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Abstract
Advisor–advisee relationships are an important aspect of the career development of
professionals in many fields; however, limited scholarship has focused on these
relationships. In the three articles of this special section, the authors attempt to help
remedy this situation by articulating a culturally infused model of advising
relationships in graduate training. This article lays the foundation for the authors’
model by reviewing the literature relevant to advising and mentoring. In the
subsequent articles, the authors propose that it is critical to understand how within-
group cultural variables affect the advising relationship. Articulating a framework for
understanding the advising relationship as a multicultural endeavor may help educators
prepare the next generations of professionals and facilitate increased empirical atten-
tion to this important, yet underexamined construct.
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Advisor–advisee relationships are an important aspect of doctoral training, but until

recently, they have remained relatively unexamined (Knox, Schlosser, Pruitt, & Hill,

2006; Schlosser & Gelso, 2001, 2005; Schlosser & Kahn, 2007; Schlosser, Knox,

Moskovitz, & Hill, 2003). This is surprising, given that advising relationships have

existed since the beginning of doctoral programs. We believe, as do other scholars

(e.g., Gelso, 1979, 1993), that the doctoral-level advising relationship has the poten-

tial to profoundly affect a student’s professional development and career path

(Burney et al. 2009; Kenny, Blustein, Haase, Jackson, & Peery, 2006); this potential

should exist across academic disciplines. The multifaceted nature of the advising

relationship underscores its importance; advisors typically facilitate advisees’ prog-

ress through the program, provide a link for students between the academic and pro-

fessional worlds (e.g., encouraging conference attendance, professional

networking), work with them on research requirements (e.g., dissertation), and serve

in one of many potential capacities for their advisees (e.g., teaching, supervising pro-

fessional activities, providing career guidance, facilitating professional develop-

ment, modeling ethical practice, and providing culturally informed education).

Therefore, career development scholars and practitioners alike could benefit from

increased scholarly attention to advising relationships.

Structure of the Three Articles

In this, the first of three articles, we define the relevant terms and review the liter-

ature on advising and mentoring relationships in academia. Across the PsycInfo and

Academic Search Premier databases, we searched for ‘‘graduate advisor,’’ ‘‘graduate

advising,’’ and ‘‘graduate advising relationship’’ to locate articles for inclusion in

our review. In the second article of this special section, we define the cultural con-

structs included in our model and critically review the relevant literatures on (a)

within-group cultural variables, (b) cultural issues in faculty–student relationships,

and (c) contextual and environmental variables. In the final article, we articulate a

multicultural model of advising relationships. Within this model, we highlight the

process and outcomes of advisor–advisee interactions and discuss the impact of

within-group variables and cultural identities on the advising relationship. We con-

clude the final article with several implications for training and the professional

development of graduate students as well as suggestions for future research.

Introduction to Graduate Advising

Schlosser et al. (2003) defined advisor as ‘‘the faculty member who has the greatest

responsibility for helping guide the advisee through the graduate program’’ (p. 179).

Interestingly, Schlosser and Gelso (2001) found that doctoral programs use several

different terms to identify the person who performs the roles and functions of what

we have termed an advisor (e.g., mentor, major professor, committee chair, and dis-

sertation chair). However, definitions often fail to capture the myriad roles and
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functions of the graduate advisor. In the course of their work together, the advisor

often must negotiate a delicate balance between the advisee being a student and

becoming a colleague (Gelso, 1979, 1993). Such complexity, which is typical of

advising relationships (Knox et al., 2006), might contribute to the relative lack of

empirical research on the topic. The extant research demonstrates that the advi-

sor–advisee working alliance is associated with student research self-efficacy, pos-

itive attitudes toward research, interest in professional activities (Schlosser & Gelso,

2001), and advisor perceived benefits and costs associated with advising (Schlosser

& Gelso, 2005). The advising relationship, then, is important for advisees and advi-

sors and has the potential to affect advisees’ career development, professional func-

tioning, and the general quality of the discipline.

