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Abstract

First described in the 1980s, mentorship has evolved from an emerging idea to a well-established
culture. As such, a concomitant understanding of “mentor”, “mentee”, and “mentorship” is
indicated —something currently lacking. In response, this work examines the author’s fourteen types
of mentoring relationships, over 39 years, regarding outcomes of peer-reviewed publications. The
results demonstrate that mentors are most effective when they possess applicable experience
compared to their mentees, experience considered by the mentees as having the potential to aid in
their ability to solve a problem. In this respect, mentees require a particular self-awareness to identify
that they have a solvable problem, anticipate a solution, and can effectively utilize the mentor’s
experience. Therefore, mentees are not equivalent to protégés, who, with their mentor, develop their
careers and psychosocial competencies. The basis of mentorship is problem-solving for mentees, in
contrast. Consequently, most productively, mentees choose their mentors, rather than having them
assigned. Therefore, much of the effort in organizing matches for advancing the mentorship culture
can be misguided and unproductive. In contrast, effective mentorship matching aids a relevant self-
awareness in mentees and provides them with options for selecting mentors who are willing and able
to share their pertinent problem-solving knowledge.

Keywords: mentorship; mentor; mentee; problem-solving; self-awareness; mentoring

1. Introduction

The idea of mentorship as a distinct topic for study began with two peer-reviewed publications
in 1983 [1,2]. Both works follow the insights of a 1980 doctoral thesis on the theme [3] by the same
author of publication [1] that defined mentorship by a particular process undertaken between a
younger person and an older one in phases: Initiation (lasting between six months and a year),
Cultivation (two to five years), Separation (six months to a two years), and Redefinition (an indefinite
period leading to friendship). Publication [1] does not name the younger person in the mentor
relationship. However, [2] refers to the younger person as the protégé(e), concluding that mentorship
is “a critical on-the-job training development tool for career success for both men and women”.

By 2007, based on a systematic review of mentoring, publication [4] collected thirteen disparate
definitions of the term that had emerged between 1983 and 2005. To develop the theory of
mentorship, this 2007 review contrasts mentoring with formal training and with socialization based
on five variables: (1) number of participants, (2) relationship, (3) recognition, (4) needs fulfillment,
and (5) knowledge utility. What differentiated mentoring from the other two forms of career
advancement in this systematic review was that the relationship is: (1) a dyad, (2) informal and
unequal in terms of knowledge, (3) acknowledged for role enhancement, (4) fulfilling the needs of
the two voluntary participants, and (5) work-related, driven by the self-interest of both participants.

“Mentee” was a cautiously introduced term in 1990 [5]. Still, by the 2007 review [4], the person
with less knowledge in the relationship is referred to exclusively as the “protégé”. Yet, in 2022,
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although a publication on demystifying mentorship [6] claims to follow a 1993 National Education
definition of mentorship that refers to the less experienced person as the protégé [7], the article itself
uses the term “mentee” exclusively. This evolution comes with increasing attention to a 1985 paper
[8] that suggests prudently that peer mentoring is an “alternative” to mentoring between older and
younger persons. In 2018, research on this topic was limited [9]. It grew, as of a 2021 review [10]. And,
after 2022, peer mentoring was considered an expectation in successful mentorship [11,12].
Additionally, group mentoring emerged as another component in the development of the idea of
mentorship [13,14], in contrast to the earlier view that mentorship depends on a dyad. Each of these
changes helped reduce the dominance of the term “protégé” in mentorships.

Mentorship as an idea then evolved into a mentorship culture [15] when workplaces and
educational institutions began to establish policies and procedures regarding it, with a view to
accountability, openness, flexibility, and understanding, based on research demonstrating that such
mentoring is effective for personal and professional development [16]. The goal in creating a
mentoring culture was to foster collaboration and learning in support of organizational advancement
[17]. However, in the development of cultural safeguards and opportunities to define the culture of
mentoring [18], consideration of why the need for mentoring arises was not the issue.

The assumption in this mentorship culture is that the need for mentoring is psychologically
innate to both employees and students as members of organizations [19]. The neglect is recognizing
that mentoring is necessary only when there is a problem that an employee or student wants to solve
[20], and they consider that how to solve it is by referring to the living memory of someone who has
experienced this same problem themselves and, in the view of the mentee, has solved it successfully
[21]. If it were self-evident to a mentee how to proceed in an employment or educational practice, the
need for mentoring would not arise. Therefore, the importance of problem-solving must be
recognized as the core reason for mentorship [22] when assessing its success as a culture. In this
regard, ideal mentorship arises when a mentee with a problem to solve seeks out a mentor, and the
person they approach is someone the mentee considers has previously solved this problem and does
not feel burdened in providing the relevant information to the mentee.

A 2008 study of healthcare professionals, published in 2011, substantiated this ideal with five
themes defining an outstanding mentor: (1) admirable personal qualities, 2) tailoring support
individually, 3) strong time commitments, 4) a personal/professional balance, and 5) role model
setting international standards for mentorship [23]. A 2016 study of undergraduate psychology
students, which asked “Who is your ideal mentor?” identified three qualities: guidance,
understanding, and role modeling ethical values [24]. The consideration is that these differences arise
because employees possess more self-awareness regarding what represents a problem in their field
compared with students —something that is improved with increased experience, as recognized in a
2015 study [25].

An example of this ideal form of mentorship that transcends the distinction between employees
and students in their assessment of mentors is the 1999 “hole in the wall” experiment, regarding an
embedded, Internet-connected computer in a wall facing a slum in Kalkaji, New Delhi, India. Having
never seen a computer before, children between 5 and 16 years old began to use it immediately,
although they had limited knowledge of the English language needed to understand functions
related to computing. Unaided by adults, within a few days, they taught themselves the basic
operations of the computer, with those who had acquired a computer skill informing others of their
discovery if asked by their peers [26]. Several of these computers were later installed in other locations
with similar results [27]. This type of mentorship was ideal because the children wanted to
understand how to use the new machine, and some were more successful than others. At the same
time, once learning a feature, they were willing to share their knowledge with others working on the
same problem. Importantly, the knowledgeable ones provided their results incidentally, rather than
as teachers, and their age was irrelevant—in some cases, younger children solved the problems faster
than older ones.
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Keeping in mind this ideal type of mentorship, this study examines mentorship research in
relation to the long and varied history of mentorship by this author from 1987 until 2026. The aim is
to reveal various types of mentorship during this period, their level of success, and how their outcome
relates to the development of the culture of mentorship during these years, compared with reports of
mentorship in peer-reviewed publications. The conclusions are that mentorship is most effective
when (1) the mentee selects the mentor regarding a problem, (2) the mentor is aware of how to solve
the problem, (3) the mentee can incorporate the mentor’s solution to solve their problem, (4) other
factors regarding mentor apart from problem solving are irrelevant, and (5) there is no expectation
of continuing the relationship beyond solving the relevant problem.

2. Materials and Methods

The materials of this study concern narratives of each of the mentorship relationships in which
the author has participated from 1987 to 2026. Their examination uses the method of
chrononarratology [28], in which historical change is examined systematically through narrative. The
presentation of each form of mentorship is in order of its occurrence. The results of each mentorship
relationship are then compared with the range of peer-reviewed publications relevant to the
particular form of mentorship before continuing to the next type of mentorship relationship that the
author experienced. The purpose is to demonstrate that (1) there are many forms of mentorship, (2)
the most successful were regarding a solvable problem identified by the mentee, (3) the only relevant
concern was that the mentor seemed to the mentee to have the ability to solve the problem, (4) the
idea of mentorship evolved institutionally into a culture of mentorship over time, and (5) formalizing
the culture of mentorship often lessened the likelihood of success for the mentorship relationship.

3. Results

Between 1987 and 2026, this author participated in fourteen different mentoring relationships.
Some were dyads, and some were group mentoring. Some were to solve a particular problem; others
were the outcome of programs designed by the author or an institution. Some were short-lived, others
lasted for decades. Some were a positive experience for both mentee and mentor, some were positive
only for the mentee, and some were positive for neither.

The fourteen types of mentorship relationships are as follows (1) a president mentoring a vice
president, (2) a graduate studies representative helping a political refugee, (3) a graduate program
developer admitting graduate students, (4) a medical program administrator sending medical
students to volunteer in a Costa Rican program, (5) a mother facilitating the intentions of her children
(6) a concerned older person aiding a fragile younger one, (7) a founder advising students at a school,
(8) an alumna in a college career mentorship program, (9) an alumna concerned for a college student
(10) the facilitator of an in-person group mentorship program, (11) an alumna in a graduate
mentorship program, (12) an alumna in an online meet-up mentorship program, (13) the facilitator
of an online group mentorship program, and (14) the facilitator of an online one-on-one mentorship
program. These fourteen types of mentorship relationships represent the subsections of the Results
section to follow. Table 1 presents the years that each type of mentorship was in place. As of 2026,
only five mentorships remain: those with my children, students at the school I co-founded, a past
student of my undergraduate college, participants of the online mentorship meet-up program, and
participants in my online one-on-one mentorship program.

Table 1. Years of the mentorship relationship for each of the twelve types engaged in by the author over 39 years,

where the column heading numbers represent the subsection heading numbers of the Results section.

Year 3.1. 3.2. 3.3. 34. 35. 3.6. 37 38. 39 310 3.11. 3.12. 3.13. 3.14.

1987 X
1988 X
1989 X
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3.1. Political Mentorship

In 1987, the then 10,000-person graduate student body of the University of Toronto acclaimed
me as their president for the 1987/88 academic year. As such, I inherited my vice president, who had
already served two terms as vice president under the leadership of a former president. During the
initial years of his vice presidency, I had been a departmental representative on the Graduate
Students” Union (GSU). Consequently, I had witnessed his frustration in trying to accomplish things
under the former president, who took a laissez-faire attitude regarding the presidency —letting the
GSU evolve organically. My leadership method was instead directional. I instituted decision-making
at meetings that required the participation of each departmental representative. Moreover, it was the
role of the GSU, in my mind, to respond to all graduate school matters that might affect the lives of
graduate students. The vice president observed how I changed the way the GSU functioned from a
reactive body to a proactive force. This change lessened his frustration. It led him to ask me for help
to solve GSU-related problems that had been under his jurisdiction during the previous two years.
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We were able to accomplish a significant amount that year as a dyad in improving the lives of
graduate students. Although the two of us have kept in touch sporadically over the years, with the
end of my presidency came the end of our mentoring relationship.

Significant in this mentorship were several factors: (1) there was no formal mentorship
arrangement, (2) the vice-president selected me as a mentor because the type of change I brought to
the GSU aligned with what he valued personally, (3) we worked together, and (4) a female was the
mentor to a male mentee. In political mentorship, (1) having no formal arrangement, (2) the mentee
selecting the mentor based on personal values, (3) the working relationship being direct, and (4) a
female mentoring a male mentee, all were irregular in 1987 [29], and are still so today [30].

3.2. Mentoring a Chinese Political Refugee

On October 4, 1989, I was representing the School of Graduate Studies at the annual U of T Day
as the University of Toronto Director of Graduate Alumni Affairs when a very thin, somewhat
disheveled Chinese man approached me to enroll in the Computer Science Department. He let me
know that he had been one of the organizers of the Tiananmen Square protests from June 4-5 earlier
that year and, after making his way during the last few months as part of a special program organized
with the University of Minnesota, he had to find a graduate program at the University of Toronto
willing to enroll him and offer him a full scholarship or he would be required to return to China to
face punishment. Additionally, unless he obtained a large enough scholarship, he could not buy back
the release of his wife and son, who were being held captive in his place. He informed me that he had
been a university faculty member before the pro-democracy demonstrations in China. However, as
he was of age to attend graduate school during the Cultural Revolution, when Chinese people were
unable to obtain a higher education degree, he did not have a PhD. Upon hearing his story, I wanted
to help him, but it was now October, and there were no additional spaces available for admission to
the Computer Science Department. Recognizing his desperation, I recalled from my days as president
of the GSU that the Department of Education had its own computer science program and that it
offered scholarships to students with a greater monetary value than those of other departments. I
advised him to approach the Department of Education and explain his story, saying that he wanted
to enroll in computer science. I said he was likely to get in because of his caliber. He quickly left to
apply. Later that day, he returned, smiling. He said that he had enrolled and had received a full
scholarship.

