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Abstract 
 
  

 The practice of mentoring and the study of mentoring relationships 

continue to garner interest from business and industry, education and military 

organizations.  The purpose of this study was to examine the nature and existence 

of mentoring relationship at the United States Air Force Academy.   

 United States Air Force Academy Cadets in their Junior (C2C) or Senior 

(C1C) year were invited to participate in a web-based, mentoring relationships 

survey.  A total of 710 invitations were sent and 325 responses were collected; 

which resulted in a 45.7% response rate.  Survey respondents were asked to 

provide demographic data, general mentoring data, as well as information 

regarding the single most influential mentor. 

 Of the 325 USAFA Cadets who completed the mentoring relationships 

survey, 190 (59%) reported experiencing one or more mentor relationship, prior to 

attending the USAFA.  Two hundred and thirty-six (73%) respondents reported 

having had one or more mentor relationships while at the United States Air Force 

Academy.  Survey participants were asked whether or not they had acted as a 

mentor to other USAFA Cadets.  Over 79% of mentored USAFA Cadets had also  
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mentored someone else.  However, only 11.4% of non-mentored USAFA Cadets 

had acted as a mentored to someone else at the United States Air Force Academy.  

 Pearson r correlation analysis was performed between 15 mentoring 

functions and key outcomes of mentoring.  Significant relationships were found, at 

the .01 and .05 level between the key outcomes of “satisfaction,” “importance,” 

and “intent” with several of the mentoring functions, however r values for these 

items revealed either a small or no level.  However, significant relationships were 

observed (at the .01 and .05 level) when the key outcomes of “personal” and 

“professional growth” were analyzed using Pearson r.  Regarding “professional 

growth,” the r value with “enhanced military career” noted a “large” correlation 

(r= .56).  Additionally, “personal growth” noted at .48 r value for “emotional 

support.” 

 Linear regression analysis was performed on selected mentoring functions 

with “professional growth” and “personal growth” key outcomes that had 

significant relationships at the .01 level, which explained 28% and 30%, 

respectively.  Regarding “personal growth,” the mentoring function which best 

described this key outcome was “emotional support” (β =.31, p <0.01).  

“Professional growth” was found to be best described by “enhanced military 

career” (β = .51, p <0 .01). 
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 The findings of this study suggest mentoring is a worthwhile endeavor, 

with many benefits.  Further research, such as longitudinal and those studies 

focusing on readiness are suggested.   
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CHAPTER I 

INTRODUCTION 

Introduction 

 The first documented case of mentoring comes from Homer’s classic tale 

The Odyssey (1946).  In the tale, Odysseus (King of Ithaca) must fight in the 

Trojan War.  Odysseus asks his friend Mentor to teach and care for his son, 

Telemachus, in his stead.  Mentor obliged King Odysseus and as Telemachus grew 

into adulthood, so too he grew in wisdom.  As the story goes, following the end of 

the war King Odysseus has trouble making his way home, so Telemachus takes it 

upon himself to find his father.  When Athena, the goddess of wisdom and 

knowledge, gets word of Telemachus’ plan, she decides she must aid Telemachus.  

Athena does so, by possessing Mentor’s body.  As time passed, over ten years in 

fact, Telemachus eventually found his father, King Odysseus. 

 Though it wasn’t specifically called mentoring, the practice of mentoring 

can be assumed to have been taking place since the beginning of time, most likely 

in an informal way.  Formal mentoring can be observed in the various guilds and 

crafts of early times, the medieval times and even today.  In the late 1970s and 
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early 1980s, business and industry saw the resurgence of mentoring as a formal 

practice (Burke, 1984; Torrance, 1984; Kram, 1985; Kram, 1988). 

The mentoring relationship can take on many forms and serve a variety of 

purposes.  The overall purpose of a mentoring relationship is for a more 

experienced individual to share their wisdom, knowledge, experiences and insights 

with an individual with less experience in a given area (Quinlan, 1999; Zackary, 

2000; Mosley, Megginson & Pietri, 2001).  

There are a number of benefits associated with mentoring (Kram, 1985) and 

these benefits are typically divided into psychosocial functions and career-related 

functions.  Kram (1985) noted that the psychosocial mentoring functions are 

necessary to enhance the protégé’s self-esteem and self-confidence.  Career-

related functions help the protégé prepare for advancement and to obtain 

promotions.   

The military is an organization where junior officers and junior enlisted 

(protégé) could potentially benefit from being mentored by more senior officers 

and senior enlisted personnel (mentor).  Unfortunately, there are limited scientific 

research studies investigating the prevalence and nature of mentoring in military 

populations.  The number of scientific mentoring research studies further 

decreases when mentoring junior officers and junior enlisted personnel is the 

query.  
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Johnson et al. (2001) and Johnson et al. (2003) addressed the prevalence 

and nature of mentoring relationships at the United States Naval Academy.  

Johnson et al. (2003) developed a survey, where it was confirmed that Naval 

Academy Midshipmen who were mentored were more satisfied with their United 

States Naval Academy experience and were more likely to mentor others. 

Johnson et al. (2003) suggests subsequent research be conducted at the 

United States Military Academy and the United States Air Force Academy to 

extend this line of research.  Therefore, the purpose of this study was to determine 

the nature and existence of mentoring relationships at the United States Air Force 

Academy. 

 

Statement of the Research Problem 

 The importance and benefits of mentoring has been well documented; both 

in the lay literature as well as the scientific literature.  The scientific literature  

points to career success and career satisfaction, increased competence, higher 

salaries, promotions, overall well-being and confidence (Roche, 1979; Phillips-

Jones, 1982; Torrance, 1984; Kram, 1985; Russell & Adams, 1997).  Scientific 

studies addressing military populations in various environments also confirm the 

aforementioned.   

           3



 
 

 
 

The scientific literature also notes the importance of experiencing 

mentoring relationships as early as possible (Torrance, 1984; Johnson et al., 1999; 

and Johnson et al., 2003).  Unfortunately, military mentoring studies of officers in 

training is limited to two Navy Medical Corps studies (Yoder, 1992; and Schwerin 

and Bourne, 1998) and a handful of military studies on varying groups.  Steinberg 

& Foley (1999) conducted a survey study on Commissioned and Non-

Commissioned Officers in the Army.  Shaffer (2003) studied the military officers 

across the various services.  Johnson et al., (1999) conducted a study of 691 retired 

Navy Admirals. 

 Johnson et al. (2001) and Johnson et al. (2003) addressed the prevalence 

and nature of mentoring relationships at the United States Naval Academy.  These 

two studies are the only known studies to investigate the prevalence and nature of 

mentoring relationships of junior officers in training.  Therefore, to extend this line 

of research; the purpose of this study was to determine the nature and existence of 

mentoring relationships at the United States Air Force Academy. 

 

Purpose of the Study 

 The purpose of this study was to determine the nature and existence of 

mentoring relationships at the United States Air Force Academy. 
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Statement of the Hypothesis 

 In order to answer the research questions, the following null hypothesis  

were formulated: 

HØ1:  There is no statistically significant difference between mentored USAFA 

Cadets and non-mentored USAFA Cadets when considering the following 

dependent variables:  (a) GPA, (b) class standing, (c) overall order of merit and (d) 

prior military service. 

HØ2:  There is no statistically significant difference between mentored USAFA 

Cadets and non-mentored USAFA Cadets on:  (a) race, (b) age and (c) gender. 

HØ3:  There is no statistically significant difference between mentored USAFA 

Cadets and non-mentored USAFA Cadets when considering the following 

variables:  (a) satisfaction with the USAFA, (b) plans to make the military a 

career, (c) mentoring of others and (d) perception of the importance of mentoring. 

 

Limitations of the Study 

This study had the following limitations: 

1.  Only USAFA Cadets enrolled in a single leadership studies course were 

included in this study. 

2. Students’ pre-USAFA mentoring experiences were varied. 
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3. It is presumed that participant responses on the mentoring  survey reflect 

their honest perceptions and experiences. 

 

Delimitations of the Study 

This study had the following delimitation: 

1.  Cadets attending the United States Air Force Academy are highly qualified 

high school graduates, of which only 1,200 are selected out of a pool of 

over 10,000 Congressionally-nominated applicants. 

 

Assumptions of the Study 

This study was based on the following assumptions: 

1.  Findings from the study may be generalized to other Air Force Academy 

cadets. 

2. Participants did not try to game or provide fake responses on the mentoring 

survey. 

 

Importance of the Study 

 This study is important for society as a whole, the social sciences 

community and United States Military Organizations/Department of Defense.  

This study is of specific importance to the United States Air Force Academy and 
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extends the research efforts of Johnson et al. (2001) and Johnson et al. (2003).  

This study is of particular importance to the United States Air Force Academy, as 

in recent years, the USAFA has been faced with at least two very trying events.   

 In the Spring of 2003, Time.com published a story outlining a female 

cadet’s story of her 1999 alleged rape and the USAF Academy’s institutional 

failure to perform its due diligence in investigating and punishing offenders.  

According to the female cadet, her report of rape wasn’t fully investigated and 

instead she was accused of lying.  Over 22 other female cadets made similar 

charges.  Two years later, in 2005, the United States Air Force Academy was 

again shocked by allegations of religious intolerance.   

 These two events are not meant to disparage the United States Air Force 

Academy.  These events are only noted to illustrate the unfortunate acts of a few 

individuals who had the effect of creating a toxic climate within the Air Force 

Academy during those times.  As noted, this current study is of specific 

importance to the United States Air Force Academy, as it investigates the nature 

and existence of mentoring relationships within the Air Force Academy.  

Additionally, this study provides a litmus test to gain a general idea of the climate 

at the Air Force Academy, by way of survey respondent input regarding the 

overall level of satisfaction with the USAFA and their intent to make the military a 

career. 
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Significance of the Problem 

 Limited published studies were found in the literature review which 

addressed the mentoring relationships of officers in training.  Perhaps knowing the 

existence and nature of mentoring relationships of United States Air Force 

Academy Cadets might extend mentoring and mentoring relationships at the 

USAFA.  Doing so, may increase a Cadet’s level of satisfaction with the USAFA 

and may encourage them to make the military a career.  Further, mentoring may 

impact GPA, class standing and overall order of merit, as well as cause Cadets to 

mentor others more frequently and view mentoring as being essential. 

 

Definition of Terms 

Mentoring:  a personal relationship in which a more experienced 

individual (mentor) acts as a guide, role model, and teacher to a less experienced 

individual (protégé).  Mentors provide protégés with knowledge, advice, 

challenge, counsel, and support in their pursuit of becoming full members of a 

particular profession (Johnson, 2003). 

 Mentor:  a more experienced individual who acts as a coach, teacher, 

guide, or role model in order to lead a less experienced individual (Gibson, Tesone 

& Buchalski, 2000) for the purpose of psychosocial or career-related enhancement 

(Kram, 1985). 
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 Protégé:  an individual of lesser experience, who relies upon the expertise 

of a mentor to help develop various desired characteristics.  Ganser (1999) gives 

several synonyms for the individual being mentored:  protégé, mentee, intern, 

student, apprentice, advisee or charge. 

 United States Air Force Academy (USAFA):  Established in 1954, the 

United States Air Force Academy is located in Colorado Springs Colorado.  The 

United States Air Force Academy offers a four-year program of instruction and 

experience designed to provide Cadets the knowledge and character essential for 

leadership, and the motivation to serve as Air Force career officers. Each cadet 

graduates with a bachelor of science degree and a commission as a second 

lieutenant in the Air Force. 

 United States Naval Academy (USNA):  Established in 1845, the United 

States Naval Academy (Annapolis) is located in Annapolis, Maryland.  The 

United States Naval Academy offers a four-year program of instruction and 

experience designed to provide Midshipmen the knowledge and character essential 

for leadership, and the motivation to serve as Navy and Marine Corp career 

officers. Each Midshipmen graduates with a bachelor of science degree and earns 

a commission in the United States Navy or United States Marine Corp.  
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Cadet:  a classification of individual enrolled at the United States Air Force 

Academy.  C1C (Cadet 1st Class—Senior), C2C (Cadet 2nd Class—Junior), C3C 

(Cadet 3rd Class—Sophomore) and C4C (Cadet 4th Class—Freshman) . 

 Midshipmen:  a classification of individuals enrolled at the United States 

Naval Academy.  Fourth Class Midshipmen (Freshmen) are the lowest ranking 

Midshipmen and are also referred to as "plebes,” from the Latin "plebeian," the 

lowest class of Roman citizen.   Third Class Midshipmen (Sophomores), Second 

Class Midshipmen (Juniors), and First Class Midshipmen (Seniors) round out the 

general USNA Midshipmen ranks. 

 Dyadic Mentoring:  the traditional form of mentoring, where a single 

mentor and a single protégé work together to accomplish a desired outcome. 

 Formal Mentoring:  a structured mentoring program facilitated by an 

organization, which results in the pairing of a mentor and protégé for a specified 

or desired outcome. 

 Informal Mentoring:  a voluntary mentoring relationship where two 

individuals (mentor and protégé) decide to establish a relationship in order to 

mutually enhance each other’s potential and or well-being, with regard to career 

advancement or other psychosocial dimensions. 

 Peer Mentoring:  a form of mentoring relationship, where for all other 

purposes the individuals are equal/peers.  Due to varying experiences and 
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opinions, peer mentoring tends to benefit both individuals involved in the 

mentoring relationship. 

 Co-Mentoring:  in contrast to traditional dyadic mentoring relationship, 

where there is a single mentor and single protégé who makes up the mentoring 

relationship, co-mentoring involves multiple mentors for a single protégé.  Co-

mentoring is also known as team mentoring and matrix mentoring,      

 

Overview of Study 

 This study consists of five chapters in total.  Chapter II provides 

review of relevant research literature in the area of mentoring and addresses the 

following areas:  1) The prevalence of mentoring 2) mentoring relationship types, 

3) the benefits of mentoring relationships, 4) mentoring relationship initiation, 5) 

potential pitfalls to mentoring relationships, 6) Mentoring in business and 

education, and 7) mentoring and mentoring relationships in the military. 

Chapter III addresses the study’s methodology and employed the use of a 

mentoring relationships survey developed by Johnson (2003).  The survey 

instrument was originally designed for the United States Naval Academy and 

permission to use and adjust items to reflect Air Force Academy Cadet 

understanding was obtained from Dr. Brad Johnson (Johnson, 2001 and Johnson, 

2003).  The mentoring relationship survey consists of 35 main questions, with 
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several sub-questions.  Seven Hundred and ten United States Air Force Academy 

Cadets were invited to be survey participants and 325 USAFA Cadets participated 

(46% response rate).  

Chapter IV of this study provides the survey participant responses and the 

analysis performed in order to address the research questions in relation to the 

nature and existence of mentoring relationship at the United States Air Force 

Academy. 

This study concludes with Chapter V, where the analysis from Chapter IV 

is further scrutinized in order to flesh out relevant interpretations of these data.  

Additionally, Chapter V provides recommendations for the extension of this line 

of research.   
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Chapter I—Summary  

 This chapter, Chapter I, provides a general introduction regarding the 

origins of mentoring and mentoring relationships.  The introduction notes several 

noted mentoring studies, which are expanded and supplemented in Chapter II of 

this study.   

 The statement of research problem is presented.  Noted is the limited 

number of research studies investigating military populations.  Further emphasis is 

made to the lack of mentoring studies for junior Air Force personnel in training.  

Accordingly, the purpose of this study was to determine the nature and existence 

of mentoring relationships at the United States Air Force Academy.   

 To accomplish this study, the researchers formulated the following null 

hypotheses: 

HØ1:  There is no statistically significant difference between mentored USAFA 

Cadets and non-mentored USAFA Cadets when considering the following 

dependent variables:  (a) GPA, (b) class standing, (c) overall order of merit and (d) 

prior military service. 

HØ2:  There is no statistically significant difference between mentored USAFA 

Cadets and non-mentored USAFA Cadets on:  (a) race, (b) age and (c) gender. 

HØ3:  There is no statistically significant difference between mentored USAFA 

Cadets and non-mentored USAFA Cadets when considering the following 
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variables:  (a) satisfaction with the USAFA, (b) plans to make the military a 

career, (c) mentoring of others and (d) perception of the importance of mentoring. 

 Limitations, delimitations and assumptions of this study were then noted.  