We believe that graduate advising is important for any discipline that uses an

apprenticeship model. This is because we see advising as one way in which doctoral

students are socialized into their respective professions. In this way, the advisor does

much more than provide course selection advisement and/or dissertation supervi-

sion; the advisor occupies a complex position in which she or he fills many overlap-

ping roles with the student, each designed to promote the student’s professional

development. As a result, the advisor typically becomes the repository for significant

amounts of information about the advisee across domains and is generally the

faculty member who is most familiar with a particular student. In sum, it is our con-

tention that advising relationships are essential to the training and development of

future professionals. What is lacking from the literature is a conceptual model of

advising relationships, which is what we will offer in this group of articles.

Advising Is the Gateway to Mentoring

In the effort to articulate a beginning model of graduate advising, it is necessary to

clarify the contours between advising and mentoring relationships. Whereas litera-

ture on advising in doctoral programs is sparse, the same is not true of theory and

research on mentoring (Johnson, 2003; Johnson, Rose, & Schlosser, 2007). Research

on faculty–student mentorships in graduate settings indicates a positive correlation

between mentoring and a number of personal and professional benefits for graduate

students and faculty mentors. Although mentoring suggests an inherently positive,

mutual, and emotionally bonded relationship, it is clear that not all advising relation-

ships are mentorships. As advising relationships become more globally positive,

they begin to share characteristics with mentoring relationships (Schlosser et al.,

2003; Schlosser & Foley, 2008). Hence, improving the overall quality of advising

relationships stands to enhance the frequency of mentorships, which will, in turn,

benefit both students and faculty. In addition, the general public will benefit from

more mentorships via the production of more competent and confident professionals

and more productive and satisfied faculty advisors.
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Culture Matters

The United States is undergoing dramatic changes in terms of increasing number of

racial and ethnic minority persons. Currently, Latino/a Americans represent 14.8%
of the total U.S. population, with African Americans, Asian Americans, and Amer-

ican Indians representing 12.8%, 4.4%, and 1.0%, respectively (U.S. Census Bureau,

2008a). By the year 2042, however, it has been estimated that the number of racial

and ethnic minority individuals will be more than 50% of the U.S. population (U.S.

Census Bureau, 2008b). Already in California, Hawaii, New Mexico, and Texas,

People of Color constitute over 50% of the state populations (U.S. Census Bureau,

2007). Despite the potential barriers, it is possible that this increase might signal an

increase in the pool of applicants to doctoral-level academic programs, and this trend

poses potential challenges for advisors who must become aware of and sensitive to

the unique needs of diverse students. It will also be important to consider greater

faculty diversity, although it will take time before the faculty composition at U.S.

colleges and universities mirrors the general population (National Opinion Research

Center, 2007).

Because models of advising are only now emerging, there is a rare opportunity to

infuse them with a clear multicultural emphasis at the formative stage—this is what

we have done with our model of doctoral-level advising relationships (see article,

this issue). It is our contention that within-group cultural variables (e.g., racial iden-

tity, acculturation) are important across all kinds of interpersonal relationships,

including advisor–advisee interactions. Heretofore, there has been little attention

to how within-group variables affect advising relationships. Inattention to the inter-

action of culture and advising is not surprising, given the limited scholarship on

advising in general, yet this situation offers a rare opportunity to engage in

culture-focused model building in an emerging area of training unencumbered by

pre-existing models. We assume that racial and cultural socialization experiences

influence advisor–advisee interactions, making it critical to understand these experi-

ences within and outside of the advising relationship.

