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Executive Summary 
 
This report presents detailed findings of a five year longitudinal study aimed at illuminating 
an understanding of the mentoring experiences of youth involved in Big Brothers Big Sisters 
(BBBS) community mentoring programs and their contribution to positive youth 
development. The results are based on the responses of nearly 1,000 children and parents 
and over 500 adult mentors approved for BBBS services in 20 communities across Canada. 
Support for this research was funded by the Canadian Institutes of Health Research. The 
following is a summary of the main findings. 
 
Profile of Participants 
 

 Children were evenly split by gender 
 The average age was just under 10; the youngest was 6 and the oldest 17; 50% 

were <age 10  
 About 90% were without one or both biological parents and one-third did not have a 

sibling at home 
 One-third of the children were from a visible minority (African-Canadian, First 

Nations, Asian Canadian) 
 About one in every four children were classified as having high levels of personal 

and environmental risk; more girls than boys were in the high risk categories 
 Parents were mostly female, middle aged (average age of 40), and currently not 

married 
 One-third of the parents were on government social assistance and nearly one in 

every five earned a gross annual income of <10K a year 
 Adult mentors (compared to parents) were generally younger (<age 30), never-

married, more highly educated, and from higher income brackets; 12% were from a 
visible minority 

 
Mentoring Status of Children 
 

 At the end of the study, the vast majority of children had been paired to an adult 
mentor by BBBS staff 

 About one-third were in a continuous or uninterrupted mentoring relationship  
 Nearly half of all children (mostly girls) had experienced a break-up of their 

mentoring relationship  
 Just over a third who had a mentoring relationship break-up entered a second 

relationship with a volunteer; these children were mostly girls 
 Nearly one in every five children (mostly boys) had never been paired to a mentor 
 Boys high on personal risk were more likely than boys in low to moderate risk 

categories to have never been paired to a mentor 
 Girls in moderate to high personal risk categories were more likely than low risk girls 

to have experienced a mentoring relationship break-up 
 

Reasons for Enrolling in BBBS Programs 
 

 Children chose to enroll in the BBBS programs primarily to “go more places” and 
“learn new things”; nearly half enrolled because their “parent wanted them to” 
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Executive Summary (Cont’d) 
 

 Parents chose to enroll their children primarily because they felt their “child needed 
another adult figure in their life” 

 Mentors enrolled for reasons primarily pertaining to “personal satisfaction of helping 
others”, “wanting to help a child have fun”, and to “give something back to the 
community” 

 
Program Practices and Other Environmental Influences 
 

 Children, parents, and mentors reported minimal difficulties with their local BBBS 
agency’s match determination process of pairing children with adult mentors; the 
most common reported difficulty (cited mostly by children) was that it took too long 
for a match to be found 

 The majority of adult mentors were highly satisfied with their BBBS training and 
orientation and felt that it adequately prepared them for their roles as mentors; most 
did not participate in additional training because they were not aware it was offered 

 Most parents and mentors reported regular monthly contact by their local BBBS 
caseworker that focused on the match agreement, advice on how to improve the 
match, and match difficulties; contact steadily declined with longer mentoring 
relationships 

 The vast majority of parents and mentors rated BBBS caseworkers as highly 
supportive 

 Parents rated themselves as generally supportive of their children’s mentoring 
relationships; mentors, however, were less likely to rate parents as highly supportive 

 Higher levels of parental support were reported for mentoring relationships involving 
boys 

 Mentors were considerably less likely than parents to view the quality of the 
parent/mentor relationship in favorable terms; both parents and mentors were least 
likely to describe their relationship as close and warm/affectionate 

 On average, parents and mentors met face-to-face three times a month 
 Half of all the study mentors did not feel confident in their mentoring abilities 

 
Levels and Patterns of Key Mentoring Relationship Attributes 
 

 Children and mentors were highly active in their mentoring relationships; one-quarter 
to one-third were involved in 10 or more different activities in the previous month 

 Involvement in 10 or more different activities occurred more frequently among girls 
 The most popular activities were talking on the telephone, going to a movie 

theater/restaurant, talking face-to-face about something important, playing games or 
sports, and being taught a skill 

 Some activities were more strongly associated with perceived relationship quality 
(e.g., talking face-to-face about something important, going out to a movie or 
restaurant, being taught a skill, visiting with the mentee’s family, going for a walk) 

 Most mentees and mentors met “just under one day a week” to “one or more days a 
week”; two-thirds reported doing things at least 3 hours a week 

 Most mentees felt that they were spending the right amount of time with their 
mentors 
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Executive Summary (Cont’d) 
 

 Mentees who spent < every other week with their mentor or <1 hour a week were 
half as likely as those in higher contact relationships to report that they were 
spending the right amount of time 

 Nearly one in every five mentees and more than half of all mentors said that there 
were barriers preventing them from spending more time in the mentoring 
relationship; the most common barrier reported by mentors (especially males) was 
work/employment 

 Three-quarters of mentored children said that their mentors were highly engaged and 
supportive in the mentoring relationship; in contrast, less than half of the mentors felt 
that their mentees were highly engaged and supportive 

 Mentees were least likely to report that their mentors taught them a skill or helped 
them think about their future while mentors were least likely to report that mentees 
confided in them about personal problems, asked for their opinion, and helped plan 
activities 

 Over half of the mentors felt that their mentees fell short of meeting their 
expectations; only a fraction felt that their mentees shared similar qualities, sought 
their knowledge or skills, or came to them about personal problems 

 Most children, parents, and mentors rated the quality of the mentoring relationship as 
high 

 Children were most likely to report high quality relationships followed by parents and 
then mentors 

 Children, parents, and mentors were least likely to say that the mentoring 
relationships were either close or warm/affectionate 

 Boys high on personal and environmental risk were more likely than boys in low to 
moderate risk categories to be in mentoring relationships rated as low to moderate in 
quality 

 Child and parent ratings of global quality were highest for children in continuous 
mentoring relationships, followed by those in relationships with a second mentor (re-
matched youth), and finally those in previously dissolved relationships 

 Mentored children waited an average of five months before being paired to a mentor; 
the average waiting time for boys was twice that of girls 

 Mentored children spent an average of 20 months in continuous or uninterrupted 
mentoring relationships  

 
Trends over Time in Mentoring Relationship Attributes 
 

 Youth and mentors in continuous or uninterrupted mentoring relationships recorded 
an increase followed by a decrease in their participation in 10 or more different 
mentoring activities over time 

 Participation in 10 or more different mentoring activities were more likely to occur 
among girls than boys at earlier stages of the mentoring relationship but these 
differences disappeared at longer durations 

 Frequent weekly contact (one or more days) and to a lesser extent intensity of 
weekly contact (3 or more hours) steadily declined over time;  

 More frequent and intense contact was reported by girls and female mentors (versus 
boys and male mentors) at earlier stages of the relationship; these gender 
differences disappeared with the passage of time 
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Executive Summary (Cont’d) 
 

 High levels of mentor and child engagement and support in the mentoring 
relationship increased over time 

 Girls and female mentors experienced a steady increase in the global quality of their 
mentoring relationship 
 

Onset of BBBS Mentoring Relationships 
 

 Roughly half of all mentored children were paired to a mentor within 6 months of 
entering the study; most had done so after 18 months 

 Girls entered their mentoring relationships sooner than boys 
 Being a girl, having an emotionally supportive relationship with a parent, and being a 

child of a parent who enrolled them in the BBBS program to give them a another 
adult or parent figure, increased the chance of being paired to a mentor 

 Growing up in a rural area reduced the chance of being paired 
 Factors associated with the chance of being paired to a mentor differed by child 

gender (e.g., African-Canadian boys had a reduced chance of being paired to a 
mentor relative to boys from a White European background) 

 
Break-up of BBBS Mentoring Relationships 
 

 Forty percent of mentored children had a break-up of their mentoring relationship 
within the first 12 months of being paired to a mentor; 60% had done so at 30 
months 

 Break-ups were most likely to occur at 12 and 24 months into the mentoring 
relationship 

 Girls left their mentoring relationships sooner than boys 
 The chance of a mentoring relationship break-up was higher for girls, children with 

mental health difficulties (mental health service use and symptoms of depressed 
mood), children in low to moderate quality mentoring relationships, and children and 
parents reporting infrequent contact with their mentors 

 The chance of a relationship break-up was lower for children from an Asian 
ethnic/racial background (relative to White Europeans) and children of depressed 
parents 

 Factors associated with the chance of experiencing a mentoring relationship break-
up differed by child gender (e.g., younger boys were twice as likely as older boys to 
experience a break-up) 

 Similar to children, break-ups among mentors were mostly likely to occur at 12 
months into the mentoring relationship  

 Female mentors left their mentoring relationship sooner than males 
 The chance of a mentoring relationship break-up was higher for females, mentors in 

low to moderate quality relationships, and mentors reporting match determination 
difficulties; the chance of a break-up was lower for mentors who enrolled in the 
BBBS program to give something back to the community and those who met <3 
hours weekly with their mentees 

 Factors associated with the chance of a mentoring relationship break-up differed by 
the gender of the adult mentor (e.g., females reporting low to moderate quality 
mentoring relationships had an increased chance of having a break-up compared to 
those reporting high quality relationships) 
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Executive Summary (Cont’d) 
 

  “Becoming too busy” and “moving away” were the most common reasons why 
mentors ended their mentoring relationships    

 

Predictors of Mentoring Relationship Attributes (Highlights) 
 
Mentor Engagement and Support 

 
 Long term mentoring relationships (18 or more months) were positively associated 

with mentee perceptions of higher levels of mentor engagement and support; this 
relationship was strongest for mentoring relationships classified as either problem-
oriented or practical-oriented 

 Being in a long-term mentoring relationship was not associated with mentee 
perceptions of having similar views or traits as their mentors 

 
Mentee Engagement and Support 

 
 Long-term mentoring relationships (18 or more months) were positively associated 

with mentor perceptions of higher levels of mentee active and emotional engagement 
and support  

 Number of different mentoring relationship activities reported by female mentors was 
positively associated with higher levels of mentee emotional (but not active) 
engagement and support 

 Mentor feelings of confidence or effectiveness in their mentoring abilities was 
positively associated with higher levels of mentee active and emotional engagement 
and support in the mentoring relationship 

 Mentor perceptions of parental support of the mentoring relationship was positively 
associated with higher levels of mentee active (but not emotional) engagement and 
support 

 Higher quality parent/mentor relationships perceived by mentors were more strongly 
associated with mentee active versus emotional engagement and support 

 Mentee/mentor contact one or more days a week reported by male mentors was 
positively associated with mentee emotional engagement and support 

 Strong caseworker support of the mentoring relationship reported by male mentors 
was positively associated with mentee active and emotional engagement and 
support 

 
Mentee Fulfillment of Mentor Expectations 

 
 Long-term mentoring relationships (18 or more months) were positively associated 

with mentor perceptions of mentees as close confidants and respectful (but not 
having similarities) 

 Number of different mentoring activities reported by female mentors was positively 
associated with perceptions of mentees as close confidants but not respectful or 
having similarities 

 Mentee/mentor contact one or more days a week reported by male mentors was 
positively associated with perceptions of mentees as close confidants 
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Executive Summary (Cont’d) 
 

 Mentor feelings of confidence or effectiveness in their mentoring abilities was 
positively associated with perceptions of mentees as close confidants, respectful, 
and as being similar to themselves 

