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Abstract 

This study is a qualitative exploration of how cadets experience mentorship in an 

R.O.T.C. program at a public, R1, land-grant university in the South. This study investigates the 

relationship between these experiences and Kram’s (1985) conceptual model of mentorship in 

the workplace. The research design involves conducting semi-structured interviews with 12 

cadets over a school semester. These interviews aimed to understand the cadets perceptions of 

their mentorship relationships and the aspects they find most valuable. The findings contribute to 

the literature on military mentorship and provide insights into best practices for officials.  

The interviews revealed that crafting a successful mentorship program is intricate and 

complex. The most effective mentorship arrangements, which integrated professional and 

psychosocial aspects, emerged organically and were initiated by the cadets rather than being 

mandated. Additionally, R.O.T.C. mentorship prioritized professional development, often 

relegating psychosocial aspects to secondary importance, despite cadets expressing a preference 

for organically developed relationships. Time constraints, hierarchical concerns, and structural 

challenges further hindered meaningful mentorship interactions, underscoring the need for a 

more holistic and adaptable approach to mentorship in R.O.T.C. programs. 
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Chapter 1: Introduction to the Study 

The word “mentor” originates from Greek mythology in Homer’s “The Odyssey.” In the 

story, a man named Mentor advises and counsels Odysseus’s son, Telemachus, in the form of the 

goddess of wisdom, Athena. Athena, now called Mentor, shares wisdom and advice with 

Telemachus throughout the tale, leading to Telemachus evading attacks, reuniting with his long-

lost father, and defending his mother and childhood home against an invasion of unwanted 

would-be suitors. Since then, various entities have tried to replicate the spirit of Athena’s 

mentorship in “The Odyssey.” As demonstrated through the example of Telemachus and Athena, 

mentoring can bring about positive outcomes for individuals and large organizations. Reserve 

Officer Training Corps (R.O.T.C.) programs do not differ in this desire. 

R.O.T.C Programs and Professional Aspects 

R.O.T.C. programs developed formalized mentorship practices to replicate the success of 

large institutions that have recognized the substantial benefits of mentorship. However, 

mentorship models in R.O.T.C. programs could be focused on only a portion of a holistic 

mentorship model (Raabe et al., 2021). They thus may need to maximize the full potential of 

these programs.  For example, when cadets in an Air Force R.O.T.C. program receive mentoring, 

they may be advised to improve or maintain their grade point average, improve their physical 

fitness, or perform their military drills and ceremonies more precisely (Cline, 2021). When 

cadets in an R.O.T.C. program receive mentoring, they may be advised whether they shoot well 

or poorly based on a score from a marksmanship test, whether they can find items on a 

topographical map correctly or not, and where they rank against their peers based on the above 

assessments. In both cases, the actual mentorship part primarily focuses on improving 

measurable skills, and there is little discussion regarding psychosocial development. 
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Developmental concerns such as how the cadets feel they are doing collectively, if they feel 

accepted in the R.O.T.C. program and university community, how their social life is, and how 

these factors impact their perspective on themselves often fail to occur (Hu et al., 2008).   

Current Military Efforts  

The U.S. Army has revised and re-examined its policy and doctrine on mentorship at least 

three times in the last twenty years (see Field Manual 6-22, Army Directive Policy 600-100, 

Army Regulation 600-100, and Air Force Manual 36-2643). The U.S. Air Force has done the 

same, changing strategies multiple times since 1996.  Interestingly, these revised strategies do 

not appear centered on well-being but on performance.  The mentorship policy changes aimed to 

address contentious issues of the day, such as mitigating racism in 1996 and sexual harassment 

prevention in the early 2000s (Stevens, 2021). The U.S. Navy has also implemented several 

mentoring policy changes that have not yielded the desirable results (Johnson et al., 2015). While 

these programs are focused on active military personnel, they are often implemented into the 

cadet’s training curriculum to prepare them for the experience of an active military member. 

Thus, if active military members are not receiving relevant and quality mentorship, nor are the 

cadets. 

Despite evolving mentorship reformation efforts by the U.S. military, there is a lack of 

substantiated evidence that suggests mentorship methods in the military and R.O.T.C. units are 

providing the desired results. Hu et al. (2008) acknowledged this lack of information and called 

for more empirical research into mentorship programs in the military to discover effective 

programs and practices. The researchers highlighted the paradox that mentorship is often referred 

to in the military, yet little information exists explaining what successful mentorship means and 

looks like in a military context (Hu et al., 2008). More recently, Grosjean (2021) found that while 
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the military believes it is practicing robust mentoring methods, there is little unified 

understanding among the military personnel of what being a good mentor means, what it looks 

like, and how it is practiced most effectively. While Grojean (2021) found a lack of consistency 

in meaning, it should also be noted how difficult it is to find military mentorship sources that 

acknowledge shortcomings.   

When attempting to research where the U.S. military may be lacking, like in mentorship 

practices, it is challenging to find empirical research that does not exhibit a one-sided message of 

positivity. Most of the literature surrounding any program concerning the military primarily 

discusses how the program is helping service members or the military improve, with little or no 

acknowledgment of how past programs failed or where potential problems may arise. As a result, 

it is challenging to locate unbiased reports or studies that acknowledge pitfalls and how these 

factors may have lingering undesirable effects. For example, Hartig and Doherty (2021) found 

that even after two decades since 9/11 and American pressure for more transparency from the 

military, a culture of secrecy still prevents disclosure of its failures to the American public. 

Grossman (2011) previously expounded on this culture of secrecy, limiting the ability of 

researchers in her observations to understand the military’s influence and control of what 

information is disseminated and who has access to it. 

Limited information combined with controlled messaging to the public and the 

inconsistent mentorship methods noted by Grojean (2021) makes deciphering the practices and 

effectiveness of mentorship programs in a military context more challenging. The present study 

attempts to address this challenge by adding transparent literature to the context of mentorship in 

the military and identifying what may or may not be effective.  
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Statement of the Problem 

Kram (1985), a leading researcher in workplace mentorship, found that the ideal 

mentorship model involves professional and psychosocial aspects and the continued 

development of these aspects throughout various stages of the mentoring relationship. Kram 

(1985) and others (e.g., Allen & Eby, 2003, Day et al., 2004; Ragins & Cotton, 1999) found that 

individuals and organizations improve performance during mentoring relationships when 

coaching, acceptance, friendship, and other psychosocial factors are considered simultaneously 

with professional factors such as visibility, protection, and challenge. The existing mentorship 

program in the observed R.O.T.C. program in this study appears to focus on only professional 

aspects. In an R.O.T.C. context, this means mentorship centers on measurable items like map 

reading, marksmanship, and physical fitness, even though professional and psychosocial aspects 

are equally important in the development and making of a military officer (Hu et al., 2008). 

Additionally, technical professional skills, such as shooting and map reading, become less 

applicable to officers as they progress in their military careers (Grojean, 2021).  

While physical skills are essential for all service members, it is also vital that service 

members are well-rounded and mentored in a way that allows them to examine their cognitive 

and social well-being. Just as in the corporate world, this leads to more successful and rational 

thinkers, attributes necessary for service members, especially given their work’s significance and 

dangerous nature (Heimann & Pittenger, 1996).  

Purpose of the Study 

The purpose of this study is to explore how cadets experience mentorship. The 

knowledge and the skill of being a good mentor and receiving good mentorship are irreplaceable 

in today’s workforce (Ma et al., 2020). Considering the U.S. military’s strong drive to excel as a 
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high-performing organization globally, ensuring effective mentorship across all ranks, 

particularly for officers, becomes crucial. I will assess how cadets experience mentorship in an 

R.O.T.C. context in this study. I will use Kram’s (1985) mentorship model as the framework to 

explore the extent to which the cadets in the observed R.O.T.C. program experience professional 

and psychosocial aspects in their mentorship relationship and if that experience is positive or 

negative. This study and its findings could assist the military by adding information about 

mentorship in a military context and expanding for further consideration of the least and most 

effective models.  

Research Question 

The following question will guide this study: 

How do cadets experience professional and psychosocial aspects in their R.O.T.C. 

mentorship program R1 university in the Southern U.S.? 

Conceptual Framework 

I will frame the study using Kram’s (1985) conceptual model of mentorship. Kram’s 

model aims to show that optimal mentorship occurs when professional and psychosocial aspects 

are present and given equal importance in a mentoring relationship. Kram described effective 

mentorship as having four phases: initiating, cultivating, separating, and redefining. These 

phases are not linear, and each needs professional and psychosocial aspects to succeed (Kram, 

1985). Kram’s model is optimal for this study, as it organizes mentorship into clear stages and 

provides evidence that psychosocial and professional aspects of mentorship are equally 

important. The use of Kram's (1985) model for this study is further supported by a recent study 

in which Kram’s approach was used to show how the incorporation of psychosocial and 

professional aspects in mentorship models helped educators provide more holistic mentorship to 
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their students (Mullen et al., 2022). Furthermore, Kram’s model allows one to pinpoint where the 

professional or psychosocial aspects need attention and in which phase. This allows for simple 

identification of when and where the mentor and mentee relationship starts to wander or succeed 

in a mentorship model. In keeping with Kram’s (1985) model, I will attempt to examine if the 

cadets experience the phases of mentorship prescribed by Kram (1985). These phases are 

initiation, cultivating, separating, and the final stage of redefining (see figure 1.1). 

Research Design and Methodology  

One-on-one interviews will explored how cadets experience mentorship in their R.O.T.C. 

unit. These interviews will examined if Kram’s (1985) model is present by asking questions 

about professional and psychosocial experiences. Further questioning examined how cadets 

personally experienced their mentorship, how they described their experience with others and 

their mentor, and how the mentorship can affect them as future mentors. A total of 12 cadets will 

participate in this study.  

All 12 cadets were interviewed individually at the start of the fall semester to establish a 

baseline for how the cadets experience mentorship in R.O.T.C. Conducting a baseline interview 

allowed for additional insight into how to ask and revise the second interview questions to help 

gain more insight. The interviews were approximately 30 minutes long, as with all the interviews 

in this study. All 12 cadets were asked questions regarding their experience as either a mentor or 

mentee or both. Questions included if they felt they were effectively mentored, whether they 

would change the approach to mentorship in the R.O.T.C. program, how they describe their 

relationship with their past mentors, how they feel about the mentorship strategies they have 

used in the past and how they feel they are taught to mentor best. After baseline interviews, the  
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Figure 1.1. Phases of Mentorship  

Note. Phases of mentorship incorporate psychosocial and professional aspects. From Abbott-

Anderson, K., Gilmore-Bykovskyi, A., & Lyles, A. A. (2016). The value of preparing PhD 

students as research mentors: Application of Kram's temporal mentoring model. Journal of 

Professional Nursing, 32(6), p. 429. 

 

 

 



8 
 

responses from the cadets was transcribed word for word and coded for key terms and phrases. 

At the end of the fall semester, ideally during the redefining phase of Kram’s (1985) mentorship 

model, I interviewed the 12 cadets again to see how the mentorship experience has developed 

over one semester. Questions asked attempted to evaluate if the cadets noticed a difference in 

approach from their mentor over time, if their approach as mentors was more productive, and if 

they would do anything differently in the future. Once the later fall semester interviews were 

concluded, responses were coded for themes such as professional and psychosocial, and 

conclusions will be drawn based on both sets of interviews.  

Significance of the Study 

The findings of this study will assist R.O.T.C. programs and other military entities by 

adding to what is known and not known about effective mentorship models in a military context 

to help identify ways to enhance these types of programs. Findings could suggest positive 

changes to R.O.T.C. mentorship models, making cadets better prepared for their lives as military 

officers. Conversely, the study could suggest that other avenues should be examined, such as 

more deliberate methods of implementing psychosocial and professional aspects into mentorship 

models. Furthermore, this study would help further define what mentorship should mean in a 

corporate context and potentially assist in concentrating mentorship research. Additionally, this 

study will add to the lack of literature regarding effective mentorship models within the military 

by examining how cadets experience mentorship in an R.O.T.C. program and if Kram’s (1985) 

conceptual mentorship model is present.  

Terminology 

For the purposes of this study, the following terms are defined and clarified: 
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1) Cadet: a young trainee enrolled in R.O.T.C. at an institution of higher education. In 

this study, cadets do not refer to students in law enforcement academies or high 

schools (Department of Defense, 2017). 

2) Commission: when a cadet in R.O.T.C. has completed the requirements of their 

military training and has graduated into the status of an official armed forces member 

(Department of Defense, 2017).  

3) Psychosocial: functions that enhance the mentees' sense of competence, identity, and 

effectiveness, such as role modeling, acceptance, confirmation, counseling, and 

friendship. Psychosocial functions rely on the quality of emotional bonds and 

psychological attachments in the relationships, and they can positively affect the 

mentee's self-esteem, self-confidence, and career satisfaction (Kram, 1985). 

4) Professional: functions that enhance the mentees' advancement in the organizations, 

such as sponsorship, exposure, coaching, protection, and challenging assignments. 

These functions rely on the mentor’s positions, influence, and technical expertise and 

can positively affect the mentees' career outcomes, such as salary, promotion, and 

mobility (Kram, 1985). 

5) Mentorship: a relationship between two individuals of differing levels of experience 

and expertise who have agreed to work together to achieve mutually defined goals 

that will contribute to the professional development of the protégé and, ideally, the 

mentor (Kram, 1985) 

6) Mentor: a senior employee who is committed to enhancing the career development of 

a junior employee (mentee) beyond the normal expectations associated with the 

senior person’s organizational role (Kram, 1985).  
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7) Mentor according to the D.O.D: A trusted counselor or guide who actively 

participates in the development and support of an individual who is less experienced. 