There are several reasons why it is vital to engage in culturally conscious advising

relationships. First, because of the potential for emotionally laden interpersonal

exchanges around culture (Fox, 2001), and because of the way that culture informs

interpersonal interactions (Helms & Cook, 1999), cultural issues are critical to the

development of a comprehensive advising framework. Second, because more stu-

dents from diverse backgrounds will soon seek doctoral training (National Opinion

Research Center, 2007), faculty members need to know how to effectively train

these students, many of whom will be culturally different from the faculty. Third,

it is important to infuse culture into our understanding of advising relationships to

accurately portray the socialization experiences of all students and faculty, including

those with dominant identities (e.g., Whites, heterosexuals, and men). Finally, we

recognize that we must go beyond race in our understanding of cultural socialization

experiences; clearly different cultural identities will be salient for different people.
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Hence, our examination of cultural socialization experiences will include gender and

sexual orientation identities as well. We acknowledge that there are many other

dimensions of cultural identity that can and do affect the advising process (e.g.,

social class, ability status, native language, religion, spirituality, and generation sta-

tus), but we limited our focus to those variables for which there is an adequate the-

oretical and research literature.

The Writing Team

We would like to note that very thoughtful consideration was taken in constructing

the writing team. Specifically, we wanted a balanced team with multiple voices (i.e.,

men and women, People of Color, and Whites) and one that lacked an inherent

power imbalance (e.g., a graduate student working with her or his advisor). Thus,

no one on the team has had any supervisory capacity over any of the others. In addi-

tion to the members of the team knowing each other quite well (e.g., three of the five

authors attended graduate school together), we frequently discussed our own process

to ensure that each person felt that her or his voice was heard. The five authors on the

team self-identify as (a) an European American Jewish male in his mid-30s, (b) a

Black/Biracial Christian female in her mid-thirties, (c) an African American female

in her late 30s, (d) an Asian American male in his late 30s, and (e) an European

American Protestant male in his mid-40s. In addition, each author has experience

being in culturally similar and dissimilar advising relationships as an advisee and/

or advisor.

Advising and Mentoring in Academia

Definitions of Advising and Mentoring

Although not synonymous nor mutually exclusive, advising and mentoring are terms

frequently used to label and describe the relationship between a graduate student and

the faculty member who is primarily responsible for facilitating the student’s prog-

ress through the program (Schlosser & Gelso, 2001). Recently, there has been some

discussion in the literature regarding the nature and function of these terms (e.g.,

Johnson, 2002; Schlosser et al., 2003; Schlosser & Gelso, 2001; Weil, 2001).

Because the value of any model of advising hinges on a clear definition of terms,

we now operationally define advising and contrast it with mentoring. In doing so,

we intend to articulate similarities and differences between these two constructs.

Advising refers to a relationship that may be positive, neutral, or negative with

regard to valence, and the content of said relationship will also vary based on the

degree to which the advisor facilitates the advisee’s professional development

(Schlosser & Gelso, 2001, 2005). In fact, the extent of the advisor’s involvement

in the life of a particular advisee can vary from minimal to extensive. At the most

basic level, for example, an advisor might only help the student with course selection

and limit her or his interactions to this purpose. At the other end of the spectrum, an

Schlosser et al. 7

7



advisor might see her or his role as multifaceted; prominent roles may include guid-

ing the student through coursework, comprehensive examinations, and the disserta-

tion processes, as well as assisting the student to develop a program of research,

select professional placements (as needed), and make other key career decisions.

Obviously, these two advising perspectives are at opposite ends of a spectrum con-

cerning student–faculty interactions, and faculty members are likely to find them-

selves at different locations on this continuum depending on the setting in which

they work and the specific advisee with whom they interact.

To compare, mentoring refers to an inherently positive relationship (as the term

mentor connotes a positive valence) in which the protégé learns professional skills

from a more senior person (Green & Bauer, 1995). Although mentoring relationships

are inherently positive, there has been some scholarship on dysfunctional mentoring

(e.g., Eby & McManus, 2004; Simon & Eby, 2003). However, as noted by Simon

and Eby (2003), this work is focused on unpleasant aspects of mentoring relation-

ships, as opposed to negative or harmful relationships. In academia, negative or dis-

satisfying student–faculty relationships are most likely to be advising relationships

that never take on the positive valence of a mentorship. This is an important distinc-

tion between advising and mentoring (i.e., advising allows for a wider range of rela-

tionship forms and experiences than does mentoring, which is limited to positive

relationships).

