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Introduction

Upcoming researchérbave to face an increasingly competitive laborkegr
(FIEDLER/WELPE 2008; McCORMICK/BARNES 2007); therefore, more systematic
faculty development is needed to support them éir tbareer (MLEAN et al.2008;
AUSTIN 2002). NELSON (1983) defines faculty development as any actithigt is
“[...] designed to improve faculty performance in alipects of their professional
lives [...].” (p. 70). BAND/ScHMITZ (1986) characterize a ‘productive researcher’ as
a person who is highly socialized in the professiself and in its environment, has
built up a professional network early in his or leareer, and has received support
from advisers or mentors. The authors name theastipp environment as one of
the most important characteristics for a productasearcher, and thus connect skill
development with the researchers’ integration itke professional context.
STEINERT (2000) points out that faculty development shoh&l addressed more
systematically to the development of upcoming resde:as’ professional skills.
Understanding values and expectations in the adadgystem, knowing about the
management of an academic career, and establigihafgssional networks are of
high relevance for one to succeed in the acadeanaec system (&INERT 2000).

In the literature about academic career success,irtegration into the
scientific community and a researchers’ publicatigmoductivity are mentioned
among the most important determinants (for thegnatiion see, e.g.,L8RAN 2010;
CowmBES et al. 2008; KyVIK /TEIGEN 1996; PrRPIC 1996; Fox 1991;for productivity
see, e.g., OMBESet al.2008;FEDLER/WELPE 2008; GRABER et al.2008;SCHULZE et
al.2008;CoupEeet al. 2005).

! In the following doctoral thesis, an ‘upcoming eascher’ is defined as a researcher aiming for a
career in academia who has not yet earned tenure.
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1 Introduction

In what follows, this doctoral thesis focuses ornadmmic mentoring
relationships to understand whether and how thayseave as a faculty development
strategy. In addition, to widen the view on facudgvelopment strategies, upcoming
researchers’ academic career mobility is analyzed.

The literature on mentoring relationships providespirical evidence on their
positive effects on mentees’ career developmenRTEAWALTERS 2009;
HILMER/HILMER 2007; Q\WYER et al. 2002; BYLE/BOICE 1998; HEINRICH 1995).
However, given these findings, and although unitiess are increasingly
establishing mentoring programs to support and pterapcoming researchers (e.g.,
WAsSBURNLALoOPA 2003; TENENBAUM et al. 2001JacoBl 1991), relatively little is
known about academic mentoring regarding how maergorelationships might
work, what support mentees receive, and how thetaianships might affect
upcoming researchers’ career success. In addlboking at upcoming researchers’
curricula vitae, a trend toward more academic nigbilis given (see
BORGHANSCORVERS2009; ROBKEN 2009). Hence, it is important to understand the
extent to which academic mobility might affect uptog researchers’ career
success, and thus detect its potential as a fadelglopment strategy along with
academic mentoring.

To analyze these questions about faculty developsteategies, this doctoral
thesis is structured into the following chaptersartég in Chapter 2, empirical
evidence on the need and relevance of faculty dpuaknt strategies in academia is
analyzed. Qualitative and quantitative insights iatademic mentoring relationships
are given in the next three chapters. To widenvilesv on faculty development
strategies, Chapter 6 investigates the effectsadly ecademic career mobility on
upcoming researchers’ career success. Furtheddetaithe particular chapters are
provided below.

To illustrate the need and relevance for more syate faculty development
strategies in academiaChapter 2 analyzes economic history, a small but
international field of research. A total of 242 slgrs from 59 countries participated
in this survey by answering an e-mail questionndifee quantitative findings show
which countries and regions need more systematreldement, and participants
were asked to suggest development strategies togbeathe field and its researchers.

According to the findings, enhancing upcoming redeers’ skill development and
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1 Introduction

fostering their integration into the scientific comnity should be the core issues of
these strategies. Therefore, faculty developmenategiies to enhance upcoming
researchers’ career advancement are needed.

Given the need for faculty development strategiks, next three chapters
analyze academic mentoring relationships in thetecdnof faculty development
strategies. Because the success of mentoringarddips is connected to the support
that mentees perceive to get from their mentors, @g., TLLMAN 2001),Chapter 3
analyzes what support upcoming researchers pergetve case of an international
e-mentoring program in the field of economic higtdnvestigating similarities and
differences in respect to findings of the tradiitbmentoring literature, this chapter
tries to detect the potentials e-mentoring relaigms might have regarding
upcoming researchers’ career development. Providjjpglitative insights by
analyzing mentoring item scales and conversatiotopols from 11 mentees, results
show that mentees perceive career and psychosaggort in different areas of
academic life. By providing support, mentors argngcin different roles that might
influence different aspects of academic career ldpweent and therefore of
upcoming researchers’ career success. Hence, #stigu arises as to whether this
provided support might help increase mentees’ cageess.

Chapter 4looks at a sample of 80 German-speaking researdhem the
field of economics and business administration Wwad or still have a mentor while
they were a PhD student or postdoc, and it analygesther the perceived support
affects mentees’ academic career success. It isedrghat because mentors are
acting as teachers, sponsors, and collaboratorstee® improve their human and
social capital endowment, and thus increase thaieer success — that is, the
likelihood of receiving tenure. Cox proportionalziaed regressions (& 1972) show
that mentors’ different roles change the effectaupooming researchers’ likelihood
of receiving tenure. Especially, mentors actingspensors and gatekeepers who
introduce their mentees to job-relevant contaatseimse such a likelihood.

The literature on academic career success strdss@sportance of research
productivity (see, e.g., R\BER et al.2008; ScHuLzE et al.2008). ThusChapter 5
looks into whether academic mentoring relationsl@peance mentees’ publication
productivity. For faculty development strategidse tinstitutionalization of formal

mentoring programs by organizations and institigios of high relevance. This
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1 Introduction

chapter categorizes the effects of mentoring asethibat result from formal and
informal mentoring relationships. The analysestmeed on the data set introduced
in Chapter 4 but with a sample of 390 German-spepkesearchers, including
researchers with a formal or informal mentor orree mentor. As in Chapter 4, it
iIs argued that mentoring relationships (formal anfbrmal) increase mentees’
human and social capital endowment, which posyivaifects mentees’ career
success. Even after controlling for a possiblectiele bias via matching methods,
results of traditional Ordinary least squares regjins show the positive effects of
formal mentoring programs on upcoming researchaublication productivity. No
effects can be found for informal mentoring relasbips.

Although the main focus of this doctoral thesisois academic mentoring
relationships,Chapter 6 widens the view on faculty development stratedigs
analyzing upcoming researchers’ academic careerililgolas it pertains to
enhancing career success. A total of 249 resear@rerincluded in these analyses,
which use the data set described in Chapter 4. Bec&hapters 4 and 5 provide
empirical evidence for the positive effects of nueimgy relationships on academic
career success, Chapter 6 considers mentoringoredhtps as a further control
variable in the analyses. In Chapter 6 it is argtlet national and international
career mobility can serve as a signal for appointntemmittees, and thus affects
upcoming researchers’ career success. Cox propaltivazard regressions @<
1972) were used for analyzing the likelihood of aping researchers receiving
tenure, and Logit regressions were used for anadyiie reputation of the tenure-
granting institution. The results show differenteefs for national and international
career mobility and therefore different potentitds such mobility to be used as a
faculty development strategy.

In light of the need for more systematic careerettgyment, this doctoral
thesis provides insights into academic mentoridgticmships (Chapters 3 to 5) and
academic career mobility (Chapter 6). By analyaiifferent aspects and effects of
mentoring and mobility on academic career sucdbssielevance of these measures
to increase upcoming researchers’ career advandermmeuonveiled. Chapter 7
provides a conclusion of the main results and ef bliscussion of the findings.



The need for faculty development: The case of exono

history

In order to support and advance upcoming resegrcimetheir academic
careers, faculty development should be a core i$suénstitutions and research
associations (&INERT 2000). In analyzing the status and future of theddfof
economic history, a lack of academic activities andesulting lack of faculty
development are revealed in academia. Asking relsees about their suggestions to
promote their research field, it becomes clear shr@tegies to improve researchers’
academic contacts and skills are required. Althaigghchapter focuses on the case
of economic history, it shows the need for moraesystic faculty development in
the academic world and the activities that insbing and organizations could

implement’

2.1 Introduction

Economic history has developed into a truly glothiakipline over the past
two decades. For example, the world congresseheflriternational Economic
History Association were held increasingly outsaleEurope and North America -
such as in Argentina in 1998 - and Latin America hasted a regular continent-
wide congress during the last decade. The 2012 d\Eecbnomic History Congress
will be held in Stellenbosch, South Africa, follovby the 2015 Congress in Kyoto,

2 Chapter 2 is a slightly modified version of theppr“The Global Status of Economic History” by
JOERGBATEN and {ILIA MUSCHALLIK (2012). This paper has been publishe@&@onomic History of
Developing Region®27(2012)1: 93-113.



2 The need for faculty development

Japan. In addition, the topics of economic histeegsions have become globally
comparative.

Despite this rapid globalization, however, surpigty little is known about
the scholars who represent economic history. Kngwiar status and who we are is
important for the future of our discipline. A nunmlod questions relating to this issue
are tackled in this study: In which countries ogioas are economic historians
concentrated? In which parts of the world are thegler-represented and why? Is
this due to a lack of academic activities in geheras economic history a neglected
discipline in an otherwise developed university teys? Which determinants
encourage or limit the propensity to publish inemftional economic history
journals?

Before it is possible to estimate the number ofnecaic historians it is
necessary to engage with the issue of definingdikeipline. For example, should
people working in museums who develop economiohisexhibitions be included
or only those who work full-time at universitieshdbld retired colleagues be
included in the estimates? Moreover, economic histmombines methods and
rhetorical styles from economics, history and somes$ other scholarly disciplines.
This position between academic fields offers gneetiential for interdisciplinary
work, but it also generates a certain amount ofiguity. Our strategy for coping
with these issues consists of asking a substantiatber of people to give an
estimate of the number of economic historians bra@ad sense (including doctoral
students); the average of many different defingionight yield a common-sense
estimate. Especially in large countries, the awerafdifferent estimates helps to
improve accuracy.

Our special interest focus is to shed light on ¢iteation in developing
regions. The potential for fruitfully combining ddepment studies and economic
history makes it important to strengthen our fidld those regions where
development is the core issue.

Our sample is based on a list of participants @f ldst world economic
history congresses and the leadership personrtbeof4 economic history societies
existing in the world. Since these world congressesorganized by the International
Economic History Association (IEHA), which unitesomomic historians from all

over the world, our database can be considerety faimmprehensive: For North
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2 The need for faculty development

America (plus Australia and New Zealand) and WeastBurope, we obtained
evidence on all countries. In addition, the regainEast Asia shows a very high
coverage, and five other world regions are welrgspnted. Only the sub-Saharan
Africa region was not comprehensively covered lgygtrvey.

After a short review of the current literature oooeomic history as a
discipline, we analyze the number of economic higts by country. To verify the
accuracy of these numbers, we check them agaitestotlaconference participation,
membership in national organizations and the nunolbgublications in economic
history journals. We also give a short overviewtlod status of post-graduate and
doctoral students in the field. The paper ends wiliief conclusion. In Appendix A,

we report on which topics researchers are focusmgpday.

2.2 Literature review

While a number of studies have analyzed econonsitotyi as a discipline, a
comprehensive quantitative study of the numbercohemic historians has not yet
been undertaken.

Studies of individual countries do exist. For exéanganada’'s Economic
History Group was recently surveyed, with a spefmalis on courses taught in the
various universities and colleges. One of the golestraised in this article was how
retired colleagues should be counted when a qa#wét survey is performed.
Clearly, retired colleagues are often active ireaesh, and some continue to teach
while others turn to alternative pursuits. Incluglimem in the total number yielded,
in the Canadian case, a slightly higher number cafnemic historians than our
figures suggested.

Recently, RuL (2008) performed a survey for the Economic Histeogiety
which is mainly active in the UK. The major aim wasidentify persons who were
interested in economic history, and might be maogéigiao contribute to the field and
the society. This author also decided to includieer@ scholars.

In a presentation at the European Historical EcaosnConference in

Geneva, 2009, Rs (2009)provided an overview of economic historians’ pudion
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patterns. The author provided his data to us, amthave therefore included it in our
analysis®

WHAPLES (2002) undertook an assessment of trends in thendb of
Economic History. He analyzed patterns relatingctmtents, methodology, and
temporal coverage. He also provided data on whiagthaas and universities
contributed to the Journal between the 1960s al®®.20HAPLES (2002) found an
increased interest in topics like business cycles depressions, standards of living
and health, and labor markets and migration sinee.®70s. He also pointed towards
a substantial internationalization of contributois. particular, the number of
published pages produced by European authors lmagngsubstantially in recent
years (WHAPLES 2002).

The editors of the Journal of Economic History tagy present quantitative
data, not on the number of economic historians dmtthe topics of journal
submissions by world region. In the latest issuardl 2011, SHBACK (2011)
showed that Non-North American topics had increabeitiging down the US and
Canada share to “only” 32 percent in 2009-10. Bgti@st, Africa increased as a
region of study from only one submission per yeaoaoth 2006/7 and 2007/8 to four
submissions in 2008/9 and eight in 2009/10. Wihile tesult still only accounts for
five percent of total submissions, the increasesubstantial. Western Europe,
including the UK, accounts for 43 percent, and mafsthe other world regions
account for 4-5 percent. Regional submissions lcavee from Asia and Pacific (5),
Eastern Europe (4), Latin America, including theilzean (6), and the Middle East
(4) (AsHBACK 2011). Clearly, the geography of topics is not tamh to the
geography of economic historians, but Tables suchhé& one can be used for

comparisons with our estimates presented below.

2.3 Sample and guestionnaire

Our evidence was collected on the basis of an é-quastionnaire. The
questionnaire included eight questions and waslédinto three parts. In the first

section, we asked about the status of economiorkigt the respective country of

% See also DVAIO/WEISDORF (2010) who analyzed citation behaviour, althouugirtmain interest is
in evaluating different journals.



2 The need for faculty development

each respondent. In the following section, we n&ved the respondents about the
most relevant topics in the field of economic higtoThe last part of the
guestionnaire focused on respondents’ backgrouondiration.

We sent the e-mail questionnaire to scholars at¢hesworld, building on the
list of participants of the last world economic thiry congresses and on the
leadership personnel of the major economic hisswgieties. A snowball system
allowed us to extend this network to previously arwmented countries such as
Kyrgyzstan and Syria. The survey concluded withcb@ntries being documented,
often with more than one estimé&tdo give an overview of the share of countries
covered by responses, we divided the countries nitie main world regions and
weighted them by population (Table 1). North Amariplus Australia and New
Zealand), East Asia and Western Europe reach ogeeralues of 98-100 percent.
Eastern Europe, Latin America, South and SouthAa& also have quite good
levels of documentation. Sub-Saharan Africa ha®dast coverage of 0.17, which is
not negligible. The under-representation of the-Sabaran region at past world
congresses might also be a sign of the lack of mowental support and a thinner
research infrastructureSouth Africa, as the most productive country irciab
sciences in the sub-Saharan region, was an exneptiche past. Overall, 59
countries could be included in this overview, imtthg countries such as Vietnam,
Ghana and Haiti.

All survey questions entailed open-ended respordes.average age of the
respondents was around 46 years, and the ages Wiame 24 to 80. We also asked
whether the respondents would characterize themsehore as an economist, more
as a historian, or whether they saw themselves wbere between the two
professions. Overall, 82 individuals saw themseb&historians, and 82 respondents

saw themselves as between the core disciplinety Fiflividuals chose a clear

4 Questionnaires were sent to some 1,100 persomwhaf 242 responded. If the information would

refer to individual opinion, this would be a ‘respe rate’ of around 22 percent, which is quite
remarkable compared to similar questionnaire d@ii Because the unit of the observation is the
country, however one person’s estimate would begpate enough.

® Research in this region is quite under-funded, #redfew existing science institutions in some

African countries were sometimes even destroyedidiyestic policies and events during the past
decades (UNESCO 2010:65).

® South Africa was actively measured by the UNESCOQitbyoutput of ISI papers over the past

twenty years. This measurement showed that Soutica®dproduces about half of all output in the

social sciences and more than three times more Nigaria, the second most productive country
(UNESCO 2010:64).



2 The need for faculty development

economist designation. Twenty-seven participanstaated from responding to this

guestion.

Table 1.Coverage of world regions

World Region Coverage in percentage
East Asia 98

East Europe/Central Asia 62

Latin America/Caribbean 73

Middle East/North Africa 51

North America/Australia/New Zealand 100

South Asia 77

Southeast Asia 54

Subsaharan Africa 13

Western Europe 100

Notes:Oceania is not included, because we focused anlyoontries with a population
of 500,000 and more in 2010 (Philippians are inetlith South East Asia).
Source: Own compilation.

2.4 Number of economic historians

In the first section of the questionnaire, we asiespondents for an estimate
of the number of economic historians in their count

As economic history is characterized by heterodggnaind as there is no
clear-cut, universal definition of ‘the economicstorian’ we asked respondents to
include historians, economists and other sociamg@§ts with a strong interest in
economic history. We asked them to include doctsiadients, professors, and other
scholarly staff (permanent and tempordrfhe results are reported in Table 2.

In first place, there is Japan with an absolute lmemof 1,340 economic
historians, followed by China (800), the United gaom (770) and the United States
(675). Astonishingly high numbers were also reachmdVietham, Mexico and

Turkey.

" Because a countrywide estimation might have beemetmes too difficult, we also asked for an
estimated number of economic historians withinrtb&in universities, if that were more feasible.

10



2 The need for faculty development

Why does Japan have the most economic historiang?éson could be the

strong interest of the Japanese public in the hyisibthe country. Another plausible

explanation could be a Japanese preoccupatiorbwitimess histors.

On the other side of the spectrum, there are sooumtges with few

economic historians. We consider economic histerian those countries to be

pioneers who promote the discipline even withostrang group around them. We

have to admit that sometimes our estimates aredbaseslightly less precise

statements for these countriePlease note also that only 59 countries are listed

Most of the other countries typically have smalintounities.

Table 2.Ranking of economic historians by country

Country Number of Population (in mio) Respondents
economic historians

Japan 1340 128 5
China 800 1346 1
United States 770 312 5
United Kingdom 675 63 4
Russian Federation 488 143 2
Mexico 350 115 2
India 350 1241 1
Spain 346 46 11
Italy 342 61 13
France 336 63 7
Argentina 300 41 1
Germany 210 82 9
Viet Nam 200 88 1
Turkey 200 74 1
Sweden 183 9 6
Brazil 160 197 2
Netherlands 138 17 2
Portugal 114 11 5

8 As a caveat, we should also mention that sometdearwith high degree of specialization, such as

the US, might not count the majority of businesgdrians as economic historians.

° For example, if the number of economic historiams only given for one of the two universities, we
multiplied by two after making sure the universitigere similar in size and character.

11



2 The need for faculty development

Taiwan 113 23 3
Colombia 100 a7 1
Korea (South) 100 49 1
Peru 100 29 1
Greece 80 11 4
Hungary 70 10 1
Bulgaria 65 8 3
Belgium 60 11 1
Austria 60 1
Norway 53 4
Switzerland 52 8 4
Canada 44 35 3
Denmark 43 6 4
Finland 43 5 5
Senegal 41 13 1
Cuba 40 11 1
Uruguay 40 3 1
Australia 35 23 2
Chile 33 17 3
Poland 30 38 1
Indonesia 30 238 1
South Africa 28 51 3
Egypt 20 83 1
Israel 18 8 3
Serbia 15 7 1
Slovenia 15 2 1
New Zealan (Aotearoa) 15 4 1
Ireland 11 5 2
Romania 10 21 1
Total 8666 4816 137

Notes:We excluded very few outliers (5), especiallyaépondents added notes saying: "l really do
not know, but maybe around...". Line “Total” contaih®+ economic historians. 1-10 economic
historians in the following countries: Morocco, Bid, Estonia, Algeria, Syria, Ghana, Cameroon,
Mauritania, Kyrgyzstan, Haiti. Population data fr@en.0.

Source: Own compilation.
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Although many developing countries have very fevorgenic historians,
others have very substantial communities, such i@$na&m, Brazil and Senegal.
Many of these scholars have not, however, been irdegrated into the world
economic history community.

