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Learning with the Devil: Mentoring and Advocates 

 

Structured Abstract 

Purpose: The purpose of this research was to understand the lived experience of 

mentoring to provide insight for those who manage and experience mentoring at work. 

Research Design: Semi-structured interviews with a cohort of forty-three mentors and 

their mentees plus key informants. It is a longitudinal qualitative study undertaken with a 

year’s cohort of mentors (referred to as “devil masters”) and mentees (“devils”) in the 

profession of law, amongst Scottish barristers, advocates. 

Findings: The meanings of mentoring differed widely between individuals. Mentoring 

relationships differed in their depth, quality and benefits the mentees received. The 

research findings reveal the inconsistencies and inequalities that are a fundamental part of 

the experience of mentoring that, as yet the research literature has missed. The research 

also revealed how mentoring alone was not enough and that structured training was 

required to supplement mentoring. Further, there is a dependency to be found in 

mentoring. The mentoring process is power laden. 

Originality: As almost all previous research on mentoring is survey based, this is one of 

the few studies of the lived experience of mentoring, socialisation and cognitive 

apprenticeship.  

Key words: mentoring, law, communities of practice, cognitive apprenticeship 
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One to one mentoring can be the principal form of learning, development and 

socialization in professional organizations. This paper presents qualitative longitudinal 

research to explore the relationships between a cohort of mentors and mentees amongst 

advocates (Scottish barristers).   In this paper one to one mentoring amongst advocates is 

examined as a principal form of professional socialization, learning, and as a mechanism 

for entry to the profession. Mentoring has been largely unquestioningly and uncritically 

accepted as the way to foster learning at work (Hansman, 2002), assumed “a good thing” 

(Grey, 2001). Some writers appear almost eulogistic about mentoring (Arnold and 

Johnson, 1997). Mentoring is portrayed as a powerful tool, for example it has been 

suggested that formal mentoring may be a catalyst for addressing barriers to advancement 

and developing more diverse leadership (Murrell et al., 2008; Dashper, 2019).  Mentoring 

relationships are advanced as crucial to employee development (Eby and Robertson, 

2020). Studies show that those with access to mentoring have been consistently shown to 

benefit from their involvement in these relationships (Murrell et al., 2008). It is not 

surprising then that research and interest in mentoring and developmental relationships 

has steadily increased over the last thirty years (Murphy, 2012). A survey of studies on 

mentoring finds that there are 124 articles published between 1980 and 2009 alone 

(Haggard et al., 2011). Mentoring programmes have increased in popularity in the US, 

UK and globally (Ensher and Murphy, 2010; Ghosh et al., 2019). The Society for 

Industrial and Organizational Psychology reported that 45% of their members deliver 

mentoring programmes (Kulik, 2014). Seventy one per cent of Fortune 500 companies 

use mentoring to support workplace learning (Giacumo et al., 2020).Yet workplace 

mentoring is a relatively new focus of study. Methodological concerns have been raised 
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such as over reliance on cross-sectional designs and self-report data. Most of the 

mentoring research is quantitative (Allen et al., 2008). Little research has utilised 

qualitative methods to examine the lived experience of mentoring. As Kathy Kram notes 

there is still “a bit of a black box in terms of how relationships unfold in a particular 

context” (Chandler, 2011).  

 

In the law profession the lived experience of mentoring has received little attention (Kay 

and Wallace, 2009). Ramaswami et al. (2010) identified just nine studies of mentoring in 

the law profession published between 1985 and 2006.  Since 2006 (using the database 

ECBSCOhost) a further four have been identified. Of those 13 studies all but one is based 

in North America and almost all are large quantitative surveys. This dearth of studies into 

mentoring in law is surprising given how the profession frequently utilises apprentice-

type relationships to prepare associates for partnerships over a period of 4-8 years, during 

articling where graduates of law schools spend 6 months to a year working as articling 

students, and during preparation for the bar admission examination in the UK and 

Canada. There is then a need for qualitative research to advance our knowledge and 

understanding of the everyday experience of mentoring and being mentored. 

 

The aim was to understand the lived experience of mentoring in one specific setting – the 

profession of Scottish advocates-  to shed new light on mentoring relationships, in 

particular what mentoring meant to both mentors and mentees, how was it understood 

and experienced, and discuss the challenges. The following questions were asked: How is 

mentoring understood by the participants in this specific research setting? What are the 
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expectations and the perceived outcomes for both the mentor and mentees? What are the 

key challenges? 