(Department of Defense Mentoring Portal, 2005) 

8) Mentee according to the D.O.D: a junior employee who is being encouraged and 

supported by a senior employee (mentor) to achieve mutually defined goals that will 

contribute to the professional development of the mentee and, ideally, the mentor 

(Kram, 1985) 

9) Mentee: The more junior person being mentored who seeks guidance, learns from the 

mentor’s experiences, and benefits from their insights and support. (Department of 

Defense Mentoring Portal, 2005) 

Delimitations 

Qualitative methods are used in this study to capture the human experience and explore a 

topic that is too complex to fit within the boundaries of surveys and other assessment methods 

(Merriam & Tisdell, 2016). Thus, this study is delimited by several factors. This study only 

examines students in higher education enrolled in R.O.T.C. programs in the U.S. at a public R1 

institution. Additionally, since this study uses qualitative research, the findings may only 

consider the few discoveries and conclusions that could result from a broader analysis. Interview 

responses were the measurement mode during this study; thus, I did not evaluate further input 

that could stem from assessment methods such as surveys. Also, in this study, I examined only 

one R.O.T.C. program and 12 cadets from that program for their mentorship experience in their 

R.O.T.C. program. Therefore, the findings in this study may only be transferable to some 

R.O.T.C. programs, and the impacts of different methodologies should be considered.  
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Organization of the Study 

I organized this study into five chapters. Chapter one identifies the need for the research 

and expands the problem to the lack of literature regarding mentorship in R.O.T.C. programs and 

how further research can contribute to refining mentorship programs for the R.O.T.C. programs, 

institutions of Higher Education, and the Department of Defense (D.O.D).  Additionally, Kram’s 

(1985) mentorship model was introduced as a framework for exploring professional and 

psychosocial aspects of mentorship in R.O.T.C. After this introduction was the discussion of the 

problem statement, the purpose of the study, research questions, and terminology. In Chapter 

two, through a comprehensive examination of the literature, I provide more insight into Kram’s 

(1985) conceptual mentorship model and why it is a sufficient and practical lens to examine 

R.O.T.C. mentorship programs. Chapter two’s literature review will also focus on formal and 

informal mentorship in a military context. In chapter three, I will explain the qualitative methods 

used in the study and how I will use interviews to explore how cadets describe mentorship at the 

start of a school semester and then at the end of the same semester. In chapter four, I will 

examine and explain the findings by comparing the start-of-semester interview responses with 

the end-of-semester interview responses. Additionally, in chapter five, I will suggest areas of 

improvement for mentorship in R.O.T.C. programs based on the data collected and provide 

recommendations for further research. Finally, in chapter five, I will discuss what the findings of 

this study mean and how they can contribute to further research.   
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Chapter 2: Literature Review 

 Chapter two explores mentorship in general and mentorship for cadets by looking at 

different types of mentorship, how Kram’s (1985) method of mentorship has been applied in 

other studies, how the military defines mentorship, and how informal and formal mentorship 

relates to the psychosocial and professional aspects of Kram’s (1985) mentorship model.  I will 

accomplish this by reviewing the literature surrounding and informing mentorship in and outside 

of a military context. The literature overview will also conceptualize the U.S. military’s process, 

stance, and understanding of mentorship. The following research question will guide this study 

and the literature review:  How do cadets experience professional and psychosocial aspects in 

their R.O.T.C. mentorship program at an R1 university in the Southern U.S.?  

The Search Process 

The review began with a keyword search of the terms military, R.O.T.C., cadet, 

mentorship, mentor, professional, psychosocial, formal, and informal mentorship. Keywords 

were selected based on the research question, Kram’s usage of these words in her research (The 

Handbook for Mentorship at Work, (Ragins & Kram, 2007) and Mentoring at Work: 

Developmental Relationships in Organizational Life, 1985), and due to a saturation of these 

words found in brief searches regarding mentorship. With a further examination of mentorship in 

conjunction with my research question, I discovered that the professional and psychosocial 

aspects of mentoring are significant and have substantial connections to various types of 

mentorship, such as traditional, peer-to-peer, reverse, transformational, informal, and formal.  

Upon entering my keywords into the One Search Database, a database built by the 

University of Tennessee that can compile peer-reviewed sources, I received over 400 results. 

These sources were then skimmed by title and abstract and eliminated per my inclusion and 
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exclusion criteria. Exclusion criteria consisted of any studies centered on a single individual and 

how that individual was mentored or conducted mentoring, any studies over 30 years old, any 

medical-oriented mentorship sources, any non-peer-reviewed sources that were not from 

accredited academic journals, and any sources that spoke to militaries outside of the U.S. 

Implementing exclusion criteria yielded a significantly smaller pool of sources at  72.  

The aforementioned 72 sources were skimmed for additional inclusion criteria, which 

consisted of  phrases and words such as “mentorship in the military,”  “professional aspects and 

psychosocial aspects,” “peer to peer,” “reverse,” and “transformational mentorship.” After 

thoroughly analyzing these sources using the key phrases, 65 sources informed the research 

question. These sources either referred to or discussed different types of mentorships, such as 

formal, informal, peer-to-peer, reverse, and transformational mentorship, as well as professional 

and psychosocial aspects. I then examined the sources for references to mentorship in the U.S. 

military and cadets. This yielded 45 sources of value and relevance to my research question.  

The following sections will synthesize the 45 relevant information sources by discussing 

Kram’s (1985) mentorship model and in what context it has been applied in other studies. Then, 

the literature review will discuss the different types of mentorships, their pros and cons, and the 

relevance of informal and formal mentorships in a cadet mentorship model. Finally, the review 

will conclude with how the military defines mentorship, the implications of that definition to 

cadet mentorship, and a summary of what will be discussed in chapter three.  

Application of Kram’s Model in Peer-Reviewed Studies 

Various peer-reviewed studies have utilized Kram’s model to explore mentorship and its 

outcomes. Allen and Eby (2003) examined the relationship between mentorship quality, learning, 

and job outcomes, drawing on Kram’s distinction between professional and psychosocial 
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support. Findings suggested that mentorship relationships are associated with better work 

performance when both psychosocial and professional aspects are used simultaneously. 

Additionally, findings indicated that informal mentorships were perceived as the higher quality 

relationship that led to more mentee-perceived success.  

 Eby et al. (2000) investigated the impact of mentoring functions on a mentee’s career 

success, utilizing Kram’s model (1985) to identify specific mentoring behaviors and their effects 

on mentee outcomes. The study found that mentoring was connected to a wide range of favorable 

outcomes, such as higher motivation and persistence, and that the effect size of mentorship 

practices that utilized Kram’s (1985) model was smaller in the workplace and higher in academic 

institutions. This finding suggests that the impact of mentorship in academia is of more value and 

influential to student success, a critical point when examining cadet experiences. Furthermore, 

Ragins and Cotton (1999) used Kram’s mentorship model to compare the functions and 

outcomes of formal and informal mentoring relationships, highlighting the differential effects of 

mentorship structures on mentee development. Key findings included that mentees found 

relationships with their informal mentors more effective and that the informal mentor generally 

gave better career advancement advice than the formal mentor. These findings suggest that 

informal mentorships may be of more significance to cadet mentorships and result in overall 

student success if implemented.  

Other studies, such as those by Higgins and Kram (2001) and Day et al. (2004), have 

applied Kram’s model to explore the role of developmental networks and leader-member 

exchange in shaping mentorship experiences and outcomes. Both studies suggest that one’s 

community plays a more important role in mentorship than what may be perceived. This is 
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significant for this study as it reveals an area of mentorship that is difficult to pinpoint and an 

aspect that will need to be considered when gathering data.  

Uniquely, in a study regarding Kram’s mentorship model and service learning, Fitzpatrick 

(2013) found that service-oriented students could quickly absorb Kram’s (1985) mentorship 

model and use it in practice when mentoring others in social work. Kram (1985) would say that 

the value of good mentorship is that it helps proteges face the demands of their particular 

profession or workplace. Fitzpatrick (2013) found this uniquely applicable in higher education, 

calling on instructors to utilize the professional and psychosocial approach when mentoring their 

students, allowing them to do their jobs better and, in turn, teach their students how to do their 

future jobs best.  

Graham et al., 2022 also found Kram’s (1985) mentorship model beneficial for higher-

education students. In the mixed methods study, class leaders participating in a peer-to-peer 

mentor program were monitored via their grade point averages (G.P.As) and time spent studying 

in addition to interviews. At the end of the first term and post-intervention of Kram’s (1985) 

mentorship model, the class leaders showed an increased level of persistence, spending 10% 

more their time studying and an increase in G.P.As by an average of .4. The qualitative side of 

the study spoke to the class leaders’ feelings of increased belonging, success, and desire to 

continue in their higher education journey. This study, along with the aforementioned others, 

appears to further solidify the clear advantages for students when using mentorship methods that 

adhere to Kram’s (1985) mentorship model and thus use both professional and psychosocial 

aspects.  

While all the above studies used Kram’s (1985) mentorship model, each study had 

different parameters, population sites, and data-gathering methods. Nonetheless, referencing 



16 
 

these studies is helpful for the creation and execution of this study as they not only provide 

foundations for implementing Kram’s (1985) method but also suggest aspects of the model that 

are tried and true forms of success. As noted above, informal mentorships that incorporate 

Kram’s (1985) model have positively impacted society's perception of mentorship in academia. 

Ideally, this study will help identify or reinforce these successful attributes.  

Types of Mentorships 

Traditional Mentorship  

According to Kram (1985), traditional mentorship requires that an experienced individual 

act as the mentor and guide the mentee through personal and professional development. 

Traditional mentorship is also noted by its length, often requiring long-term commitment and 

usually prescribed check-ins with the mentee (Eby et al., 2008). Traditional mentorship allows 

for knowledge transfer, career advancement, and overall support. However, traditional 

mentorship is complicated by a power imbalance where the mentor is often in a role superior to 

the mentee. This power imbalance can frequently lead to resistance or hesitation when divulging 

personal information, thus making the mentorship relationship less beneficial than it could be 

(Allen et al., 2004). Given the military structure of an R.O.T.C. program, traditional mentorship 

methods are most likely the go-to method for mentorship models. However, Kram’s (1985) work 

emphasizes the importance of reciprocity in a mentorship relationship and states that power 

imbalances can lead to relationships that turn transactional rather than meaningful. Naturally, this 

could negatively affect individual cadets and the reputation of mentorship in the R.O.T.C. 

program. Should a traditional mentorship morph into a relationship without reciprocity within an 

R.O.T.C. program, it is likely that the consensus will deem mentorship unnecessary or a waste of 

time. Kram (1985) states that these sentiments can be mitigated when tools such as feedback and 
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assessment are actively sought and when mentors have a dual focus on both professional and 

psychosocial growth.  

Peer to Peer 

Peer mentorship is distinguishable because it is mentorship by those of similar status who 

support each other’s learning and development (Eby & McManus, 2004). Peer mentorship has 

benefits because there are more relatable experiences, more easily accessed communities, and 

more mentors. Subsequently, in a peer-to-peer mentorship model, it is easier to understand one 

another and find points where mentorship can be most beneficial (Ragins & Cotton, 1999). Peer 

mentorship also fosters a sense of belonging and community among the mentor and mentees by 

blurring the line between the mentor and the mentee and making it often interchangeable (Eby & 

Lockwood, 2005). The drawbacks of peer mentorship are in the expertise levels. Since those of 

similar experience levels achieve peer mentorship, it is difficult for both relationship members to 

look to the other for an example of advancement. (Eby et al., 2008).  

While the expertise level is lacking in peer-to-peer mentorship, there is still much to be 

gained from this method from a military and higher education standpoint. Seery et al. (2021) 

found that peer-to-peer mentorship fostered higher levels of student engagement, leading to more 

satisfying learning experiences for higher education students. Furthermore, Seery et al. (2021) 

found that peer-to-peer mentorship led to more creativity and outside-the-box thinking than 

traditional methods of mentorship. Notably, this is a sought-after attribute for the military as 

recruitment of future officers tends to focus on those who can think outside the box (Allen, 

2009).  Peer-to-peer mentorship is also advantageous for retention in the military and higher 

education communities. Pelkey (2021) found that peer-to-peer mentorship among first-year 

students in an Airforce R.O.T.C. program directly correlated to persistence. Utilizing surveys, 
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Pelkey found that 80% of the first-year students in peer-to-peer mentorship models stayed 

enrolled in the R.O.T.C. program the following school year. This is a significant finding, as peer-

to-peer mentorships can be assumed to be the primary mentorship method among students of 

higher education (Seery et al., 2021). 

Reverse Mentorship 

Reverse mentorship is perhaps most notable in today’s world of technology, where one 

often can find a younger person teaching an older person about the latest technology, how it 

works, and how it can improve quality of life. Reverse mentorship is notable since it challenges 

traditional mentorship methods where the older, more experienced person assumes the mentor 

role and the younger, less experienced person assumes the mentee role (Nagi, 2020). 

Nonetheless, the relationship is still reciprocal in reverse mentorship as the mentor and mentee 

gain value through exchanging experience and knowledge (Fagenson-Eland et al., 1997). While 

reverse mentorship promotes a nontraditional method of mentorship as well as understanding and 

innovation, reverse mentorship does not go without its challenges (Hunt et al., 2019). Reverse 

mentorship has significant hurdles to overcome when those of a later generation are resistant to 

changing established stereotypes. (Fowler & Reynolds, 2009).  

Reverse Mentorship may not be overwhelming in an R.O.T.C. program, but it is essential 

to acknowledge due to potential unknown influences. Due to initiatives like the student loan 

repayment plan and the Montgomery and Post 9/11 G.I. Bills, it is not uncommon for an adult to 

enroll in college and R.O.T.C. who is significantly older than most of the other cadets (U.S. 