Once he had completed his graduate program in record time, he returned to ask me if I knew of
any place that might hire him immediately. I happened to be aware of a new company created to
educate people on how to use personal computers. I knew that they needed someone to write
computer programs to support the curriculum. I offered him the name and address of the company
and phoned the CEO to recommend him as an outstanding computer programmer. He left
immediately after to meet with the CEO. A few hours later, I received a call from the CEO who said
that she had hired him on the spot as she had never met a computer programmer with such extensive
experience and capability. The Chinese computer science graduate worked for this company until he
was able to save enough money to obtain the release of his wife and child in China. By the time he
was able to get them to Canada, he was entirely self-sufficient. Nevertheless, for many years after, he
regularly kept me informed of the progress of his employment and family. Ultimately, he moved to
Silicon Valley and became the vice-president of a computer programming company.

There were several unique aspects regarding this mentorship. One was the age difference. As
the mentor, I was at least 15 years younger than my mentee. A little less unusual was that I was a
woman mentoring a man who was only beginning to use English daily. Additionally, I mentored him
although I was not a computer scientist. What was most memorable about the mentorship was its
initiation under dire conditions for the mentee. As such, the aim of the mentee was not merely to
solve problems; it was to save himself and his family.

There are a few publications on age differences between mentors and mentees. Of those that
exist, the focus is on older mentors working with younger mentees [31-33]. There is one 2025 study
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on younger mentors mentoring older mentees [34]. It is also regarding women mentoring men. Its
focus is on removing barriers for women in promoting sexual equality. In planning for social change,
this type of mentoring by younger women to older men is very different than the mentorship
relationship I had with this older Chinese man. All that was relevant to our mentoring was that I had
information that was valuable to my mentee. I was his mentor for no additional reason. There is also
a lack of research on mentorships that span different disciplines. Instead, the focus is on mentorship
programs applicable to various disciplines [35]. Yet, it was because of the disparate information I had
gained both as president of the GSU and in my role as Director of Graduate Alumni Affairs that I was
able to identify a workable solution regarding enrollment in a relevant graduate program for my
mentee. When mentoring mentees in dire circumstances, studies have shown that mentors become
overwhelmed [36,37]. This outcome was not the case for me regarding the Chinese computer scientist.
The difference was that, unlike the mentees in these studies, he was determined to apply all the
resources available to him to find a way out of his situation. He was self-aware, understood the
problems he encountered, knew what a solution should resemble, and believed that I was the key as
a mentor in providing him with the information he lacked to proceed on his own. The consideration
is that self-awareness in mentees is complementary to the nature of mentoring [38], such that a
negative impact on mentoring relationships can result when self-awareness is lacking [39].

3.3. Graduate Student Mentorship

As the Program Coordinator of the University of Toronto Centre for Bioethics from 1989 to 1996,
one of my roles was to create the graduate program associated with the Centre and to admit students
to that program. In determining which applicants were appropriate for association with the Centre,
I would meet individually with each. I would ask them to tell me what brought them to the Centre
that day. From the narratives they provided, I would learn whether they were a good fit with the
Centre. If so, I would find out what they wanted to accomplish in bioethics. Learning this, I would
compare their goals with the faculty members associated with the Centre to match them with an
appropriate faculty advisor for their graduate program. In this regard, my role as a mentor was
comparable to that of a matchmaker. Applicants usually followed my advice. They considered me to
be someone able to solve the problem of appropriate supervision when suggesting a match between
a student and a particular faculty member. Some neglected my advice, choosing their own
supervisor. The results were neither satisfying for the student nor for their supervisor. In these cases,
students either switched supervisors after further consultation with me or left the bioethics program.

Although students might come to me for program-related information once admitted to the
Centre, our mentorship relationship was limited to finding a good fit between supervisor and student
during the initial intake process. To this extent, I fulfilled some of the roles that researchers consider
relevant to a mentorship relationship with graduate students —I helped them reflect on their goals by
increasing their self-efficacy [40]. However, in other regards, this limited mentoring relationship with
graduate students is unusual in the literature, which focuses on mentorships to facilitate graduate
student networking in their chosen discipline [41].

3.4. Mentorship to Support a Costa Rican Medical Program

In 1993, as part of a program between the University of Toronto and the University of Costa Rica
in cardiovascular risk factors and diabetes mellitus that I had initiated beginning in 1989, I was
charged with formalizing a method of sending medical students from the University of Toronto to
Costa Rica to research the outcome of the two-university program. For the first two years, I would
meet with all the newly enrolled medical students together to inform them about the program and
ask if any wanted to participate. The first year eleven students took the opportunity to be part of the
program. I met with them, both as a group and individually, to determine what they hoped to achieve
with their participation. Although all of them were clear at that point that they wanted to engage in
research that would complement their medical studies, in the end, only two of the students wrote a
paper together that was published several years later. This publication remains regularly cited in the
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field, in English, Spanish, and French [42-44]. Of the remaining students, some wanted to write up
their research; however, these desires did not produce the intended results. In the second year, only
two medical students chose to participate in the program. However, it was clear from the beginning
that one of these students considered herself very entitled and wanted to go to Costa Rica, not to
conduct research, but for a vacation. When I informed her that I didn’t think she was a good match
for the program, she told me she would go to the Dean of Medicine to have this program stopped if
she couldn’t go. Reluctantly, I let her participate, only to learn later from my Costa Rican colleagues
that she had provided nothing to the program, although demanding attention of their hospitality.
Her behavior also affected the other medical student participating in the program, making it
impossible to conduct research. From my perspective as a mentor, this was a failed mentorship.
Consequently, for the following year, I made a change. I did not send any medical students to Costa
Rica. Instead, I mentored a practicing nurse who was a bioethics student with an interest in
contributing to the program in Costa Rica. Unlike most medical students from the previous years, the
nurse was able to make a substantial contribution to the program.

Although there were aspects of this mentorship program I created that achieved their intended
purpose of matching mentees who wanted to conduct research in an international context, in other
respects, the mentorship program failed. Those mentees who were successful (1) had an idea of the
type of research they wanted to conduct before heading to Costa Rica, (2) were willing and able to
see their research to fruition, (3) had a desire to help the program succeed, both in Canada and Costa
Rica, and (4) were willing to work with others participating in the program to achieve their goal.
Those mentorships that were frustrated had mentees who had at least one of the following qualities.
They were (1) unclear on what they wanted to research, (2) unable to carry through with their
research intentions, or (3) wanted to use the program for self-interest unrelated to conducting
research.

Since 2009, there has been recognition that success in medical student mentorship programs
requires the mentee to take responsibility for their aspect of the collaboration [45]. Nevertheless, by
2016, two medical publications regarding the role of mentees stress that mentee must remember their
self-interest [46], and recognize that mentorship is “a key for promoting the success of a mentee” [47].
Thus, this advice to medical mentees would not entice mentees of my program to question their level
or type of participation. Nevertheless, a 2021 search of the current state of research on mentorship
recognized that this advice to mentees was lacking [48]. The solution offered in that 2022 publication
for these failed mentoring relationships was the need for mentorship training. However, by 2025, an
editorial on the state of medical mentorship recognized that, rather than training, the primary
requirement for mentees is their ability to self-reflect on whether they are ready for mentorship. This
self-reflection includes trust in the relationship and gratitude for the opportunity to participate [49].
These were the qualities of the successful mentorship relationships in this program—success that was
possible without mentorship training.

3.5. Children’s Mentorship

Beginning with the birth of my son in 1996 and then my daughter in 1998, began two mentorship
relationships beyond my role as a mother. My son was diagnosed early with autism (ASD), and my
daughter, similarly, was identified expeditiously to have attention deficit hyperactivity disorder
(ADHD). Both demonstrated intellectual and emotional strengths; however, their inability to meet
social norms as expected meant that they often approached me with problems that they believed my
experience would permit them to solve. I have been able to offer them advice regarding my
experience. Their continuing success, both professionally and personally, has encouraged me to think
that sustaining their mentorship has remained fruitful.

The literature discusses two perspectives on the idea of mentoring children with developmental
disorders. The first is the mentorship of parents of such children by other parents in similar
circumstances—an idea initially suggested in 1995 when mentees were viewed exclusively as
protégés [50]. A 2024 scoping review on the topic of parent mentorship of children with
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developmental disorders focuses on the positive impact that such mentorships between parents have
on the emotional well-being of parents [51]. A 2025 publication then offers practical advice on parent-
to-parent mentorship of children with chronic conditions, including developmental disorders [52].
The second type of mentorship discussed in the literature regarding children with developmental
disorders is peer-to-peer mentoring. A 2020 systematic review of this topic identified these programs
as having a positive influence on the children [53]. Two later publications concern peer-to-peer
mentorship of university-aged children. One article is about ADHD [54], and the other is on ASD
[55].

What is missing from the publications on the mentorship of children with developmental
disorders is studies on parents mentoring their children. Rather than considering that parents might
be valuable mentors for their children, the focus of publications regarding mentoring and parents is
the presumed inability of parents of such children to be effective in parenting. The purpose of the
mentoring the parents receive is to improve their ability as parents, not as mentors. Similarly, the
literature on peer-mentoring of university-age children with developmental disabilities is presented
from the perspective that experiences of the children are necessarily outside the range of help that
parents might provide as mentors. This neglect of research on the ability of parents to mentor their
children with developmental disorders has meant that what could be a worthwhile mentoring
relationship for these families has been ignored.

3.6. Mentorship Arising from Concern

In 2003, a highly intelligent and aware young woman I had known all of her life, one who was
personally close to my family, suffered an experience that left her with symptoms of fibromyalgia.
For an extended period, she spent her time in bed, unable to further her education or to work. She
was at a loss for what she could do to help herself. Seeing that she was unable to regain her health
using the standard and alternative medical means she tried, I began a process of mentorship with
her. Although I was able to help her reenter society, the cost was her constant dependence on me for
help in making any decision. Given the closeness of this young woman to my family, terminating the
mentorship did not seem to be an option. Yet, the mentorship became twisted into hours-long calls
that were intended not to improve her possibilities but, by taking up an inordinate amount of my
time, lessen mine. The problems in this mentorship persisted until 2021, when the mentee decided I
needed to erase all the messages and emails I had that concerned her and to delete her phone number.
After doing as she asked and our daily contact ended, I noticed the immense amount of time I gained
to pursue other activities than this draining mentorship. This mentee has now regressed to being
unable to leave her home, with newly created reasons for her confinement.

I devoted extensive time and energy to this mentorship. I wanted my mentee to progress. The
difficulty was that she wanted to take up my time; she did not want to improve. Therefore, this
mentorship was ineffective for several reasons: (1) the mentee did not initiate it, (2) the mentee did
not have an objective problem to solve, (3) the mentee did not recognize my experience as being
relevant to making a positive change in her life, and (4) the reason the mentee participated was to
make my life problematic. Thus, although I started this mentorship with hope, there was no actual
reason it could be successful.

When mentees were still referred to as protégés in 2000, a created taxonomy provided the
mentee’s perspective of a negative mentoring relationship [56]. In 2022, tips for avoiding abusive
mentors who use mentees as a source of labor were offered [6]. One 2024 publication refers to some
mentors as anti-mentors with the intention of harming their mentees [57]. By 2025, more than half of
mentees reported their mentorship relationships as failures [58]. What lacks consideration in any of
these publications regarding an unsuccessful mentorship is the inappropriate treatment by a mentee
of the mentor. The question is why I persisted in this mentoring relationship when nothing pointed
to its success, and it was harming me. A 2024 publication that asked what drives mentors answers
that benevolence is the primary mentoring motive, stating that the latest studies suggest the motives
are prosocial [59]. The mentoring relationship I had with this long-time mentee is one that this 2024
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paper would characterize as “mismatch”. The summary of the themes associated with a mismatch
for the mentor is: disappointment, doubts about capabilities, and worrying about the mentee.
Certainly, these themes resonate with me regarding this mentoring relationship.