 

Mentoring – definitions and evaluations 

Mentoring has been defined as “off-line help from one person to another in making 

significant transition in knowledge, work or thinking” (Megginson and Clutterbuck, 

1995:13). It usually involves a relationship between an older, more experienced mentor 

and a younger, less experienced protégé for the purpose of helping develop the protégé’s 

career. However, the term can have many and varied meanings (Kram, 1985). Being a 

mentor can overlap with other development relationships such as role model, teacher, 

coach, advisor or supervisor. Haggard et al. (2011) identified approximately 40 different 

definitions of mentoring and their slight variations. As there is little agreement on how 

the concept should be defined, it is defined and researched in different ways. These 

differing definitions are then reflected in research findings, for example the wide range in 

the percentage of people who self-identify as protégés (33-81%). The varying definitions 

and the lack of conceptual clarity of the term create problems in drawing conclusions 

about mentoring (Burke, 1984). Nevertheless, the research literature identifies attributes 

of mentoring that provide for a common frame of reference (Eby et al., 2007). First 

mentoring is portrayed as a learning partnership involving the acquisition of knowledge. 

It is a process defined by two kinds of support – emotional and instrumental or career-

related.  It is a reciprocal yet asymmetrical relationship where the mentor may benefit but 

the primary goal is the protégé’s growth and development. Finally, the relationship is one 

which is expected to change over time. 
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Studies provide insights into the effectiveness of mentoring. Formal (assigned, planned) 

mentoring relationships have been found generally to be not as effective as informal 

relationships which occur spontaneously and are not managed (Ragins and Cotton, 1999; 

Wanberg et al., 2003), perhaps because informal relationships have developed naturally 

and voluntarily, without obligation. Ragins and Cotton (1999) found individuals with 

informal mentors received higher compensation than formally mentored employees. 

Other studies too have found that informal mentorships provide more benefits than 

formal relationships do (Chao et al, 1992; Noe, 1998). Those with mentors (whether the 

relationship is formal or informal) generally have more positive work and career attitudes 

than those lacking mentors (Allen et al., 2004; Underhill, 2006). Although research 

shows that self-chosen mentoring relationships are the most valuable and productive, 

there is a tendency for mentors and protégés to choose partners most like themselves 

(Hale, 1995). This tendency may prevent the sharing of differing perspectives, limit the 

learning of both parties and reinforce the status quo. However before considering the 

dysfunctions, let us look at the functions of and benefits of mentoring. 

 

The functions and benefits of mentoring 

The literature identifies the career, psychosocial and role modelling functions of the 

mentoring relationship (Scandura, 1992). The career functions include coaching, 

sponsoring advancement, exposure, fostering positive visibility, protecting protégés from 

adverse forces and providing challenging assignments. They may also increase the 

employability of the protégé. The psychosocial functions include counselling, friendship, 
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acceptance and confirmation. The role modelling functions are seen as separate and 

described as where the mentor offers “active” social support (e.g. exchanging 

confidences) (Scandura, 1992).   Mentors may provide some or all these functions and the 

provision may not only vary from relationship to relationship, but also over time (Ragins, 

1997). It is suggested that the greater the number of functions provided by the mentor, the 

more beneficial the relationship will be for the protégé (Kram, 1985). Also, the more 

developmental assistance a mentee receives potentially from a constellation of 

developmental relationships, the greater their work satisfaction (Higgins, 2000; Higgins 

and Kram, 2001). 

 

The benefits of mentoring found in the literature include increased job and career 

satisfaction (Wallace, 2001) higher pay and more promotions for protégés (Eby et al., 

2008; Kay et al., 2009; Lapointe and Vandenberghe, 2017). Mentoring offers mentees a 

sense of career security and allows them to feel that their careers are being effectively 

directed (Higgins, 2000). This gives rise to increased career commitment (Applebaum et 

al., 1994) positive work attitudes (Lankau and Scandura, 2002) as well as career 

advancement (Scandura and Pellegrini, 2007). Mentors too learn from mentoring (Hale, 

2000) and can acquire valuable work-related information (Kram, 1985). They can gain 

respect as well as status from a high performing protégé (Feeney and Bozeman, 2008). 