One reason for the high absolute number of econbistorians, especially in
China, Japan and the US, might be the large papualaf these countries relative to
others. To take this into consideration, we docunirenhe next step the number of
economic historians relative to the population (€a®). Sweden occupies the first
rank with 20 economic historians per million inhabits, followed by Uruguay
(13.3), Norway (13.1) and Portugal (11.4). The BaiKingdom with 11.3 and Japan
with 10.6 are in positions five and six, respedtivéds expected, China and the US
rank lower in per capita terms. Some might sugtiegtthese estimates might be too
small. Given its dominance in the field, it is pbss that the US estimates are too
low. But we only measured the number, not the pcbditly, of scholars. Differences
in productivity might influence the perceived reaimber of economic historians in a

particular country such as the US.

Table 3.Economic historians relative to population by coynt

Country Economic historian/ GDP (per capita) Respondents
Population

Sweden 20.4 20442 6
Uruguay 13.3 7708 1
United Kingdom 10.7 19972 4
Japan 10.5 20876 5
Norway 10.5 24471 4
Portugal 10.4 14126 5
Finland 8.5 20290 5
Bulgaria 8.1 5505 3
Netherlands 8.1 21656 2
Slovenia 7.5 13650 1
Austria 7.5 20161 1
Spain 7.5 15464 11
Argentina 7.3 8340 1
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Greece 7.3 12277 4
Denmark 7.1 23086 4
Hungary 7 7286 1
Switzerland 6.5 22144 4
Estonia 6 11495 3
Italy 5.6 18890 13
Belgium 5.5 20833 1
France 5.3 20950 7
Taiwan 4.9 16428 3
New Zealand (Aotearoa) 3.8 16064 1
Cuba 3.6 2445 1
Russian Federation 3.4 5428 2
Peru 3.4 3658 1
Senegal 3.2 1454 1
Mexico 3 7154 2
Turkey 2.7 6274 1
Germany 2.6 18636 9
United States 2.5 28039 5
Israel 2.3 15733 3
Viet Nam 2.3 1820 1
Ireland 2.2 22015 2
Serbia 2.1 2354 1
Colombia 2.1 5091 1
Chile 2 9921 3
Korea (South) 2 14508 1
Australia 15 21712 2
Canada 1.3 22250 3

Notes:1-10 economic historians in the following coursri®.1-0.8 economic historians per million
inhabitants): Bolivia, Brazil, Poland, China, Ror@rSouth Africa, Mauritania, India, Cameroon,
Morocco, Kyrgyzstan, Ghana, Egypt, Syria, IndoneAlgeria. GDP data from 2000.

Source: Own compilation.

We also investigated whether there is a linkagevéen the income of the

corresponding country and the number of economs&tohans per capita. Are

economic historians perhaps a ‘luxury item'? Is rexpuic history consumed in
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greater quantities if incomes are high? To analjg® question, we compare our
results with the GDP per capita of each countrgyFé 1). The results suggest that
there is a linkage between the number of economsiordns in a country and its
GDP. Sweden, with the highest rate of economicoliats, has a very high per
capita GDP. Rich countries, such as the United #amg, Norway and Portugal, also
feature many economic historians per capita, wisektiti, Mauritania and Ghana
have relatively small numbers. However, there &e some countries that are rich,
but do not have as many ‘economic historians’ @gita such as Germany, which
experienced a boom period in the hey-day of thesttical School” during the 19
and early 20 centuries. When this school was replaced by atperoaches in the
post-war period, sufficient economic history chaisre not created to make up for
the move away from historical approaches amongehanuists. On the whole,
however, the general correlation between GDP ared rtbmber of economic
historians is positive for the developing world.r Fexample, economic history in
Brazil will surely grow over the next decade, givenrapid GDP per capita growth

in the recent past.
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Figure 1. Are economic historians a luxury product?
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2.4.1 Conference participation

In order to test our findings, we now compare theam(1l) conference
and (3)

publications in economic history journals. Apaurfr strengthening our findings on

participation statistics, (2) memberships in nadlororganizations,
the numbers of scholars, this comparison process patovides insights into the
determinants of conference participation and pahbo patterns.

To test our findings we employed a gravity modeit texplains conference
participation in relation to distance, number obma@mic historians in the source
country, home market effects of the country in ah&cworld congress occurs, and
other variables. The data was collected from weoddgress participation statistics
for the past decade. We collected participatiotissies from the world congresses
held in Buenos Aires in 2002, Helsinki in 2006 ddttecht in 2009 (Table 4).
Unfortunately, the data did not always provide iggrants’ country of origin. For

most participants information on country of origiould be gleaned, but for some we
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could only get their regional base, such as “Scawa” or “other Asia” (see the

notes to the Table for further information). Becauge will assess a home market

effect below, we decided to separate Finland ankefoScandinavia” in the case of

the Helsinki congress.

Table 4. Participation in world congresses 2002-9 and faefma 2012

Country (group) Buenos Aires Helsinki Utrecht  Stellenbosch*
2002 2006 2009 2012
South Africa 8 6 9 84
Africa others 1 3 2 0
China n.a. 4 23 53
India 12 9 10 9
Japan 19 55 78 54
Asia others 14 31 13 37
Russia 12 30 17 39
Eastern Europe others n.a. 48 50 16
Austria / Switzerland 10 37 36 37
Belgium 14 40 26 32
Finland n.a. 157 n.a. n.a.
France 25 71 88 55
Germany 25 71 52 42
Greece / Turkey / Israel n.a. 18 24 42
Italy 40 60 63 55
Scandinavia 38 n.a. 108 54
Scandinavia others n.a. 121 n.a. n.a.
Spain / Portugal 35 108 119 57
The Netherlands 20 44 94 39
UK/ Ireland 42 136 145 82
Argentina 113 18 14 37
Brazil 24 13 12 18
Mexico 31 24 9 31
Latin America others 0 11 26 14
Canada 26 27 25 29
USA 109 131 124 93
Australia / New Zealand 19 19 13 28
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Unknown 75 0 31 35

Total 712 1292 1211 1064

Notes:*Stellenbosch 2012 is the average of the prev®usknown figures. The fact that there were
8 South Africans was constructed from the acadgmogram. The high participation rate of Finland
in 2006 includes not only economic historians, lalso all historians and economists who
participated. A forecast based on our model, see 8vurces: Buenos Aires: Internet PowerPoint-
Presentation, congress website Helsinki: Exceltsbest by Riitta Hjerppe, thanks for that Utrecht:
Excel sheet sent by Jessica Dijkman, thanks fdr &ikfigures exclude accompanying persons. The
country groups were different in the cases of theeri®ds Aires and the Utrecht congress, the
previously mentioned “other Europe”, and the lathistinguished between East and West Europe. The
former also had an “other countries in the worltegary”, which is why the “unknown” category in
Table 4 is a bit larger. Also the arrangement “Ge¢€urkey/Israel” was given by the world congress
statistics, country specific numbers were not add. The predicted value for “Africa others” in
2012 is actually -11, but we report a 0, becausgcggzation cannot be negative. Asia others in 2002
includes China, Scandinavia in 2002 is only Finland Sweden. Unknown 2012 is the average of the
previous 3 unknown figures. The fact that there ev8r South Africans in Buenos Aires was
constructed from the academic program.

Source: Own compilation.

What do the figures show about participation trénds general, the
participation from African countries was relativetyodest (Table 4, columns 1-%).
Chinese and Japanese participation has grown stildita(in the Chinese case, we
can observe this only for 2006-2009 because frod220 was included in ‘other
Asia’). Russia was represented better in Helsihkint elsewhere, which might be
caused by the geographic proximity of Finland te tiorthwestern parts of Russia.
Geographic proximity clearly also played a rolethie case of European countries
which had sent fewer delegates to Buenos Aires thahe other two congresses
(and the macroeconomic crisis in Argentina was g@ibbpalso important here). The
largest participation figure in all congresses wes one of the Finnish in Helsinki,
with 157 participants® However, the British, US, Spanish and ‘other Sasada’
communities were also quite well represented. Thasentries sometimes reach

values of more than 100 participafts.

9\We will discuss the “Forecast 2012 column” below.

1 please note that the number of Finnish particpparteeded the number of economic historians of
the country. Also other historians and economist$igipated at the congress.

121t is a bit astonishing that, according to the Bag Aires statistics, there were no participardasnfr
“other Latin America” (apart from Argentina, Mexi@nd Brazil). This might be a small data mistake
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To compare the number of economic historians fromiratial estimates with
conference participation, we need to ask what thetrnmportant control variables
are that could potentially distort the comparisAn.obvious distortion could be the
language issue. Because English functions oftengigbal language in the scientific
world, non-native speakers are, in a way, disadget because they have to make
great effort to learn the language; otherwise, teyuld be less successful at
international conferences and get fewer publicabpportunities (UNESCO 2010:
154-155). In other words, the success of a schotawadays, might be partly related
to his or her English language skills (UNESCO 201%6). According to UNESCO,
English is the most widely used language in saxance journals (85.3 percent of
the referred journals are in the English languafdowed by French (5.9 percent),
German (5.4 percent), Spanish (4.0 percent) antifleese (1.7 percent). The most
common non-European language is Chinese (1.5 pgeréelfowed by Japanese (1.0
percent):® Therefore, we created an ‘English’ dummy variaklich is coded as 1
for the US, Canada, the UK, Ireland, New Zealanastfalia and South Afric. To
further distinguish the cultural proximity of paipants to the English language, we
collected the TOEFL (Test of English as a Foreigmduage) test score by country
from the respective Internet pageWe defined a group with weak TOEFL values
below 70 points (the main example here is Japarchnk quite astonishing) and the
group with modest TOEFL values between 70 and &un@y groups that are not
mainly English speaking but have fairly good TOESelores represent the constant.

In our regressions, we find that the number of eotin historians and the
distance from the congress are significant deteantsof world congress attendance
(see Table 5). Less distance and more economioriaiss mean higher congress
participation in the respective country. As expdct®8DP and the English-language
variable also matter. Researchers from countrigh Wigh GDP can more easily
afford the travel expense, while those from coestwith low GDP face greater

obstacles. English language skills affect partibguapositively. The home market

because nearby Uruguay and other countries migéth abve sent delegates. Otherwise, the
participation statistics seem relatively reliable.

13 Results based on the Ulrich database. For fuitiiermation, see UNESCO (2010: 149).

14 Although there are obviously language minoritiessome of those countries, there are also some
English-speaking countries in other country groups.

!> The TOEFL test is the most accepted internatitest to score English language skills. It consists
of reading, listening, writing and speaking secsiofhe maximum total score is 120 points.
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effect is always positive and has a large coeffichauit is not statistically significant.
We also tested whether visa requirements playedlea but found no significant
effect. In addition, a time trend (‘year’) was igsificant. Finally, including country
fixed effects in a least square dummy variable rm@delumn 5) did not make a

difference.
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Table 5.Panel regressions: Determinants of world congragscpation

1) (2) (3) (4) (5)
Number of ec.hist. 5.97*** 8.27*** 6.11%** 6.05%** 8.80***
(0.002) (0.000) (0.003) (0.010) (0.000)
Distance (logs) 17777 12,81 -14.16% -10.27* -13.20%*
(0.000) (0.001) (0.001) (0.017) (0.009)
Home market 24.93 33.39 25.89 32.89 33.57
(0.258) (0.129) (0.289) (0.214) (0.233)
GDP/capita (logs) 15.35%** 9.98* 10.33* 19.58***
(0.001) (0.054) (0.076) (0.000)
TOEFL (low) -68.74***
(0.006)
TOEFL (medium) 1.97
(0.850)
English 32.60***  19,33*** 23.09**
(0.010) (0.005) (0.042)
TOEFL 0.57 0.76
(0.369) (0.277)
Visa requirements -9.37
(0.200)
Year 0.86
(0.328)
Countries fixed effects No No No No Yes
Constant 161.31*** -24.78 -9.70 -1,788.54 -30.26
(0.000) (0.650) (0.889) (0.325) (0.686)
Observations 71 71 71 71 73
R-squared 0.58 0.70 0.64 0.60 0.89

Notes:Number of economic historians was divided by 1@Oefkpository purposes.

Source: Own compilation.
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In Table 6, we list the residuals of congress pgudtion. After controlling
for distance, language barriers, income and sizeeEconomic history community,
the three regions with the highest residual paditton propensity are lberia,
Scandinavia and, surprisingly, Eastern Europe (ekioy Russia). Africa and some

Latin American countries also have positive resislua

Table 6.Residuals of congress participation based on Tal&pecification 2)

Country Residual
Spain / Portugal 34.3
Scandinavia 22.7
Eastern Europe others 22.2
Africa others 20.8
USA 19.2
Argentina 6.5
Brazil 6.4
India 5.3
France 3.6
UK / Ireland 3.5
Italy 3.0
Latin America others 1.7
Japan 0.0
South Africa -0.6
Germany -1.0
Mexico -2.7
The Netherlands -85
Asia others -9.6
Austria / Switzerland -9.6
Australia / New Zealand -9.9
Canada -12.2
Belgium -12.6
Greece / Turkey / Israel -21.6
Russia -25.4
China -41.6

Source: Own compilation.
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Based on these regression results, we attempeedsirof participation at the
World Congress 2012. In Column 4 of Table 4, wenese the participation at the
next World Economic History Congress that will ocan Stellenbosch. The most
astonishing fact is the non-participation of Afnsa(outside South Africa). It should
be noted that this is a ceteris paribus forecagtdbes not take into account special
stipends and other interventions that would enagrAfrican participation. The
forecast in Table 4 is based only on the variablésble 5: the number of economic
historians, which is small in most African coungri¢he distance, which is quite large
(the northern part of the continent is closer todpe than to South Africa), low GDP
and similar variables. Looking at the sessionsaalyeaccepted for 2012, we are sure
that the actual participation from this region watld up to at least 40 to 50
participants.

Because of a potential home market effect, padtmp by South Africans
will be the highest ever. We also forecast that t&oAfrican historians and
economists who have not previously engaged witm@zdc history will attend, as
these groups did in Helsinki. The largest partitgais estimated for the US, with
more than 90 delegates. The British will also bé&eqwell represented. China’s
participation at recent congresses was relativedgesnt but is growing substantially
because of the large group of economic historiaingxaane and the growing
integration and income of the country. Comparechwite showing at Utrecht in
2009, participation will climb from 23 to a foreted 54 delegates at the congress in
Stellenbosch. Furthermore, Japan’s participatioestimated to be 54 delegates. In
our estimation, the European countries will sendefedelegates to Stellenbosch
2012 than to the last congresses in Helsinki amddtt, but they will send more than
they did in 2002 (to Buenos Aires). From the Lamerican group, Argentina and
Mexico will be represented by 37 and 31 delegatespectively. Altogether, we
predict a participation number of 1064 delegatesl(®ling accompanying persons).
That number is slightly less than that for the lagd World Economic History
Congresses in Utrecht (1211 delegates) and Hel§li2€2 delegates), but more than
for the congress in Buenos Aires in 2002 (712 dekex). 1064 delegates is a number
that will facilitate a very successful world congge Moreover, this number is an
estimate based only on travel costs and similalabkes. The unusual location of

South Africa and the fact that this event will be first world congress in Africa will
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probably attract an even higher number, as the eurabsession proposals at the
time of writing indicates.

2.4.2 Memberships in national organizations

In this section we compare our estimated numbecohomic historians with
memberships of national economic history organzeti Do our estimated economic
historian numbers match the number of membershipsiional organizations in the
respective country? We interviewed representatieseveral national organizations
via e-mail about their current membership numb&ame of these organizations
include foreign scholars, such as the EconomicarysSociety, which is mainly
located in the UK but includes people from outsBigtain. Nevertheless, these
organizations are the exception rather than thee rul

A strong link exists between our estimates andntleenberships in national
organizations data (Figure 2). Japan and the UGntdes with large numbers of
economic historians, also have many members ofometi economic history
organizations. In addition, for the other countrie® observe a close numerical
correlation. Economic historians in the documentedntries seem to be highly
organized and represented by their associationsverer, this correlation might
mean that economic historians were more visibletorinitial respondents precisely
because they are well represented in those natbwgahizations.

Of course, the ability to correctly estimate thentwer of economic historians
by the respondents might also depend on the siztheofparticular nation. For
example, correspondents from the US could probasimate the number of
economic historians for their own state much mareueately than the number for
the entire US. In the figure, both large and smalintries lie close to an imagined
regression line.

Therefore, respondents appeared to have basedettimirates on the number
of members in their national association. Nevedg$®l in general, our estimates are

confirmed.
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Figure 2. Comparison: Number of economic historians and meshiges in national
organizations
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(Canada), Societa italiana degli storici dell'ecore (Italy), Gesellschaft fiur Sozial- und
Wirtschaftsgeschichte (Germany), Economic Histossdciation (United States), N.W. Posthumus
Instituut (Netherlands), Greek Economic History daation (Greece).

Source: Own compilation.

2.4.3 Journal publications

In another plausibility check, we regress journablgcations by country (or
region) against our new estimates of the numbeecainomic historians, adding
additional control variables. We collected a data fsom nine economic history
journals that are contained in the EconLit datal23@5-2010. The criterion was
whether the title included ‘economic history’ (otranslation thereof) and whether

the journal was considered established and intemaltenough to be included in this
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database. A list of journals is given below in BBl We have to acknowledge that
the latter criterion generates a certain bias tde&conomics-oriented publications
in our field because the more history-orientateltbagues do not publish as much in
journals as in books and edited volumes. Therdsis a bias in favor of English
language journals because those are more oftendedlin EconLit. However, our
main purpose here is to assess the plausibilith@hew estimates of the number of
economic historian® The number of journal publications per country o
correlate with the number of economic historiarfsgracontrolling for intervening
variables (such as language).

We obtained a data set of 825 publications appgdrtween 2005 and 2010
and consisting of 1218 authorships sorted by afidn. One author might have
several authorships. Again, we included controlialdes to counter potential
distortions. The language variables were also dexiu In addition, we included a
dummy variable representing the fact that the jaluir® situated in a given country.
For example, Australians will publish more ofterthe Australian Economic History
Review, and Indians will do so in the Indian Ecomoi@ind Social History Review.
Those considerations are confirmed by the regresssults: language and location
of journals matter. But even more important for etudy, the variable ‘Number of
economic historians’ is significant again, evenudfio the number of cases was only
25 countries and regions. This regression conftimagplausibility of our new results.
Rels provided a data set for comparative purposes, twiie collected for a
presentation at the 2009 European Historical Ecoc®nsociety Congress in
Geneva. Compared to our data set of 2005-201(rtkehat Ris used had a larger
time frame, sampling the years 1996, 1998 and 200&ring four journals. When
we compared the two, the results we obtained fomew publication database were

fairly robust (Table 7, Column 4).

'8 For studies about the variety of measures of sieproductivity see, e.g., DVAIO/WEISDORF
(2010); KaLAITZIDAKIS et al.(2003).
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Table 7.Regressions: Determinants of publication numberduntries

1) (2) (3)

Sample New New Reis
Years 2005-10 2005-10 1996/1998/2008
Number of economic historians 16.62** 12.90* 4.94*

(0.038) (0.058) (0.057)
TOEFL 3.47* 2.24 0.86

(0.075) (0.211) (0.168)
English 121.06** 97.82** 38.37**

(0.025) (0.040) (0.021)
Journal home 67.61**

(0.038)

Constant -337.39* -231.32 -89.70

(0.071) (0.172) (0.140)
Observations 25 25 25
R-squared 0.57 0.66 0.58

Notes: Number of economic historians was divided by 100 éxpository purposes; Journals:
Australian Economic History Review, Economic HistBgview, European Review of Economic
History, Explorations in Economic History, Indiawdhomic and Social History Review, Journal of
Economic History, Revista de Historia Economicayifa di Storia Economica, Scandinavian
Economic History Review.

Source: Own compilation.

Next, we estimated the overall number of econonstohians in the world by
interpolating values for all countries with a pagidn of 500,000 inhabitants or
more that had missing values due to non-reportéal dfde interpolate the values of
missing countries by utilizing our estimated numbeeconomic historians relative
to the population in the same geographical redgtamn.example, the value for Ivory
Coast was an estimate based on the per capita faal@®hana and the population of
the Ivory Coast. We find that the overall numbeeobnomic historians in the world
is probably around 10,400 scholars, almost 8,70@tuth are in the 59 surveyed
countries and 1,700 in the countries without data.
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2.5 Number of doctoral students

The participants in our survey were also asked sbmate how many
economic historians were doctoral students. In &)l we report the number of
doctoral students by region. Again, there is afotariation, but the measure might
be within acceptable bounds for most of the regidhsdisplays the expected
differences, which we based on qualitative infoioratbout doctoral schooling. For
example, the share of doctoral students amongcalhamic historians is high in
Western Europe, where not all of those studentsatistarting an academic career.
In the North American system, the pervasive goaladtoral students is to start an

academic career.

