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 THE ETHICS OF MENTORING

 Dennis J. Moberg and Manuel Velasquez

 A6stract: Mentoring is an age-old process that continues to be pracS
 ticed in most contemporary organizations. Although mentors are often
 heralded as virtuous agents of essential continuity, mentoring com-
 monly results in serious dysfunctions. Not only do mentors too often
 exclude people different from themselves, but also the people they
 mentor are frequently abused in the process. Based on the concep-
 tion of mentor as a quasi-professional, this paper lays out the ethical
 responsibilities of both parties in the mentoring process.

 ror over twenty years the subject of mentoring has received a great deal of

 r attention among both scholars and practitioners. The term mentor refers to a

 more senior person who takes an active interest in sponsoring the career of a

 more junior person (Kram, 1985). Named for a fabled character in Homer's The

 Odyssey who tutored and looked after the title character's son, mentoring is a

 process that has been used for centuries as a means of handing down tradition,

 supporting talent, and securing future leadership. It flourished in the feudal sys-

 tem of the Renaissance as young men served apprentices to gain membership in

 guilds. Throughout history it is rare to study the career of highly successful

 individuals and not find the presence of a mentor. Aristotle mentored Alexander

 the Great, civil rights attorney Charles Hamilton mentored Thurgood Marshall,

 Gertrude Stein mentored Nobel Prize-winning novelist Ernest Hemingway, and

 master salesman John Patterson mentored IBM founder Thomas Watson.

 The current popularity of mentoring reflects a confluence of interests among

 jobholders in search of career success and organizations in search of an effec-

 tive mechanism for developing and retaining employees. Indeed, one finds almost

 as much published career advice encouraging employees to find and cultivate a

 mentor as one finds published management advice encouraging organizations

 to profit from mentoring as a management tool.

 Interest in mentoring is reflected in practice. Recent surveys estimate that

 between thirty-eight percent and fifty-five percent of employees have been the

 recipients of mentoring at some time in their careers (McShulskis, 1996;

 Simonettti, Ariss, and Martinez, 1999). The firms that have formal mentoring

 programs read like the Fortune 500 list: Douglas Aircraft, Kodak, Exxon,

 Motorola, NYNEX, Johnson & Johnson, Pacific Bell, Pitney Bowles, Procter &

 Gamble, AT&T, Federal Express, GM, Merrill Lynch, and Lucent Technology

 tC) 2004. Business Ethics Quarterly, Volume 14, Issue 1. ISSN 1052-150X.  pp. 95-122
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 96  BUSINESS ETHICS QUARTERLY

 (Benabou and Benabou, 2000). Moreover, the corporate sponsorship of formal

 mentoring programs appears to be on the rise (Douglas and McCauley, 1997).

 Empirical research has demonstrated that the outcomes of mentoring are gen-

 erally positive but by no means equivalent for both partners. Proteges enjoy

 enhanced career mobility (Scandura, 1992; Dreher and Ash, 1990), compensa-

 tion (Whitely, Dougherty, and Dreher, 1991) and job satisfaction (Chao, 1997;

 Fagenson, 1989; Koberg, Boss, Chapell, and Ringer, 1994). And mentors are

 thought to accrue comparatively fewer and "softer" benefits such as career vis-

 ibility, information acquisition, self-enhancement, and a sense of generativity

 (Zey, 1984; Mullen, 1994; Levinson, Darrow, Klein, Levinson, and McKee, 1978;

 Smith, 1990). It is instructive that individuals who have been mentored are more

 willing to mentor others than individuals who have no mentoring experience

 (Fagenson-Eland, Marks, and Amendola, 1997; Ragins and Scandura, 1999).

 In spite of this promise, a number of ethical questions have been raised about the

 mentoring process. One group of professionals offered the following indictments:

 "It's favoritism," "It's too time consuming," and "It's empire building" (Wright and

 Wright, 1987, p. 207). More pointed is the criticism that mentoring is too often

 exclusionary (Whitely, Dougherty, and Dreher, 1991), and that it excludes women

 and people of color (Goh, 1991; Tsui and O'Reilly, 1989; Athey and Christopher-

 Zemsky, 2000). Along the same lines, some scholars have noted that mentoring is

 typically a conservative process that reflects and reinforces the status quo in terms

 of power and conflict (Covaleski, Dirsmith, Heian, Samuel, 1998; Darwin, 2000;

 Beech and Brockbank, 1999). In partial response to this criticism, some have called

 for present-day mentoring to be structured and formalized to allow equal access to

 all who want it (Bauer, 1999; Ragins and Cotton, 1991; Scandura, 1997).

 More recently, one other problem with mentoring has surfaced that has strong

 ethical overtones abuses in the mentoring partnership. Mistreatment reported

 by proteges includes tyrannical and manipulative behavior such as revenge, po-

 litical sabotage, and harassment (Kalbfleisch, 1997; Scandura, 1998; Eby,

 McManus, Simon, and Russell, 2000). Similarly, some mentors report instances

 of dirty tricks and backstabbing by opportunistic proteges (Halatin and Knotts,

 1982). Horror stories like these are clearly problematic for the victims of such

 ill treatment, and they are also destructive of both an individual's career aspira-

 tions (Ragins, Cotton, and Miller, 2000) and the organization's entire mentoring

 effort (Myers and Humphreys, 1985; Hurley and Fagenson-Eland, 1996).

 We begin our analysis by briefly recounting the mentoring dysfunctions that

 have been chronicled. We then attempt to refine our understanding of the

 mentoring process with particular reference to the historical derivation of the

 term "mentor." This enables us to describe a model of the ethical responsibili-

 ties of the mentor. Our model is based on a quasi-professional conception of

 mentoring derived from a standard ethical framework composed of utilitarian-

 ism, justice, rights, and caring. Next, since mentoring involves two parties, we

 indicate the nature and extent of the moral responsibilities that proteges have.

 And finally, we discuss some of the practical implications of this analysis.
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 THE ETHICS OF MENTORING  97

 Dysfunctions in Mentoring Relationships

 When Scandura completed the first systematic examination of dysfunctions

 in mentoring relationships, she expressed uncertainty about how common these
 problems are. She stated, "while one might argue that dysfunctional mentoring
 is a 'low base-rate phenomenon,' when dysfunctional mentoring does occur, its
 consequences might be quite serious" (1998, p. 451). Subsequently, Lillian Eby

 and her colleagues (2000) surveyed 156 former proteges and found that fully
 fifty-four percent of them had been in at least one negative mentoring relation-
 ship. Dysfunctions in mentoring are not a low base-rate phenomena.

 From the protege's perspective, dysfunctions take many forms. The most
 common that showed up in the Eby et al. (2000) data were mismatches in val-
 ues, work-style, or personality between mentor and protege. Some proteges
 apparently sensed irreconcilable differences in their ways of thinking or doing

 things. Second most common was mentor neglect, self-absorption, and inten-
 tional exclusion. Such forms of distancing behavior were taken by the protege
 as a complete lack of interest in the mentoring task. Next most common were
 various forms of manipulative behavior including petty tyranny, micromanage-
 ment, politicking, and deception, exactly the behavior one expects of mentors in

 a Dilbert cartoon (Ashforth, 1994). Fourth were various forms of mentor incom-
 petence, and the last category included situations in which the mentor had a bad
 attitude or serious personal problems. In all, these dysfunctions represent some-
 times serious and always sad relationship difficulties.