 

Dysfunctional, negative or abusive mentoring relationships 

While the benefits of mentoring tend to be stressed in the literature, it is also 

acknowledged that there may be problems in the relationships . There is a fairly extensive 
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literature on negative, ineffective and dysfunctional mentoring (e.g. Eby et al., 2000; 

2008; Cohen and Steele, 2002; Hansford et al., 2004; Simon and Eby, 2003; Ragins et al., 

2000; Gosh et al., 2011; Hamlin and Sage, 2011). Relationships may be characterised by 

overdependence, discontent, anger, jealousy, resentment, sabotage, deception or 

harassment (Scandura and Williams, 2002). Negative mentor behaviour occurs when 

mentors overwork their mentees and take credit for the accomplishments, spend more 

time in impression management and self-promotion (Eby et al., 2000; Eby and Allen, 

2002). Additional aggravating factors include the perception of sexual innuendos, 

rumours, overprotection and paternalism (Eby et al. 2000; Kochan, 2002). There is a fine 

line between the mentoring relationship being positive, empathetic and dynamic and the 

relationship becoming compromised by developing into a sexual or romantic one 

(Morgan and Davidson, 2008). It is suggested that it is good practice for participants in 

mentoring relationships to be made aware of the risks of sexual or romantic attachments. 

There are then clear challenges that mentors and mentees face. Perhaps then we should 

not be surprised by one qualitative study that found that a third of respondents described 

the upside of not having a mentor (Tolar, 2012). 

 

Power in mentoring 

Mentoring processes and outcomes are power laden (Mott 2002). Inevitably there will be 

power differences between the mentor and mentee (Eby and Robertson, 2020).  While 

there may be reciprocity, there is not necessarily symmetry in the relationship. Mentoring 

involves two kinds of influence: one internal to the relationship that focuses on 

interpersonal influence and the other external to the relationship that involves the 
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development of power within the organization. Mentors may help protégés recognise the 

importance of developing power resources and can provide training in political skills and 

influence strategies. By providing challenging assignments and placing protégés in 

visible positions, mentors help develop expert power and visibility. Mentors also provide 

“reflected power” to their protégés; the mentor’s organizational influence augments the 

protégé’s influence and the mentor’s power allows them to provide resources for their 

protégés and buffer their protégés from adverse organizational forces (Kanter 1989). 

Senior more powerful male mentors have been associated with higher career attainment, 

particularly for females (Ramaswami et al., 2010; Noonan and Corcoran, 2004). The 

mentor can also gain power from the relationship. Critical approaches to mentoring in 

research are still relatively rare, and power relations need to be acknowledged and fore-

grounded in research (Darwin, 2000). 

 

Gaps in the research on mentoring 

There are only a handful of studies empirically investigating mentoring in the law 

profession and no qualitative studies in law on the experience of mentoring and being 

mentored. Research has also almost exclusively focused on the mentor’s role in the 

development of the relationship, rather than it being seen as a reciprocal relationship 

(Ragins, 1997).   It is necessary to examine the personal learning, skill development, 

identity growth and personal adaptability both from the protégé and mentor perspectives 

(Higgins and Kram, 2001) and to ask is it really a two-way relationship?  There is also 

little research that has looked at the key challenges faced by mentors and mentees, for 

example how equity of benefits for protégés can be achieved. People who serve as 
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mentors may primarily be members of the dominant of hegemonic groups within 

organizations or institutions. Potential protégés who are “other” may experience 

difficulties initiating and participating in mentoring relationships (Sander, 2006; Payne-

Pikus et al., 2010). Issues of power and interests within the organization may hamper the 

mutual attraction that is required to participate in a mentoring relationship (Hansman, 

2000). Formal mentoring programmes have failed to remove barriers to advancement for 

marginalized groups (Thomas, 2001) yet little research has acknowledged or looked at 

the issue of power in mentoring. Most of the research on mentoring has been done at a 

distance, through postal questionnaires. Some qualitative research on mentoring has been 

completed (e.g. Allen et al., 1997; Eby and Lockwood, 2005; Eller et al., 2014;Jackson et 

al., 2003; Kram, 1985; Staus et al., 2013; Tolar, 2012) but more qualitative studies are 

needed to give a more holistic and in-depth understanding of mentoring relations 

(Scandura and Pellegrini, 2007), how knowledge is transmitted, managed  and mentees 

socialised. Also there are a limited number of studies of formal mentoring in practice 

(Allen et al., 2006). Few mentoring studies collect data over time (Carter and Yussef-

Morgan, 2019; Banerjee Batist et al., 2018). There is a need then for qualitative 

longitudinal research looking at the experience of formal mentoring from the perspective 

of both mentor and mentee which is missing from the literature.  