Although very positive advising relationships are likely to be similar to men-

toring relationships, very poor or negative advising relationships have very little,

if anything, to do with mentorship. So, perhaps advising and mentoring relation-

ships exist on a continuum of graduate student–faculty interactions (Schlosser &

Foley, 2008). Recent research (Knox et al., 2006; Schlosser et al., 2003) reveals

that a student’s relationship with her or his advisor can be negative, neutral, or

positive, and as the relationship becomes increasingly positive, both members of

the dyad are likely to describe it in ways that approximate a mentorship. It is

important to note that the label mentor is applied as an honor by the protégé

to the mentor, and it is often done retrospectively (Weil, 2001). This would

be in stark contrast to assigning a mentor to a student, or a faculty member pre-

suming that she or he is mentoring a student.

Three final distinctions between advising and mentoring concern setting, proxim-

ity, and prevalence; mentoring can occur informally and/or away from the academic

setting, whereas advising tends to be formalized and generally occurs within an aca-

demic department. In addition, an advisor is almost always a part of the student’s

program or department, whereas a mentor could be anywhere within or outside of

the institution. Finally, while students almost always report having an advisor

(e.g., Schlosser & Gelso, 2001), the prevalence of mentoring typically falls between

50% and 66% (e.g., Clark, Harden, & Johnson, 2000). Therefore, focusing on advis-

ing, in contrast to mentoring alone, allows for a more thorough sampling of the grad-

uate student population and a greater range of student–faculty experiences.
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Student–Faculty Relationships

We now review the literature on student–faculty relationships. This literature forms

the foundation for a multiculturally infused model of advising. We limited our

review to studies directly relevant to the academic environment, because advising

relationships are contextually bound (Green & Bauer, 1995). We also limited our

focus to graduate students, because the undergraduate advising relationship is qua-

litatively different from the graduate school experience.

Graduate Advising

Our literature review on student–faculty relationships netted several studies focused

specifically on graduate advising. Briefly, we found studies describing instrument

development, assessing how advising relationships influenced relevant professional

outcomes and exploring the perceptions of the advising relationship. Each of these

studies will be amplified below.

In one of the first published instrument development studies of graduate advising,

Schlosser and Gelso (2001) constructed the Advisory Working Alliance Inventory–

Student Version (AWAI-S), a paper-and-pencil, 30-item self-report measure to

assess the working alliance between the advisor and advisee from the advisee’s per-

spective. The three subscales of the AWAI-S are rapport (measuring the degree of

interpersonal connection between advisor and advisee), apprenticeship (measuring

the tasks of the advising relationship and the degree of advisee professional devel-

opment on the part of the advisor), and identification–individuation (measuring how

much the advisee wants or does not want to be like his or her advisor). Major find-

ings included positive correlations between the advisory working alliance and stu-

dent research self-efficacy, attitudes toward research, and perceptions of the

advisor’s expertness, attractiveness, and trustworthiness. These findings, which

come from two data collections totaling over 300 doctoral students, provide initial

evidence of reliability and validity for the AWAI-S. This study highlights the role

of the advisor in terms of facilitating relevant advisee outcomes, as well as the

importance of the advisor’s personal and professional characteristics. This study was

limited, however, in that only the advisees’ perceptions were assessed.

Schlosser and Gelso (2005) then created an advisor version for their AWAI-S, the

31-item Advisory Working Alliance Inventory–Advisor Version (AWAI-A). The

three subscales of the AWAI-A are rapport (measuring the degree of interpersonal

connection between advisor and advisee), apprenticeship (measuring the degree to

which the advisor perceives the advisee as an apprentice and facilitates the advisee’s

professional development), and task focus (measuring the degree to which the advi-

sor helps the advisee progress through graduate school and the productivity and effi-

ciency of advisor–advisee meetings). Major findings included positive correlations

between advisory working alliance and advisor benefits from advising, satisfaction

with the advising relationship, and ratings of advisor–advisee meeting smoothness

Schlosser et al. 9
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and positivity. In addition, advisors’ perceptions of advisory working alliance were

related to students’ research self-efficacy and interest in science and practice—as

rated by the advisor. Finally, the AWAI-A score was negatively related to the costs

(e.g., time, energy) associated with advising. This study highlighted the importance

of outcome considerations for the advisor (i.e., costs and benefits, satisfaction). The

initial estimates of reliability and validity were good using two data collections total-

ing 280 faculty advisors.