 The list of mentoring dysfunctions from the mentor viewpoint is far shorter

 (Scandura, 1998). Here the main concerns appear to be with proteges who end
 up taking much more time to mentor than the mentor expects (Allen, Poteet, and
 Burroughs, 1997; Young and Perrewe, 2000). Other problems from the mentor's
 perspective include various forms of deceit and dissembling. For example, Tepper
 (1995) reports that some proteges are very inauthentic with their mentors, stretch-

 ing the truth, editing what they say, and distorting meaning dependent on the
 mood of the mentor. Some mentors also lament proteges who are submissive or
 demanding, and still others resent proteges who they perceive to be spoiled or
 dependent (Shapiro, Haseltine, and Rowe, 1978).

 If these relationship difficulties occurred between equals, it might be difficult
 to establish accountability. But mentoring partners are not equal in power (Auster,
 1984). And this basic inequality means that mentors must assume greater respon-
 sibility for the course of the relationship. The exact nature of this greater
 responsibility is spelled out in the model of moral responsibility described below.

 The Nature of the Mentoring Relationship

 Some of the descriptions of mentoring dysfunctions listed above seem to
 make mentoring comparable to a close personal relationship such as a friend-
 ship or marriage (e.g., Baum, 1992; Scandura, 1998). That the mentoring
 relationship should be conceived as a "friendship" or other close personal
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 98  BUSINESS ETHICS QUARTERLY

 relationship is unfortunate. Certainly friendship between mentor and protege is

 a common outcome, and the mentor, much like a friend, is expected to support

 and be loyal to the protege. Nevertheless, friendship implies an affective bond

 between people that need not be present in the mentoring relationship. More-

 over, unlike the mutual giving characteristic of friendship, mentoring is

 one-directional since the mentor is concerned about the development of the

 protege but not vice-versa. Finally, close personal relationships do not typically

 have the significant power differences typically found in mentoring. And the

 conventional wisdom that the best remedy for difficulties in personal relation-

 ships is a "no-fault" ending is inappropriate with abuses in mentoring (Ragins

 and Scandura, 1997).

 It is also inappropriate to conceptualize the mentoring relationship as a con-

 tractual relationship. It is true that both mentor and protege should establish

 beforehand what each expects from the other. Nevertheless, the metaphor of

 contract implies that mentor and protege bargain as equals. Yet the relationship

 is one of inherent inequality. The mentor has significantly more power than the

 protege, and while the mentor provides significant benefits to the protege, the

 protege provides few comparable benefits to the mentor.

 The inequality that is so salient in the mentoring relationship has led some to

 suggest that the mentoring relationship should be conceptualized as a gift-rela-

 tionship: mentors freely choose to bestow on proteges the "gift" of their

 experience and wisdom (Ladd, 1998; Gibb, 1999). Modeling the mentor on the

 gift-giver, however, fails to recognize that on occasion the mentor role is for-

 mally assigned to experienced members of the organization.

 How, then, should the mentoring relationship be conceptualized? It is useful

 to begin with the first mentor in ancient Greek mythology. When Odysseus left

 for the Trojan War he asked Mentor-ostensibly his son's elderly tutor, but in

 reality the Goddess Athene to look after and guide his son Telemachus. Under

 Mentor's guidance, Telemachus is transformed from a meek, self-conscious boy

 into an assertive, courageous man who preserves his father's throne and eventu-

 ally joins Odysseus in defeating those who threatened to defile his family.

 Homer's story is important because it contains the essential elements of the

 mentor role. First, a mentor is expected to be a tutor. Mentors transmit the estab-

 lished canon (in ancient Greece: rhetoric, logic, history, mathematics) as needed

 by the protege. In a contemporary business context, when they act as tutors,

 mentors customize the lessons normally conveyed in training sessions to the

 learning needs of their proteges. They teach business principles, provide an un-

 derstanding of how the organization works, explain industry dynamics, and give

 examples of how these might be put into action on the job. Second, as elders,

 mentors give wisdom to the protege. Through lessons, stories, and by example,

 mentors convey what Nozick calls, "what you need to understand in order to

 live well and cope with the central problems and avoid the dangers in the pre-

 dicament that human beings find themselves in" (1989, p. 267). This requires an

 intimate relationship between the parties, because mentors must understand their
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 THE ETHICS OF MENTORING  99

 proteges well enough to be able to provide the moral coherence wisdom re-

 quires, and because by expressing wisdom mentors reveal themselves. Third,

 the story of Mentor reminds us that mentoring involves a strong component of

 partiality and caring support. Odysseus entrusted his friend with his son, so

 Mentor was expected to act in loco parentis. The parent-substitute nature of

 mentoring requires the mentor to nurture and advocate on behalf of the protege,

 in effect striving to develop the protege and obtain the best possible situation

 for him or her. The mentor, then, provides three key benefits to the protege:

 knowledge, wisdom, and developmental support.

 By providing us with the essential tasks of the mentoring relationship, the story

 of Mentor and Telemachus gives us a beginning point for refining our understand-

 ing of the role of mentor. First, the story reiterates that mentors are not merely

 friends, contracting partners, nor gift-givers. And second, the story supports the

 notion that because of a mentor's greater knowledge and experience, the mentor

 has considerably more power than the protege, a power that in many respects

 makes the protege vulnerable to the kinds of abuse we have described earlier.

 We will argue that an apt model for mentoring is the provider-client relation-

 ship found in the helping professions such as physician, lawyer, teacher, and

 accountant. Such roles are characterized by the same kind of power differentials

 found in mentoring; and, like in mentoring, the over-riding goal of the profes-

 sional is the development of the less powerful partner (Kitchener, 1984;

 Beauchamp and Childress, 1979; Meara, Schmidt, and Day, 1996).

 Professional roles can be defined in terms of a service relationship that one

 person, the professional, has with another, the client: the professional provides

 a certain service- medical services, legal services, educational services, etc.-

 for and in the interests of the client. Bayles (1981) notes that such professional

 roles have three primary features: (1) they require extensive formal training, (2)

 the training involves a significant intellectual component, and (3) the trained

 ability provides an important service to society. Moreover, Bayles notes that

 professional roles generally but not necessarily have three additional secondary

 features: (4) a process of certification, (5) organized groups that claim to repre-

 sent the professional and to which members of the profession belong, (6) the

 autonomy or freedom of the professional to exercise his or her judgment in

 matters pertaining to the service he or she provides.

 Mentoring is certainly not a profession. Mentors clearly do not have the three

 secondary features characteristic of the professions: mentoring involves no cer-

 tification process, no organized representational group, and mentoring is

 generally carried out in business organizations where they are directed by supe-

 riors and organizational policies that severely limit their autonomy. Moreover,

 mentoring does not embody exact replicas of the primary features of Bayles

 attributes to professionals: mentors generally receive no formal training and

 their training may be more experiential than intellectual.