Government Accountability Office. 2023). These cadets rely heavily on those younger them to 

instruct and help them understand the new environment the older cadets have found themselves 

in. Reverse mentorship and its practice could provide a successful model for cadets who fall out 
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of the average age range.  However, it seems unlikely that an R.O.T.C. program can successfully 

monitor multiple kinds of mentorship and still accomplish the goal of encouraging and 

enhancing the development of all cadet participants. This fact not only brings into question 

which mentorship model may best fit in the R.O.T.C. context but also if it is realistic to try and 

find just one method.  

Transformational  

Transformational mentorship is notable for its structured approach to mentorship as it can 

often be compared to more of a therapist-and-client relationship in its formalities. The significant 

difference is that a transformational mentorship relationship relies on the mentor actively 

pursuing the role and adopting a role model identity that actively listens and provides 

constructive feedback (Bennett et al., 2018). Transformational mentorship is also noticeable 

because it takes significant training on the part of the mentor for it to be executed correctly 

(Avolio et al., 2004). Additionally, transformational mentorship strongly advocates for holistic 

mentorship that encompasses both professional and psychosocial development, making it the 

most beneficial form of mentorship to Kram (Kram, 1985; Parker et al., 2008). Nonetheless, 

transformational mentorship has its drawbacks. Due to the significant amount of diligence and 

emotional labor needed by the mentor, transformational mentorships can often suffer from over-

dependency by the mentee and burnout from the mentor (Eby et al., 2008) 

Due to the extensive nature of the transformational mentorship model, this method could 

not be practically adopted by cadets navigating traditional student obligations. However, due to 

the attentiveness of the method, lessons learned from this technique could be impactful for 

R.O.T.C. units to adopt. For example, Nour (2022) found that transformation mentorship was 

most effective when the relationship was very personal and dedicated. R.O.T.C. units could 
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apply this information by stepping away from assigned mentorship relationships due to rank and 

position and instead find more meaningful mentorship when cadets are free to find and use their 

own mentors.  

Informal  

According to Kram (1985), informal mentorship is notable for a spontaneous relationship 

that develops naturally without input or intervention from an outside organization. The 

relationship is built of mutual identification, personal compatibility, and often outside formal 

organizational structures. Kram (1985) states that these relationships are more enduring and 

flexible and cover a broader range of professional and personal development areas. 

 Ragins and Kram (2007) asserted that informal mentoring encourages protégés to learn 

and develop naturally with aid from the mentor. Kram (1985) implied that psychosocial aspects 

play the most crucial role in the informal mentorship relationship as this type of mentorship 

occurs more naturally.  Kram stated, “A primary role of mentors is to provide psychosocial 

support to protégés, helping them to diagnose their prior actions, cast those actions in a positive 

light, and serve as a source of validation for the protégé” (1985, p. 413). Furthermore, Kram and 

Higgins (2001) stated that a mentee must pick their mentor as this allows for a more trusting, 

feedback-seeking-oriented relationship between mentor and mentee. All of the above sources 

thus imply that the informal mentorship relationship must be chosen and sufficient psychosocial 

support must be provided.  

Throughout the research (Kram, 1985; Kram & Higgins, 2001; Ragins & Kram, 2007), 

the act of mutually choosing a mentor and mentee is a predominant feature of informal 

mentorship and incorporating a more psychosocial-oriented approach. Smith et al. (2005) and 

Payne and Huffman (2005) further acknowledged this conclusion and show that these facts apply 
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to the military. In Smith et al. (2005) study of over 1,162 formal and informal mentorship 

programs in the military, these researchers discovered that formal mentors provided lower levels 

of career development than informal mentors due to a lack of psychosocial aspects in the 

relationship. Additionally, Payne and Huffman (2005) found that U.S. Army officers’ retention 

rates directly corresponded to psychosocial aspects of mentorship. Officers tended to stay in the 

military for ten years or more when the mentor and protégé relationship was organically created 

and incorporated psychosocial elements into the relationship.  

Throughout the review, similar results showed that informal mentorship has had high 

success rates at both the mentee and mentor levels. Gleiman and Gleiman (2020) and Johnson 

and Anderson (2010) found that job satisfaction within the Army increased when an organization 

in the U.S. Army abandoned formalized mandatory mentorship programs. Johnson and Anderson 

(2010) attributed the success of informal mentorship programs to the ability to choose mentors, 

the length of the relationship, and the psychosocial aspects to include and leave out. This 

freedom of choice seems to be the dominant trait that draws personnel to informal mentorship, 

and it appears to relate directly to commitment levels in organizations like the military. 

According to Herrbach et al. (2011) and Holt et al. (2016), informal mentorships produced better 

relationships between mentor and mentee. They fostered a more substantial commitment to an 

organization for the mentor and the mentee. This is due to both mentee and mentor having a 

mutual choice in the relationship.  

Overall, mentorship research appears to be leaning toward an understanding that informal 

mentorship may be the most beneficial (James et al., 2015), and it appears the military is also. 

Johnson and Anderson (2015) asked a U.S. Navy sailor their preference for informal and 

informal mentorships. They responded, “Mentoring is good, but mandating mentoring is a crutch 
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for commands with weak cultures of development… In my last command, we scrapped formal 

mentorship programs and made it the responsibility of the chiefs and division officers to get the 

deck plate leadership done” (p. 86).  Again, formal mentorship appears to be evolving into a 

more prefered option for mentorship programs in the military.  

Extensive evidence shows the multiple benefits of informal mentorship programs in the 

U.S. military (Gleiman & Gleiman, 2020; James et al., 2015; Johnson & Anderson, 2015; 

Harrison, 2016). This preference toward informal mentorship appears to be related to the 

following reasons: informal mentorship relationships are more naturally occurring, and they 

allow the mentor and mentee to have more choices in the relationship, such as the length of the 

relationship. Informal mentorship fosters better commitment on both sides of the relationship, 

and more psychosocial aspects are incorporated in informal mentorship. However, formal 

mentorship also has benefits that can be useful in a military context. The following section will 

discuss these benefits and the potential drawbacks of informal mentorships.  

Formal  

 Kram did not extensively divulge into formal mentorships in her research in 1985, as her 

focus was predominantly on the dynamics of informal relationships and how they can be 

understood in opposition to formal relationships. Nonetheless, it appears to Kram that formal 

mentorship involves structured programs stated by an organization where the outside 

organizational entity pairs mentors and mentees; these formal relationships appear to have 

specific goals, timelines, and focus on achieving a particular orientation towards career 

progression. The organization plays a significant role in the mentee and mentor relationship in 

formal mentorship. 
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In 2001, Scandura and Viator studied formal and informal mentorship's positive and 

negative effects. These researchers found a negative relationship associated with formal 

mentorship and a positive relationship regarding informal relationships. However, Kram (1985) 

implied that there is a place for both types of mentorships and even environments where one will 

work better than the other. Nonetheless, much evidence suggests formal mentorships may be 

more suited for particular environments than others. One of those environments may be the 

military.  

Ragin and Kram (2007) stated that the critical characteristics of formal mentoring are that 

the protégé and mentor work together with the support of an organization. Thus, in a formal 

mentorship relationship, the mentees and the mentor’s organization play a critical role in the 

relationship's success. In many regards, this makes formal mentorship the most suitable for those 

in the military because the military can be seen as more involved in individual growth than other 

corporate entities. Heimann and Pittenger (1996) found that formal mentorship programs 

positively affected newcomers to an organization, making the newcomers feel more committed 

to the organization. This fact is attractive to the military due to the requirement and need for 

committed individuals and the fact that it is newcomers, eighteen-year-olds out of high school, 

who comprise most of the U.S. military (Demographics of the U.S. Military, 2020).  

Formal mentorship is such an appealing option to the military that in 2004, Harrison 

found that the chief of naval operations, Admiral Vern Clark (one of the highest-ranking 

individuals in the Navy at the time), began promoting the benefits of formal mentorship in his 

annual guide to his subordinates. The guide reinforced his direction by adding formal mentorship 

curricula to all levels of the organization, a strenuous and time-consuming endeavor. This trend 

and endorsement from senior leaders in the military for formal mentorship is continued today in 
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most military branches. Military branches and their leaders continue to maintain a virtual 

mandated mentorship system. The Air Force has a program called MyVector, and the Army has 

the Army Career Tracker (Wardynski et al., 2010). Cadets have a virtual mentorship method 

called the Talent Based Assessment Battery, which attempts to guide them to commissioning in 

the military (Cline, 2021). While these systems are web-based, it is arguable that they provide 

the same feedback that could be found in a formal mentorship relationship. In fact, most of the 

military considers these systems a primary source of mentorship within their organization (Tan, 

2016) since they are regularly checked and managed at very high ranks. These programs require 

regular check-ins from the mentee and annual completion of certain documents that track their 

military careers in quantifiable data. These check-ins and data are then reviewed by high-ranking 

individuals who identify trends and attempt to implement change.  

The tracking of data and regular check-ins seem to be consistent characteristics and 

somewhat unique aspects of formal mentorship relationships (Knouse, 2000). As noticed in 

informal mentorship, it could be argued that check-ins and mandated requirements are 

disadvantages of a formal mentorship program. However, these tasks do not seem to deter 

service members as monitoring every individual at a highly tedious and detailed level is a 

consistent theme throughout various programs in the military. For example, the military regularly 

tracks physical fitness levels, body fat percentages, and military occupational knowledge. It is 

evident that detailed-oriented processes that apply to all are regular concepts in military ranks. 

This is further solidified among other researchers.  

Johnson and Anderson (2015) studied how Navy shipmen felt about formal and informal 

mentorship. Many sailors felt optimistic about the formal mentorship approach due to its all-

inclusiveness. One sailor stated, “A formal program could ensure that others receive the same 
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benefit that I received. I can honestly say that I would not be where I am today without the 

mentorship I received” (p. 83). This statement has profound implications and is a sentiment 

similar to that expressed in much of the literature regarding mentorship in the military. However, 

there is also significant evidence that states otherwise.  

Smith et al. (2005) found that in informal mentorship programs, mentors can be biased, 

often choosing mentees who will be successful and, therefore, do not need as much mentoring 

and invested time as others. This has significant impacts as, according to general perceptions of 

mentorship, those who need mentoring are generally those struggling with some aspect of their 

life, career, etc. Consequently, most informal mentorship programs could be missing the mark 

altogether by not providing mentoring to those who need it the most.  

Overall, it appears the military’s strong inclination towards formalized mentorship is due 

to the need to ensure every soldier, sailor, airman, and marine is afforded the same opportunity to 

be mentored as any other servicemember. This is an understandable requirement that R.O.T.C. 

programs experience even more acutely as cadets navigate the requirements to become service 

members and higher education students.  

Cadet Mentorships 

 A review of what the literature specifically regarding cadets and what is currently known 

about the dominant ways in which they experience mentorship is needed in this review. This was 

a difficult task, as little literature specifically addresses cadet mentorship. However, there has 

been a recent movement towards advocating for more informal programs due to the significant 

benefits that informal programs provide.  
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 According to Hu et al. (2008), cadets across the U.S. are mentored mainly by formal 

means with a strong focus on easily measured professional aspects. As stated previously, formal 

mentorship programs appeal to military organizations because of their easily accessible 

quantifiable data and because they can be used as a forcing function that ensures all cadets have 

an opportunity to be mentored. However, according to Gleiman and Gleiman (2020), most 

formal mentorship programs are a one-size-fits-all concept and thus do not provide quality and 

tailored mentorship, therefore defeating the purpose of mentorship altogether.  Lester et al. 

(2011) also found that the U.S. Military Academy’s formal mentorship programs hindered cadet 

leader efficacy development. Mentorship policies at the academy neglected to force cadets to 

mentor outside of basic requirements, leaving mentees with little satisfaction from their 

mentorship experience and leaving mentors with significant knowledge gaps about their mentees.  

 Formal mentorship programs may not only be hindering cadet self-efficacy but also 

retention rates at military academies and R.O.T.C. programs. Wardynski et al. (2010) found that 

cadets engaged in informal mentorships indicated a stronger desire to stay enrolled in the 

R.O.T.C. program than those in informal mentorships. With recent compounding evidence 

indicating a need to move towards informal mentorship programs in corporations and academia, 

it is not easy to understand why informal mentorships are not explicitly called the official 

mentorship method in R.O.T.C. programs.  Xu and Hickey (2022) addressed this fact, 

acknowledging that it has been challenging to implement informal mentorship programs in 

military academies and R.O.T.C. programs due to busy cadet schedules. Xu and Hickey, 

therefore, advocate for an optional mentorship program for cadets to partake in instead of 

mandated formal methods. However, an optional program would not be able to ensure or direct 

that all cadets attempt mentorship in some shape and fashion.  
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Military’s Definition of Mentorship  

A review of the literature showed that the U.S. military does not have a set definition of 

mentorship but that each branch perceives, defines, and conducts mentorship differently 

depending on its needs. Johnson and Anderson (2010) stated that “Operationally defining the 

term ‘Mentoring’ even a cursory review of the formal mentoring–-program research reveals that 

researchers and program administrators employ a heterogeneous collection of mentoring 

definitions or, worse, fail to define the term altogether” (p. 6).  

Throughout this review, ten sources provided wide ranges in the definition of mentorship 

in the military (see Table 1). To add to the ambiguity of the meaning of mentorship, Johnson and 

Anderson (2010) found that not only are there multiple evolving definitions of mentorship within 

a single branch of the U.S. military, but there are little to no set definitions of mentorship from 

one branch of the U.S. military to another (Johnson & Anderson, 2015). In other words, the U.S. 

Air Force views mentorship differently from the U.S. Army, but the view changes entirely and 

frequently within the organization. Haggard et al. (2011) stated that there appears only to have 

been four years, from 2005 to 2009, when the research community attempted to make the 

singular definition of mentorship and what it encompasses.  