 Mentor perceptions of parental support of the mentoring relationship by female 
mentors was positively associated with perceptions of mentees as respectful and as 
having similar interests 

 Strong caseworker support of the mentoring relationship reported by female mentors 
was positively associated with perceptions of mentees as having similar interests 

 
Global Quality of the Mentoring Relationship 
 

 Mentee perceptions (especially girls) of higher levels of mentor engagement and 
support in problem-oriented mentoring relationships was positively associated with 
higher levels of global relationship quality 

 Mentee perceptions (especially boys) of higher levels of mentor engagement and 
support in mentoring relationships where mentors shared similar views and traits 
were associated with higher levels of global relationship quality 

 Parent perceptions of higher quality parent/mentor relationships were positively 
associated with perceptions of higher global relationship quality 

 Boys who met with their mentors three or more hours per week perceived higher 
levels of global relationship quality 

 Mentor perceptions of higher mentee active and emotional engagement in the 
mentoring relationship were associated with higher global relationship quality 

 Mentor perceptions of mentees as close confidants and respectful (but not being 
similar to themselves) were positively associated with higher levels of global 
relationship quality 

 Mentor feelings of confidence or effectiveness in their mentoring abilities were 
associated with higher levels of global relationship quality 

 Mentors perceptions of higher parental support of the mentoring relationship were 
associated with higher levels of global relationship quality 

 Mentor perceptions of higher quality parent/mentor relationships were associated 
with higher levels of global relationship quality 

 Mentor perceptions of match determination difficulties were associated with 
perceptions of lower perceived global relationship quality 

 
Longevity of the Mentoring Relationship 
 

 Mentee perceptions of higher levels of mentor engagement and support in 
relationships classified as problem-oriented were associated with longer 
relationships 

 Mentee perceptions of higher levels of mentor engagement and support in 
relationships classified as practical-oriented or shared or relationships where 
mentors share similar views and traits were not associated with longer relationships 

 Mentor perceptions of higher global relationship quality were positively associated 
with longer mentoring relationships 

 Mentor perceptions of higher levels of mentee emotional (but not active) engagement 
and support were associated with longer mentoring relationships 
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Executive Summary (Cont’d) 
 

 Male mentor perceptions of their mentees as close confidants was positively 
associated with longer mentoring relationships 

 Frequent parent/mentor face-to-face monthly contact was positively associated with 
longer mentoring relationships  

 Mentor/mentee contact three or more hours a week and contact one or more days a 
week was associated with shorter mentoring relationships 

 Match determination difficulties were associated with shorter mentoring relationships 
 

Mentor Self-Efficacy 
 

 Mentor perceptions of higher levels of global relationship quality were positively 
associated with stronger mentor feelings of self-efficacy (i.e., confidence or 
effectiveness in their mentoring abilities) 

 Mentor perceptions (especially female) of higher levels of mentee emotional 
engagement and support were positively associated with stronger feelings of self-
efficacy 

 Mentor perceptions (especially male) of higher levels of mentee active engagement 
and support were positively associated with stronger feelings of self-efficacy 

 Male mentors who perceived their mentees as close confidants also reported 
stronger feelings of self-efficacy 

 Mentor perceptions of their mentees as respectful were positively associated with 
stronger feelings of self-efficacy 

 Mentor perceptions of their mentees as being similar to themselves were not 
associated with stronger feelings of self-efficacy 

 Male mentors who reported involvement in long-term mentoring relationships (18 or 
more months) also reported stronger feelings of self-efficacy 

 Male mentors who reported 5-9 and 10 or more different monthly mentoring activities 
also reported stronger feelings of self-efficacy 

 Male mentors who expressed higher levels of satisfaction with BBBS training and 
orientation also expressed stronger feelings of self-efficacy 

 Male mentors who reported barriers to spending time with their mentees also 
reported stronger feelings of self-efficacy 

 
Number of Different Mentoring Activities 
 

 Mentee perceptions of higher levels of mentor engagement and support in 
relationships classified as practical-oriented were positively associated with a greater 
number of different monthly mentoring relationship activities 

 Strong caseworker support (especially for boys) was positively associated with a 
greater number of different mentoring relationship activities 

 Mentor perceptions of higher levels of global relationship quality were positively 
associated with a greater number of different mentoring relationship activities 

 Female mentors who reported higher levels of mentee emotional engagement and 
support also reported a greater number of different mentoring relationship activities 

 Male mentors who reported stronger feelings of self-efficacy also reported a greater 
number of different mentoring relationship activities 

 Mentor perceptions (especially female) of their mentees as close confidants were 
positively associated with a greater number of different mentoring activities 
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Executive Summary (Cont’d) 
 

 Mentor perceptions of their mentees as respectful or as being similar to themselves 
were not associated with number of different mentoring relationship activities 

 Mentor perceptions of higher levels of parental support of the mentoring relationship 
were positively associated with a greater number of different mentoring relationship 
activities 

 Mentor perceptions of higher quality parent/mentor relationships were positively 
associated with a greater number of different mentoring relationship activities 
 

Mentoring Attributes as Predictors of Mentor-Rated Child Developmental Outcomes 
 

 Mentor perceptions of higher quality global relationships between themselves and 
their mentees were positively associated with higher levels of mentee academic, 
social, and behavioral adjustment  

 Male mentors who perceived higher levels of mentee emotional engagement and 
support also reported higher levels of mentee academic, social and behavioral 
adjustment 

 Female mentors who perceived stronger feelings of self-efficacy in their mentoring 
abilities also reported higher levels of mentee academic, social and behavioral 
adjustment 

 Mentor perceptions of mentees as respectful were positively associated with higher 
levels of mentee academic, social, and behavioral adjustment 

 Male mentors who reported spending three or more hours weekly with their mentees 
also reported higher levels of mentee academic, social, and behavioral adjustment 

 Mentor perceptions of higher quality global relationships between themselves and 
their mentees were positively associated with higher levels of mentee sense of self 
or identify 

 Mentor perceptions of higher levels of mentee active (but not emotional) engagement 
and support were positively associated with higher levels of mentee sense of self or 
identity 

 Mentor perceptions of their mentees as respectful and as being similar to themselves 
was positively associated with higher levels of mentee self of self or identity 
 

Mentoring Attributes as Predictors of Child and Parent-Rated Child Developmental 
Outcomes 
 

 Relative to other mentoring relationship attributes (e.g., longevity, frequency of 
weekly contact), mentor engagement and support and global relationship quality 
emerged as the strongest and most consistent predictors of a range of children’s 
developmental outcomes 

 Higher levels of mentor engagement and support and global relationship quality were 
associated with fewer child behavioral problems and positively associated with child 
coping and social skills, supportive peer relationships, self-esteem, positive school 
adjustment, and quality relationships with parents  

 Both mentor engagement and support and global relationship quality were stronger 
predictors of child developmental outcomes at the 18 versus 12 month follow-up and 
for mentored boys versus mentored girls 

 Longer mentoring relationships were associated with fewer conduct problems and 
hyperactivity/inattention among girls 



 

10 
 

Executive Summary (Cont’d) 
 

 Girls who spent one or more days a week with their mentor also displayed fewer 
symptoms of depression 

 
Mentoring Status and Children’s Developmental Outcomes 
 

 Mentored youth were more likely than never mentored youth to experience fewer 
behavioral problems, fewer disciplinary referrals at school, fewer peer-related 
difficulties, and fewer symptoms of depression and social anxiety 

 Mentored youth were also more likely than never mentored youth to experience 
higher levels of self-esteem, stronger social and coping skills and pro-social 
behavior, greater perceived support from peers and teachers, more positive school 
adjustment, and higher quality relationships with parents 

 The benefits of being mentored tended to be greatest for youth involved in early and 
continuous mentoring relationships and relationships with a second adult volunteer 

 The relationship between having a mentor or never having a mentor and children’s 
developmental outcomes differed by the gender of the child (e.g., mentored girls 
experienced fewer conduct problems and school disciplinary referrals while 
mentored boys experienced greater support from peers and teachers and higher 
quality relationships with parents) 

 
Mentoring Status as a Predictor of Children’s Developmental Trajectories 
 

 Most youth approved for BBBS community programs and services followed optimal 
trajectories characterized by few or minimal behavioral difficulties 

 A significant minority of youth followed trajectories characterized by high and 
persistent maladaptive behaviors or alternatively trajectories marked by the absence 
of pro-social behaviors, feelings, and attitudes 

 For some outcomes (e.g., social anxiety and emotional problems), youth followed 
one of several pathways: a high and increasing/decreasing or stable trajectory 
marked by severe problems, a moderate increasing/decreasing or stable trajectory 
marked by intermediate difficulties, or a low increasing/decreasing or stable (optimal) 
trajectory consisting of minimal difficulties  

 Mentored youth were more likely than never mentored youth to belong to the optimal 
trajectories 

 The relationship between youth mentoring status (mentored versus never mentored) 
and membership in a particular trajectory group differed by the gender of the child 
(e.g., mentored girls were more likely than never mentored girls to follow the low 
optimal trajectory of few or minimal conduct problems) 
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Introduction 
 
Agency-supported community-based mentoring relationships involving children and adult 
mentors have long been advocated as a promising means of improving the health and well-
being of children (Baker & Maguire, 2005). These programs represent a promising 
alternative to traditional approaches to prevention programming for youth because they are 
not restricted to a single setting typical of most school-based initiatives, are not socially 
stigmatizing (i.e., focus on building resiliency as opposed to targeting problems) (Benard & 
Marshall, 2001), and are culturally sensitive to the needs of youth from diverse backgrounds 
(Blechman, 1992). They also offer the potential of a high intensity one-on-one relationship 
sometimes lasting for years believed necessary for producing permanent change in 
children’s health and social well-being (MENTOR, 2006). The programs are also relatively 
cost-effective because they capitalize on the unpaid time of adult volunteers. An American 
study of the cost effectiveness of 61 established intervention programs designed to prevent 
or reduce youth problem behavior found that the BBBS community mentoring program was 
among a list of 36 that yielded a net monetary benefit (i.e., measured benefits per youth 
exceeded measured costs) (Aos, 2009). 
 
Extensive meta-analyses of mentoring program effectiveness (including those offered by 
BBBS) have demonstrated that children paired with adult mentors tend to be better off than 
those without a mentor on a variety of developmental outcomes (DuBois, Portillo, Rhodes, 
Silverhorn, & Valentine, 2011; Eby, Allen, Evans, Ng, & DuBois, 2008; Farruggia et al., 
2011; Meyerson, 2013). Yet, the magnitude of program effects has been somewhat 
disappointing ranging from small to moderate in size. Although there are several likely 
reasons for these modest effects, four stand out as major impediments or roadblocks for 
furthering our understanding of the potential for mentoring to improve children’s lives.  
 
First, with a few exceptions (see for example, Aseltine, Dupre, & Lamlein, 2000; Tierney, 
Grossman, & Resch 1995), many of the studies included in published meta-analyses are 
based on small samples of children limiting the ability of the investigators to detect reliable 
and socially meaningful program effects and preventing a more in depth look at mentoring 
effectiveness for children from specific demographic, cultural, or socioeconomic 
backgrounds. It is worth noting that despite a roughly equal representation of boys and girls 
in many community-based mentoring programs, a systematic effort to assess possible 
gender differences in children’s responsiveness to the guidance and support of adult 
mentors has not been undertaken. Even fewer studies have examined differences by child 
age or cultural background.  
 