 Nevertheless, the role of mentor is a quasi-professional role in three funda-

 mental respects. First, the role of mentor can be defined in terms of a service
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 relationship that one person, the mentor has toward another person, the protege:
 the mentor, as we have seen, provides knowledge, wisdom, and developmental
 support in the interests of the protege. Secondly, like the professions, the
 mentoring relationship is characterized by power distance. The greater power of
 the mentor over the protege derives from several sources: the mentor's greater
 experience and knowledge, the mentor's senior standing in the organization,
 and, often, the mentor's superior formal authority relative to the protege's.
 Thirdly, the role of mentor has characteristics that are significantly similar to (if
 not exactly like) the three primary characteristics that Bayles identifies: (1) al-
 though the role of mentor need not involve formal training, mentors must go
 through some kind of extensive learning process in order to be able to provide
 the learning and wisdom expected of their role (2) such learning, even when
 heavily experiential, must nevertheless involve an intellectual component since
 it must be communicable to the protege in an intelligible way, and (3) the ser-
 vice mentors provide is important to society insofar as it enables organizations
 to transfer learning to new generations of members.

 We conceive of the role of mentor, then, as a quasi-professional role in which
 the mentor provides the protege with the benefits of knowledge, wisdom, and
 developmental support, and whose purpose is to transfer learning to new gen-
 erations. Moreover, like professionals, mentors have superior power and
 ostensibly exercise it for the beneElt of the protege. As the relative power of the
 professional grows, so too does the professional's obligations (Moberg 1994).
 In an analogous way, the superior power of the mentor implies a greater respon-
 sibility upon the mentor to ensure that the relationship not become abusive or
 otherwise dysfunctional. It is the power difference between the parties that is
 the major determinant of the locus of ethical responsibility.

 Virtually all of the formulations of power relations in organizations build on
 the conception of power developed by Emerson (1962). Basically he indicated
 that the power of an individual A over another B is directly proportional to the
 resources B values that A controls and is inversely proportional to the availabil-
 ity of these resources to B outside the A-B relationship. Mentoring relationships
 come in many different forms (Ensher, Thomas, and Murphy, 2001). Relation-
 ships can be assigned or voluntary, and mentors and proteges can be at the same
 hierarchic level (i.e., peers), or they can be separated by one or more vertical
 authority levels. The form with the maximum power difference would occur
 where the relevant knowledge and authority of the mentor is much greater than
 the protege's and where the protege has no other means of accessing these out-
 side the mentoring relationship. This would make the power difference very
 large in the case of an assigned mentor two or more levels of authority above the
 protege. By contrast a mentoring relationship with a volunteer mentor who is a
 peer would have low power difference. Thus, while in the Elrst case we would
 hold the mentor to fairly stringent ethical obligations in the mentoring relation-
 ship, we would not in the second case. Stated succinctly, the ethical principle
 we are proposing is that the stringency of the ethical obligations mentors have
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 THE ETHICS OF MENTORING  101

 to their proteges vary in direct proportion to the power distance between them-
 selves and their proteges. In the sections that follow, we will describe what

 these ethical obligations are.

 The Ethical Responsibility of Mentors

 In a series of earlier articles we have elaborated a model of moral responsi-
 bility for roles in work organizations that rests on four categories of moral

 principles: utilitarian principles, rights principles, principles of justice, and prin-

 ciples of caring (Cavanagh, Moberg, and Velasquez, 1981; 1995). We have argued
 that these four principles are necessary and sufficient to adequately resolve moral
 issues in most organizational contexts and this argument has been widely ac-
 cepted (cf. Brady and Dunn, 1995). It is not our intent to recapitulate these
 earlier works (which readers unfamiliar with our framework may want to con-
 sult) but to demonstrate in broad strokes the implications of this model for

 mentoring conceived in the manner described above. Utilitarian principles fo-
 cus on the maximization of net utility and so have two aspects: maximizing
 benefits and minimizing harms. Rights principles are focused on the individual,
 particularly on the individual's right to be treated as a free and equal rational
 person. Principles of justice both require equity in the distribution of benefits
 and burdens (distributive justice), and ensure that each receives what he or she

 is due (commutative justice). Principles of caring obligate us to exercise legiti-
 mate partiality toward those with whom we have special relationships. We argue

 that the four ethical principles imply seven mentor obligations: beneficence,
 nonmalef eence, autonomy, confidentiality, fairness, loyalty, and concern. These
 obligations are prima facie, i.e., these may conflict with other moral obligations
 and indeed with themselves. When faced with such conflicts, Ross (1930) sug-

 gests that we have to determine which obligation is the more "stringent" one
 and act accordingly. While he does not provide any general rules for balancing
 our obligations, his formulation is quite useful.

 Utilitarianism, we noted, has two aspects: maximizing benefits and minimiz-
 ing harms (Cavanagh, Moberg, andVelasquez, 1981). Beneficence, the obligation
 to do good, is implied by the former, while nonmaleficence, the obligation to
 avoid harm, is implied by the latter. In the mentoring relationship, the good that
 the mentor must provide are the goods of knowledge, wisdom, and developmen-
 tal support. Beneficence, then, is the obligation of mentors to be diligent in
 providing these goods to the best of their ability. Nonmaleficence, on the other
 hand, requires that the mentor avoid inflicting those harms that potentially arise
 from the nature of the role of mentor. For example, we have noted that the
 mentoring relationship is characterized by a power distance that renders the

 protege vulnerable. NonmaleElcence requires that mentors avoid harming the
 protege through the exercise of their power.

 Rights principles focus on the individual's right to be treated as a free and
 rational person (a requirement that, we have argued, is implied by Kantian theory;
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 see Cavanagh, Moberg, and Velasquez, 1981). Two rights are particularly sa-

 lient in the context of mentoring: the right of informed consent, and the right of

 privacy. The right of informed consent implies that in the mentoring relation-

 ship, the mentor should respect the protege's right to be informed about and to

 consent to any actions the mentor undertakes on behalf of the protege'. We call

 this the obligation of autonomy. The right of privacy is the right to control infor-

 mation about oneself. Because mentoring requires that the mentor have

 knowledge about the protege (often revealed in confidence by the protege) that

 others normally do not have, the right to privacy implies that the mentor has the

 obligation of confidentiality in the use and revelation of such information.

 Principles of justice imply equity in the distribution of benefits and burdens,

 and giving each his or her due (Cavanagh, Moberg, and Velasquez, 1981;

 Velasquez, 2002). Mentoring provides significant benefits to proteges but can

 also generate significant burdens. Justice in the distribution of benefits and bur-

 dens, then, implies that the mentor has the obligation of fairness: the obligation

 to ensure that the benefits and potential burdens the mentor can provide are

 fairly distributed. A mentor guided by this obligation would, for example, avoid

 discriminating inappropriately in the choice of people to mentor. In addition,

 because the mentor is supposed to provide certain goods specifically to the

 protege, the mentor has the obligation of loyalty: the obligation to avoid con-

 flicts of interest in providing proteges the goods due them.