Additionally, the importance and implication of this study were illustrated by 

mentioning two recent events which have negatively impacted the United States 

Air Force Academy.  Offered was this studies potential to generally determine the 

Air Force Academy’s climate by way of determining survey respondent’s level of 

satisfaction with the USAFA and their intent to make the military a career. 

 The significance of the study was then noted and key terms were defined.  

Finally, an overview of the study was provided, which notes this chapter (Chapter 

I), the review of literature in Chapter II, this study’s methodology in Chapter III, 

analysis of survey data in Chapter IV, and the recommendations and study 

implications in Chapter V. 
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CHAPTER II 

REVIEW OF LITERATURE 

Introduction 

 Regardless of when the practice of mentoring or mentoring relationships 

began, the purpose of mentoring is for a more experienced individual to coach, 

teach, guide or lead a less experienced individual (Gibson, Tesone & Buchalski, 

2000).  Ganser (1999) gives several synonyms for the individual being mentored:  

protégé, mentee, intern, student, apprentice, advisee or charge. 

The purpose of this study was to determine the nature and existence of 

mentoring relationships at the United States Air Force Academy. 

The prevalence of mentoring and mentoring relationships are evident.  This 

mentoring literature review addresses the following areas:  1) The prevalence of 

mentoring 2) mentoring relationship types, 3) the benefits of mentoring 

relationships, 4) mentoring relationship initiation, 5) potential pitfalls to mentoring 

relationships, 6) Mentoring in business and education, and 7) mentoring and 

mentoring relationships in the military. 
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The Prevalence of Mentoring Relationships 

 Mentoring and mentoring relationships are very common and a number of 

studies have been conducted, addressing the subject of mentoring.  In several 

studies, over 50% of respondents indicated they performed the role of being a 

mentor.  Additionally, many survey respondents indicated that they had two or 

more mentors in their career.  McGuire (2007) compiled the data found in Table 1, 

which indicates the study methodology, sample size and response rate, percentage 

of mentors and protégés, as well as the number of mentors in their career. 

Table 1.  Previous studies that report over 50% of the samples responded they 
were Mentors and/or Protégés (McGuire, 2007). 

Studies (Methodology) 
Sample Size 

(Response Rate) 

Percentage 
Who Were 
Mentors 

Percentage Who 
Were Protégés 

# of Mentors In 
A Career 

     
Roche; 1979 
(Survey) 

4,004 Executives 
(31%) 

61 63 33% Had 2+ 

Reich; 1985 
(Survey) 

520 Executives  
(80%) 

74 90 NR 

Tepper; 1996 
(Survey) 

259 Mixed 
(NR) 

54 NR NR 

Sandoval; 1996, 
(Survey) 

324 Air Force 
(NR) 

NR NR 70% Had More 
Than One 

Johnson et al.; 1999, 
(Survey) 

1,350 Navy  
(57%) 

NR 67 3 Mentors on 
Average 

Steinberg & Foley; 1999  
(Mixed) 

8,591 Army  
(57%) 

74 Senior 
57 Junior 

45 Senior 
56 Junior 

NR 

Ragins & Scandura; 
1999  
(Survey) 

275 Executives  
(23%) 

54 68 2.3 

Ragins, Cotton & Miller; 
1999, (Survey) 

1,162 Mixed 
(39%) 

NR 52.8 NR 

Steinberg & Nourizadeh; 
2001 (Survey) 

6,824 Army 
(NR) 

NR 69 NR 

     
Note:  NR = Not reported.  Studies are listed chronologically. 
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 Roche (1979) surveyed 4,004 executives with a response rate of 31%.  

Sixty-one percent of respondents reported that they had been mentors and 63% 

indicated that they had been a protégé to someone.  Additionally, 33% of survey 

respondents reported that they had two or more mentors in their career.  Reich 

(1985) surveyed 520 executives with a response rate of 80%.  Seventy-four 

percent of respondents reported that they had been mentors and 90% indicated that 

they had been a protégé to someone.  No data was available to indicate how many 

mentors the survey respondents had in their career.  In another study of executives, 

Ragins & Scandura (1999) surveyed 275 executives.  Fifty-four percent of 

respondents indicated they had been mentored, 68% were protégés and 2.3 was the 

average number of mentors these individuals had throughout their career. 

 In a mixed subject study of 259 individuals, Tepper (1996) found that 54% 

of respondents had been a mentor to someone.  However, this study did not 

identify the number of mentors someone had, nor did it indicate how many people 

had been protégés.  Ragins, Cotton & Miller (1999) conducted a mixed subject 

survey of 1,162 individuals.  Fifty-two percent (52.8%) of survey respondents 

indicated that they had been a protégé. 

 Regarding military studies, Sandoval (1996) surveyed 324 Air Force 

subjects.  Seventy percent of survey respondents indicated that they had more than 

one mentor in the Air Force career.  Johnson et al. (1999) surveyed 1,350 Navy 

           17



 
 

 
 

Midshipmen, of which 67% of responding subjects had been mentored.  

Additionally, the average number of mentors the subjects had in their short career 

was 3.  In a larger study, Steinberg & Foley (1999) surveyed and interviewed 

8,591 Army junior and senior commissioned and non-commissioned officers.  

Seventy-four percent of senior and 57% of junior commissioned and non-

commissioned officers reported that they had performed the role of a mentor.  45% 

senior and 56% junior commissioned and non-commissioned officers noted being 

a protégé in their career.  Another large study, by Steinberg & Nourizadeh (2001) 

of 6,824 Army personnel found that 69% of respondents had been mentored at 

some point in their Army career. 

McGuire (2007) found several studies which indicate that once an 

individual is in a mentoring relationship, they are very likely to remain in the 

mentoring relationship for several years.  Table 2 illustrates the various studies 

where mentoring relationship duration was reported. 

 

 

 

 

 

           18



 
 

 
 

Table 2.  Previous findings indicate that informal mentoring relationships endure 
over several years with most averaging over three years in duration (McGuire, 
2007). 

Studies 
(Methodology) 

Sample Size 
(Response Rate) 

Duration of 
Relationship 

(Yrs) 
   

Levinson et al.; 1978 
(Interview) 

40 Senior Managers 
(NR) 

 

2-3; with the maximum 
being 8. 

Reich; 1985 
(Survey) 

520 Executives  
(80%) 

 

8 

Kram; 1985 
(Interview) 

18 Pairs 
(NR) 

 

3-6 
 

Ragins & Scandura; 1999 
(Survey) 

275 Executives  
(23%) 

 

4.1 

Ragins, Cotton & Miller; 2000
(Survey) 

1,162 Mixed 
(39%) 

 

6.7 

 
Note:  NR = not reported.  Studies are listed chronologically.  

 
Levinson et al. (1978) studied 40 senior managers and found that a typical 

mentoring relationship lasted between 2 to 3 years, with 8 years being the longest 

mentoring relationship reported.  Reich (1985) surveyed 520 executives, where 8 

years was reported as being the typical mentoring relationship duration.  Kram 

(1985) interviewed 18 mentoring pairs, where 3 to 6 years were reported as being 

the duration of the mentoring relationship.  Ragins et al (1999) found 4.1 years as 

the mentoring relationship duration of the 275 executives surveyed.  Ragins et al. 
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(2000), surveyed 1,162 individuals, where 6.7 years reported as being the average 

duration of mentoring relationships. 

 

Mentoring Relationship Types 

 The mentoring relationship can take on many forms and serve a variety of 

purposes.  The overall purpose of a mentoring relationship is for a more 

experienced individual to share their wisdom, knowledge, experiences and insights 

with an individual with less experience in a given area (Quinlan, 1999; Zackary, 

2000; Mosley, Megginson & Pietri, 2001).  Kochan & Trimble (2000) offer 

collegial relationships, peer mentoring, peer supervision or peer coaching as other 

possible mentoring relationship types, which are beyond the traditional dyadic 

mentor/protégé make-up.  Additionally, Mullen, Kochan & Funk (2000) offer 

group mentoring programs and/or mentoring teams as another possible way in 

which mentoring can take place. 

 Mentoring relationships are typically organized by whether they are formal 

or informal in nature and structure.  A formal mentoring relationship is one where 

an organization identifies an individual to act as the mentor of an identified 

protégé (Gibb, 1999; Ragins et al., 2000).  Accordingly, the pairing is made and 

the organization typically will provide the mentor and protégé with the guidance 
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necessary to initiate and fulfill the goals and objectives of the mentoring 

relationship.   

 Informal mentoring relationships are initiated by individuals, without the 

actions of an organization (Ragins et al., 2000).  As Kram (1985) notes, informal 

mentoring relationships tend to be more friendly and intimate than formal 

mentoring relationships.  In a survey study of 764 Alumni from a Midwestern 

University, (Chao, Waltz & Gardner, 1992) found that the majority of respondents 

indicated that their mentoring relationship(s) were informal in nature and the focus 

of the mentoring relationship addressed career-related functions.  Additionally, 

Ragins et al., (1999) surveyed 1,162 journalists, social workers and engineers.  

The study confirmed the findings and focus of Chao et al. (1992).  

 Several studies confirm a preference for informal mentoring relationships.  

McGuire (2007) compiled a list of studies where informal mentoring was 

preferred and is illustrated in Table 3. 

In a study of 223 Army Majors, Kolditz et al. (2001) found that informal 

mentoring was preferred.  A study of 13,500 Army Officers, of various ranks, was 

conducted (ATDLP, 2001), where informal mentoring was the preferred mode of 

accomplishing mentoring.  Additionally, Merriam (1983), Sorley (1988), and Noe 

(1988) confirm the Army studies with literature reviews indicating the preference 

for informal mentoring. 
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Table 3. Studies indicate which type of mentoring relationship was preferred 
(McGuire, 2007). 
 

Studies 
(Methodology) 

Sample Size 
(Response Rate) 

Which Mentoring 
Relationship Type 

is Preferred? 
   

Merriam; 1983 
(Literature Review) 
 

NA Informal 

Sorley; 1988 
(Literature of Practice) 
 

NA Informal 

Noe; 1988 
(Literature Review) 
 

NA Informal 

Kolditz et al.; 2001 
(Mixed) 
 

223 Army Officers: 
Majors 
(22%) 

 

Informal 

ATLDP; 2001 
(Mixed) 

13,500 Army Officers: 
Mixed Ranks 

(NR) 

Informal 

   
Note:  NR = not reported.  Studies are listed chronologically.  

 
 

The Benefits of Mentoring Relationships 

 The benefits of a mentoring relationship are many and are often divided 

into career and psychosocial functions (Kram, 1985).  These functions are 

illustrated in Table 4.  Burke (1984) describes psychosocial function of mentoring 

to include counseling, encouragement, support, role-modeling, and collegial 

friendship.  Kram (1985) expanded on Burke’s (1984) findings and Johnson 

           22



 
 

 
 

(2003), Jacobi (1991), Newby & Heide (1992) confirm the psychosocial function 

of mentoring.  Kram (1985) noted that the psychosocial mentoring functions are 

necessary to enhance the protégé’s self-esteem and self-confidence.  The 

psychosocial mentoring functions are accomplished by the mentoring acting as a 

role model to their protégé, providing counsel and friendship and creating an 

environment that is accepting and confirming.   

Table 4.  The mentoring functions that protégés receive from their mentors fall 
into two categories, psychosocial and career-related (Kram, 1985). 

Psychosocial Mentoring Functions:  Enhance Protégé’s Esteem and Confidence 
Role Modeling 
 

Counseling 

Friendship Acceptance and Confirmation 
  

Career Mentoring Functions:  Help protégé Prepare for Advancement 
Sponsor 
 

Exposure and Visibility 

Protection 
 

Coaching 

Challenging Assignments 
 

 

 

Kram (1985) describes the necessity of career mentoring functions, as 

helping the protégé prepare for advancement and to obtain promotions.  The career 

mentoring functions are accomplished by the mentoring being a sponsor and coach 

to their mentor.  Additionally, the mentor provides their protégé with exposure and 

visibility to various opportunities and challenging assignments, all the while 

providing them with necessary protection.  Johnson (2001) and Johnson (2003), 

           23



 
 

 
 

expand on Kram’s mentoring career functions to include accesses to information, 

sponsorship and exposure within the organization, promotion, protection, teaching, 

and coaching.  These career functions act as mechanisms which enhance the 

protégé’s career development and advancement.  

The benefits of mentoring relationships are enjoyed by the protégé, mentor 

and organization (Allen, Eby, Poteet, Lentz, & Lima, 2004; Noe, 1988; Wanberg, 

Welsh, & Hezlett, 2003).  Specifically, protégés benefit through the attainment of 

higher levels of personal and professional goals and via the development of greater 

intention to remain with the organization (Payne & Huffman, 2005).  According to 

Allen et al. (2004), protégés experience decreased levels of stress as a result of 

being mentored.   

Mentors benefit from mentoring relationships, through the fulfillment of 

career development tasks (Kram, 1983 and Kram, 1985).  According to Wanberg 

et al. (2003), mentors benefit in their personal life via a sense of “giving back.”  

According to Kram (1985), employee retention is greater with organizations which 

promote mentoring, both with mentors and protégés. 

There is a great deal of information in the lay literature which sings the 

praises of mentoring.  The majority of these articles conclude that mentoring is 

necessary for career success and career satisfaction.  The scientific literature 

confirms the lay literature, where several studies have been conducted which 
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found greater career satisfaction, increased competence, higher salaries, 

promotions, overall well-being and confidence (Roche, 1979; Phillips-Jones, 

1982; Torrance, 1984; Kram, 1985; Russell & Adams, 1997). 

 

The Potential Pitfalls of Mentoring Relationships 

 There is no question of the many benefits of mentoring relationships.  

However, some potential issues regarding mentoring relationships should not be 

overlooked.  Special consideration should be given prior to the initiation of and 

during the entirety of the mentoring relationship.  Barnett (2008) noted 

boundaries, roles, and multiple relationships as such issues which should be 

considered whenever a mentoring relationship is initiated.  If such issues are not 

addressed and handled, conflict of interest and exploitation could result.  

Kitchener (1988) and Kitchener (1992) noted five ethical behaviors which should 

be practiced and include the following:  beneficence (for the benefit of others), 

nonmaleficence (do no harm), fidelity (a truthful connection to a source or 

sources), autonomy (self-directing freedom and especially moral independence), 

and justice (conformity to truth, fact, or reason). 
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Mentoring Relationship Initiation 

 Prior to reaping the benefits of a mentoring relationship and dealing with 

the issues which might hamper the mentoring relationship, the mentoring 

relationship must be initiated by the organization, the mentor or protégé.  There 

are several factors that impact the nature by which a mentoring relationship is 

initiated.  Byrne (1971) and Ragins (1997) state that individual characteristics and 

demographic similarities impact the initiation of mentoring relationships.  

Accordingly, Byrne et al. (1971) and Ragins et al. (1997), minorities (race, gender, 

age, etc.) may be most affected by such barriers of difference.   

Turbin, Dougherty, & Lee (2002); O’Neill (2002) and Wanberg (2003) 

address race and diversity in mentoring relationships and how such factors might 

impact the initiation of mentoring relationships.  They note the importance of 

these factors and emphasized there effect on the stages of initiation, cultivation, 

separation, and redefinition, as offered by Kram (1988).   

Hu, Thomas, & Lance (2008) studied the intentions to initiate mentoring 

relationships and how race, proactivity, deprivation feelings, and relationship roles 

impact initiation of mentoring relationships.  These authors found negative 

impressions and discomfort can result when “demographic dissimilarities” exist.  

They note, the majority of individuals prefer “race similar” mentoring 

relationships. 
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 Regarding cross-gender mentoring relationships, Noe (1988), Ragins 

(1989) and Kram (1983) found that females were less likely to be mentored since 

there are barriers related to “male-dominated” career paths.  McGuire and Reger 

(2003) seem to support these previous findings and support what they call feminist 

co-mentoring.  The authors suggest traditional dyadic mentoring is steeped in 

masculine values, such as, competition, hierarchy and objectivity.  In place of 

these masculine values, McGuire et al. (2003)  stress feminist values such as 

cooperation, non-hierarchical relationships which focus on the familial, personal 

and emotional needs of protégés.  The authors suggest such feminist co-mentoring 

could prove beneficial for underrepresented populations such as females and racial 

minorities. 

 Robinson (1999) McCauley & Van Velsor (2004) reported many men 

would rather not mentor females, noting a fear of having the mentoring 

relationship be misinterpreted as sexual.  In addition to these findings, Ragins and 

McFarlin (1990) noted the disparity of acceptable venues where mentoring 

relationships might take place, outside the organizational confines, which are 

socially acceptable for a cross-gender dyad. 