Table 8.Number of doctoral students by world region

World Region Number of  Number of Doctoral
economic doctoral students per
historians students economic

historian

East Asia 2108 245 0.12

East.Eur./Cntr. Asia 591 94 0.16

Latin America/ Car. 1094 n.a. n.a.

Mid.East/N. Afr. 249 n.a. n.a.

North America/Au/Nz 769 95 0.12

South Asia 275 75 0.27

South East Asia 225 n.a. n.a.

Subsaharan Africa 76 n.a. n.a.

Western Eur. 2033 711 0.35

Notes:Column 1 excludes doctoral students.

Source: Own compilation.
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2.5.1 Promotion of economic history

To promote economic history and to attract moralestts of outstanding
ability to this field, we asked the participantseter they possibly had suggestions
for the International Economic History Associatidhat should the organization do
to promote economic history in their country? Cheyt do anything to improve
international contacts and cooperation?

In Table 9, we give an overview of the most freglyementioned answers.

Table 9. Promotion strategies

Promotion topics Respondents
travel stipends to world congress 12
regional meetings 9
summer school (doctoral students) 9
travel stipends for several months 6
guest speakers in countries with small economiohjigroups 5
advertise eh in media 4
host a world congress 3
international coop in doctoral education 2
joint doctoral education 2
new IEHA journal 2
travel stipends for last developed countries, cditipe 1
IEHA newsletter (monthly) 1
weekly IEHA newsletter 1

1-week economics crash courses for historians 1
annual doctoral WEHC

travel cost stipends to sources
eh journals on IEHA webpage
databases in internet
disseminate research written in Asian languages 1
doctoral exchanges 1
encourage famous scholars to participate in WEKMédore) 1
annual WEHC 1

[ = S

Notes:Abbreviation: WEHC = World Economic History Congse
Source: Own compilation.

Travel stipends to participate in world congress@sthe most relevant issue
mentioned by the respondents to promote econorsiorigiin the different countries.
These respondents suggested the organization afneégmeetings and summer
schools for doctoral students by the InternatidBabnomic History Association.

Moreover, to be a successful researcher, it isgsacg to have not only the skills and

29



2 The need for faculty development

talent to search for the right themes but alscsti@al capital consisting of knowing
others with whom to collaborate and exchange ide&s.an international-oriented
scholarly community, to exchange with other redeanrg at conferences is essential
for being successfdf In particular, young talented researchers withiingncial
support and developed international reputationsulshde supported by travel
stipends and summer schools to promote their i@sil#&nd international prominence.

2.6 Conclusion

In this study, we focused on a number of questibtmy many economic
historians are there in the world? In which cowstror world regions are they
concentrated and where are they lacking, perhappita of an otherwise developed
university system? Can we explain differences enrtbmber of economic historians
who are participating at world congresses, and lwhileterminants encourage or
limit publication propensity?

We found that the overall number of economic hiats in the world might
be around 10,400. Breaking the number of econonsitoians down by country,
Japan obtained a high value with an estimated le@édomic historians, followed
by China (800), the United Kingdom (770) and theitkth States (675).
Astonishingly, high numbers were also reached fietnam, Mexico and Turkey. In
per capita terms, Sweden occupies the first rartk @0 economic historians per
million inhabitants, followed by Uruguay (13.3),caiNorway (13.1). Portugal with
11.4, the United Kingdom with 11.3 and Japan with6loccupy positions four to
SiX.

Clearly, this estimation procedure does not retfealimpact each nation had
on overall knowledge creation, nor on the neighimprfields of economics and
history. For example, US economic historians héatge impact on the development

of the discipline due to high productivity or ongi ideas’ But establishing

" Social capital defined here followingoBRDIEU (1983), “Okonomisches Kapital”, who considers it
to be a capital asset consisting of useful relatigrgs and contacts, whereasTRAM’s (1995),
“Bowling Alone”, definition of social capital is pbably more often used in economics today.

8 For example, seelRERMAN/WOLF (1997), “Flow of knowledge”; &x (1991), “Productivity in
Science”; BLARAN (2010), “Research Productivity”.

9 To cite another example: AWDENSTROM (2005a) criticized the Swedish economic history
mainstream for focusing mostly on national or regloeconomic history, whereas the share of
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2 The need for faculty development

estimates for the number of economic historiansaisiecessary first step to
understand the dynamics of the discipline.

To countercheck our new data on economic historiesmplemented three
plausibility checks. First, we fitted a gravity neddthat explains conference
participation in relation to distance, the numbkeconomic historians in the source
country, home market effects of the country in vah&cworld congress occurs, and
other variables. The data originated from worldgress participation statistics. As
expected, distance and the number of economic rl@e® were statistically
significant across all regressions. In addition,FGahd English language skills had a
significant impact on economic historian numbers.

In another plausibility check, we compared our nestimates with the
memberships in national economic history assogciatid he results of this approach
supported our estimated number of economic histeri&conomic historians seem
to be highly organized.

Additionally, we implemented a third plausibilitheck by regressing journal
publications by country (or region) on the estirsaté the number of economic
historians and using additional control variableshsas the English language or the
journals’ home country. We collected this data setm nine economic history
journals that were contained in the EconLit databaBhe results showed that
language and location of journals matter. Howeesen more important for our
study was the result that the variable ‘Number @dn®mic historians’ was again
significant, even if we restricted the number adesato 25 countries and regions.
These comparisons of different measures allowaispme extent, to overcome the
problem of defining economic historians preciséljoreover, by comparing the
participation at international congresses with tisenber of economic historians, a
clearer understanding of the scholarly knowledgeegation process of congress
participation is possible. The intriguing questi@bout limiting factors of
participation (language, travel costs, visa, atcquantified here for the first time. A
similar model is created for publications in intional journals. For example, this
allows us to specify how many publications can Bpeeted by, say, a junior
economic historian with a TOEFL value 70. This kiedge can be important in

international comparative work published in inté¢im@al journals was quite limited in his view. See
also WALDENSTROM (2005b).

31
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research evaluation which becomes a part of evgrydaversity life and which is
not always performed appropriately.

To forecast the participation at the next World mamic History Congress in
Stellenbosch (South Africa) in 2012, we analyzedigpation statistics on the three
world congresses of the last decade, namely tho®uenos Aires 2002, Helsinki
2006 and Utrecht 2009. Our estimated participathumber at the congress in
Stellenbosch suggests that the participation oft Basa will increase. The total
number will be around 1064 delegates. In additaithough not confirmed by our
estimates, the expected success of attracting aifsido the congress will help to
strengthen the discipline on the African continent.

Some developing countries with substantial econdmstory communities,
such as Vietnam, Brazil and Senegal, have not batnsively integrated into the
global economic history community. Strengthening #xtent of this integration in
the future will substantially bolster the futureemfonomic history as a discipline.

Participants of the survey suggested differenttesgias to promote their
research field. Results unveil the need for morstesyatic faculty development
activities including the integration of researchet® the scientific community and
their skill development. In the following three ghers (3 to 5) mentoring
relationships are analyzed to find out whether wmg could be an appropriate
activity in order to promote upcoming researchers inprove their performance in

the academic context.
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Mentoring and mentees’ perceptions: The case of an

academic e-mentoring program

This chapter focuses on academic mentoring relstigps for upcoming
researchers. It is analyzed in what areas mentresipe support from their mentors
to provide empirical evidence on how mentoring treteships might work. By
analyzing the case of an international e-mentagpiragram for upcoming researchers
in the field of economic history, findings are caangd to findings of the traditional
mentoring literature to unveil the potentials e-moeing relationships might have in

the context of upcoming researchers’ career devebop.

3.1 Introduction

In the past decades universities have increasimglylemented formal
mentoring programs to support and promote upcomasgarchers in their career
advancement  (WsBURNLALOPA  2003; TENENBAUM et al. 2001,
JOHNSTONMCCORMACK 1997). In a traditional mentoring relationship arm
experienced senior researcher (mentor) is matobeal less established upcoming
researcher (mentee) to improve the mentees’ cadeancement AtoslI 1991,
KraM 1983). By communicating mainly face to face, thentor provides career and
psychosocial support to the mentee and enhancesnémtee’s professional and
personal identities (MANBERG et al. 2003; SIGLE/MULLER 2001; KrAM 1983).
WANBERG et al. (2003) and ITLMAN (2001) point out that it is the support mentees
perceive from their mentors that is crucial for me®s’ career development.
Regarding the traditional mentoring literature,dé&s show that mentees feel more
self-confident (®HNSTONMCCORMACK 1997), are better integrated into the
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scientific community (ANGELIQUE et al. 2002; @GwYER et al. 2003; SHRODT et al.
2002), and are more productive (see, e.pN&MCGINNIS 1985 or results of
Chapter 5) than those who do not participate intorery relationships.

Due to the changing nature of technology and tleeeasing importance of
computer-mediated communication in the academitesdr{(HGGINS/KRAM 2001,
LIBERMAN/WOLF 1997), e-mentoring programs might help to open ngw
possibilities for supporting upcoming researchecgreer development in this
changing environment. Combining traditional memtgriwith computer-mediated
communication as a primary channel of communicaiisstead of face-to-face
interaction, e-mentoring can help to overcome gmolgical constraints, and thus
increase the pool of available and suitable menfimramentees (BwLAND 2011,
BIERMA/HILL 2005).

Although the traditional mentoring literature pa@nbut the importance of
mentees’ perceived support MBERG et al. 2003; TLLMAN 2001), relatively little is
known about e-mentoring programs and the suppomtees perceive in the
academic context. Most studies analyze the impa&-mentoring in educational
settings (e.g., 9TH-JENTSCH et al. 2008; RIEDMAN et al. 2004; BCKMAN/LESESNE
1999) or between students and working professioiplsPHY 2011; ANASZ et al.
2008; HeADLAM-WELLS et al. 2006). Because the systematic development of
upcoming researchers’ professional skills is cludéa their successful career
advancement (&INERT 2000), studies analyzing e-mentoring relationskagsising
on the academic context are necessary to underbtamde-mentoring relationships
might foster upcoming researchers’ career succEsss, this study analyzes what
support mentees perceive in the case of an acadgemantoring program. Providing
qualitative insights into mentoring relationshipket perceived support, its
development over time and different areas of supg@ presented. By comparing
the findings to findings in the traditional academmentoring literature, the
differences and similarities are discussed to untte potentials e-mentoring
relationships might have in the context of upcomimgsearchers’ career

development.

34



3 Mentoring and mentees’ perceptions

3.2 E-mentoring and mentor’s support

The traditional mentoring literature identifies tlWwmad categories of support
as the primary functions of mentoring relationshipat mentees receive from their
mentors: career support and psychosocial supporangK1983). While career
support includes those aspects of the relatior$iaiphelp the mentees in their career
advancement and facilitate mentees’ effective perémce (8ANDURA/RAGINS
1993; KRAM/ISABELLA 1985), psychosocial support is addressed to ietsgmal
aspects between mentee and mentor and helps metotedsvelop their own
professional identity (ALEN et al. 2004; WWNBERG et al. 2003).

In the context of e-mentoring, while AMILTON/SCANDURA (2003) and
SINGLE/SINGLE (2005) point out that e-mentoring relationships migffer the same
broad functions as traditional mentoring doeERBIA/MERRIAM (2002) argue that
the support may differ qualitatively. On the onendhain comparison to traditional
mentoring, e-mentoring facilitates inter-organiaatil exchange between different
institutions and countries, provides more flextiiin time scheduling, and offers an
increased availability of mentors M8H-JENTSCH et al. 2008; B=RMA/MERRIAM
2002). On the other hand, the use of technology thedabsence of nonverbal
communication and social presence can lead to sopafity and discomfort
between mentee and mentor, and thus reduce theorsuppentees perceive
(RowLAND 2011; BERMA/HILL 2005).

To provide empirical evidence on what support upogmresearchers
perceive during an academic e-mentoring programt@mkitermine the potentials e-
mentoring might have in the context of upcomingeegshers’ career development,
the study is organized as follows: Before analyzmmgntees’ perceived support in
respect to career and psychosocial support in €hapt, in Chapter 3.3 the
academic e-mentoring program, the data sources,tt@dempirical strategy are
introduced. In Chapter 3.5 the results are bridBgcribed and the implications are

given.
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3.3 The academic e-mentoring program

The program described in this study was offerecufmoming researchers in
the field of economic history. As Chapter 2 revdatbe need for more faculty
development strategies in the context of econonigtoly, the program was
established to promote upcoming researchers’ froenfield economic history in
their career development and their integration itte scientific community in a
more international context. Within this one-yeangram — starting in October 2011
and ending in October 2012 — the mentees were d@loge mentor, who was a more
experienced researcher from the same field of relsdaut from another institution
and country, and not the respective mentee’s adadadvisor. Because of the
geographical distance between mentee and menta, nfain channel of
communication was via phone and Skype, rather finamto face.

Participation in the program was voluntary. Viainelresearch and screening
of conference participation lists, 128 upcomingeegshers and 71 senior researchers
in the field of economic history were identifieddamvited to join the e-mentoring
program. Initially, 11 percent of the invited updognresearchers joined the program
as mentees, and 15 percent of the senior researabheepted becoming a mentor.
Because mentees and mentors came from differenttroesl like Canada, Spain,
Sweden, and South Africa, to reduce language bsyrithe participants were
matched based on pre-determined language skiller Ahatching mentee and
mentor, both received an email from the programrdioator with additional
information on the mentoring program and the procedin general. While 3
mentoring pairs left the program at various pointime due to, for example, time
constraints, 11 mentoring pairs completed the nogThe mentees’ average age at
the beginning of the program was 30 years, andyémeler composition was 8 males
and 3 females. Regarding the gender compositigdgheofnentoring pairs, two were
mixed gender (female mentees and male mentors),narel were same gender,
including one female pair. While nine mentees w&® students, two of them were
in a postdoctoral position, and none of them hageggnce with mentoring

programs (neither traditional nor electronic) as ghoint of time.

36



3 Mentoring and mentees’ perceptions

3.3.1 Data sources

To investigate the career and psychosocial suppecbming researchers
perceive, two different sets of data were collecddadng the e-mentoring program:
mentoring item scales and conversation protocols.

Mentoring item scalesSo-called mentoring item scales established in the
traditional mentoring literature were used to amalgifferent aspects of the career
and psychosocial support mentees perceived (fairlsl@n mentoring item scales see
SCANDURA/VIATOR 1994; DREHERASH 1990; Noe 1988). Table 10 presents the
items used for the following analyses. Accordingty the traditional mentoring
literature, these items can be assigned to diftdterctions of mentoring. While the
functions confidence questions role mode] and problemsare aspects included in
psychosocial support, the functiomslvice goals tasks career, contacts skills,
strategy andfeedbackare aspects of career support. To measure nottloalgxtent
of career and psychosocial support in generalidanalyze the development of the
different functions over time, mentees had to catgpthe mentoring item scale at
three different time points during the e-mentonprggram: the first in January 2012
(T1), three months after the program began; thersk June (T2); and the third in
November (T3) 2012, after the program had finist@al.a Likert scale ranging from
1 (not at all) to 5 (to a very large extent), mestbad to rate each mentoring item to
indicate the extent to which they perceived supfrorh their mentors since the last

evaluation.
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Table 10.Mentoring item scale

The mentor...

e ...gives you advice on your work@dvice)

...helps you coordinate professional godtg?als)

...helps you finish assignments/tasks or meet dessllthat otherwise

would have been difficult to completéasks)

e ...advises you about career opportunitiesteer)

* ...introduces you to other people in the fie{d@ntacts)

e ...helps you to learn new skillg8kills)

e ...suggests specific strategies for achieving youearagoals?strategy)

e ...provides you with support and feedback regardiagryperformance?
(feedback)

e ...supports you by having confidence in your ab#ifigconfidence)

* ...discusses your questions or concerns regarding?yquestions)

* You consider him/her as a role modéisle model)

* You can share personal problems with him/l{pr@blems)

Notes:Functions’ abbreviations are in parentheses.

Source: Own compilation.

Conversation protocolsin addition to the mentoring item scale, at the
beginning of the program the mentees received gsatien protocol templates from
the program coordinator. Those templates were miaptovide the mentee with
assistance in reflecting on each conversation kiene or Skype with the mentor.
The template contained questions on what topicsrtéetee and mentor discussed,
the results of their conversation, the mentor’'sieglvand what the mentee perceived
as positive or negative during the conversation. #ydying the conversation
protocols additional to the mentoring item scatkeper insights into different areas
of support were provided. The completed conversgbimtocols were sent back to

the program coordinator.
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3.3.2 Empirical strategy

First, based on the mentoring item scale an overatthe extent and the
development over time of the perceived mentorirgpsut will be given.

In the second part of the analysis, mentees’ c@ati®n protocols are
analyzed, and the content and topics of mentoggau are presented and compared
to findings in the traditional mentoring literatude accordance to the standards of
qualitative content analysis @t#HSHANNON 2005; MLES/HUBERMAN 1994), the
conversation protocols were analyzed in severgpsstén the first step, two
individuals read the conversation protocols indejeatly and summarized phrases
and statements into a list of key topics. Becausst protocols were written in notes
and only sometimes in full sentences, the unitnaflysis for coding included a word,
phrase or whole sentence(s). In a second stepge#uers’ lists with the identified
topics and the summarized statements were compBeeduse one reader identified
one more key topic than the other reader did, dfaussion the additional topic was
included, and thus the discrepancies were resolVedensure that the statements
confirmed the identified topics, the process ofdmeg and summarizing was
conducted several times. In the next section, dipecs and aspects were clustered
under the two broad mentoring support categoriageér and psychosocial support)
identified in the traditional mentoring literatur€hrough continued reading of the
original conversation protocols, the author ensuhed all relevant statements were
included in the analysis. To maintain anonymity fimelings presented in Chapter

3.3.2 are paraphrased and direct quotes are avoided

3.4 Findings

3.4.1 Mentoring item scales

Because the literature on traditional mentoringeispect to the development
of mentees’ perceived support over time is scasee MNBERG et al. 2003) and —
to the author’'s knowledge — there is no study i tiiaditional mentoring literature
that analyzes academic mentoring programs in thidext, comparing findings of
the mentoring item scale presented in this secteriindings in the traditional

mentoring literature is not achievable. Thus, inawvfollows, the findings of the
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mentoring item scale are presented as an ovenvigedalifferent functions and their
development in this e-mentoring case.

Figure 3 presents the mean values of the differe@mtoring functions as
measured by the items presented in Table 10, rainkeéescending order, at the time
points T1 (January), T2 (June), and T3 (Novembeo). reasons of simplicity, in
what follows only the three best- and worst-rankeshtoring functions are presented
in detail.

Results of the mentoring item scale show that wiiie extent of the
perceived support declines over time, in relatiorihie other functions presented in
Figure 3 the role model function seems to be ohésg relevance for the mentees
during the whole e-mentoring program. In all thesluations, the mean values are
among the top three, and thus mentees seem taleoiiseir mentors as role models.
While in T1 it is ranked at third place, in the wiliel of the program (T2) and after
finishing the program (T3) it reached the highestam value. Besides providing a
role model, giving advice on mentees’ work and wsing questions and concerns
regarding work are the most important functions t@es perceived at the beginning
(T1) and middle (T2) of the program. In the ence thcture has slightly changed:
instead of receiving advice and discussing questiand concerns, suggesting
specific strategies for achieving mentee’s careatggand advising the mentee about
career opportunities are the most important funstimentees perceived in T3. It
seems that at the beginning of the program mentaated to discuss their questions
and concerns regarding work and receive advicelewdti the end of the program,
when mentee and mentor were more familiar with eaitter, discussing career
strategies and opportunities were of more relevance

Regarding the functions mentees perceived as ledfited, helping the
mentee to finish assignments or tasks and mee&ndlithes were measured with the
lowest mean value during the whole program. Alsdping the mentee to learn new
skills or sharing personal problems with the mentere perceived as not having

much relevance during the e-mentoring program.
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Figure 3. Mentoring functions ranked by mean values over time

Feedback

Goals

Contacts Contacts Goals
Skills Skills Problems

Problems Problems Skills
Tasks Tasks Tasks

Means T1 Means T2 Means T3
Questions_ Rolemodel ——— Rolemodel |
Advice | Advice | Strategy_
Rolemodel | Questions: Career
Goals | Confidence Questions_
Strategy Feedback | Confidence |
Confidence ! Strategy Feedback |
Career | Career Contacts

Advice

Notes:Grey = functions of psychosocial support; bladkirctions of career-related support.

Source: Own compilation.