 Principles of caring impose the obligation of exhibiting partiality toward those

 with whom we have a special relationship (Cavanagh, Moberg, and Velasquez,

 1995). In the context of mentoring, this implies an obligation of the mentor to

 exercise legitimate partiality toward the protege. We call this the obligation of

 concern: the obligation to exercise a caring but fair partiality toward proteges

 and their interests.

 The role of mentoring, then, carries with it seven obligations: beneficence,

 nonmaleficence, autonomy, confidentiality, fairness, loyalty, and concern. In what

 follows, we will explain the implications of each of these seven obligations and

 provide several vignettes illustrating the application of these obligations and

 some of the key conflicts to which they can give rise.

 Beneficence

 In the context of mentoring, beneficence is the obligation to be diligent in

 providing the goods of the mentoring relationship: knowledge, wisdom, and

 developmental support. As such, beneficence implies several corollary obliga-

 tions. First, it implies that the mentor will ensure that he or she has the skills and

 information needed to provide these goods. Lack of formal mentoring training

 is a significant problem for most mentors (Merriam, 1983), and mentors must

 compensate for this by developing the skills of mentoring themselves. Research

 indicates that three important mentoring skills are an ability to be a good lis-

 tener (Godshalk and Sosik, 2000), to have knowledge of the organization and its
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 THE ETHICS OF MENTORING  103

 environment, and to be patient enough to work with someone who may not be

 quick to attain mastery (Allen and Poteet, 1999).

 A second duty implied by the obligation of beneficence is to be careful about

 the quality of advice one provides. PotentiallyS advice is transformative. In a

 study of the messages that people recalled having a significant impact on their

 lives, fully eighty-four percent of them were forms of advice (Knapp, Stohl, and

 Reardon, 1981; cf. Stohl, 1986). Yet, most advice-givers do not take this task

 very seriously. Ethically responsible mentoring requires mentors to have confi-

 dence about the advice they give. To that end, mentors should take care that

 their advice is based on adequate knowledge and information about both the

 protege and the problem the advice addresses. In addition, they should periodi-

 cally check with other experienced persons to surmise that their advice captures

 available tacit knowledge (Staudinger and Baltes, 1996; Staudinger, 1996).

 If mentors have proteges different from themselves, the beneficence obliga-

 tion calls on the mentor to develop an understanding of the unique needs of such

 proteges. (Murrell, Crosby, and Ely, 1999). For example, research has shown

 that Latinos and Latinas are more concerned with the emotional aspects of work-

 place relations than are Anglo-Americans (Sanchez-Burks, Nisbett, and Ybarra,

 2000). In a similar vein, professional women are much more likely than men to

 seek mentoring (Burke and McKeen, 1990; cf. Lyness and Thompson, 2000).

 Finally, Black and White proteges apparently take certain types of negative per-

 formance feedback very differently (Cohen, Steele, and Ross, 1999).

 Illustrative Vignette

 Alice has been mentoring Andrew for six months. During a recent conver-

 sation Andrew described a conflict situation he was facing and asked Alice

 for advice. It seems that his boss had urged him to accept a transfer to a

 headquarters position, but Andrews immediate colleagues had encouraged

 him to pass up the transfer to be available for a promotion to a higher posi-

 tion that would soon become available. After listening carefully to Andrew,

 Alice concluded that Andrew was not ready for either position. She knew

 that although home-office positions offer a great deal of visibility, the ca-

 reer environment is very competitive, and she did not believe Andrew was

 ready for this move. For the same reason, she thought that the promotion

 Andrew's colleagues had in mind was way over his head. Alice believed

 the best thing for Andrew would be to work with his boss to accumulate

 more project experience. This would give him the background that would

 put him on a par with others who work at headquarters. Should Alice ad-

 vise Andrew to get more project experience?

 Vignette Commentary

 In this case Alice seems to have Andrew's interest firmly in mind, so it is not

 her motivation that one would question. Rather, it is the quality of her recommen-

 dation that one might question. How certain is she that her assessment of Andrew

 or of the relatively low value she places on his other options? Two measures of the
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 strength of her advice are how valid and reliable she thinks it is. For her advice to

 be valid, it must have a reasonably good chance of being accurate. To judge her

 advice as reliable, she must be confident that other experienced mentors would

 give the same advice. To be truly beneficent, mentors must exercise due diligence

 to verify the validity and reliability of their advice. Otherwise they cannot be

 confident that their advice identifies effective pathways to beneficence.

 Alice should entertain one other consideration. Namely, she could easily com-

 mit an error many other mentors do. "Instead of recognizing and articulating the

 complexity of decisions [proteges] make, mentors . . . tend to behave as though

 it is unproblematic and uncontentious to implement recommended advice"

 (Hawkey, 1997, p. 329). In this sense, Alice must be careful not to assume that

 her advice is really best considering that for Andrew to implement it, he has to

 (1) accept and cope with Alice's evaluation that he is "not ready," (2) satisfy his

 colleagues that their advise is not worth accepting, and (3) get his boss' coop-

 eration with Alice's plan even though Andrew has ignored his suggestion.

 Nonmaleficence

 Nonmaleficence binds mentors to avoid exercising their role in a manner that

 might harm the protege. This principle has a long-standing tradition in the help-

 ing professions. Few professionals intend to harm their clients, but if they are

 not knowledgeable, skillful, or alert, harm can occur. Applied to mentoring, this

 implies a duty to avoid any deleterious effect mentoring can produce. Obvi-

 ously, this includes disregarding any temptations to engage in petty tyranny,

 manipulation, or deceit. It also includes disdain for comparatively minor trans-

 gressions that might distract the protege from mastering intended lessons. For

 example, carelessly phrased advice can threaten proteges' self-esteem and sense

 of autonomy and leave them offended and unable to learn (Brown and Levinson,

 1987; Graham and Barker, 1990; Goldsmith, 1992). Similarly, a mentor who is

 not vigilant to the relationship between proteges and their supervisors can eas-

 ily create serious political problems for proteges.

 Even though it is often inconsequential, some harm befalls proteges when

 their expectations are not fulfilled. Accordingly, mentors should make sure

 proteges' expectations are appropriate (Young and Perrewe, 2000). The practi-

 tioner literature urges mentors to begin each mentoring relationship by setting

 protege expectations regarding the length of the partnership, the frequency of

 meetings, the specific activities of each partner, and how the protege will be

 evaluated (if at all) (Warbington, 2000; Lindenberger and Zackary, 1999).

 Nonmaleficence also implies certain obligations that ethicists classify as posi-

 tive duties, that is, duties to act rather than duties to restrain. One of them is the

 obligation to intervene and help out in instances when the protege has followed

 the mentor's advice but it has turned out poorly (Driver, 1997). Let's say a men-

 tor recommends that her protege attend a meeting for career visibility. As luck

 would have it, when he shows up, he is refused admittance and is embarrassed
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 THE ETHICS OF MENTORING  105

 in front of others. In this case, the mentor ought to do her best to correct this

 situation, perhaps by talking to those who witnessed the situation and arranging

 for another equivalent opportunity for the protege to gain visibility. Such an

 obligation would not cover any situation that goes bad for a protege. It would be

 restricted to situations in which the mentor's advice was followed but the results

 did not work out.