 

Communities of practice and cognitive apprenticeships 

Following Noonan et al. (2007) the conceptual framework for this study is based on two 

theoretical perspectives grounded in Vgotsky’s (1978) socio-cultural constructivism: 

cognitive apprenticeship and communities of practice. Both involve supporting an 
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individual to become an insider. The objective of a cognitive apprenticeship is to initiate 

the novice into a community of expert practice (Collins et al. 1989) which requires 

knowledge transfer. In this context it could be argued that there are two types of knowledge 

– firstly explicit which is expressed in the formal and systematic language of law that is 

learned and transmitted, and secondly tacit knowledge which is deeply rooted in action, 

procedures, routines, values and emotions.  Both types are essential to knowledge creation 

and it will be argued here, institutional maintenance. In this cognitive apprenticeship tacit 

knowledge is made explicit “crystallised” (Nonaka et al 2000) allowing it to be shared. 

Socialisation occurs when the mentees learn the tacit knowledge of law through their 

learning and practical experience. Socialisation also occurs within the social network, the 

community of advocates that helps the novice learn the language, the norms and belief 

systems. In turn this initiation promotes the process of enculturation into the discipline. 

Apprenticeship and coaching begin by modelling and scaffolding providing the greatest 

support for protégés as they enter into activities within the professional community of 

advocates. As apprentices increase in self-confidence, they move into a more autonomous 

phase of collaborative learning, begin to learn how to navigate the culture (Satter and Russ, 

2007) and participate more fully in it. 

 

A community of practice (Lave and Wenger, 1991) is a particularly useful framework for 

analysis of the process of becoming an advocate for two reasons. Firstly, this model of 

learning is primarily based on informal immersion in practice, shifting the focus away from 

formal classroom training to informal learning in natural settings. Secondly, the themes 

emerging from the empirical data from the study of the effectiveness of advocate learning 
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strongly resonate with the community of practice model and its emphasis on identity 

formation as a gradual process.  

 

 Communities of practice have been defined as ‘a set of relations among persons, activity 

and world, over time and in relation with other tangential and overlapping communities of 

practice’ (Lave and Wenger 1991: 98) although the term has never been defined precisely 

(Cox, 2004).  The main difference between the cognitive apprenticeship model and the 

communities of practice is the notion of the master. As in traditional apprenticeship, in a 

cognitive apprenticeship the learner works under a master teacher who models behavior in 

a real-life context.  

 

Devilling refers to the period of training, pupillage or junior work undertaken by a person 

wishing to become an advocate in one of the legal systems of the United Kingdom or 

Ireland. The devilling relationship under investigation in this study is a composite of both 

models discussed above – it is highly situated in practice; it involves the process of 

socialization into the norms and beliefs of the group, and it relies on gradual transition from 

the periphery to the core of the community. With its emphasis on one master (the 

devilmaster) in the mentoring relationship, it is closer to the cognitive apprenticeship 

model. However, as we will argue later, devilling also involves learning from other people 

in the profession, other advocates and fellow devils in addition to the devilmaster, hence 

the collective model of communities of practice is crucial to the relationship and the title 

“learning with the devil”.  
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Lave and Wenger acknowledge that the concept of community of practice is undeveloped 

and largely left as “an intuitive notion” (Lave and Wenger, 1991:42.). The theoretical 

discussion is not followed through in examples of the less than benign effects that can be 

associated with communities of practice. The communities of practice they examine to 

illustrate and support their theory are not representative of contemporary workplaces 

(Rainbird et al., 2001). Lave and Wenger do not acknowledge that learners not only learn 

in a community, but by watching other learners learn (Mayes, 2002). Also, as Jewson 

(2007) notes, the term “community” carries connotations of harmony and unity; Lave and 

Wenger have uncritically drawn on the concept of community as a “symbolically 

constructed sense of belongingness” (2007:70). In addition, they do not investigate issues 

of power (Fuller et al., 2004).  

 

Research setting 

In this research setting based at the Scottish bar (the Faculty of Advocates) trainee 

advocates are called “devils” and those who mentor are referred to as “devilmasters”. 