Table 11 presents the mean values of the two breadoring support
categories divided by the number of functions gtT2, and T3 (for items included
see Table 10). The results show that while the noé@erceived support in both
categories decreases over time, the psychoso@pbsiincluding the functionsole
mode] questionsconfidenceandproblemsare at every point of time more than
twice as high as the career support. Thus, compénemrelevance of career and
psychosocial support, mentees perceived relativese support in the area of

psychosocial functions.

Table 11.Mean values per support and time

mean values
T1 T2 T3
Career support 0.35 0.27 0.26

Psychosocial support 0.75 0.61 0.59

Source: Own compilation.
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3.4.2 Conversation protocols

While Chapter 3.4.1 presents an overview of mehfesseived support and
their development according to standardized mamgatem scales, in Chapter 3.4.2,
on the basis of mentees’ conversation protocols, dbntents and topics of the
mentoring pairs’ conversations are analyzed witBpeet to the career and
psychosocial support mentees perceived. In thé $tsp qualitative findings of
traditional face-to-face mentoring programs in élcademic context are presented. In
the second step, the findings of the e-mentorig@am are described and compared
to the presented traditional mentoring literature.

Career supportAs defined in Chapter 3.2, career support incluthese
aspects of the mentoring relationship that encauragntees’ career advancement
(KrRAM 1983). By analyzing the topics mentees and mendagsuss during the
mentoring program, empirical evidence can be pexithat mentees receive career
support from their mentors. Regarding the tradd@lommentoring literature,
BoyLE/BoICE (1998) evaluated a formal mentoring program wikhrizw faculty
members as mentees. By counting the frequenciggahost common conversation
topics, the authors analyzed what topics were etigp interest for the mentoring
pairs and in what areas the mentees received csupeport. Their findings showed
that topics such as research, publishing, and adtop were the most frequently
mentioned topics, followed by teaching in secorate] retention and tenure in third,
and collegial relations and politics in fourth. Audy by WLSON et al. (2002) about
upcoming researchers’ perceptions of mentoringdasimilar results: using the time
mentees and mentors spent on each topic during rientoring relationship as a
proxy for the importance of the topic, the findingfsthe study showed that mentees
reported receiving career support mainly in theasiref publishing, research, and
scholarship. Issues on teaching, networking, arglakzation in the professional
community were also discussedOHAISTONMCCORMACK (1997) evaluated
perceptions of a formal mentoring program involviby upcoming researchers as
mentees. The authors point out that skill develagnaad, even more importantly,
networking were gained benefits from the mentopnggram (for similar results see

TENENBAUM et al. 2001).
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Comparing these findings of the traditional facdatoe mentoring literature
to the findings provided by the analyzed e-mentppnogram, the following can be
stated: similar to the results ofoBLE/BoICE (1998) and W.SON et al. (2002), the
qualitative content analysis shows thegearchtopics were the most common topics
mentioned in the conversation protocols. All 11 tees repeatedly stated they had
received advice on research aspects. Some of tleatntlseir research drafts or
abstracts to the mentor and received direct ad¥oeexample, one of the mentees
noted that after discussing aspects of the resewthitheir mentor, the mentee even
rewrote parts of a paper. Other mentees discussedesearch process in general,
like time management, how to schedule tasks, and two frame research in a
comparative context. Thus, like mentees rated @ir tmentoring item scales (see
Chapter 3.4.1), discussing questions and concexgarding work and therefore
receiving advice from their mentors was of highevaince during the e-mentoring
program. Findings of the qualitative content analyghow research topics as the
most common area mentees received advice on, arsdpirceived career-related
support. Regardless of whether the program is basedlectronic or face-to-face
communication, discussing research topics seemweta key issue of academic
mentoring programs.

Different to the studies of the traditional memagri literature (see
BoyLE/BoICE 1998 or WLSON et al. 2002), only 4 out of 11 mentees explicitly
reported support related to the publication pracess example, two mentoring pairs
discussed what parts of the mentee’s PhD thesifd do published in English
language journals and how to proceed. Another meestated they had received
general information on the publication process &oav to identify the ‘right’
journal. Despite the importance of publishing igHiguality journals in order to
succeed in the academic career system ($8@KR et al. 2008 or SHULZE et al.
2008), a relatively small number of mentees exiicstated they had discussed
publishing strategies with their mentors. Differéatthe findings of the traditional
mentoring literature presented above, publishimgtagies seemed to play a minor
role in the context of this e-mentoring program.

Instead, 8 out of 11 mentees reported discussipigdoegardingietworking
with their mentors, and thus perceived career sappothis area. According to

JOHNSTONMCCORMACK (1997) or TENENBAUM et al. (2001), networking with other
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researchers is one of the most important benefgatees perceived during their
traditional mentoring relationship, and also in thenentoring program mentees
wrote that they had repeatedly received advice iafarmation on networking
strategies. Information included the relevance oprafessional network in the
academic context in general, but also the impogarfcconferences and workshops
for developing a professional network. For exampies mentee stated that (s)he was
encouraged by the mentor to attend conferencedd bpi a network, and share
research. Further, two mentees benefited from theentors’ expertise in their
research field by receiving information on potelndiathors who could be helpful to
the mentee’s research. Regarding the findings @ftlentoring item scale, mentees
rated mentors’ function as someone who introduicesrientee to other people in the
field as only a minor function in respect to théest mentoring functions listed in
Chapter 3.3.1. In comparison to the traditional toeng literature, where mentee
and mentor mainly meet face to face and the meoftee has direct access to the
mentor’s professional network, the findings of #enentoring program show that
there is a general discussion about the importafiagetworking strategies rather
than actual integration into the mentor’s netwaonkl antroduction to other people in
the field. This could explain the different findmdor the mentoring item scale and
the conversation protocols.

Besides conversations on research, networking, pumlishing, seven
mentees reported to have benefited by discussifeyehtcareer opportunitiesFor
example, one mentee commented that they talkedtdbeiun plans after finishing
their PhD thesis and what opportunities might efaststarting an academic career.
Another mentoring pair discussed the increasingedamty in academic life and
what options the mentee has — inside and outsaladhdemic career system. Similar
to the findings presented in Chapter 3.4.1, wheentees stated in the final
evaluation (T3) that they had discussed stratdgieachieving career goals and that
their mentor advised them about career opportjitie the conversation protocols
evidence on career topics is also found. Upcomiegparchers perceive career
support from their mentors by discussing topicscareer opportunities. In contrast
to the literature, topics on career opportunitierevnot explicitly mentioned, and
thus seem to be an additional area in which menteeseived support in this e-

mentoring program.
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Further and similar to the results abHNSTONMCCORMACK (1997), two
mentoring pairs discussed topics tmding strategies including information on
different funding sources and on writing applicao Another mentoring pair
discussed topics oteachingincluding information on different learning forms,
education courses, dealing with nervousness dymagentations, and development
as a teacher in general. While in the study byB/BoicE (1998) teaching was one
of the most important topics discussed in the ataclenentoring program, similar to
the findings of WLSON et al. (2002) receiving advice in teaching was afotnuch
relevance for the mentees in this e-mentoring case.

To sum up, Table 12 provides an overview of theico@mnd areas the
mentoring pairs discussed in the e-mentoring pragrarespect to aspects of career
support. The results show that despite some difte® mentees perceived career
support in quite similar areas as mentees in toadit mentoring relationships. In the
next section, findings regarding the different ared psychosocial support are

presented.

Table 12.Topics of career support

Topics Content Mentoring Pairs

Research Advice on writing skills; scheduling taskisne 11
management; research context, etc.
Networking Relevance of professional networks; ingace of 8

conferences and workshops; contacts that might be

helpful, etc.

Career Plans after PhD; options inside and outsideemia, 7
etc.

Publishing Publishing in English language journadentifying 4
target journals, etc.

Funding Different funding sources; writing applioats, etc. 2

Teaching Different learning forms; courses on etlana 1

development as teacher, etc.

Source: Own compilation.
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Psychosocial supporAs mentioned in Chapter 3.2, psychosocial functions
are those aspects of the mentoring relationshipeaddd to interpersonal aspects
between mentee and mentor@gi 1983). An atmosphere of mutual trust is created
where mentee and mentor share their experiencesamakrns, and thus mentee’s
sense of competence and professional identity deeased (BWLER/O’GOREMAN
2005; WANBERG et al. 2003).

In the traditional mentoring literature there areveyal studies that
qualitatively analyze aspects of psychosocial stippo the context of academic
mentoring relationships. For exampleROEM/AYTEMUR (2008) point out that
mentors’ abilities to communicate and show inteiasthe mentee are crucial to
establish mutual trust between mentee and mentacademic mentoring, and thus
are crucial for the psychosocial support providedthe mentor. Evaluating an
academic mentoring program for teachers IBNTYNE et al. (1995) found that
personal and emotional support is one of the mogiortant benefits mentees
receive. @BSON (2004) evaluated academic mentoring relationshigsd
psychosocial support by identifying key themes reestdescribed: having someone
who cares, not being alone, a feeling of connectioil the affirmation of their own
worth were all mentioned by mentees. In a similainy HHNSTONMCCORMACK
(1997) found that, because of the existence of atenavho cares about mentees’
concerns, shows empathy, and shares experienceéeeseieel more self-confident
and perceive their mentors as role models. Legitimgi asking for help and advice
helps to establish interpersonal comfort betweenteseand mentor, and thus the
mentor can provide psychosocial support (s#eN3TONMCCORMACK 1997).

Analyzing the conversation protocols in the e-mantgpprogram, similar to
the findings presented in the traditional mentofiteyature, aspects of psychosocial
support can be found. For example, 10 out of 11tes=nin the e-mentoring case
stated that they enjoyed the friendly and posit@enosphere during their
conversations with their mentors. One mentee sttiat because of the friendly
atmosphere it was easy to feel comfortable andidssproblems and concerns. Thus,
the positive environment during the conversatiostatdished trust between mentee
and mentor and increased mentees’ confidence. Begathe findings from the
mentoring item scale presented in Figure 3 (se@©€hd.4.1), discussing questions

and concerns regarding work as an aspect of psgclasupport was perceived as
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3 Mentoring and mentees’ perceptions

one of the strongest mentoring functions in T1 &@dand might be an indicator for

the friendly and trusting atmosphere mentees desgiin the conversation protocols.
Like ERDEM/AYTEMUR (2008) show for traditional academic mentoring
relationships, establishing mutual trust throughiendly conversational atmosphere
facilitates the transfer of psychosocial support.

Besides establishing an atmosphere of trust, theezsation protocols unveil
further important aspects for the transfer of psgdtial support and mentees’
personal development: knowing that there is somedrecares is another aspect in
the context of mentoring and psychosocial suppbdr 7 out of 11 mentees,
mentors’ willingness to help, mentors’ availabilignd having an ‘open door’ for
future conversations, were perceived as a furthgrortant function during the e-
mentoring program. Similar ta@iNSTONMCCORMACK (1997) and their study in the
traditional academic mentoring context, the feelingt there is someone who cares
was of great importance for mentees in the e-memgarase and provides evidence
for the psychosocial support from the mentors.

In addition, the presence of a mentor who caresitathe mentee gives the
mentee the feeling of not being alone with theinawencerns and problems, which
is a further important aspect in providing psyclaalosupport (for the traditional
mentoring case s&&BSON 2004). In the e-mentoring case, for example, oratae
spoke with the mentor about uncertainty in the anad system. The mentee stated
that it was helpful to see, that this is a commealifhg. While the mentor shares
personal experiences with the mentee, the mentetves insights into the mentor’s
life and realizes (s)he is not alone with the cons@nd problems.

In a study by GHNSTONMCCORMACK (1997), the authors point out that
because mentor and mentee establish mutual trdstheare experiences, the mentees
feel more self-confident and perceive their mentass role models. In the e-
mentoring program 2 out of 11 mentees explicithtedd they perceived their mentors
as role models and admired their reputations instientific community. Despite
only two mentees explicitly stating they considetkdir mentors as role models,
combining these findings with the results preseme@hapter 3.4.1, the mentoring
function ofrole modelseems to be of high relevance for the menteegatidg that

psychosocial support is provided.
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Table 13 summarizes the different topics and aspeegarding the

psychosocial support mentees perceived.

Table 13.Topics of psychosocial support

Topics Content

Mentoring Pairs

Atmosphere/Trust Very nice and friendly atmospheryy easy to
feel comfortable speaking, etc.

Someone who cares  Willingness to help; has an ‘clo@n’; complete
availability, etc.

Not being alone Helpful to share experiences aetinfgs; helped
to voice concerns, etc.

Role model High academic reputation; serves aseamodel

10

Source: Own compilation.

3.5 Discussion and implications

In the present study the first empirical evidenaes wrovided on the career

and psychosocial support upcoming researchers ipedcen an academic e-

mentoring program. By analyzing mentoring item esand conversation protocols

and comparing findings to the traditional mentoriltgrature, insights into the

mentoring ‘black box’ are given and the potentiahentoring relationships might

have in the context of upcoming researchers’ psidesl development is unveiled.

The results show that mentees perceive the sanael lonentoring functions

as mentees do in the traditional mentoring contbyt:discussing career-relevant

topics and establishing an atmosphere of trust,teesnwere provided with career

and psychosocial support. Similar to findings & thaditional mentoring literature,

the importance of research topics and networkingtilspresent in the e-mentoring

context.

While the support in the functions is changing otiere, the category of

psychosocial support — including the functiooe mode] confidencequestionsand

problems— is perceived as the strongest support provigethd mentors during the

whole program. For the transfer of psychosocialpsufy mutual trust and respect

have to be established. Thus, it might be intergsthat mentees under the
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3 Mentoring and mentees’ perceptions

considerations of an e-mentoring program, wherst thas to be established through
computer-mediated communication and regular fadede meetings are not
possible, perceive psychosocial support as thengdsi factor. In the traditional
mentoring literature studies show that while menfmovide career and psychosocial
support to their mentees, they act in differenesolFor example, &@NG/MCGINNIS
(1985) argue that the mentor acts as teacher, egpek, and collaborator in
providing support to the mentee. In the presentatertoring program, findings of
the mentoring item scale and the conversation patsogive a hint that upcoming
researchers perceive their mentors more as couss®id role models than teachers,
gatekeepers, or collaborators. According to thetorerg item scale presented in
Chapter 3.4.1, it is less the transfer of job-rat@vskills, direct feedback, or active
integration in the scientific community and more ttiscussion of questions and
concerns that mentees valued during the e-mentpriogram. A likely explanation
of these results may be that mentees might prefeedeive technical skills and
feedback from their regular advisors, while the entoring program is perceived as
an additional support. Because the mentor is hwatgid at the mentee’s institution it
might be easier for the mentee to discuss perdopats. The mentee perceive the
mentor more as a role model and counselor thaachée and collaborator, and thus
more psychosocial support is provided.

Because the traditional mentoring literature shawat the success of
mentoring is related to the support mentees pezceluring their mentoring
relationship, mentors’ behavior and support — réigas of whether they are in an e-
mentoring or traditional mentoring relationship re @rucial for the success of the
mentoring relationship and the mentees’ careerldpaeent. Thus, on the basis of
this e-mentoring program and in accordance with fthdings of the traditional
mentoring literature, some recommendations for orertan be made:

* The literature on academic career success pointstheu importance of
research and its publication in high-quality jousngsee, e.g., BABER et al.

2008 or $HULZE et al. 2008). Studies show that formal mentoringgpams

in the academic context can enhance mentees’ obsgmoductivity (see

BLAuU et al. 2010 or results Chapter 5). For that reasononly discussion of

research topics but also discussion of publishingteggies should be a key

topic during the e-mentoring relationship. As o#lgut of 11 mentoring pairs
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3 Mentoring and mentees’ perceptions

explicitly stated they had discussed topics abaighing, mentors should

focus more on research in combination with pubtighstrategies and share

their own experiences in order to support mentegsademic career
development.

» Besides research productivity, the integration thi scientific community is
of high relevance for a researchers’ career suqsess e.g., SARAN 2010;
Fox 1991 or results of Chapter 4). Thus, mentors inegtoring programs
should also try to promote and actively integrdteirt mentees into the
scientific community. In the case of the e-mentgrprogram presented in
this study, mentoring pairs often discussed theont@mce of networking in
general, but possibly because of the geographisthrte between mentee
and mentor, the findings of the mentoring item scddowed that the mentors
did not introduce their mentees to their professiocontacts. Using the
mentoring relationship as a platform for exchangingprmation about
different networking opportunities like workshomgsinferences, or summer
schools might be a first step to push menteesegabnal integration.

e The discussion of different career strategies gobdunities in the context
of this e-mentoring program points to the uncefiaithat upcoming
researchers have to face in the academic caretmsydentors should be
conscious of their roles as role models and coorseh order to help
mentees increase their confidence and overcomadeedf uncertainty.

Of course, this study has some limitations and ttigs recommendations
have to be carefully interpreted. For example, fihdings are based on a small
sample of 11 mentoring pairs in the field of ecomomstory, and other fields of
research might have their own ‘cultures’. Thereftine generalizability of the results
is limited. Further, the results from the mentoritegn scale show only small effect
sizes and the perceived overall support might legtively small. In addition, by
analyzing the perceived psychosocial support ithinige more difficult to reveal the
psychosocial aspects in the conversation protdbals in the mentoring item scale,
where mentees can clearly rate the given itemdamadions on a Likert scale.

But despite these limitations, this is the firaidst that provides qualitative
insights into the mentoring ‘black box’ by givingneirical evidence on the support

mentees perceive during an academic e-mentoringrgma While it is this support
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that is crucial for mentees’ career developmeng,(seg., VMNBERG et al. 2003 or
TILLMAN 2001), by analyzing career and psychosocial sugp@r study unveils the
potential e-mentoring relationships might havehia tontext of enhancing upcoming
researchers’ career success. In addition, thetsesuthe e-mentoring program point
out the importance of the functions mentors prowade the presence of different
roles in which mentors can act and therefore imibgethe mentoring relationship’s
development.

For program initiators the results show that e-rmendy programs provide,
quite similar to traditional mentoring programstesa and psychosocial support, and
thus have the potential to promote mentees’ cateselopment. In addition,
considering that e-mentoring programs, for examiplerease the pool of available
mentors and reduce the cost of implementation (seg, FOWLAND 2011 or
PHILIPPART/GLUESING 2012), e-mentoring programs can offer great achges for
institutions and their initiators in the context apcoming researchers’ career

development.

51



Mentoring and career success: Effects on timertoree

The aim of faculty development activities is to noye upcoming
researchers’ performance HEMNON 1983). Thus, by analyzing mentoring
relationships as a faculty development strateggreths a need to understandw
mentoring works andvhethermentoring helps to enhance upcoming researchers’
career success. While Chapter 3 provided a looklenthe mentoring ‘black box’
and the areas in which mentees perceive suppompt€h 4 analyzes whether
mentees’ perceived support affects upcoming reBeestcareer success. From the
investigation of mentoring relationships in ternisuhether mentees’ career success
Is enhanced, the results illustrate the importafadisentangling mentors’ different

roles to analyze their effects on career suctess.

4.1 Introduction

Because upcoming researchers have to face a haghipetitive labor market
(FIEDLER/WELPE 2008; McCoORMICK/BARNES 2007), the question arises: How can
they be supported to advance more successfullgaratademic career system and
what determinants might increase the likelihoodgefting tenure? Regarding the
literature on tenure decision determinantstH @ ze et al. (2008) found publication
output to be the most important factor (for simiesults see alsoRABER et al. 2008
or PARK/GORDON 1996). @MBES et al. (2008) show that besides publication oytput
job-related networks, i.e., the integration int@ tbcientific community, positively

affects the tenure decision as well. But what ofapoties do upcoming researchers

20 Chapter 4 is a slightly modified version of thering paper “Mentoring in the creation of human
and social capital: Effects on time to tenure” byld MUSCHALLIK.
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have to develop those skills and networks and tberedvance more successfully in
the academic career system?

To promote upcoming researchers in their acaderareets, mentoring
relationships have become a popular measureAspdRNLALOPA 2003,
TENENBAUM et al. 2001; GHNSTONMCCORMACK 1997). Although we find empirical
evidence for mentoring relationships increasing teesi publication output (see,
e.g., AGLIs et al. 2005; bNG/MCGINNIS 1985 or results of Chapter 5) and fostering
their integration into the scientific community ¢seCawyeEr et al. 2002;
BoyLE/BoicE 1998; HeINRICH 1995), and, therefore, possibly affecting the
likelihood of being awarded tenure, there is nodgtin the mentoring literature
dealing with academic mentoring and its effectshanlikelihood of receiving tenure.
The main idea of academic mentoring is to providigpsrt to the less experienced
upcoming researcher, the mentee, in his or herepsainal development from a
more experienced researcher, the mentor (seenCet al. 1988; IRAM 1983). This
relationship aims at developing and refining thentee’s skills, abilities and
understanding. Thus a mentor does not only act @aeher and collaborator and,
therefore, provide the mentee with human capiked; mentor also acts as a sponsor
to facilitate the mentee’s integration into theestific community and therefore
increases his or her social capitab{G/MCcGINNIS 1985; KRAM 1983).