Second, meta-analyses of mentoring programs typically include studies that have adopted 
an experimental design. These designs randomly assign children to either a treated 
mentoring condition or a non-treated control and are therefore optimal for inferring that being 
mentored was the likely cause for any observed improvements in children’s behavior over 
time. However, because of ethical concerns around withholding a promising intervention 
over an extended period to non-treated controls, the vast majority of investigations have 
limited their follow-up assessments to just 12 months. This short time frame is problematic 
for gauging the full potential of mentoring since many children who participate in agency 
supported mentoring programs are not immediately paired with an adult volunteer and 
because of evidence suggesting that mentoring relationships may take well in excess of 12 
months to develop before positive benefits to children are realized (Frecknall & Luks, 1992). 
According to DuBois and colleagues, the short follow-up periods found in most longitudinal 
mentoring studies has resulted in a limited understanding of the growth and evolution of 
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mentoring relationships and the potential of those relationships to improve the lives of young 
people over extended periods (DuBois, Doolittle, Yates, Silverhorn, & Tebes, 2006). 
 
Third, because experimental evaluations of youth mentoring programs are generally focused 
on answering the question of mentoring effectiveness, process-oriented program and 
mentoring relationship attributes (e.g., program and parental support of the mentoring 
relationship, quality of mentoring relationship, time invested) that might have an impact on 
the success or failure of a program in achieving its desired outcomes are rarely examined. In 
their 2011 meta-analyses of youth mentoring programs, Du Bois and colleagues reported 
that program effect sizes nearly tripled in size when programs implemented the full 
complement of evidence-based practices including matching based on similarity of mentor 
and protégé interests, mentor training, parental support of the mentoring relationship, and 
firm expectations pertaining to frequent contact (DuBois et al., 2011).  
 
Finally, almost all of the studies of youth mentoring program effectiveness have been carried 
out in the United States (DuBois & Karcher, 2013; Herrera, DuBois, & Grossman, 2013) and 
the vast majority of these, even the large scale investigations, have been confined to 
specific geographic regions or demographic or cultural groups (see for example, Herrera et 
al., 2013; Tierney et al., 1995). Whether mentoring achieves similar benefits for children 
from other jurisdictions and countries, remains largely unknown. Fortunately, this situation is 
expected to change in the not too distant future as mentoring organizations such as Big 
Brothers Big Sisters seek to evaluate their programs (as is currently the case in Canada) 
and gradually increase their presence in other Western societies. In light of these changing 
circumstances, promising evidence of BBBS mentoring program benefits has been recently 
reported in the Republic of Ireland (Dolan, Brady, O’Regan, Russell, Canavan, & Forkan, 
2011) and Australia (Moodie & Fisher, 2009). 
 
Overview of Current Report and Study Description 
 
In 2006 the Centre for Addiction and Mental Health in partnership with Big Brothers Big 
Sisters of Canada received $1.7 million from the Canadian Institutes of Health Research to 
conduct the first national longitudinal study of agency-supported mentoring relationships 
involving children, parents, and adult mentors enrolled in 20 Canadian Big Brothers Big 
Sisters (BBBS) community mentoring programs. The overall intent of the study was to 
further an understanding of the potential for community-based mentoring programs to 
improve the lives of youth by attempting to address many of the shortfalls inherent in 
previous research endeavors.  
 
The current report presents a detailed overview of selected findings from our longitudinal 
study. The overall goal is threefold: 1) to describe how various BBBS mentoring program 
environmental supports (e.g., match determination procedures, mentor training, caseworker 
and parental support), adult mentor characteristics (i.e., self-efficacy), and mentoring 
relationship attributes (e.g., time invested, shared activities) are associated with the 
development of healthy mentoring relationships (i.e., relationships defined as high in quality 
and child/mentor engagement and support); 2) to describe the extent to which healthy 
mentoring relationships are ultimately associated with positive child developmental 
outcomes; and 3) to assess if being in a mentoring relationship (versus no relationship) is 
associated with better or enhanced child outcomes. 
 
The longitudinal study was based on a natural cohort design that followed 997 children and 
parents and 516 mentors approved for service in 20 Canadian BBBS programs over a 30-
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month period. Programs were situated in 8 provinces (excluding Newfoundland and Prince 
Edward Island). Children and parents completed a battery of measures prior to being paired 
with a mentor and again every 6 months until study completion. Mentors entered the study 
as they became paired to children and completed their own assessments in conjunction with 
their mentee’s follow-ups. Although this design is not as strong as the standard experimental 
design for making sound causal judgments of mentoring program impact, it possesses its 
own unique advantages in that it allows for a careful study of the potential for long term 
mentoring relationships (> 12 months duration) to improve children’s overall health and well-
being. In addition, the large study sample provides the first ever opportunity to explore the 
extent to which mentoring relationships might benefit children belonging to specific 
demographic and cultural groups and those residing in geographically diverse regions.  
 
In Canada, traditional BBBS community mentoring programs pairing a single child with an 
adult volunteer have been operating for over a century and currently boast over 130 
programs nationwide. Although BBBS offers youth other types of mentoring programs (e.g., 
school-based and group mentoring programs), community-based programs are by far the 
most common. The programs are designed to improve the general health and well-being of 
children lacking a parent caregiver by pairing them with a caring and supportive adult role 
model. The development of a caring and supportive mentoring relationship is expected to 
improve children’s outcomes by strengthening social bonds and emotional well-being, 
enhancing identity development through effective role modeling, and improving cognitive 
functioning through structured learning opportunities and skill development. However, 
despite the proliferation of these programs throughout Canada and strong theoretical 
expectations for positive youth benefits, hard evidence that being a mentored child in a 
Canadian BBBS community program may be associated with significant improvements in 
positive developmental outcomes has not been systematically investigated. 
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Objectives of the Report 
 
The overall goal of this report is to describe, within the context of BBBS community 
mentoring programs, the extent to which various mentoring agency environmental supports, 
adult mentor characteristics, and mentoring relationship attributes are associated with the 
development of healthy adult mentor-child protégé relationships and positive child 
developmental outcomes. Because the ultimate goal is to provide clear and concise 
recommendations for mentoring program practitioners and policy makers, the use of 
technical jargon is kept to a minimum and technical details where appropriate are included 
in appendices.  
 
Specific objectives/goals of this report include: 
 

1) To describe the background profile of children, parents, and adult mentors 
participating in 20 BBBS community mentoring programs across Canada. 

2) To describe changes in the mentoring status of children throughout the study’s 30 
month follow-up period (e.g., percentage of children in continuous or uninterrupted 
relationships, dissolved relationships, and never matched children) 

3) To describe the level of BBBS and other environmental supports (e.g.,  mentor 
training and orientation, caseworker and parental support of the mentoring 
relationship)  

4) To describe the level of mentoring relationship attributes (e.g., perceived global 
quality, child/mentor engagement and support, mentee fulfillment of mentor 
expectations, time invested, longevity, number of activities) 

5) To describe the timing of onset and break up of BBBS community mentoring 
relationships and their associated risk factors 

6) To describe the association between BBBS and other environmental supports and 
key mentoring relationship attributes believed to operate as proximal determinants of 
positive child developmental outcomes  

7) To describe the association between key mentoring relationship attributes and 
positive child developmental outcomes 

8) To describe the association between being mentoring status and positive child 
developmental outcomes; and 

9) To relate the mentoring status of children (mentored vs. not mentored) to 
membership in specific developmental pathways (i.e., low, moderate or high risk 
trajectories) 
 

Throughout the report we will focus our attention on child gender by examining possible 
gender differences in the formation and break up of mentoring relationships, mentoring 
relationship attributes (i.e., quality, child/mentor engagement and support, time invested, 
shared activities), and gender differences in the association between key mentoring 
relationship attributes (e.g., perceived quality) and various child developmental outcomes. 
Future releases of study findings will examine other potential moderators including child 
age, cultural background, and level of exposure to personal and environmental risk.  
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Organization of the Report 
 
This report is organized into 20 sections that roughly follow the objectives outlined above. 
Section 1 provides a brief background review of mentoring research. Section 2 outlines a 
theoretical framework for guiding selected analyses that borrows elements from existing 
theories of youth mentoring. Section 3 provides a brief description of the Canadian BBBS 
community mentoring program. Section 4 provides a detailed description of the study 
methodology including sample selection, participant recruitment, ethical procedures, the 
administration and collection of questionnaires, description of measures, methods of 
retaining participants, possible biases associated with the loss of participants to follow-up, 
and treatment of missing data. Section 5 describes the background profile of children, 
parents, and mentors participating in the study. Section 6 describes changes in the 
mentoring status of children at the completion of each of the study follow-ups. Mentoring 
status at the end of the study is cross-classified by levels of personal and environmental risk 
displayed by child participants. Section 7 describes child, parent, and mentor participant 
reasons for enrolling in BBBS community programs. Section 8 provides a detailed 
description of the patterns and levels of BBBS environmental supports (e.g., caseworker 
support), other environmental influences (e.g., parent support of the mentoring relationship), 
and adult mentor feelings of self-efficacy. These environmental influences, depicted in our 
theoretical model, are believed to impact positive youth outcomes indirectly through their 
positive association with mentoring relationship attributes. Section 9 describes patterns and 
levels of key mentoring relationship attributes (e.g., perceived global quality, frequency and 
intensity of contact between mentors and mentees, number of mentoring activities, 
child/mentor engagement and support, and longevity) that are situated as proximal 
determinants of positive developmental outcomes in youth.  Section 10 examines trends 
over time in selected mentoring relationship attributes for subsamples of youth and mentors 
involved in continuous or uninterrupted mentoring relationships. Section 11 describes the 
timing of onset (formation) of children’s mentoring relationships and identifies factors that 
either increase or decrease a child’s chance of becoming paired to a mentor. Section 12 
describes the break-up or dissolution of BBBS mentoring relationships, factors that increase 
or decrease a child’s chance of experiencing a break-up, and study participant reasons for 
why mentoring relationships dissolved. Section 13 estimates a series of regression 
equations based on cross-sectional samples of youth and mentors that examine the 
capacity of BBBS environmental supports and adult mentor feelings of self-efficacy to 
predict mentoring relationship quality, child/mentor engagement and support, and longevity. 
Section 14 utilizes longitudinal samples of youth and mentors to evaluate the plausibility of 
process-oriented models of youth mentoring described in our theoretical model. Section 15 
estimates a series of regression equations that examine the capacity of BBBS 
environmental supports and mentoring relationship attributes to predict positive youth 
outcomes rated by adult mentors. Section 16 examines the relative importance of four 
mentoring relationship attributes (global quality, mentor engagement and support, longevity, 
and frequency of mentor/mentee contact) as predictors of positive youth outcomes rated by 
both children and parents. Section 17 describes the association between children’s 
mentoring status (early continuous, late continuous, dissolved, re-matched versus never-
mentored) and positive youth outcomes rated by children and parents. Section 18 describes 
the developmental trajectories of children approved for service in BBBS community 
mentoring programs and the capacity of being mentored to predict membership in pathways 
having few or minimal child difficulties or problems. Section 19 summarizes the main study 
findings and provides a series of recommendations for program practitioners and policy 
makers. Section 20 closes with a description of the study limitations and directions for future 
research. 
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Section 2: Theory of Youth Mentoring 
 
Our research on agency-supported mentoring relationships presented in this report is 
guided by a conceptual model integrating the main components of two prominent youth 
mentoring theories: The Theoretical Model of Youth Mentoring developed by Jean Rhodes 
(Rhodes, 2008) and The Process-Oriented Model of Youth Mentoring developed by Lillian 
Eby and colleagues (2012). Empirical support for the model linkages can be found in the 
accumulated body of mentoring research conducted to date including extensive meta-
analyses of mentoring program effects (Du Bois et al., 2002; 2011). 
 