Each devil has been trained and experienced as a lawyer or solicitor and resigns from 

their employment to start devilling. Each devilmaster is an Advocate, a specialist in the 

art of advocacy, representing clients in the superior courts of Scotland when instructed by 

solicitors. Advocates are sole practitioners who work independently from each other and 

can only accept instructions through a solicitor or other professional recognised by their 

professional body, the Faculty of Advocates.  
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Devilling lasts about nine months. Of this about three months are formal classroom 

training which includes interaction with a great number of established members of the 

advocate community, and a series of assessments. The remaining time is spent with the 

devilmaster. The devilmaster should, in normal circumstances, be at least seven years 

qualified as an advocate before being considered eligible to take a devil. No payment is 

made by the devil for any part of the training or assessment. The devilmaster is not paid 

to take on a devil and the devil may not be paid for any work that they do. Prior to 

devilling the prospective devil asks an advocate if he or she is prepared to take the devil 

on. The principal devilmaster has to be a practitioner predominately in civil law and a 

devil is mentored for about six months. The devil is also usually assigned a secondary 

devil master in criminal law for a shorter period of time, usually a maximum of six 

weeks. Devils are expected to attend court with their devilmasters, to attend consultations 

with solicitors instructing their devilmaster and with the solicitors' clients. A devil will 

also discuss the preparation and presentation of the cases in which their devilmaster is 

involved and will be required to draft written pleadings and opinions. A devilmaster is 

required to “sign off” a devil confirming they are ready to become a practicing advocate 

and a member of the Faculty of Advocates.  

 

 

Research Methods and Analysis 

The study involved 43 semi-structured interviews with mentors, mentees and those who 

were responsible for the mentoring and training of mentees. All the mentees and their 

mentors were interviewed so saturation level was reached (Suddaby, 2006). Table 1 lists 
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the numbers in each group interviewed and transcript hours. Each interview lasted 

approximately one hour. The managers of the mentoring and training were interviewed to 

provide a better understanding of the context of the research and issues surrounding 

mentoring. A longitudinal study of mentoring was undertaken with a year’s cohort of 12 

mentees at two points of time – at the start of their training and after a 3-6 month period 

following admission to the Bar. Before being mentored, the mentees were interviewed; 

they were asked about what they expected from mentoring. They were then asked a series 

of questions about their mentoring experience six months later. Mentors were also 

interviewed which allowed a comparison of the definitions, experiences, challenges and 

expectations of mentoring. The interviews were conducted by two researchers using the 

same interview schedule. Of the twelve mentees, the majority were male and three 

female. Of the mentors, three were female. As few studies compare equal numbers of 

male and female mentors and protégés (Young et al., 2006) an attempt was made to 

recruit an equal number of females and male mentors for interview but was unsuccessful. 

Each interviewee was assured of confidentiality at the start of the interview. Each 

interview was recorded and transcribed. Each transcript was checked against the recorded 

interview. This also helped the researchers familiarise themselves with the data. Each 

respondent was allocated a code with a letter and a number (Mentees D1-12 and Mentors 

M1-10). Forty-seven hours of interviews were recorded, transcribed and analysed by two 

researchers. Following Miles and Huberman (1994) we engaged in iterative reading and 

re-reading of the data and the literature. The data was coded searching for themes. We 

organized the data under theme headings such as meaning of mentoring and what 

menteees were expected to do. We linked the themes emerging from the data to general 
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constructs that emerged from the literature, e.g. dysfunctions in mentoring and whether 

mentoring was seen as a two way relationship. Main findings and important illustrative 

quotes were copied into separate tables for mentors and mentees. Tables of results were 

compiled to make easy the comparison between individuals within the group and to 

compare mentors with mentees. 

 

 

Research findings 

Varied meanings of mentoring 

 

Given the variety of definitions to be found in the literature on mentoring, it is not 

surprising that meanings of mentoring varied widely between individuals; there was also 

a lack of conceptual clarity and consistency among the interviewees. We found that 

devilling was being described as mentoring, as a learning partnership involving the 

acquisition of knowledge. It provided emotional and career-related support. Yet there 

were differences between interviewees. For example, some of the devilmasters wanted to 

debate whether devilling was mentoring, two arguing that it was more like “shadowing”. 

Learning comes about by watching and emulating.  Others argued that terms such as 

“apprenticeship” or “friendship” were more appropriate given that in some cases the 

relationship between the devil and the devilmaster continues throughout their 

professional life.  

 

Variable outcomes, experience of mentoring, and the cognitive apprenticeship. 
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Relationships between mentors and mentees clearly differed in their depth, quality and 

the benefits the mentee received. The relationships differed too in how much 

responsibility the devilmasters were prepared to give the devil. The devilmasters also 

differed in the ways they approached their role with regards to training, education, 

teaching, advising, assisting, supporting, shadowing, inspiring, passing on knowledge, 

professional practice, business acumen. Only two of the devilmasters discussed the two-

way nature of the relationship in their definitions of mentoring.  