The purpose of this paper is to disentangle memntdifferent roles in
enhancing the mentee’s career success and to premigirical evidence for whether

the mentor might encourage mentee’s human andl sagdal creation.

4.2 Mentor’s roles and the creation of human amibsgapital

In the study by bNG/MCGINNIS (1985) the authors define three different
roles of an academic mentor: Firstly, the mentds &s a teacher, providing the
mentee with skills and knowledge that matter foerstific work and for working in
the scientific community. Thus, the mentor shaezhnical knowledge about, for
example, the scientific writing and publishing pees, and also tacit knowledge
about the norms and principles of the scientifimownity (LONG/MCGINNIS 1985).
CAWYER et al. (2002) and &G4rRoDT et al. (2003) found empirical evidence for the
transfer of technical and tacit knowledge by thentoe Also LANKAU/SCANDURA
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(2002) noted that the mentor is an important lemymesource for the mentee. Due to
the fact that human capital can be understood aswestment in individual skills
and knowledge (see HBKER 1993), acting as a teacher, the mentor encourages
mentee’s human capital creation. By enhancing neéntprofessional skills and
abilities, the mentee, for example, increases hiseo (publication) productivity (see
PAGLIS et al. 2005 or results of Chapter 5). Becauseigatibn productivity is a
crucial determinant for the tenure decision procdb® mentor enhances the
likelihood of the mentee receiving tenure. That nsgathe more career-related
human capital is created, the more ‘attractive’arpimg researchers will be for the
appointment committee increasing the likelihoodbefng awarded tenure. On the
other hand, upcoming researchers that create l@sererelevant human capital
during the mentoring relationship advance lessesgfally in their academic careers
and therefore decrease their likelihood of recgtenure.

Secondly, the mentor acts as a sponsoN@McGINNIS 1985). That is, the
mentor serves as a ‘broker’ between the menteett@dcientific community to
facilitate the mentee’s integration and to enhamestee’s social capital. Defining
social capital as the social ties and networks itfthvidual has access to (see
COLEMAN 1990), MITH (2007) or dHNSTONMCCORMACK (1997), for example,
show how the mentee receives social capital dutivg mentoring process. By
sponsoring mentees into the scientific network, tmenexpand mentees’ social
network and support their integration into the stifee community by making the
mentees visible to the community. Thus, menteeaiolaiccess to the mentors’ pool
of social resources that might support menteegaraadvancement in the future.
Therefore, the more social capital is created dutime mentoring process, the more
‘attractive’ upcoming researchers will be for thepaintment committee and
therefore, increasing their likelihood of receivitenure. However, for upcoming
researchers who create less job-related socialtatapiuring the mentoring
relationship, the likelihood of receiving tenurectEases.

Thirdly, the mentor acts as a collaborator, whaegnates the mentee in
research projects and involves the mentee actifélys, the upcoming researcher is
learning ‘on the job’ and can benefit from workitagether on joint projects with the
more experienced mentor gNG/MCGINNIS 1985). GRTIZ-WALTERS (2009) points

out that mentors who worked together on joint prtgevith their mentees increase
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mentees’ publication output, and thus provides ewe for the transfer of job-
related skills during the collaboration processditidnally, LONG/MCGINNIS (1985)
note that collaboration might be an outcome of memntroles as teacher and
sponsor. By working on joint projects with the n@mnthe mentee not only increases
his or her knowledge and skills (human capital woeg, but also his or her social
capital by working together with the mentor andsgibly, working together with
other colleagues in this project (social capitaation). Regarding the literature on
the creation of human and social capital and caseecess, 8zEMAN/CORLEY
(2004) argue that it is thmombinationof humanand social capital that is crucial for
researchers’ career success (see alsgRMAN/WOLF 1997). COLEMAN (1988)
notes, that human capital is usually transferredsdwial relationships. The author
states, because of the existence of social capitedan capital can be created. At the
same time MILLEN (1998) or QIAN et al. (1993) find out that mentees with more
skills and abilities (human capital) are more atixee for their mentors, and,
therefore, mentors are more willing to open theiial networks to their mentees.
Thus, the existing literature shows that the cosatf human and social capital
complements each other. While the mentor actscadlaborator, the mentee creates
human and social capital that leads to succesteanatademic labor market and
increases mentee’s likelihood of receiving teniltewever, upcoming researchers
that create less job-related human and social alapit collaborating with their
mentors advance less successfully in their acadeareers and therefore decrease
their likelihood of receiving tenure.

In sum, mentors’ different roles and an increaseé@mtees’ human and social
capital endowment during the mentoring relationsiight be an important factor
for mentees’ successful integration and professideaelopment in the academic
context. Therefore, | predict a positive effectnoéntors’ roles as teachers, sponsors
and collaborators on mentees’ likelihood of regagvienure by increasing mentees’

human and social capital.
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4.3 Method

4.3.1 Data source

The study is based on a data set of 80 researthbrsiness and economics
from Austria, Germany and the German-speaking gfe®witzerland that had or still
have an academic mentor besides their academisad¥m addition to information
on researchers’ demographics such as age and getiderdata set contains
information on researchers’ field of research (bess administration or economics),
changes of affiliation during the academic caresil the end of 2010, the year and
affiliation of obtaining the PhD degree and, if éafale, the year and affiliation of
the first appointment. While the data on demogregis collected on a regular basis
via an online research monitoring portal initiaizéy the German Economic
Association (*Verein fur Sozialpolitik’), the infaration on mentoring was gathered
via an additionally conducted survey of the redeers in the data set in 2010. In a
first step the researchers were asked whethereyhave or still do participate in a
formal mentoring program or, if not, whether thegdhor still have an informal
mentor besides their academic advisor. This aduitidata set contains information
on mentoring and whether mentors provided their teenwith human and social
capital during the mentoring relationship. Furthere; information on family

situations and on stays abroad was collected.

4.3.2 Regression method

Analyzing the likelihood of receiving tenure, ti@ox proportional hazard
model is used (©x 1972). This method is a common approach in thie foé
dynamic survival models. Because the underlying d&t contains information on
researchers that experience the event ‘receivingrég but also postdocs who did
not experience the event so far (right-censored)datimple Logit or Probit
regression models are not appropriate (seleUSze et al. 2008 or HINING et al.
2007). The Cox proportional hazard model allowsoiporating this right-censored
data. Using this regression method | estimatertiact of covariates on the hazard
rate, which is the likelihood of receiving tenurethe next given time period, given

56



4 Mentoring and career success: Effects on timertoree

that the researcher already has ‘survived’ in ttedamic labor market so far (see,
e.g., LUNN/McCNEIL 1995 or_ANE et al. 1986).

4.3.3 Measures

Time to tenure.The likelihood of receiving tenure is measured éach
researcher by counting the years between obtaithed®hD degree and gaining a
tenured position. Because the Cox proportional tthesodel incorporates censored
data in the regression analysis, for the right-omt individuals (postdocs), |
measure the years between obtaining the PhD dagce2010.

Human capital and social capitalThe central explanatory variables are
mentees’ creation of human and social capital duthre mentoring relationship.
Using established items of so-called ‘mentoringesta(see, e.g., mentoring scales
by DREHERASH 1990 orNoE 1988) | measure the extent of the human and social
capital development during the mentoring procesganting mentors’ roles as
teachers, sponsors or collaborators. These scatesde a set of items for the
measurement of mentors’ roles, and thus appeaeteuiiable for measuring the
extent of mentees’ human and social capital creaBased on three different items,
the mentees could state on a Likert scale rangioigp f1 to 7 (with 1= “strongly
disagree" and 7= "strongly agree"), to what extbey have perceived human and
social capital created by their mentor: (1) My neerttelps me to learn job-related
skills (teache}; (2) My mentor introduces me to other peoplehie field Eponsoy;
and (3) My mentor worked with me on joint projeftsllaborator. While item (1)
can be understood as a proxy for the human capgation, and item (2) as a proxy
for the social capital creation, item (3) mightnegent a proxy for the combination
of human and social capital. AlthougholG/McGINNIS (1985) argue that
collaboration might be an outcome of mentors’ ra@sgeacher and sponsor, and thus
a combination of human and social capital, thisas necessarily the case. Hence, |
additionally create the interaction temeacher x sponspmwhich is the product of
item (1) and item (2), to obtain a more clear aquixy for the combination of human
and social capital. Before creating the interacterm, the mentoring item variables
were normalized such that their mean was equaéto and their variance equal to

one.
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Formal mentoring programs.Because MSCHALLIK/PULL (see results
Chapter 5) find that researchers that took pam fiormal mentoring program are
more successful than researchers with informal anemegarding publication output,
| control for formal mentoring programs with thenalony variableformal mentoring
which takes the value ‘1’ if the respective reshardook part in a formal mentoring
program and ‘0’ if he or she had an informal menttefore being awarded tenure or
latest in 2010.

Gender.The studies by BLYN (2003) and RRK/GORDON (1996) note that
female researchers advance more slowly in theidexo& careers than men. To
control for a possible effect of gender on thelik@od of receiving tenure, | create
the dummy variablenale which takes the value ‘1’ if the scientist is anmand ‘0’
for a woman.

Children. As the gender differences can be attributed tosiptes family
obligations (seeqQEcks et al. 2013; bNG et al. 1993), | further control for having
children before the first appointment (or the cemgpoccurs) and therefore create
the dummy variablehildren with the value ‘1’ if children were already presamd
‘0’ if not.

Field of research.Additionally, | include the field of research (lsss
administration vs. economics) into the empiricablgsis. £HULZE et al. (2008)
show that researchers from the field of businessir@dtration are faster in getting a
tenured position than their colleagues from thédfief economics. Therefore, |
create the dummy variableusinesswhich takes the value ‘1’ if the respective
researcher belongs to the field of business adtraicn and ‘O’ if the researcher
belongs to the field of economics.

Year of birth. Because the academic labor market has changedcantr
decades (see HNING et al. 2007) and ‘generation effects’ might inflae the
likelihood of receiving tenure, | include tigear of birthin my analysis.

Academic mobility.Several studies show that national and internation
mobility might positively influence the researchieasademic career success (see,
e.g., B\KER 2013; ROBKEN 2009 or $HULZE et al. 2008); | create the dummy
variables international mobility and national mobility Regardinginternational
mobility, the variable is coded as ‘1’ if the respective agsker stays abroad at least

four months for research purposes before receigngre (or the censoring occurs),
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and ‘0’ if not. The variableational mobilityis given the value ‘1’ if the respective
researcher changed his or her affiliation withia #ame country at least once over
the whole academic career path and is given theeval if not.

Duration of PhD.As a proxy for researchers’ ability, | incorporatee
variableduration PhD This variable is measured as the time span betweeyear
the individual obtained his or her diploma or maskegree and the year of obtaining
the PhD degree. Despite some exceptions, for examglviduals who first started
to work in a company for several years before isigrtheir PhD, | expected
researchers with a shorter time span to earn Bidl to be more able to succeed in
the academic career system than others.

Reputation of PhD granting institutionViLLIAMSON/CABLE (2003) show
that the reputation of a faculty might positivehfluence researchers’ career success
(see also BCKES-GELLNER/SCHLINGHOFF 2010). Thus, | consider the reputation of
the institution where the researcher obtained hikey PhD degree. The dummy
variable reputation PhDis coded as ‘1’ if the institution is among thep tten
institutions within Germany, Austria or German-dpeg Switzerland according to

theHandelsblatranking”, and ‘0’ otherwise.

4.4 Results

4.4.1 Descriptive statistics

Table 14 gives an overview of the mean values efvifriables used in the
analysis - column one and two are separated byamgsers that received tenure by
2010 (professors) and researchers, who are noawatded tenure (postdocs). On
average, professors needed approximately eight yaféer obtaining their PhD to
receive a tenured position. Postdocs are, on agesagce five years in a postdoc
position and not been tenured by 2010.

Concerning the central explanatory variables, thentoring items for the
creation of human and social capitaiacherthat is learning job-related skills by the
mentor is perceived as the strongest item for lpthups (mean value = 5.55).

Looking at the other two mentoring items, batppnsorandcollaborator, reached,

L TheHandelsblattranking from 2011 for economists and 2009 for bess administration is used.
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on average, the same values for the whole sampar(nealue = 5.03). Although
postdocs seem to perceive more human and socighlcepall three items by their

mentor than tenured researchers, | find no stediyi significant differences.

Table 14.Descriptive statistics

Tenured Not tenured Both
Time to tenure 8.02 5.27 6.99
Teacher 5.42 5.77 5.55
Sponsor 4.80 5.40 5.03
Collaborator 4.74 5.50 5.03
Formal mentoring 0.16 0.17 0.16
Male 0.86 0.60 0.76
Children 0.60 0.40 0.53
Business 0.66 0.40 0.56
Year of birth 1966 1975 1970
International mobility 0.42 0.53 0.46
National mobility 0.68 0.67 0.68
Duration PhD 4.60 5.03 4.76
Reputation PhD 0.30 0.27 0.29
Observations 50 30 80

Source: Own compilation.

The outcomes of the pairwise correlation analy$ithe variables used are
presented in Table 15. Regarding the dependenablariime to tenureand the
central explanatory variables, there is a negatwel statistically significant
correlation with the variablsponsor(r = -.27*). This might be a first hint that
mentees’ creation of social capital by the mentefoke the first appointment
decreases the overall time to tenure and therafoght increase mentees’ likelihood
of receiving tenure. Interestingly, the variableacher and also the variable
collaboratorare not statistically significant related to resears’ time to tenure.

Additionally, | find statistically significant angdositive correlations between
the dependent variabléme to tenureand upcoming researchers’ gender and the
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control variablechildren Thus, being male or having children seems toeiz®e the
overall time to tenure. For the variabtear of birtha statistically significant but
negative correlation is measured: Researchers fr@molder generation seem to

spent more time before getting tenured than trminger colleagues.
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Table 15.Correlation analysis

Variables

1) (2) 3) (4) (5) (6) (7) (8) 9 @10y a2
QD Time to tenure 1.00
(2) Teacher -0.10 1.00
3) Sponsor -0.27*  0.20* 1.00
4) Collaborator -0.07 0.42* 0.35* 1.00
(5) Formal mentoring -0.15 0.02 0.05 -0.04 1.00
(6) Male 0.27* -0.04 0.02 -0.01 -0.23*  1.00
@) Children 0.22* -0.07 -0.14 -0.07 -0.06 0.18 1.00
(8) Business -0.08 -0.07 -0.12 -0.13 -0.02 0.040.17 1.00
9) Year of birth -0.62* 0.31* 0.23* 0.40* 0.13 -0.22* -0.22* -0.04 1.00
(10) International mobility 0.05 0.20* -0.06 a.1 -0.00 0.05 0.03 -0.24* 0.17 1.00
(11) National mobility 0.15 0.05 -0.08 0.08 24 0.05 -0.07 -0.18 0.05 -0.05 1.00
(12) Duration PhD 0.05 0.15 0.19* 0.19* -0.08 0.23* -0.05 -0.27* -0.00 0.04 -0.02 1.00
(13) Reputation PhD 0.17 0.01 0.09 0.01 0.020.03 -0.00 -0.11 -0.07 -0.15 0.15 0.08

Notes:n = 80; tenured and right-censored data are indiud& p<0.01, ** p<0.05, * p<0.1.

Source: Own compilation.



4.4.2 Cox proportional hazard regression

The results of the Cox proportional hazard regosssiare reported in Table
16. In model (1) I included all the mentoring vates and the control variables
male children, business administratiomndyear of birth For robustness purposes, |
additionally control for the two mobility measuresiternational and national
mobility in model (2), while in model (3) the duration betPhD and the reputation
of PhD granting institution are also included. R three models, | predict a
positive and significant effect of the mentoringrighles teacher sponsor,and

collaboratoron the likelihood of receiving tenure.
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Table 16.Results of Cox proportional hazard regression

Time to Tenure

Model (1) Model (2) Model (3)
Teacher 1.049 1.064 1.089
(0.54) (0.67) (0.88)
Sponsor 1.160* 1.149* 1.169*
(1.88) (2.67) (1.92)
Collaborator 0.777*** 0.777** 0.773***
(-3.29) (-3.20) (-3.15)
Teacher x sponsor 1.114* 1.114* 1.116%**
(2.56) (2.48) (2.65)
Formal mentoring 1.189 1.201 1.041
(0.51) (0.47) (0.10)
Male 1.096 1.039 0.958
(0.26) (0.11) (-0.12)
Children 0.717 0.747 0.803
(-1.12) (-0.92) (-0.62)
Business 2.160** 1.947* 2.009*
(2.35) (2.79) (1.81)
Year of birth 1.076*** 1.080*** 1.074***
(3.06) (3.23) (3.04)
International mobility 0.802 0.760
(-0.70) (-0.83)
National mobility 0.980 0.970
(-0.05) (-0.07)
Duration PhD 0.896
(-1.21)
Reputation PhD 0.670
(-1.20)
BIC 336.868 345.270 351.795
Observations 80 80 80

Notes:Hazard ratios estimated; z-values in parentheg&§<0.01, ** p<0.05, * p<0.1.
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The results show no statistically significant effet the mentoring variable
teacheron the likelihood of receiving tenure for all betthree models. Surprisingly,
mentors in the role as teacher have no effect antese’ likelihood of getting tenure.
The extent of perceiving job-related skills by timentor, who is not the mentee’s
academic advisor, do not matter for the likelihaddreceiving tenure in the next
given time period. Regarding the variatslgonsor,the results of all three models
show a statistically significant and positive effet this item on the likelihood of
getting tenure. Mentees who stated that their nmer@@panded their social networks
increased their likelihood of receiving tenure e thext given time period by 16
percent in model (1), 15 percent in model (2) argércent in model (3). Thus, the
mentor in the role of a sponsor affects the meatdikelihood of getting tenure.
While | found no significant effects dfeacherbut statistically significant and
positive results foisponsor the interaction ternteacher x sponsoalso remained
statistically significant and positive. That is iacrease in the likelihood of receiving
tenure by 11 percent in model (1) and (2) and 1&qm in model (3) when
additionally controlling for the duration of the Prand the reputation of the PhD
granting institution. Thus, mentors as teachersnseebe of relevance for mentees’
likelihood of getting tenure only then, when at #@mne time acting as sponsors for
their mentees. Regarding the mentoring variaaiaborator, | find a statistically
significant but negative correlation between theialde and the likelihood of
receiving tenure in the next given time period. Wiog together with the mentor,
who is not the mentee’s academic advisor, seerastémd the time to tenure, that is,
to decrease the likelihood of getting tenure inrthgt given time period.

Concerning the controls, | find the following: Thkelis a statistically
significant and positive relationship between thenchy variablebusinessand the
likelihood of receiving tenure. Thus, researchersmf the field of business
administration are more likely to receive tenurghe next given time period than
their colleagues from the field of economics. Farthore, a positive and statistically
significant effect of the researcher’s year of lbiegnd the likelihood of receiving
tenure is observed. Hence, every additional yeaagef decreases the likelihood of
receiving tenure in the next given time period ppraximately 8 percerft

22 For further robustness checks insteagrazfr of birthtime dummies were used for ten-year periods
starting in the 1970s and taking the value ‘1'hi¢ trespective researcher was awarded tenure in the
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4.5 Conclusion and implications

The present study disentangled mentors’ differesiesr in enhancing
upcoming researchers’ career success and proviuedieal evidence for whether
mentors encourage mentees’ human and social caBiasults show that mentors
acting as teachers, sponsors, and collaboratagstaffentees’ career success that is
the likelihood of receiving tenure.

Similar to ®MBES et al. (2008), | find that social capital, and ghthe
integration into the scientific community, might bee of the most important factors
for increasing mentees’ likelihood of receivingues, Mentees whose mentors act as
sponsors and integrate them into the social netandkthe scientific community are
more likely to get tenure in the next given timeripé. Networking in the
professional context is crucial for mentees’ futcaeeer advancement.

Regarding a mentor’s role as teacher and therdfaresferring job-related
skills and knowledge to the mentee has no sigmficapact on mentees’ likelihood
of getting tenure in the next given time periodetastingly, only when the mentor
acts as a teacher and at the same time as a spbfisdrstatistically significant and
positive effects. That is, first of all the mentwas to be a gatekeeper, providing the
mentee with professional contacts, only then, tlemtor's role as a teacher affects
mentee’s likelihood of receiving tenure.