Schlosser and Kahn (2007) used the AWAI-S and AWAI-A to determine the

degree to which advisors and advisees saw their relationship similarly. Their results

of nearly 50 advisor–advisee dyads yielded a moderate level of agreement between

student and faculty. In addition, alliance ratings correlated with several training vari-

ables that are important for doctoral education (e.g., research self-efficacy and com-

petence). More recently, Rice et al. (2009) sought to assess the psychometric

properties and factor structure of the AWAI-S with a diverse international student

population. The scale demonstrated good reliability and validity estimates with the

sample of nearly 300 international students. Furthermore, the AWAI-S factor struc-

ture was replicated across the data collections of Schlosser and Gelso (2001) and

Rice et al. Taken together, these studies provide sound support for these two instru-

ments (AWAI-S and AWAI-A) that career development researchers can use to quan-

tify the advising relationship.

Our literature review also revealed two qualitative studies of advising relation-

ships. The first of these (Schlosser et al., 2003) examined the graduate advising rela-

tionship from the advisee’s perspective. Sixteen third-year doctoral students were

interviewed about their relationships with their advisors. This study yielded telling

differences based on the student’s perceived satisfaction with their advising relation-

ship. For example, students satisfied with their advising relationships described their

advising experience as being akin to a mentor–protégé relationship, where they felt

respected, supported, and encouraged. The advisor served as a positive role model,

who helped the advisee navigate the demands of graduate school effectively. In con-

trast, students dissatisfied with their advising relationships described their advising

experiences as harmful; these students often felt ignored, unimportant, and

neglected. They felt a lowered self-efficacy for professional activities and a lack

of guidance for progressing through their graduate program. Results from this

research suggest that it may be preferable for students to select their advisors than

for the program to make assignments. This is because giving students ownership

in the process might positively affect their commitment to the advising relationship.

In the second qualitative study (Knox et al., 2006), 19 faculty members were

interviewed about advising relationships. These faculty members were asked about

their approach to advising in general, and then to speak specifically about relation-

ships with two advisees, one that was positive and one that was negative or difficult.

Participants saw their role as advisors to be one in which they supported and advo-

cated for their advisees and facilitated their advisees’ progress through the doctoral

program. These advisors identified personal satisfaction as a benefit for advising and

10 Journal of Career Development 38(1)

10



time demands as the biggest cost. Positive/good advising relationships were charac-

terized by mutual respect, open communication, a lack of conflict, and similarity in

career path between advisor and advisee. In contrast, negative or difficult relation-

ships were characterized by a lack of respect, communication problems, and an

avoidance of conflict between advisor and advisee. Furthermore, these students

often had difficulties with research and these advisors often felt ineffective working

with these students.

Two other studies revealed relevant findings vis-à-vis the graduate advising rela-

tionship. Specifically, there was a significant correlation between the quality of the

advising relationship and the students’ progress on their dissertation projects

(Faghihi, 1998). Peacock (1996) noted similar findings related to timely completion

of the dissertation. Hence, as noted previously, the advisor–advisee relationship is

related to relevant training outcomes.