In contrast to the above studies, McGuire (2007) compiled a list of studies, 

where there were no difference in mentoring relationships.  These studies are 
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illustrated in Table 5 and indicate the study methodology and related sample size 

and response rate.    

Ragins & Cotton (1991) surveyed 510 research and development 

employees and found no perceived gender difference in mentoring relationships.  

No perceived gender differences in mentoring relationships were found by Schor 

(1997) who interviewed the employees of 20 presidents and vice-presidents of 

large insurance companies.  In a study of state government first-line supervisors, 

Allen, Poteet, Russell & Dobbins (1997) found no gender difference.  Baker, 

Hocevar & Johnson (2003) surveyed 568 Naval Academy Midshipmen, finding no 

gender difference.  Finally, in a large study of 8,591 Army personnel, Steinberg & 

Foley (1999) were unable to find a gender difference in mentoring relationships.  
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Table 5.  Most studies indicate that while there are more barriers to overcome for 
women, there is little or no gender difference in mentoring relationship 
experiences (McGuire, 2007). 

Studies 
(Methodology) 

Sample Size 
(Response Rate) 

Is there a Gender 
Difference in Mentoring 

Relationships? 
 

Ragins & Cotton; 1991 
(Survey) 

510 Research & Development 
Employees 
(58%) 
 

No 

Schor; 1997 
(Inteview) 

20 Presidents & Vice President 
Employees from Large Insurance 
Companies 
(NR) 
 

No 

Allen, Poteet, Russell & 
Dobbins; 1997 
(Survey) 

607 First-line Supervisors in a State 
Government Job. 
(41.7%) 
 

No 

Steinberg & Foley; 1999 
(Mixed) 

8,591 Army Members 
(57%) 
 

No 

Baker, Hocevar & Johnson; 
2003 
(Survey) 

568 Midshipmen from the U.S. Naval 
Academy 
(41.5%) 

No 

 

 

Mentoring and Mentoring Relationship Studies in Business and Education 

 Business and industry often implement formal mentoring programs as a 

means to help early career professionals.  In many cases, the mentor is the 

supervisor or within the chain of command of the protégé.  Depending upon the 

mentor’s position relative to the position of the protégé has a direct impact on the 

success of the mentoring relationship (Steinberg and Nourizadeh, 2001).  If the 

mentor is the supervisor of the protégé, three issues may arise:  1) protégé 

reluctance to confide in mentor, 2) unfavorable perception of protégé by co-
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workers—appearance of favoritism, and 3) bullying and deception by 

mentor/supervisor. 

 Steinberg (2001), Merriam (1983), Sorley (1988), Noe (1988), and Kolditz 

(2001) all found many businesses and educational institutions focus their 

mentoring efforts on informal mentoring relationships.  In addition to informal 

mentoring relationships, many businesses have established formal mentoring 

relationship rules, which restrict supervisors and subordinates from attempting to 

develop a mentoring relationship. 

 In the case of Chao (2009) a formal mentoring relationship was developed 

as a means to mentor early career psychologists.  In the study, 14 mentors and 10 

protégés participated, which represented 47% of the population.  Great care was 

taken in the matching of potential mentors to protégés.  The experience/expertise 

of the mentors was determined and various demographic data was also obtained.  

These data were matched with the interests and demographics of the potential 

protégés.  According to Chao (2009), protégé and mentor satisfaction was 

generally positive and several participants expressed an interest in continuing their 

mentoring relationship beyond the study duration. 

 The advisor/advisee relationship is a formal relationship, with the potential 

of performing mentoring functions.  Wrench and Punyanunt (2004) examined 

interpersonal communication variables in the graduate student advisor/advisee 
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relationship.  As noted by Kram (1985), the mentor provides the opportunity of the 

protégé to be developed psychosocially or benefit relative to career advancement.  

Depending on whether the protégé feels the mentor is competent and credible, will 

often determine the success of the mentoring relationship.  Wrench (2004) found 

advisee perception of their advisor’s competence accounted for 43% of the 

variance with regard to advisee cognitive learning and 39% represented the 

advisee’s perception of the effectiveness of the advisor/advisee relationship.  

 Collins (1994) studied 430 social workers to determine if mentoring 

relationships really made a difference regarding career outcomes.  Survey data was 

gathered to establish who had never been mentored, been a mentor and protégé, 

who was a mentor only or a protégé only.  Results indicated that both mentors 

[F(1, 427) = 7.85, p < .01] and protégé [F(1, 427) = 13.50, p < .001] experiences 

significantly impacted career success.  Additionally, mentor [F(1, 425) = 11.99, p 

< .001] results for career satisfaction were significantly impacted by the mentoring 

relationships they experienced. 

 Pitney and Ehlers (2004) studied the mentoring process involved with 

undergraduate athletic training students.  In their study, a total of 16 interviews 

were conducted on 13 athletic training students (protégés) and 3 other individuals 

(mentors).  Interview participants were asked questions with regard to their ideal 

mentor, who could act as a mentor, who initiated the mentoring relationship(s), the 
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advantages of having a mentor, and what advice would they give to a potential 

mentor or protégé.  Open-, axial-, and selective-coding were used in transcribing 

their data.  Three main themes were concluded from their data analysis: mentoring 

pre-requisites, interpersonal foundations, and educational dimensions.  The 

mentoring prerequisites included approachability, accessibility, and protégé 

initiative.  Interpersonal foundations included attributes such as trust, personal 

relationship, and congruent values.  Finally, educational dimensions contained the 

following sub-areas:  facilitating knowledge and skill development, 

individualizing learning, and encouraging professional perspectives. 

 Darwin and Palmer (2009) noted the traditional modes of mentoring in 

higher education being informal mentoring and more formal planned programs 

where junior faculty are paired with a more senior faculty member, in order to 

accomplish the mentoring function and achieve specifically stated goals and 

objectives.  Stressing these traditional dyadic mentoring relationships do little to 

enhance collaboration within the higher education community, the authors offer 

“mentoring circles” as an adjunct.  According to Darwin (2009), mentoring circles 

are also known as group mentoring.  In their study, twenty individuals participated 

in mentoring circles of 6 to 8 people involving eight, 2 hour sessions over a period 

of 6-months were.  Following the six month mentoring circle period, participants 

were given a survey.  When asked for their reason for participating, over 60% of 

           32



 
 

 
 

respondents indicated “career development,” followed by “invited” (15%), 

“improve mentoring skills” (11%), and “investigate methods for mentoring” (9%).  

When asked to indicate the perceived benefits of mentoring, pre-mentoring results 

showed “interacting with others/sharing experiences” as 26% of total responses.  

However, post-mentoring resulted in over 61% of total responses for the same 

measure.  Finally, when study participants were asked to indicate measures of 

success of a mentoring program, 11% of pre-mentoring responses noted “new 

relationships” as a measure.  Upon completion of 6-month mentoring circle 

program, over 27% of survey responses included “new relationships” as a measure 

of mentoring program success. 

 

Mentoring Relationship Studies in the Military 

 Mentoring studies targeting military environments strongly supports many 

of the findings where non-military populations were studied.  Yoder (1992) 

studied mentoring in the Navy Nurse Service Corp, where Schwerin and Bourne 

(1998) addressed mentoring in the Navy Medical Service Corps.   

Johnson et al. (1999) transcend military medical corps paradigm and 

studied retired Navy Admirals.  Six hundred and ninty-one retired admirals were 

studied and indicated that mentoring is perceived to be an important and necessary 

aspect of a Naval officer’s career. 
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Steinberg & Foley (1999) conducted a survey study on Commissioned and 

Non-Commissioned Officers in the Army.  Shaffer (2003) studied the military 

officers across the various services.  McGuire (2007) studied the senior military 

officers.  

 In addition to the previously mentioned American military studies, Hu, 

Wang, Sun & Chen (2008) studied formal mentoring in Taiwan military 

academies.  In this study, mentoring was found to be positively related to mentor 

satisfaction and participants’ provision of career mentoring to their protégés.  Hu 

et al. (2008) found that career mentoring was negatively related to freshmen’s 

commitment to a military career, but found psychosocial mentoring was positively 

related to mentor satisfaction and leadership competency. 

 Missing from military studies is the effect and prevalence of mentoring of 

officers in training environments.  Many studies confirm, to be successful, 

mentoring relationships should begin as soon as possible.  Several studies indicate, 

as soon as an individual enters an organization, he/she should be part of a 

mentoring relationship (Kram, 1985; Jacobi, 1991; Newby & Heide, 1992). 
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Replicated studies…Naval Midshipmen:   

Johnson et al. (2001) and Johnson et al. (2003) 

 

Johnson et al. (2001) 

Johnson et al. (2001) and Johnson et al. (2003) addressed the prevalence 

and nature of mentoring relationships at the United States Naval Academy.  

Johnson et al. (2001) surveyed 576 United States Naval Academy Midshipmen 

Juniors.  In their study, the authors reported that only 40% of survey respondents 

indicated having ever been mentored.  Of those Naval Academy Midshipmen who 

were mentored, the majority reported their mentor was a senior military officer 

and 87% of the senior military officers were male.  Further results of Johnson 

(2001) indicated mentoring relationships for Naval Academy Midshipmen were 

mutually initiated and lasted for several years.  As noted by Kram (1985), Johnson 

(2001) found both career and psychosocial mentoring functions were present in 

the Naval Academy Midshipmen mentoring relationships.  Finally, survey 

respondents indicated mentoring relationships were very important and rated their 

own mentoring relationship as being extremely positive.     
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Johnson et al. (2003)  

Johnson et al. (2003) developed a survey, where it was confirmed that 

Naval Academy Midshipmen who were mentored were more satisfied with their 

United States Naval Academy experience and were more likely to mentor others.   

Johnson (2003) randomly selected 1,368 Naval Academy Midshipmen to 

participate in the study.  This number was derived, as 10 of 30 companies or 1/3 of 

the Naval Academy Midshipmen was desired.  Five Hundred and sixty-eight 

usable surveys were completed, resulting in a 41.5% response rate.  Demographic 

data from the sample was compared to the entire brigade of Naval Academy 

Midshipmen.  Table 6, illustrates the comparison of the survey sample to the 

brigade population. 
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Table 6.  Naval Academy mentoring relationships comparison of sample and 
brigade demographic characteristics (Johnson, 2003). 

Characteristic Sample Brigade 
 

Gender   
     Male 83.5% 85% 
     Female 16.5% 15% 
Age (M) 20 20.9 
Race   
     European 86% 81.3% 
     Hispanic 5.3% 7.5% 
     African-American 4.8% 6.1% 
     Asian 2.3% 4.3% 
Grade Point Average 2.85 3.01 
Prior Military Service 10% 12% 
Graduating Class   
     2000 (seniors) 12% 23.3% 
     2001 (juniors) 24% 23.2% 
     2002 (sophomores) 26% 25.9% 
     2003 (freshmen) 38% 27.6% 
   

 

 The survey designed by Johnson et al. (2003) was a double-sided, four page 

questionnaire.  The survey represented questions from previous mentoring studies 

(Clark, Harden, & Johnson, 2000; Johnson et al., 1999; Johnson et al., 2001).  

Naval Academy Psychology faculty members were provided a draft of the 

mentoring survey.  Minor adjustments were made to the survey, as a result of the 

review and critique of the psychology faculty members.  The resulting survey was 

presented to and subsequently approved by the United States Naval Academy 
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Office of Institutional Research.  The following definition of mentoring was 

provided on the mentoring relationships survey: 

 Mentoring is a personal relationship in which a more experienced individual acts 
as a guide, role model, and teacher to a less experienced protégé.  Mentors 
provide protégés with knowledge, advice, challenge, counsel, and support in their 
pursuit of becoming full members of a particular profession.  
 
 The survey developed and utilized by Johnson et al. (2003) consisted of a 

demographic section, which included the following questions:  grade point 

average, class standing, and overall order of merit.  Class standing is a measure of 

overall class rank at the United States Naval Academy.  Additionally, overall order 

of merit is a cumulative measure including academic/military courses, physical 

education/athletic performance, and conduct.   

 Regarding the prevalence of mentoring relationships, Johnson (2003) found 

57% of survey respondents had experienced one or more mentoring relationship.  

Forty-five percent of the survey respondents indicated experiencing one or more 

mentoring relationship during their time at the Naval Academy.   

 Performing Chi-square analysis showed a significant relationship between 

having a mentor at the Naval Academy and gender.  Sixty-three percent of female 

Midshipmen reported being mentored, compared to only 42% of male survey 

respondents.  When asked to indicate the gender of their Naval Academy mentor, 

95% of male respondents reported having a male mentor compared to 54% of 

female respondents having a male mentor.  Johnson (2003) anticipated 
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relationships between class, race and prior military service whenever survey 

respondents indicated having had a mentor.  However, Chi-square analysis, found 

no significant relationships between mentor and non-mentored midshipmen with 

regard to class, race and prior military service. 

 Seventy-five percent of respondents not experiencing a mentoring 

relationship while at the United States Naval Academy noted that they did not 

need a mentor.  Nearly fourteen percent (13.7%) of non-mentored Midshipmen 

respondents were Unable to find a mentor.  Almost six percent (5.8%) of 

respondents had not heard of mentoring.  Having never considered being 

mentored was the final option for non-mentored survey respondents.  Additionally, 

5.8% of non-mentored survey respondents never considered being mentored. 

 To investigate their hypothesis that mentored USNA Midshipmen would 

have higher GPA, class standing, and overall order of merit; correlation statistical 

analysis was performed.  The authors analyzed survey respondents overall level of 

satisfaction with the USNA and found there was moderate satisfaction with the 

USNA.  Regarding the survey respondent’s intent to make the military a career,  

Johnson et al. (2003) found survey respondents were unsure or did not know 

whether or not they would make the military a career.   Table 7 illustrates 

Johnson’s (2003) comparison between mentored and non-mentored survey 

respondents with regard to four hypotheses.    
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Table 7.  Correlates of Mentoring:  Mentored Compared to Non-Mentored USNA 
Midshipmen (Johnson, 2003).  
 

 Mentored Non-Mentored  
 (Mean + SD) t 
Hypothesis 1    
GPA 2.83 + 0.55 2.86 + 0.54 t [561] = -0.59, ns 
Class Standing  2.32 + 1.07 2.27 + 1.03 t [566] = -0.66, ns 
Overall Order of Merit 2.30 + 1.05 2.26 + 1.03 t [566] = -0.44, ns 
Hypothesis 2    
Overall Level of Satisfaction Moderately Satisfied, 4.68 + 1.32 t [565] = 3.22, p < .01 
 4.87 + 1.19 4.51 + 1.41  
Hypothesis 3    
Military Career Intent Unsure/don’t know, 3.24 + 1.03 t [566] = 1.61, ns 
 3.31 + .96 3.17 + 1.08  
Mentoring Others 45% N/A X2 (1, N = 568) = 78.43, p < .01

 
  

 With regard to the Importance of Mentoring, Johnson et al. (2003) found a 

mean rating of 3.50 (SD = 0.90) when using a 5-point Likert scale for the entire 

Naval Academy Midshipmen population.  When Johnson et al (2003) separated 

their data between mentored and non-mentored USNA Midshipmen, the following 

mean (SD) values were observed:  Mentored--3.89 (SD = .79) and Non-Mentored-

-3.17 (SD = .85).  These results showed there was not a significant difference.  

However, a significant difference was found when these data were segregated in 

male to female categories.  Females reported a mean rating of 3.87 (SD = .86) 

compared to 3.42 (SD = .89) for males; illustrating the significant difference—t 

(474) = -4.5, p < .01. 

 With respect to mentoring relationship initiation and duration, Johnson et 

al. (2003) reported 48% of mentoring relationships were initiated by the mentor.  
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Another 47% of survey respondents noted that their mentoring relationship was 

initiated mutually.  Regarding formal mentoring relationship initiation, only 5% of 

survey respondents noted having a third party initiate the relationship.  Overall, 

survey respondents indicated mentoring relationship duration ranged from 1 

month to two years.  Fifty-eight percent, 25%, and 17% of survey respondents 

indicated mentoring relationship durations of less than 1 year, one to two years, 

and two or more years; respectively. 