 Illustrative Vignette

 Brian has been mentoring Barbara for two years. Although Barbara admires

 Brian more than vice versa, both believe that their association has been

 productive and rewarding. In factS Barbara just received a promotion to

 director two months ago. For the last month, rumors have begun to spread

 that Brian and Barbara are engaged in a romantic relationship. Although

 untrue, these rumors call Barbara's competence into question and are be-

 ginning to erode her ability to generate cooperation from others. Barbara

 has proposed that they discontinue their relationship in order to quell the

 persistent rumors. While Brian agrees that the termination of the relation-

 ship would diminish interest in them as a couple, he worries that Barbara

 may need his assistance with her new responsibilities.

 Vignette Commentary

 Cross-gender relationships have been the subject of an enormous volume of

 empirical research; much of it framed as a problem of which female proteges

 should be particularly mindful (e.g., Sosik and Godshalk, 2000; Ragins and

 Cotton, 1999; 1991; Burke and McKeen, 1997; 1995; Dreher and Cox, 1996;

 Gaskill, 1991; Ragins and McFarlin, 1990). In contrast, the model proposed in

 this paper makes the mentor prima facie responsible for protecting the protege

 from negative effects due to gender differences. Therefore, Brian is responsible

 for countering any negative impacts of the rumors that Barbara may suffer. Rather

 than acquiesce to Barbara's proposal to terminate the relationship, Brian ought

 to actively pursue other options (e.g., publicly mentor Barbara in the company

 of Brian's other prote'ges, confront rumor mongers, or orchestrate occasions where

 Barbara's husband and Brian's wife are seen with the mentoring pair).

 The existence of these rumors should also stimulate Brian to think about

 whether Barbara's admiration of him continues to be healthy. Professional psy-

 chologists use the term "multiple relationships" to denote that relationships may

 evolve such that a second or third set of roles are involved (Sonne, 1994; Pope

 and Vetter, 1992). Applied to mentoring, this can occur if the mentor and the

 protege also become close personal friends, co-owners of a condominium, or

 fellow members on a company softball team. The ethical question is whether

 mentors can continue to act within their primary role when other boundaries

 have been crossed. So, Brian needs to reflect on whether his friendship with

 Barbara risks damage to his mentoring relationship with her quite independent

 of any impressions created in other people's minds.
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 Autonomy

 Respect for autonomy entails behaving in a way that enables rather than hin-
 ders the protege's ability to exercise his or her own judgment and reasoning.
 Autonomy refers not merely to freedom from external constraint, but to the de-
 velopment and exercise of a cognitive/volitional ability: the ability to think and
 act on one's own. The emphasis is on the person's (in this case the protege's)
 ability to determine rationally what is best for himself or herself in the context
 of a community of others who are similarly disposed. This is a long-standing
 idea in professional ethics traceable to the work of Immanuel Kant.

 Respecting the autonomy of proteges translates to several specific mentor
 obligations. First, mentors should avoid any action that makes the mentoring
 relationship necessarily compulsory. Second, mentors should openly disclose
 and explain to proteges any information that they take into account as part of the
 mentoring process that proteges need to know. Third, mentors should assure
 that their communication represents education rather than propaganda. And fi-
 nally, mentors should avoid establishing paternalistic relations with their proteges.

 Clearly, respect for autonomy implies that proteges ought to be free to pur-
 sue any and all developmental opportunities open to them. Any action by mentors
 that impedes proteges in taking advantage of other mentoring relationships in-
 terferes with their autonomy. The fact that proteges typically benefit from such
 multiple mentoring relationships adds force to this obligation (Baugh and
 Scandura, 1999; Peluchette and Jeanquart, 2000).

 Respect for the autonomy of proteges also implies that mentors ought to openly
 disclose any information the protege needs that arises during the mentoring re-
 lationship (Ostroff and Kozlowski, 1993). For example, if a mentor recommends
 that the protege talk to one person rather than another about some career-rel-
 evant issue, the mentor owes it to the protege to reveal any information the
 protege needs to know about the basis for that recommendation. Giving proteges
 only part of the picture is justified only if the information withheld is unessen-
 tial relative to the protege's concerns (Bok, 1983).

 One of the most reprehensible contradictions of autonomy is paternalism,
 the practice of dealing with others as if one has a better vision for their ends
 than the others do (Warren, 1999). The temptation to be paternalistic is always
 present in the mentoring relationship since, as we noted above, the role of
 mentor has characteristics reminiscent of parental guidance. Nevertheless, pa-
 ternalism is both an arrogant and insidious practice because the paternalist
 both deprives another of autonomy and at the same time makes the claim of
 being altruistic. Mentors who suffocate their proteges with attention, make
 decisions for them, and cover up their mistakes and foibles are depriving them
 of autonomy. Similarly, mentors who "live through" the experiences of their
 proteges in order to claim a standing once refused them are using their proteges
 in a crude and disrespectful way.
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 Illustrative Vignette

 Carla and Chris met ten months ago at a meeting set up by their employer

 to facilitate the development of mentoring relationships. They began to meet

 shortly thereafter and have become a mentoring pair. Recently, however,

 Carla has become troubled by Chris's tendency to accept her advice very

 literally. This was an acceptable stance early in their relationship, but Carla

 is concerned that Chris is not demonstrating much independence or origi-

 nality. When Carla asked Chris for his assessment of the progress he is

 making, Chris testified that his relationship with Carla is very important to

 him and that he only hopes she is getting as much out of it as he is.

 Vignette Commentary

 It appears that Chris has chosen a rather superficial approach to learning that

 may not satisfy Carla's expectations. Carla could move to withdraw from the

 relationship, but first, she owes it to Chris to forcefully disclose to Chris her

 desire for him to be more involved with his own development. This could be

 hurtful, so Carla may need to be gentle enough to avoid leaving him feeling

 abandoned. The practitioner literature discusses how mentors should watch for

 "openings" before leading proteges to new, profound insights (Daloz, 1986;

 Flaherty, 1999; Elliott, 1995). Such an opening could occur if and when Chris's

 lack of improvisation results in performance difficulties.

 Confidentiality

 The obligation of confidentiality derives from the protege's right to privacy.

 Confidentiality thus implies that the mentor must maintain any confidences ex-

 plicitly requested by the protege. For example, if the protege discusses her

 relationship with her supervisor and requests that the discussion be kept confi-

 dential, this ought to be respected by the mentor. But in addition, confidentiality

 also implies that the mentor should not reveal anything that the protege reveals

 about him or herself in the course of their working together. Protege self-revela-

 tions should always be assumed to be given with the expectation of confidentiality

 on the part of the mentor.

 The importance of confidentiality is obvious. It is the key to trust and trust is

 the core of the mentoring relationship (Corcoran, 1988). If proteges do not trust

 their mentors, it is unlikely that they will accept their mentor's counsel and

 support. Nor is it likely that proteges will reveal to their mentor information

 about themselves that their mentor needs to have in order to tailor advice and

 support to the capacities and needs of their proteges.