3.7. A School Designed for Mentorship

In the 2006/07 academic year, I worked with eight other parents of ALPHA Alternative School
and the Toronto District School Board to create Alpha II Alternative School —a grades 7-12 school for
self-directed learners who make school-wide decisions by a form of consensus where the point of
view of each person is combined in the outcome [60]. Its operation has been continuous since
September 2007. The relationship adults have with the young people is not teacher-student, it is
mentor-mentee. Based on their interests, mentees are assigned a mentor at the beginning of the year.
However, a mentee can opt to switch their mentor if they choose. Both of my children attended Alpha
II from 7th to 12th grade. Throughout Alpha II's history, as a co-founder, I have mentored young
people, their parents, and the teachers. Concerning the creation of policies and procedures, my focus
has been on developing the school’s infrastructure. Mentees have chosen to work with me, as a
continuing and regular participant in school activities, when their interests correspond with problems
related to these aspects of the school. The mentorships end when the mentees consider that their
difficulties are solved. Similarly, I have mentored teachers and several parents over the years
regarding these same interests. Additionally, as a school co-founder, teachers and parents contact me
for mentorship regarding their understanding of self-directed learning and the particular form of
consensus decision-making that supports the school community.

As a continuously 100% publicly funded self-directed school, Alpha II is unique in the world.
For this reason, how the school operates is not self-evident, and upholding its founding principles
requires commitment by all those involved with the school. The understanding of what is
foundational regarding the school has been maintained throughout its almost twenty-year history,
resulting, in part, from my willingness to continue mentoring regarding fundamental aspects of the
school. Mentorship on the basic principles of founding an institution is not the norm, as mentees
focus on seeking information for their self-defined problems [61], rather than the problem of
institutional consistency. In its mentorship focus on preserving an institution, a 2024 publication is
alone [62]. However, the difference is that the mentorship program of this publication is to help
students feel a sense of belonging. At Alpha II, young people enroll in the school because they already
have a sense of belonging with the school’s philosophy of education. Mentorships they, their parents,
or the teachers have with me are in support of continuing the school’s fundamental values to sustain
their sense of belonging.

3.8. A College Career Mentorship Program

From October 2008 to April 2023, I participated yearly as a mentor in the Career Mentorship
Program of my undergraduate college. During its first few years, mentees received emails about the
various mentors who had joined the program, and they then selected their top three choices online.
Once selected, college staff would match the mentees with the mentors. This type is a method of
mentee-mentor matching supported by the literature [63,64]. Most often, students received their first
choice. However, not always. What was found by staff in comparing the year-end results was that
those students who had not received their first choice were generally unhappy with their match
because it was not their first choice. The staff concluded that the problem lay in ranking the mentors.
The solution was that staff would make the selections. Then, mentors and mentees would meet at an
initial opening event.

Before meeting with their mentees, the staff met with mentors as a group to advise them to focus
on what they might contribute to the mentorship, corresponding with the reason the mentees had
joined the program. Once this matching program began, until the start of the pandemic, the
mentorships I had with mentees were very productive. This, in contrast to years when I was not the
first choice of my mentees, and their reason for participating in the program was purely to add the
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mentorship to their CV. Although there are publications that mention mentors using mentorships to
pad their CVs [65,66] —as there is “a fine line between being comprehensive and padding” [67]—the
literature does not cover mentees joining organized career mentorship programs for this reason. The
closest that a publication comes to suggesting this possibility is one that instead focuses on the extent
to which mentors sometimes participate in mentorships to the detriment of mentees [6].

With the beginning of the COVID-19 pandemic, in-person meetings were no longer an option.
Then, staff matched mentees and mentors, and their initial communication was by email. Although I
remained with the program throughout the pandemic, the commitment of the mentees in contacting
me to begin the mentorship over these years was negligible. It was clear that, during the pandemic,
when the consideration was that the need for mentorship was greater than pre-pandemic times to
counteract loneliness [68-71], this means of initiating mentorships was ineffective. Yet, even after the
pandemic ended, the method of introduction remained the same. The lack of interest that mentees
demonstrated in making initial email contact convinced me that my role as a mentor was no longer
served in participating in this mentorship program, making 2023 the last year of my participation.

3.9. An Extended Serendipitous Mentorship

In 2011, I attended the opening reception of the Career Mentorship Program, the focus of the
previous section. The intent of the reception was for the matched mentee and mentor to meet up. My
assigned mentee did not attend the evening. As I was leaving, near the end of the event, I saw a young
woman who looked distraught. Asking her what was wrong, she told me that her mentor was not in
attendance. After informing her about myself and asking her about her background, I sensed she
wanted me as her mentor. Confirmed when she willingly agreed to a mentorship.

Since that initial meeting, I have given career advice to this woman for over fifteen years. She
messages me with a problem she is having trouble solving, and, over a series of texts, she determines
when she thinks she has sufficient information to solve her problem. We rarely meet in person.
Approximately 90% of our communication is by the Messenger App. Yet, even with only sporadic
online communication, this woman has evolved from someone who viewed herself as unable to
complete her undergraduate program, to graduating, then following several different career paths—
each one closer to her ideal career.

According to this mentee, our mentorship has been life-saving for her. I have had the satisfaction
of seeing a mentee successfully manage her career through her self-awareness of her goals, the
problems she encounters, and understanding how my advice might help her solve her problems. This
mentorship has been successful.

Given that this mentorship has been an extended career mentorship, the consideration might be
that, rather than a mentee, this woman was my protégée. However, this is not correct. Although a
2025 publication insists that a protégé(e) and mentee are the same [72], it does not distinguish
between those in a mentoring relationship who intend to follow the lead of the mentor in an
organization (a protégé(e)) and those who are part of a mentorship to solve a self-identified problem
(a mentee). Nevertheless, there are no publications that clarify this distinction.

One article defines the issue differently. This paper considers mentees and protégés as the same;
however, it differentiates mentorship from sponsorship: mentorships offer advice, answer questions,
and help strategize professional development while sponsorships promote the protégé/mentee to
others for the career advancement of the protégé/mentee [73]. In contrast, if the focus is on
distinguishing the ideal protégé, a 2000 publication notes that there are two types: (1) those who have
ability and potential, and (2) those looking for help. In this paper, the advice is to choose the first type
as a protégé [74]. It is evident that even when a distinction between a protégé and a mentee is lacking,
a description of an ideal protégé differs from an ideal mentee—a person who begins with a self-
defined problem to solve. With these various perspectives, it is clear that the role of the mentee has
not been well-defined, and confusion regarding this role presents a reason for misunderstandings in
mentorships [75].
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3.10. A Group Mentorship Program

From 2015 to 2020, at the beginning of the pandemic, I facilitated a weekly in-person narrative
research group that I designed to utilize a uniquely structured meeting to help reduce self-identified
researcher burnout, held through the Department of Psychiatry at the Toronto Mount Sinai Hospital.
Those who participated were researchers who had contacted me for a mentorship to help reduce their
burnout. All of these prospective mentees were eager to join the structured Health Narratives
Research Group (HeNReG). Regarding this period, a 2020 publication on the group concerns helping
participants reduce their burnout [76]. What lacks discussion regarding this group is its impact on
the mentor/mentee relationship.

Unlike the ideal form of mentorship, where the mentee demonstrates self-awareness by having
a well-defined problem that they recognize is solvable by incorporating mentor experience, these
mentees each self-identified as burned out. In a 2024 scoping review of mentorship interventions in
postgraduate medical and STEM settings, the mention of burnout is fleeting, although group
mentorship of researchers is examined in detail [77]. As such, the relationship between burnout and
the success of researchers engaged in group mentorship is lacking in the literature. During the
HeNReG meetings, the experience of burnout by mentees compromised their self-awareness and
ability to recognize possible problem solutions. As a corollary, a 2025 publication found that
researchers with self-awareness are better able to solve their problems and less likely to experience
burnout [78]. As such, the result of the HeNReG was that the mentorship boundary was blurred, with
the type of help equating to therapy. A 2024 publication on a group mentoring method referred to as
executive coaching identifies the possibility of this blurring [79]. This paper concludes that mentors
in these programs are ill-equipped to help mentees once they cross this boundary.

The aim of the HeNReG was not mentorship but burnout reduction. In this regard, the HeNReG
was able to meet its goal of reducing burnout with each participant. However, as a mentorship
program, there was a lack of longitudinal results. Participants often joined more than once over
several years, expressing that their burnout, although reduced by the HeNReG meetings of the
previous year, returned after the meetings ceased during the summer months. This type of problem
was unrecognized in another burnout-reduction group mentorship program for clinical researchers,
as the 2024 report of the program covered only the one nine-month program [80]. The returning
nature of burnout in HeNReG participants pointed to additional psychiatric obstacles affecting them
that mentees openly acknowledged, such as clinical depression. Consequently, the in-person
meetings of the HeNReG had limited lasting value as mentorship programs.

3.11. Online Matching of Mentorship Between Alumni

In 2017, I became involved with a new online mentorship program called Ten Thousand Coffees
offered in association with the University of Toronto. Initially, participants would write their
biography in the online system and indicate if they were looking for mentors or mentees. Then, those
looking for mentors would identify a potential mentor through the biographies and message them to
organize a meeting. Articles written on collecting mentor biographies are for research about mentors.
They do not concern examination by mentees [81,82]. As such, this method for forming mentorships
was, and remains, novel in the literature. From 2017 until the start of the pandemic, this mentorship
program regularly provided me with new mentees. Upon meeting with each of them in person, I
would tell them about the HeNReG and ask if they were interested in continuing the mentorship
through that structured program. All of them preferred to join, and did so, completing the program
until the end of the academic year —some of them joining again in the years that followed.

Once the pandemic no longer permitted in-person meetings, the organizers decided that the
entire mentorship would take place online in the Ten Thousand Coffees messaging platform. During
this period of the mentoring program, an additional structural change meant that mentors were no
longer selected by mentees based on the biography submitted by the mentor. Instead, the program
administrators would match potential dyads. Creating dyads is a well-researched method and is
found to be successful [83-85]. Each month, a new potential mentee was matched with me, providing
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more opportunities to work with mentees than in the past. However, now that the selection was made
by the system, rather than the mentee taking the initiative to contact me, the percentage of mentees
who responded to my initial messages was reduced.

Once the pandemic was over, mentors and mentees were again able to meet up for coffee.
However, the matching method remained the same as during the pandemic. The result was that
mentees became even less likely to respond to the messages the system sent out to contact the mentor.
I write to every potential mentee matched with me monthly and suggest in my initial note to them a
basis on which a mentorship relationship might be formed, given their submitted biography. Yet,
now, fewer than 10% of those mentees the system matches with me ever respond to my messages.
The mentees do not initiate the matching. Other additional ways of setting up in-person mentorships
have been available since the end of the pandemic. Therefore, it is not surprising that mentees have
generally lost interest in this form of mentorship. This type of disconnection from organized
mentorship programs regards a general disengagement from higher education post-pandemic [86].
Moreover, with virtual mentoring post-pandemic, mentees are found to expect less from the match.
Although these matches are convenient, they produce “a general field of tension” [87]. I continue
with this mentorship program, although the percentage of potential mentees responding to my initial
contact continues to dwindle.

3.12. Mentorship Between Graduate Students and Alumni

In September 2018, the graduate program I had attended for my graduate work invited me to
participate in the first year of their graduate student mentorship program. Backed by research
indicating that mentors receive insufficient organizational recognition for their mentorship
contribution [88-90], this program began with a lauding of mentors in speeches at the opening
reception, and games to play where mentors might win valuable prizes. The opening event was
exciting, well-supported financially, and fun, ending with party favors for all mentors. Additionally,
it provided the opportunity for mentors to meet the mentees selected for them by the program.

Each year of my participation in this mentorship program, I gained at least one mentee,
sometimes two, even during the pandemic years when there was no opening reception. Every one of
them opted to join my HeNReG for a structured mentoring experience. Yet, in the first year of an in-
person opening reception after the pandemic, my two assigned mentees both let the Alumni Office
know that they would not be attending the opening event of the mentorship program for that year—
a common occurrence post-pandemic [86]. The Alumni Office still urged me to attend the event
anyway. I did attend. The organizers recognized my continued commitment to the program in a
speech, and I happened to win two of the games, gaining high-priced prizes. All of this attention was
to make me know that the Alumni Office appreciated my participation. However, I also learned that
my contribution was unwanted by my assigned graduate students. I knew this when, over the next
few weeks, my assigned mentees did not respond to my emails.

The result: I felt the process was disingenuous. The main point seemed to be maintaining contact
with dedicated graduates, in the hope that they would continue their involvement with the Alumni
Office. Clearly, by 2023, post-pandemic, satisfying the needs of mentees was not the outcome. As I
felt that other mentors should have a chance to gain acclaim, receive party favors, and win prizes
participating in this Mentorship Program, 2023 was the final year of my participation in the program.
Ultimately, I felt embarrassed by all the recognition I received. This type of embarrassment from
organizational recognition of mentors has only recently been recognized in the literature [91].