With the extensive and frequently changing definition of mentorship in the military, not 

only within U.S. military branches but across branches, there is little evidence that can concisely 

summarize how the military defines mentorship, nor is there evidence that can concretely state 

the definition of mentorship for the military in any said time frame. Nonetheless, most entities, 

from corporate companies to the U.S. military, can agree on the positive outcomes of meaningful 

mentorship, even with varying definitions (Johnson & Anderson, 2015; Johnson & Anderson, 

2010; Haggard et al., 2011; Kram, 1985)  
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Table 2.1. Mentorship Definitions  

Source Definition 

Baker et al. (2003) Relationships are essential for the effective career development of junior 

professionals in various fields.  

Blass et al. (2007) A contextual learning experience, which, in turn, affects the flexibility 

needed for making favorable impressions on others, adaptation, and fit.  

Johnson & 

Anderson (2015) 

The voluntary developmental relationship between a person of more 

significant experience and a person of lesser experience is characterized 

by mutual trust and respect. 

Haggard et al. 

(2011) 

A one-on-one relationship between a more experienced senior person and 

a new entrant or less experienced person in the organizational setup.  

Lester et al. (2011). Ability to enhance leader efficacy.  

Lyle et al. (2014). A process that positively affects early junior officer promotion.  

Oglensky (2008) An attachment to another is rooted in a protective, devoted, affectionate 

side of loyalty that results in positive progression.   

Russel & Adams 

(1997) 

An intense interpersonal exchange between a senior experienced 

colleague (mentor) and a less experienced junior colleague (protégé’) in 

which the mentor provides support, direction, and feedback regarding 

career plans and personal development  
Smith et al. (2005) An interpersonal relationship in which a senior or more experienced 

person helps a junior or inexperienced person to succeed in the 

organization 

 

Vidic et al. (2011). The process of enabling another to develop.  
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Summary  

Due to the preponderance of evidence found in this literature review, it could be broadly 

stated that informal mentorship programs may have more success in terms of mentorship. 

However, formalized mentorship models may be unavoidable and necessary due to the U.S. 

military's unique rank and uniform structured environment. Therefore, this study seeks to make 

mentorship in a military context more widely understood by assessing how cadets experience 

mentorship in R.O.T.C. However, just like the U.S. military at large, this experience may be 

limited due to the restraints inherent in the organization itself.  

The various studies examined in the literature review suggest that how cadets experience 

mentorship within their R.O.T.C. programs will be vastly dependent on the specific 

organization’s definition of mentorship and how the program implements mentorship between 

formal and informal means, as well as what mentorship method, such as peer to peer, 

transformational, etc. is most prevalent within the program. Experiences will also be highly 

influenced by the values of the program and the cadet community. Therefore, it will be necessary 

for this study to articulate the interviewee's and program’s values clearly, whether formal and 

professionally centered or informal and psychosocial centered.  

In chapter three, I will provide all the information necessary to ensure this study can be 

replicated and further researched. I will thoroughly discuss my research design and describe how 

this study was conducted logically. Topics will include the population and sample size, data 

analysis such as coding and rationale, how I established creditability and trustworthiness during 

the study, and lastly, my positionality on the study and why it is important.  

 

 



30 
 

Chapter 3: Methods 

 This study aimed to contribute the research and practice knowledge about mentorship 

programs and add to the lack of literature surrounding mentorship in a military context. The 

study focused on cadet mentoring experiences at an R1 Southern university. The following 

question guided the study:  

How do cadets experience professional and psychosocial aspects in their R.O.T.C. 

mentorship program at an R1 university in the Southern U.S.? 

 Research Design  

Qualitative research is a way of conducting research that aims to understand the meaning 

and context of the human experience. It is often used to explore under-researched topics 

(Merriam & Tisdell, 2016). Qualitative research can use various data collection procedures to 

build this understanding, such as interviews, observations, and focus groups. This study used 

interviews to obtain information about the human experience, specifically how cadets experience 

mentorship. I interviewed cadets at the research site using questions designed to gauge how they 

experienced mentorship in their R.O.T.C. program and if that mentorship was meeting Kram’s 

(1985) mentorship model.  Kram’s (1985) mentorship model and a constructivist worldview 

framed the study. Kram’s work is significant in the scholarship on mentorship and is frequently 

cited and used as a litmus test for a sound mentorship model in the workplace, as noted by 

Herandez et al. (2017), Mullen et al. (2022), and Ivey et al. (2020). The mentorship model 

requires that both psychosocial and professional aspects be present in a mentorship relationship 

(Kram, 1985). The interview questions for this study aimed to address whether professional and 

psychosocial aspects were present among the mentorship relationships, if one was more 
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prevalent than the other, and how this affected the cadet's mentorship experience within their 

R.O.T.C. program.  

Research Site  

The research site for this study was a Research 1 (R1), Southern, land-grant, public 

university comprised of two R.O.T.C. programs, one Army and one Airforce. Only the Airforce 

R.O.T.C. cadets are interviewed in this study. The university has over 30,000 students and over 

10,000 faculty and staff. The larger size of the university makes the site ideal for the study as it 

was more likely to yield a diverse sample set and, thus, aid the transferability of the findings. The 

university’s R.O.T.C. programs have grown every year since 2020. This is significant, 

considering the nation was experiencing a decline in enrollment rates at higher education 

institutions during the COVID-19 pandemic (National Student Clearinghouse Research Center, 

2021.) The research site for this study experienced the opposite. Due to the enrollment success of 

the R.O.T.C. programs and the growth of the university overall, this site was chosen for this 

study. I believed interviewing cadets at a site with a thriving R.O.T.C. program and university 

would yield more reliable data. 

Participants  

 After obtaining permission to conduct the study from the military science department 

head, 12 presently enrolled cadets from the university’s Air Force R.O.T.C. program were 

selected to participate in the study. These cadets were asked for their participation via email. The 

email asked for volunteers who fit the parameters of the consent form and who had spent at least 

one full academic year in the R.O.T.C. program. 12 cadets make up an Army squad or an Air 

Force squadron. The squad/squadron made up 6% of the R.O.T.C. population at the site 

institution.  
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In qualitative research, the literature varies in detail as to what specifically qualifies as a 

sufficient data sample. Creswell (2018) stated, “The idea behind qualitative research is to 

purposefully select participants and sites that will best help the researcher understand the 

problem and the research question” (p. 185). For this study and due to research constraints (such 

as maintaining minimal impact on the R.O.T.C. programs day to day), 12 cadets were sufficient 

to gather themes and allowed for a more in-depth analysis during each interview. Instead of an 

overabundant number of interviews, I focused strictly on the 12 participants, asking them to 

extrapolate meaning and thus add more depth to their described experiences. Doing so allowed 

for an understanding of the cadet’s worldview and more analysis of additional emerging themes.  

Additionally, by limiting the sample size to 12, I could account for other aspects that may have 

unintentionally altered the results.  

Data Collection  

 Interviewing was the data collection technique for this study and the primary data source. 

One-on-one interviews were conducted with mentors and the mentees to understand how the 

cadets experienced mentorship in their program. Questions were designed to explore if cadets 

experienced psychosocial and professional aspects in their mentorship and if either aspect had 

more of an effect than the other. Additionally, questions were designed to determine if both 

aspects contributed to a more meaningful mentorship experience, as suggested by Kram’s (1985) 

mentorship model for successful mentorship in the workplace.   

 Data was collected at two points via one-on-one interviews. The study was limited in 

duration to one school semester. The first round of one-on-one interviews took place during the 

second month of the fall semester, September, to allow ample time for cadets to get to know their 

mentor or mentee, establish their school routines, and have initial and follow-up meetings with 
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each other. The second set of interviews took place during the second to last month of the fall 

semester, November, so as not to interfere with final examinations and holiday travel and also to 

explore how cadets believe their mentorship experience changed with time. Once both sets of 

interviews were complete, responses were synthesized for themes and overarching points. This 

process is described in more detail in the following sections. 

Participant Recruitment  

 To recruit participants for this study, I first gained permission from one of the R.O.T.C. 

department’s head and professor of military science to interview the program’s cadets (Appendix 

A). I then obtained a mass email distribution list for the cadets in the R.O.T.C. program. In the 

email (Appendix B), I communicated the participation parameters and the approximate date of 

interview windows and attached the consent form (Appendix C) to the email. The first 12 cadets 

who responded to the email were selected. The first 12 were then contacted via email to set times 

for the first interviews that were convenient for them.  

Interview Protocol  

My research question and Kram’s (1985) mentorship model informed the development of 

the interview protocol (Appendix D & E). The questions were designed to start the conversation 

but also to allow flexibility for the interview to go where needed to obtain an understanding of 

how the cadets experienced mentorship in their program. While the pre-designed questions were 

helpful for the interviews in terms of developing themes and common issues, their ultimate 

purpose was to guide the interview and not dictate it, thus allowing each interview to be unique 

within a semi-structured format (Seidman, 2006).   
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Data Analysis  

 Before each interview, I obtained permission to record the cadet’s responses. I then 

transcribed each recording verbatim to the best of my ability and reviewed keywords and phrases 

in reference to Kram’s (1985) professional and psychosocial aspects. These procedures were 

followed in both the baseline interview conducted at the beginning of the fall semester and the 

second interview conducted at the end of the fall semester. As the interviews were intended to be 

open-ended, I used inductive coding to organize my data for all the interviews. Inductive coding 

allowed me to organize my data into three categories: the first two themes were professional and 

psychosocial aspects, and the third was miscellaneous emergent themes (Miles et al., 2014). I 

then used open coding to synthesize my data from the first set of interviews compared to the 

second. Open coding allowed me to draw conclusions about how cadets experience mentorship 

in R.O.T.C. at their university and if those experiences have common ground with Kram’s (1985) 

mentorship model. The goal was to obtain data saturation, which was achieved when multiple 

interviews yielded comparable conclusions (Merriam & Tisdell, 2015).  

Trustworthiness  

 Qualitative research is intended to generate knowledge grounded in human experiences 

(Sandelowski, 2004). This knowledge gathered from human experience must be obtained 

according to ethical and dependable guidelines that assure others of the information's credibility. 

Trustworthiness can be verified by preliminary visits, elective participation, participant 

validation, an explicit acknowledgment of bias confirmation, audit trails during coding and 

interviews, and distinct coding protocols (Shenton, 2004). Before conducting the study, I 

informed the military science instructors of my research and what I wished to accomplish and 

asked them for feedback and input. As mentioned in data collection, participation in the study 
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was elective, and only cadets who responded with a wish to participate were selected. During 

and after the study, cadets were asked to verify that their statements were taken honestly once 

transcribed as a form of member checking. This process of participant validation ensured the 

credibility of the data. My positionality was acknowledged in several sections of the study, 

including delimitations and the positionality statement. These partialities were mitigated through 

the peer review process and various milestones in the dissertation process, such as committee 

and ethical review board approvals. As described in the data collection section, a clear coding 

protocol was developed for this study and maintained as well as an audit trail. 

 Positionality Statement  

As a former active-duty captain in the Army and a former cadet instructor at an Army 

R.O.T.C program, I have certain predispositions about mentorship in the military and even more 

so in terms of mentorship for cadets. Not only did I consider myself a mentor to my student 

cadets, but I also experienced life as an Army R.O.T.C. cadet at a university while earning my 

bachelor’s degree. While this lived experience gives me an advantage in research, it can also 

present a challenge, given that I have preconceived notions of what “right” military mentorship 

is and what it is not. Additionally, it has been over 14 years since I was a cadet. Vast aspects of 

the military and higher education have changed since then, making the dynamics of what I 

experienced as a cadet completely different than that of the cadet in 2024. I am also limited in 

my understanding as my perspective only comes from the U.S. Army and how this organization's 

views have instilled mentorship in me. However, my views and experiences are mitigated 

through the peer review process and participant validation. My perspective as a woman in the 

military, which currently only makes up 19% of the American Armed Forces (Demographics of 

the U.S. Military, 2020), brings a unique and diverse outlook to mentorship in a military context. 
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Analyzing mentorship from my standpoint as a former cadet, having finished their military 

career, and as a woman will expand the current male-dominated understanding of mentorship in 

the military and hopefully encourage more research on broader aspects of leadership and 

mentorship in this context.  

Worldview  

This case study examines mentorship in R.O.T.C. from a constructivist worldview, which 

aligns with qualitative exploration.  The epistemological foundation of a constructivist 

worldview is that knowledge is actively constructed by individuals through their interactions 

with the world. The constructivist lens invites researchers to explore mentorship in R.O.T.C. as a 

dynamic, socially constructed process, recognizing the richness of individual perspectives.  

Summary  

In this chapter, I provided the details of my research design, discussed the research site, 

study participation and recruitment, and data collection and analysis. I also discussed how I 

established trustworthiness and related my worldview and positionality. The last two chapters 

(chapters 4 and 5) will detail the results from data analysis, provide a summary of the results, 

interpret and discuss the results, and describe future opportunities for research. 
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Chapter 4: Results 

 Chapter Four summarizes the data from interviews with the cadets, detailing their 

professional and psychosocial mentorship experiences and emergent themes. Additionally, this 

chapter addresses the observed limitations within the study.  

Method and Analysis 

This qualitative study, grounded in a constructivist perspective, aimed to explore the 

mentorship experiences of R.O.T.C. cadets. Utilizing Kram’s (1985) mentorship methodology as 

the framework, the study conducted 24 semi-structured, open-ended interviews, each lasting 30 

minutes or less, with 12 cadets at an R1 university in the South. The objective was to understand 

how these cadets experience both the professional and psychosocial aspects of mentorship within 

their R.O.T.C. program. Below is the research question that guided this study. 