While working with the mentor on joint projects rhigoe an outcome of the
teacher and sponsor roles, and therefore createarhuand social capital,
surprisingly, | find a statistically significant bunegative effect on mentees’
likelihood of getting tenure. The more mentee anehtor are working on joint
projects, the less likely mentees receiving tenoréhe next given time period. A
likely explanation of these results may be thatt@one hand mentees might benefit
from working together on joint projects for examplg learning job relevant skills
(see @TIzZ-WALTERS 2009), but on the other hand additional projecteam
additional work load and time effort. Thus, workitagether on joint projects might

extend mentees’ time span between the year obtpihen PhD degree and receiving

respective period. The reference group is “researaio were awarded tenure after 2000 and until
2010” or censoring occurs. The results remain robus
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tenure and therefore might decrease the likelirafagetting tenure in the next given
time period.

The results of this study show that academic mergaran be an appropriate
means and activity to promote upcoming researchem'eer advancement.
Disentangling mentors’ different roles in enhancimgntees’ human and social
capital endowment the potentials academic mentaefagionships have to improve
mentees’ career success are unveiled. Similaretoebults of the studies byA&RAN
(2010)and wmeEs et al.(2008),it is the mentor’s transfer of social capital te th
mentee that plays a crucial role for upcoming reteas to succeed in the academic
career system. Regarding the transfer of humarnatamsults point out that first, the
mentor has to be a gatekeeper before acting amdhee to increase mentees’
likelihood of receiving tenure. Therefore, this dstucontributes to the academic
mentoring literature by providing empirical evidenfor the importance of social
capital in academic mentoring relationships and pghsitive effects of combining

human and social capital to improve upcoming reteas’ career advancement.
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Mentoring and career success: Effects on publinatio

productivity

The literature on academic career success deratesstthat researchers’
publication productivity is a crucial success facto the academic career system
(see, e.g., BABER et al. 2008 or &HULZE et al. 2008). Thus, Chapter 5 analyzes the
effects of academic mentoring on such productiaityong upcoming researchers’. In
the context of faculty development strategies, shgtematic institutionalization of
mentoring relationships is of high relevance fatitutions and organizations; hence,
the effects of mentoring programs are of speci@rest. In what follows, the effects
of mentoring are divided into effects of formal rteng programs and informal

mentoring relationshipS

5.1 Introduction

Upcoming researchers face a high publication pressa their way to tenure
(see, e.g., K et al. 2011; ©MBES et al. 2008). In our paper, we analyze whether
mentoring (formal or informal) can help researchersneet this challenge. Unlike
most of the preceding literature on academic maergpmwe analyze the effect of a
mentor who is not the academic advisor, and we a@oconfine ourselves to the
analysis of formal mentoring programs, but alsolude informal mentoring
relationships. By including mentees with an informantor, we do not only provide
first empirical evidence on the effects of infornrmaéntoring in academia, but we

also dispose of a potentially interesting comparigmoup for participants in a formal

3 Chapter 5 is a slightly modified version of theriing paper “Formal and informal mentoring in
higher education: Do they enhance mentees’ resgamgtiuctivity?” by ILIA MUSCHALLIK and
KERSTINPULL.
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mentoring program. Since, by definition, the eféeat informal mentoring cannot be
assessed via a randomized experiment, we accouselieselection via coarsened
exact matching (CEM) as introduced g Us et al. (2012).

Although the definition of ‘mentoring’ differs beten different fields (see
Jacosl 1991), mentoring relationships always share theeshasic idea: a more
experienced mentor acts as a guide and teachax fess experienced mentee by
providing him or her career relevant support andiicd While mentoring
relationships often emerge informally and evolveroime (‘informal mentoring’),
in ‘formal mentoring’ programs, mentor and mentee larought together by a third
party (see, e.g., YWWBERG et al. 2003) and often supported by an accompgnyin
workshop program.

Even though formal mentoring programs are widespiaaacademia, only
little is known about their effects — especialljhem it comes to the question whether
the programs succeed in enhancing mentees’ respardbctivity as an increasingly
important outcome variable (see, e.gSTROVE et al. 2011 or BABER et al. 2008).
Rather, the literature on academic mentoring ofteauses on ‘intermediate’
outcome variables such as relationship satisfaggen, e.g., ®reaT et al. 2009) or
mentoring maintenance (see, e.gePAER1995). Further, it concentrates on the role
of the academic advisor (e.g.,ILMER/HILMER 2007; RAGLIS et al. 2005;
LONG/MCGINNIS 1985). While it is beyond doubt that the acadeadwisor is of
particular importance for an upcoming researchige literature on academic
mentoring has almost neglected the role other memtoght play — in spite of the
fact that formal mentoring programs regularly assagmentor beyond the academic
advisor (see, e.g., BL/TRELEAVEN 2010; WASBURNLALOPA 2003) and that
multiple mentoring is increasingly important in demia (see, e.g.,
JANASZ/SULLIVAN 2004).

Two notable exceptions in the literature that bioitus on mentors besides
the academic advisor and that both include pulidicadutput as dependent variable
are the studies bylBu et al. (2010) and &RDINER et al. (2007). GRDINER et al.
(2007) find female junior researchers in a forma@&ntoring program at Australian
universities to be more productive than their aiges who do not participate in the
program — however they do not account for a patefgelf )selection bias.lBu et

al. (2010), to the contrary, derive their resuftsri a randomized experiment and are
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hence able to detect causal effects. Similar A&ROBVER et al. (2007), they find
junior female economists who took part in a two-#arkshop aiming to help them
prepare for the tenure hurdle to have publishedenmothe following five years than
the control group that did not participate in therkshop.

However, both, the studies by &’ et al. (2010) and SRDINER et al. (2007),
are limited by the fact that there is no informatan whether the non-participants in
the programs instead disposed of an informal meA®ithe literature on mentoring
in business contexts has indicated that informattoreng relationships might even
be superior to formal mentoring programs (see,, eRpRABE/BEEHR 2003;
RAGINS/COTTON 1999; Giao et al. 1992), controlling for and comparatively
assessing informal mentoring relationships appaasal.

Our paper is organized as follows: In Chapter & ,give a brief review of
the literature and derive our baseline hypothési€hapter 5.3, we describe the data
set, the variables and the method of analysis bgdogsenting our results in Chapter

5.4. Our paper concludes with a discussion in Girepb.

5.2 Literature and theoretical expectation

Our conceptual framework builds on two bodies seegch: the literature on
mentoring and the literature on research produgtiwVhile the former hints at
mentoring fostering and enhancing human and saagpital on the part of the
mentees, the latter establishes a positive linkvéen researchers’ human and social
capital on the one hand and research productivitihe other.

Mentoring. LONG/MCGINNIS (1985) characterize a mentor as being a teacher,
a sponsor, and a collaborator. As a teacher, theanerovides technical and tacit
knowledge to the mentee and hence initializes astes of human capital, with
human capital being broadly defined as the setroflyxtivity relevant skills and
knowledge a researcher disposes of (seekBr 1993). With respect to academic
mentoring, the knowledge transfer might refer toeoties and research
methodologies (‘technical knowledge’), but it magaainclude ‘tacit knowledge’
about the scientific community and publication @eses. 8wYER et al. (2002) and
ScHRoDT et al. (2003) find mentees in academic mentornoggams to perceive that
they are provided by their mentor with both, techhand tacit knowledge. Acting as

70



5 Mentoring and career success: Effects on publingiroductivity

a sponsor and collaborator, the mentor furthersdke role of a ‘gatekeeper’ for the
mentee providing access to the scientific commuairtg its networks, i.e. mentors
endow their mentees with what might be called docagital with social capital
being defined as the social ties and networks a&areker has access to (see
CoLEMAN 1990). For the mentees, the gate-keeping funcpens up opportunities
for new collaborations and interaction with oth@se B©x 1991). &iTH (2007) and
JOHNSTONMCCORMACK (1997) show how social capital is created in agade
mentoring. Concluding, we expect effective academéntoring to lead to a transfer
of human capital from mentor to mentee and to ecdahe social capital of the
mentee.

While the above arguments should in principle Holdformal and informal
mentoring alike, there still might be differencestvibeen the two: while mentees in
formal mentoring programs might additionally prdfiilm accompanying courses in
the program (supporting the creation of human e§piand from the regular
meetings with other mentees (enlarging their samagital), the fact that mentee and
mentor in informal mentoring relationships oftermghmore than just a professional
relationship might facilitate the transfer of humamd social capital from mentor to
mentee and hence lead to more human and sociahlchping transferred from the
mentor (RGINS/COTTON 1999).

Research ProductivityThe literature has identified a set of variableat t
influence researchers’ publication output: demolgiap (BELLAS/TOUTKOUSHIAN
1999; \WasiL 1996) as well as multiple institutional and/or dintial variables
(Kim/KArRAU 2009; FAIRWEATHER 2002). Concerning human capital, the existing
empirical literature typically supports the vievatmore human capital is associated
with higher research productivity (M et al. 2011;MARANTO/STREULY 1994;
RODGERIMARANTO 1989). With respect to social capitalpX(1991), finds that
working together on joint projects and communigatend interacting with other
researchers positively affects research produgtii@ee also RPIC 1996; \LARAN
2010). Hence, we can safely conclude that — amtmgy®— researchers’ endowment
with human and social capital has the potential eldhance their research
productivity.
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Combining the two bodies of research, mentoring @sgarch productivity,
we hence expect (formal and informal) mentoringptusitively affect mentees’

research productivity.

5.3 Data and method

5.3.1 Sample

Our study is based on a unique and self-collectdd det of researchers in
business and economics from Austria, Germany aad@arman-speaking part of
Switzerland. It contains information on researchéosirnal publication output,
researchers’ age, gender and field (business ashnation vs. economics). The data
on publication output and demographics are colteotea regular basis via an online
research monitoring portal initialized by the Gemfteconomic Association (‘Verein
fur Socialpolitik’) and quality-approved by the Tigau Institute of Economics. The
information on mentoring was gathered via an en@ssing self-conducted
additional survey of the researchers in 2010. Asult, we have data on 390

researchers.

5.3.2 Measures

Dependent variableAs dependent variable we use researchers’ anndalize
coauthor and quality-assessed lifetime publicatatput in refereed journals as an
indicator of research productivityproductivity).”* To account for a potentially
differing quality of journal publications, we usket ‘Handelsblatt’ Journal ranking
(see KRAPF 2011 for the details) and assign publication moitd each journal
publication?® Next, we divide these points by the number of ethars and also by a
researcher’s ‘career age’, i.e. by the number afyeince the researcher obtained
the doctoral degree (for a similar approach seg,, €ABEL et al. 2008;

24 Of course, publications in referred journals cowely part of a researcher’s output. Concentrating
on this single output measure (for the field undersideration see alsop@BEset al. 2008; GABER

et al. 2008; SHULZE et al. 2008) is not meant to imply that other otgp(e.g., monographs, edited
books, teaching or services to the scientific comity) are less important. However, as mentoring
aims at actively supporting and promoting upcomiaegearchers in their scientific careers, we are
confident to have chosen a highly relevant andeiasingly important output variable.

% We decided not to use citations as an alternafisadity measure — among others because these are
not informative for articles that appeared onlyywecently.
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RAUBER/URSPRUNG 2008) in order to assess research productivity aod just
research outpuf

As measures taken to enhance publication prodtcinill possibly only become
effective over time (seelBu et al. 2010; RGLIS et al. 2005 or bNG/MCGINNIS
1985), we further calculate the annualized qualdgd coauthor-adjusted journal
publication output starting with a time lag of targears after the beginning of the
mentoring relationship as an additional dependemiaile productivity T3. By
definition, this measure is only available for teaadividuals in the data set who
participated or still participate ia mentoring relationship and whose mentoring
relationship started in 2007 or earlier.

Explanatory variable.Our central explanatory variable concerns the duest
whether or not a researcher participated or séitippates in a formal mentoring
program and whether or not the researcher dispo$edr still disposes of an
informal mentor. In the online survey, we proceedsdfollows: In a first step we
asked whether the researcher participated orpsiticipates in a formal academic
mentoring program while being a PhD or Postdoaadf, in a next step we asked
whether the researcher instead had or still haafarmal academic mentor (besides
the academic advisof}.Of the 390 participants in the online survey, t@8earchers
(32 percent) stated that they had or still have emtor: 22 researchers of these
participated or still participate in a formal memtg program, 103 said they had or
still have an informal mentor.

Control variables. To control for potential cohort effects, we includkee
researchersage at the time of the survey (2010). Acknowledging tlterature on
gender differences in publication patterns (seg, &M et al. 2011; WKsiL 1996),
we further control for gender. Further, we confanl the field of research (business
administration vs. economics), as publication outas been shown to vary between
different fields (see, e.g., FABER et al. 2008; Rpric 1996). Lastly, we assess
researcherspre-mentoring productivityn an attempt to proxy mentees’ skills and

abilities before the start of the mentoring relasioip. By definition, this last control

% As a robustness check, we alternatively calculatemtuctivity as a researcher’s quality- and
coauthor-adjusted journal publication output diddey the number of years since the researcher
published the first article. Our results remainustito this alteration.

" As the mentoring literature does not provide actsm definition of what an informal mentor
actually is (for an overview seelEB/MEGGINSON1993 or AcoBl 1991), we decided not to further
specify the construct on informal mentoring andhtas explicitly allow for different conceptions.
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variable is only available for those researcheirthéndata set that participated or still
participate in a mentoring relationsHfp.

5.3.3 Methods

We start off with a few descriptive statistics, afén conduct traditional
OLS regression analyses with our two dependentabk$ productivity and
productivity T3, respectively, and with mentorinigr(mal or informal) as the main
explanatory variable. As participants do not raniyoselect into the programs and
do not randomly look for and ‘attract’ an informatentor, we next conduct
coarsened exact matching (CEM) as introducedaaoys et al. (2012) in order to
address a potential (self )selection bias. Typycdhe treatment effect (TE) for an

individuali is unobserved:
TEi = Yi (1) - Yi (0),

where Yi(0) is the outcome for individudl if { receives no treatment and
Yi(1) is the outcome for the same individudli receives the treatment (seels et
al. 2012). Matching techniques help to create tbenterfactual and unobserved
outcome for the treated, and thus analyze thentesat effect. CEM is a matching
technique that improves the covariate balance leivireatment and control group
by eliminating observations that do not have arrgmpate counterpart (with respect
to the predefined matching variablé3)After running CEM and identifying our
balanced data set, we again run OLS regressionsasseks the average treatment
effect on the treated (ATT).

% As some researchers started their mentoring oelstip before obtaining their PhD, we divided
researchers’ pre-mentoring publication points by tlamber of years since they published their first
article (and not since they obtained their PhD).

29 Specifically, each covariate is coarsened by rexpdts values into groups (‘strata’) and by
assigning the groups to the same numerical valA#ésr that, an ‘exact matching’ algorithm is
applied to the coarsened data to determine thehesitdOnly matches with both, a treated and a
control unit within the coarsened stratum are idelli in the further analysis. Thus, the required
region of common empirical support is complied.eAfmatching treated and controls and deleting
unmatched units, the original, uncoarsened valoesedained and further analyses are possible (see
Iacus et al. 2012).
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5.4 Results

5.4.1 Descriptive statistics

Table 17 displays the descriptive statistics andetations of all of our
variables. As expected, the two dependent variaplesluctivity and productivity
T3, respectively, are highly correlated with one aeot(r = .89*). As some of our
explanatory and control variables are correlategd. {ermal mentoringandgender
with many programs targeting female researchersnastees), we checked for
potential problems of multi-collinearity. Howeves all VIF values were below the

critical value of 10, the data need no further stigation.
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Table 17.Descriptive statistics and correlations

Obs Mean Min Max (1) 2 @ @ (5 @  ®
(1) Productivity 387 016 O 1.03  1.00
(2) Productivity T3 90 015 O 056  0.89* 1.00
(only available for mentee
(3) Formal mentoring 390 0.06 O 1 0.07  0.18* 1.00
(dummy:l=yes
(4) Informal mentoring 300 026 0 1 0.02  -0.18* -0.15* 1.00
(dummy: 1=yes
(5) Age 371 43 29 70 -0.17*  -0.19* -0.12* -0.10* 1.00
(6) Male 300 081 O 1 0.16* 0.14 -0.22* 0.01 0.25¢ 1.00
(dummy: 1=yes)
(7) Business Administration 300 059 0 1 005 018 0.04 002 -007 -0.03001
(dummy: 1=yes)
(8) Pre-mentoring Productivity 95 003 0 0.3 010 -006 014 -0.14 -0.09 -0.10.23* 1.00

(only available for mentees)

Notes:*** p<0.01, ** p<0.05, * p<0.1.

Source: Own compilation.
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5.4.2 OLS regression analysis

In a first step of our analysis, we undertake aeseof OLS regressions
(Table 18).

In models (1) and (2), we investigate the relatigmdetween mentoring and
(lifetime) productivity for all the researchersthre data set. In model (1) we compare
researchers that took part or still take part forenal mentoring program with those
that neither have a formal nor an informal mentor.model (2) we compare
researchers that do have a mentor, but not a foomal(informal mentoring) with
those that do not have a mentor, neither a forraalan informal one. In neither of
the two models, we find a statistically significarelationship between mentoring
(formal or informal) and research productivity.

In models (3) and (4) we then focus on productivit§, i.e. on research
productivity starting three years later from meimgrbegin. Hence, we can only
compare researchers that took part or still také ipaa formal mentoring program
with researchers that have an informal mentor atstecause it is only for these two
groups that we can calculate research productikiige years from mentoring begin.
In model (4), we additionally control for pre-mentm productivity—a variable
which is also only available for the subset of a@skers that have a mentoring
relationship and can hence not be used in modelEnd (2). In both models, (3) and
(4), we find researchers with formal mentoring &wvé a higher research productivity
(productivity T3) than those that instead haverdarmal mentor. In light of the fact
that average annualized productivity T3 in the dega is .15, the effect size is

comparatively largé®

%0 Wwithin a series of further robustness checks, lse mcluded a) whether the mentoring-pair is of
the same gender or not (which is a heavily disaligepic in the mentoring literature, see, e.g.,
WANBERG et al. 2003) and b) whether the researchers hagren or not (see, e.g.pdcks et al.
2013). Our results are robust to the inclusiorhekt additional controls, and the same gender-dummy
and the children-dummy themselves are not sigmifica
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Table 18.0LS regressions before CEM

1) (2) 3) (4)
Productivity Productivity Productivity T3  Produaty T3
(all researchers) (researchers with mentoring)
Formal mentoring 0.0606 0.0824* 0.101**
(0.0402) (0.0465) (0.0458)
Informal mentoring -0.00386
(0.0160)
Age -0.00280** -0.00340*** -0.00333** -0.00387***
(0.00113) (0.000925) (0.00140) (0.00142)
Male 0.0734*** 0.0809*** 0.0658* 0.0786**
(0.0206) (0.0166) (0.0345) (0.0341)
Business administration 0.00963 0.0127 0.0519* 0.0417
(0.0171) (0.0142) (0.0280) (0.0282)
Pre-mentoring productivity -0.0511
(0.352)
Constant 0.212%** 0.230*** 0.203*** 0.225***
(0.0482) (0.0385) (0.0641) (0.0645)
Observations 270 349 88 86
R’ 0.059 0.072 0.142 0.172

Notes:Robust standard errors in parentheses; *** p<0t®p<0.05, * p<0.1.
Source: Own compilation.

5.4.3 Matching

To account for a potential (self-)selection bia® imentoring, we next apply
coarsened exact matching (CEMAQUs et al. 2012) to identify a more balanced
data set of researchers in the treatment and thieot@roup—before estimating the
average treatment effect on the treated (ATT) giragunning the OLS regression
models (1)-(4). For each of the four OLS-regressiove run a corresponding CEM-
model. Since the mentoring literature is not ckgaout who becomes to be a mentee
(for a review see WWNBERG et al. 2003), we use a set of available pre-treatm
variables that might influence the process: agedege and field of research. In
model (4), we additionally includgre-mentoring productivityas a matching

variable.
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Table 19 presents the multivariate distance statistics measuring the overall
imbalance before and after CEM. It provides reliivformation on the differences
between treated and control group based on thebdisons of the data. The;L
distance measure is standardized between 1 andal0;0wif the two distributions
exactly overlap and ‘1’ if they are completely segpad (see BACKWELL et al. 2008
or lacus et al. 2012). For all models, the multivariate aldmce statistic Lis
improved. For example, in model (1), before CEM p&2cent of the densities of the
two distributions overlapped, after CEM, 76 percemterlap. The largest
improvement concerns model (4) where we use prdariag productivity as an

additional identifier.