3.13. Online Group Mentorship

As a result of the cancellation of all in-person meetings on 12 March 2020 [92] in response to the
COVID-19 pandemic declared on 11 March 2020 [93], the final month and a half of the 2020/21
HeNReG meetings were held online rather than in-person. This practice continued until the final
meeting of the 2021/22 academic year. There are publications on the effect (1) of moving the in-person
HeNReG online to a private Facebook group regarding how the meeting changed [94], (2) on one
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aspect [95,96], and (3) regarding challenges to its ability to meet its aim of reducing burnout in
researchers [97]. Unreported is the effect on the mentorship of the participants. These results are
divisible into three different types of mentees of those who joined as a result of fulfilling mentorship
assignments: (1) the Career Mentorship Programs organized by my undergraduate college, (2) Ten
Thousand Coffees, and (3) the Mentorship Program of the department where I did my graduate work.
Each of the years during the pandemic when the HeNReG was online-only, a mentee of mine
from the Career Mentorship Program participated, equaling three mentees (the first of these was
regarding the last month of the 2019/20 year). Additionally, past mentees from other years of the
same program rejoined the HeNReG to continue their participation. They continued because, as
reported in their feedback forms, they enjoyed the group participation. The number of these
additional past mentees as participants from this Career Mentorship Program equals seven. For those
mentees who joined during the pandemic, their online participation was irregular, rather than
weekly. Yet, their feedback forms indicated that they still felt the mentorship was valuable. The
mentee from 2019/20 appreciated the online aspect for these reasons: (1) she did not have to travel,
and (2) it kept her in touch with other researchers; nevertheless, she considered that some features of
the program were hard to accomplish online. The 2020/21 mentee found the meetings “relieving”
because they got her engaged during the pandemic. However, she also did not participate in all
aspects of the program. That not all characteristics of research groups meeting online during the
pandemic were transferable from previous in-person meetings is also the result of a 2021
investigation of the topic [98]. For the 2021/22 mentee, she stated that it was “incredibly helpful” to
have several researchers asking her questions. This question-asking helped her to understand herself
as a researcher better. Additionally, she stated, “Having a community of researchers who believe the
person researching is important.” A 2020 discussion paper on the value of this type of online
interprofessional collaboration during the pandemic offers a similar conclusion to this mentee [99].
Regarding Ten Thousand Coffees, three mentees joined the online HeNReG during the
pandemic years—two during the first partial year, one for the second year, and none in the final year.
Additionally, one 2017/18 mentee from this program continued his participation throughout the
pandemic. For those who were mentees of Ten Thousand Coffees for that academic year, their
responses in their feedback forms included the following statements. After a month of online
meetings, one mentee responded, “One of my favourite parts of HeNReG is the amazing people that
it brings together, I really enjoyed hearing about people’s stories and learning about all the different
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ways that others go about conducting their research. Thank you Carol!” — a quotation stressing the
peer-mentorship aspect of the mentoring and my facilitation of that opportunity, unlike the other
mentee from that year, who was introspective, “I still feel very far from what it means to ‘do research’
or to be a ‘researcher’. Maybe that is why I wanted to join this group, because there should be a
starting place for all these ideas to grow and slowly connect with one another.” —a comment
indicating that the mentee did not start the mentorship with a problem in mind. Rather, the reason
for joining was to discover a problem to research. In the second year, when the Group was online the
entire academic year, the new mentee from Ten Thousand Coffees made these observations when
asked why she joined the HeNReG for her mentorship. The answer was similar to the second mentee
participant from the previous year, “The reason why I want to participate in this group is that I want
to meet new people and listen to others’ stories during this process of my job search. I hope doing so
will keep me motivated somehow.” It is perhaps because the mentees from Ten Thousand Coffees
were looking to make new relationships in joining the mentorship program that their focus was on
interacting with new people to gain ideas exclusively. This reason for participating in mentorship
programs was not well-studied until 2025 [100].

The graduate program mentorship participants had a greater focus on their research programs
compared with those of Ten Thousand Coffees. For each of the three years of the online HeNReG,
there was at least one participant from that mentorship program—in 2021/22, there were two. When
asked why she was interested in a mentorship regarding the HeNReG, the mentee from 2019/20
responded, “Specifically, I am interested in curriculum integration and innovation; that is, studying
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the effectiveness of this form of learning that elicits an interactive and collaborative approach to post-
secondary education.” Yet, this response came only a month after online meetings. By the first year
of meeting entirely online, resulting from COVID-19 restrictions, even students focused on their
research for their mentorship commented most on the importance of the group in keeping people
together. “I think having the knowledge of what other people are working on and having a means of
connection through the group is really helpful to know who I can ask for support in my research.”
2021/22 was the second full year of online meetings of the HeNReG resulting from the pandemic
restrictions. The first of the mentees that year shared, “My academic research interest is in the
technology and knowledge building and the impact of excessive use of technology in our learning
capabilities.” He stated that the HeNReG will continue to be of help to him “In being open.” The
second mentee from this program for this year provided this assessment of her research interest, “I
have always been drawn to qualitative methods, specifically methodologies that are critical of
academic structures and who owns knowledge and how knowledge is created..., so I was fascinated
with wanting to learn how to elicit stories with (not from) participants that have social justice
outcomes and be able to promote change, especially with people who have been historically
marginalized and purposely left out of research and academia.” Her assessment of the online
HeNReG was as follows: “It’s helpful to carve out time to write regularly. It's also helpful to read
other participants’ responses to see similarities and differences in writing. From what I read, many
of us go through many of the same challenges, so it’s nice to know you're not alone... It was nice to
be a part of a group that’s all working on research.” A 2021 publication made this discovery for other
online mentorship programs during the pandemic, that a feeling of not being alone in challenges was
a predominant reason for participating in these mentorships [101].

3.14. Online Individual Mentorship

In reviewing the responses of mentees from the three organized mentorship programs who
participated in the HeNReG during the pandemig, it is relevant that their view of the group for their
mentorship as part of the HeNReG was positive. This positive view contrasts with my own view that
the online group did not meet its intended aim —to have the participants interact with each other in
asking questions regarding their online written comments. Such interaction was the foundation of
the HeNReG when it was in-person, before the pandemic. However, when the HeNReG moved
online, the participants chose to answer only those questions I put to them as the facilitator, leaving
the questions of other group members unanswered. Consequently, by the end of the 2021/22 group
meetings, with pandemic limitations still in place, I decided to end the online HeNReG and change
it to a one-on-one process. Doing so produced a form of mentorship with me alone. One that used
the HeNReG question-asking structure. It was called the Health Narratives Research Process
(HeNReP). The details of the HeNReP are in [102].

2025/26 represents the fourth year of my offering the HeNReP to researchers who self-identify
as burned out. Over the four years of the program, those who have participated in it originated from
four sources, (1) the Career Mentorship Program of my undergraduate college, (2) Ten Thousand
Coffees, (3) the Mentorship Program of my graduate school department, and (4) professionals
contacting me directly to be part of the program with no ties to any mentorship program.

The mentees from the Career Mentorship Program were two, both during 2022/23. For the first
of these mentees, I suggested she join the HeNReP as she was unsure of her career direction.
Although she was eager to participate at the start, lacking any specific problem to solve regarding
the mentorship, she left the process before its completion. In contrast to other mentees, she has
maintained a personal connection with me. The second mentee from that program for this academic
year similarly did not begin with a research question. She joined, interested in enrolling in medical
school. This mentee almost completed the entire process. However, she did not finish it. In both these
cases, the mentorship process was unsuccessful because the mentee felt uncomfortable with its one-
on-one nature. Although there are publications regarding online mentoring during the pandemic for
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both group and individual mentorship, they do not consider the difference in the level of comfort
mentees have between group mentorship and one-on-one [103,104].

Regarding the Ten Thousand Coffees mentorship program, the mentees I had who joined a
HeNReP were two in 2022/23 and one in 2023/24—a person who carried over her mentorship from
the preceding academic year. In the one-on-one HeNReP, a mentorship spanning more than one
academic year was now possible. A unique feature of this program was that the mentees could
determine their own schedule for participation [102]. Both of these mentees completed the process.
Each had joined with a specific problem related to their mentorship. For the mentee of 2022/23, her
problem was understanding the job market. Concerning how the HeNReP helped in this regard, she
said in her feedback, “It was helpful to have to set time aside and really reflect on why I was interested
in health research. As someone who is only beginning to enter into the job market, it’s nice to have a
better sense of myself and the type of work I like to do.” For the second mentee whose mentorship
spanned two academic years, she commented, “my goal is not so much understanding ‘why I am
conducting the research I am doing’, but more so, I would like a job that keeps my ‘hands
dirty/working the bench’ but also gives me a sense of purpose, requires me to be creative and can
provide me a work-life balance.” That they joined with a specific problem differed from the previous
years that mentees had been part of the HeNReG from Ten Thousand Coffees, demonstrating that
this form of online mentorship was able to attract mentees who had awareness of what problem they
wanted solved with the mentorship. There is no published research on the types of mentees attracted
to the Ten Thousand Coffees mentorship program, with only one peer-reviewed publication that
mentions the program [105].

There was one mentee in the 2022/23 academic year from the Mentorship Program associated
with my graduate department who participated in the HeNReP. Similar to those mentees from Ten
Thousand Coffees, she chose to participate in the process because she had a particular problem to
solve and had the self-awareness to understand how the HeNReP might be helpful to her. In
considering where she should go with her research, this mentee commented, “I think I have
constantly changed research areas..., all research has primarily revolved around psychology related
topic areas but I started from focusing on university students, then focused on subfertility, then
emotion regulation and now my research is more focused on immigrants and learning difficulties
related experiences and parental involvement. I think I changed my research areas more or less to
meet the expectations of the research context.” However, a mentee from this Mentorship Program
during the following academic year lacked this self-awareness and, after joining the HeNReP, spent
her short time participating by sending me apologies for not responding to the writing prompt of the
process.

Several other researchers joined the HeNReP with no connection to an organized mentorship
program. These were professionals working in their fields, looking to solve particular problems
related to their jobs. One was a physician from 2022/23. Her goal was to improve her self-awareness
in assessing goals when she joined a research project. Regarding the role of the HeNReP, she stated,
“Reflective writing project has taught me self-awareness and the improvement I made in research
over the years.” Another from that year was an ordained minister conducting research in theological
education. The problem she encountered was a lack of opportunity for self-reflection. In this regard,
she considered the structured process of the HeNReP helpful, “I appreciated the opportunity for self-
reflection based on the nuances of the prompt. I felt that there was a real dialogue and that I learned
something from the exchange of ideas and personal research practices shared and explained... This
process allowed me to understand how the landscape of research and the scope of topics to be studied
has changed as a result of the pandemic as well as to take stock of past experiences as a researcher
and grow confidence for future projects or areas of exploration. I learned a lot about myself and my
values around research topics, process, and design.”

These two mentees completed the process. Four others did not. One was a dentist with a faculty
appointment. It is unclear why the dentist did not complete the process, as he was perceptive
regarding why he wanted to participate: “I am interested in understanding what it means to be an
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exceptional dentist as it relates to adaptability and communication using the theoretical framework
of adaptive expertise. I am also interested in health system innovation in the dental domain as it
relates to optimizing administrative processes, in a way that promotes better care and access, using
program evaluation as a framework.” Although the reason the dentist left the program is unknown,
an engineering educator solved his problem independently and subsequently founded an
international program to bring water to African countries lacking safe access to it. Another
professional who participated in the HeNReP was a physician who explained this reason for having
an interest in joining the HeNReP: “I previously assumed and kept these two research environments
separate, however over the last decade, the inseparability and interdependence of the arts and health
have become one of the main foci of my research.” This mentee left the program because she
identified a way to merge her two research interests. This result differed from an emotive therapist
who joined the HeNReP because of her continued confusion regarding where her research should
take her. Living in a country where she was personally affected by war (the HeNReP is an
internationally available program), she was unable to complete the process. All of these mentees were
from the 2023/24 academic year.