How do cadets experience professional and psychosocial aspects in their R.O.T.C. 

mentorship program at an R1 university in the Southern U.S.? 

The study was initiated by conducting 12 interviews in September of the school year and 

concluded with 12 more interviews with the same cadets in November. By the final interview, no 

new information was discovered, and responses to interview questions were repetitive, indicating 

data saturation was reached (Creswell & Creswell, 2018). The analysis focused on both 

professional and psychosocial aspects of mentorship, as outlined by Kram (1985). The final 

themes identified from the interviews provided a deeper understanding of how these cadets 

experience mentorship in their program. These themes were considered emergent along with the 

professional and personal aspects. Krams (1985) method suggests that good mentorship should 

balance professional and psychosocial aspects. This study aimed to see if the cadets' mentorship 
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experiences matched this ideal balance and, thus, professional, psychosocial, and emergent 

themes were appropriate categories for the inducive coding process.  

Context 

Upon seeking authorization to conduct this study, the R.O.T.C. Professor of Military 

Science (PMS) emphasized that the military could improve its mentorship of cadets. When I 

inquired about the current mentorship practices within the program, the PMS revealed that while 

cadet leadership (cadets appointed by the cadre to lead their peers for the academic year) had 

been encouraged and he had attempted to establish peer-to-peer mentor-mentee pairings based on 

academic majors, such initiatives had not been sustained during his two-year tenure as PMS. He 

further noted that the mentorship observed typically emerged from cadet-initiated efforts and 

developed organically. Interviews with cadets substantiated these observations, indicating that 

mentorship within the R.O.T.C. program was neither prioritized nor mandated in the curriculum 

and often yielded to the myriad demands of higher education. Furthermore, cadet interviews 

corroborated that existing mentorship largely manifests at the individual level, is informal, and 

occurs on an as-needed basis.  

Participants 

12 cadets from an R1 university in the South, all active participants in the university’s Air 

Force R.O.T.C. program with approximately 200 enrolled cadets, were interviewed over digital 

platforms. Each interview lasted no longer than 30 minutes, with most averaging fifteen minutes. 

The cadets voluntarily participated in the study after responding to requests for volunteers. The 

only criteria for participation were that cadets had to have completed at least one year in the 

program and were willing to commit to two interviews, one at the start and one at the end of the 

semester, for a total of 24 interviews. 
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Due to the elective nature of participation in this study, a set number of mentors and 

mentees for perfect pairings was not obtainable. Through the interview process, however, I 

learned that all 12 cadets reported acting as mentors and mentees during the school semester. 

Some cadets reported having as many as three mentees under them while also stating they had a 

mentor for themselves, perhaps a senior or junior in the program. In other words, everyone 

interviewed had various dynamics to their mentor and mentee experiences, but they all felt they 

had mentors in the program and felt they were mentors themselves. Unfortunately, no pair by 

happenstance participated in the study, meaning I could not interview a pair who felt that one 

was the mentor and the mentee.  Interview questions addressed cadets in both capacities to 

capture their experiences of the professional and psychosocial aspects of mentorship. The 

demographics of the interviewed cadets included eight sophomores, three juniors, and one 

senior. Among them were eleven male cadets and one female, who was a sophomore. 

Additionally, only one male participant identified as non-Caucasian, indicating Asian descent. 

These demographic details are noteworthy when examining the findings of researchers 

like Hernandez et al. (2017), who highlighted the impact of demographic congruence on 

mentorship. Hernandez et al. (2017) found that mentor-mentee relationships characterized by 

demographic alignment tend to be more effective due to shared backgrounds and challenges 

specific to certain ethnic groups, genders, and other demographic factors. These commonalities 

create a sense of common ground that fosters a more personalized and engaging mentorship 

experience. When asked about the demographics of their mentor and mentee pairs, the majority 

of cadets mentioned that the predominant demographic in the program is Caucasian, resulting in 

mostly Caucasian pairings. The exception was the Asian cadet, whose mentors and mentees were 

also Caucasian. Although this study did not delve into the specifics of demographic matches and 
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their influence on mentorship, these demographic facts are presented to provide a transparent 

picture and potential insights for further research. 

Cadet confidentiality was crucial to ensure active participation, and as such, the study 

does not refer to cadets by any pseudonyms. Instead, cadets are referred to in comprehensive 

terms to maintain their anonymity. In the findings section, cadets mentioned a mentorship 

program initiated by cadets themselves, which pairs cadets with academic majors. While all 12 

interviewed cadets participated in this program, it is important to note that the program does not 

extend beyond the first three weeks of the school semester and there is mandated requirement by 

the R.O.T.C. program instructors to participate in the mentorship program. Consequently, the 

second set of interviews revealed limited information about the cadet-initiated mentorship 

program. 

Findings 

 The study’s findings shed light on the dynamics of the peer mentorship model within 

R.O.T.C. programs, particularly during the early stages. Initially, cadets exhibited a strong 

enthusiasm for mentorship at the beginning of the semester, but this enthusiasm waned due to the 

increasing academic and extracurricular demands. When evaluating mentorship's professional 

and psychosocial dimensions, the findings suggested the necessity for a balanced approach that 

incorporates career guidance and personal development. Key challenges identified include the 

disparity in mentor availability and the distinct needs of R.O.T.C. cadets. Moreover, the below 

findings highlight the critical importance of fostering a supportive yet professional mentorship 

environment that is in harmony with the stringent demands of military training. 
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Initiation and Cultivation  

Although Krams (1985) mentorship model does not require a linear progression, she 

asserted that there are four distinct phases in which quality mentorship transpires. These phases 

included: initiation (within 0–4 weeks), cultivation (within 4–8 weeks), separation (within 8–15 

weeks), and the final stage of redefinition, which remains indeterminate. Given the temporal 

constraints of this study, it was anticipated that only the initial two phases would be observable. 

However, due to the rapid decline in participation for mentorship as the academic year advanced, 

the initiation phase emerged as the sole substantial segment observed. 

Cadets expressed a keen eagerness to forge and nurture relationships with their mentors 

and mentees at the commencement of the school semester, suggesting that the initiation phase 

proceeded effectively within the framework established by Kram (1985). According to Kram, the 

initiation phase involves the mentee and mentor becoming acquainted, setting expectations, and 

establishing a foundational level of trust. Initially, many cadets reported plans to convene 

regularly, engaging in activities such as meeting for coffee and getting to know each other. 

Unfortunately, as reported by most of the cadets, these interactions primarily occurred within the 

first four weeks and subsequently diminished, making the cultivation stage unobtainable.  

Professional Aspects 

During the initial interviews, cadets appeared to be apathetic toward mentorship and gave 

very surface-level insight into their mentorship experiences in the program. As the interviews 

progressed, strategic questioning efforts were employed to encourage more personal, reflective 

responses. This approach led to a deeper understanding of the cadets' professional growth and 

their personal thoughts and opinions on cadet development via mentorship. For example, one 

cadet shared their experience with mentorship on the path to becoming a pilot, stating, “I have 
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enjoyed the program. We meet every couple of weeks, and it has been very helpful in discussing 

my pilot path and my needs as an independent adult.” 

Despite being asked more personal questions about their mentorship experiences, cadets 

often reverted to discussing professional aspects of mentorship, even when the conversation 

touched on psychosocial factors. For instance, when asked about personal topics during 

mentorship meetings, one cadet replied, “We often talk about R.O.T.C. and why dating in the 

program is a bad idea.” This response illustrates how cadets frame psychosocial discussions 

within a professional context, highlighting their tendency to view mentorship primarily through a 

career-oriented lens. Another cadet expressed similar sentiments when asked how mentors advise 

on dating and other personal matters: “When I was a freshman, my mentor told me not to date in 

R.O.T.C. because it can cause problems if one of you is ever in charge of the other.” 

At the beginning of the interviews, it was challenging to gather authentic personal 

experiences and opinions rather than what felt like rehearsed, military-approved responses. Most 

cadets tended to speak about the mentorship program designed by the R.O.T.C. unit rather than 

their personal experiences of mentorship. For example, one cadet reflected on the mentorship 

structure, stating, “The R.O.T.C. program does a good job of assigning us mentors according to 

our majors. I think that is the best they can do.” Similarly, another cadet added, “We have 

mentors based on our academic majors, and I think that works well.” Over time, cadets began to 

address both the professional aspects of mentorship and the complexities of assigning mentors. 

One cadet critiqued assigned mentorship programs, explaining,  

At least last year, it seemed like people were assigned it [a mentor], and they weren’t that 

focused on it or didn’t really want to do it...I feel like I kind of more organically found 

my mentors, and that’s worked better for me. 
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Another cadet described how their relationship with a mentor evolved: 

With me being in my sophomore year, it was more like I didn’t know that many 

people...when I found out that my assigned mentor was a nuclear engineer, I went up to 

him and talked to him and asked him about that. And that’s kind of how that started. I 

sought him out more. We would try to structure meetings by going on a run or something 

together and doing something active, and then we’ll talk about ROTC and stuff. Any 

question that comes up, I’ll go up to him. 

Cadets also highlighted the delicate balance between fostering personal connections and 

maintaining professionalism. This tension is particularly evident in their interactions with peers 

who were a few years older. One cadet remarked, “It’s hard not to gravitate towards making 

friendships, but with the other cadets that are a couple of years older, it’s important to be more 

professional.” This sentiment underscores the challenge of navigating social dynamics within the 

military environment, where the lines between personal and professional relationships can easily 

blur. 

Many cadets expressed concerns that mentorships resembling friendships could 

complicate task performance and adherence to orders. For instance, they worried that personal 

bonds might lead to favoritism or difficulties in maintaining authority and discipline. This is 

particularly critical in a military setting where clear hierarchies and command structures are 

essential for operational efficiency and effectiveness. As one cadet explained, “When you’re too 

close to someone, it becomes harder to give or take orders without personal feelings getting in 

the way.” 

Moreover, the cadets emphasized that while personal connections can provide emotional 

support and camaraderie, they must be carefully managed to avoid compromising the 
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professional standards expected within the R.O.T.C. program. This balancing act was a recurring 

theme in their mentorship experiences, reflecting the broader challenge of integrating personal 

growth with the rigorous demands of military training and service. 

The cadets emphasized the importance of mentors balancing approachability with 

professionalism, a critical need in the close-knit environment of R.O.T.C. One cadet 

acknowledged the blurred lines between friendship and mentorship, noting, “You should seek the 

advice of friends outside of R.O.T.C. for personal stuff. Asking within R.O.T.C. could be 

trouble, but sometimes your only friends are in R.O.T.C., so you have to be able to draw the 

line.” They also stressed that mentors involved in training or evaluation should maintain a 

professional demeanor to avoid undermining authority or creating conflicts of interest. 

This dynamic was especially delicate for mentors who were only slightly senior but hold 

formal authority. Cadets recognized that good mentorship involves explicit, professional conduct 

where mentors guide without crossing into overly personal territory. One cadet articulated this 

balance when asking about personal versus professional mentorship: “It’s nice to get to know 

them [the mentee] as a person as well...but I do think there is a line there somewhere.” 

Overall, cadets, both from a mentor and mentee perspective, highlighted that effective 

mentorship in R.O.T.C. requires creating an environment of support while reinforcing the 

importance of the military chain of command and respect for rank. They noted that mentors must 

inspire confidence while preserving the professionalism inherent to the program, while mentees 

must learn to appreciate and accept the distinction between mentor and superior.  

During the second round of interviews, cadets reported that their efforts toward 

mentorship, both as mentors and mentees, diminished over time despite initial intentions to seek 

or provide mentorship at the start of the semester. One cadet stated, “I only met in person with 
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my mentor once and did not talk at all after the first few weeks. I really liked the idea of it 

[mentorship programs], and the few conversations I had felt helpful.” While another cadet stated, 

“It seemed we started out strong with mentorship, but as we got busy, it just fell off.” Only two 

of the 12 cadets interviewed successfully maintained mentorship relationships as mentors 

throughout the semester, although they were no longer receiving mentorship for themselves.  

However, even the remaining two stated that their efforts towards providing good mentorship to 

their mentees were not as in-depth as initially planned, citing aspects such as not conducting 

regular check-ins due to other demands but trying to at least text them here and there. One of 

those two stated, “Whenever I could, I’d seek to help my mentee, but there became a point where 

it was not worth my time per se.” This cadet elaborated that the prioritization of mentorship 

diminished as the academic year progressed, particularly as exams and coursework demands 

increased. The cadet also expressed that although it was arguably their duty as a mentor to 

sustain the relationship, the lack of proactive outreach from the mentee made it challenging to 

find the motivation to maintain the mentorship amidst the numerous responsibilities of being a 

higher education student.  

The two cadets who kept in touch with their mentees reported infrequent check-ins but 

stated these brief check-ins primarily focused on ensuring that the mentee's professional aspects 

aligned with the R.O.T.C. programs’ requirements, such as maintaining a certain grade point 

average and an adequate physical fitness score. Overall, the findings from the second round of 

interviews reinforced the notion that a professionally oriented mentorship style was most 

prevalent and that this is the primary form of mentorship experienced by cadets when such 

mentorship occurs. 
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Psychosocial Aspects 

Despite the challenges of encouraging cadets to break from their professional personas 

during initial interviews, many eventually shared insights into the psychosocial aspects of 

mentorship. Several cadets highlighted the need for a whole-person approach, emphasizing that 

effective mentorship extended beyond professional guidance to address practical life skills and 

personal development. For example, one cadet noted how knowing a mentee in every way, down 

to seemingly minor skills like doing laundry, can make a significant difference. They explained 

that while tasks like laundry might appear trivial, the implications can be profound in a program 

like R.O.T.C., where disciplined appearance is critical. The cadet shared:  

Imagine being a cadet in R.O.T.C., where your disciplined looks and appearance often 

determine your success in the program. If a mentee has not learned how to do laundry, 

their whole perception of how they are doing as a student, cadet, and adult can suffer.  