 

The variability was also caused by the fact that it was found that there was that there was 

“no one best way” to practice advocacy. Devilmasters gave the mentees the opportunity 

to see different ways in which jobs could be done, such as conducting a consultation with 

a client or drafting written pleadings. Each mentor would have “pet theories of good 

advocacy” (D2) and two mentors could have views which were polar opposites. Two 

mentors could also hold different expectations of their devil’s behaviour. For example, 

while one mentor expected their devil to remain silent at meetings with solicitors unless 

specifically requested not to (M3) another encouraged their devil to speak in 

consultations with solicitors in order “to develop confidence and informality” (M5).  

 

The process of learning the “art of advocacy” through mentoring involved observing, 

appreciating differences and making choices on how they would practice. The learning 

process also gained by witnessing other people’s and their own mistakes. Some of the 

tacit knowledge acquisition  involved learning the rules of professional conduct, ethics, 
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and traditions. For example devils are taught not to call themselves advocates or wear a 

wig and gown. They have to learn rules that demarcates space in the Faulty Library as 

they are only permitted to sit in seats reserved for them at just two tables. Other legal 

professionals, such as solicitors are not permitted to use the library or its facilities, which 

is symbolic of their lower status. Certain duties in court are reserved for advocates which 

helps maintain the institution. Devils are told that they should be watching their devil 

masters and others practice advocacy. They needed to learn how to act, perform or 

present themselves as an advocate in court. Critical reflection of others and self-reflection 

on performance was encouraged. They learned in part, as Mayes (2002) argues, by 

watching others learn. Not surprisingly sometimes theatrical metaphors were used to 

describe the process. For example, criminal trials are “to some extent theatre” (D3). 

However, presentation of facts was key.  

 

The research findings also illustrated that the experience of being a devil and 

expectations of a devilmaster of their devils and the work they were expected to do varied 

hugely. The work experience varied depending on whether your devilmaster was a 

criminal or civil one. If your devilmaster specialised in civil law you would be given 

work to do, such as drafting pleadings or doing library research. If your devilmaster 

specialised in criminal law then you would be either in court or visiting clients.  For those 

given written work, at one end of the spectrum there would be mentors who would expect 

their mentees to take responsibility for a piece of work, would review and revise it and 

then send it out as their own. In contrast, at the other end, there would be those who 

would only expect their devils to watch and learn, would not give their devils 
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responsibility and if the devil did any written work it would “never see the light of day” 

(M1) though they would receive feedback on it. Some devilmasters would mark and 

correct the work whereas others would simply discuss it with the devils.  In meetings 

with clients or solicitors they would expect their devil to sit quietly, and just listen, not 

make any contribution (M1). This was important because they are not being paid and 

they are not employed to do a job. In another case the mentor argued “If there is an 

anxious client the last thing the anxious client is going to want is hearing from someone 

who’s not really being paid for their advice” (M9). In between there would be 

devilmasters who would expect their devils to do the same piece of written work, such as 

written pleadings, independently, then exchange drafts before comparing notes on how 

they had both completed their work (M4). Another might expect their devil to work as a 

shadow, do work “that I have already done myself”(M6). Some would allow their devils 

to contribute with their opinions, if asked, in consultations with clients and solicitors (e.g. 

M10). When it came to finding instructions, work for their devils, the majority did not 

consider this to be their responsibility but in one interview with a devil (D5) it became 

clear that his devilmaster had told him that it was “part of his role” to make sure he had 

work on the day he started work as an advocate. 

 

Devilmasters were required to teach their devils the “secrets” of being an advocate which 

appeared to be about passing on conventions on etiquette and what was considered in this 

environment to be “good manners” (M9). However, two devilmasters could offer 

contradictory advice. For example, contradictory advice was given on whether advocates 
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were expected to shake hands with other advocates as there had been a convention that 

Faculty members do not shake hands with each other.  

More substantive knowledge is conveyed when devilmasters pass on their knowledge of 

how best to present a case or a set of pleadings. They also may advise on issues such as 

how to dress, much of which is prescribed but some choices of dress are about style and 

taste. Once the trainees have passed the course and process of mentoring, the advocacy 

training is rounded off with a ceremony. This ceremony takes them over the boundary 

from being a trainee to becoming an advocate, takes them from the periphery into being 

considered a full member of the community of practice. In return for the training and 

support offered by the devilmaster there were a set of expectations of the devil. Mentors 

talked of expecting certain standards of behaviour.  

 

The two-way relationship? 