In sum, advising relationships are important for students and faculty, and there

are salient outcomes of the advising relationship for both. In addition to general pro-

fessional development and socialization, students with positive relationships with

their advisors report increased research self-efficacy and interest in science and prac-

tice, as well as more positive attitudes toward research (Schlosser & Gelso, 2001;

Schlosser & Kahn, 2007). Benefits for faculty include personal satisfaction and

increased feelings of generativity (Schlosser & Gelso, 2005; Schlosser & Kahn,

2007). Across these studies, it appears that interpersonal (i.e., psychosocial) and

instructional (i.e., career-related) functions are present in most advising relation-

ships, even in the most negative and difficult ones. The essential difference between

positive and negative advising relationships, however, seems to be the valence and

quality of these functions.

Mentoring

As previously discussed, advising is not equivalent to mentoring; in fact, most for-

mal student–faculty relationships are advising relationships. Advisors are expected

to perform technical guidance functions and facilitate a student’s progress through a

program as the primary contact point with the larger faculty (Weil, 2001). A broad

role that is often formalized and structured, advising does not always signal the pres-

ence of mentoring; one can be an advisor without being a mentor and certainly, one

can be a mentor to a student without being that student’s advisor (Schlosser et al.,

2003; Schlosser & Gelso, 2001). In contrast to advising relationships that may ulti-

mately be positive, negative, or insignificant in the graduate student’s view, the term

‘‘mentor’’ nearly always signifies a person who has been instrumental and develop-

mentally helpful, even invaluable, in the student’s life. Because the term mentor

connotes an inherently positive relationship and because it is often applied retrospec-

tively or honorifically (Weil, 2001), speaking of ‘‘bad’’ mentoring may be oxymoro-

nic. So, although the constructs of advising and mentoring are conceptually distinct,

they are not mutually exclusive (Schlosser & Foley, 2008). In fact, very positive
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advising relationships appear to share several characteristics with a mentoring rela-

tionship (Schlosser et al., 2003). Hence, we deemed that the mentoring literature

might help us in our developing a theory of advising relationships.

Excellent mentoring relationships (mentorships) in graduate settings are

dynamic, mutually rewarding personal relationships in which a more experienced

faculty mentor acts as a guide, role model, teacher, and sponsor of a less experienced

student (protégé). Mentors provide a range of career and relational functions to stu-

dents, and mentoring signifies intentional and generative career development in the

context of an increasingly bonded and reciprocal relationship (Johnson, 2002). Pre-

vious theoretical and empirical writing on mentoring consistently highlights several

distinctive components of mentoring relationships in graduate education settings

(Bode, 1999; Johnson & Huwe, 2003; Kram, 1985; Wilde & Schau, 1991). These

include the following: (a) mentorships are enduring personal relationships, (b) men-

torships are increasingly reciprocal over time, (c) relative to protégés, mentors

demonstrate greater achievement and experience, (d) mentors provide protégés with

direct career assistance (e.g., coaching, providing information), (e) mentors provide

protégés with social and emotional support (e.g., affirmation, encouragement), (f)

mentors serve as models of professional skills, (g) mentoring results in a positive

identity transformation on the part of the protégé, (h) mentorships offer a safe harbor

for self-exploration in the service of growth and development, and (i) the most

highly rated mentorships are the most comprehensive—in the sense of covering a

wide range of topics (professional and personal) and a wide range of contexts. In

sum, mentoring can be differentiated from other relatively discrete roles of the

graduate advisor (e.g., supervising, research oversight, and advice giving) in that

mentoring signifies a strong, positive relationship characterized by intentional and

generative career development (Johnson, 2002, 2003).

Mentoring benefits. There are numerous benefits associated with mentoring rela-

tionships in graduate school. Academic benefits include dissertation success and

more timely degree completion (Johnson & Huwe, 2003; Tenenbaum, Crosby, &

Gilner, 2001). Mentored graduate students also evidence greater research productiv-

ity (Cameron & Blackburn, 1981, Hollingsworth & Fassinger, 2002; Tenenbaum

et al., 2001). For instance, Hollingsworth and Fassinger (2002) found that the

strength and valence of the research mentoring relationship had a significant impact

on a student’s research productivity. In addition, graduate students with a research

mentor are significantly more likely to engage in productive research during their

careers (Dohm & Cummings, 2002, 2003). Developing salient professional skills for

both one’s discipline and the institution is another benefit of having a mentor

(Newby & Heide, 1992).