 There may be situations when there are good reasons for revealing protege

 confidences. In some cases it may seem to the mentor that it is in the best inter-

 ests of the protege to allow the mentor to share information the protege has

 revealed with others. Since the expectation of confidentiality should always be

 assumed, the mentor should not reveal such information unless the protege ex-

 plicitly consents; to do otherwise would be careless or paternalistic. In other
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 cases the mentor may feel that it is in the best interests of other parties such as
 the organization or other affected parties to disclose information that the protege
 has revealed, even if the protege refuses to consent to the disclosure (Hansson,
 1998). But the temptation to disclose should be resisted. A comparison with
 how confidentiality is treated in professional roles is instructive. Professionals
 are required to keep client information confidential except in those cases where
 it is certain that very serious harm to others will result. A similar rule is suitable
 for the quasi-professional role of mentor.

 The obligation of confidentiality can be especially problematic if the mentor
 is in a position above the protege's supervisor in the chain of command. In the
 course of the mentoring process, a mentor in such a situation may learn things
 from the protege that may require an official response. For example, the protege
 may tell such a mentor that mistakes are being made that place organizational
 resources in jeopardy. Obviously, the mentor will have to see to it that the situ-
 ation is corrected, but as he does, he ought to be careful not to compromise the
 protege as the source of this information.

 Illustrative Vignette

 Danelle has been mentoring Dave for almost two years, and is mostly satis-
 fied with his development. During their relationship Dave has received one
 promotion, and Danelle expects that sometime during the next few months
 Dave will be named Vice President of Strategic Planning, a key position in
 the company that operates in a turbulent competitive environment. She has
 been concerned, however, about the signs of stress that he has been exhib-
 iting lately. Two weeks earlier she had asked him about this, and he revealed
 that he had been under a psychiatrist's care for the last six months. Twice
 before in his life, he said, he had suffered nervous breakdowns when he had
 held positions that carried significant responsibilities. Danelle talked with
 him about the wisdom of him continuing on his track to the position of Vice
 President of Strategic Planning, a position that would undoubtedly be much
 more stressful than any he had yet held. He had waved this off, however,
 and insisted that this time it would be different. He had asked her, however,
 not to disclose to anyone what he had told her, since this would hurt his
 chances of being named Vice President. Danelle is unsure whether to honor
 his request since it would undoubtedly damage the firm to have a person in
 such a key position suffer a nervous breakdown.

 Vignette Commentary

 Danelle is in a difficult situation. She should, of course, first discuss at greater
 length with Dave whether it is in his own best interests to pursue the position of
 Vice President of Strategic Planning. If he refuses to deviate from his plan and
 he also continues to insist that she not disclose what he has revealed to her, then
 Danelle has to weigh two conflicting obligations: her obligation to respect the
 confidentiality she owes to her protege, and her obligation to protect others from
 being harmed. She must assess the probability that he will be able to take the
 position of Vice President without suffering a breakdown, and she must assess
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 the potential harm that will come to the firm (and to Dave) if he should suffer a

 breakdown while holding this position. Then she must decide whether the prob-

 ability and the magnitude of harm are large enough to outweigh her serious

 obligation of confidentiality.

 Loyalty

 The obligation of loyalty is based on the key requirement of justice that a

 person should be given what is due to him or to her (Sabini and Silver, 1989). In

 mentoring, loyalty means, first and foremost, the avoidance of any conflict of

 interest. While mentors need not deny themselves the intrinsic benefits of their

 partnership, they should assiduously avoid the appearance that their commitment

 to the relationship is contingent on extrinsic favors or gratuities. Second, a mentor's

 obligation to be faithful to his or her proteges means making decisions about the

 relationship that ordinarily place the interests of the protege in a paramount posi-

 tion (Pettit, 1988). This does not imply that other commitments the mentor might

 have made are given no weight relative to the protege's; it only means that ordi-

 narily the protege's ends are to be given greater weight (Wiley, 2000).

 The loyalty owed to proteges may create a natural tension with the loyalty

 the mentor owes to his or her employer (Staal and King, 2000). Consider the

 case of a highly valued employee who asks her mentor for advice about an offer

 she has received to leave the organization an offer that the mentor thinks would

 be in her best interest to take. In such a case loyalties collide, and the mentor

 must either work to add alternatives to the decision or determine which loyalty

 takes precedence with some sort of weighting process (Haughey, 1993).

 Illustrative Vignette

 Edward received a promotion in the last year, but he has continued to men-

 tor Ellen, who formerly was his assistant. Ellen is an internal auditor, and

 has recently contacted Edward about an extremely sensitive matter. Ellen

 claims that the company has been recording certain leases as sales in direct

 opposition to both generally accepted accounting principles and the federal

 tax code. When Ellen reported this problem to her boss, he denied that she

 had her facts right and immediately began what Ellen thinks is a "cover-

 up" assisted by several of Ellen's less assertive colleagues. Edward looked

 into the matter but was unable to uncover evidence that either verified or

 contradicted Ellen's claims. However, Edward trusted Ellen's integrity and

 suspected her new boss's judgment. The matter reached a climax when Ellen

 told Edward that she planned to report the matter to her boss' boss. Such a

 report would, by audit policy, necessitate informing the IRS and other tax-

 ing agencies. This could result in substantial legal expenses in defending

 the company even if Ellen's allegations are invalid.

 Vignette Commentary

 As a mentor Edward faces divided loyalty. To be loyal to Ellen he must

 accept her point of view and act as her agent. To be loyal to his employer, he

 must protect it from tax problems that can be legally corrected. Although it
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 may be difficult to get Ellen to be open to negotiation Edward should attempt
 to identify alternatives for her that satisfy all of the role demands the two of
 them are experiencing. If this is not possible, Edward should find a way not to
 abandon Ellen in the face of what may prove to be strong pressures to with-
 draw her criticisms.

 Ealrness

 The requirement that one be fair in the distribution or allocation of benefits
 and burdens is the basis for the mentor?s obligation of fairness. This requires
 that mentors attempt to be fair not only to their proteges but to others who might
 otherwise be excluded or impacted by the mentoring process.

 One of the most vexing problems that mentoring poses for organizational
 officials who want to encourage the use of mentoring as a means to developing
 their human resources is the problem of allocation. If the process of matching
 mentors and proteges is allowed to be spontaneous, some individuals will not be
 chosen because they are not sufficiently attractive to prospective mentors (Tur-
 ban and Dougherty? 1994; Olian, Carroll? and Giannantonio, 1993). In addition,
 spontaneous pairings sometimes do not permit the protege to derive natural role-
 modeling benefits (Lockwood and Kunda? 1997). Consider the African American
 female protege, for example, who is unable to find a mentor like herself
 (Scandura, 1997). One answer to this problem appears to be formal mentoring
 programs so that pairing can be impartial. However, participants do not benefit
 as much from formal programs as spontaneous ones (Chaos WalzS and Gardner
 1992), and forced-choice pairings are broadly opposed in the practitioner litera-
 ture (e.g., Benabou and Benabou? 2000). In general, then there appears to be no
 simple method by which organizational officials can assure equal access to the
 mentoring process.