Beginning in the 2024/25 academic year, I no longer advertised the HeNReP. Nevertheless, I had
one mentee who asked for a HeNReP on four separate occasions since then. She is a social worker
affected by adult ADHD. She uses the process to help her bring clarity to her thought processes. In
her words, “Structure, nudging/shifting supporting me on moving forward helps me pace myself
regarding how much time I spend on a question is helpful... Allowed me to spend time exploring
my research related to health, to reflect and think about older ideas in new ways.” Research specific
to mentoring professionals online during the pandemic is one publication regarding physicians [70].
The advice offered is: (1) address emotions, (2) adjust priorities, (3) change formats, (4) acknowledge
technology fatigue, (5) recognize inequalities, and (6) remember to demonstrate active engagement.
There was a following of this advice in the evolution of the HeNReG to the HeNReP in response to
the pandemic.

4. Discussion

There are two major claims of this article regarding mentorship: (1) forms of mentorship have
evolved from an idea to a culture of mentorship, and (2) there is a difference between protégés and
mentees. An examination of both claims is in the following discussion.

4.1. Idea to Culture

According to a 1965 publication, “idea” was formally defined in the 17th century as representing
an immediate object of thought or perception by an individual [106]. In this regard, “mentorship”
became a fathomable idea when a mentor and mentee considered their relationship. Regardless of
the type of relationship, it was perceived as a mentorship by those considering it. In 1871, culture was
defined as encompassing social practices (rituals, customs, institutions, and norms), knowledge
systems (beliefs, arts, laws), and individual behaviors (capabilities, attitudes, and habits) of those
associated with these societies [107]. As such, the primary quality that differentiates mentorship as a
culture is that it becomes something more than just an understanding by individuals. It becomes a
socially complex and well-defined arrangement of individuals. In other words, apart from the mentee
and the mentor, mentorship as a culture takes on a life of its own.

The arrangement of some of the fourteen different types of mentorship in which I have
participated as a mentor since 1987 was individual associations between a mentee and a mentor.
Others have been the product of an organized mentorship program. Evaluating these different types
of mentorships together, those in which both the mentee and the mentor considered the mentorship
a success, resulted from the instigator of the association being the mentee regarding a problem they
had that they considered I would be able to help solve, apart from any pre-designed program. The
first two mentorships are the best example of this. The mentees approached me with solvable
problems they were unable to resolve on their own, and considered that I could facilitate their
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solution, which I was able to do. In contrast, the least successful were those mentorships arranged
through an organized program, and the mentee lacked any understanding of what they might obtain
from the mentorship. In these cases, I attempted to make contact with mentees who actively avoided
responding because they were unsure what they wanted from the mentorship.

The aim of a mentorship must be a match between a mentee who has the self-awareness to
recognize what they seek from a mentorship and the knowledge to understand that the mentorship
ends with the solution to problems. In this regard, organized cultures of mentorship to be successful
should offer opportunities for mentees to select their own mentors [108] and for mentors to make the
knowledge they are willing to provide evident [109]. With the formation of these types of matches,
not only are the mentees” questions answered, but the recognition most appreciated by the mentors
is also provided, rather than extraneous rewards unrelated to the mentorship [110]. The fact of a
mentorship culture alone is unable to produce the productive results of the mentor/mentee
relationship [111].

4.2. Protégés and Mentees

Although the use of the term “mentee” has become more common, “protégé” is associated with
a mentor in many recent publications on mentorship, rather than “mentee”. Some examples are
[73,112-114]. Yet, it is because the use of these terms remains interchangeable that misunderstandings
can arise between mentors and mentees. In contrast to the mentee who intends to solve a particular
problem [115], the protégé is a student or a younger colleague engaging a mentor for psychosocial
and career-related support [116,117].

Comparing the fourteen types of mentorships I have experienced over the years, it is likely that
the basis of problems I have encountered is the evolution of mentorship from an idea to a culture
lacking a focus on differentiating mentee and protégé as two distinct terms. The most taxing
mentorship I experienced was with the woman I had known since birth, whom I volunteered to
mentor after she experienced a health crisis that left her unable to work. Although I had hoped to get
her to a state of being able to work, as she did not come to me with a problem and instead used our
interactions for psychosocial support, I was unsatisfied with our mentorship. Similarly, some
students who signed up for the undergraduate college Career Mentorship Program, Ten Thousand
Coffees, or those who participated in the mentorship program of my graduate department, wanted
to be associated with these programs only for career-related support. As this was not my offering,
many of these mentees, hoping to be protégés, left the programs because I was unable to provide this
type of career navigation.

Reflecting on my fourteen types of mentorships, had I (for individual mentorships) or the
matching programs (for organized mentorships) made the distinction between being “mentee” and
“protégé” clear, all the matches might have been successful. The reason is that those people who were
looking to be protégés regarding my mentorship would have been recognized from the beginning as
a poor match with my interest in them as mentees.

4.3. Limitations

The types of bias that researchers must mitigate in publishing data are several. An individual
researcher, such as this author, must demonstrate extra concern to avoid these biases, as there is no
research team to counteract them. An inability to overcome any of them represents the limitations of
an article. The range of biases relevant to this particular study is (1) selection bias where participant
self-selection lacks population representation, (2) researcher bias where the researcher influences the
participant responses, (3) information bias when the data are incorrectly recorded, either from
inaccurate participant memory or researcher error, (4) confirmation bias where the focus is on
evidence that supports a theory, ignoring contradictory data (5) reporting bias when there is a
reporting of positive results while ignoring negative ones, and (6) procedural bias where data are
analyzed to produce a specific outcome.
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Consideration of the meaning of selection bias in social science research was relatively obvious
initially [118]. It was recognized as controversial recently, as the distinctions between different types
of this bias remain unclear [119]. Regarding this research study, the work includes only those
participants in mentorships who continued with the match until the mentorship culmination. As
such, I have not reported on how many potential mentees did not, for example, decide to respond to
the initial introduction to me in Ten Thousand Coffees. Why they did not choose to respond is
unknown. Therefore, including all potential mentees in this assessment, the results may have
differed.

Researcher bias is particularly evident when the research has a strong affinity towards the
population being investigated [120]. However, recent research has recognized that the problem with
researcher bias concerns their potential self-interest regarding their position or role [121]. In
comparing the fourteen different types of mentoring experiences over 39 years, I have had varying
positions, from being a representative of several institutions, to being a support for those for whom I
feel responsible, to being a founder of various programs, to being a participant in three mentorship
programs designed by different organizations. The situations that included self-interest were (1)
when I acted as a responsible support person, and (2) as a founder of programs—1I did have a personal
stake in the success of these mentorships. Yet, when mentoring as a representative of several
institutions, my superiors were unaware of the mentorships I took on. These mentorships were
mentioned only in my CV and the correspondence between my mentees and me. Regarding my
involvement in the three institutionally organized mentorship programs, I have received more
acclaim for my participation than necessary. In no case did I use the recognition for personal
advancement.

The possibility of information bias would be most likely when I was a representative of different
institutions, as these initial mentorships occurred before the commercial use of the World Wide Web
for email communication in 1995 [122]. For the mentorships preceding then, I must rely on my
memory of the interactions and the subsequent emails over the years, keeping in contact with the
people whom I mentored. Nevertheless, since there are no documents confirming what happened in
the mentorships during this period, this is a limitation. Distortion of reality is a problem arising from
information bias—one most often evident in questionnaire design [123]. It is controllable with the use
of a standardized questionnaire design [124]. Recognizing the possibility of this type of bias when I
first created the feedback forms completed by members of the HeNReG (also used later for the
HeNReP), these forms were standardized based on those used by other offerings associated with the
Health Arts and Humanities Program of the Department of Psychiatry [125].

The value of presenting the results of fourteen different types of mentorships in which I engaged
for over 39 years is that the various kinds of confirmation bias initially identified in 1995 are reduced
[126]. Yet, confirmation bias may have been a feature of the HeNReG as a group activity, as the group
enthusiasm that was featured when the HeNReG was in person, and the reduction in peer
participation once the group was online, may reflect a type of confirmation bias. A 2024 publication
on confirmation bias in groups has noted that “confirmation bias benefits group learning across a
wide range of resource-scarcity conditions” [127]. Although it is possible that the feedback received
from the HeNReG in mentoring participants reflected confirmation bias, this bias may have
influenced the success in reducing burnout in health researchers.

Reporting bias decreases the value of a research study, and was, in 2010, an under-reported
problem [128]. In recent research, it remains evident when only favorable results are reported [129].
In my own history of mentorships, I have endeavored to provide a transparent account of not only
their successes but also their failures. Some of these failures I have attributed to organizational
decisions apart from my influence. However, others primarily resulted from my own failure to
understand the role of a mentorship as distinct from psychosocial therapy —most notably the concern
I showed in initiating a mentorship (described in Section 3.6.). Similarly, although I believe that the
change to the Ten Thousand Coffee mentorship program has generally reduced the success in
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matching mentors and mentees, I acknowledge (in Section 3.14.) that this program remained capable
of attracting mentees who can benefit from a mentorship program.

Procedural bias was recognized initially as a primary concern in health research with bioethical
implications [130]. Its control can be from sufficient and standardized approaches to data
accumulation and storage [131]. Since the accumulation and storage of data for this study were in
various ways, a lack of standardization is a limitation of this work. Particularly since one researcher
accomplished all aspects. Nevertheless, the 39-year history of my involvement with fourteen
disparate mentorships was not a research study. Until writing this paper, these mentorships had no
connection other than all being part of my history. As such, although this work does have procedural
bias, it does not arise from intended manipulation of the data. Instead, it is a result of the lack of a
research study guiding the original gathering and storage of the data.

4.4, Future Research Directions

Future research comparing “mentor”, “mentee”, and “mentorship” should be a dedicated
research endeavor—preferably one conducted by a research team—to reduce the possibility of
procedural and researcher bias. To mitigate information bias, data should be stored in an open
research platform, such as Zenodo or OSF [132], as each provides a timestamp, a registry, and
preservation [133].

Additionally, different types of mentorships require systematic comparison for their success.
The various mentorship matching programs, where the institution decides on the match, need
comparison. Then compare them with programs where the mentees select their mentors. Also in need
of comparison are instances where mentors select mentees versus mentees initiating the mentorship.
The aim here would be to determine the level of success for each.

I have mentored men, women, teenagers, and children over the 39 years of my participation. I
have had mentorships with people from various countries, both online and in person, with those who
are younger than me and older. However, there is no systematic demographic comparison of these
mentees. Future research on mentorship should collect demographic information and also compare
those who consider themselves mentees with those who join programs as protégés.

5. Conclusions

Revealed by this historical chrononarratological study of the fourteen types of mentorships in
which I have engaged over 39 years is that the most successful mentorships are those in which the
mentee came to the mentorship process with self-awareness regarding a particular solvable problem
they had, which they considered I might help in finding the answer. Those mentees who lacked such
self-awareness, a solvable problem, or the understanding that I might be able to help them with the
solution considered the mentorship deficient. In most cases, this result was a lack of differentiation
between “mentee” and “protégé”. In other words, they joined the mentorship for career or
psychosocial support rather than to solve a problem. It was when they sought me for support as a
protégé(e) that the mentorship floundered. When a mentee, rather than a protégé(e), initiates a
mentorship program, the results demonstrate that their gender, age, nationality, race, family
relationship, and communication method are irrelevant to the success of the mentorship. In contrast,
when the matching of mentees to mentors is through an organized program, these variables do matter
to the success of the mentorship. This information is relevant and potentially valuable for developing
the mentorship culture of such programs.

Author Contributions: All aspects of this article were contributed by the author.

Funding: This research received no external funding.

Data Availability Statement: The bases of the data for this study are (1) private emails to and from mentorship
programs and the author, (2) private emails between the author and mentees, (3) online feedback forms from
the HeNReG and HeNReP, (4) online responses by mentees in the HeNReG and HeNReP private Facebook

© 2026 by the author(s). Distributed under a Creative Commons CC BY license.


https://doi.org/10.20944/preprints202603.1166.v1
http://creativecommons.org/licenses/by/4.0/

Preprints.org (www.preprints.org) | NOT PEER-REVIEWED | Posted: 16 March 2026 d0i:10.20944/preprints202603.1166.v1

20 of 26

groups, and (5) published articles by the author. The articles are in the reference list and are publicly available.
Following anonymization, emails, feedback forms, and entries in the private Facebook groups are available for

scrutiny by researchers upon request.
Acknowledgments: The author takes full responsibility for the content of this publication.

Conflicts of Interest: The author declares no conflicts of interest.