Mentored graduate students report greater networking in the sense of having

access to sources of power, greater resources, and essential insider information

(Wright & Wright, 1987), which, in turn, might facilitate securing initial employ-

ment (Newby & Heide, 1992). At least one study indicated that a student’s level
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of pre-doctoral productivity is less important in securing a first academic job than the

mentor’s eminence in the field (Long, 1978). In addition, protégés themselves are

likely to enjoy greater career eminence during their careers than nonmentored grad-

uate students (Cameron & Blackburn, 1981). Mentored graduate students also report

greater confidence and a positive sense of self in the profession (Johnson & Huwe,

2003; Peluchette & Jeanquart, 2000). Finally, mentored students are consistently

more satisfied with their graduate programs and institutions (Clark et al., 2000;

Tenenbaum et al., 2001).

Prevalence of mentoring. As noted previously, not everyone enjoys the benefits of

being mentored in graduate school. In psychology, for example, counseling and clin-

ical graduate students reported less frequent mentoring than experimental and other

psychology doctoral students (Johnson, Koch, Fallow, & Huwe, 2000), and students

in professional programs are less often mentored than those in traditional university-

based programs (Clark et al., 2000). One possible explanation would be the student-

to-faculty ratio and the potential availability of mentors. Beyond that, however, are

other potential explanations as to why some graduate students are more likely to be

mentored than others. Research on the attributes of attractive protégés suggests that

potential mentors are drawn to talented and high-performing students who demon-

strate considerable aptitude and strong potential for career success (Green & Bauer,

1995). In addition to seeking out talented students, faculty members are often

attracted to students who remind them of themselves in important ways. Blackburn,

Chapman, and Cameron (1981) found that when professors are asked to identify

their ‘‘most successful’’ protégés, they consistently identify those highly productive

protégés who have gone on to careers most similar to the mentor’s. Dubbed ‘‘clon-

ing’’ in graduate settings, Blackburn et al. suggested that ‘‘bringing up’’ protégés in

one’s own image helps us to justify personal career choices while simultaneously

creating a network of like-minded researchers and colleagues.

In sum, mentoring relationships in academia are defined by (a) positive emotional

valence, (b) increasing mutuality, (c) a range of career and psychosocial functions,

and (d) an intentional focus on the development of the protégé’s career and profes-

sional identity. Although nearly all graduate students report having an advisor, only

half to two thirds of students report being mentored. Not only are the most talented

students most likely to be mentored, outstanding mentoring relationships seem most

prone to develop through informal student–faculty interaction. In contrast to advis-

ing relationships (which are more prevalent and more variable in quality), mentoring

relationships are nearly always defined as career and life enhancing. Extant research

indicates that mentoring and positive advising relationships are related to a variety of

good outcomes related to professional development. However, professionals are

currently unable to make many predictions about the negative consequences of poor

advising relationships. There is little research on poor or mediocre advising relation-

ships and such relationships share little in common with mentorship. Career counse-

lors potentially could use this information to assist clients who are considering

Schlosser et al. 13
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doctoral education—especially as they seek to find a good fit with a particular pro-

gram and advisor (or mentor).

The articles in this special section were designed to summarize existing research

on student–faculty advising relationships in graduate settings with an emphasis on a

multicultural framework. In this article—the first in this special section—we have

summarized extant research on advising, and where relevant to advising, mentor-

ship. The two articles that follow build on this foundation. In the second article,

we explore the intersection between advising and multiculturalism. Specifically,

we consider the interface of cultural variables such as race, ethnicity, gender, and

sexual orientation within the student–faculty advising relationships. The final article

in this collection proposes a multiculturally infused model of advising relationships.

In this summative contribution, the authors offer an integration of the literatures

bearing on advising and multiculturalism. The article concludes with several recom-

mendations for graduate educators, career counselors, and career development

researchers.
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