 Johnson (2003) investigated various mentor characteristics with regard to 

survey respondent’s most significant mentor.  Accordingly, 41.6% of mentors 

were military personnel, 30.3% civilian personnel, and 28.1% Naval Academy 

Midshipmen (peer).  Over 96% of survey respondents reported having a mentor 

older than themselves; with a mean age difference of 17.4 years (SD = 12.97).  

Agreement or disagreement on a 5-point scale with ten mentor characteristics 

showed honest and ethical as the most significant characteristic of mentors (M = 

4.53, SD = 0.84).  Caring, intelligent, friendly and wise were the next most highly 

rated mentor characteristics.   

 Kram (1985) found several mentoring functions, which fall into the two 

broad categories.   Johnson (2003) sought to determine survey respondent’s 

opinion on 15 mentor functions.  Table 8 provides an illustration of the 15 
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mentoring functions, means, standard deviations, and Pearson R correlations with 

some key outcomes of having a mentor (Johnson, 2003). 

Table 8.  Mentor Functions:  Means, Standard Deviations, and Correlations with 
Key Outcomes of Having a Mentor (Johnson et al., 2003) 

Function M SD Satisfaction 
w/USNA 

Personal 
Growth 

Professional 
Growth 

Importance 
of Mentor 

Relationships 

Intent of 
Military 
Career 

        
Support and encouragement 4.32 0.86 .09 .41 .20 .13 -.01 
Enhanced military career 4.05 0.91 .17 .19 .43 .19 .16 
Built professional networks 3.99 1.05 .10 .10 .33 .11 .07 
Increased self-esteem 3.98 1.12 .01** .35 .23 .06 -.02 
Emotional support 3.95 1.06 .05* .36 .20 .03* -.05 
Developed academic skills 3.92 0.97 -.03 .07 .06 -.02 -.03 
Developed military skills 3.92 1.08 .11 .17 .39 .20 .13 
Built personal ethics & values 3.73 1.04 .09 .38 .28 .11 .05* 
Creativity and problem solving 3.73 1.10 -.03 .23 .18 .02* -.01 
Increased visibility and 
exposure 3.67 1.11 .04* .14 .18 .03* .07 

Advocated for protégé  3.59 1.14 .04* .20 .12 .03* .06 
Direct training 3.50 1.11 .09 .17 .24 .10 .09 
Protection 3.45 1.20 .02* .27 .19 .07 -.06 
Gave opportunities 3.43 1.11 .02* .28 .24 .03* -.02 
Bypass bureaucracy 2.86 1.06 .04* .06 .14 -.33 -.07 

*p<.05, **p<.01 

 Johnson et al. (2003) extended the initial findings of Johnson et al. (2001).  

Accordingly, Johnson (2003) suggested the utility of subsequent research be 

conducted to investigate the United States Military Academy (Army) and the 

United States Air Force Academy populations.  
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Chapter II—Review of Literature Summary 

This literature review noted the prevalence of mentoring and mentoring 

relationships and addressed the various mentoring relationship types.  The purpose 

of mentoring is for a more experienced individual to coach, teach, guide or lead a 

less experienced individual (Gibson, Tesone & Buchalski, 2000).  Mentoring 

relationships can be formally or informally arranged.  Additionally, the typical 

mentoring relationship make up includes at least one mentor and one protégé.  In 

addition the typical dyadic approach to mentoring, mentoring relationship can also 

be accomplished via a peer relationship, as well as via multiple mentors. 

Both the mentor and protégé, in a mentoring relationship, can benefit.  

These benefits include the enhancement of career-related and psychosocial 

functions as noted by Kram (1985).   

This literature review addressed the dynamics which affect the initiation of 

mentoring relationship and also noted potential pitfalls of mentoring relationships.  

These pitfalls include the five ethical behaviors of beneficence, nonmalfeasance, 

fidelity, autonomy, and justice (Kitchener, 1988; and Kitchener, 1992). 

Mentoring relationships in business and education were also address in this 

literature review.  Finally, mentoring and mentoring relationships in the military 

were reviewed.  Great detail and attention was given to the studies of Johnson 
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(2001) and Johnson (2003), as these studies are the impetus of this current 

research endeavor.   
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CHAPTER III 

METHODOLOGY 

Introduction 

 This chapter describes the methodology used in this research study:  The 

Nature and Existence of Mentoring Relationships at the United States Air Force 

Academy.  The description of the population, study participants, survey instrument 

used, data collection, and data analysis are discussed.   

 

General Perspective 

A descriptive case study design was used, as random assignment was not an 

option according the rules and regulations of the United States Air Force 

Academy.  As such, the United States Air Force Academy emphasized the fair and 

equal treatment of all Academy Cadets.  Therefore, the mentoring relationships 

survey was offered to all Air Force Academy Cadets enrolled in the Air Force 

Academy’s Behavioral Sciences and Leadership course, BS-310.  BS-310 was 

selected as it is a key Junior/Senior level leadership course designed to support the 

United States Air Force Academy’s Officer Development System (ODS).   
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ODS is the umbrella program that integrates activities across all mission 

elements and affects all dimensions of personal development and professional 

development of a USAFA Cadet.   

 

Research Context 

 Established in 1954, the United States Air Force Academy is located near 

Colorado Springs, Colorado.  The United States Air Force Academy offers a four-

year program of instruction and experience designed to provide Cadets the 

knowledge and character essential for leadership, and the motivation to serve as 

Air Force career officers. A Cadet is a classification of enrolled individuals at the 

United States Air Force Academy.  Cadets are further classified in the following 

manner:  C1C (Cadet 1st Class—Senior), C2C (Cadet 2nd Class—Junior), C3C 

(Cadet 3rd Class—Sophomore) and C4C (Cadet 4th Class—Freshman).  Each 

Cadet graduates with a Bachelor of Science degree and a commission as a second 

lieutenant in the United States Air Force.  Cadets attending the United States Air 

Force Academy are highly qualified high school graduates, who excel both 

academically and athletically.  Each year over 10,000, Congressionally-nominated 

individuals apply to the United States Air Force Academy; of which, only 1,200 

are selected.    
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Permission was requested and granted from the United States Air Force 

Academy Superintendant, Lieutenant General John F. Regni on January 15, 2009, 

to conduct the research study (Appendix A).  Lt Gen Regni was very gracious in 

his permission and offered his assistance and his staff to accomplish this study.  

Major Rodric Smith, of the Air Force Academy Department of Behavioral 

Sciences and Leadership, was assigned as the faculty liaison and was augmented 

by Captain Mona Stilson and Lieutenant Colonel Douglas Lindsey.  

 

Research Questions 

 It was postulated, considering the many benefits of being mentored, that 

mentored Cadets might experience higher levels of academic performance (Kram, 

1985 & Kram, 1988).  Additionally, several research studies have highlighted the 

importance of demographic characteristics and there impact on mentoring 

relationship initiation and success (Byrne, 1971; Ragins, 1997; Turbin, 2002; 

O’Neill, 2002; and Wanberg, 2003).  Further, Johnson (2003), Kram (1988), and 

others (Allen et al., 2004; and Wanber, 2003) note the increased satisfaction and 

greater career attainment levels achieved by mentored individuals.  Finally, this 

research study is an extension of Johnson (2001) and Johnson (2003).  Therefore, 

as an extension of their research, the researchers note the importance of replicating 
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Johnson (2003) as closely as possible.  This study investigated the following 

research questions: 

Research Question 1 (RQ1):  Is there a statistically significant difference 

between mentored USAFA Cadets and non-mentored USAFA Cadets when 

considering the following dependent variables:  (a) GPA, (b) class standing, (c) 

overall order of merit and (d) prior military service?  Overall order of merit is a 

cumulative measure, which scores from academic, military and physical education 

average (PEA). 

Research Question 2 (RQ2):  Is there a statistically significant difference 

between mentored USAFA Cadets and non-mentored USAFA Cadets on:  (a) race, 

(b) age and (c) gender. 

Research Question 3 (RQ3):  Is there a statistically significant difference 

between mentored USAFA Cadets and non-mentored USAFA Cadets when 

considering the following dependent variables:  (a) satisfaction with the USAFA, 

(b) plans to make the military a career, (c) mentoring of others and (d) perception 

of the importance of mentoring. 

 

Research Participants 

The target population of this study was the 710 USAFA Cadets enrolled in 

the Fall, 2009 offering of the Behavioral Sciences and Leadership Department’s 
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BS-310 course.  BS-310 is a key Junior/Senior level leadership course designed to 

support the United States Air Force Academy’s Officer Development System 

(ODS).   

ODS is the umbrella program that integrates activities across all mission 

elements and affects all dimensions of personal development and professional 

development of a USAFA Cadet.   

 

Research Instrument 

 To answer the study research questions, data was collected using a web-

based mentoring relationships survey, designed and utilized by Johnson et al. 

(2003).  Permission to use the United States Naval Academy Midshipmen 

Mentoring Relationships Survey on the Air Force Population was requested and 

granted by Dr. W. Brad Johnson of the Department of Leadership, Ethics, & Law 

of the United States Naval Academy (Appendix B).   

 The mentoring relationships survey instrument provided by Dr. W. Brad 

Johnson was only modified in the slightest manner, necessary to apply to the Air 

Force Academy Cadet population.  Such changes included changing the “current 

order of merit” categories to reflect relevant USAFA terminology.  Another 

modification to the original USNA mentoring survey was to modify such terms as 

Midshipmen first class to C1C (Cadet First Class), Midshipmen second class, and 
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so forth.  Finally, wherever USNA or United States Naval Academy was studied 

on the original survey, USAFA or United States Air Force Academy was 

substituted.   

Once such modifications were made, the initial mentoring relationships 

survey was provided to a 15 member pilot study group, who had recently 

graduated from the United States Air Force Academy within three years.  These 15 

individuals were available to participate in the pilot study, as they were serving 

within Air University at Maxwell Air Force Base, Alabama.  The 15 USAFA 

graduates all provided feedback, necessary to ensure that once the mentoring 

relationships survey was provided to the perspective study participants, that there 

would be limited confusion and ambiguity within the survey questions.  

Suggestions provided by the 15 member pilot group were incorporated and again 

returned to the 15 recent USAF Academy graduates, to ensure any concerns they 

might have had were addressed and adequately corrected.  The 15 member pilot 

study group provided validation and ensured the reliability of the survey 

mentoring relationships instrument. 

 The final United States Air Force Academy Mentoring Relationships 

Survey can be found at Appendix C.  The survey is designed with three major 

sections: 1) demographic information, 2) general mentoring information, and 3) 

single most influential mentor.  
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 The survey was initiated with a clear definition of mentoring.  It is 

important to note there are varying definitions as to what mentoring is and what 

mentoring entails (Allen et al., 1997; Chao, 2009; and Hu, Wang, Sun, & Chen, 

2008).  The following is the standard definition utilized and presented on the 

original survey instrument: 

Mentoring is a personal relationship in which a more experienced individual acts 
as a guide, role model, and teacher to a less experienced protégé.  Mentors 
provide protégés with knowledge, advice, challenge, counsel, and support in their 
pursuit of becoming full members of a particular profession (Johnson, 2003).    
 
 Demographic questions addressing “order of merit,” which includes 

academic standing, military standing, physical education average, and overall 

standing were included.  Additionally, cumulative GPA, rank, gender, class, race, 

leadership position, and prior military experience provided the necessary 

demographic data. 

 In the general mentoring information section, survey participants were 

asked to what extent individuals such as instructors and professors, peers, 

chaplains, and athletic coaches could reasonably serve as a mentor.  Survey 

participants were then asked the number of mentors they had and the nature of 

those mentoring relationships.  Additionally, survey participants were asked their 

intent to make the military a career and to whom they attribute their success and 

satisfaction with the Air Force Academy.  The final components of the general 
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mentoring information section asked survey participants to describe their most 

influential mentor and what attributes made them most influential. 

 The final section of the survey capitalized on the general mentoring 

information section and asked specific questions related to the survey participants 

“single most influential mentor.”  Such questions include whether or not the single 

most influential mentor was military and their rank or position, their race, gender, 

whether or not this mentor was older, how long the mentoring relationship lasted 

and whom initiated the mentoring relationship.  The mentoring relationships 

survey then addressed various mentoring characteristics, such as “strong leader,” 

“intelligent,” “caring,” etc. and to what extent survey participants agree whether or 

not the aforementioned described their single most influential mentor.  Survey 

participants were surveyed on how important their single most influential mentor 

was when considering their personal and professional growth.  The survey 

participants where then surveyed to rate their level agreement whether or not their 

single most influential mentoring relationship served roles such as “increased my 

self-esteem,” “assisted in establishing professional networks,” “provided direct 

training or instruction,” etc.   

 The Air Force Academy Mentoring Relationships Survey was concluded 

with a request that survey participants describe an event or experience from the 
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mentoring relationship which best illustrated how they benefited from being 

mentored. 

 

Approval Process 

 The approval process and necessary steps performed to accomplish this 

research study included: 1) permission from Dr. W. Brad Johnson (e.g., Johnson, 

2001 and Johnson, 2003), of the Department of Leadership, Ethics, and Law at the 

United States Naval Academy, to modify and use his survey instrument; 2) 

permission from the United States Air Force Academy (USAFA) to conduct the 

research study; 3) USAFA Office of Institutional Research approval and survey 

control number; 4) Auburn University Institutional Review Board (IRB) approval; 

and 5) USAFA IRB approval. 

 A request to acquire the mentoring survey utilized in Johnson (2003), was 

sent via e-mail to Dr. W. Brad Johnson.  Dr. Johnson’s response giving permission 

to utilize his survey can be found in Appendix B. 

 Upon receiving permission to use the mentoring relationships survey, this 

researcher had the opportunity to speak with Lieutenant General John F. Regni, 

USAFA Superintendant, regarding the utility of conducting this research endeavor 

on January 15, 2009.  Accordingly, General Regni gave his verbal approval and 

allowed members of his staff to assist in this research study.  It is important to note 
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the unprecedented cooperation afford by General Regni and his staff.  In fact, such 

a study could be rarely accomplished without the researcher’s inside connection 

with Lieutenant General Regni.    

 Dr. Kathleen Odonnell and Ms. Nancy Bogenrief of the USAFA Office of 

Institutional Research and Ms. Gail Rosado of the USAFA Institutional Review 

Board assisted in the processes and procedures necessary to accomplish the 

necessary USAFA approval.  Dr. Odonnell directed this researcher to the 

Collaborative Institutional Training Initiative (CITI) website, in order to complete 

the necessary training modules related to the treatment and protection of human 

subjects.  Appendix A is the completion report required for any individual desiring 

to conduct research at the United States Air Force Academy. Additionally, Dr. 

Odonnell provided an introduction to lieutenant Colonel (Lt Col) Lindsey, Major 

(Maj) Smith and Captain (Capt) Stilson of the USAFA Department of Behavioral 

Sciences & Leadership (DFBL) to the researcher. 

 Prior to initiating the USAFA approval process, the researcher agreed to 

provide aggregate data and a executive summary of the research finding upon 

completion of the research study.  Accordingly, Maj Smith and Lt Col Lindsey 

acknowledged their acceptance and noted the utility of such information on 

potential curriculum development opportunities. 
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 In working with Lt Col Lindsey, Maj Smith and Capt Stilson; together this 

researcher and the aforementioned individuals completed and submitted the 

USAFA IRB Request for Research Exemption Final Determination document 

(Appendix D) on 8 April 2009.  On April 16, 2009, the USAFA IRB Office 

assigned protocol FAC20090041E, exempt status for this research study 

(Appendix E).  On May 1, 2009, Ms. N. Bogenrief and Ms. Patricia Egleston of 

the USAFA Office of Institutional Research reviewed the survey instrument and 

assigned USAFA SCN 09-12 (Appendix F), as the survey control number (SCN). 

 On May 11, 2009, the Auburn IRB Protocol Review Submission was 

forwarded to the Auburn IRB (Appendix G).  On June 18, 2009, the Auburn IRB 

completed their review and assigned the following protocol identification:  #09-

141 EX 0905, approved (Appendix H).  In addition to their approval letter, the 

Auburn IRB approved the Informed Consent document can be found at Appendix 

I.  As this research effort was being performed via an online survey, the informed 

consent information found at Appendix I preceded the survey instrument found at 

Appendix B.    