Abbreviations

The following abbreviations are used in this manuscript:

HeNReG  Health Narrative Research Group
HeNReP Health Narrative Research Process

References

1. Kram, KEE. Phases of the Mentor Relationship. Academy of Management Journal 1983, 26, 608-625,
doi:10.2307/255910.

2. Hunt, D.M,; Michael, C. Mentorship: A Career Training and Development Tool. The Academy of Management
Review 1983, 8, 475, d0i:10.2307/257836.

3. Kram, K. MENTORING PROCESSES AT WORK: DEVELOPMENTAL RELATIONSHIPS IN MANAGERIAL
CAREERS; Yale University ProQuest Dissertations & Theses: New Haven, Connecticut, USA, 1980;

4.  Bozeman, B.; Feeney, M.K. Toward a Useful Theory of Mentoring: A Conceptual Analysis and Critique.
Administration & Society 2007, 39, 719-739, doi:10.1177/0095399707304119.

5. Donovan, J. The Concept and Role of Mentor. Nurse Education Today 1990, 10, 294-298, doi:10.1016/0260-
6917(90)90054-T.

6.  Ocobock, C.; Niclou, A.; Loewen, T.; Arslanian, K.; Gibson, R.; Valeggia, C. Demystifying Mentorship: Tips
for Successfully Navigating the Mentor-Mentee Journey. American | Hum Biol 2022, 34, 23690,
doi:10.1002/ajhb.23690.

7. Leon, D.J. Mentoring Minorities in Higher Education: Passing the Torch; National Education Association, Office
of Higher Education,: Washington, D.C., USA, 1993;

8.  Kram, K.E; Isabella, L.A. MENTORING ALTERNATIVES: THE ROLE OF PEER RELATIONSHIPS IN
CAREER DEVELOPMENT. Academy of Management Journal 1985, 28, 110-132, doi:10.2307/256064.

9. Douglas, L.; Jackson, D.; Woods, C.; Usher, K. Reported Outcomes for Young People Who Mentor Their
Peers: A Literature Review. Mental Health Practice 2018, 21, 35-45, d0i:10.7748/mhp.2018.e1328.

10. Burton, S.; Raposa, E.B.; Poon, C.Y.S.; Stams, G.J.].M.; Rhodes, J. Cross-age Peer Mentoring for Youth: A
Meta-analysis. American ] of Comm Psychol 2022, 70, 211-227, doi:10.1002/ajcp.12579.

11. Bates, A.L.; Cartwright, ].K,; Young, L.V. I See You in Me: Measuring Mentee-Mentor Identification in Peer-
Mentoring Relationships. Mentoring &  Tutoring: Partnership in Learning 2024, 32, 120-143,
doi:10.1080/13611267.2024.2313840.

12. Farid, H.; Bain, P.; Huang, G. A Scoping Review of Peer Mentoring in Medicine. The Clinical Teacher 2022,
19, 13512, d0i:10.1111/tct.13512.

13. Huizing, R.L. Mentoring Together: A Literature Review of Group Mentoring. Mentoring & Tutoring:
Partnership in Learning 2012, 20, 27-55, d0i:10.1080/13611267.2012.645599.

14. Gisbert-Trejo, N.; Albizu, E.; Landeta, J.; Fernandez-Ferrin, P. Mentoring Programs Implementation:
Differences between Group and Individual Mentoring. DLO 2022, 36, 1-4, doi:10.1108/DLO-05-2021-0091.

15. Chang, H.; Desselle, S.; Canedo, J.; Mantzourani, E. Reflections of Mentors and Mentees on a National
Mentoring Programme for Pharmacists in the United Kingdom: An Examination into Organisational
Culture and Systems. Research in Social and Administrative Pharmacy 2022, 18, 2659-2669,
doi:10.1016/j.sapharm.2021.05.014.

16. Treasure, A.M.; Hall, S.M.; Lesko, I1.; Moore, D.; Sharan, M.; Van Zaanen, M.; Yehudi, Y.; Van Der Walt, A.
Ten Simple Rules for Establishing a Mentorship Programme. PLoS Comput Biol 2022, 18, €1010015,
doi:10.1371/journal.pcbi.1010015.

© 2026 by the author(s). Distributed under a Creative Commons CC BY license.


https://doi.org/10.20944/preprints202603.1166.v1
http://creativecommons.org/licenses/by/4.0/

Preprints.org (www.preprints.org) | NOT PEER-REVIEWED | Posted: 16 March 2026 d0i:10.20944/preprints202603.1166.v1

21 of 26

17. Wikstrom, E.; Arman, R.; Dellve, L.; Gillberg, N. Mentoring Programmes —Building Capacity for Learning
and Retaining Workers in the Workplace. JWL 2023, 35, 732-751, doi:10.1108/JWL-01-2023-0003.

18. Feldman, M.D.; O’Sullivan, P.S. Developing a Culture of Mentoring. In Mentoring In Health Professions
Education; Fornari, A., Shah, D.T., Eds.; IAMSE Manuals; Springer International Publishing: Cham, 2021;
pp. 3-12 ISBN 978-3-030-86934-2.

19. Murray, D.E.; Christison, M. Peer Mentoring and Coaching as Tools for Leadership Development and
Learning. In Language Teacher Leadership; Reinders, H., Ed.; New Language Learning and Teaching
Environments; Springer International Publishing: Cham, 2023; pp. 153-179 ISBN 978-3-031-42870-8.

20. Hryshchenko, M.; Artemchuk, M.; Zavhorodnya, L.; Tymoshenko, Y.; Purhani, S. The Role of Mentoring
in the Employee Professional Development and Career Growth. SIJIS 2025, 6, 25004,
doi:10.51798/sijis.v6i1.888.

21. Smythe, A Jenkins, C. Exploring the Experiences of Legacy Mentors, Mentees and Their Managers;
Learning from Appreciative Inquiry. Journal of Research in Nursing 2026, 17449871251363471,
doi:10.1177/17449871251363471.

22. Klinge, C.M. A Conceptual Framework for Mentoring in a Learning Organization. Adult Learning 2015, 26,
160-166, d0i:10.1177/1045159515594154.

23. Cho, CS.; Ramanan, R.A,; Feldman, M.D. Defining the Ideal Qualities of Mentorship: A Qualitative
Analysis of the Characteristics of Outstanding Mentors. The American Journal of Medicine 2011, 124, 453458,
doi:10.1016/j.amjmed.2010.12.007.

24. Bailey, S.F.; Voyles, E.C.; Finkelstein, L.; Matarazzo, K. Who Is Your Ideal Mentor? An Exploratory Study
of Mentor Prototypes. Career Development International 2016, 21, 160-175, doi:10.1108/CDI-08-2014-0116.

25. Sutton, A.; Williams, H.M.; Allinson, C.W. A Longitudinal, Mixed Method Evaluation of Self-Awareness
Training in the Workplace. European Journal of Training and Development 2015, 39, 610-627,
doi:10.1108/EJTD-04-2015-0031.

26. Mitra, S.; Rana, V. Children and the Internet: Experiments with Minimally Invasive Education in India. Brit
J Educational Tech 2001, 32, 221-232, d0i:10.1111/1467-8535.00192.

27. Mitra, S.; Dangwal, R. Evolution of the “Hole-in-the-Wall”: A Status Review. Prospects 2022, 52, 209-222,
doi:10.1007/s11125-021-09552-y.

28. Birke, D.; Von Contzen, E.; Kukkonen, K. Chrononarratology: Modelling Historical Change for
Narratology. Narrative 2022, 30, 26-46, doi:10.1353/nar.2022.0001.

29. Wilkins, L. Leadership as Political Mentorship: The Example of Wayne Morse. Political Psychology 1986, 7,
53, doi:10.2307/3791156.

30. Joo, M.-K.; Cruz, K.S. Formal Mentoring and Protégés’ Leadership Development: The Roles of Protégés’
Informal Mentoring Networks, Political Skill, and Gender. Group & Organization Management 2024, 49,
1199-1243, doi:10.1177/10596011221150869.

31. Finkelstein, L.M.; Allen, T.D.; Rhoton, L.A. An Examination of the Role of Age in Mentoring Relationships.
Group & Organization Management 2003, 28, 249-281, doi:10.1177/1059601103028002004.

32. Rogawski, D.S.; Rogawski, M.M. Generational Differences in Mentoring Relationships. JAMA 2018, 320,
1037, doi:10.1001/jama.2018.9027.

33. Anderson, A.J; DuBois, D.L. Are Adults Influenced by the Experience of Mentoring Youth? A Scoping
Review. Journal Community Psychology 2023, 51, 1032-1059, doi:10.1002/jcop.22954.

34. Lap, T.Q; Vy, PN.T,; Tuan, L.C.; Nga, N.H.H,; Tai, H.N. Sustaining Pedagogical Mentoring: Insights from
English as a Foreign Language Teachers’ Experiences and Needs. ijirss 2025, 8, 166-175,
doi:10.53894/ijirss.v8i2.5135.

35. Nowell, L. Beyond Tradition: Innovative Mentorship Models for Higher Education. PPLT 2022, 5, 1-8,
doi:10.55016/0js/pplt.v5Y2022.73209.

36. Wincierz, M.M. A Grounded Theory of Experiencing and Perceiving Youth Mentoring as a Process of
“Mixed Emotions.” 2024, doi:10.15495/EPUB_UBT_00008252.

37. Taylor, ZW.; Kayser, T.; Kaus, J.; Ray, S.; Villa, M.; Weber-Wandel, K.; Schuman, P. “Not a Lot I Could
Do”: Challenges Facing College Peer Financial Mentors. Journal of Student Affairs Research and Practice 2025,
62, 54-66, d0i:10.1080/19496591.2024.2411385.

© 2026 by the author(s). Distributed under a Creative Commons CC BY license.


https://doi.org/10.20944/preprints202603.1166.v1
http://creativecommons.org/licenses/by/4.0/

Preprints.org (www.preprints.org) | NOT PEER-REVIEWED | Posted: 16 March 2026 d0i:10.20944/preprints202603.1166.v1

22 of 26

38. Bocos, M.; Mara, D.; Roman, A.; Rad, D.; Crisan, C.; Balas, E.; Mara, E.-L.; Neacsu, M.-G.; Costache Colareza,
C.; Ioana, T.; et al. Mentoring and Metacognition—Interferences and Interdependencies. JIPD 2023, 8, 2859,
doi:10.24294/jipd.v8i2.2859.

39. Smith, J.; Therriault, D.; Waisome, ]. The State of Engineering Graduate Student Researcher Self-
Awareness. In Proceedings of the 2024 ASEE Annual Conference & Exposition Proceedings; ASEE
Conferences: Portland, Oregon, June 2024; p. 48139.

40. Geesa, R.L.; Lowery, K.; McConnell, K. Mentee Perspectives of a First-Year Peer Mentoring Program for
Education Doctoral (EdD) Students. I]DS 2018, 13, 471-495, d0i:10.28945/4148.

41. Geesa, R.L.; McConnell, K.R.; Brown, R.D. Mentorship for Doctor of Education Candidates: Exploring
Sustainability, Networking, and Expected Outcomes within a Mentoring Program. Journal of Research on
Leadership Education 2022, 17, 291-309, d0i:10.1177/19427751211013853.

42. Grossman, D.; Knox, J.; Nash, C,; Jimenez, ]J. Smoking: Attitudes of Costa Rican Physicians and
Opportunities for Intervention. Bulletin of the World Health Organization 1999, 77, 315-322.

43. Grossman, D.; Knox, J.; Nash, C.; Jimenez, ]. Tabaquismo: Actitudes de Los Medicos de Costa Rica y
Oportunidades de in-Tervencion. BoletAon de la OrganizacioA n Mundial de la Salud 1999, 1, 47-53.

44. Grossman, D.W.; Knox, J.J.; Nash, C.; Jiménez, ].G. Tabagisme : Attitude Des Me " Decins Costa-Riciens et
Possibilite ” s d"intervention. Bulletin de I'Organisation mondiale de la Sante * Recueil d’articles 1999, 1, 50-56.

45. Zerzan, ].T.;Hess, R.; Schur, E.; Phillips, R.S.; Rigotti, N. Making the Most of Mentors: A Guide for Mentees:
Academic Medicine 2009, 84, 140-144, doi:10.1097/ACM.0b013e3181906e8f.