While the definition of mentoring discusses how it is a two-way relationship, the 

emphasis, naturally in this environment where mentoring is a compulsory element of the 

training, was on the devilmaster imparting knowledge to the devil. It was a rare 

devilmaster who discussed what they gained from their devil in terms stronger than 

having someone to discuss cases with. However one devilmaster did say, early on in her 

interview that one of the outcomes she would like to see for the mentoring was “I want to 

feel I’ve developed a relationship with them that you know I can go and discuss things 

with them too, do building that kind of generational Bar relationship” (M11). She liked to 

learn how they thought about criminal problems from a different perspective and would 

ask to see written analysis of criminal problems, particularly appeal problems. However, 
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it could not be argued that this constituted a relationship in which mutual development 

and learning took place. 

Contradictions and Inconsistencies. 

There were inherent contradictions in the mentoring relationships. On the one hand each 

mentoring relationship is unique. The devilmasters had different styles, techniques and 

expectations. However, the mentoring relationship should provide the same or similar 

outcomes for each mentee.  There was a lack of consistency in what the devils learned 

and experienced so a key challenge facing this mentoring scheme was one of equality, 

control and consistency. The formal training course, providing all trainees with the same 

knowledge, experience and training, helped counterbalance the inevitable difference in 

individual experience of devilling. On balance, the formal training course was seen as 

more effective than one-to-one mentoring. All twelve mentees argued that mentoring on 

its own would not be viewed as effective. The relational network, as Lave and Wenger 

predict, is key. 

 

Overwhelmingly the experiences of most participants were positive, because they found 

that the relationship offered a very positive supportive learning environment. Participants 

commented on the activities in which they engaged that made devilling a good learning 

experience, and on the interpersonal qualities of their devilmasters, which assisted the 

process of learning. Almost all the mentors talked about the mentoring relationship 

continuing long after the training period. The mentor would be available to answer 

questions and discuss difficult issues of law or ethics. Some of the mentoring 

relationships appeared to have worked particularly well and strong bonds developed. In 
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these cases, the mentees and mentors were talked of as if they were family, “Faculty 

family”. Devilmasters would introduce their devils to those who had been their 

devilmasters and to previous devils.   

 

Class and Privilege 

However not all trainees felt part of the “family” or “club”. One devil talked of how she 

did not feel part of it. One reason she gave was that she had not attended a private school 

(D5). We asked respondents about their social background and discovered that of the 

ones we had interviewed, only two of the ten devilmasters had been educated in the 

private sector at both primary and secondary level while one had been experienced 

private secondary education only. The rest were state educated. Class and privilege was a 

topic that received more discussion as respondents could see how it might influence how 

well devils and devilmasters were “matched” (D1). Two devils discussed how those with 

“rough accents” (D10) or “coarse outlooks” (D6) might not get on so well in the 

profession. However, the greater issue was one of being able to afford to be unemployed 

and without any income for a year while they trained to be an advocate. As one of the 

mentors described: “You have nine months of not being allowed to work, then a period of 

trying to get work and then a further period of having to wait until you get work” (M5). 

This lack of income would put off those from poorer backgrounds coming into the 

profession (D7 and D10). 

The dysfunctional relationships 

The majority of mentoring relationships were reported to work well. However mentoring 

relationships sometimes were ineffective. This happened in a few cases, for example 



22 

 

when the mentor and mentee did not get on with each other, where communication 

between them was poor or they had mismatched expectations of each other. In one case a 

devilmaster (M1) talked of a relationship where a male mentor thought that their female 

mentee should know more than she did. In other cases, the devilmaster might not have 

enough work to do, so they do not give enough work to their mentees. Sometimes 

mentors protected their mentees publicly and had been seen to compromise their 

objectivity. One mentor (M4) thought that devils should only have one devilmaster but 

some had up to four or five which to him “diluted” the experience and the “personal 

bond”. In those cases, the relationships had not been very effective, in his view. 

 

Most of the mentors talked about meeting the devils beforehand to see if they would get 

along well together. They had clear expectations of the kind of person who they would 

get along best with. The devils too had clear views. While they would be obliged to select 

a devilmaster with the appropriate expertise, they would also articulate other criteria. For 

example, one devil talked of selecting her criminal devilmaster because she was “an 

excellent speaker” and appeared to be highly “respected by the bench” (D5).  

 

One of the tensions inherent in the relationship between devilmaster and devil was that the 

devilmaster was teaching their future competitor. In nine months, when the devil is “called” 

they may be acquiring the instructions that could have gone to their devilmaster. It could 

be argued that the devilmaster’s best interests are served by not engaging in the mentoring 

process at all and not recommending their devil for work. However, they do it as they have 
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an interest in maintaining Faculty, its excellence, its collegiality, the importance of being 

able to discuss cases with each other and debate points of law, and its traditions. 