Borrowing from the work of Rhodes, our conceptual model (depicted in Figure 1) asserts 
that a high quality mentoring relationship between a child and adult mentor (i.e., a close and 
intimate bond) is fundamental for promoting positive developmental outcomes in children 
(e.g., reduced behavioral difficulties). Quality relationships are expected to improve 
children’s outcomes by strengthening social relationships and emotional well-being, 
enhancing identity development through effective role modeling, and by improving cognitive 
functioning through instruction and new learning opportunities.  
 
According to Eby and colleagues, the development of a high quality mentoring relationship 
(depicted in the model as the most proximal determinant of positive child outcomes) is 
influenced by environmental supports, qualities of the adult mentor, key mentoring 
relationship attributes, and strong mentor and child engagement and support that work 
together to enhance quality. Specifically, the model predicts that environmental supports 
(e.g., agency match determination practices pairing mentors to children based on shared 
interests, mentor training, caseworker and parent support of the mentoring relationship) 
improve or strengthen mentor feelings of self-efficacy (i.e., mentor confidence in their 
mentoring abilities) as well as a variety of mentoring relationship attributes (e.g., shared 
relationship activities, investments of time in the relationship) which in turn work to improve 
mentor and engagement and support. A high level of mentor engagement and support is in 
turn viewed as a prerequisite for a close and intimate bond to develop between mentor and 
child.  
 
Last, our conceptual model allows for factors that possibly condition or moderate the impact 
of various mentoring components and children’s mentoring relationship and developmental 
outcomes. In other words, there may be factors that change or alter the strength or 
magnitude of specific model pathways. For example, mentoring relationships high on mentor 
engagement and support may lead to higher levels of mentoring relationship quality but only 
among girls. Similarly, mentoring relationships high on quality may be associated with 
improved developmental outcomes in children but only among those coming from moderate 
to high socioeconomic backgrounds. Moderators that are specific to the mentoring 
relationship itself may also impact or change the magnitude or strength of model pathways. 
Mentoring relationships may need time to mature before a close and nurturing relationship 
becomes a reality. Longer mentoring relationships, therefore, may be necessary in order for 
quality to have a noticeable impact in children’s lives. 
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Figure 1: Theory of Youth Mentoring 
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Section 3: Program Description 
 
BBBS community mentoring programs are intended to provide youth a one-on-one 
mentoring relationship with a caring and nurturing adult. Currently, there are 123 local 
Canadian BBBS agencies in 10 provinces and one territory serving 27,000 youth in 
programs involving one-to-one mentoring relationships with an adult volunteer mentor. 
Programs consist of three phases: qualifying assessment, match determination, and match 
support and supervision. Youth applicants must be ages 5-17, permanently live in an 
agency’s catchment area, and agree to agency rules and regulations.  Mentors must be age 
18 or older with no criminal record involving violence or children, provide three references, 
and complete an assessment interview.  For a minimum of 12 months they must spend an 
average of 2-4 hours of time each week with their mentee discussing or engaging in 
recreational, skill-based, or career-oriented activities.  Mentors must attend an initial training 
session provided by agency staff pertaining to application and assessment procedures, 
roles and responsibilities of mentors and mentees, the termination of mentoring 
relationships, caseworker support and supervision, recognizing child abuse, and optimizing 
the quality of the mentoring relationship.  
  
To determine a child’s match to a volunteer mentor, caseworkers interview families and 
volunteers to assess mutual interests, mentor ability to meet youth needs, personal 
preferences, and mentor willingness to mentor youth from diverse cultural and social 
backgrounds.  Parents must give written approval of the selected mentor.  Caseworkers 
must contact mentors, mentees, and parents at least once a month for the first 6 months 
and bi-monthly thereafter until 12 months.  After 12 months, contact is reduced to four times 
a year. Caseworkers may provide information on agency events and advice on how to 
handle match-related difficulties.  Once youth turn 18 years of age, formal ties to the agency 
terminate even though the mentoring relationship may continue.  Mentors are expected to 
notify caseworkers of match-related difficulties and to notify the agency of a change of 
address or plans to terminate the relationship.  They are obliged to report suspected 
incidents of physical or sexual abuse or other circumstances that might threaten youth 
safety.  Youth satisfying the eligibility criteria for the mentoring program are immediately 
assigned to a waiting list until an optimal match can be found and may engage in agency 
sponsored recreational or educational activities. 
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Section 4: Methodology 
 
Sampling and Recruiting Procedures 
 
A total of 20 BBBS agencies across Canada were invited to participate in the study. In 
general, invited agencies were those with large annual caseloads, a long history of 
operation, well-defined rules and procedures, a sufficient number of intake staff and 
caseworkers to process cases and support matches, and a cultural diversity of clients.  Most 
agencies served large population centres and included Victoria, Vancouver, Calgary, 
Edmonton, Saskatoon, Regina, Winnipeg, York, Toronto, London, Peel Region, Windsor, 
Ottawa, Montreal, and Halifax.  Smaller centres included Guelph, Niagara Falls, and 
Moncton.  Each agency received a quota of families to recruit and recruitment ended once 
the quota was reached.  A stipend of $1,000 was awarded to each agency to help process 
study cases. 
 
Families were recruited over a 30 month period (May of 2007 to November of 2009).  
Mentors were recruited following an agency match to a study child.  To qualify for our study, 
families and mentors must have been new admissions to the BBBS agency and passed the 
agency’s qualifying assessment for determining eligibility to participate in the community 
mentoring program.  Families must have had a child in the age range of 6-17 years.  In 
families with more than one eligible child, one was randomly selected to participate.  Parent 
participants were required to have primary parenting responsibility for the study child. 
 
Families and mentors were recruited by agency intake and caseworkers following a 
standardized script prepared by the study researchers.  The study script described the study 
objectives, types of questions asked of participants, and expectations concerning participant 
responsibilities.  Families were invited to participate immediately after they passed the 
agency's qualifying assessment.  Adult mentors were invited to participate immediately 
following an agency match to a study child.  Interested families and mentors signed and 
dated the script and recorded contact information authorizing a field interviewer to arrange 
for their first in home assessment.  For families, the first in-home baseline assessment 
occurred immediately before they had an opportunity to be paired with an adult mentor.  For 
mentors, the first in-home assessment occurred in conjunction with their matched family’s 
next scheduled follow-up.  
 
Data Collection Procedures 
 
Families received an in home baseline assessment (prior to being paired to a mentor) 
consisting of a 40-minute parent self-administered questionnaire and a two hour child face-
to-face interview conducted by a trained field interviewer.  Formal consent to participate 
(parent consent and child assent) was obtained prior to the commencement of the baseline 
assessment.  To maintain confidentiality, interviews with children occurred in a private room.  
Parents completed their questionnaire in a separate room during the child interview.  
Interviewers were available to answer parent questions at the conclusion of the child 
interview.  Language translation services and services for the hearing impaired were 
available upon request.  In-home follow-up assessments on the same group of families were 
conducted every 6 months until 30 months from baseline. 
 
At baseline and follow-ups, children were asked to report academic and social 
competencies, coping skills, self-esteem, physical and mental health, alcohol and drug use, 
and behavior in and out of school.  Parents reported on their children in each of these areas 
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as well as their own social relationships, physical and mental health, and possible use of 
alcohol and other drugs.  At each follow-up, families paired or matched to a mentor 
answered additional questions that included the match determination process conducted by 
the agency (possible difficulties with the process encountered by participants), attributes of 
the mentoring relationship (length, time invested per week, quality, engagement and 
support, type of activities), parent support of the mentoring relationship, barriers to spending 
time in the mentoring relationship, reasons for enrolling in the BBBS community mentoring 
program, and agency support of the mentoring relationship.  
 
Adult mentors completed a 30-minute in-home self-administered questionnaire in 
conjunction with their matched family’s follow-ups.  Formal consent to participate was 
obtained prior to the commencement of the first assessment.  Adult mentors answered 
questions on the match determination process (i.e., possible difficulties encountered), 
aspects of the mentoring relationship (length, time invested per week, quality, engagement 
and support, type of activities), parent support of the mentoring relationship, history of 
involvement with mentoring programs, perceived effectiveness as a mentor (i.e., self-
efficacy), agency training (hours of training, satisfaction with training), barriers to spending 
time in the mentoring relationship, reasons for enrolling in the BBBS community mentoring 
program, and agency support of the mentoring relationship.  
 
Response Rates and Final Sample 
 
A total of 1,280 families were approached to participate in the study.  Out of this number, 
997 enrolled in the study and completed a baseline assessment (response rate of 78%). To 
assess possible bias in our sample of participants, a sub-sample of families who declined to 
participate (n = 105) were compared with participants (n = 997) on parent/guardian gender, 
age, marital status, and education.  No significant differences were found between both 
groups suggesting that study participants were representative of all new intake families 
approaching the 20 BBBS agencies.  
 
Based on available data, 700 families were paired to at least one BBBS mentor at some 
point in the study. Ninety percent of the mentoring relationship pairs were of the same 
gender (i.e., boys paired with male mentors and girls paired with female mentors). Among 
the 700 families paired to at least one mentor, 153 indicated that the study child was paired 
to a second mentor following the break-up of the first mentoring relationship. As a result, the 
minimum number of mentors paired to study families was estimated to be 847.  
 
Unfortunately, due to heavy staff turnover at some agencies, considerably fewer mentors (n 
= 650) were approached by agency staff to participate. In total, 516 adult mentors, out of an 
estimated 650 mentors approached by agency staff to participate, enrolled in the study and 
completed at least one mentor assessment, a response rate of 79%. Dividing this number 
by the total number of mentors that could have participated (n = 847) lowers the response 
rate to 61%.1  
 
Our sub-sample of 516 mentor participants was paired with just under half of the study 
families (n = 477). The number of mentor participants exceeded the number of families 

                                                 
1
 Our estimate of 700 mentored families may fall short of the actual number since 135 of the 997 study families 

who completed a baseline assessment either dropped out of the study or could not be reached for a follow-up 
assessment.  As a result, there was no way to gauge what percentage of these families had been paired to a 
mentor. 
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because (as noted above) some of the mentored children were paired to a second mentor. 
Demographic background information on non-participating mentors was not collected. 
However, a comparison of the breakdown of the gender of the adult mentors reported by 
mentored children with the gender breakdown obtained from completed mentor 
assessments revealed that a significantly greater percentage of mentor non-participants 
were male. 
 
An illustration of the full study design is depicted in Figure 2. 
 

 
 
Figure 2: Study Design 
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Procedures for Tracking and Retaining Participants 
 
Field interviewers maintained a master list for each family and mentor participant that 
contained the names, addresses, and telephone numbers of participants along with unique 
agency and individual ID codes.  Identical codes appeared on the questionnaires.  Master 
lists provided several functions: data linkage across participants and time, up to date 
information on the mentoring status of the child; names and contact information of at least 
one close friend, relative, or work associate in the event family or mentor could not be 
reached for follow-up, a unique time schedule for each family and mentor’s upcoming follow-
up assessment, and field notes describing any special family circumstances that might have 
hindered the data collection process in upcoming assessments. 
 