  

Data Collection 

 The mode of data collection was via a web-based survey.  Dillman (2000) 

and Creswell (2005) noted the importance of obtaining a high response rate when 
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conducting survey research.  Accordingly, Porter & Whitcomb (2003) and 

Hamilton (2003) indicated that a response rate of 30% is considered to be average 

and higher response rates are encouraged.  Regarding this research study, 710 

requests to participate were sent to all USAFA Cadets enrolled in the Department 

of Behavioral Sciences & Leadership’s BS-310 Course.  Accordingly, 410 Cadets 

responded to the survey.  Hamilton (2003), indicated a “useable” survey is one 

where 80% or more questions are answered.  Given Hamilton’s (2003) definition, 

325 survey responses were usable.  Therefore the response rate for useable surveys 

is calculated to be 45.7% (325 responses / 710 invitations).   

 The following paragraphs provide an overview of the methods exercised 

with regard to data collection.  Initially, Capt Stilson of USAFA Department of 

Behavioral Sciences & Leadership forwarded a contact list of all 710 Cadets 

enrolled in the BS-310 course on August 8, 2009, to the researcher. 

 Prior to sending the official invitation to the survey participants, the 

mentoring relationships survey was posted on a secure website.  A web link was 

sent to Capt Stilson for her to ensure the USAFA Cadets would be able to access 

the online survey.  Accordingly, Capt Stilson affirmed her ability to access the 

survey and therefore we were reasonably assured data collection could begin.   

 There were a total of three invitational contacts made with the seven 

hundred and ten USAFA Cadets enrolled in the BS-310 course (Appendix J).  The 
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first invitation to participate in this research study was sent to on Sunday, August 

16, 2009, to each participant.  The second contact was made on Tuesday, August 

18, 2009 and the final contact occurred on Tuesday, August 25, 2009. 

 As mentioned previously, all 710 USAFA Cadets enrolled in the BS-310 

course were invited to participate in this research study.  A total of 410 survey 

responses were collected; however, only 325 surveys were usable, according to 

Hamilton’s (2003) criteria of 80% survey completion. 

 

Data Analysis 

 The study examined the nature and existence of mentoring relationships at 

The United States Air Force Academy.  The data were analyzed using several 

statistical analysis strategies.  Descriptive statistical tests, to include mean, 

standard deviation and frequencies were performed.  Due to this research effort 

being a duplication of Johnson et al. (2003), data analysis replicates the data 

analysis techniques of Johnson et al. (2003).  In addition to the data analysis 

indicated above further data analysis were performed on the research data.  The 

research questions are listed below with a description of the data analysis 

procedures performed to address each research question. 

Research Question 1 (RQ1):  Is there a statistically significant difference 

between mentored USAFA Cadets and non-mentored USAFA Cadets when 
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considering the following dependent variables:  (a) GPA, (b) class standing, (c) 

overall order of merit and (d) prior military service? 

Statistical analysis for RQ1:  To address the first research question, Chi-

square analysis was performed.  Pearson correlation analysis was performed to 

determine whether significant relationships existed between mentored and non-

mentored USAFA Cadets with regard to GPA, class standing, overall order of 

merit and prior military service were taken into count.  Descriptive analysis was 

performed to determine the mean, standard deviation and frequency of the above 

variables. 

Research Question 2 (RQ2):  Is there a statistically significant difference 

between mentored USAFA Cadets and non-mentored USAFA Cadets on:  (a) race, 

(b) age and (c) gender. 

Statistical analysis for RQ2:  To address the first research question, Chi-

square analysis was performed.  Correlation analysis was performed to determine 

whether significant relationships existed between mentored and non-mentored 

USAFA Cadets when race, gender and age were considered.  Descriptive analysis 

was performed to determine the mean, standard deviation and frequency of the 

above variables.  

Research Question 3 (RQ3):  Is there a statistically significant difference 

between mentored USAFA Cadets and non-mentored USAFA Cadets when 
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considering:  (a) satisfaction with the USAFA, (b) plans to make the military a 

career, (c) mentoring of others and (d) perception of the importance of mentoring. 

Statistical analysis for RQ3:  To address the third research question, T-test 

analysis was performed.  Correlation analysis was performed to determine whether 

significant relationships existed between mentored and non-mentored USAFA 

Cadets when satisfaction with the USAFA, intent to make the military a career, 

and the perception of the importance of mentoring were addressed.  Descriptive 

analysis was performed to determine the mean, standard deviation and frequency 

of the above variables. 

 Descriptive statistical analysis, such as mean, standard deviation, and 

frequencies were performed to determine the initiation and duration of mentoring, 

as well as the characteristics of mentors.  To determine whether there was a 

significant mean difference in the aforementioned areas of mentoring, t-test 

statistical analysis was performed, as well.   

 Pearson  r correlation analysis, in addition to mean and standard deviation 

were performed with the following key outcomes of having a mentor, as noted by 

Kram (1985):  a) support and encouragement, b) enhanced military career, c) built 

professional networks, d) increased self-esteem, e) emotional support, f) 

developed academic skills, g) developed military skills, h) build personal ethics & 

values, i) creativity and problem solving, j) increased visibility and exposure, k) 

           59



 
 

 
 

advocated for protégé, l) direct training, m) protection, n) gave opportunities, and 

o) bypass bureaucracy. 

 As a result of significant relationship being observed between both 

“Personal Growth” and “Professional Growth” key outcomes of mentoring with 

many of the 15 functions of mentoring, linear regression analysis was performed.  

Linear regression analysis was decidedly the statistical test which determined the 

linear combination of various functions of mentoring, in explaining the variance of 

the key outcomes of personal growth and professional growth.  
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Chapter III—Methodology Summary 

 This chapter describes the methodology used in this research study:  The 

Nature and Existence of Mentoring Relationships at the United States Air Force 

Academy.   

 The general perspective and research context were presented, where the 

mentoring environment of the United States Air Force Academy was described.  

The three research questions, with sub-components were outlined and the 

Mentoring Relationships Survey instrument is also described in detail.  

 The extensive approval process within the United States Air Force 

Academy and Auburn University’s IRB is also described.  Included is the approval 

provided by Lt Gen John F. Regni, the USAFA Office of Institutional Research, 

the Department of Behavioral Sciences & Leadership, and the USAFA IRB.  

Additionally, the Auburn University approval process is also described. 

 The data collection procedures were then outlined, which included 

contacting the 710 Cadets enrolled in the BS-310 course a total of three times.  

Additionally, response rates are also reported.   

 Finally, the statistical data analysis was described, which were performed to 

address the three research questions.  Descriptive statistical analysis was 

performed to include mean, standard deviation, and frequency data; t-test statistics 

were performed to determine mean difference; Chi-square analysis was performed 

           61



 
 

 
 

on various data; Pearson r correlation analysis was also performed to determine if 

significant relationships existed between selected variables.  In addition to 

correlation statistics, linear regression analysis were also performed.   
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CHAPTER IV 

FINDINGS 

Introduction 

The purpose of this study was to determine the nature and existence of 

mentoring relationships at the United States Air Force Academy.  The military is 

an organization where junior officers and junior enlisted individuals (protégé) 

could benefit from being mentored by more senior officers and senior enlisted 

personnel (mentor).  Unfortunately, there are limited scientific research studies 

investigating the prevalence and nature of mentoring in military populations.  The 

number of scientific mentoring research studies further decreases when mentoring 

junior officers and junior enlisted personnel is the query (Yoder, 1992; Schwerin 

& Bourne, 1998; Johnson, 1999; Steinberg & Foley, 1999; Shaffer,2003; 

McGuire, 2007; and Hu, Wang, Sun & Chen, 2008).  

Johnson (2001) and Johnson (2003) addressed the prevalence and nature of 

mentoring relationships at the United States Naval Academy.  Johnson et al. 

(2003) developed a survey, where it was confirmed that Naval Academy 

Midshipmen who were mentored were more satisfied with their United States 

Naval Academy experience and were more likely to mentor others. 
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Johnson et al. (2003) suggests subsequent research be conducted at the United 

States Military Academy and the United States Air Force Academy to extend this 

line of research.  Therefore, this research study is an effort to extend the research 

of Johnson et al. (2003), by studying the nature and existence of mentoring 

relationships at the United States Air Force Academy.  This study was 

accomplished by utilizing mentoring relationships survey developed by Johnson et 

al. (2003). 

 The following questions guided the research of this study: 

Research Question 1 (RQ1):  Is there a statistically significant difference 

between mentored USAFA Cadets and non-mentored USAFA Cadets by 

considering the following dependent variables:  (a) GPA, (b) class standing, (c) 

overall order of merit and (d) prior military service? 

Research Question 2 (RQ2):  Is there a statistically significant difference 

between mentored USAFA Cadets and non-mentored USAFA Cadets related to:  

(a) race, (b) age and (c) gender. 

Research Question 3 (RQ3):  Is there a statistically significant difference 

between mentored USAFA Cadets and non-mentored USAFA Cadets when 

considering the following variables:  (a) satisfaction with the USAFA, (b) plans to 

make the military a career, (c) mentoring of others and (d) perception of the 

importance of mentoring. 
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To accomplish this research study, the researcher navigated the following 

approval process and steps: 1) permission from Dr. W. Brad Johnson (e.g., 

Johnson, 2001 and Johnson, 2003), of the Department of Leadership, Ethics, and 

Law at the United States Naval Academy, to modify and use his survey 

instrument; 2) permission from the United States Air Force Academy (USAFA) to 

conduct the research study; 3) USAFA Office of Institutional Research approval 

and survey control number; 4) Auburn University Institutional Review Board 

(IRB) approval; and 5) USAFA IRB approval.   

Once approval from the USAFA and Auburn University were granted for 

this research study, a request to complete the web-based mentoring relationships 

survey was sent to the USAFA Cadets included in this study.  An expanded 

description of the approval process and request to complete the web-based survey 

can be found in Chapter III of this study. 

 

Response Rate and Representative Sample 

Data collected from the web-based mentoring relationship survey resulted 

in a 45.7% response rate (325 responses / 710 invitations).  Table 9 shows 

descriptive data of the United States Air Force Academy mentoring relationships 

study and comparison of sample, 2010 (C1C-Senior), 2011 (C2C-Junior), 

2010/2011 (Seniors and Juniors), and Wing demographic characteristics.   
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Table 9.  United States Air Force Academy mentoring relationships study 
comparison of sample, 2010 (C1C), 2011 (C2C), 2010/2011, and Wing 
demographic characteristics.  

Characteristic Study 
Respondents 

‘10 (C1C-
Senior)** 

’11 (C2C-
Junior)*** 

’10 + ’11 
Combined 

 
Wing (All 
Cadets) 

 
      
Gender      
     Male 79.6% 81.8% 80.3% 81.0% 80.0% 
     Female 20.4% 18.2% 19.7% 19.0% 20.0% 
      
Race      
     Caucasian 79.6% 73.4% 74.4% 73.9% 74.8% 
     African-   
     American 

6.8% 4.6% 5.3% 5.0% 5.2% 

   Hispanic/Latino 5.2% 7.5% 7.2% 7.4% 8.4% 
     Asian 6.8% 9.3% 8.8% 9.1% 8.3% 
     Other 1.5% 5.1% 4.3% 4.7% 3.7% 
      
Average GPA 2.9 of 4.0 2.8 of 4.0 2.8 of 4.0 2.8 of 4.0 2.8 of 4.0 
      
Age 20.6 + 1.1 21.6 yrs* 20.7 yrs* 21.2 yrs* 20.0 yrs* 
      
Prior Military 
Service 

0.1% 3.3% 5.1% 4.2% 3.8% 
 

*SD information not available from the USAFA. 
**’10 (C1C-Senior) = Cadet First Class/Senior Graduating in 2010. 
***’11 (C2C-Junior) = Cadet Second Class/Junior Graduating in 2011. 
 

Demographic Data 

 Demographic data collected from survey respondents indicated that the 

majority of participants (79.6%) were male.  Table 10 provides an overview of the 

demographic data collected from the web-based mentoring relationships survey.  
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Table 10.  Summary of Demographic Data for the Respondents of the USAFA 
Mentoring Relationships Survey. 

Characteristic n % 
Gender 324 100 
     Male 258 79.6 
     Female 66 20.4 
Class 324 100% 
     C1C 92 28.4 
     C2C 232 71.6 
Age 324 100 
     19 17 5.2 
     20 164 50.6 
     21 97 29.9 
     22 28 8.6 
     23 7 2.2 
     24 8 2.5 
     25 3 0.9 
Race   
     Caucasian 258 79.6 
     African-American 22 6.8 
     Hispanic/Latino 17 5.2 
     Asian 22 6.8 
Prior Military Service   
     No 304 93.8 
     Yes 20 6.2 
Prior Military Service Yrs.   
     1 3 0.9 
     2 6 1.9 
     3 8 2.5 
     4 2 0.6 
     5 
 

1 0.3 

   
The mean age of the survey participants was 20.6 years (SD = 1.1).  Grade Point 

Average (GPA) data obtained, indicated a mean GPA of 2.9 (SD = 0.5).  Very few 
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survey respondents indicated having prior military service (6.2%), with 2.6 years 

(SD = 1.0) mean service being reported.   

 

Data Analysis 

Prevalence of Mentoring Relationships 

 Of the 324 USAFA Cadets who completed the mentoring relationships 

survey, 190 (59%) reported experiencing one or more mentor relationship, prior to 

attending the USAFA.  Two hundred and thirty-six (73%) respondents had one or 

more mentor relationships while at the United States Air Force Academy. 

 Chi-square analysis did not reveal a significant relationship between survey 

respondent gender and having a mentor at the USAFA, X2 (1, N = 324) = 0.36, p < 

0.55.  Accordingly, 75.8% of females reported being mentored, compared to 

72.1% of male survey respondents.  Chi-square analysis did not reveal a 

significant relationship between the gender of respondent and the gender of the 

Cadet’s most influential mentor, X2 (1, N = 256) = 1.16, p < 0.28.  Further, Chi-

square analysis did not detect a significant relationship between mentored and 

non-mentored Cadets in relation to a) class, b) race, and c) prior military service.  

Class, X2 (1, N = 324) = 0.69, p < 0.41; race, X2 = (4, N = 324) = 2.51, p < 0.64; 

and prior military service, X2 = (4, N = 20) = 3.85, p < 0.43. 
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Table 11 shows Chi-square results between (1) survey respondent gender and 

having a mentor at the USAFA; (2) gender of respondent and the gender of the 

Cadet’s most influential mentor; and (3) between mentored and non-mentored 

Cadets in relation to a) class, b) race, and c) prior military service. 

Table 11.  Chi-square results for various items:  Respondent Gender and USAFA 
Mentor; Respondent Gender and Gender of Most Influential Mentor; and 
Mentored and Non-mentored Cadet—Class, Race and Prior Military Service.  
 

Survey respondent gender and 
having a mentor at the USAFA X2 (1, N = 324) = 0.36, p < 0.55 

Gender of respondent and the gender 
of the Cadet’s most influential 
mentor 

X2 (1, N = 256) = 1.16, p < 0.28 

Between mentored and non-
mentored Cadets in relation to:  

     Class X2 (1, N = 324) = 0.69, p < 0.41 
     Race X2 = (4, N = 324) = 2.51, p < 0.64 
     Prior military service X2 = (4, N = 20) = 3.85, p < 0.43. 

 
Survey participants who indicated that they did not experience a mentoring 

relationship while at the United States Air Force Academy were asked to specify 

the reason they were not mentored.  Accordingly, 62.1% of non-mentored USAFA 

Cadets indicated I do not feel I need or needed a mentor, where 28.8% of non-

mentored USAFA Cadets noted I have been unable to find a mentor, as their 

reason for not experiencing a mentoring relationship at the USAFA.  The 

remaining 9.1% of non-mentored respondents reported Other as their response for 

experiencing a mentoring relationship at the USAFA.   
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Mentoring Means and t-Tests 

 The first research question, that USAFA Cadets with a mentor would have 

a higher GPA, class standing, and overall order of merit, was disconfirmed.  There 

were no significant mean differences between mentored subjects and non-

mentored subjects with respect to GPA [on a 4.0 scale] (mentored [M = 2.92, SD 

= 0.50], non-mentored [M = 3.03, SD = 0.51], t [322] = 1.34, p < 0.19), class 

standing [on a 4.0 scale]  (mentored [M = 2.85, SD = 1.04], non-mentored [M = 

2.95, SD = 1.05], t [324] = 0.65, p < 0.52), and overall order of merit [on a 4.0 

scale]  (mentored [M = 2.68, SD = 0.78], non-mentored [M = 2.93, SD = 0.81], t 

[322] = 0.60, p < 0.55).  Table 12 illustrates the aforementioned mean values and 

the associated t-test results. 