This perspective underscores how mentorship in R.O.T.C. went beyond leadership or 

career advice; it was also important to foster self-sufficiency and confidence in mentees. Cadets 

expressed appreciation for mentors who advised on broader life skills, such as cooking, 

managing life off-campus, and balancing social life with academic and military obligations. This 

holistic mentorship approach helped cadets adapt to university life and thrive in various aspects 

of adulthood. One cadet reflected on the qualities that define strong mentorship: 

Good characteristics...be actually passionate about watching other people grow and not 

just trying to put on face so they can get promoted pretty much. But like actually 

genuinely caring about the cadets, not being afraid to say the unpopular opinion, you 

know, say, 'Hey, you need to fix this.' And...you can kind of sense like a genuine care 

versus the people that are just trying to check a box. 
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However, cadets also identified areas for improvement in R.O.T.C.’s current mentorship 

structure. Many suggested a more selective and thoughtful approach to assigning mentors, 

advocating for fewer but more dedicated mentors. They expressed a desire for a mentorship 

system that incorporated shared activities and personal interests, creating a more meaningful and 

less rigid relationship. When asked to envision an ideal mentorship program, one cadet 

commented: 

If I were to make a mentorship program, it would incorporate everything like meal 

planning, dating advice, and academics…a whole person concept, but I would also make 

sure my mentees knew to stay professional. I feel like mentorship, as it is right now, lacks 

the substance that matters. 

This sentiment reflected a growing aspiration among cadets for mentorship that balances 

professional guidance with attention to psychosocial development. During the second round of 

interviews, cadets frequently expressed their intention to engage in mentorship activities in a 

more in-depth manner. However, as the semester progressed, many struggled to find the time. 

When mentorship did occur, it remained predominantly focused on professional aspects, such as 

career planning and program-related tasks. However, despite noting the in-depth demands of 

involved mentorship, cadets still often reiterated that they envisioned mentorship as a 

comprehensive process, encompassing professional and psychosocial elements and other 

resources such as friendships in other clubs and activities. For example, one cadet reflected on 

their mentorship experience: 

I like to find my mentorship organically and think keeping R.O.T.C. things within 

R.O.T.C. and personal things with personal friends. Mixing the two is just not for me 
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right now. Maybe down the road, when I am in the program longer, and I have had more 

time to develop friendships, this will change.  

Another cadet emphasized the value of personalized mentorship: 

As a sophomore I think I know people in the program a little better and so it's easier for 

me to ask for their advice on my own. It's even easier if I know the other cadet has the 

same major or wants to have the same career as me in the Air Force when we 

commission. There's one guy I end up asking for advice from a lot during PT, like when 

we run, but I can't say I go out of my way to get their advice. It has to be convenient for 

both of us and it has to be when I am open to it.  

Despite the desire for a holistic mentorship approach, most of the cadets acknowledged 

significant barriers, including a lack of time and insufficient resources to support such 

comprehensive mentoring relationships. While psychosocial elements were seen as essential, 

cadets noted that these aspects were more time-consuming and challenging to address. The 

reflections collectively highlight a need for a mentorship programs that integrate professional 

development with personal growth while providing adequate support to mentors and mentees 

alike 

Emergent Themes 

Interviews with cadets highlighted several challenges in establishing effective mentorship 

within R.O.T.C. programs. Several subthemes emerged beyond those aligned within the 

theoretical framework. A major issue was the imbalance in available mentors, with lower-class 

cadets outnumbering upper-level students, leading to an excessive workload on senior cadets 

during their most academically demanding years. Cadets also recognized the difficulties of 
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balancing psychosocial mentorship with personal obligations. One cadet captured these 

challenges with the following statement:  

Doing it all is difficult. Finding a way to be a good mentor who also cares about the 

whole person while also balancing my own school obligations is just time-consuming. 

There are only so many of us who want to do the mentorship thing, and there are a whole 

lot more needs than there are us. 

Cadets also expressed a sense of separation from the university community, feeling that their 

unique needs as R.O.T.C. members were not adequately addressed by available resources. 

Furthermore, many cadets reported that conflicting commitments, such as academics, 

employment, and other activities, often overshadowed mentorship efforts. Additional insight into 

these findings follow. 

During interviews, numerous cadets identified the primary challenge in establishing an 

effective mentorship program was the disparity in available mentors across different levels. A 

significant proportion expressed a preference for one-on-one mentorship with a cadet at least one 

level senior to them. However, due to the recruitment structure of R.O.T.C. programs and 

universities as a whole, freshman and sophomore classes naturally have larger populations than 

junior and senior classes. This imbalance complicates the formation of one-on-one mentorship 

relationships and often imposes an additional workload on upper-level students, which is 

particularly burdensome during their more academically demanding years. One cadet noted, 

“There are so many of us in the lower classes and not enough seniors to go around. It’s hard to 

get meaningful one-on-one time.” 

During both rounds of interviews, cadets articulated a sense of separation or otherness 

from the university. Although they did not explicitly state feelings of isolation, they conveyed an 
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impression that their association with the military resulted in differential treatment compared to 

other students. In discussions regarding mentorship resources available within the university, 

many cadets either lacked awareness of these resources or believed that such resources were 

inadequate in addressing their unique needs as R.O.T.C. cadets. Specific challenges included 

early morning physical training and its impact on academic performance, military ceremonies, 

and training requirements, and the significant time commitments associated with these events. 

For example, one cadet stated, “We don’t have the same schedule as other students, and that 

makes it hard to access campus resources.” Additionally, cadets mentioned that mentorship 

outside of the R.O.T.C. sphere would not adequately address their questions regarding their 

future careers. One cadet stated, “going to my advisor is a waste of time. They do not understand 

what I am trying to do once I graduate and how I get there.” This cadet is reinforcing that non-

R.O.T.C. mentors who do not have military experience lack insight into the progression from 

cadet to career military service and its associated challenges. While this does not mean these 

mentors could not have other valuable advice, cadets seem to dismiss these kinds of mentors if 

they cannot provide the full spectrum of professional and psychosocial advice as needed.  

During the second round of interviews, many cadets reported that other priorities, such as 

academic commitments, employment, and extracurricular activities often overshadowed well-

intentioned mentorship efforts.  Consequently, mentorship initiatives were frequently neglected. 

One cadet noted, “I like R.O.T.C. but I am there mostly for a future career. I have other clubs and 

activities I want to participate in, too. Focusing only on R.O.T.C. related activities is not for me.” 

Conversely, the minority of cadets who successfully maintained mentorship engagements 

indicated that such activities had to be either meticulously planned and scheduled in advance or 

were characterized by informal relationships in which mentorship was not the primary focus. 
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One cadet stated, “I would say I do have a mentor, but she also became my roommate before she 

graduated, so we are more like friends.” In both circumstances, the time dedication needed for 

quality mentorship appeared to be too much. One participant observed: “Mentorship is great in 

theory, but when you are juggling everything else, it’s hard to make time for it.”  

Limitations 

Due to the time restrictions for this study and the academic timelines surrounding it, this 

study took place in one semester of a school year. Cadets have conflicting requirements as 

students and potential members of the armed forces; thus, it was prudent for the study to have as 

little impact on a cadet’s daily life as possible to allow adequate feedback during interviews. 

Limiting contact with cadets to one semester achieved this desired state. Additionally, although 

the research site has two R.O.T.C. programs at the university, one Army and one Air Force, only 

the Air Force program cadets were interviewed for this study. The PMS for the Army program 

declined participation. This limited the sample size but also allowed for a more focused 

examination of one program versus two. Additionally, despite all efforts to maintain anonymity, 

there is always the possibility that cadets hesitated to express their true feelings about mentorship 

during interviews. They might have feared negative connotations or repercussions if their 

comments were perceived unfavorably by their instructors or the military at large. Furthermore, 

although Kram’s (1985) mentorship model is not required to occur linearly, time restraints 

implied an estimated window to observe when mentored cadets may be within Kram’s (1985) 

phases of mentorship. These windows are initiated within 0–4 weeks, cultivating within 4–8 

weeks, separating within 8–15 weeks, and the final stage of redefining remaining indeterminate.  

Lastly, as the author of this study, I acknowledge subjectivity as a former military member and a 
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former R.O.T.C. instructor. In chapter three, I include a reflexivity statement to provide 

additional context about how aspects of my identity and experiences influence this study. 

Summary of the Findings  

 Mentorship in R.O.T.C. predominantly prioritizes professional development, often 

relegating psychosocial aspects to a secondary role. Initially, cadets shared only surface-level 

insights into their mentorship experiences, frequently framing discussions within a career-

oriented context rather than offering personal reflections. Despite efforts to encourage more 

personal responses, cadets routinely redirected conversations back to professional topics, 

highlighting their focus on career alignment and structured mentorship programs. While 

structured mentorships based on academic or career alignment were generally well-received, 

many cadets preferred organically developed relationships, as assigned mentorships often lacked 

depth and connection. 

Although the psychosocial aspects of mentorship were acknowledged, they were less 

emphasized due to time constraints and conflicting priorities. Some cadets stressed the 

importance of addressing life skills, such as time management, cooking, and laundry, which 

contribute to self-sufficiency and confidence. However, maintaining a balance between 

professional mentorship and personal connections proved challenging, as cadets expressed 

concerns about blurring the lines between mentorship and friendship in a hierarchical setting. 

Good mentors were described as those who genuinely cared about their mentees’ growth and 

provided honest feedback while maintaining professionalism. 

Several structural challenges emerged, including disparities in class sizes, with fewer 

upper-level cadets available to mentor larger groups of underclassmen, and the demanding 

schedules of senior cadets. Additionally, cadets often felt a sense of separation from the broader 
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university community, limiting their desire to access general campus resources and emphasizing 

the need for mentors who understood the unique challenges of military service. Time constraints 

due to academic, military, and extracurricular commitments further hindered meaningful 

mentorship efforts, with most mentorship interactions being either informal or sporadically 

scheduled. Overall, while cadets aspired to a mentorship model that integrated professional 

guidance with psychosocial support, the lack of time and resources often led to a primarily 

professional focus, underscoring the need for a more holistic and adaptable approach to 

mentorship in R.O.T.C. programs. 

Summary  

In this chapter, I discussed how data was analyzed and what key aspects emerged from 

interviews with cadets regarding the professional and psychosocial aspects of mentorship within 

R.O.T.C. I also identified and included serval emergent themes that did not fit with these two 

major categories.  The next chapter will discuss findings, answer the research question, and make 

recommendations for higher education, R.O.T.C. programs, and the U.S. Department of Defense 

(D.O.D), on how mentorship may be better implemented. Lastly, the next chapter will discuss 

recommendations for future research. 
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Chapter 5: Discussion and Recommendations 

 Chapter Five answers the research question that guided this study and makes 

recommendations regarding mentorship for higher education and R.O.T.C. programs. The 

chapter begins with a restatement of the problem and purpose of this study. A concise summary 

of the methods and findings follows. The discussion directly addresses the research question, 

with citations to relevant literature in chapters one and two. Next are recommendations for future 

practices in higher education and R.O.T.C. programs based on the study findings. The chapter 

closes with recommendations for future research.   

Summary of the Problem and Purpose  

Kram (1985), a leading researcher in workplace mentorship, found that the ideal 

mentorship model involves professional and psychosocial aspects and the continued 

development of these aspects throughout various stages of the mentoring relationship. Kram 

(1985) and others (e.g., Allen & Eby, 2003, Day et al., 2004; Ragins & Cotton, 1999) found that 

individuals and organizations improve performance during mentoring relationships when 

coaching, acceptance, friendship, and other psychosocial factors are considered simultaneously 

with professional factors such as visibility, protection, and challenge. The existing mentorship 

program in this study's observed R.O.T.C. program appears to focus primarily on professional 

aspects. In an R.O.T.C. context, this means mentorship centers on measurable items like map 

reading, marksmanship, and physical fitness, even though professional and psychosocial aspects 

are equally important in the development and making of a military officer (Hu et al., 2008). 

Additionally, technical professional skills, such as shooting and map reading, become less 

applicable to officers as they progress in their military careers (Grojean, 2021).  
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While physical skills are essential for all service members, it is also vital that service 

members are well-rounded and mentored in a way that allows them to examine their cognitive 

and social well-being. Just as in the corporate world, this leads to more successful and rational 

thinkers, attributes necessary for service members, especially given their work’s significance and 

dangerous nature (Heimann & Pittenger, 1996).  

The purpose of this study is to explore how cadets experience mentorship in their peer to 

peer model. The knowledge and the skill of being a good mentor and receiving good mentorship 

are irreplaceable in today’s workforce (Ma et al., 2020). Considering the U.S. military’s strong 

drive to excel as a high-performing organization globally, ensuring effective mentorship across 

all ranks, particularly for officers, becomes crucial. In this study I assessed how cadets 

experience mentorship in an R.O.T.C. context. I used Kram’s (1985) mentorship model as the 

framework to explore the extent to which the cadets in the observed R.O.T.C. program 

experience professional and psychosocial aspects in their mentorship relationship and if that 

experience is positive or negative. This study and its findings could assist the military by adding 

information about mentorship in a military context and expanding for further consideration of the 

least and most effective models.  

Summary of the Methods and Findings  

One-on-one interviews were conducted to explore the mentorship experiences of cadets 

within their R.O.T.C. unit. The purpose of these interviews was to examine participants' 

professional and psychosocial experiences to explore the applicability of Kram's (1985) model. 