As a token of appreciation for participating, children received two movie passes after 
completing each assessment while parents and adult mentors received a $5 Tim Horton 
(food) gift certificate.  To optimize retention, field interviewers placed telephone calls to 
families and mentors between follow-up assessments reminding them of their important 
contribution to the overall success of the study.  Follow-up calls were also used to remind 
families and mentors of their next scheduled assessment, update contact information 
(including auxiliary contacts), update the child’s mentoring status, collect information on a 
family’s plan to move, and obtain reasons for a family or mentor’s decision to withdraw from 
the study.  After each call, thank you cards were mailed to participants along with study 
brochures providing an update of study progress.  Children completing the study received a 
certificate of achievement signed and dated by the Principal Investigator recognizing their 
contribution as a valued participant. 
 
Quality Control Procedures 
 
To monitor and improve the quality of data collection over time, families or mentors who had 
recently completed a follow-up assessment were selected at random, contacted by the 
project coordinator, and asked to provide an overall impression of the home visit (i.e., clarity 
of instructions, pace of the interview, demeanor of the interviewer).  This information was 
used to provide constructive feedback to the interviewers.  
 
Field Interviewer Qualifications and Training 
 
Field interviewers were required to have a minimum of a Bachelor’s degree in the health or 
social sciences and some previous experience working with children.  Interviewers hired at 
the beginning of the study along with agency representatives responsible for recruitment of 
families and mentors participated in a one day training event conducted by the study 
principal investigator.  Participants received extensive training in the implementation of the 
research protocol including recruitment, data collection, and techniques for maintaining 
family and mentor participation.  Trained participants received a copy of a study training 
manual detailing the different components.  This training manual was used to train all future 
field interviewers on the study as well as new agency staff responsible for family and mentor 
recruitment.  
 
Ethics 
 
All components of the study design, including recruitment of participants, obtaining informed 
consent, data collection procedures, and procedures for encouraging participant 
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participation over time were approved by the Research Ethics Board at the Centre for 
Addiction and Mental Health. 
 
Measures 
 
Appendix 1 presents a brief description of selected measures of children’s developmental 
outcomes (externalizing and internalizing behaviors and academic and social 
competencies).  Outcomes were assessed using carefully chosen gender and age 
appropriate measures possessing good reliability and validity and having an extensive 
history of use on samples of children from varied cultural and socioeconomic backgrounds.  
Some of these measures were tested previously in the context of a pilot study of BBBS 
community mentoring programs in two Ontario communities.  To guard against bias 
associated with a single informant, outcomes were measured using both child and parent 
ratings of children’s behaviors.  Internal consistency alpha reliability values (child and 
parents) are judged as fair to excellent (α = .60 - .90) with moderate to strong stability or 
test-retest coefficients across 6-month intervals.  Level of agreement between child and 
parent informants, calculated using the intra class correlation coefficient (ICC), is low to 
moderate underscoring the importance of having more than one perspective. 
 
Appendix 2 provides a description of the study process-oriented measures designed to 
capture BBBS agency practices and other environmental supports (e.g., match 
determination procedures, mentoring training, caseworker and parent support of mentoring 
relationship), adult mentor characteristics (i.e., mentor self-efficacy), and mentoring 
relationship attributes (e.g., perceived quality).  Many of the measures were developed by 
members of the team and pilot-tested on a previous sample of mentored youth attending 
BBBS community programs.  Information on internal consistency reliability is presented 
together with ICC values gauging the level of agreement across, child, parent, and adult 
mentor reporters.  Results are based on 18 month follow-up data.  In general, the results 
indicate good or excellent internal consistency. The low to moderate ICC values across 
informants are similar to what has been reported in other studies.  
 
Agency level data on the BBBS community mentoring programs was obtained using a self-
administered questionnaire completed by either the executive director or the director of 
programs/services of each of the 20 participating agencies.  Agency level variables 
included: years in operation, staffing composition (number of full time paid staff, percentage 
of staff devoted to programs and services), characteristics of child clients approved for 
service (number of child clients, percentage of child clients who are boys, percentage of 
child clients ages 10-17, percentage of child clients from visible minority groups, and 
percentage of child clients referred to BBBS programs by outside institutions), program and 
service delivery statistics (number of annual new matches, average waiting time in months 
to first match, number of different types of waiting list programs offered), and strategies used 
to recruit adult volunteers (e.g., media/ advertising, partnering with business organizations). 
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Loss of Participants to Follow-Up 
 
Given the long-term nature of this study, the percentage of participants who either dropped 
out or could not be reached for an assessment interview increased with each successive 
follow-up. As shown in Table 3a, the greatest contributing factor to participant loss occurred 
because a follow-up interview could not be scheduled. This usually occurred because of a 
disconnected or out of service telephone, failure to arrive at a convenient interview time, or 
unanswered calls placed to families by the study field interviewers. At the end of the study, 
53% of the original sample of 997 families who provided a completed baseline assessment 
had completed a 30 month follow-up assessment. Although this represents a significant loss 
of participants our data showed that nearly 90 percent of the 997 families completed one or 
more of the five follow-up assessments.  
 
Table 1a:  Loss of Child and Parent Participants to Follow-up (%) 

 6 mo 12 mo 18 mo 24 mo 30 mo 

Dropped Out 4.5 9.9 15.5 19.9 23.6 

Could Not be Scheduled 16.5 19.1 19.5 22.1 23.4 

Total Loss 21.0 29.0 35.0 42.0 47.0 

Total Retention 79.0 71.0 65.0 58.0 53.0 

n = 997 parents and children; n = 20 agencies 

 
Parents offered a number of reasons for dropping out of the study (See Figure 3). 
 
Here is what we found… 
 

 The most common reason given by parents for dropping out of the study was a 
termination of their involvement or relationship with their local BBBS agency (26%). 
Other important reasons included lack of interest (17%) or a family move (17%). 
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Figure 3:  Parents Reasons for Dropping Out of Study  

n = 198 parents 

 
 

To gauge if families who dropped out of the study or those who could not be reached for a 
follow-up differed in some way from those who chose to remain, we compared both groups 
using background information collected from their completed baseline interviews or 
assessments.  
 
Here is what we found… 

 

 Results showed that study leavers tended to be families with: 
 

o older children (ages 10 - 17) 
o younger parents (< age 40)  
o < 3 siblings living at home 
o children from First Nations Peoples 
o children reporting two or more significant life events in the previous 12 

months (e.g., family move, parent illness, family death) 
o healthy children (children not reporting a chronic health condition) 
o poor family functioning 
o a parent smoking cigarettes daily 
o gross household income < $20,000 per year  

 
As noted earlier, adult mentors were invited to enter the study following their match to a 
study child by BBBS staff. Participating mentors were eligible to complete their first 
assessment in conjunction with their matched family’s next scheduled follow-up (i.e., 6, 12, 
18, 24, and 30 month). As shown in Table 3b, many adult mentors failed to complete an 
assessment at one or more family follow-ups because a date for completion could not be 
scheduled. Across the follow-ups between 47% and 67% of the eligible mentors completed 
an assessment. 
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Table 1b: Loss of Adult Mentor Participants to Follow-up (%) 

 6 mo 12 mo 18 mo 24 mo 30 mo 

Mentor Refused/Dropped 
Out of Study 

0.9 3.1 6.9 12.5 17.6 

Assessment Could Not be 
Scheduled 

31.9. 32.9 34.3 41.0 35.4 

Participants (completed 
assessment) 

67.2 64.0 58.8 46.5 47.0 

n = 516 mentors (paired to 477 families) 

 

We compared eligible adult mentors who chose to complete an assessment at each follow-
up with those who did not (because of refusals, study drop out or inability to schedule an 
assessment) on basic mentor demographics and socioeconomic background information. 
 
Here is what we found…  

 

 Adult mentors not completing an assessment at one or more family follow-ups were 
more likely to be: 
 

o Female 
o Those from higher income brackets 
o Younger in age 
o Currently married or in common-law or divorced/separated/widowed 
 

Missing Data 

Given that a fairly sizable number of study families and mentors were lost to follow-up, 
analyses that simply exclude the missing data are likely to produce biased results. For 
example, earlier we noted that participant loss to follow-up tended to be associated with 
certain child and parent characteristics measured at the baseline assessment. To handle the 
amount of missing data we utilized two widely accepted procedures: Full Information 
Maximum Likelihood (FIML) and Multiple Imputation (MI). In carrying out statistical analyses, 
these procedures incorporate all cases with missing data using available information 
provided by participants. Details of these procedures and their advantages over list-wise 
deletion of data are reported elsewhere (Baraldi & Enders, 2010; Graham, 2009).   
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Section 5: Characteristics of Participants 
 
At the study’s baseline assessment, parents and children completed a number of questions 
on their demographic (i.e., gender, age), socioeconomic (i.e., education, income, 
government support), and cultural background. They also completed questions on their 
general physical and mental health status, feelings, attitudes, and behaviors, access to 
social supports, children’s involvement in natural mentoring relationships, and children’s 
participation in community-based programs for youth. Adult mentors completed a similar but 
smaller subset of questions.  
 
Profiling study participants is important in that it provides a useful context for interpreting 
study results. In addition, the extent to which children’s involvement in mentoring 
relationships is associated with positive child developmental outcomes (a major goal or 
objective of this report) may differ or vary for particular groups of participants sharing the 
same background characteristics.  
 
Detailed profiles of the general background characteristics of study participants are found in 
Tables 2 and 3. In Table 2 results are presented for the total sample of children who 
completed a baseline assessment broken down by gender. In Table 3 results are based on 
the responses of 477 mentors completing the earliest mentor assessment. The vast majority 
of these individuals consisted of the first and only mentors paired to study families. The 
background profiles of a much smaller group of second and third mentors are not reflected. 
 
Here is what we found…. 
 
