact you again within the next few days.

In the event you wish to be removed from my potmgarticipant list or are unable to
participate in my study, please reply to this ermadicating so. This will ensure that |
will not contact you any further and will also allane to continue with my data
collection.

Thank you for your time and | look forward to spegkwith you,
™
{ Non N /
S Aegusint By ap.
71 Btar
J

Jacqueline Beres
B.Sc., MHK Candidate
(519) XXX-XXXX
XXXXX@uwindsor.ca
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Appendix J: Examples of Protégés’ Networking Oppoittes and Outcomes
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As described in the Results section, protégés mprenégded with many
networking opportunities during their doctoral edlicn. They detailed how their
mentors routinely introduced them to influentidt@ts and recounted the benefits that
they received from these introductions and assoaisit Protégé D1 agreed that these
opportunities were beneficial and added:

being part of the [institution’s] network is somietty that is invaluable - so
helping me connect with folks, introduc[ing] mepeople when they are on
campus, facilitating relationships with former stats [who] | would not have
met ... [otherwise]. That was very helpful along thay. The idea of becoming
involved with NASSM, going to NASSM as a studentlayou know, making
connections and realizing that this was an impoigaoup to be a part of and the
experiences of being at the conference and wleatrhed from it that was all very
helpful to me.

Protégé D2 expressed further support for the atitraportance of networking by saying:

one of the best things she did was introducingareverybody at the
conferences. She, of course, had me going to camdes, presenting at
conferences from the get-go. | just remember, [neytor], she’s such a social
butterfly. She knows everybody. And she just introed me, and just the
association that | was one of her students gavamstant credibility and the
networking from that has just been phenomenal.eSgnaduating, I've enjoyed
meeting many of her former and current doc studaintenferences. It’s just a
huge network of folks to, you know, potentially dsearch with or just to consult
with, talk to. But | think that was probably onetbé best things, the networking
opportunities at conferences.

When asked if his advisor had ever networked otbéialf or introduced him to other
people in the field, Protégé A2 further highlighted importance of networking and
responded:

yeah, | think that what he was most interestecinglis making sure that the
[institution’s] graduates, and there’s a lot of ‘eame familiar with the
[institution’s] students, including those who appeoaching graduation. And
there’s sort of a[n institutional] fraternity and’f a part of it...his influence is a
big part of that....So when | was going to confersnoeould find myself in a
hotel suite with [my mentor] and a number of hisrier students who were now
five years, ten years into, you know, their caresrprofessors. And that
absolutely opens some doors for me that | had stroee about where | would
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take a job. And I've tried to continue that becalubelieve it's one of the
strengths of that institution. So now when | gatoonference, | go to dinner and
go out on the town with [students] who are in tlsgicond and third years at [the
institution] and now some of those [students] artheir first year as professors
somewhere and they will and | will continue to ggeknow those students at [the
institution].

Taken together, these examples clearly demongtrateritical importance of networking
in academic mentoring relationships. As a resuydtppose that networking should be a
separate and distinct career function within Kra(@388) original mentoring functions

framework.
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