Table 19.Multivariate imbalance before and after CEM

1) (2) (3) 4)
Productivity Productivity Productivity T3  Produditiy T3

(all researchers) (researchers with mentoring)
Pre-matching 0.48 0.22 0.40 0.51
Post-matching 0.24 0.09 0.28 0.15

Source: Own compilation.

In a next step, we estimate the average treatnifedt @n the treated (ATT)
based on the CEM-matched data, i.e. with more balhrtreatment and control
groups. Table 20 shows the results of the OLS ssgvas after CEM. While the
results in models (2)-(4) prove to be robust a@i&M, in model (1) we now find
researchers that participate(d) in a formal mengpgrogram to be more productive
than those that neither dispose of a formal nom&rmal mentor. Hence, we find
evidence for formal mentoring to enhance reseasthesearch productivity (as
compared to having an informal mentor or no merdad informal mentoring not to

enhance research productivity.
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Table 20.0LS regressions after CEM

1) (2) 3) (4)
Productivity Productivity Productivity T3 Produaty T3
(all researchers) (researchers with mentoring)
Formal mentoring 0.0754* 0.0951* 0.0896*
(0.0408) (0.0483) (0.0478)
Informal mentoring -0.00847
(0.0193)
Age -0.00391* -0.00105 -0.00187 -0.0101**
(0.00228) (0.00241) (0.00267) (0.00496)
Male 0.0858*** 0.103*** 0.0584* 0.0509
(0.0223) (0.0195) (0.0319) (0.0385)
Business administration 0.00195 -0.000332 0.0715** 0.124%*
(0.0250) (0.0203) (0.0287) (0.0417)
Pre-mentoring productivity -0.0192
(0.591)
Constant 0.239** 0.127 0.128 0.450**
(0.0900) (0.0806) (0.113) (0.190)
Observations 164 318 65 48
R’ 0.132 0.061 0.224 0.279

Notes:Data are matched by coarsened exact matchingststandard errors in parentheses; *** p<0.01,
** p<0.05, * p<0.1.
Source: Own compilation.

Figure 4 displays mentees’ publication profile ire tfive years before the
beginning of the mentoring relationship, the yeew mentoring began (year 0) and
the five years thereafter. As a point of referemee also include researchers without
a mentor, defining mentees’ average age at megtdregin (=29 years) as the
counterfactual year 0. Panel A contains the unlgaldndata set including all
observations, Panel B only contains data on thesearchers that are part of the
balanced data set after CEM (includipge-mentoring productivityas a matching
variable). While mentees in a formal program seemutperform mentees with an
informal mentor before CEM (Panel A), they onlycktiout as compared to non-

mentees when accounting for a potential self-seledtias.
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Figure 4. Publication profiles five years before and aftemtoring begin

5 4 -3 -2 -1 0 +1 42 43 +4 45

Panel A: unbalanced dataset

0.2 0.2
0.15 0.15 /,\/
0.1 7 0.1 ,//
0.05 0.05 //

0 b~ o/gd

5 -4 -3 -2 -1 0 +1 +2 +3 +4 +5

Panel B: balanced dataset (after

CEM)

Notes:black: formal mentoring, dark grey: informal menmg, light grey: no mentoring.

Source: Own compilation.

5.5 Conclusion

In our paper, we present first empirical evidenge the comparative
effectiveness of formal as opposed to informal eng in academia. Using a self-
collected original data set and accounting for -seléction with the help of
coarsened exact matching, we find evidence for esntin formal mentoring
programs to be more productive than researcheisutita mentor and researchers
with an informal mentor. Researchers that only hameinformal mentor, to the
contrary, are not more productive than those tbhatat have a mentor.

One explanation for the latter might be that th@cept of an ‘informal
mentor’ is not as clear-cut and well-understooda aesearcher’s participation in a
formal mentoring program and that we left to théenpretation of the survey
respondents to judge whether they disposed oflbdispose of an informal mentor.

Future studies might want to further investigate #iffects of informal
mentoring and ask for participants’ underlying agptoons. Concerning the use of
matching techniques to account for self-selectiome should bear in mind that
matching can only capture differences in obsensat@ndomized experiments — the
gold standard of causal analysisui\n 2008) — are, however, not an option when it
comes to the assessment of informal mentoring. iedpese potential limitations,
our results should nevertheless be regarded asriafve in that they provide first

tentative evidence on the comparative effectivené$ésrmal mentoring programs as
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opposed to informal mentoring relationships in &ra accounting for self-

selection.
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Mobility and faculty development: Effects on tinwe t

tenure and reputation

Chapters 3 to 5 provided insights into mentorietationships and their
significance as a faculty development strategy. Widen the view on faculty
development as any activity that “[...] improve[stidty performance in all aspects
of professional live [...]"” (NLsoN 1983: 70) in Chapter 6, early academic career
mobility is analyzed as a further activity to impeoupcoming researchers’ career
success. Controlling for mentoring relationshipe tesults of Chapter 4 and 5 are
considered”

6.1 Introduction

Recruitment processes are characterized by asymmietiormation as
recruiting institutions and hiring firms are faoin being perfectly informed about
the characteristics of their new hires (seeHBENz 2001). To reduce these
informational asymmetries, firms rely on diagnast@and might additionally look for
‘signals’ in an applicant’'s CV that hint at certgotherwise hidden) characteristics.

In our article, we analyze the academic labor mankeGermany, Austria,
and the German-speaking part of Switzerland and \elskther a researcher’s
previous mobility (national or international) cousdrve as a signal (positive or
negative) in the appointment process, i.e., ingioeess of getting tenured (for the
role of job mobility as a signal in the businessteat, see, e.g.,HANG 2007). We

do so by theoretically elaborating on the potensanal associated with an

31 Chapter 6 is a slightly modified version of therking paper “Time to go? (Inter)National mobility
as a signal in the recruitment process of académic#\GNESBAKER, SUSANNE BREUNINGER, JULIA
MUSCHALLIK, KERSTINPULL and UsCHIBACKES-GELLNER.

83



6 Mobility and faculty development

academic’s previous national and/or internationadbitity and by empirically
studying potential signaling effects with the hefpan original data set of about 250
academic researchers.

While the empirical literature on appointment pises in academia has
identified researchers’ publication records to e most important determinant of
appointment success (e.g.pMBES et al. 2008; GABER et al. 2008; OUPE et al.
2005), $HULZE et al. (2008) findnternationalmobility to have a positive effect on
the appointment decision — even when controlling fesearchers’ publication
output. Thus, there is first empirical evidencet tirdernational mobility has a
positive effect on the appointment decision beytrel additional positive effect it
might have via a potentially enhanced publicatiecord (see RANzONI et al. 2012
for the link between international mobility and fioations). Fornational mobility
there is no corresponding evidence. While the Ibdtween national academic
mobility and researchers’ publication output hasrbstudied (see, e.g.ABER 2013;
BOLLI/SCHLAPFER 2013; FERNANDEZ-ZUBIETA et al. 2013), there is no study as yet
which analyzes a potentially additional direct linktween national mobility and a
researcher’s appointment success.

Our contribution to the literature is twofold. Fraime perspective of theory,
we are the first to theoretically elaborate on d@epbal direct relation between
(inter)national academic mobility and appointmemtcess. As we will argue, this
direct effect is the result of a signaling effedtare international academic mobility
represents a positive signal and national academolality represents a negative one.
Empirically, we contribute to the literature by rtly concentrating on international
academic mobility, but also simultaneously analgzimational mobility and its
potential direct effect on a researcher’s appoimntnseccess. Furthermore, we check
whether the effects of international mobility asasiered by SHULZE et al. (2008)
are robust with respect to the time span a reseasgends abroad.

Even though going abroad is typically associatetth wiloss of time, we find
international mobilityof a year or more teeducethe time it takes to get tenure and —
if the time spent abroad reaches four months oemawoincreasethe likelihood of
getting tenure at a top-ranked institution. To ttentrary, we find early career
national mobility to be associated with Bnger time to achieve tenure and a

potentially lower likelihood of receiving tenure at a top-rankedtibusion. Our
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results are well in line with a signaling explaoatwhere going abroad serves as a
strong and positive signal for career orientati@nd( is valued as such by
appointment committees) and where early careeomaitiacademic mobility might
represent a negative signal, indicating that a gowwsearcher might not have been
offered a new contract at his or her home insttuti

Our findings have general implications that go melour particular field of
application. First, signals are important in retnént processes characterized by
information asymmetries. Second, signals oughtet@drefully interpreted by those
responsible for recruitment decisions. And thirgplacants should also be well
aware of the fact that their activities will bearpreted as signals and might hence
influence their career prospects. However, whethecertain activity will be
interpreted as a positive or negative signal welbend on the specific circumstances.
For instance, in a country where worker mobilityvery high (e.g., in the U.S.),
mobility will not be a signal, but in a country wieewvorker mobility is typically low
(e.g., in Japan), switching jobs might be interpadeds a negative signal and could

adversely affect career success.

6.2 Academic mobility as a signal in the appointhyncess

In a recent survey of senior faculty’s appointmgrgferences, ‘international
experience’ was named among the most important iajppent criteria
(FIEDLER/WELPE 2008). But why should appointment committees capeut an
applicant’s international experience? One posgbiight be that international
experience is seen as an investment in an indivgdllmman and social capital
because it broadens the individual’'s knowledge laaskegenerates new contacts with
different people. In the business context we findpiical evidence that both
personal and professional (skill) development dreddevelopment of a network are
important motives for employees to go abroad (seekNrNN et al. 2008;
DICKMANN/HARRIS 2005; SAHL/CERDIN 2004; LAHTEENMAKI/PAALUMAKI 1993).
Furthermore, employers associate employee’s inierma experience with high
quality (see, e.g., RREITZER et al. 1997). Regarding the academic context, an
increase in human and/or social capital resulttogfinternational experience will at

least be partly reflected in an enhanced publioatezord (see ®ANZONI et al. 2012
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for the corresponding evidence), but there mightabditional effects, e.g., in the
form of networks that might prove useful in theuit when applying for third-party
funding. A second reason why an appointment coremitivould care about a
researcher’s international experience might be thaesearcher’'s decision to go
abroad is interpreted as a ‘signalefBsONPATIE 2008; BERNHARDT/SCOONES1993;
SPENCE1973) for otherwise unobservable traits, e.gesearcher’s flexibility, open-
mindedness, and career-orientation — traits thateaexpected to positively affect a
researcher’s visibility in the future and might berbenefit the appointing institution.

But what about national academic mobility? Here argue that within
academia in German-speaking countries, nationalilityolserves as a negative
signal. To understand why a researcher’s previbasge of university affiliation on
a national level might serve as a negative sigha,important to know a little more
about the institutional context. In Germany, whistwhere most of the researchers
in our sample are located, changing affiliationwesn obtaining one’s Phénd the
so-calledHabilitation®? wasrather untypical (at least during the time peribat tour
data comes from). Given that changing institutiafier the PhD but before the
Habilitation was rather untypical, a change ofl@ffion might serve as a ‘negative
signal’ by appointment committees, i.e., the changght be perceived as
involuntary in the sense that the researcher patBnhad to change institutions
because (s)he was not offered a new contract.

Therefore, while both international and nationad®emic mobility have the
potential to enhance a researcher’'s human andl szapédal and positively affect a
researcher’s publication output, and thus his orchances of being appointed as full
professor (indirect effect), the direct effectsimtiernational and national academic
mobility might differ as a result of the potentialtlifferent ‘signals’ involved.
Whereas international academic mobility might repreg a positive signal (e.g., for
the researcher’s career orientation), it is exgettat national academic mobility

will represent a negative signal. Accordingly, wepect international academic

%2 The Habilitation is similar to a second, advan&¥iD, and grants the researcher the right to teach
independently. Since 2002, the Habilitation is ander required by law, and upcoming researchers
might also take an alternative road to tenure wigaled junior professorships. Unlike before, pami
professors — if on a tenure-track — need to chaffiéations after their PhD and before they get
tenure. We omitted all junior professors from onalgsis.
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mobility and national academic mobility to diffen their effects on researchers’

appointment success.

6.3 Data, measures and empirical strategy

6.3.1 Sample and data collection

Our empirical analysis is based on a sample of r248archers in business
and economics from Austria, Germany, and the Gerspaaking part of
Switzerland. In 2010, an online survey was senttouthe members of an online
portal initialized by the German Economic Associatito collect information on
stays abroad and a set of controls. For the regmsdwe further hand collected
data on national changes of affiliation from resbars’ CVs. The data set
constructed via the online portal initialized byetlberman Economic Association
already contains information on researchers’ joupudlication output, adjusted by
quality weights for the different journals. For camalysis, journal publications are
counted starting from a researcher’s first yeajoafnal publication until the year
2010. In addition, the data set includes informatregarding the year and the
institution where the researcher obtained his o and the year and institution
where they received tenure; demographic informatsuth as gender and year of
birth, is included as well. Because the data sehés basis for constructing the
Handelsblatt ranking®, which is one of the most visible rankings in Gamn
speaking countries, the data in the data set igatetl and quality approved on a

regular basis and is therefore of high reliability.

6.3.2 Measures

The following two measures are used to proxy oupedeent variable
‘appointment success’: (1) the time span betwedniming one’s PhD and getting
tenure {ime to tenurg and (2) whether the tenure-granting institutisramong the
highest-ranked institutions in Austria, Germany, @erman-speaking Switzerland

(reputatior). As individual ranks might vary from year to yeare did not use the

% The Handelsblatt research ranking ranks journals and based on tguwedighted journal
publications it ranks university departments (seaiE 2011 for details).
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exact rank of an institution, but instead createdimmy variable taking the value ‘1’
if the institution is among the top 10 institutiomgthin Austria, Germany, or
German-speaking Switzerland according to tHandelsblatt ranking, and ‘O’
otherwise.

Our main explanatory variablesare national and international academic
mobility. The dummy variablenational mobilityis coded as ‘1’ if a researcher
changed affiliation on a national scale at leasteoafter obtaining his or her PhD
besides the obligatory change immediately befoténgetenure (not counting stays
abroad), and ‘0’ otherwise. Analogously, the dummyiableinternational mobility
is coded as ‘1’ if a researcher stayed abroad deearch purposes before getting
tenure, and ‘O’ otherwise. To analyze whether theation of the stay abroad is of
relevance, we chose four different operationalweti of our dummy variable
international mobility, defining stays abroad as lasting at least one mdotir
months, six months, or one year.

To concentrate on the direct effect of (inter)nagiomobility on appointment
success, we control fgrublication productivityneasured by a researcher’s journal
publications per year since the researcher puldisigher first article (adjusting for
co-authors and applying quality weights accordingthhe Handelsblatt journal
ranking, see RAPF2011 for details). Since some articles might hasenbaccepted
by a journal but not yet published at the time blecation for a full professorship,
we include all journal publications until the yeafter obtaining tenure.
Acknowledging the literature on gender differendesy., BaiLYyN 2003; KaHN
1992), we further control for gendenéle. Furthermore, and analogous tEdkset
al. (2013), we include a dummy variable for whetheesearcher hasildrenor not.
Additionally, we control for the field of resear@s follows (e.g., 8HULZE et al.
2008; HEINING et al. 2007):businessys. economics. The variableear of birthis
meant to control for cohort effects, e.g., withpes to different job market
situations. The dummy variabteputation PhDis coded as ‘1’ if the PhD granting
institution is among the top 10 institutions withAwistria, Germany, or the German-
speaking part of Switzerland according to thndelsblatt ranking, and ‘O’
otherwise. Lastly, we control for whether the reskars had taken part in a formal
or informal mentoring relationship before obtaining tenure (seeNt/MCGINNIS
1985 or results of Chapter 5).
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6.3.3 Empirical strategy

To test for the effect of national and internatioaaademic mobility on
appointment success, we need to apply differentirecap methods. For our first
dependent variabldime to tenure we run Cox proportional hazard modelsofC
1972). Given that our data set contains both rekeas who already received tenure
and researchers who did not (yet) get tenure bghistill get tenure in the future,
Logit regressions models for predicting the likebld of getting tenure are not
appropriate. Cox proportional hazard models es@nmie hazard rate for the
likelihood of getting tenure in the next marginainé period, given that the
individual has ‘survived’ in a non-tenured stateughfar. Similar to multiple
regression models, effects of covariates can bé/zath (see, e.g., UNN/MCNEILL
1995; LANE et al. 1986 and also Chapter 4.3.2 for furtheritlgt For our second

dependent variable, the dummy-variat@dputation we run Logit regressions.

6.3.4 Descriptives

Table 21 shows the means of all variables usedirrregressions. The Cox
proportional hazard models analyzing the determigasf the time it takes a
researcher to get tenure are based on the fulllsaimg, the tenured and the not yet
tenured. Per definition, the Logit regressions yriaf the determinants of whether
the tenure-granting institution is highly rankedrmt can only rely on the data of
those that already got tenure. The bivariate catigrs of the variables can be found
in Tables B-1 and B-2 in the Appendix B.
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Table 21.Mean values of all variables

Full sample Tenured

(Cox regressions) (Logit regressions)

Time to tenure 6.98 7.34
Reputation (n=164) 0.16 0.16
International mobility (1 month) 0.49 0.42
International mobility (4 months) 0.36 0.36
International mobility (6 months) 0.30 0.30
International mobility (1 year) 0.20 0.22
National mobility 0.62 0.59
Publication productivity 0.12 0.11
Male 0.84 0.90
Children 0.53 0.59
Business 0.59 0.66
Year of birth 1966 1963
Reputation PhD 0.27 0.26
Mentoring 0.25 0.22
Observations 249 176

Source: Own compilation.

6.4 Results

6.4.1 Time to tenure

Table 22 presents the results of the Cox regresai@bysis.International
mobility is statistically significantly related to time t@nure, but only when
researchers stay at least one year abroad. Sistatier abroad do not affect the time
it takes a researcher to get tenure. When a rds¥aspends one year or more
abroad, his or her likelihood of receiving tenurereases by 47%. Concerning
national mobility we find it to be statistically significant andgagively related to
the likelihood of the researcher getting tenurepd@aling on the model specification,
a national change of affiliation decreases thdihked of getting tenure by 18-20%.
While the size of the effect is considerably snrallean the effect of international
mobility, it is still non-negligible and also roldusith respect to the different model
specifications. Since we controlled for publicatiproductivity, the coefficients for

(inter)national mobility capture an additional sajng effect associated with
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(inter)national mobility and are not related toesaarcher’'s (observable) research

strength.