Study children (see Table 2) 
 

 Were evenly split by gender 

 Just under half (48%) were < age 10 at the time of their baseline assessment (mean 
age was 9.77 years) 

 A significantly greater percentage of boys than girls were <age 10 (53.3 vs. 42.0, 
p<.01); in contrast a greater percentage of girls were in the older age group 12-17 
(28.3 vs. 19.6, p<.01) 

 Roughly 70% lived with a single biological parent; most with their single biological 
mother 

 Boys were more likely than girls to be living with their biological mother (77.4 vs. 
52.0, p<.01) while girls were more likely to be living with both biological parents (17.1 
vs. 4.8, p<.01) 

 Children were widely dispersed across ethnic and racial lines; over one-third were 
identified by parents as belonging to a visible minority group (e.g., First Nations, 
African Canadian, Asian Canadian, Hispanic Canadian) 

 One-third reported no sibling living at home 

 A significant minority of children (nearly 30%) were reported by parents to have a 
chronic health condition or to have made use of a mental health or social service in 
the previous 12 months 

 Close to 80% reported having a natural mentor at one point in their life (i.e., adult 
other than a parent to confide in); most reported that person to be a close relative, 
family friend or teacher 

 Close to 30% reported involvement in a non BBBS community program for youth  
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 One-third reported having a sibling in a current or previous BBBS mentoring 
relationship; a significantly greater percentage of girls than boys reported having a 
sibling in a mentoring relationship (38.7 vs. 27.9, p<.01) 

 Fifteen percent reported involvement in BBBS wait list programs 
 

 

Table 2: Profile of Child Participants (n = 997) 

Background Characteristics Total (%) Girls (%) Boys (%) 

Child Gender      
Boys 49.3 -- -- 
Girls 50.7 -- -- 

Child Age     

  6 – 9 48.0 42.9 53.3 
10 – 11 27.9 28.9 27.1 
12 – 17 23.8 28.3 19.6 

Child Living Arrangements     
Both Biological Parents 10.8 17.1 4.8 
Biological Mother Only 64.9 52.0 77.4 
Biological Father Only 4.8 7.7 2.0 
Biological Other Relatives (e.g., sibling, 
aunt, uncle, grandparent)  

7.2 9.1 5.3 

Parent and Other Unrelated Guardian 7.1 9.3 5.0 
Other Arrangements (e.g., foster/step/adopt 
parent, group home) 

5.1 4.7 5.5 

Child Number of Siblings Living With You    
None 33.2 30.5 35.7 
One 33.9 32.8 34.9 
Two 20.1 21.4 18.8 
Three or More 12.9 15.3 10.5 

Child Ethnicity    
African Canadian 10.3 9.5 11.1 
First Nations Peoples 13.3 15.8 10.9 
White Northern European 34.1 34.0 34.3 
White Other European (South and East) 7.9 7.7 8.1 
Asian Canadian 7.6 7.9 7.5 
Hispanic Canadian 2.3 2.1 2.6 
Canadian 10.7 9.5 11.9 
Other (unspecified) 13.8 13.5 13.7 

Child Chronic Health Conditions    
Yes 29.5 27.0 31.9 
No 70.5 73.0 68.1 

Child Activity Limitation    
Yes 6.7 7.3 6.1 
No 93.3 92.7 93.9 

Child Use Mental Health/Social Services    
Yes 28.3 29.0 27.5 
No 71.7 71.0 72.5 
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Background Characteristics Total (%) Girls (%) Boys (%) 

Child Ever a Natural Mentor in Your Life?    
Yes 79.1 78.8 79.3 
No 20.9 21.2 20.7 

Child Mentor In Life    
Teacher 23.8 19.7 27.5 
Family Relative (aunt, uncle) 59.7 58.2 38.0 
Sibling 6.9 6.2 6.8 
Family Friend 19.5 20.8 18.5 
Minister or Clergy 1.5 1.0 1.3 
Family Doctor 2.8 1.6 3.3 

Child Participate in Other Community Youth 
Programs  

   

Yes 28.9 30.2 27.6 
No 71.1 69.8 72.4 

Child Has a Sibling in Current or Previous BBBS 
Mentoring Relationship 

   

Yes 33.3 38.7 27.9 
No 66.7 61.3 72.1 

Child Involvement in BBBS Wait List Programs    
Yes 15.0 13.4 15.6 
No 85.0 86.6 84.4 

 
 
As noted earlier, children and parents in the study answered a battery of questions on 
socioeconomic background, health, behavioral patterns, attitudes and feelings, and various 
environmental supports. We used their responses to these questions at the baseline 
assessment (before children could be paired to a mentor) to establish summary profiles of 
children’s personal and environmental risk. Studies suggest that a child’s level of personal 
and/or environmental risk may be an important factor in determining how well they respond 
to the guidance and support of an adult mentor (Dubois et al., 2002; Herrera et al., 2013).   
 
Children’s level of environmental risk was constructed using an index of 18 variables 
(α = .65).  These included: annual gross household income <$10K, family receipt of 
government social assistance, family living in subsidized housing, a parent with <high school 
education, 2+ stressful life events in past 12 months (e.g., family move), child perceptions of 
low social support from teachers and peers, parent daily cigarette use, a parent with a 
chronic health condition, parent mental health problems (symptoms of hostility, depression 
and social anxiety), a poor quality parent/child relationship, inconsistent parenting, poor 
family functioning, parent perceptions of low social support, neighborhood physical or social 
decay, and poor neighborhood cohesion. Children’s level of personal risk was assessed 
using an index of 11 variables (α = .61) that included: use of mental health/social services in 
the past 12 months, a chronic health condition, victimization/bullying by peers, ineffective 
coping skills, negative attitudes toward school, low peer self-esteem, depressed mood, 
elevated levels of social anxiety (rated separately by parents and children), and elevated 
behavioral problems (child and parent-rated symptoms of children’s conduct problems, 
hyperactivity-inattention, difficulties getting along with peers, and emotional problems).  
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Each risk indicator (associated with the respective environmental and personal risk indices) 
was divided into two categories. A value of one was assigned to the top 20% of respondents 
on each indicator (e.g., top 20% on family functioning referred to the poorest functioning 
families) and a value of zero for all other respondents. Two count variables measured the 
total number of risk indicators present for each child, one personal and the other 
environmental. 
 
Here is what we found…. 
 

 Children experienced an average of 4 environmental risk indicators and 2.33 
personal risk indicators. The lowest value on the environmental risk index was zero 
and the highest value was 16. The lowest value on the personal risk index was zero 
and the highest value was 10 

 Girls experienced a significantly greater average number of environmental and 
personal risk indicators than boys (4.30 environmental indicators versus 3.70 for 
boys, f value=11.43, df=1, p<.001; 2.54 personal risk indicators versus 2.18 for 
boys, f value=7.61, df=1, p<.001)  

 
Indicators of risk were regrouped into three categories: low or minimal risk, moderate risk, 
and high risk. Results are presented in Figure 4. Twenty percent of the children had no 
personal risk indicators while 25% had four or more and were assigned to the high risk 
category. Only 9% of the children did not have any environmental risk indicators. In contrast, 
28% had 6 or more. Girls were more likely than boys to fall into the high risk category for 
both personal (28.3 vs. 22.8% p<.05) and environmental risk (31.1 vs. 24.4% p<.01). 
 
 
 Figure 4 Child Profile of Personal and Environmental Risk 
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Moderate

High

20%

55%
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Personal  Risk Environmental  Risk

n = 997 children

Low – Scored “0” on risk index

Moderate – 1 – 3 indicators

High – 4 – 10 indicators

n = 997 children

Low – Scored “0” on risk index

Moderate – 1 – 5 indicators

High – 6 – 16 indicators
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Study parents (see Table 3) 
 

 Were mostly female (93%)  

 The majority resided in urban areas (94%) 

 Tended to be middle aged (63% were ages 30-44; 8% were < age 30) with a mean 
age of about 40 years 

 Most were either never married (35%) or separated, divorced or widowed (46%) 

 One-quarter reported three or more family moves in the past 5 years 

 One-third reported having a chronic health condition 

 Parents were highly educated (26% indicated some post-secondary education and 
38% had completed a college diploma or university degree) 

 A significant percentage (40%) came from low income households (gross annual 
income < $20,000); most rented their dwelling (72%) 

 Roughly one in every three parents reported receipt of government social assistance 
or living in a subsidized dwelling 

 Just over half were engaged in full or part-time employment in the previous 12 
months 

 
Adult mentors (see Table 3) 
 

 Tended to be female (roughly two-thirds of the sample of mentors were female; 60% 
of all the mentors paired with study children (study and non-study participants) were 
female as reported by children on the child questionnaires 

 Were mostly young adults (nearly two-thirds were < age 30) with a mean age of 29 
years 

 Nearly two-thirds (62%) were never-married 

 Two-thirds had either completed a college diploma or university degree 

 Only a small number (12%) identified themselves with a visible minority group (e.g., 
First Nations, African Canadian, Asian Canadian, Hispanic Canadian) 

 Were mostly involved in paid employment (full or part-time employment) (92%), 
going to school (29%) or volunteer work (21%) 

 Nearly one-quarter were employed in a social service profession 

 Most (86%) were first time mentors in a BBBS program 
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Table 3:  Profile of Parent/Guardian and Adult Mentor Participants 

Background Characteristics 

Parent (%) 

n = 997 

Mentor (%) 

n = 477 

Gender    

Female 93.0 65.2 (59.9) 
Male 7.0 34.8 (40.7) 

Age    

< 25 0.5 31.7 
25 – 29 7.8 34.5 
30 – 34 20.3 13.6 
35 – 39 23.4 7.4 
40 – 44 19.9 4.0 
45 plus 28.2 8.7 

Current Marital Status    

Married 11.3 17.2 
Common-Law 7.7 16.9 
Separated 23.3 0.8 
Divorced 17.0 2.5 
Widowed 5.8 0.4 
Never Married 34.9 62.1 

Number Family Moves Past 5 Years   

None 32.5 -- 
One 22.5 -- 
Two 19.6 -- 
Three or more 25.4 -- 

Length of Time in Current Residence   

< 12 Months -- 25.9 
1 – 2 years -- 32.3 
3 – 4 years -- 13.0 
5 + years -- 28.9 

Number Children Living With You   

None 0.0 90.8 
One 34.3 4.9 
Two 35.0 3.0 
Three or more 30.8 1.3 

Parent Chronic Health Condition   

Yes 33.7 -- 
No 66.3 -- 

Relationship with Study Child   

Biological Mother 84.3 -- 
Biological Father 5.7 -- 
Other Related Female (e.g., grandmother, aunt) 6.4 -- 
Other (e.g., grandfather, adoptive or foster parent) 3.5 -- 
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Background Characteristics 

Parent (%) 

n = 997 

Mentor (%) 

n = 477 

Education   

< High School Diploma 16.5 2.1 
High School Diploma 19.1 7.4 
Some College 17.2 7.0 
Completed College 22.9 19.3 
Some University 8.8 17.0 
Completed University 15.5 47.1 

Gross Household Income   

< $10,000 17.9 8.2 
10,000 – 19,999 23.3 6.1 
20,000 – 39,999 30.5 13.2 
40,000 – 59,999 16.5 24.0 
60,000 Plus 11.8 48.5 

Ethnicity   

Visible Minority (First Nations People, African 
Canadian, Asian Canadian, Hispanic) 

-- 12.4 

European (Northern, Southern, Eastern) -- 77.5 
Canadian -- 4.3 
Other -- 5.8 

Language Household Assessment   

English 92.6 -- 
French 4.6 -- 
Other 2.8 -- 

Place of Residence   

Urban 94.1 94.5 
Rural 5.9 5.5 

Region of Residence   

British Columbia 20.0 23.7 
Alberta 20.7 25.9 
Saskatchewan/Manitoba 10.0 8.0 
Ontario 33.6 28.3 
Quebec 5.7 5.9 
Nova Scotia/New Brunswick 10.0 8.2 

Employed Social Service Profession   

Yes -- 23.5 
No -- 76.5 

First Time as Mentor   

Yes -- 86.2 
No -- 13.8 

Volunteer Activities   

Coaching or Teaching Youth -- 14.3 
Youth Group Leader -- 12.6 
Other -- 29.8 
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Background Characteristics 

Parent (%) 

n = 997 

Mentor (%) 

n = 477 

Ever a Natural Mentor in Life?   

Yes 50.1 63.7 
No 49.9 36.3 

Ever Mentored by BB/BS?   

Yes 5.8 2.2 
No 94.2 97.8 

Friends or Relatives in BBBS Match?   