 Instead? the problem of fair access is one for which mentors themselves should
 once again assume responsibility. This means being particularly open to
 mentoring proteges who have characteristics (social class, race, gender, inter-
 personal attractiveness, etc.) that make them less desirable to other mentors as
 protege prospects. It also means that mentors should look for reasons to accept
 rather than reasons to reject such disadvantaged prospects (Allen, Poteet, and
 Russell, 2000). It is obvious that no one mentor can neutralize all access injus-
 tices by virtue of his or her own fair selection criteria; however, mentors who
 participate in mentoring relationships tarnished by unjust access are implicitly
 endorsing an indefensible, some might even say immoral, arrangement.

 Fairness is also a concern regarding those who might be burdened by ac-
 tions resulting from the mentoring process. For example if mentors lobby
 unfairly on behalf of their proteges others may be hurt in the process. Simi-
 larly, if mentors give inside information to their proteges that gives them an
 unfair advantage, fairness is not served. In general, fairness argues for re-
 straint in mentors' promotion of their proteges, to, in effect, create no unfairness
 as part of the mentoring process.
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 Illustrative Vignette

 Frank is a regional sales manager who has been mentoring Fatima, a key

 customer sales representative, for two years. As graduates of the same uni-

 versity, the two of them have been working earnestly on Fatima's gaining

 more visibility in the company. In that regard, Fatima has been vying for an

 award for the highest sales figure in the region duting the present quarter.

 Because of Frank's privileged position, he learns that Fatima has indeed

 won the quarterly sales volume award before it was officially announced.

 Unfortunately, Fatima is scheduled to receive her award at a celebration

 scheduled during a time when she has to be at a very important meeting

 with her customer. Frank is considering whether to use his influence to

 have the date of the celebration changed so that Fatima can get the visibil-

 ity she has earned.

 Vignette Commentary

 There is a profound tension in mentoring between mentors' partiality toward

 their proteges and their need to advance justice in the world. In this case the

 tension seems resolvable. Unless someone is adversely affected in a significant

 way by this change of date then it is perfectly acceptable for Frank to use his

 influence in this way. If the adverse effect is merely an inconvenience, then this

 seems a small price to bear for Fatima getting her just desserts.

 On a completely different level, Frank may want to reflect about whether his

 choice of proteges creates a system of entitlement that disadvantages certain

 types of protege candidates. If Frank makes a practice of selecting proteges only

 on the basis of some sort of socioeconomic criteria (e.g., restricting them to

 "classmates") then one might question the justice of this practice.

 Concern

 Concern is the obligation to exercise a caring but fair partiality toward proteges

 and their interests. Concern implies a deeper more emotional-laden duty than

 the obligation to be loyal. Recall that concern derives from principles of caring,

 and that this is relevant to mentoring because mentors are expected to act to-

 ward their proteges in loco parentis. Parents areS of course, loyal to their children,

 but loyalty does not adequately convey the deep, emotional attachment that they

 have toward their children nor does it reflect the merging of selves involved.

 Thus, concern is an obligation quite different from loyalty.

 Like caring parents, mentors are supposed to hold the interests of their proteges

 as paramount by providing them inside information, by advocating on behalf of

 their interests, and more generally by providing them the kind of support that

 will contribute to their development. In these respects, the mentor exhibits a

 form of partiality toward the protege, providing benefits and advantages for the

 protege that the mentor does not provide for others.

 The obligation to exercise concern does not relieve the mentor of obligations

 to third parties and to the organization. The challenge is to be partial toward the

 protege without simultaneously being unfair toward others. The mentor is to
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 show a fair partiality toward the protege. Bayles (1981) correctly indicates that

 ;'many of the most interesting, important, and difficult problems of professional

 ethics concern conflicts between a professional's obligations to a client and to

 others." Exactly the same kinds of conflicts are created by the mentor's obliga-

 tions to- in effect show a form of favoritism toward the protege, and the

 mentor's obligations to be fair toward others. To resolve such problems, Bayles

 proposes a standard based on role reversal: one should determine what one would

 want if one took the role of the client, and what one would want if one took the

 role of others, and strike a balance that seems fair from the perspective of both.

 Bayles' proposal, however, does not so much resolve the conflict, as attempt

 to erase it. In effect, it proposes that when there is a conflict between the partial-

 ity shown to proteges and fairness toward others, the mentor should become

 impartial and opt for fairness. Instead we propose that when such a conflict

 exists the mentor should resolve it as would a parent who is trying to resolve a

 conflict between being partial toward his child, and being fair toward the chil-

 dren of others. Normally a parent is expected to be partial to his child and to

 favor him over others. However, parents sometimes undertake special obliga-

 tions to the children of others such as, for example, when one agrees to

 temporarily oversee the activities of other children. In such cases, the parent is

 expected to be fair and to not favor ones own child over those who have been

 entrusted to one, and the parent who cannot be impartial in such circumstances

 should not agree to care for the children of others. Similarly, we propose that a

 mentor can legitimately be partial toward his or her protege in all situations

 except those where the mentor has special obligations toward specific other per-

 sons. A manager supervising the work of others, for example, is specifically

 charged with being fair and impartial among those over whom he has supervi-

 sory authority, and so such a manager must be fair and impartial when dealing

 with his subordinates, even if these subordinates include a protege. This implies

 that the mentor should only rarely choose subordinates as proteges because of

 the difficulty of being an advocate for one's protege and simultaneously being

 fair to all one's subordinates.

 Illustrative Vignette

 Gloria has been mentoring Greg for a year. Greg, who works in another

 department, is hopeful of being promoted to Director of that department.

 For some time now Gloria has been lobbying with several people in the

 organization to get them to promote Greg to the position he has been seek-

 ing and for which Gloria believes he is well suited. Recently, however,

 Jane, one of the people Gloria supervises in her own department, has ap-

 proached her and informed her that she would like to be considered for

 promotion to the position of Director of the same department Greg hopes to

 have. Jane has asked Gloria to lobby for her so that she will have a better

 chance of getting the position. Gloria is unsure what to do.
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 Vignette Commentary

 In this case Gloria has an obligation to be partial toward Greg whom she
 agreed to mentor and to be his advocate over others. Gloria also has a special
 obligation to be fair and impartial among the people in her own department, but
 no special obligation to be impartial between those in her own department and
 Greg. Moreover, Gloria has no special obligation to be an advocate for Jane or
 to be partial toward her. In the absence of any special obligation to be impartial
 between Jane and Greg, Gloria should be true to her obligations of partiality
 toward Greg. She should, of course, be forthcoming and explain to Jane the
 special mentoring relationship she has with Greg.

 Summary of Mentor Duties

 We have argued that the ethical obligations of mentors derive from two fac-
 tors: the quasi-professional nature of the mentoring relationship, and the ethical
 principles of utility rights, justice, and caring. Based on these, we have identi-
 fied seven key obligations of mentoring: the responsibility of being diligent in
 providing knowledge, wisdom, and developmental support to the protege, the
 responsibility of ensuring that one's mentoring does not harm the proteges the
 obligation to respect the protege's privacy and autonomy the obligation to be
 fair to others while being loyal to one's protege, and the obligation to exercise a
 fair partiality in supporting one's protege. We have argued that because of the
 power differences that obtain between mentor and protege, the locus of respon-
 sibility for meeting these obligations rests largely with the mentor. And, finally,
 we have claimed that as the power difference between mentor and protege in-
 crease, the ethical obligations on the mentor become more stringent.