46. Tsai, P.I.; Helsel, B.S. How to Build Effective Mentor-Mentee Relationships: Role of the Mentee. The Journal
of Thoracic and Cardiovascular Surgery 2016, 151, 642-644, doi:10.1016/j.jtcvs.2015.10.017.

47. Omary, M.B. Mentoring: A Necessary But Not Sufficient Ingredient for Enhancing Success. Gastroenterology
2016, 150, 1067-1070, doi:10.1053/j.gastro.2016.03.001.

48. Ocobock, C.; Niclou, A.; Loewen, T.; Arslanian, K.; Gibson, R.; Valeggia, C. Demystifying Mentorship: Tips
for Successfully Navigating the Mentor-Mentee Journey. American | Hum Biol 2022, 34, 23690,
doi:10.1002/ajhb.23690.

49. Hong, ]J.P. The Good Mentee. Arch Plast Surg 2025, 52, 001-002, doi:10.1055/a-2505-7693.

50. Searcy, S.; Lee-Lawson, C.; Trombino, B. Mentoring New Leadership Roles for Parents of Children with
Disabilities. Remedial and Special Education 1995, 16, 307-314, doi:10.1177/074193259501600507.

51. Postma, A.; Ketelaar, M.; Van Nispen Tot Sevenaer, J.; Downs, Z.; Van Rappard, D.; Jongmans, M.;
Zinkstok, J. Exploring Individual Parent-to-parent Support Interventions for Parents Caring for Children
with Brain-based Developmental Disabilities: A Scoping Review. Child 2024, 50, e13255,
doi:10.1111/cch.13255.

52. Duerksen, L.N.; Janse Van Rensburg, C.; Costello, C.; Golding, M.A.; L&, M.-L.; Woods, M.; Kelso, S.;
Bannister, L.; Protudjer, J.L.P. Practical and Effective Mentorship Strategies for Caregivers of Children with
Chronic Conditions: A Scoping Review. IJERPH 2025, 22, 339, d0i:10.3390/ijerph22030339.

53. Saxena, S.; Mitchell, J.; Ehsan, A.; Majnemer, A.; Shikako-Thomas, K. Online Peer Mentorship Programmes
for Children and Adolescents with Neurodevelopmental Disabilities: A Systematic Review. Child 2020, 46,
132-148, doi:10.1111/cch.12726.

54. Kreider, CM.; Medina, S.; Comstock, C.M.; Slamka, M.R.; Wu, C.-Y.; Lan, M.-F. Disability-Informed
Graduate-Student Mentors Foster Co-Regulation for Undergraduates in STEM with Learning and
Attention Disabilities. | Postsecond Educ Disabil 2023, 36, 257-275.

55. Morris, LF.; Matta, C.; Fung, L.K. A Scoping Review of Peer Mentoring Programs for Autistic College
Students. Rev | Autism Dev Disord 2024, 11, 21-38, d0i:10.1007/s40489-022-00325-7.

56. Eby, L.T., McManus, S.E.; Simon, S.A.; Russell, J].E.A. The Protege’s Perspective Regarding Negative
Mentoring Experiences: The Development of a Taxonomy. Journal of Vocational Behavior 2000, 57, 1-21,
doi:10.1006/jvbe.1999.1726.

57. Deitte, L.A.; Naeger, D.M.; Slanetz, P.J.; Geer, C.P. The Good, the Bad, and the Ugly: Mentors and
Antimentors. Journal of the American College of Radiology 2024, 21, 978-980, d0i:10.1016/j.jacr.2023.10.005.

58. Andrade, B.B. When Mentorship Goes Wrong: From Personal Vignettes to a System-Level Playbook for
Safer, Fairer Academic Training. Front. Med. 2025, 12, 1714113, doi:10.3389/fmed.2025.1714113.

© 2026 by the author(s). Distributed under a Creative Commons CC BY license.


https://doi.org/10.20944/preprints202603.1166.v1
http://creativecommons.org/licenses/by/4.0/

Preprints.org (www.preprints.org) | NOT PEER-REVIEWED | Posted: 16 March 2026 d0i:10.20944/preprints202603.1166.v1

23 of 26

59. Kantola, J.; Penttild, S. What Drives Mentors? The Role of Benevolence in Mentoring Motives. Scandinavian
Journal of Educational Research 2024, 68, 1343-1354, doi:10.1080/00313831.2023.2229371.

60. Nash, C. Alpha II Alternative School. In Joys of Self-Determined Learning: A Collection of Essays; Ricci, C.,
Riley, G., Eds.; Ricci Publishing: Toronto, Ontario, Canada, 2022; pp. 124-138.

61. Cutillas, A.; Benolirao, E.; Camasura, J.; Golbin, R.; Yamagishi, K.; Ocampo, L. Does Mentoring Directly
Improve Students’ Research Skills? Examining the Role of Information Literacy and Competency
Development. Education Sciences 2023, 13, 694, doi:10.3390/educsci13070694.

62. Ravishankar, S.; Spencer-Drakes, T.C.].; Fernandes, I.H.; Hayes, M.I.; Coopwood, S.; Spencer, L.; Neal, S.E.
Empowering STEM Students: A University-wide Mentorship Program Fostering Retention and Belonging.
Journal Cellular Physiology 2024, 239, €31348, doi:10.1002/jcp.31348.

63. Deng, C.; Gulseren, D.B.; Turner, N. How to Match Mentors and Protégés for Successful Mentorship
Programs: A Review of the Evidence and Recommendations for Practitioners. LOD]J 2022, 43, 386403,
doi:10.1108/LODJ-01-2021-0032.

64. Van Pham, H.; Thuy, L.H.T.; Hung, N.C,; Dich, N.Q.; Ngoc, S.L.; Moore, P. Mentor and Mentee Matching:
Using Fuzzy Logic with a Maximal Length Matching Algorithm, Expressed Preferences, and Expert
Knowledge. IFS 2023, 45, 4071-4087, doi:10.3233/JIFS-223820.

65. Talbot, A.; McCann, M. Conceptualisation and Experiences of Engaged Citizenship as Critical
Consciousness, Transformative Education and Mutual Joy: An Autoethnography. SAJHE 2021, 1-18,
doi:10.20853/37-1-5671.

66. Martin, B. Tactics of Scholarly Abuses. In Academic Integrity in the Social Sciences; Curtis, G.J., Ed.; Ethics and
Integrity in Educational Contexts; Springer International Publishing: Cham, 2023; Vol. 6, pp. 185-200 ISBN
978-3-031-43291-0.

67. Stevenson, D.K,; Boxer, L.M.; Roberts, L.W. How to Create Your Package for Promotion. In Roberts Academic
Medicine Handbook; Roberts, L.W., Ed.; Springer Nature Switzerland: Cham, 2025; pp. 553-563 ISBN 978-3-
031-91744-8.

68. Jan, S,; Mehboob, U. Online Mentoring: Challenges and Strategies. Pak | Med Sci 2022, 38,
doi:10.12669/pjms.38.8.5804.

69. Berenblum, J.R.; Schlesinger, K.T.; Aigbokhan, 1.O.; Wolff, M.S.; Gluch, J.I. Penntorship: The Value of
Mentoring during a Pandemic. Journal of Dental Education 2022, 86, 1326-1331, doi:10.1002/jdd.12930.

70. Tetzlaff, J.; Lomberk, G.; Smith, H.M.; Agrawal, H.; Siegel, D.H.; Apps, ].N. Adapting Mentoring in Times
of Crisis: What We Learned from COVID-19. Acad Psychiatry 2022, 46, 774-779, d0i:10.1007/s40596-022-
01589-1.

71.  Junn, ].C; Whitman, G.J.; Wasnik, A.P.; Wang, M.X,; Guelfguat, M.; Goodman, E.D.; Middlebrooks, E.H.
Virtual Mentoring: A Guide to Navigating a New Age in Mentorship. Academic Radiology 2023, 30, 749-754,
doi:10.1016/j.acra.2022.08.014.

72. Meddeb, S.; St-Jean, E. Unraveling the Mentor-Mentee Knot in Entrepreneurship: Narcissism, Emotional
Intelligence, and Dyadic Configurations. Mentoring & Tutoring: Partnership in Learning 2025, 33, 231-264,
doi:10.1080/13611267.2025.2469732.

73.  Mercer, N. What's the Difference between Sponsorship and Mentorship? ABA Banking Journal 2022, 114,
26-29.

74. Allen, T.D.; Poteet, M.L.; Russell, J.E.A. Protégé Selection by Mentors: What Makes the Difference? ].
Organiz. Behav. 2000, 21, 271-282, d0i:10.1002/(SICI)1099-1379(200005)21:3<271:: AID-JOB44>3.0.CO;2-K.

75. Avery, M.],; Lorenz, W.R,; Holland, A.M.; Ricker, A.B.; Jensen, S.M.; Robinson, J.N.; Marturano, M.N.;
Ayuso, S.A. What Is the Role of the Mentee in Surgical Training? The American Journal of Surgery 2024, 237,
115844, d0i:10.1016/j.amjsurg.2024.115844.

76. Nash, C. Reconsidering Privilege: How to Structure Writing Prompts to Develop Narrative. Survive &
Thrive: A Journal for Medical Humanities and Narrative as Medicine 2020, 5, 3.

77. Gangrade, N.; Samuels, C.; Attar, H.; Schultz, A.; Nana, N.; Ye, E.; Lambert, W.M. Mentorship Interventions
in Postgraduate Medical and STEM Settings: A Scoping Review. CBE Life Sci Educ 2024, 23, ar33,
doi:10.1187/cbe.23-08-0155.

© 2026 by the author(s). Distributed under a Creative Commons CC BY license.


https://doi.org/10.20944/preprints202603.1166.v1
http://creativecommons.org/licenses/by/4.0/

Preprints.org (www.preprints.org) | NOT PEER-REVIEWED | Posted: 16 March 2026 d0i:10.20944/preprints202603.1166.v1

24 of 26

78. Andres, F. The Role of Emotional Intelligence in Self-Awareness and Well-Being: In Development of Self-
Awareness and Wellbeing; Kimishima, M.H., Andres, F., Eds.; IGI Global, 2025; pp. 1-46 ISBN 979-8-3373-
0360-4.

79. Kitchin, L. The Boundary and Overlap with Therapy in Executive Coaching—A Study Using Q
Methodology. 2024, doi:10.24384/FNED-MR57.

80. Kuhn, L. A Group Approach to Clinical Research Mentorship at a Veterans Affairs Medical Center. Federal
Practitioner 2024, 41, doi:10.12788/fp.0521.

81. Byars-Winston, A.; Rogers, ].G.; Thayer-Hart, N.; Black, S.; Branchaw, J.; Pfund, C. A Randomized
Controlled Trial of an Intervention to Increase Cultural Diversity Awareness of Research Mentors of
Undergraduate Students. Sci. Adv. 2023, 9, eadf9705, d0i:10.1126/sciadv.adf9705.

82. O’Brien, P.T.; Taylor, R.D. How Does Mentoring Measure up? Mentoring as a Learning Tool for Neophyte
Performance  Analysts.  Mentoring &  Tutoring:  Partnership  in  Learning 2026, 1-19,
doi:10.1080/13611267.2026.2615909.

83. Deng, C.; Gulseren, D.B.; Turner, N. How to Match Mentors and Protégés for Successful Mentorship
Programs: A Review of the Evidence and Recommendations for Practitioners. LOD]J 2022, 43, 386—403,
doi:10.1108/LODJ-01-2021-0032.

84. Tuma, T.T.; Dolan, E.L. What Makes a Good Match? Predictors of Quality Mentorship Among Doctoral
Students. LSE 2024, 23, ar20, doi:10.1187/cbe.23-05-0070.

85. Alonso, N.; Marshall, A.; Porter, C.; Kraiger, K. Co-Creating Successful Mentoring Relationships?
Investigating Mentor and Protégé Perceptions of Dyadic Fit and Relationship Quality. JMP 2024, 39, 635—
650, do0i:10.1108/JMP-02-2023-0084.

86. Massner, C.K.; Epling, L.A.; Cade, N. Mentoring to Promote Leadership and Reengagement: A Study in
Higher Education. The International Journal of Interdisciplinary Educational Studies 2024, 20, 39-59,
doi:10.18848/2327-011X/CGP/v20i02/39-59.

87. Hennig, F.; Wesche, ].S.; Handke, L.; Kerschreiter, R. Designing Virtual Mentoring Programs Based on
Students” Motivation to Participate: A Qualitative Study. ILS 2024, 125, 1001-1029, doi:10.1108/ILS-10-2023-
0155.