Table 12.  Means and t-Test:  GPA, Class Standing, and Overall Order of Merit. 
 
 Mentored Non-Mentored t-Test 
GPA 
 

2.29 + 0.50 3.03 + 0.51 t [322] = 1.34, p < 0.19 

Class Standing 
 

2.95 + 1.05 2.95 + 1.05 t [324] = 0.65, p < 0.52 

Overall Order of Merit 
 

2.68 + 0.78 2.93 + 0.81 t [322] = 0.60, p < 0.55 

 

The second research question, that there would be statistically significant 

mean differences between mentored and non-mentored USAFA Cadets with 

regard to age was disconfirmed.  The following is the mean data and t-test 

(mentored [M = 20.68, SD = 1.16], non-mentored [M = 20.61, SD = 1.01], t [324] 
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= 0.60, p < 0.55).  Race and gender were not tested for mean difference/t-test, as 

these variables were categorical data and therefore did not lend themselves to such 

statistical testing.   

The third research question, that there would be a statistically significant 

mean difference between mentored and non-mentored USAFA Cadets with regard 

to the cadet’s level of satisfaction with the USAFA and plans to make the military 

a career was disconfirmed.  Related to USAFA satisfaction and military career 

intentions, there were no significant mean differences between mentored subjects 

and non-mentored subjects with respect to USAFA satisfaction [1 = extremely 

dissatisfied, 6 = extremely satisfied] (mentored [M = 4.51, SD = 0.80], non-

mentored [M = 4.28, SD = 1.01], t [324] = 1.60, p < 0.11) and intent for a military 

career [1 = positively WILL stay in, 5 positively will NOT stay in] (mentored [M 

= 2.68, SD = 1.16], non-mentored [M = 2.61, SD = 1.01], t [324] = 0.43, p < 0.67).  

Table 13 illustrates the aforementioned mean values and the associated t-test 

results. 

Survey participants were asked whether or not they had acted as a mentor to 

other USAFA Cadets.  Over 79% of mentored USAFA Cadets had also mentored 

someone else.  However, only 11.4% of non-mentored USAFA Cadets had acted 

as a mentored to someone else at the United States Air Force Academy.  There 

was a significant mean difference found between mentored and non-mentored 
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Cadets [M = 0.65, SD = 0.48], non-mentored [M = 0.31, SD = 0.46], t [324] = 

4.41, p < 0.01).   

Table 13.  Means and t-Test: Satisfaction, Intent for a military career, and 
Mentored another cadet—In relation to Mentored or Non-Mentored USAFA 
Cadets. 
 
 Mentored Non-Mentored t-Test 
Satisfaction 
 4.51 + 0.80 4.28 + 1.01 t [324] = 1.60, p < 0.11 

Intent for a 
military career 
 

2.68 + 1.16 2.61 + 1.01 t [324] = 0.43, p < 0.67 

Mentored 
another cadet 
 

0.65 + 0.48 0.31 + 0.46 t [324] = 4.41, p < 0.01** 

** p < .01    
 

Importance of Mentoring 

 Survey respondents were asked to rate their opinion of the importance of 

mentoring relationships.  The total sample mean rating was 3.95 (SD = 0.81).  A 

significant mean difference was found with regard to the perception of the 

importance of mentoring [1 = extremely unimportant, 5 extremely important] 

(mentored [M = 3.44, SD = 0.81], non-mentored [M = 3.89, SD = 0.76], t [324] = 

3.49, p < 0.01). 

Respondents were asked to rate their level of agreement (1 = strongly 

disagree, 5 = strongly agree) with two statements:  1) In general, I attribute my 

success at the USAFA to myself and 2) In general, I attribute my success at the 
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USAFA to mentors.  Initial mean ratings for . . .myself was 3.47 (SD = 1.00) and . . 

.mentor(s) 2.93 (SD = 1.07).  To investigate whether there was a significant 

difference mean between mentored and non-mentored Cadets rated the above 

items, a Within subjects t-test was performed.   Accordingly, with regard to . . 

.myself, (mentored [M = 3.61, SD = 1.00], non-mentored [M = 3.55, SD = 0.91], t 

[88] = 0.47, p < 0.64).  A Within subjects t-test was performed on . . .mentor(s) , 

(mentored [M = 2.90, SD = 0.99], non-mentored [M = 2.27, SD = 1.22], t [88] = 

3.72, p < 0.01).  These results indicate that there was not a significant mean 

difference when “. . .myself” means were compared in relation to mentored and 

non-mentored Cadets.  However, when “. . .mentor(s)” mean values were 

compared in relation to mentored and non-mentored Cadets, a significant mean 

difference was observed.  Table 14 illustrates the aforementioned correlates of 

mentoring data. 

Table 14. Mentored or Non-Mentored USAFA Cadets. Means and t-Tests:  In 
general, I attribute my success at the USAFA to… 
  
 Mentored Non-Mentored t-Test 
…Myself 
 

3.61 + 1.00 
 

3.55+ 0.91 
 

t [88] = 0.47, p < 0.64 
 

…Mentor(s) 
 

2.90 + 0.99 
 

2.27 + 1.22 
 

t [88] = 3.72, p < 0.01** 
 

** p < .01    
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Initiation and Duration of Mentoring 

 Respondents, who were mentored, were asked to indicate who initiated 

their most influential mentoring relationship.  Thirty percent (30.3%) of 

respondents indicated that they, the protégé initiated the mentoring relationship.  

Nearly fifty-seven percent (56.7%) of respondents noted the mentoring 

relationship was initiated by the mentor.  The remaining 13.0% of mentored 

Cadets indicated the mentoring relationship was either initiated somewhat 

mutually, by a third party or for “other” reasons.   

 When asked how long their mentoring relationship lasted, these responses 

ranged from one month to more than three years.  Those mentoring relationships 

lasting less than a year accounted for 21.8% of responses.  Another 4.2% of 

responses noted their mentoring relationship lasted less than two years, but more 

than one year.  Slightly over twenty-one percent (21.2%) of respondents indicated 

their mentoring relationship lasted two years.  Mentoring relationships lasting less 

than three years, but more than two years accounted for 2.8% of responses.  

Finally, mentoring relationships lasting three years or more (3.5 years) accounted 

for the remaining 10.4% of survey responses. 
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Characteristics of Mentors 

 Survey respondents, who were mentored, were asked several questions 

regarding their most influential mentor at USAFA.  Military mentors made up 

41.7% of mentors, while civilian mentors accounted for 32.4%, followed by peer 

mentoring by other Cadets (25.9%).  Figure 1 shows the demographic data of the 

survey respondent’s most influential mentor characteristics with regard to their 

status/classification.   

Figure 1.  Most Influential Mentor Demographic Characteristics--Status. 

 

 

 With regard to age, 95.3% of survey respondents indicated their most 

influential mentor was older than they were.  Further, 4.7% of survey respondents 

25.9%
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noted their most influential mentor was their same age or younger.  Figure 2 

shows the demographic data of the survey respondent’s most influential mentor in 

relation to age.   

Figure 2.  Most Influential Mentor Demographic Characteristics--Age. 

 

 

The gender data reported by survey respondents indicated that 90.6% of 

most influential mentors were male and the remaining 9.4% were female.  Figure 

3 shows the demographic data of the survey respondent’s most influential mentor 

in relation to age.  
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Figure 3.  Most Influential Mentor Demographic Characteristics--Gender. 

 

Finally, the racial breakdown for the mentored Cadet’s most influential 

mentor is as follows:  Caucasian (86.3%), African-American (4.7%), 

Hispanic/Latino (2.7%), Asian (3.9%), and other (2.3%).  Figure 4 shows the 

graphical representation of these data. 
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Figure 4.  Most Influential Mentor Demographic Characteristics--Race. 

 

 

Survey respondents were asked to indicate their level of agreement (1 = 

strongly disagree, 5 = strongly agree) with prominent mentor characteristics in 

relation to how well they described their most influential mentor.  Table 16 

illustrates the mean and standard deviation values for each of the ten mentor 

characteristics.  “Caring/Genuinely Concerned,” (M = 4.74, SD = 0.55) was the 

highest rated mentor characteristic.  Closely rated was “Honest/Ethical,” (M = 

4.72, SD = 0.60).  There were no significant difference between these two 

variables, t (253) = 0.63, p < 0.53).  After “Caring/Genuinely Concerned” and 

“Honest/Ethical,” mentors where described as “Friendly,” “Wise,” “Intelligent,” a 
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“Strongly Leader,” “Available,” “Humorous,” “Professional,” and “Warm.”  All 

ten mentor characteristics had a mean rating of 4.26 or greater.  Table 15 

illustrates the mean and standard deviation values of the ten mentor characteristics.  

Table 15.  Most Desirable Mentor Attributes According to Survey Respondents:  
Means and Standard Deviations. 
 

Characteristic M SD 
   

Strong Leader 4.55 0.64 
Honest / Ethical 4.72 0.60 
Intelligent 3.57 0.69 
Warm 4.26 0.89 
Professional 4.47 0.81 
Caring / Genuinely Concerned 4.74 0.55 
Available 4.54 0.66 
Wise 4.57 0.62 
Friendly 4.63 0.68 
Humorous 4.49 

 
0.75 

 
 

 Respondents were asked to rate the extent (1 = very low, 5 = moderate, and 

10 = very high) to which key individuals could reasonably serve as mentor to them 

as a Cadet.  This scale is consistent with the scale used by Johnson et al. (2003).  

Table 16 illustrates the mean and standard deviation values for each potential 

mentor category.  “Instructors / Professors” were considered to be most likely to 

reasonably serve as a mentor (M = 7.21, SD = 1.91).  Interestingly, “Chaplains” 

and “Other” received the lowest ratings of M = 5.92 (SD = 2.46) and M = 5.84 

(SD = 2.13), respectively.   
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Table 16.  Individuals Who Are Considered Potential Mentor(s):  Means and 
Standard Deviations. 
 

Characteristic M SD 
   

Instructor / Professors 7.21 1.91 
Peers 6.88 1.87 
Company Officers 6.49 2.12 
Chaplains 5.92 2.46 
Athletic Coaches 6.10 2.63 
Other 5.84 

 
2.13 

 
 

Functions of Mentoring 

 Kram (1985) developed a list of 15 mentoring functions, which include 

psycho-social components and career-development functions.  Accordingly, 

respondents were asked to rate their level of agreement (1 = strongly disagree, 5 = 

strongly agree) with these fifteen mentoring functions.  Table 17 illustrates the 

mean and standard deviations of each of the 15 mentoring functions.  Interestingly, 

all 15 mentoring functions had a mean rating of 3.29 or higher.  “Support and 

Encouragement” was the highest rated mentoring function (M = 4.54, SD = 0.63).  

All 15 mentoring functions received a mean rating of 3.29 or higher.  “Direct 

training,” “Advocated for protégé,” “Gave opportunities,” “Increased self-

esteem,” “Enhanced military career,” “Protection,” and “Emotional support” were 

rated 4.01 or higher.  

 

           80



 
 

 
 

Table 17.  Mentor Functions Described by Kram (1985) and Survey Respondent 
Inputs:  Means & Standard Deviations.  
 

Function M SD 
   

Support and encouragement 4.54 0.63 
Enhanced military career 4.09 0.91 
Built professional networks 3.78 0.93 
Increased self-esteem 4.10 0.86 
Emotional support 4.01 0.99 
Developed academic skills 3.40 1.13 
Built personal ethics & values 4.18 0.87 
Creativity and problem solving 3.76 0.94 
Increased visibility and exposure 3.90 1.01 
Advocated for protégé  4.29 0.80 
Direct training 4.34 0.84 
Protection 4.07 0.90 
Gave opportunities 4.20 0.84 
Bypass bureaucracy 3.60 

 
0.97 

 
 

 Table 18 illustrates key outcomes of having a mentor through Pearson r 

correlation analysis and the associated level of significance. These key outcomes 

include the Cadet’s level of satisfaction with the USAFA, their opinion of the 

importance of mentoring relationships, and their intent to pursue a military career. 
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Table 18.  Mentor Functions:  Means, Standard Deviations, Pearson r and Level of 
Significance: Satisfaction, Importance and Intent (n = 209). 

Function 
Satisfaction 
w/USAFA 

Importance 
of Mentoring 
Relationships 

Intent of Military 
Career 

    
Support & encouragement r = 0.03, p = 0.69 r =0.13, p =0.03* r = -0.11, p = 0.08 
Enhanced military career r = -0.04, p = 0.56 r = 0.05, p = 0.46 r =-0.00, p = 0.96 
Built professional networks r = -0.01, p = 0.88 r = 0.09, p = 0.15 r = -0.10, p = 0.09 
Increased self-esteem r = 0.14, p = 0.03* r = 0.10, p = 0.09 r = -0.05, p = 0.44) 
Emotional support r = 0.16, p= 0.01** r = 0.20, p= .01** r = -0.13, p = 0.03* 
Developed academic skills r = 0.08, p = 0.24 r = 0.05, p = 0.41 r = 0.06, p = 0.33 
Built personal ethics & values r = 0.04, p = 0.51 r = 0.04, p = 0.53 r = -0.10, p = 0.11 
Creativity & problem solving r = 0.06, p = 0.34 r = 0.08, p = 0.22 r = 0.01, p = 0.84) 
Increased visibility & exposure r = 0.01, p = 0.83 r = 0.11, p = 0.09 r = -0.03, p = 0.59 
Advocated for protégé  r = 0.06, p = 0.36 r = 0.07, p = 0.29 r = -0.06, p = 0.35 
Direct training r = -0.00, p = 0.99 r = 0.11, p = 0.09 r = -0.03, p = 0.63 
Protection r = 0.11, p = 0.08 r = 0.11, p = 0.07 r = -0.07, p = 0.29 
Gave opportunities r = 0.09, p = 0.16 r = 0.00, p = 0.95 r = 0.03, p = 0.62 
Bypass bureaucracy r = 0.08, p = 0.22 r = -0.04, p = 0.53 r = 0.14, p = 0.02* 
     
* p < .05.  ** p < .01.     

 

 As Table 18 illustrates, significant relationships at the .05 level were 

observed between “Satisfaction with USAFA” and “Increased self-esteem.”  A 

significant relationship was observed at the .01 level again with “Satisfaction with 

USAFA” and “Emotional Support.”  Another significant relationship, at the .01 

level was also observed between “Emotional Support” and “Importance of 

Mentoring.”  The “Importance of Mentoring” was also found to have a significant 

relationship with “Support/Encouragement,” which was observed at the .05 level.  

Finally, “Intent of Military Career” was observed to have significant relationships, 

at the .05 level, with “Emotional Support” and “Bypass Bureaucracy.” 

           82



 
 

 
 

 Table 19 illustrates significant relationships were observed between the key 

outcome of “Personal growth” with 12 of the 15 mentoring functions.  As 

indicated, the majority of the significant relationships were observed at the .01 

level.  Additionally, Table 19 shows that significant relationships were observed 

between the key outcome of “Professional growth” and 15 of the listed mentoring 

functions; the majority of which were observed at the .01 level.  

Table 19.  Mentor Functions:  Means, Standard Deviations, Pearson r and Level of 
Significance: Personal Growth & Professional Growth (n = 209).  
 

Function 
Personal 
Growth 

Professional  
Growth  

    
Support & encouragement r = 0.41, p < 0.01** r = 0.13, p = 0.04* 
Enhanced military career r = 0.08, p = 0.20 r = 0.56, p < 0.01** 
Built professional networks r = 0.14, p =0.03* r = 0.31, p < 0.01** 
Increased self-esteem r = 0.38, p < 0.01** r = 0.14, p = 0.03* 
Emotional support r = 0.48, p < 0.01** r = 0.18, p = 0.01** 
Developed academic skills r = 0.15, p = 0.02* r = 0.13, p = 0.04* 
Built personal ethics & values r = 0.33, p < 0.01** r = 0.33, p < 0.01** 
Creativity & problem solving r = 0.28, p < 0.01** r = 0.18, p = 0.01** 
Increased visibility & exposure r = 0.06, p = 0.39 r = 0.21, p < 0.01** 
Advocated for protégé  r = 0.24, p < 0.01** r = 0.21, p < 0.01** 
Direct training r = 0.06, p = 0.31 r = 0.24, p = 0.99** 
Protection r = 0.27, p < 0.01** r = 0.15, p = 0.02* 
Gave opportunities r = 0.23, p < 0.01** r = 0.28, p < 0.01** 
Bypass bureaucracy 
 

r = 0.19, p < 0.01** 
 

r = 0.20, p < 0.01** 
 

     
* p < .05.  ** p < .01.     