Yes -- 35.6 
No -- 64.4 

Receipt of Social Assistance   

Yes 32.6 -- 
No 67.4 -- 

Dwelling Ownership   

Own 28.3 50.7 
Rent 71.7 49.3 

Subsidized Dwelling   
Yes 29.3 -- 
No 70.7 -- 

Main Activities Past 12 Months (multiple responses)   

Unemployed/Laid Off 13.0 2.5 
Permanently Unable to Work 5.7 0.0 
Going to School 9.8 29.0 
Full-time Employment 43.1 72.2 
Part-time Employment 14.1 19.8 
Homemaker Only 18.1 0.6 
Volunteer Work 10.6 20.8 
Retired 1.9 0.2 
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Summary 

 
 Child and parent participants came from diverse social, economic, and cultural 

backgrounds 
 Children were evenly dispersed by gender 
 Roughly half of the children were <age 10; boys tended to be younger (<age 10) 

while girls were more likely to be in the oldest age group (ages 12-17) 
 Most children were living in households without both biological parents; boys were 

more likely than girls to be living with their biological mother and girls were more 
likely than boys to be living with both biological parents 

 Roughly one-third of the children were from a visible ethnic or racial minority group 
 One-third of the children had no sibling living at home 
 Approximately one-quarter of the study children were classified as high risk based on 

their number of indicators of personal and environmental risk; girls were significantly 
more likely than boys to fall into the high risk categories 

 Parents were predominantly female and middle aged (30-44 years); <20% were 
currently married or in a common-law union and one-third were never married; 
roughly 40% were living below the poverty line (gross income of <20K a year) 

 Parents were widely dispersed across categories of educational attainment and 
listed employment, volunteer work, homemaking, and unemployed as their most 
frequent main activities 

 Two-thirds of the adult mentors were female 
 Adult mentors (compared to parents) tended to be younger, never married, without 

children, more highly educated, attending school, employed in full or part time work, 
and in higher income brackets; a relatively small percentage were from visible ethnic 
or racial minority groups 
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Section 6: The Mentoring (Match) Status of Study Children 
 
The mentoring status of participating children underwent a significant change over the 
course of the study. Given that some families either left the study or could not be reached 
for follow-up, for each follow-up, we estimated the total number of children in continuous or 
uninterrupted relationships, children in mentoring relationships that ended or dissolved, and 
children who had not yet been paired with a mentor. Estimates were based on information 
on the mentoring or match status of children obtained from participant questionnaires from 
earlier follow-ups, study master lists used to track respondents over time, and field 
researcher reminder calls to families between follow-ups designed to encourage continued 
participation. 
 
Trends on the mentoring status of study children are shown in Figures 5-6.  
 
Here is what we found… 
 

 With each successive study follow-up, the percentage of children who reported not 
having an adult mentor steadily declined; the sharpest decline occurred between 6 
and 12 months follow-up; by the end of the study (at 30 months) 19% had not been 
paired with a mentor 

 The percentage of children involved in continuous or uninterrupted relationships with 
a mentor increased slightly between the 6 and 12 month follow-ups (from 47 to 52%) 
and then steadily declined to 34% at 30 months 

 At the same time the percentage of children who had been in a mentoring 
relationship that had subsequently dissolved increased steadily from just under 5% 
at 6 months follow-up to just under 50% at 30 months follow-up 

 At each follow-up the mentoring status of girls differed widely from the mentoring 
status of boys. At 6 months follow-up, almost two-thirds of the study boys (64%) did 
not have a mentor compared to 32% of girls; by the 30 month follow-up 25% of the 
boys versus 12% of the girls had not been paired to a mentor 

 At each successive follow-up girls were significantly more likely than boys to have 
entered a mentoring relationship that subsequently dissolved; at 30 months follow-up 
57% of all girls had been in a mentoring relationship that dissolved compared to 37% 
of all boys 
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Figure 5:  Mentoring Status by Study Follow-Up   

 
Note: Sample sizes range from n = 943 parents and children at 6 months to n = 862 at 30 months; n = 20 

agencies 

 
 
 
Figure 6:  Mentoring Status by Study Follow-Up 

 Boys % Girls % 

 
 
Note. Most gender comparisons statistically significant at p < .01 
Sample sizes range from n = 943 parents and children at 6 months to n = 862 at 30 months; n = 20 agencies 
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At the end of the study (30 months follow-up), we estimated a more refined mentoring status 
variable that included the percentage of children in a previously dissolved mentoring 
relationship who had been paired or matched to a second adult mentor.  These results 
(broken down by child gender) are shown in Figure 7. 
 
Here is what we found… 
 

 Almost one in every five children in a previously dissolved mentoring relationship had 
been paired to a second adult mentor (17.7%) 

 Nearly twice the percentage of girls (23%) as boys (12.5%) had been paired to a 
second adult mentor 

 
 
Figure 7:  Mentoring Status at 30 Month Follow-Up 

 
Note. All gender comparisons statistically significant at p < .01 
n = 862 parents and children; n = 20 agencies 

 

 
We also compared children’s mentoring status at the end of the study with their profiles of 
personal and environmental risk.  
 
Here is what we found… 
 

 For all children (boy and girls) levels of personal and environmental risk were 
significantly associated with their mentoring status 

 With increasing levels of risk, the percentage of children in continuous mentoring 
relationships declined sharply (from 47.3% in the low risk category to 28.7% in the 
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 In contrast, increasing levels of risk were associated with an increase in the 
percentage of youth from dissolved mentoring relationships (from 23.4% in the low 
risk category to 30.5% in the high risk category for personal risk and from 18.4% in 
the low risk category to 35.9% in the high risk category for environmental risk) 

 Increasing levels of risk were also associated with an increase in the percentage of 
never mentored youth (from 12.6% in the low risk category to 22.9% in the high risk 
category for personal risk and from 15.8% in the low risk category to 20.7% in the 
high risk category for environmental risk) 

 
Figure 8a and 8b presents the results for children’s mentoring status and personal and 
environmental risk displayed separately for boys and girls. 
 

 For girls, higher levels of personal risk were associated with a decline in the 
percentage involved in continuous mentoring relationships and an increase in the 
percentage having had a dissolved relationship and a second mentoring relationship 

 For boys, higher levels of personal risk were associated with a steady decline in the 
percentage involved in continuous mentoring relationships and a sharp increase in 
the percentage having never had a mentor 

 For girls, higher levels of environmental risk were associated with an increase in the 
percentage in dissolved mentoring relationships and a decrease in the percentage in 
a second mentoring relationship 

 For boys, higher levels of environmental risk were associated with a sharp decrease 
in the percentage involved in continuous mentoring relationships and corresponding 
increases in the percentage involved in dissolved and second mentoring 
relationships and never mentored youth  
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Figure 8a:  Children’s Mentoring Status by Levels of Personal Risk and Gender 
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Figure 8b:  Children’s Mentoring Status by Levels of Environmental Risk and Gender 
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Summary 

 
 The mentoring status of children changed over the duration of the study 
 The percentage of children in continuous or uninterrupted mentoring relationships 

declined; at 30 months only about one-third reported being in their first mentoring 
relationship 

 The percentage of children in dissolved mentoring relationships steadily increased; 
at the end of the study nearly half had been in relationships that dissolved 

 The percentage of children that had never been paired to a mentor steadily 
decreased; however, at the end of the study, nearly one in every five children had 
never been paired to a mentor 

 Girls were more likely than boys to have been in a mentoring relationship that 
dissolved and to have entered a second relationship with a new mentor 

 Boys were more likely than girls to have never been paired to a mentor 
 Children’s level of personal and environmental risk was associated with their 

mentoring status 
 The relationship between level of risk and mentoring status differed by child gender 
 For boys higher levels of personal and environmental risk were associated with an 

increase in the percentage of never mentored youth 
 For girls higher levels of personal and environmental risk were associated with an 

increase in the percentage of youth from dissolved relationships 
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Section 7: Participant Reasons for Enrolling in BBBS Programs 
 
Evidence suggests that youth’s initial motives for enrolling in community-based programs or 
interventions may be linked to positive change in their social and emotional well-being 
Common sense also suggests that children who are referred to programs (e.g., school, 
social service or mental health referrals) or those who are compelled to enroll by parents 
may respond differently than those who voluntarily participate.  
 
At follow-up, children, parents, and adult mentors were asked to provide reasons for their 
participation in the BBBS community match program. Information on participant reasons for 
enrolling in the BBBS programs was obtained from the earliest completed follow-up 
assessment.  Results are shown in Figures 9-11. 
 
Here is what we found… 
 

 For children, the three most popular answers were: I wanted to go more places 
(64%); I wanted to learn new things (57%); and my parent wanted me to (45%). 
Other noteworthy reasons included: I wanted someone to talk to about my problems 
and feelings (31%) and I had no sibling to talk to (30%) 

 Boys and girls differed in terms of their reasons for participating. A greater 
percentage of girls than boys said: I wanted someone to talk to about my problems 
and feelings (36 vs. 26%) or I knew someone who was (is) a Little Brother or Sister 
(31 vs. 23%). A greater percentage of boys than girls said: I have no parent 
(mom/dad) and wanted an older friend (32 vs. 10%) 

 By far the most popular reason given by parents for enrolling in the BBBS programs 
was: My child needed another adult in their life to give guidance and support (74%). 
Other noteworthy reasons included: A friend recommended the program (22%) and I 
was not able to spend enough quality time with my child (21%). Although not shown, 
a child’s referral from either a social service agency, school, or mental health 
practitioner accounted for 25% of parent responses 

 Parents of study girls differed significantly from parents of study boys in the reasons 
provided. Parents of girls were more likely to indicate that their child asked to be 
enrolled in the program (15.7 vs. 8.5%), that they had no quality time to spend with 
their child (28 vs. 14%); or that their child had been referred by a social service 
agency (19 vs. 9%) or school (13.3 vs. 7.8%). A greater percentage of parents of 
study boys said that their child needed another adult in their life (78 vs. 71%) 

 For mentors the top three reasons for enrolling in the BBBS programs were: For 
personal fulfillment and satisfaction of helping others (85.5%);To help a child have 
fun (75%); and To give something back to the community (72%) 

 Mentor reasons for enrolling in BBBS programs did not differ by mentor gender. 
However, older mentors (ages 30 and over) were significantly more likely than 
younger mentors (<age 30) to indicate that they enrolled in BBBS programs because 
they enjoyed a child’s companionship (9.2 vs. .3%) and because they had no child of 
their own (12.3 vs. .6%). In contrast, younger mentors were significantly more likely 
to state a friend recommended the program (25 vs. 10%). 
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Figure 9:  Child Reasons for Enrolling in BBBS Program  

 
n = 878 children Note: multiple responses allowed 

 
 
Figure 10:  Parent Reasons for Enrolling Child in BBBS Program  

 
n = 869 parents Note: multiple responses allowed
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Figure 11:  Adult Mentor Reasons for Enrolling in BBBS Program  

 
n = 475 mentors Note: multiple responses allowed 

 
 
 
Summary 

 
 Children, parents, and mentors provided many different reasons for enrolling in 

BBBS community programs; however, among the three groups, children were most 
varied in their responses 

 For children, “wanting to go more places” and “learn new things” stood out as the 
most important reasons; however, a significant minority said they enrolled because 
“their parent wanted them to” 

 For parents, “providing their child with another adult figure to give guidance and 
support” emerged as the number one reason 

 For mentors, “personal fulfillment/satisfaction of helping”, “helping a child have fun”, 
and “giving back to the community” were the three most important reasons for 
enrolling 

 Participant reasons for enrolling in BBBS programming differed by gender 
 Girls were more likely than boys to say they enrolled because they “wanted someone 

to talk to about their problems” while boys were more likely to say that they “had no 
parent and wanted an older friend” 

 Parents of girls were more likely to say that their “child asked to be enrolled”, that 
they “had no quality time to spend with their child”, and that their “child had been 
referred by social service or educational institutions” 
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Section 8: Mentoring Program Practices and Other Environmental Influences 
 
Research has shown that mentoring program practices or environmental supports (e.g., 
matching criteria that account for mentor and mentee preferences, mentoring training, and 
caseworker monitoring and support) as well as mentor feelings of self-efficacy (i.e., 
confidence in their mentoring abilities) play an important part in developing and sustaining 
healthy mentoring relationships (Martin & Sifers, 2012; Parra, DuBois, Neville, Pugh-Lilly, & 
Povinelli, 2002). An American study of BBBS mentoring relationships conducted by Parra 
and colleagues found that agency practices, specifically mentor perceptions of the quality of 
their training and orientation, served to bolster feelings of self-efficacy, in turn leading to 
higher quality mentoring relationships (Parra et al., 2002).  
 