88. Schrubbe, K.F. Mentorship: A Critical Component for Professional Growth and Academic Success. Journal
of Dental Education 2004, 68, 324-328, doi:10.1002/j.0022-0337.2004.68.3.tb03748.x.

89. Coates, W.C. Being a Mentor: What's in It for Me? Academic Emergency Medicine 2012, 19, 92-97,
doi:10.1111/j.1553-2712.2011.01258 .x.

90. Mancuso, C.A.; Berman, J.R.; Robbins, L.; Paget, S.A. What Mentors Tell Us About Acknowledging Effort
and Sustaining Academic Research Mentoring: A Qualitative Study. | Contin Educ Health Prof 2019, 39, 29—
35, doi:10.1097/CEH.0000000000000234.

91. Kaplar-Kodacsy, K.; Dorner, H.; Rénay, Z. Navigating the Realm of Online Faculty Mentoring: From a
Network to the Creation of a Holding Environment. Innovations in Education and Teaching International 2025,
62, 1745-1760, doi:10.1080/14703297.2024.2436045.

92. Gertler, M. Important Announcement from President Gertler Regarding COVID-19. University of Toronto,
Office of the President 2020.

93. Cucinotta, D.; Vanelli, M. WHO Declares COVID-19 a Pandemic. Acta Bio Medica Atenei Parmensis 2020, 91,
157-160, d0i:10.23750/abm.v91i1.9397.

94. Nash, C. Report on Digital Literacy in Academic Meetings during the 2020 COVID-19 Lockdown.
Challenges 2020, 11, 20, doi:10.3390/challe11020020.

95. Nash, C. Doodling as a Measure of Burnout in Healthcare Researchers. Cult Med Psychiatry 2021, 45, 565—
598, doi:10.1007/s11013-020-09690-6.

96. Nash, C. COVID-19 Limitations on Doodling as a Measure of Burnout. EJIHPE 2021, 11, 1688-1705,
doi:10.3390/ejihpe11040118.

97.  Nash, C. Online Meeting Challenges in a Research Group Resulting from COVID-19 Limitations. Challenges
2021, 12, 29, doi:10.3390/challe12020029.

© 2026 by the author(s). Distributed under a Creative Commons CC BY license.


https://doi.org/10.20944/preprints202603.1166.v1
http://creativecommons.org/licenses/by/4.0/

Preprints.org (www.preprints.org) | NOT PEER-REVIEWED | Posted: 16 March 2026 d0i:10.20944/preprints202603.1166.v1

25 of 26

98. Rahman, S.A.; Tuckerman, L.; Vorley, T.; Gherhes, C. Resilient Research in the Field: Insights and Lessons
From Adapting Qualitative Research Projects During the COVID-19 Pandemic. International Journal of
Qualitative Methods 2021, 20, 16094069211016106, doi:10.1177/16094069211016106.

99. Sy, M.; O'Leary, N.; Nagraj, S.; El-Awaisi, A.; O’Carroll, V.; Xyrichis, A. Doing Interprofessional Research
in the COVID-19 Era: A Discussion Paper. Journal of Interprofessional Care 2020, 34, 600-606,
doi:10.1080/13561820.2020.1791808.

100. Mkonto, N.P. Peer Mentors’ Access to Resources and Efforts to Provide Support to First-Year Students
During the COVID-19 Pandemic. The International Journal of Interdisciplinary Educational Studies 2025, 20, 91—
113, doi:10.18848/2327-011X/CGP/v20i04/91-113.

101. Kaufman, M.R.; Wright, K.; Simon, J.; Edwards, G.; Thrul, J.; DuBois, D.L. Mentoring in the Time of COVID-
19: An Analysis of Online Focus Groups with Mentors to Youth. American | of Comm Psychol 2022, 69, 33—
45, doi:10.1002/ajcp.12543.

102. Nash, C. Historical Study of an Online Hospital-Affiliated Burnout Intervention Process for Researchers. |
Hosp Manag Health Policy 2025, 9, 7, d0i:10.21037/fhmhp-24-87.

103. Dorner, H.; Misic, G.; Rymarenko, M. Online Mentoring for Academic Practice: Strategies, Implications,
and Innovations. Annals of the New York Academy of Sciences 2021, 1483, 98-111, doi:10.1111/nyas.14301.

104. Gisbert-Trejo, N.; Albizu, E.; Landeta, J.; Fernandez-Ferrin, P. Mentoring Programs Implementation:
Differences between Group and Individual Mentoring. DLO 2022, 36, 1-4, d0i:10.1108/DLO-05-2021-0091.

105. Babatope, V.O. Future Trends and Directions in Mentoring in Academia: Shaping the Landscape of
Academic Mentorship. In Strategic Mentoring in Higher Education; Springer Nature Switzerland: Cham, 2025;
pp. 209242 ISBN 978-3-032-01812-0.

106. McRae, R. “Idea” as a Philosophical Term in the Seventeenth Century. Journal of the History of Ideas 1965,
26, 175, doi:10.2307/2708226.

107. Taylor, E.B. Primitive Culture: Researches Into the Development of Mythology, Philosophy,. Religion, Art,
and Custom; John Murray.: London, 1871; Vol. 1;.

108. Enson, J.; Malik-Tabassum, K; Faria, A.; Faria, G.; Gill, K.; Rogers, B. The Impact of Mentoring in Trauma
and Orthopaedic Training: A Systematic Review. annals 2022, 104, 400-408, doi:10.1308/rcsann.2021.0330.

109. Wikstrom, E.; Arman, R.; Dellve, L.; Gillberg, N. Mentoring Programmes —Building Capacity for Learning
and Retaining Workers in the Workplace. JWL 2023, 35, 732-751, doi:10.1108/JWL-01-2023-0003.

110. Collegium Civitas; Matota, W. Why Managers Want to Be Mentors? The Role of Intrinsic and Extrinsic
Motivation and the Anticipated Costs of Mentoring for the Propensity to Mentor by Managers in Formal
Mentoring in Organizations. JMBA.CE 2019, 27, 64-82, d0i:10.7206/jmba.ce.2450-7814.253.

111. Owan, V.J; Ameh, E.; Anam, E.G. Collaboration and Institutional Culture as Mediators Linking
Mentorship and Institutional Support to Academics” Research Productivity. Educ Res Policy Prac 2024, 23,
19-44, doi:10.1007/s10671-023-09354-3.

112. Xiao, J.; Qian, X.; Zhao, X. Bridging or Building Walls? A Multilevel Approach Investigating the Differential
Impacts of Mentoring on within versus between Mentor-Protégé Group Knowledge Transfer. JKM 2025,
29, 1594-1617, doi:10.1108/JKM-09-2024-1025.

113. Liu, X.; Derfler-Rozin, R.; Mao, J.-Y.; Schaubroeck, J.M.; Zhou, Q. Unraveling Mentors’ Positive and
Negative Reactions to Protégés’ Taking Charge. Journal of Management 2025, 51, 1834-1867,
doi:10.1177/01492063231220892.

114. Liu, X.; Shen, W. Common Progress or Congestion: Protégé Size and Research Competence of PhD
Candidates. High Educ 2025, doi:10.1007/s10734-025-01471-7.

115. Yitshaki, R. Advice Seeking and Mentors” Influence on Entrepreneurs’ Role Identity and Business-Model
Change. Journal of Small Business Management 2025, 63, 70-110, doi:10.1080/00472778.2024.2307494.

116. Haggard, D.L.; Dougherty, T.W.; Turban, D.B.; Wilbanks, J.E. Who Is a Mentor? A Review of Evolving
Definitions and Implications for Research. Journal of Management 2011, 37, 280-304,
doi:10.1177/0149206310386227.

117. Busch, C.; Crawshaw, J.; Guillaume, Y.; Legood, A. Ethics-Related Mentoring: A Scale Development and
Test of Its Role in Promoting Protégé Ethical Behaviour. British | of Management 2024, 35, 210-227,
doi:10.1111/1467-8551.12707.

© 2026 by the author(s). Distributed under a Creative Commons CC BY license.


https://doi.org/10.20944/preprints202603.1166.v1
http://creativecommons.org/licenses/by/4.0/

Preprints.org (www.preprints.org) | NOT PEER-REVIEWED | Posted: 16 March 2026 d0i:10.20944/preprints202603.1166.v1

26 of 26

118. Winship, C.; Mare, R.D. Models for Sample Selection Bias. Annu. Rev. Sociol. 1992, 18, 327-350,
doi:10.1146/annurev.s0.18.080192.001551.

119. Lu, H,; Cole, S.R.; Howe, C.J.; Westreich, D. Toward a Clearer Definition of Selection Bias When Estimating
Causal Effects. Epidemiology 2022, 33, 699-706, doi:10.1097/EDE.0000000000001516.

120. Chenail, R. Interviewing the Investigator: Strategies for Addressing Instrumentation and Researcher Bias
Concerns in Qualitative Research. TQR 2016, doi:10.46743/2160-3715/2009.2821.

121. Buetow, S.; Zawaly, K. Rethinking Researcher Bias in Health Research. Evaluation Clinical Practice 2022, 28,
843-846, doi:10.1111/jep.13622.

122. Hoffman, D.L.; Novak, T.P.; Chatterjee, P. Commercial Scenarios for the Web: Opportunities and
Challenges.  Journal of Computer-Mediated ~Communication 2006, 1, 0-0, doi:10.1111/j.1083-
6101.1995.tb00165.x.

123. How to Identify Information Bias Due to Self-Reporting in Epidemiological Research. IJE 2009, 7,
doi:10.5580/1818.

124. Vaidyanathan, A. Controlling Bias in Research. | Indian Prosthodont Soc 2022, 22, 311,
doi:10.4103/jips.jips_405_22.

125. Psychiatry University of Toronto Health, Arts, & Humanities. Temerty Faculty of Medicine, University of
Toronto 2026.

126. Klayman, J. Varieties of Confirmation Bias. In Psychology of Learning and Motivation; Elsevier, 1995; Vol. 32,
pp- 385418 ISBN 978-0-12-543332-7.

127. Bergerot, C.; Barfuss, W.; Romanczuk, P. Moderate Confirmation Bias Enhances Decision-Making in
Groups of Reinforcement-Learning Agents. PLoS  Comput  Biol 2024, 20, 1012404,
doi:10.1371/journal.pcbi.1012404.

128. Kirkham, J.J.; Dwan, K.M.; Altman, D.G.; Gamble, C.; Dodd, S.; Smyth, R.; Williamson, P.R. The Impact of
Outcome Reporting Bias in Randomised Controlled Trials on a Cohort of Systematic Reviews. BMJ 2010,
340, c365-c365, doi:10.1136/bmj.c365.

129. Page, M.J.; Sterne, J.A.C.; Higgins, ].P.T.; Egger, M. Investigating and Dealing with Publication Bias and
Other Reporting Biases. In Systematic Reviews in Health Research; Egger, M., Higgins, J.P.T., Davey Smith,
G., Eds.; Wiley, 2022; pp. 74-90 ISBN 978-1-4051-6050-6.

130. Lignou, S.; Edwards, S.J. Manipulation of Information in Medical Research: Can It Be Morally Justified?
Research Ethics 2012, 8, 9-23, d0i:10.1177/1747016112437319.

131. Cunha-Oliveira, T.; Ioannidis, J.P.A.; Oliveira, P.J. Best Practices for Data Management and Sharing in
Experimental Biomedical Research. Physiological Reviews 2024, 104, 1387-1408,
doi:10.1152/physrev.00043.2023.

132. Thompson, W.; Murillo, A. An Exploration of the Functionality and Usability of Open Research Platforms
to Support Open Science. IJDC 2025, 19, doi:10.2218/ijdc.v19i1.941.

133. Haroz, S. Comparison of Preregistration Platforms 2022. do0i:10.31222/osf.io/zry2u.

Disclaimer/Publisher’s Note: The statements, opinions and data contained in all publications are solely those
of the individual author(s) and contributor(s) and not of MDPI and/or the editor(s). MDPI and/or the editor(s)
disclaim responsibility for any injury to people or property resulting from any ideas, methods, instructions or

products referred to in the content.

© 2026 by the author(s). Distributed under a Creative Commons CC BY license.


https://doi.org/10.20944/preprints202603.1166.v1
http://creativecommons.org/licenses/by/4.0/