 

To determine which mentoring functions best explain the “personal 

growth” key outcome, linear regression analysis were performed and resulted in an 

R2 value of .276 (p = .01).  Table 20 illustrates the coefficient data for the 
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respective mentoring functions, which resulted from linear regression analysis.  

The linear combination of the mentoring functions listed in Table 20 and the 

resulting R2 value explain 28% of the variance in the “personal growth” key 

outcome of mentoring.  

Table 20.  Coefficients:  Linear combination of Select Functions of Mentoring in 
Explaining Personal Growth. 
 
Variable 
 

B SE B β T Sig. 

Constant 
 

1.909 0.292 - 6.545 0.000**

Support and Encouragement 
 

0.210 0.073 0.189 2.890 0.004**

Increased Self-Esteem 0.108 0.054 0.131 1.975 0.049* 
      
Emotional Support 0.218 0.049 0.305 4.419 0.000**
      
Ethics & Values 0.018 0.035 0.029 0.523 0.601 
      
R2=.276, *p<.05, **p<.01, df=4/244, F = 23.251 
 

To determine which mentoring functions best explain the “professional 

growth” key outcome, linear regression analysis were performed and resulted in an 

R2 value of .302 (p = .01).  Table 21 illustrates the coefficient data for the 

respective mentoring functions, which resulted from linear regression analysis.  

The linear combination of the mentoring functions listed in Table 21 and the 

resulting R2 value explain 30% of the variance in the “professional growth” key 

outcome of mentoring.  
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Table 21.  Coefficients:  Linear combination of Select Functions of Mentoring in 
Explaining Professional Growth. 
 
Variable 
 

B SE B β T Sig. 

Constant 
 

2.280 0.216 - 10.538 0.000**

Enhanced Military Career 
 

0.417 0.050 0.512 8.415 0.000**

Built Professional Networks 0.048 0.049 0.061 0.997 0.320 
      
Ethics & Values 0.018 0.035 0.028 0.508 0.612 
      
R2=.302, **p<.01, df=3/246, F = 35.475 
 

Open-Ended Responses 

 Survey respondents were given a total of five opportunities to provide 

open-ended information while completing the mentoring relationships survey.  

The five opportunities are listed and described below.  1)  In general, I attribute 

my success at the USAFA to ______; 2a) Describe who your MOST influential 

mentor was; 2b) What were some attributes which made them MOST influential?; 

4) Was your most influential mentor in the military?...If no, describe your most 

influential USAFA mentor;  5) What expectations do you think your mentor 

has/had of you?.  Question 2a and 2b were asked together, but with a separate 

space, to reduce any possible confusion. 
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Question 1:   In general, I attribute my success at the USAFA to ______ 

 Initially, survey participants were asked to indicate their level of agreement 

to who they attribute their success at the USAFA, regarding themselves and their 

mentor.  Following those two questions, survey participants were asked:  In 

general, I attribute my success at the USAFA to ______.  A total of three-hundred 

and thirty-eight data points were provided, with some survey respondents 

providing multiple attributions.  Accordingly, Figure 5 illustrates the twenty-nine 

groups or individuals who the survey respondents attributed the success at the 

USAFA.  “Myself” received a total of 62 notations, and “Peers” were emphasized 

the second most with 60 notations.  “Instructors/Professors” received 53 notations 

and “Friends” and “Parents/Family” received thirty-three and 28 notations, 

respectively.  A note of interest came when “God” garnered 22 notations as whom 

or what survey respondents attribute their success at the USAFA.  This is 

interesting, because when survey respondents were asked to rate the extent (1 = 

very low, 5 = moderate, and 10 = very high) to which various individuals could 

reasonably serve as mentor to them as a Cadet, “Chaplains” received the lowest 

ratings of M = 5.92 (SD = 2.46).   
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Figure 5.  Frequency Chart:  In general, who do you attribute your success at the 
United States Air Force Academy? 
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Question 2a:  Describe who your MOST influential mentor was. 

 To begin “Part III – Single Most Influential Mentor” survey respondents 

were provided a statement which read as follows:  when answering the remaining 

questions, please focus on your Single Most Influential Mentor while at the 

USAFA.  If you have never had a mentor at the USAFA, you may stop.  

Accordingly, the following question was asked of the survey respondents:  

Describe who you MOST influential mentor was (specific names not needed), just 

position or role.  

 A total of 212 individuals (151 Males and 61 Females) provided inputs for 

this question.  “Instructors/Professors” overwhelmingly topped the list as being the 

Single Most Influential Mentor category, with 57 total notations.  “Coaches” 

received the next highest notations, with 21 total inputs.  “Upper Class Cadets,” 

“Air Officer Commanding,” and “Parents/Family” round top five most listed Most 

Influential Mentor list with 18, 14, and 13 notations, respectively. 

 Figure 6, provides total values for the frequency by which survey 

respondent indicated who their most influential mentor was (i.e., 

instructor/professor, advisor, etc).  Both males and female cadets agreed 

“Instructors/Professors” were their Single Most Influential Mentor.  However, 

there was limited agreement or no agreement at all with the remaining categories. 
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Figure 6.  Frequency Chart:  Describe who your MOST influential mentor was at 
the USAFA. 
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Question 2b:  What were some attributes which made them MOST influential? 

 Closely related and grouped with the previous question, survey respondents 

were asked: What were some attributes which made them MOST influential?  

Again, a total of 212 individuals (151 Males and 61 Females) provided inputs for 

this question.  The attribute of “Caring/Compassion” received the most notations 

with 60.  The attribute of “Good Advise” garnered 39 responses, with “Available” 

receiving 30 mentions.  “Easy/Willing to Talk,” “Good Listener,” 

“Supportive/Encouraging,” “Trustworthy/Integrity/Honesty,” and 

“Experienced/Prepared” received less than thirty, but more than 20 notations  as 

attributes which made their mentor most influential.  Figure 7 illustrates the total 

responses received for the 42 Most Influential Mentor Attributes.   
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Figure 7.  Frequency Chart:  Most Influential Mentor Attributes. 
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Question 4:  (Was mentor military?)  If no, describe your most influential USAFA 
mentor. 
 
 The majority of survey respondents (164 of 212) indicated their most 

influential mentor was military.  However, survey respondents were asked to 

describe your most influential USAFA mentor (if not military).  Nine-teen 

respondents noted that a civilian USAFA “Instructor/Professor” was their most 

influential mentor.  The above supports the overall question of who was your most 

influential mentor, regardless of whether or not their mentor was military or 

civilian.  Figure 8 illustrates that “Coaches,” “Sponsor/Advisor,” “Retired 

Military,” and “Pastor” were also considered to be most influential Non-Military 

mentors.   

Figure 8.  Frequency Chart:  Most influential mentor, if not military. 
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Question 5:  What expectations do you think your mentor has/had of you? 

 The final open-ended question asked survey respondents to indicate:  What 

expectations do you think your mentor has/had of you?   Two-hundred and forty-

five (192 male and 52 female) cadets responded to this survey question.  Ninety-

three noted to “Do my best” as the expectation their mentor had of them.  

“Persevere” was the next highest expectation mentors had of their cadet protégés, 

followed by “Do the right thing/Integrity” and “Succeed/Be successful” with 27 

and 26 notations, respectively.  Figure 9 illustrates the list of 23 expectation 

categories offered by the survey respondents. 
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Figure 9.  Frequency Chart:  What expectations do you think your mentor has/had 
of you?
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Coupled with the question What expectations do you think your mentor has/had of 

you, was the question did you or do you think you fulfilled those expectations [of 

your mentor]?  Accordingly, 90.2% (221 of 245) of survey respondents indicated 

they believe they did fulfill the expectations their mentor had for them and their 

mentoring relationship.   
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Chapter IV—Summary of Findings 

  Data collected from the web-based mentoring relationship survey resulted 

in a 45.7% response rate (325 responses / 710 invitations).  Over 79% of survey 

respondents were male and a mean age of 20.6 years (SD = 1.1).  The majority 

(79.6%) of survey respondents indicated Caucasian as their race.  

 Chi-square analysis did not find significant relationships with regard to the 

prevalence of mentoring relationships.  Additionally, limited significant 

relationships were found with regard to the various correlates of mentoring.  The 

exception appeared, when Within subjects t-test revealed a significant mean 

difference between mentored and non-mentored Cadets, when asked whether they 

had mentored someone else at the USAFA; mentored [M = 0.65, SD = 0.48], non-

mentored [M = 0.31, SD = 0.46], t [324] = 4.41, p < 0.01). 

 Regarding the importance of mentoring, a significant difference was found 

with regard to the perception of the importance of mentoring [1 = extremely 

unimportant, 5 extremely important] (mentored [M = 3.44, SD = 0.81], non-

mentored [M = 3.89, SD = 0.76], t [324] = 3.49, p < 0.01). 

 Additionally, when asked to rate their level of agreement (1 = strongly 

disagree, 5 = strongly agree) to the statement:  in general, I attribute my success at 

the USAFA to mentors.  Initial mean ratings for. . .mentor(s) 2.93 (SD = 1.07).  

Within subjects t-test was performed to investigate significant mean difference.   
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Accordingly, mean values resulted in the following findings: (mentored [M = 2.90, 

SD = 0.99], non-mentored [M = 2.27, SD = 1.22], t [88] = 3.72, p < 0.01).  A 

significant mean difference is observed.  

 Initiation and duration of mentoring relationships noted 56.7% of 

mentoring relationships were initiated by the mentor and 30.3% were initiated by 

the protégé.  Additionally, mentoring relationships lasted from as little as one 

month to more than three years in duration.  Mentoring relationships lasting a year 

or less accounted for 21.8% of responses and 10.4% of responses accounted for 

mentoring relationships lasting more than three years. 

 There are a variety of characteristics of “most influential mentors” was 

addressed; of which mentor gender, race, age, and whether they were civilian or 

military.  Over 90% of respondent indicated their mentor was male.  Additionally, 

86.3% of respondents noted having a Caucasian “most influential” mentor. 

 Prominent mentor characteristics, with regard to how well they described 

their most influential mentor, were also addressed.  “Caring/Genuinely 

Concerned” and “Honest/Ethical” were rated the highest of mentor characteristics.  

Within subjects t-test found no significant difference when mean difference for 

these two items, t (253) = 0.63, p < 0.53)  were compared.  All ten mentor 

characteristics had a mean rating of 4.26 or greater. 
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 Survey respondents were asked to rate various individuals as to how they 

might reasonably perform the duties of a mentor.  Instructors/professors were 

considered most likely to be reasonably able to perform as a mentor.  Chaplains 

and “other” were rated as least likely to perform the role of a mentor at the 

USAFA. 

 Fifteen mentoring functions were addressed, as noted by Kram (1985).  All 

15 mentoring functions received a 3.29 or higher on a five-point Likert Scale.  

Pearson Correlation analysis was performed on key outcomes, such as USAFA 

Satisfaction, Personal Growth, Professional Growth, Importance of Mentoring 

Relationships, and Intent to remain in the Military.  Significant relationships were 

observed and can be seen in Table 19.    

 Finally, survey respondents had the opportunity to provide open-ended 

responses to the following questions: 1)  In general, I attribute my success at the 

USAFA to ______; 2a) Describe who your MOST influential mentor was; 2b) 

What were some attributes which made them MOST influential?; 4) Was your 

most influential mentor in the military?...If no, describe your most influential 

USAFA mentor;  5) What expectations do you think your mentor has/had of you?.  

Question 2a and 2b were asked together, but with a separate space, to reduce any 

possible confusion. 
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 Regarding the question:  In general, I attribute my success at the USAFA to 

______, results for this question are as follows.  Figure 5 illustrates the twenty-

nine groups or individuals who the survey respondents attributed the success at the 

USAFA.  “Myself” received a total of 62 notations, where “Peers” were 

emphasized the second most with 60 notations; followed by 

“Instructors/Professors” who received 53 notations.   

A total of 212 individuals (151 Males and 61 Females) provided inputs for 

the request to-- Describe who you MOST influential mentor was (specific names 

not needed), just position or role.  “Instructors/Professors” overwhelmingly 

topped the list as being the Single Most Influential Mentor category, with 57 total 

notations.  “Coaches” received the next highest notations, with 21 total inputs.   

 Figured 8 provides total values for the frequency by which survey 

respondent indicated their most influential mentor category.  Both males and 

female cadets agreed “Instructors/Professors” were their Single Most Influential 

Mentor.  However, there was limited agreement or no agreement at all with the 

remaining categories.  Closely related and grouped with the previous question, 

survey respondents were asked: What were some attributes which made them 

MOST influential?  The attribute of “Caring/Compassion” received the most 

notations with 60.  Figure 7 illustrates the total responses received for the 42 Most 

Influential Mentor Attributes.   
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The majority of survey respondents (164 of 212) indicated their most 

influential mentor was military.  However, survey respondents were asked to 

describe your most influential USAFA mentor (if not military).  Nine-teen 

respondents noted that a civilian USAFA “Instructor/Professor” was their most 

influential mentor.  Figure 8 illustrates the people who were considered to be most 

influential Non-Military mentors.   

The final open-ended question asked survey respondents to indicate:  What 

expectations do you think your mentor has/had of you?   Ninety-three survey 

respondents noted to “Do my best” as the expectation their mentor had of them.  

“Persevere” was the next highest expectation mentors had of their cadet protégés.  

Figure 9 illustrates the list of 23 expectation categories offered by the survey 

respondents.  In a closely related question--did you or do you think you fulfilled 

those expectations [of your mentor]?  90.2% (221 of 245) of survey respondents 

indicated they believe they did fulfill the expectations their mentor had for them 

and their mentoring relationship.   

 

   

     

 

 

           100



 
 

 
 

 
 
 
 

CHAPTER V 

SUMMARY, DISCUSSION, RECOMMENDATIONS, AND IMPLICATIONS 

Introduction 

The purpose of this study was to determine the nature and existence of 

mentoring relationships at the United States Air Force Academy.  The military is 

an organization where junior officers and junior enlisted individuals (protégé) 

could benefit from being mentored by more senior officers and senior enlisted 

personnel (mentor).  Unfortunately, there are limited scientific research studies 

investigating the prevalence and nature of mentoring in military populations.  The 

number of scientific mentoring research studies further decreases when mentoring 

junior officers and junior enlisted personnel is the query (Yoder, 1992; Schwerin 

& Bourne, 1998; Johnson, 1999; Steinberg & Foley, 1999; Shaffer, 2003; 

McGuire, 2007; and Hu, Wang, Sun & Chen, 2008).  

Johnson (2001) and Johnson (2003) addressed the prevalence and nature of 

mentoring relationships at the United States Naval Academy.  Johnson et al. 

(2003) developed a survey, where it was confirmed that Naval Academy 

Midshipmen who were mentored were more satisfied with their United States 

Naval Academy experience and were more likely to mentor others. 
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Johnson et al. (2003) suggests subsequent research be conducted at the United 

States Military Academy and the United States Air Force Academy to extend this 

line of research.  Therefore, this research study is an effort to extend the research 

of Johnson et al. (2003), by studying the nature and existence of mentoring 

relationships at the United States Air Force Academy.  This study was 

accomplished by utilizing mentoring relationships survey developed by Johnson et 

al. (2003). 

Chapter I provided a background of mentoring relationships, provided a 

statement of research problem, the purpose of this research study, stated the 

research hypothesis, noted assumptions, limitations and delimitations of the study 

and provided a definition of terms.  Chapter II provided an extensive review of the 

scientific literature regarding the topic of mentoring.  Specifically, the prevalence 

of mentoring, mentoring relationship types, the benefits of mentoring 

relationships, potential pitfalls of mentoring, mentoring relationship initiation, 

mentoring in education and business, and mentoring in the military context were 

all addressed.  Extensive attention was devoted to Johnson et al. (2001) and 

Johnson et al. (2003), as these studies established the theoretical framework this 

research effort was built upon.  Johnson et al. (2003) strongly recommended that 

the research they conducted at the United States Naval Academy be extended to 

the United States Military Academy (US Army) and the United States Air Force 
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Academy.  Therefore, the researchers took it upon themselves to replicate 

Johnson’s (2003) work at the United States Air Force Academy.  Chapter III 

identified the research methods and research procedures enlisted in order to 

accomplish this research study.  An overview of the target population and 

description of research subjects were provided.  Additionally, a description of the 

approval process, the research instrument and description of the data analysis 

performed were outlined and discussed in Chapter III of this study.  Chapter IV 

illustrated and described the analysis performed in this research effort.  