 

Discussion and Conclusion 

Our qualitative research aimed to examine the lived experience of mentoring, to open up 

the “black box” (Chandler, 2011) to shed new light on mentoring relationships. In this 

paper it is argued that mentoring plays a key role in knowledge acquisition, socialisation 

and the successful career development of advocates. In this case it is compulsory and so it 

could be argued that it is formal mentoring. Yet the relationship is also one that is chosen 

by both parties. Each relationship between a devil and their devilmaster will be a unique 

relationship. It is a learning partnership that mainly benefits the devil and involves the 

acquisition of knowledge. The objective of this cognitive apprenticeship is to initiate and 

socialise the novice into a particular type of community of expert practice, advocacy. 

This research has demonstrated the lived experience of how the individual mentoring, 

coupled with the formal training and the social network within the community of 

advocates helps the novice learn the language, imitate behaviour, gradually start to act in 

accordance with the norms, rules and belief systems that promotes the process of 

enculturation into the discipline. It also helps both sustain and maintain the institution of 

advocacy. This community of practice is an effective arena for solving problems as the 

devils know whom to ask for help. It is also effective in sharing and spreading best 

practice, fostering professional development for both protégés and mentors. Mentoring 

may be crucial. However on its own it is not enough. Structured training is required to 

supplement mentoring, a finding that the conceptual framework did not help us predict. 
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This may prove to be an important research finding or conclusion for other mentoring 

schemes in law or other professions. 

 

Individuals will differ in how they view and discuss mentoring. However, this research 

has shown that mentees also differ in terms of their access to social capital, their 

participation, and potentially their ability to gain from their mentor as well as the network 

of social relationships. This is something that the community of practice literature tends 

to ignore.  It has been argued here that the mentoring process is power laden. Power and 

power differences between mentees due to their differing social capital and networks 

clearly need to be considered by research on mentoring more widely so that unequal 

relations of power are addressed. It may be that the focus of the organizational learning 

needs to be on enabling networks and social relationships to broaden and develop for 

those with less power (Roan and Rooney, 2006).  Power differences between the 

devilmaster and devil are evident in this setting as are differences between devils. What 

makes this devilling experience different from others outside the profession is that there 

is a dependency in mentoring. The devil depends on the devilmaster to pay their expenses 

if required to travel out of town. If the relationship does not develop or breaks down, a 

good deal is at stake, particularly as the devil may refuse to “sign off” the devil so they 

can qualify as an advocate. While this may be a perceived threat, it has been shown to be 

unlikely to happen in practice. 

 

The meanings of mentoring differed as did the experiences of individuals. The outcomes 

of learning were much more nuanced and individualistic than previous research would have 



25 

 

led us to believe because individual views and experiences of mentoring differed. There is 

a tension or contradiction between the unique mentoring relationships that develop and the 

need for the same learning experience to be delivered to all mentees. Inevitably some 

mentees will develop and benefit hugely from informal, natural, high quality mentoring 

relationships while others will be less successful. The profession has historically responded 

to the inherent weaknesses in mentoring system of learning through the development of 

the formal classroom training programme and by shifting towards a more dispersed or 

distributed model of learning, allowing for a broader range of sources of learning. This 

model is more robust, than mentoring on its own and perhaps other organizations who 

promote mentoring may like to consider how diffuse the learning is, how many sources of 

mentee learning are provided.  Previous research on mentoring in law in the US has shown 

how composition and quality of an individual’s constellation of developmental 

relationships accounts for the long run career outcomes such as promotion and work 

satisfaction for the mentee (Higgins, 2000). Learning in this more diffuse way, within the 

community of practice, is important and can help alleviate or guard against the dangers of 

the dysfunctional, negative or abusive relationship that may develop in the reliance on just 

one mentor for learning and development. However, inherent in the current mentoring 

system in this organization and elsewhere are key challenges in terms of ensuring equality. 

Differences can clearly emerge and are likely to be influenced by mentor, power, gender, 

class and race. Inequalities of power will shape the relationships within the community of 

practice and should be fore-grounded in research. 
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Table 1 Semi-structured interviews 

Interviewees Number of interviews  Total recording time 

(hours) 

Devils interviewed in the 

first month of devilling  

12   9  

Devils interviewed after 3-6 

months after admission to 

the Faculty  

12   14  

Expert informants 

(managers, and key 

stakeholders in advocate 

education)  

5   8  

Devilmasters  14  16   

Total  43 interviews  47 hours  

 