Table 22.Determinants ofime to tenuren the Cox regression

Time to Tenure
Model (1) Model (2) Model (3) Model (4)

International mobility (1 month) 1.037
(0.22)
International mobility (4 months) 1.233
(1.28)
International mobility (6 months) 1.274
(1.39)
International mobility (1 year) 1.467*
(2.93)
National mobility 0.804** 0.811* 0.814** 0.823**
(-2.40) (-2.33) (-2.27) (-2.15)
Publication productivity 4.973* 5.029* 5.138* 4.744%
(2.24) (2.24) (2.27) (2.16)
Male 1.191 1.175 1.161 1.119
(0.66) (0.61) (0.56) (0.42)
Children 0.857 0.844 0.841 0.822
(-0.98) (-1.08) (-1.10) (-1.23)
Business 2.196*** 2.277*** 2.306***  2.376***
(4.46) (4.72) (4.74) (4.88)
Year of birth 1.036*** 1.035%** 1.036***  1.035***
(3.46) (3.34) (3.43) (3.39)
Reputation PhD 0.922 0.923 0.916 0.948
(-0.46) (-0.45) (-0.49) (-0.30)
Mentoring 1.146 1.139 1.119 1.107
(0.70) (0.68) (0.59) (0.53)
BIC 1569.87 1568.32 1568.044  1566.386
Observations 249 249 249 249

Notes:Hazard ratios estimated;values in parentheses; after testing for the pitograality assumptio
national mobility is included as time-varying coiae; *** p<0.01, ** p<0.05, * p<0.1.
Source: Own compilation.
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6.4.2 Reputation of the tenure-granting institution

Table 23 presents the results of the Logit regoesanalysis with respect to
our dependent variableeputation Provided that a stay abroad lasts at least four
months, international mobility positively and sifjcantly increases the likelihood of
being granted tenure at a top 10 institution. Agtie effect size is considerable with
research stays of at least four months increasiadikelinood of receiving tenure at
a highly ranked institution by about twelve pereg@ points, and longer stays
further increasing the likelihood of being appotht® a top 10 institution. To the
contrary, for national mobility we find a statistlly significant negative effect on
reputationin two of the four model specifications. Speciflgah national change of
affiliation before getting tenure is associatedhwdt decrease of about eight to ten
percentage points in the likelihood of getting tenat an affiliation that is ranked
among the top 10 in models (1) and (2). Again, leftbcts (that of national and that
of international mobility) measure the direct effeEmobility as a signal and not the

effect of (observable) differences in researchngfite
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Table 23.Determinants ofeputationin the Logit regression

Reputation
Model (1) Model (2) Model (3) Model (4)

International mobility (1 month) 0.0670
(0.0553)
International mobility (4 months) 0.122**
(0.0507)
International mobility (6 months) 0.136***
(0.0497)
International mobility (1 year) 0.138***
(0.0514)
National mobility -0.0976* -0.0843*  -0.0749 -0.0707
(0.0530) (0.0484) (0.0469) (0.0481)
Publication productivity 0.513** 0.533** 0.537** 0.479**
(0.254) (0.247) (0.245) (0.243)
Male -0.0221 -0.0382 -0.0354 -0.0379
(0.105) (0.107) (0.106) (0.109)
Children -0.0281 -0.0397 -0.0439 -0.0384
(0.0564) (0.0565) (0.0563) (0.0543)
Business -0.0896 -0.0903* -0.0906* -0.0790
(0.0552) (0.0545) (0.0542) (0.0555)
Year of birth 0.00707*  0.00676 0.00648 0.00605
(0.00417) (0.00414) (0.00401) (0.00391)
Reputation PhD 0.115* 0.120* 0.121** 0.126**
(0.0625) (0.0615) (0.0615) (0.0623)
Mentoring -0.0698 -0.0582 -0.0679 -0.0677

(0.0705)  (0.0696)  (0.0694)  (0.0684)

Observation 164 164 164 164
Notes:Marginal effects estimated; standard errors in peses; *** p<0.01, ** p<0.05; p<0.1.

Source: Own compilation.

6.5 Discussion and conclusions

This article analyzed whether pre-tenure acadenability might serve as a
signal for appointment committees and influencesearcher’s appointment success
— over and above a potential indirect effect viamability-related change in
publication productivity. Theoretically, such a atit effect might result from
appointment committees interpreting academic ntybds a positive or negative
signal. While we argue the potential signal asgediavith international academic

mobility to be positive, the signal associated witttional academic mobility might
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in fact be negative. Empirically, we findational academic mobility to reduce a
researcher’s likelihood to get tenure, i.e., toréase the time span until (s)he gets
tenure, and — depending on the model specificatida lower the probability that
(s)he is appointed to a highly ranked institutiomternational mobility, however,
increases the probability that researchers areia@obto a highly ranked institution
— if and when the research stay lasts at leastrfnths. Furthermore, international
mobility increases the likelihood of receiving temubut this is only the case for
researchers that stay abroad for at least one year.

In conclusion, researchers who go abroad enharee d¢hances in the job
market even when controlling for a potentially i&sed publication output. The
reason is that appointment committees — and edjyedl@ose at high-ranked
institutions — apparently value international exg@ece on its own. Even though
going abroad will typically take considerable plangnand adjustment time, the
resulting time loss is apparently (over-)compertssdig appointment committees
valuing international mobility such that time totee is reduced. Furthermore, such
time abroad also increases the likelihood of gettianure at a highly ranked
institution. Researchers who consider changingr tladfiliation within national
borders should think twice and only do so if thepet their publication record to
be positively affected by the change in affiliati@ng., by getting a more supportive
supervisor who is able to open up new avenuessefareh and who gives access to
new and broader networks. In a country where natianademic mobility is rather
low, only those ‘focused’ changes of affiliation ght increase the likelihood of
being appointed to a full professorship in a shiqregiod of time and at better ranked
institutions (via enhancing researchers’ publicgaiwoductivity). Other less focused
changes will not increase one’s chances in thisartegoecause appointment
committees might interpret them as negative signals

Similar effects can be assumed to exist also insinless context. Analogous
to what we observe in academia, we can expect lamggrnationally based
companies — just as highly ranked institutionsdademia — to interpret international
mobility (e.g., going abroad as an exchange studeint the course of an internship)
as a positive signal when making their hiring deciswhereas regionally or locally
oriented small- and medium-sized companies mightasoribe a positive value to

international mobility because the internationgbenence of their new recruits is of
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no direct value for them (for local companies, ,esgudy grades may be the dominant
criterion that matters). Furthermore, in a busiresgext where mobility (national or
international) is rather unusual (e.g., in the ferndapanese system of lifetime
employment), being mobile and switching jobs mighen hint at something having
gone wrong and hence could represent a negatimaldigoutside employers.

As this last example shows, signals might haveebfit values in different
countries and at different times. For example, ithare the Japanese system of
lifetime employment — under the pressure of in@daglobalization — develops
toward a more flexible and Anglo-Saxon employmeystesm, the more the signaling
value of mobility might change into a positive ofidhe same is true for our study
context. With the introduction of junior profesduss, national academic mobility
has the chance to become the norm in the Germakisgesystem and loose its
stigma. Thus, changing one’s national affiliatioftela obtaining one’s PhD and
before entering the academic job market may nodongpresent a negative signal in

the future.
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Conclusion

Faculty development strategies are important whetomes to improving
upcoming researchers’ career success in the acadamger system (8LEAN et al.
2008; AUSTIN 2002; STEINERT 2000; NELSON 1983). In the context of the need for
more systematic faculty development, the focus ho$é Woctoral thesis was on
academic mentoring relationships; moreover, inléis¢ chapter, academic mobility
was analyzed in order to widen the view on diff¢fanulty development strategies.

While Chapter 2 unveiled the need for and the veelee of faculty
development strategies in relation to economicoystChapters 3 to 5 focused on
academic mentoring relationships. In Chapter 3,ctwhnvestigated the case of an
international e-mentoring program for upcoming eeskers from the field of
economic history, the results showed that menteesepve career and psychosocial
support from their mentors by discussing differéopics of academic life. In
particular, psychosocial support seems to be thetmelevant support in the
program. Thus, mentees seem to mainly apprecieterttentors as role models and
counselors in the context of this e-mentoring paogr In Chapter 4, mentees’
perceived support was connected to their careecessc Analyzing mentors’
different roles in enhancing mentees’ likelihood refceiving tenure, empirical
evidence on mentees’ human and social capitalioreatas provided. The results
showed that the transfer of social capital is gfhhrelevance for mentees’ career
success. Chapter 5 detected differences betwearaf@nd informal mentoring in
terms of mentees’ publication productivity. It waBown that formal mentoring
programs can increase mentees’ publication prodtictiwhile informal mentoring
relationships have not such effect. After analyangdemic mentoring in the context
of the need for faculty development strategies,pBdreb investigated early academic
career mobility as a further faculty developmematsgy. Including mentoring
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relationships as a control variable, the resulggesated that, depending on the length
of stay, international mobility positively affeaipcoming researchers’ likelihood of
receiving tenure and the reputation of the tenweeting institution, while for
national mobility, only negative effects can berfdu

In sum, the results of this doctoral thesis comtebto the literature for
several reasons: Combining qualitative and qudmga insights, a deeper
understanding of academic mentoring relationsrspgrovided. Since the academic
mentoring literature mainly concentrates on thee rof the academic advisor on
mentees’ career success (e.gLMER/HILMER 2007; RAGLIS et al. 2005), analyzing
mentoring relationships where the mentor is not mientee’s academic advisor
provides further evidence on mentoring as an aafdhti support for the upcoming
researcher’'s career development. Further, investgalifferent outcome measures
and using different empirical strategies acrossdapters, the positive effects of
mentoring and mobility on upcoming researchers’eearsuccess unveil the
potentials of both as faculty development strategie addition, the chapters’
findings are based on samples within one academsearch field (business
administration and economics), and thus providéh&urcomparability of the results
across the chapters.

In what follows, the findings of this doctoral tiesare summarized and
discussed in respect to different aspects:

Mentoring in the context of developmental netwoi®sce in traditional
mentoring relationships, the mentee and mentor Ijn@ommunicate face to face,
the pool of appropriate mentors is limited due wogyraphical constraints. E-
mentoring relationships can cross this limitatiand thus widen the pool of available
mentors (see, e.g.IN&LE/MULLER 2001). In Chapter 3, an e-mentoring program
was introduced where mentees and mentors fromreliffeinstitutions and even
countries were linked together. Studies in the exnbf developmental networks
(see, e.g., GINS/KRAM 2001; HGGINS/THOMAS 2001) have pointed out the
positive effects of a network with multiple sourcésat provide support for
individual career success. Combining different rmang designs to widen the pool
of available mentors might increase mentees’ dgwveéntal network, and thus help

to increase mentees’ career success. In the coatetkte developmental network
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literature, further research should analyze theot$fof combined mentoring designs
on mentees’ academic career success.

Mentoring in the context of an institutionalizatidn the context of faculty
development strategies, the institutionalization neéntoring relationships is of
special interest, and thus the effects formal nramoprograms might have on
upcoming researchers’ career success. ThereforeChiapter 5, the effects of
academic mentoring on career success were divittedthe effects of formal and
informal mentoring relationships. While chapteralitatively analyzed the support
mentees perceive and Chapter 4 quantitatively aciadenentees’ perceived support
with their career success, Chapter 5 focused oefteetiveness of formal mentoring
relationships as a faculty development strategye fihdings showed that formal
mentoring programs increase mentees’ publicatioodymtivity, even after
controlling for a selection bias, and in comparisomesearchers without mentoring
or with an informal mentor. For informal mentorimglationships, no significant
effects can be found. Most studies about the coatiparadvantages of formal and
informal mentoring relationships have revealed thiirmal mentoring relationships
are more beneficial than formal ones (see, e.gAABR/BEEHR 2003;
RAGINS/COTTON 1999). In contrast, the findings of Chapter 5 dbote to the
academic mentoring literature by providing evidefaethe comparative advantage
of formal mentoring programs and the potential oétitutionalized mentoring
relationships as a faculty development strategy.

Mentoring in the context of human and social cdpi&tudies in the context
of human and social capital have pointed out th@tpe effects of the researchers’
human and social capital endowment on academiercawgecess (e.g., I et al.
2011 or 3BLARAN 2010). Chapter 3 provided insights into how e-rogng
relationships work and what support mentees pegcéivthe context of human and
social capital, discussing different topics on arait life and sharing experiences
and knowledge, the first hints were given that reegt human and social capital
endowment is increased. In Chapters 4 and 5, itavgged that mentees perceive
professional support from their mentors that enbanmentees’ human and social
capital endowment, thereby increasing their casemcess. To provide empirical
evidence on the creation of human and social dapit&€hapter 4, mentors’ different

roles in providing support were disentangled, ahdstmentors’ roles and the
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perceived support were connected with mentees’ huana social capital creation.
Interestingly, the results showed that there afierénces in between the different
roles in terms of the effects on career succesgatticular, the creation of social
capital during the mentoring relationship is of thigelevance for mentees’ career
success. The mentor in the role as a sponsor winodutes the mentee to the
scientific field positively affects the mentee’kdlihood of receiving tenure.

As the literature on academic career success pouttshe importance of
researchers’ integration into the scientific comrmu(e.g., S\LARAN 2010; OMBES
et al. 2008; KVIK/TEIGEN 1996), this chapter provided further evidence he t
context of academic mentoring relationships: Wthelehancing mentees’ social
capital via sponsoring the mentee in the scientii@mmunity, mentoring
relationships increase mentees’ career successoritrast, the mentor’s role as a
teacher who provides the mentee with job relevéilissand knowledge, and thus
increases the mentee’s human capital endowmemada$fects on the likelihood of
receiving tenure. Only when mentors combine theles as sponsors and teachers,
and thus increase mentees’ hunaawl social capital endowment can positive effects
be found. Hence, similar todEMAN/CORLEY (2004) or LBERMAN/WOLF (1997),
where the authors argued that it is the combinatfdiuman and social capital that is
crucial for a researchers’ career success, thdtsestiChapter 4 provided further
evidence for the positive effects of combined huraad social capital on career
success in the context of academic mentoring ogiships.

Regarding the results of Chapters 3 and 4, mesgegm to be an important
source for career and psychosocial support, ingrgasentees’ human and social
capital endowment, and thus mentees’ career sucetssever, the findings of
Chapter 4 showed that different roles and differaspects of human and social
capital can lead to different effects on menteaséer success. Hence, while mentors
provide a variety of different support functionsth@ir mentees and act in different
roles, research on mentoring should provide furévwedence on the different effects
of mentors’ roles on upcoming researchers’ acadeareer success.

Mentoring and mobility in the context of facultywd®pmentThe results of
Chapter 4 and 5 unveiled the positive effects @afdamic mentoring on mentees’
likelihood of receiving tenure and publication puctlvity. Via the enhancement of

upcoming researchers’ human and social capital venamt, academic mentoring
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indirectly affects upcoming researchers’ careercess. In Chapter 6, the direct
effect of academic mobility was analyzed. The rssshowed that international
mobility positively affects upcoming researcheikelihood of receiving tenure and
the reputation of tenure-granting institution. %inthe literature on faculty
development points out the importance of reseastlsgstematic skill development
to improve their career advancement (see, eTEINERT 2000) findings of this
doctoral thesis unveiled the potentials of academaatoring and mobility as faculty
development strategies. Although the results fatstl that mentoring and mobility
do not always positively affect upcoming researsheareer advancement, and
further research should investigate this issueh&éurt academic mentoring and
mobility can offer great advantages when it coneethé question of how upcoming
researchers can be supported more systematicalilyein career development by
academic institutions and organizations. For upognmesearchers, the results show
that the participation in mentoring programs antkrmational mobility can foster
their career success, and should therefore beasssttategic tools in their academic

career development.
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Appendix A to Chapter 2

We asked which topics should be on the agenda efn#xt world congress in
Stellenbosch 2012. We classified the topics mentlonusing the EH.net

Classification. The results are presented in TAble

A-1. Topics that should be on the WEHC 2012, as mentitayerespondents

Topics Respondents

Economic Development, Growth, and Aggregate Pradtict
Macroeconomics and Fluctuations

Financial Markets, Financial Institution, and MagtHistory
Business History

International and domestic Trade and Relations

Income and Wealth

Social and Cultural History, including Race, Etlityiand Gender
Markets and Institutions

Development of the Economic History Discipline: tdisography
Education and Human Resource Development

Government, Law and Regulation, Public Finance

History Demography, including Migration

Economic Planning and Policy

History of Economic Thought, Methodology

History of Technology, including Technological Clgan

Labour and Employment History

Agriculture, Natural Resources, and Extractive bidas

Living Standards, Anthropometric History, Econoritthropology
Household, Family and Consumer History

Industry: Manufacturing and Construction

Historical Geography

Military and War

Economywide Country Studies and Comparative History
Transport and Distribution, Energy and Other Sewic
Servitude and Slavery

Urban and Regional History

53
43
38
32
30
29
26
17
15
13
11
10

Source: Own compilation.
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The most frequently mentioned topics fall into ttetegory of ‘Economic
Development, Growth, and Aggregate Productivity'ndmber of respondents noted
that, given the location of the next world congresséfrica, development processes
should be particularly high on the agenda. In aaoidit ‘Macroeconomics and
Fluctuations’ and ‘Financial Markets, Financial tihgions, and Monetary History’
are very popular and critical fields. Themes almgnomic crises and the financial
sector concern economic historians and the gepeiaic all over the world. These
themes will be approached with an economic histeeyhodology so as to clarify the
undercurrents of current economic issues, whichpsit economists and other social
scientists who limited themselves to theoretical emrrent considerations.

We were curious as to whether the preferenceshitdpics varied by age.
One could imagine, for example, that more recepicto might be demanded by
younger colleagues, whereas topics that were vepular, say, in the 1970s or
1980s, might be suggested by slightly more senmlteagues. Therefore, we

examined the topics as a function of age (Table.A-2
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A-2. Topics as a function of age

Topic Age
Household, Family and Consumer History 41
Economywide Country Studies and Comparative History 43
Education and Human Resource Development 43
Economic Planning and Policy 44
Income and Wealth 45
Social and Cultural History, including Race, Etlityiand Gender 45
Business History 46
Macroeconomics and Fluctuations 46
Markets and Institutions 46
History of Technology, including Technological Clgan 47
Economic Development, Growth, and Aggregate Pradtct 47
Financial Markets, Financial Institution, and MagtHistory 47
History of Economic Thought, Methodology 47
History Demography, including Migration 48
Servitude and Slavery 48
International and domestic Trade and Relations 48
Industry: Manufacturing and Construction 49
Government, Law and Regulation, Public Finance 49
Development of the Economic History Discipline: tdisography 49
Historical Geography 49
Urban and Regional History 50
Living Standards, Anthropometric History, Econoritthropology 52
Agriculture, Natural Resources, and Extractive bidas 52
Military and War 52
Transport and Distribution, Energy and Other Sewic 52
Labour and Employment History 55

Source: Own compilation.

The age structure of respondents indicated thatsoguch as ‘Household,
Family and Consumer History’ and ‘Education and HanResource Development’

are quite popular among younger respondéhtapics like ‘Labor and Employment

3 “Economy-wide Country Studies and Comparative dtigt seems like a relatively broad category
into which topics fit that do not fit elsewhere.
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History’ have a long tradition in our discipline carare also popular among the
slightly more senior colleagues. In addition, theidg of agriculture, natural
resources and mining (which also includes someldi@f environmental history),
and anthropometric history, which are sometimesgieed as ‘young’ fields, now

have a certain history within our discipline.
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Appendix B to Chapter 6

B-1. Correlation matrix: Time to tenure

Variables (1) (2) (3) (4) (5) (6) (7) (8) 9) (10) (11) (12
(1) Time to tenure 1.00
(2) Intl. Mobility (1 month) -0.03 1.00
(3) Intl. Mobility (4 months) -0.01 0.66* 1.00
(4) Intl. Mobility (6 months) 0.01  0.59* 0.87* 1.00
(5) Intl. Mobility (one year) -0.01  0.43* 0.67*0.76* 1.00

(6) National Mobility 0.13* 0.10 -001 001 -0.04 1.00
(7)  Publication productivity -0.24* 0.05 0.06 0.06 0.11* 0.01 1.00

(8) Male 0.17* 0.02 006 0.06 0.14* 0.05 0.07 .00

(9) Children 0.17* -0.07 -0.00 003 0.07 -005 -0.01 0.04 .001

(10) Business -0.23* -0.21* -0.09 -0.10 -0.14* 0.11* -0.05 -0.01 -0.00 1.00

(11) Year of birth -0.55% 0.23* 0.12* 0.06 0.01 0.09 0.13*-0.25¢* 0.25¢* 0.03  1.00

(12) Reputation PhD 0.0l -0.03 -0.02 -000 -0.10 0.00.05 0.07 002 -0.11*-0.02 1.00
(13) Mentoring -0.13* 0.17* 0.02 0.08 010 0.04 003 -009 -0.01.050 0.10 0.06

Notes:n = 249; *** p<0.01, ** p<0.05, * p<0.10.

Source: Own compilation.
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B-2. Correlation matrix: Reputation

Variables 1) (2) (3) 4) () (6) (7) (8) 9) (10) 11) (12)
(1) Reputation
(2) Intl. Mobility (1month) 0.13
(3) Intl. Mobility (4 months) 0.20* 0.79*
(4) Intl. Mobility (6 months) 0.21* 0.71* 0.90*
(5) Intl. Mobility (1 year) 0.23* 0.59* 0.74* .82*
(6) National Mobility -0.11 0.04 -0.08 -0.11 -0.12
(7)  Publication productivity  0.15* 0.04 0.03 0.01 0.08 -0.06
(8) Male 0.04 0.05 0.06 0.03 0.08 0.04 0.14*
(9) Children -0.08 0.01 0.08 0.08 0.06 -0.00 0.05 -0.04
(10) Business -0.12  -0.24* -0.14* -0.13* -0.21* 0b. -0.03 -0.20* -0.02
(11) Year of birth 0.13 0.14* 0.10 0.08 0.09 0.170.06  -0.20* -0.17* 0.12
(12) Reputation PhD 0.13 -0.01 -0.05 -0.05 -0.09 0.160.04 0.20* -0.02 -0.06 -0.07
(13) Mentoring -0.06 0.15* -0.01 0.04 0.06 0.05 2.0 0.03 0.05 -0.04 -0.05 0.04

Notes:n = 164; *** p<0.01, **p<0.05, * p<0.10.

Source: Own compilation.
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