Further inquiries focused on how cadets personally experienced mentorship, how they described 

their interactions with mentors and peers, and how mentorship influenced their potential as future 

mentors. A total of 12 cadets participated in this study. 
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Each cadet was individually interviewed at the beginning of the fall semester to establish 

a baseline understanding of their mentorship experiences within R.O.T.C. These initial 

interviews provided insights for refining subsequent interview questions to gain a deeper 

understanding. Each session lasted approximately 30 minutes, during which cadets were asked 

about their experiences as mentors, mentees, or both. Questions addressed the effectiveness of 

mentorship, potential changes to the R.O.T.C. mentorship approach, relationships with past 

mentors, evaluation of past mentorship strategies, and perceptions of best mentorship practices. 

Responses were transcribed and coded for key terms and themes. 

At the end of the fall semester, the cadets were re-interviewed to assess developments in 

their mentorship experiences over the semester. Questions focused on changes in mentors’ 

approaches, productivity as mentors, and future mentorship strategies. Post-interview analyses 

involved coding responses for professional and psychosocial themes to draw conclusions from 

both sets of interviews. 

The interviews revealed that R.O.T.C. mentorship prioritized professional development, 

often relegating psychosocial aspects to secondary importance. Initially, cadets provided surface-

level insights, framing discussions within career-oriented contexts rather than offering personal 

reflections. Despite efforts to elicit more personal responses, cadets consistently, and perhaps 

unknowingly, redirected conversations to professional topics, emphasizing career alignment and 

structured mentorship programs. While structured mentorships were generally well-received, 

cadets expressed a preference for organically developed relationships, as assigned mentorships 

often lacked depth and connection. 

Though the psychosocial aspects of mentorship were acknowledged, they were 

underemphasized due to time constraints and conflicting priorities. Some cadets highlighted the 
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importance of life skills such as time management, cooking, and laundry, which contribute to 

self-sufficiency and confidence. Balancing professional mentorship and personal connections 

proved challenging, as cadets were concerned about blurring the lines between mentorship and 

friendship in a hierarchical setting. Effective mentors were described as those who genuinely 

cared about mentees’ growth and provided honest feedback while maintaining professionalism. 

Structural challenges included disparities in class sizes, with fewer upper-level cadets 

available to mentor larger groups of underclassmen, and the demanding schedules of senior 

cadets. Additionally, cadets often felt separated from the broader university community, limiting 

their engagement with general campus resources and underscoring the need for mentors who 

understood the unique challenges of military service. Time constraints due to academic, military, 

and extracurricular commitments further hindered meaningful mentorship interactions, which 

were often overly formal or sporadically scheduled. Overall, while cadets aspired to a 

mentorship model that integrated professional guidance with psychosocial support, the lack of 

time and resources often resulted in primarily professional focus, highlighting the need for a 

more holistic and adaptable approach to mentorship in R.O.T.C. programs. 

Discussion  

Answering the Research Question 

The following question guided the study:  

How do cadets experience professional and psychosocial aspects in their R.O.T.C. 

mentorship program at an R1 university in the Southern U.S.? 

The straightforward yet potentially unsatisfactory answer to this inquiry is that cadets at 

the observed research site experience these aspects in various ways, but not consistently or 
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uniformly. While most cadets encountered both psychosocial and professional elements of 

mentorship within their R.O.T.C. program through formal and informal channels, these benefits 

required considerable effort. Ultimately, the interviews revealed that while there were genuine 

intentions and aspirations to incorporate professional and psychosocial methods into mentorship, 

the current R.O.T.C. program structure makes it incredibly challenging. Cadets are simply too 

overwhelmed with their numerous responsibilities for such an initiative to be effectively 

implemented.  This is a troublesome finding when considering studies such as Higgins and Kram 

(2001) and Day et al. (2004) who discovered that one’s community plays a more important role 

in mentorship than may be perceived. This suggests significant consequences if R.O.T.C. 

programs are not able to support mentorship among its community in meaningful ways.  A 

substantial number of interviewed cadets proactively pursued additional mentorship relationships 

that aligned with their specific needs for success. Despite their efforts, cadets often found 

themselves preoccupied with other priorities, ultimately deprioritizing mentorship altogether. 

Cadets who solely relied on the structured mentorship framework provided by the 

R.O.T.C. program often found it less productive, perceiving it as overly forced. This perception 

inhibited their engagement with the psychosocial components of mentorship that most cadets 

deemed essential. This discovery aligns with Lester et al. (2011), who also found that the U.S. 

Military Academy’s formal mentorship programs hindered cadet leader efficacy development. 

Mentorship policies at the academy appeared to lack incentives for cadets to mentor outside of 

basic requirements, leaving mentees with little satisfaction from their mentorship experience and 

leaving mentors with significant knowledge gaps about their mentees.  

A minority of cadets interviewed for this study expressed concerns that integrating 

psychosocial elements into mentorship could blur the lines of authority and complicate the 
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execution of R.O.T.C. duties. Nevertheless, it is important to note that the majority of cadets did 

not share this view. Most reported that they could effortlessly transition between adhering to 

strict authority and engaging in more personal interactions as appropriate. In fact, most stated 

something to the effect that the ability to balance professional and personal aspects of mentorship 

was seen as a valuable skill that enhanced their overall leadership capabilities. Furthermore, it 

highlighted the importance of adaptable and context-sensitive mentorship approaches within the 

R.O.T.C. framework, qualities also found beneficial by Smith and Johnson (2021) in their work 

regarding mentorship in higher education.   

Interestingly, despite cadets initially expressing a strong desire to incorporate both 

professional and psychosocial aspects into the peer-to-peer mentorship model, a majority found it 

easier to focus solely on professional aspects as their academic demands increased over time. 

This suggests that, while research advocates for holistic mentorship approaches, the multitude of 

requirements faced by cadets and students as a whole makes it impractical to mandate or request 

peer-to-peer mentorship encompassing Kram’s (1985) methodology. 

At the inception of this study, one objective was to conceptualize a streamlined and 

effective system to address the multifaceted nature of cadet mentorship experiences. This 

objective was not fully realized. The interviews revealed that crafting a successful mentorship 

program is intricate and complex. The most effective mentorship arrangements, which integrated 

both professional and psychosocial aspects, emerged organically and were initiated by the cadets 

themselves rather than being mandated. This finding contrasts sharply with traditional military 

doctrines such as the Army Field Manual 6-22 or the Air Force Manual, DAFMAN 36-2643, 

which emphasize discipline and structured processes for all aspects of duty, rendering this 

outcome particularly unexpected. Nonetheless, this finding aligns with other mentorship 
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research, such as Ragins and Cotton (1999) and Fu (2024), who advocate that mentees in an 

informal mentorship relationship receive better career advancement advice than from a formal 

mentor. 

Recommendations for Advising in Higher Education  

 An emergent theme revealed during the interviews was the cadets' pronounced sense of 

separation from their university environment. Cadets indicated that their ability to conduct 

certain activities and procedures was attributed more to their association with the military rather 

than their connection to the university (Raabe et al., 2021). This sense of otherness extends into 

the realm of mentorship, potentially creating an environment where cadets feel less support 

compared to their non-cadet peers.  

Although this feeling of separation are potentially unique to the observed research site, it 

is important to note that any perception of being distinct from the general student body may 

engender feelings of isolation among cadets, subsequently impacting their overall university 

experience and personal development (Bayawa, 2023). This sense of separation can impede the 

effectiveness of mentorship programs, as cadets might perceive that their unique challenges and 

needs are neither fully comprehended nor adequately addressed within the broader university 

context, such as in academic advising and counseling. As a result, this environment may fail to 

provide comprehensive support, thereby adversely affecting cadet performance and retention 

(Raabe et al., 2021). 

Student-athletes and R.O.T.C. Cadets  

Although these challenges may appear unique to R.O.T.C. programs and cadets, they are 

analogous to issues faced by student-athletes, given their travel and commitment to training and 

schedules. However, given the attention and funding generally available to student-athletes, it is 
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more likely that their need for quality advising and mentorship is better known and, therefore, 

better resourced (Brecht & Burnett, 2019). Additionally, knowledge about athletic expertise is 

more widespread. Thus, it is more likely that university advisors and mentors are more aware and 

educated on how to support student-athletes in their progression (Buntin, 2015). It is plausible 

that the strategies and solutions needed to help student-athletes feel more integrated into the 

university community could similarly benefit cadets (Butin, 2015). Educating student advisors 

on military career progression could equip them with the necessary knowledge to support cadets 

in the same effective manner as student-athletes, thereby enhancing their overall university 

experience and personal development for both groups. 

In universities, no group should receive exceptional prioritization over another in terms 

of student development, equity for all students is essential. However, like student-athletes, 

R.O.T.C. cadets contribute significantly to institutions financially, with about  67% of cadets 

entering the R.O.T.C. program with Department of Defense (D.O.D) funded scholarships (Air 

Force R.O.T.C., n.d.). The Air Force allocates roughly $376 million annually in R.O.T.C. 

scholarships across various universities (Air Force R.O.T.C, n.d.). This substantial amount 

represents a significant financial incentive a university should try to attract. Providing 

exceptional services to cadets, such as through university integration, knowledge, and advising, 

is one way this is obtainable.  

It is recommended that universities make concerted efforts to understand R.O.T.C. 

programs better and become more actively involved in the development of cadet students on a 

similar plane to that of student-athletes. One approach could be promoting and leveraging cadet 

needs and requirements in university administrative actions, ensuring that the expectations for 

cadets align with those for the general student population. For example, cadet promotions and 
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demotions could be tracked by the university administration and R.O.T.C. officials to determine 

the time restraints and commitments required of that cadet during a specific time in their 

R.O.T.C. career. This integration would ideally lead university officials and those involved in 

student development to comprehend the unique requirements of cadets better, thereby 

recognizing the need for additional resources. By providing tailored support systems, universities 

can ease the transition for cadets from parental dependence to independent adulthood while also 

managing their serious commitment to military service. Such resources might include specialized 

counseling, academic advising, and career services tailored to the needs of cadets. 

Higher Education Community and R.O.T.C. 

Implementing comprehensive mentorship programs that encompass both regular student 

life and cadet life is crucial in bridging the gap between the higher education community and the 

R.O.T.C. programs. Mentorship programs should be designed to address the dual identities of 

cadet students, offering guidance and support that acknowledges their unique experiences and 

challenges. Mentorship initiatives could include mentoring models, where senior cadets or recent 

graduates provide insights and support to newer cadets, as well as professional mentorship from 

faculty and external military personnel, such as those who are member of organizations that 

support veterans at universities . Graham et al.’s (2022) research that incorporated Kram’s (1985) 

mentorship model in a peer-to-peer mentorship program among students and faculty in higher 

education reinforces this suggestion. By the end of the study, students showed increased 

persistence, spending 10% more of their time studying and an increase in G.P.As by an average 

of .4. 

Such integration of cadet and regular student life would foster better understanding and 

collaboration at both levels—university officials and cadet students. University officials would 
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gain a deeper appreciation of the cadet experience, enabling them to design and implement 

policies and programs that better support cadet needs. Simultaneously, cadets would benefit from 

a more inclusive and supportive university environment, enhancing their overall educational 

experience and personal development.  

Addressing the sense of separation between R.O.T.C. programs and universities requires 

a multi-faceted approach. By better integrating cadets and universities' administrative efforts, 

educating advisors on military career progression, and implementing comprehensive mentorship 

programs, universities can create a more supportive and inclusive environment for cadets. This 

approach not only benefits the cadets by providing them with the necessary resources and 

support but also enriches the university community by fostering a culture of understanding and 

collaboration. 

Recommendations for Mentoring in R.O.T.C. Programs   

Integration 

Interviews from this study suggest that R.O.T.C. programs and their host universities may 

operate in disjunctions, resulting in inefficiencies and a sense of isolation among cadet students.  

The current potential sense of separation between R.O.T.C. programs and their respective 

universities disadvantages both parties by creating isolated resources and distinct demands on 

students. This segregation results in inefficiencies, such as wasted time and effort, and fosters a 

sense of detachment among cadet students from the broader student body (Bayawa, 2023). This 

disjunction not only hampers the holistic development of cadets but also impedes the efficient 

utilization of resources that could be mutually beneficial.  

From a cadet’s perspective, feeling isolated from the general student population can lead 

to a diminished university experience (Bayawa, 2023). Cadets, who are already tasked with the 
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rigorous demands of R.O.T.C. training and academics, may find it challenging to fully integrate 

into campus life, thereby missing opportunities for broader social and academic interactions. 

This separation can detract from their overall university experience and hinder their personal and 

professional development (Raabe et al, 2021). To address these challenges, it is proposed that the 

D.O.D. establish regulations requiring R.O.T.C. programs to incorporate university assets when 

able. By better leveraging these resources, R.O.T.C. programs can enhance their training 

regimens, provide more comprehensive support to cadets, and ensure that the educational 

experiences of cadets are on par with those of their non-R.O.T.C. peers. Integrating R.O.T.C. 

programs with university resources could significantly improve efficiency and resource 

utilization. Educating and leveraging existing university facilities, such as counseling and 

advising services early in the cadet's higher education experience, can be employed to support 

cadet development, thereby reducing redundancy and optimizing the use of available assets. This 

integration could also alleviate some of the financial burdens on R.O.T.C. programs by utilizing 

university funding and resources, which are often more substantial and up-to-date. 