Specifically, the data analysis addresses the three major research questions, as well 

as additional questions and queries which drove additional analysis to be 

performed.  This final chapter of this study will provide discussion, conclusions 

and will offer recommendations for further research in the area of mentoring: 

 The following questions guided this research effort: 

1. Is there a statistically significant difference between mentored USAFA 

Cadets and non-mentored USAFA Cadets when considering:  (a) GPA, (b) 

class standing, (c) overall order of merit and (d) prior military service? 

2. Is there a statistically significant difference between mentored USAFA 

Cadets and non-mentored USAFA Cadets when considering:  (a) race, (b) 

age and (c) gender? 
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3. Is there a statistically significant difference between mentored USAFA 

Cadets and non-mentored USAFA Cadets when considering:  (a) 

satisfaction with the USAFA, (b) plans to make the military a career, (c) 

mentoring of others and (d) perception of the importance of mentoring? 

 

Summary 

 Descriptive statistics, correlation, regression and non-parametric statistical 

analysis were utilized in this research study, in order to investigate the above 

research questions.  The statistical analysis performed in this study was 

accomplished through the use of the Statistical Package for the Social Sciences 

(SPSS), version 17.   

 Seven hundred and ten United States Air Force Academy Cadets enrolled 

in the USAFA Behavioral Sciences and Leadership Department’s BS-310 was 

invited to participate in this study.  Overall, 325 Cadets responded to the web-

based mentoring relationships survey (Appendix B).   Participation in the web-

based survey resulted in a 46% response rate, but more importantly far exceeded 

the 253 subject level necessary to accomplish a 95% confidence level. 

The BS-310 course was selected for this study, due to the fact that all 

USAFA Cadets must take the course once they are a Junior (C2C—Cadet 2nd 

Class) or Senior (C1C—Cadet 1st Class).  The latter was important for this study, 
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as C2C and C1C Cadets would be more likely to have had the opportunity to be 

mentored, merely because of the overall time spent at the USAFA would be 

greater than that of C3C (Cadet 3rd Class [Sophomore]) or C4C (Cadet 4th Class 

[Freshman]). 

 Prior to the official launch of the web-based mentoring relationships 

survey, 15 recent USAFA graduates participated in a pilot study, in order to 

convert the United States Naval Academy focus mentoring survey into a salient 

and applicable United States Air Force Academy mentoring relationships survey.  

The 15 member pilot study group provided validity and reliability to this research 

effort. 

 The data analysis performed discovered two significant findings.  First, 

there was a statistically significant relationship discovered between mentored and 

non-mentored Cadets, [M = 0.65, SD = 0.48], non-mentored [M = 0.31, SD = 

0.46], t [324] = 4.41, p < 0.01), when USAFA Cadets were asked if they had 

mentored any USAFA Cadets.  The second statistically significant relationship 

discovered was between mentored and non-mentored cadets, when USAFA Cadets 

were asked to indicated their perception of the importance of mentoring 

relationships; (mentored [M = 3.44, SD = 0.81], non-mentored [M = 3.89, SD = 

0.76], t [324] = 3.49, p < 0.01).   With the exception of the two statistically 
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significant findings, all three research questions previously noted were 

disconfirmed. 

 In addition to analysis noted above, Pearson correlation analysis was 

performed on the 15 functions of mentoring (Kram, 1985), to determine if there 

was a significant correlation between the 15 functions and five key outcomes of 

mentoring (USAFA satisfaction, personal growth, professional growth, importance 

of mentoring relationships, and intent of military career).  The results of the 

Pearson correlation analysis can be seen in Table 13, Chapter IV of this study.  

Several significant correlations were discovered between the 15 functions of 

mentoring and the 5 key outcomes of mentoring.  Specifically, the key outcomes 

of personal growth and professional growth accounted for the most significant 

correlations. 

 To determine which mentoring functions best explain the “personal 

growth” key outcome, linear regression analysis were performed and resulted in an 

R2 value of .29 (p = .01).  Table 21 illustrates the coefficient data for the 

respective mentoring functions, which resulted from linear regression analysis.  

The linear combination of the mentoring functions listed in Table 21 and the 

resulting R2 value explain 29% of the variance in the “personal growth” key 

outcome of mentoring.  

           106



 
 

 
 

To determine which mentoring functions best explain the “professional 

growth” key outcome, linear regression analysis were performed and resulted in an 

R2 value of .357 (p = .01).  Table 22 illustrates the coefficient data for the 

respective mentoring functions, which resulted from linear regression analysis.  

The linear combination of the mentoring functions listed in Table 22 and the 

resulting R2 value explain 36% of the variance in the “professional growth” key 

outcome of mentoring.  

 

Discussion 

 This study was conducted at the United States Air Force Academy near 

Colorado Springs, Colorado via a web-based survey.  Cadets attending the United 

States Air Force Academy are highly qualified high school graduates, who excel 

both academically and athletically.  Each year over 10,000, Congressionally-

nominated individuals apply to the United States Air Force Academy; of which, 

only 1,200 are selected. 

 The environment at the USAFA is highly competitive and any advantage 

that might ensure success is sought after.  With regard to the competitiveness of 

the USAFA environment, it was the researcher’s intent to determine the nature and 

existence of mentoring relationships at the United States Air Force Academy.  

Accordingly, the researcher hypothesized:  HØ1:  There was no statistically 
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significant difference between mentored USAFA Cadets and non-mentored 

USAFA Cadets when considering:  (a) GPA, (b) class standing, (c) overall order 

of merit and (d) prior military service.  HØ2:  There was no statistically significant 

difference between mentored USAFA Cadets and non-mentored USAFA Cadets 

when considering:  (a) race, (b) age and (c) gender.  HØ3:  There was no 

statistically significant difference between mentored USAFA Cadets and non-

mentored USAFA Cadets when considering:  (a) satisfaction with the USAFA, (b) 

plans to make the military a career, (c) mentoring of others and (d) perception of 

the importance of mentoring.  

 All but HØ3 C and D were disconfirmed.  There were no significant 

differences found, as the summary above notes, for HØ1 A, B, & C; HØ2 A, B & C 

and HØ3 A & B.  However, as noted in the summary above and the analysis 

provided in Chapter IV of this study, several statistically significant differences 

were found when mentored and non-mentored Cadets were compared.  

Accordingly, these results support the literature in underlining the importance of 

mentoring and mentoring relationships in business, education and in this case, the 

military environment. 
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Recommendations 

 This research effort was a replication and extension of Johnson et al. 

(2003), when United States Naval Academy Midshipmen were studied.  The 

researcher would like to offer the following recommendations and note that this is 

not an all inclusive list: 

1. A replication of this study at the United States Military Academy (U.S. 

Army). 

2. A replication of this study at the United States Naval Academy, to 

determine; 1) the nature and existence of mentoring relationships at the 

USNA and 2) a comparison of data gathered in Table 2 and data gathered in 

Johnson et al. (2003), to determine if there has been a change in Naval 

Academy Midshipmen responses 

3. A comparative study between the results of this research study, to those 

gleaned from items 1 and 2 above. 

4. Longitudinal studies investigating the effects of mentoring on career 

success and satisfaction of graduates of the service academies. 

5. Longitudinal studies investigating the effects of mentoring on mission 

readiness. 
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Implications 

 This study found that mentoring is a complex subject; however with many 

benefits.  These benefits include career-related and psycho-social implications and 

impacts.  Accordingly, the results of this study will be shared in the aggregate with 

the United States Air Force Academy, United State Naval Academy and United 

States Military Academy to: 1) potentially impact the curricular offerings at the 

respective military academies, and 2) serve as an impetus for the research 

recommendations provided.  
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Hello Shawn! 

Glad you have interest in this work. I have attached the survey. This was completed by an M.A. student at the 
Naval Postgraduate School, Bret Baker. 

Best of luck with your work. 

Brad Johnson 
---- Original message ---- 
>Date: Thu, 21 Feb 2008 09:06:58 -0600 
>From: "OMailia, Shawn P Civ USAF AETC AU/CFAB" <Shawn.OMailia@MAXWELL.AF.MIL>   
>Subject: The Prevalence and Nature of Service Academy Mentoring:  A Study of Navy Midshipmen   
>To: <johnsonb@usna.edu> 
>
>   Sir, I am writing you from Air University at Maxwell 
>   AFB.  I recently came across your article noted in 
>   the subject line above.  My interest was piqued as 
>   the Director of Institutional Research at Air 
>   University and as a doctoral student in the 
>   administration of higher education at Auburn 
>   University. 
>
>
>
>   I would like to request a copy of your survey 
>   instrument to determine if there is applicability 
>   here at Air University. 
>
>
>
>   Thank you in advance for you time and consideration. 
>
>
>
>   v/r 
>
>
>
>   Shawn O. 
>
>
>
>   Mr. Shawn P. O'Mailia 
>   Chief, Institutional Research 
>    Air University (AU/CFAI) 
>   55 LeMay Plaza South 
>   Maxwell AFB AL 36112-5944 
>
>   (334) 953-4151 * (DSN) 493-4151 
> shawn.omailia@maxwell.af.mil
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USAFA Cadet Mentoring Relationships Survey  
USAFA Survey Control Number: 09-12  

Informed Consent Document

DEPARTMENT OF THE AIR FORCE  
USAFA/DFBL  
USAF ACADEMY, COLORADO, 80840  

PRIVACY ACT AND FREEDOM OF INFORMATION ACT  

Privacy Issues: Records of your participation in this study may only be released in 
accordance with federal law. The Freedom of Information Act, 5 U.S.C. 552, the Federal 
Privacy Act, 5 U.S.C. 552a, and their implementing regulations may apply. I have read 
the Privacy Act Statement contained in DD Form 2005. I understand that records of this 
study may be inspected by the U.S. Food and Drug Administration (FDA), the 
sponsoring agency and/or their designee, if applicable.  

TITLE OF STUDY  

"The Nature and Existence of Mentoring Relationships at the United States Air 
Force Academy"

Protocol Number and Approval Date:

� The Auburn University Institutional Review Board has approved this document for 
use from May 14, 2009 to May 13, 2010. Protocol #09-141 EX 0905. 

� The United States Air Force Academy Institutional Review Board has approved this 
document, assigning a survey control number of 09-12 and Protocol
#FAC20090041E.

INVESTIGATORS' NAME(S), DEPARTMENT(S), PHONE NUMBERS 

� Maj Rodric Smith, DFBL, DSN 333-0757  
� Mr. Shawn O'Mailia, Air University, DSN 493-4715  

PURPOSE OF STUDY 
You are asked to consider participation in a research study at USAFA, (sponsored by 
the DFBL Faculty, entitled "The Nature and Existence of Mentoring Relationships at the 
United States Air Force Academy".  

The purpose of the study is to determine if mentoring relationships occur at the USAFA, 
and if so, what is the nature of these relationships.  

This study will enroll 422 survey participant subjects over a period of one session lasting 
approximately 30 minutes. Following completion of this survey, you will not be contacted 
further.
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PROCEDURES

The procedure for participating in this study is simply to complete the following 
mentoring relationship survey and its submission. No other attempt will be made to 
contact you for follow-up information.

BENEFITS  

It is the investigator's opinion that mentoring and mentoring relationships are integral for 
the development of effective leaders. Mentors provide knowledge, advice, challenges, 
counsel and strong support in the junior person's pursuit of becoming a full member of 
the profession--the military in this case.  

The specific benefits of participating in this study are: 
 - Reflection on prior experiences serves as a powerful teaching tool. In this case, you 
will be asked about your various mentoring experiences. If, by chance, you have limited 
mentoring experiences, it is this investigators hope that you will actively seek out 
mentoring relationships as a result of this study.  

- The results of this study, as well as, recommendations will be provided to the USAFA 
Department of Behavioral Sciences & Leadership. The potential for the inclusion of such 
information within the USAFA curricula is great. If such inclusion should occur, the 
benefits of this study may reach far beyond its original participants and could impact 
USAFA Cadets for years to come.  

COMPENSATION  

Students will be compensated either 1 unit of research time or 1% extra credit for their 
participation as subjects in this research study.  

RISKS / INCONVENIENCES  

The only foreseeable Risk / Inconveniences to participating this study is that of the time 
necessary to complete this survey.  

ALTERNATIVES  

Choosing not to participate is an alternative to participating in this study.  

IN THE EVENT OF INJURY  

Your entitlement to medical and dental care and/or compensation in the event of injury is 
governed by federal laws and regulations and if you have questions about your rights or 
if you believe you have received a research-related injury, you may contact the USAF 
Academy Institutional Research and Assessment Division (HQ USAFA/XPX) at 719-333-
6593, the medical monitor or the investigator.  

OCCURRENCE OF UNANTICIPATED ADVERSE EVENT  
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If an unanticipated event occurs during your participation in this study, you will be 
informed immediately. If you are not competent at the time to understand the nature of 
the event, such information will be brought to the attention of your next of kin. 

COMPENSATION FOR TREATMENT OF INJURY  

If you should require medical care for injuries which result from participation in this study, 
the medical or dental care that you are entitled to is governed by federal laws and 
regulations. If you have questions about your rights or if you believe you received a 
research-related injury, please contact the USAF Academy Institutional Research and 
Assessment Division (HQ USAFA/XPX) at 719-333-6593.  

CONFIDENTIALITY  

By participating in this study, you will be asked limited demographic questions. These 
questions are related to your age, race and gender. However, at no time will the 
investigators attempt to identify you as an individual. The investigators encourage you to 
not provide information in your open-ended questions which might personally identify 
individuals as well. When the results of the research are published or discussed in 
conferences, no information will be included that would reveal your identity. Complete 
confidentiality cannot be promised, particularly for military personnel, because 
information regarding your health may be required to be reported to appropriate medical 
or command authorities.  

Your raw data inputs will only be shared between the two investigators and the three 
professors for Auburn University. Upon completion of this study, all data will be 
discarded to remove the possibility of a breach in confidentiality.  

QUESTIONS REGARDING PARTICIPATION IN THIS RESEARCH STUDY  

If you have questions about this research study, you should contact the principal 
investigators Maj Rodric Smith (DSN 333-0757) or Mr. Shawn O'Mailia (DSN 493-4715).  

If you have questions about your rights as a research participant, or if you have received 
a research-related injury, you should contact the USAF Academy Institutional Research 
and Assessment Division (HQ USAFA/XPX) at 719-333-6593.  

If you have questions about your rights as a research participant, you may contact the 
Auburn University Office of Human Subjects Research or the Institutional Review Board 
by phone (334) 844-5966 or e-mail at hsubjec@auburn.edu or IRBChair@auburn.edu.

DECISION TO PARTICIPATE 

Your participation in this project is voluntary. Your choice whether or not to participate 
will not affect your military or Air Force Academy career. If you decline to participate, 
there is no penalty or loss of benefits to which you are entitled under applicable 
regulations. You have the right to withdraw consent or stop participation at any time 
without penalty. Your withdrawal from this project will not cause loss of benefits to which 
you are otherwise entitled. You have the right to refuse to answer particular questions or 
to decline any procedure.  
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Consent to Participate:
- The decision to participate in this study is completely voluntary on my part. No one has 
coerced or intimidated me into participating in this program. I am participating because I 
want to.
- I understand that my decision about whether or not to participate will not affect my 
military career in any way.  
- The investigators have adequately answered any questions I have about this study, my 
participation, and the procedures involved. I also understand that an investigator will be 
available to answer any questions concerning procedures throughout this study.  
- I understand that if significant new findings develop during the course of this study that 
may relate to my decision to continue participation, I will be informed.  
- I understand that I may withdraw this consent at any time and discontinue further 
participation in this study without prejudice to my rights.  
- I also understand that the investigator may terminate my participation in this study at 
any time if he/she feels this to be in my best interest.  
- I have read all of the above. My questions have been answered concerning areas I did 
not understand. I am willing to take part in this study. After I sign this form, I will receive 
a copy. 

By selecting " Next " below indicates my willingness to participate in this research 
study.
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