 The Ethical Responsibility of Proteges

 While organization theorists have long recognized that the creation of a pro-
 fessional service (in this case the service rendered by a mentor) requires the
 cooperation of both professional and client, almost no attention has been fo-
 cused on the moral obligations of the protege in the mentoring transaction (cf.
 Warbington, 2000). We do not have the space to discuss adequately the obliga-
 tions that we believe proteges owe mentors. However, these are derivative of the
 inequality implicit in the mentor-protege relationship. By almost any measure,
 mentors receive far fewer benefits from the mentoring relationship than do
 proteges. In addition, unless there is a dysfunction or abuse by the mentor,
 proteges accrue fewer costs from the relationship than do mentors. On net, the
 mentoring relationship is inequitable; with proteges on the receiving end and
 mentors on the giving end (Ladd, 1998). Organizations seldom recognize or
 make up for the unevenness in the mentoring exchange. In most cases, mentors
 must sustain their other work performance at the same level that it would be
 without their mentoring responsibilities. In this sense, it is accurate to label
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 mentors as virtuoux, altruisticS or to conceive of their actions as a sign of orga-

 nizational citizenship behavior (Wilson, 2001).

 Conceived in this way it would be immoral for proteges to reap the benefits

 of mentoring without some correspondent obligations. Unless mentors are spe-

 cifically rewarded by the organization for their actions as mentors, they are due

 reciprocity from their proteges. Such reciprocity ought to take the form of the

 duties of veracitys efficiency, and gratitude.

 Proteges owe a duty of veracity to their mentors. This obligates them not

 only be honest with their mentors so the advice and support they receive from

 them is built upon accurate premises. It also binds them to be truthful about any

 observation they report about what is going on elsewhere in the organization.

 Among the few benefits mentors receive from mentoring is information from

 their protege's network. For proteges to distort or withhold such information

 from mentors seems to us to accentuate what is already an inequitable situation.

 Thus, proteges ought to be forthcoming in all legitimate areas queried by a men-

 tor (Benjamin, 1985). This includes frank information about the protege's

 perceptions of whether the mentoring relationship is meeting his/her needs.

 Besides having a duty of veracity? we argue that proteges are obligated to be

 efficient in all encounters with their mentors. The reason is twofold. Qnce again,

 being efficient attenuates the inequity implicit in the relationship. Additionally,

 it should be recognized that a mentorss time is typically at a premium. To reflect

 this? we propose a protege duty to make every encounter as efficient as possible

 (Petresss 2000). This includes being prepared for each mentoring encounterS

 keeping the encounter moving and in general respecting the mentors time. The

 third protege duty we propose is gratitude (Berger7 1975; Card, 1988). To the

 extent that proteges receive value in excess of the investments they make in the

 mentoring relationship, they owe their mentor a debt of gratitude (McCullough

 Kilpatrick, EmmonsS and Larson, 2001; Wellman, 1999).

 Obviously these three protege obligations are prima facieS i.e. constrained

 by personal costs and capabilities in much the same way as mentor obligations

 are. A protege who is facing significant personal costs to be efElcient, honest or

 even grateful may legitimately view these requirements as aspirations rather

 than obligations.

 IZnplications

 Mentoring is a process in which many people have placed their hopes. Orga-

 nizational officials often conceive of mentoring as an apparently low-cost

 technique for socializing and retaining employees. Junior employees see

 mentoring as an apparently low-risk way of enhancing their chances for career

 success. Caught between these hopes are mentors without whose generosity

 mentoring would not be possible but whose power enables them to do great

 harm. This paper casts a new light on this interesting process.
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 The most important implication of this analysis is the impossibility of being a
 direct supervisor and an ethical mentor of the same person. As we have seen, the
 mentor role carries with it a special loyalty, partiality, and concern for one's
 proteges. This is contradicted by the moral obligations of the supervisory role to
 be impartial and fair to all one's subordinates. Therefore, unless one has only one
 subordinate, it is highly problematic to supervise and ethically mentor the same
 person. If the term "mentor" is used imprecisely to denote roles that involve only
 training, performance coaching, or career counseling, then holding both roles rela-
 tive to the same person is feasible. Otherwise, they are morally contradictory.

 Another key implication of this analysis is that some mentoring arrangements
 are more morally burdensome for mentors than others. Specifically, mentor du-
 ties are greatest if the power difference between them and their proteges is large,
 and this is exacerbated if the organization provides them with no rewards for
 their mentoring investments. If an organization has a formal mentoring pro-
 gram, it might be prudent to restrict especially burdensome mentoring
 assignments to those who are committed to high ethical standards.

 A third implication is that mentors and proteges alike should be familiarized
 with the ethical obligations built into these roles. Some organizations provide
 formal training for mentors and proteges, and attention to ethical factors might
 enable individuals to detect potentially problematic situations before they be-
 came serious. For example, a trained protege may sense that her mentor is not
 respecting her autonomy or a trained mentor may realize that she needs to be
 explicit about her expectations early in a mentoring relationship. Such mutual
 sensitivity will not eradicate all instances of abuse, they may deal with prob-
 lems that are unintentional or due to lack of vigilance.

 Fourth, in those sad cases of abuse, the model in this paper may allow a more
 adequate system of establishing mentor and protege accountability. Tragically,
 a graduate student who committed suicide at a major research university in 1999
 cited mentoring abuse in his suicide note (Djerassi, 1999). Without a clear model
 of responsibility, victims of abuse can only turn to the courts for relief. This can
 be an expensive and time-consuming process. For example, in a widely publi-
 cized case in which a mentor at the University of Michigan was successfully
 sued for fraud, it took the protege (a research assistant) eight years to prevail
 (Phinney v. Verbrugge, Perlmutter, and Adelman, 1997).

 Fifth, there is a condition in contemporary mentoring that we have taken as a
 given that really should command attention mentors seldom reap the rewards
 from mentoring that their commitment (and we should add, moral attention)
 justifies. This implies that organizations and proteges are the primary beneficia-
 ries of a process that relies largely on the virtues of mentors. The injustice implicit
 in this arrangement is troublesome, especially if the people who mentor are
 expected to "do more with less" in their normal work assignments (Ibarra, 2000).
 Thus, while we would never condone the abuses by mentors we discussed ear-
 lier, organizations that over-work and place stress on mentors share some of the
 moral responsibility.
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 From a theoretical viewpoint, this paper demonstrates how business ethics can
 be productively applied to develop a moral understanding of an "informal" orga-
 nizational role. Unlike the role of "engineer" or "planner," a mentor role is often
 taken rather than assigned, and as such it exists outside the authorized nexus of
 contracts. Like the role of colleague, team player, or role model, the mentor role
 falls outside the formal system of rules and controls. In the absence of such local
 normative standards, it is important that such roles come with clear ethical param-
 eters. Otherwise, moral ambiguity and ethical abuse are more likely.

 Note

 Moberg delivered portions of this paper on April 5, 2001 at Humboldt State University as the
 Watson Lecture.
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