One of the most critical benefits of such integration is the potential for enhancing cadet 

retention within R.O.T.C. programs. Tinto (2023) emphasized the importance of early student 

engagement and stated that students are more likely to stay in an institution if they feel more 

connected to the community. Therefore, when cadets have access to comprehensive support 

systems that address their academic and personal needs, they are more likely to remain engaged 

and committed to their training. Utilizing existing university resources to support cadet 

development could serve as a cost-effective strategy for the D.O.D. to improve retention rates as 

well as universities. Moreover, this integration would promote better communication and 

collaboration among R.O.T.C. programs, the D.O.D., and universities. Enhanced communication 
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channels can lead to more coordinated cadet training and support efforts, ensuring that all parties 

are aligned in their goals and strategies. This collaborative approach can also facilitate the 

sharing of best practices and innovations, further strengthening R.O.T.C. programs. Additionally, 

providing incentive measures, such as ceremonial recognition for exemplary mentorship 

programs, could motivate cadets, parents, and students. These small rewards would support 

cadets and attract more students to these programs, ultimately benefiting the universities, 

R.O.T.C. programs, and the individual cadets. 

The lack of integration between universities and their respective R.O.T.C. programs 

presents significant challenges that can be mitigated through strategic alignment and utilization 

of university assets. By incorporating these resources, the D.O.D. can enhance the efficiency, 

effectiveness, and overall experience of R.O.T.C. cadets. This approach promises to improve 

cadet retention and development and foster a more cohesive and supportive environment for 

future military leaders. 

Second Lieutenant Mentorship  

The role of mentorship within R.O.T.C. is indispensable for the holistic development of 

cadets, encompassing both professional and psychosocial dimensions. During the series of 

interviews, cadets consistently emphasized the superior benefits of receiving guidance from 

senior personnel instead of peer-to-peer mentorship. The findings of the interviews propose the 

implementation of a vertical mentorship model involving newly commissioned officers, 

specifically second lieutenants, within the R.O.T.C. framework. A vertical mentorship model is 

further supported in a study done by Xu and Hicky (2022), who found that among 149 Coast 

Guard cadets, 92.4% believed a mentorship relationship with a current commissioned officer was 

more supportive and beneficial to their progression as students and military professionals.  
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In this study, cadets repeatedly articulated that mentorship from individuals who have 

traversed the full spectrum of R.O.T.C. experiences provides substantial advantages. Having 

undergone similar training and challenges, these mentors are uniquely positioned to offer 

relevant insights and guidance. The shared experiences foster a deeper understanding and trust, 

facilitating more effective mentorship dynamics (Hernandez et al., 2017). In contrast, same-level 

peer-to-peer mentorship lacks this depth of expertise and often fails to address the 

comprehensive needs of the mentees. 

Given these observations, it is recommended that the D.O.D. consider establishing 

structured mentorship programs that utilize newly commissioned/graduated cadets who are 

perhaps alumni of the university and R.O.T.C. program, particularly second lieutenants, as 

mentors for current R.O.T.C. participants and that R.O.T.C. units are mandated to support this 

initiative by providing times for meetings with their mentor by whatever means are available. 

This strategy leverages the second lieutenants' recent yet comprehensive experience, ensuring 

they can relate closely to the cadets' current challenges while providing forward-looking career 

guidance. 

The effectiveness of this mentorship model could be further enhanced by aligning 

mentors with the specific career fields that cadets aspire to join post-commissioning. Baker et al. 

(2003) found that mentorship relationships are essential for the effective career development of 

junior professionals. Thus, such alignment would enable cadets to receive tailored advice and 

insights pertinent to their chosen paths. However, it is also critical to maintain flexibility within 

the program, allowing cadets the opportunity to seek new mentors if their career interests evolve. 

This adaptability ensures that mentorship remains relevant and supportive throughout the cadets' 

developmental journey.  
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To maximize the potential of this mentorship approach, the D.O.D. should invest in 

comprehensive training programs for second lieutenant mentors that educate on the importance 

of mentoring from a professional and psychosocial lens. These programs would focus on 

effective mentorship methodologies and best practices, particularly emphasizing integrating 

psychosocial support as the professional aspects appear to come more naturally (Higgins & 

Kram, 2001). By equipping mentors with these skills, the D.O.D. can ensure cadets receive well-

rounded guidance that addresses their professional and personal development needs.  

Furthermore, the significance of counseling and mentorship in military officership cannot 

be overstated. Seery et al. (2021) found that successful mentorship led to more creative thinking 

than traditional mentorship methods. Notably, this is a sought-after attribute for the military as 

recruitment of future officers tends to focus on those who can think outside the box (Allen, 

2009). Effective mentorship could not only aid cadets' immediate development but also cultivate 

essential leadership skills in the mentors themselves. By engaging in mentorship, second 

lieutenants enhance their own counseling abilities, preparing them for future leadership roles 

within the military (Lyle et al., 2014). By implementing a structured mentorship model involving 

second lieutenants aligned with career aspirations and supported by targeted educational 

programs, the D.O.D. can significantly enhance the developmental experience of cadets. This 

approach promises to foster a more holistic, adaptable, and effective mentorship environment, 

ultimately contributing to future military officers' professional and personal growth. 

Recommendations for Future Research  

Future research should encompass a broader examination of R.O.T.C. programs and their 

mentorship initiatives across various universities and military institutions. Given this study's 

population and time limitations, similar studies with a broader scope must be conducted to 
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provide a comprehensive understanding of mentorship practices and the specific needs of cadets 

and students. Such studies would contribute significantly to the existing body of knowledge on 

mentorship, enabling the development of more effective strategies and programs tailored to the 

diverse experiences of cadets. Additionally, future research should explore the specific 

mechanisms and frameworks through which such integration can be achieved, including 

potential policy changes, administrative adjustments, and the development of collaborative 

programs. Additionally, empirical studies examining the impact of integrated resources on cadet 

performance and retention would provide valuable insights into the effectiveness of these 

strategies.  

Exploration of Formal and Informal Mentorship 

Moreover, future research should delve into formal and informal mentorship aspects and 

their long-term impacts. Formal mentorship programs are often structured with specific goals 

and guidelines, while informal mentorship develops organically and can be equally influential 

(Inzer, & Crawford, 2005). Understanding the dynamics and effectiveness of these different 

mentorship approaches is essential for creating a holistic framework that supports cadet 

development in a multifaceted manner. Comparative studies on the outcomes of formal versus 

informal mentorship would provide valuable insights into the strengths and limitations of each 

approach. 

Longitudinal Studies on Mentorship Impact 

Understanding the most effective mentorship practices is challenging when research is 

confined to the duration of a cadet's academic career. Therefore, longitudinal studies that track 

cadets through their military careers, potentially until retirement or reaching certain ranks, would 

be instrumental in identifying best practices for mentorship within R.O.T.C. programs. Such 
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studies would allow researchers to observe the long-term effects of various mentorship strategies 

on career progression, leadership development, and overall personal growth. Additionally, 

longitudinal research could reveal cadets' evolving needs and preferences as they transition from 

students to military professionals, providing a more dynamic understanding of mentorship 

requirements. 

Incorporating Diverse Cadet Experiences 

Future research should also strive to incorporate the diverse experiences of cadets from 

different backgrounds, including variations in gender, race, socioeconomic status, and academic 

disciplines. These efforts would add significantly to mentorship knowledge and address the 

concerns reported by Hernandez et al. (2017), whose research shows the significant impact of 

demographic factors on successful mentorship. By examining how these factors influence 

mentorship experiences and outcomes, researchers can identify potential disparities and develop 

more inclusive and equitable mentorship programs. This approach would ensure that all cadets 

receive the support they need to succeed, regardless of their personal circumstances. 

Integration of University and Military Resources 

Another critical area for future research is the integration of university and military 

resources to enhance the mentorship experience for R.O.T.C. cadets. Studies could explore how 

existing university assets, such as counseling services, academic support, and extracurricular 

activities, can be leveraged to complement R.O.T.C. training. Raabe et al. (2021) work suggests 

that university resources can play a critical role in creating optimal learning environments for 

cadets. Building on the work of Raabe et al. (2021) by examining how integrated support 

systems influence cadet retention, performance, and overall well-being could offer valuable 

insights into the advantages of a more unified approach to mentorship. 



70 
 

Policy and Implementation Strategies 

Finally, future research should focus on developing and implementing policies that 

promote effective mentorship within R.O.T.C. programs in higher education. Zografou and 

McDermott (2022), in their research regarding effective mentorship in higher education, state, 

“Effective mentorship programs within higher education require structured policies to ensure 

their sustainability and success. Without clear guidelines and institutional support, the potential 

benefits of mentorship may not be fully realized.” (p.75). Evaluating the current mentorship 

frameworks, identifying gaps and areas for improvement, and proposing evidence-based 

recommendations for policy changes are a few small ways policy research could change 

mentorship in higher education and, subsequently, R.O.T.C. cadet mentorship for the better. 

Collaboration between academic institutions, military organizations, and policymakers would be 

essential to ensure that these recommendations are practical, sustainable, and aligned with the 

goals of both educational and military entities. 

A comprehensive and multi-faceted approach to future research on R.O.T.C. mentorship 

is necessary to fully understand and optimize the mentorship experiences of cadets. By 

addressing the aforementioned areas, researchers can contribute to the creation of robust 

mentorship programs that support the professional and personal development of future military 

leaders. 

Conclusion  

At the outset of this study, one of the primary objectives was to identify the best practices 

in mentorship by examining how cadets experience both the professional and psychological 

aspects of mentorship. The initial hypothesis posited that the professional aspects of mentorship 

would significantly outweigh the psychosocial aspects, thereby creating a disadvantageous 



71 
 

scenario for effective mentorship. However, this hypothesis and objective proved to be overly 

simplistic and limiting. Through detailed interviews with cadets, it quickly became apparent that 

a one-size-fits-all approach to effective mentorship within R.O.T.C. programs is unattainable, 

even when using established frameworks such as Kram’s (1985) seminal methodology. A key 

finding from this study is the highly individualized nature of mentorship as a facet of personal 

development. No universal method applies uniformly, even within the relatively homogeneous 

group of R.O.T.C. cadets. Each cadet interviewed during this study demonstrated unique needs 

for mentorship, requiring varied types of involvement from their mentors at different times and 

in distinct ways. This variability underscores the complexity and necessity of a tailored approach 

to mentorship. 

Cadets' preferences for seeking mentorship and guidance were deeply rooted in their 

subjective experiences within the program. For instance, while some cadets valued a formalized 

and structured approach to mentorship orchestrated by R.O.T.C. leadership, others found such 

rigidity stifling, particularly when they needed more psychosocial support as opposed to strictly 

professional guidance. This dichotomy highlights the need for flexibility and adaptability in 

mentorship structures within R.O.T.C. programs.  

Ultimately, it became clear that requiring cadets to engage in multifaceted peer-to-peer 

mentorship is impractical and overly demanding, given their competing obligations. To address 

this issue, it is recommended that additional efforts be allocated to R.O.T.C. programs across 

universities to facilitate the engagement of highly educated external entities who could serve as 

mentors for cadets; for example, the previously mentioned second lieutenant mentorship 

initiative could be a cost-effective method to address this concern. Furthermore, this approach 
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would mitigate the burden on cadets and ensure that they receive high-quality mentorship that 

addresses both their professional and psychosocial needs. 

Considering the findings from this study, the involvement of external mentors may 

represent the most practical solution. Alternatively, unless universities assume a more active role 

in their R.O.T.C. programs, the current mentorship approach is unlikely to effectively meet the 

comprehensive developmental needs of cadets. Universities could play a pivotal role by 

integrating their resources and support systems with R.O.T.C. programs, enhancing cadets' 

overall mentorship experience. 

In conclusion, the study reveals that effective mentorship within R.O.T.C. programs is a 

highly individualized process that requires a flexible and adaptive approach. By leveraging 

external mentors or integrating university resources, R.O.T.C. programs can better support the 

holistic development of cadets, ensuring that they are well-prepared for both their military 

careers and personal lives. 
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Appendix D Interview 1 Questions 

What is your current academic standing at the university (i.e. sophomore, junior, senior) 

Are you currently a mentor or mentee in the program or both? 

How long have you been participating in the R.O.T.C. program? 

How would you describe your performance and standing in the R.O.T.C. program? 

Did you get to pick your mentee and/or mentor? 

How long have you had a mentorship relationship with your current mentee/mentor? 

What do your typical mentorship meetings look like and feel like? 

How do you determine the needs of your mentee?  

Do you think your relationship is mostly positive or negative? 

Why do you think the relationship is positive or negative?  

Do you feel you are being effectively mentored? 

Do you feel you are an effective mentor?  

How do you describe your relationship with your past mentors?  

How do you feel about previous mentorship strategies you have experienced or implemented?  

How do you feel one is best taught how to mentor?  

What attributes do you think make a good mentor? 

Why do you think those attributes make a good mentor? 

What would you say makes a bad mentor?   

What kind of advice would you give your mentee if they were going through a challenging time 

in their life?  

What do you think are the most important aspects of a successful mentorship relationship? 

What would you change about the mentorship program in R.O.T.C.?  

How would you describe your experience as a mentor in the R.O.T.C. program?  
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Appendix E Interview 2 Questions  

Do you think your performance and standing in the R.O.T.C. program changed over the 

semester? 

Why do you think it changed or did not?  

Did anything change about how you mentored or received mentorship this semester? (Tone, 

environment, Places, Topics) 

Did your relationship with your mentor improve or decline over the semester? 

Did your relationship with your mentee improve or decline over the semester? 

What factors influenced that change?  

Did you find yourself changing your approach to mentorship this semester? 

What were the changes? 

Why did you feel they were appropriate or not?  

Considering your experience of being a mentor this semester, what would you improve on?   

What kind of advice would you give future mentors?  

Considering what you learned this semester, what do you think are the most important aspects of 

a successful mentorship relationship? 

Considering what you learned this semester, what would you change about the mentorship 

program in R.O.T.C.?  

How do you describe your mentorship experiences now?  

How big of a role do you think community plays in mentorship? 
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