Considerably less is known about the role of parents in promoting successful mentoring 
relationships. In Keller’s social network model of youth mentoring, parents are identified as 
an important part of the broader social context within which the mentoring dyad is 
embedded (Keller, 2005). With respect to every day program practice, parents may be more 
or less involved in the process of determining a match, have an active voice in caseworker 
supervision and monitoring, and serve as a vital source of support to their child’s adult 
volunteer. However, research on family involvement in the mentoring process is scarce 
leaving a gap in knowledge with respect to how and to what extent parents influence the 
development of successful mentoring relationships (Spencer, 2014 in press).  
 
Meta analyses of youth mentoring programs have found that when programs implemented 
the full complement of evidence-based practices (i.e., match criteria based on similarity of 
youth and mentor interests, mentor training, parent support of the match, expectations for 
frequent mentor/protégé contact), that positive program effects on various child 
developmental outcomes nearly tripled in size (DuBois et al., 2002).  
 
This section describes BBBS and other environmental supports of youth mentoring 
relationships. In subs-sequent sections these environmental supports are examined in terms 
of their capacity to predict mentoring relationship attributes believed to serve as proximal 
determinants of positive youth outcomes. Analyses are carried out on cross-sectional 
samples of mentored youth and mentors involved in current relationships.  
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Match Determination Difficulties 
 
In our study, children, parents, and adult mentors were asked to report any difficulties they 
encountered during the process of being matched or paired by agency staff. Example items 
included: “it took too long for a match to be found” and “not enough thought was given to 
mutual or shared interests”. Each scale contained four items with three response options: 
very true, kind of true, and not very true. Information on match determination difficulties was 
obtained from the earliest completed follow-up assessment. Results are shown in Figure 12. 
 
Here is what we found… 
 

 Parents, mentors, and children were most likely to report that it took too long for a 
match to be found. They were least likely to report not being happy with the match 

 For three of the four items (took too long for a match to be found, not enough time to 
meet, and not enough thought given to things we like to do), children were the most 
likely to report difficulties 

 Parents of boys were significantly more likely than parents of girls to report that it 
took too long for a match to be found (25.2% vs. 9.6% reporting “very true”) 

 Younger children (<age 10) were significantly more likely than older children (ages 
10 and over) to report that not enough thought was given to things we both like to do 
(11.2 vs. 5.2% reporting “very true) and significantly more likely to report that it took 
too long for a match to be found (28.2 vs. 18.4% reporting “very true”) 

 Female mentors were significantly more likely than male mentors to report that there 
was not enough time to meet (15.1% vs. 9.2% reporting “kind of true” or “very true”) 

 Younger mentors (<age 30) were significantly more likely than older mentors (ages 
30 and over) to report that it took too long for a match to be found (32.2% vs. 20.9% 
reporting “kind of true” or “very true”) 

 
Figure 12:  Match Determination Difficulties 
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Match determination difficulty items were added together to form a single composite score: 
one for children, one for parents, and one for adult mentors. Each reporter could score a low 
of four indicating almost no difficulties or problems to a high of 12 indicating many difficulties 
or problems. Because most participants indicated low or moderate match determination 
difficulties, responses on the composite indices were grouped into three broad categories: 
minimal problems = score of 4; some problems = score of 5; and moderate to elevated 
problems = score of 6 or more. Results are shown in Figure 13. 
 
Here is what we found… 
 

 Just over one-third of the study children (35%) and over half of the study parents and 
adult mentors reported minimal match determination difficulties or problems (52 and 
57% respectively) 

 Compared to parents and adult mentors, a significantly greater percentage of study 
children reported “moderate to elevated” match determination difficulties or problems 
(39% for children vs. 28 and 22% for parents and mentors respectively)  

 Parents of study boys were significantly more likely to report moderate to elevated 
match determination difficulties compared to parents of study girls (35 vs. 23%) 

 Younger children (< age 10) were significantly more likely than older children (ages 
10 and over) to report moderate to elevated match determination difficulties (45 vs. 
33%) 

 Female mentors were more likely than male mentors to report elevated match 
determination difficulties (25.1 vs. 15.8%); however, the difference fell just short of 
the criterion of p<.05 for judging statistical significance. Older mentors (ages 30 and 
over) were significantly more likely than younger mentors (<age30) to report few or 
minimal difficulties (66 vs. 51.9%) 

 

Figure 13:  Match Determination Difficulties 
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Agency Training and Orientation of Adult Mentors 
 
At each of the mentor assessments, adult mentors were asked a number of questions 
pertaining to the training and orientation they received by the local BBBS agency. Questions 
included: adequacy of initial training and orientation for preparation of roles and 
responsibilities as a mentor (yes/no response), different methods of training delivery (e.g. 
video presentation, small group discussions), total number of hours of initial training and 
orientation, satisfaction with initial training and orientation, participation in additional training 
(yes/no response), and reasons for not taking additional training. With the exception of 
questions on additional training, information on initial mentoring training and orientation was 
obtained from the earliest completed assessment. 
 
Here is what we found… 

 
 The vast majority of adult mentors in our sample (93.1%) felt that the training and 

orientation they received from BBBS staff adequately prepared them for their roles 
and responsibilities as mentors 

 Perceived adequacy of training/orientation did not vary significantly across 
categories of mentor gender or mentor age 

 The three most utilized methods of training and orientation delivery included (See 
Figure 14): printed material on roles and responsibilities of mentors (89.3%), oral 
large group presentations (73.8%), and small group discussions or activities (61.8%)  

 Younger adult mentors (<age 30) were significantly more likely than older mentors 
(ages 30 and over) to identify small group discussions or activities (66 vs. 54.6%) 
and printed material (91.7 vs. 85.3%) 

 One in every five mentors (20%) said they received 6 or more hours of training and 
orientation. The majority (74%) received 2-5 hours while only 6% said that they 
received <2 hours 

 Female adult mentors were significantly more likely than male mentors to report 
receiving 6 or more hours of training (22.9 vs. 13.9%) 

 
Figure 14:  Medium of Mentor Training  
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Mentor satisfaction with training and orientation was measured using 13 different questions 
or items designed to gauge mentor ratings of satisfaction with different aspects of their 
training and orientation experience. Example items included: strategies for fostering a 
positive relationship with Little Brother or Little Sister and effectiveness and competency of 
trainers/orientation leaders. For each item there were five response options that ranged from 
“very satisfied” to “not at all satisfied”. Results are shown in Figure 15. 
 
Here is what we found… 
 

 The top three areas of training and orientation in which mentors reported being very 
satisfied included: supportiveness of trainers (68.1%); clarification of 
mentor/volunteer roles and responsibilities (63.4%); and clarity of agency rules 
(61.5%). In contrast, mentors were least likely to report being very satisfied with: 
information on the economic or social situation of single parents (29.4%), length of 
training (35.2%), or how to identify mentee physical or sexual abuse (37.1%) 

 Mentor satisfaction with the different aspects of training and orientation did not differ 
significantly by gender. However, older mentors (ages 30 and over) were significantly 
more likely than younger mentors (<age 30) to report being very satisfied with 
information on single parents (36.3 vs. 25.5%), caseworker monitoring (57.1 vs. 
44.8%), and strategies for fostering a positive mentoring relationship (50 vs. 38.9%)  

 
 
Figure 15:  Mentor Satisfaction with Agency Training  
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Training satisfaction questions or items were added together to form a single composite 
index or score of satisfaction. Mentors could score a low of 13 indicating very low 
satisfaction to a high of 65 indicating very high satisfaction.  Scores on the total index were 
grouped into three categories: low or poor satisfaction (score of <70%), moderate 
satisfaction (score of 70-79%), and high satisfaction (score of 80% or higher). Results are 
shown in Figure 16. 
 
Here is what we found… 
 

 Just over 60% of the adult mentors (61.1) were highly satisfied with their training and 
orientation (scored 80% or higher on satisfaction index). Only 16.8% indicated a low 
level of satisfaction 

 Level of training satisfaction did not vary significantly across categories of mentor 
gender or mentor age 
 
 

Figure 16:  Mentor Training Satisfaction  

 
n = 475 mentors 
Note: Low = scored < 70% on scale with a minimum value of 13 and maximum value of 65 
Moderate = 70 – 79%; High = 80+%; (e.g., clarity of rules and responsibilities as a BBBS volunteer, strategies for 
fostering a positive relationship) 
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 Participation in additional training did not differ by adult mentor gender. However, 
older mentors (ages 30 and over) were significantly more likely than younger 
mentors (<age 30) to report additional training (14.7 vs. 7.1% respectively) 

 Among the mentors who reported not participating in additional training, nearly one-
half (48.8%) said they did not do so because they were not aware it was provided; 
one-third said that they did not feel they needed additional training; 9.1% said that 
additional training was not available and 8.9% said they could not find the time to 
take more training 
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Caseworker Contact with Parents and Adult Mentors 
 
At each follow-up, parents and adult mentors were asked to indicate if their local BBBS 
agency caseworker had contacted them in the previous month. Similarly, parents and 
mentors were asked to indicate if they had ever contacted their local BBBS agency 
caseworker (also in the previous month). Participants who answered “yes” to either 
question, were then asked to report how often the contact occurred for a range of possible 
reasons (e.g., about a problem with the mentoring relationship, to clarify responsibilities in 
the match agreement). Parents could respond to as many as 11 different reasons and 
mentors 13 different reasons. For each reason there were three response options: never, 
once, and two or more times. Because very few participants indicated contact two or more 
times, responses were grouped into “no contact” versus “contact one or more times”. 
Information on caseworker contact was obtained from the earliest completed assessment. 
 
Here is what we found for parents… 
 

 Among the 630 parents in the study who responded to the question asking if they 
had contacted a BBBS agency caseworker in the past month, about one-third 
(31.6%) said “yes”. In contrast, among the 631 parents who were asked if a BBBS 
agency caseworker had contacted them in the past month, 64.7% said “yes”.  

 Parent or caseworker initiated contact did not differ significantly across categories of 
child gender or age 

 The top five reasons why parents contacted the BBBS agency caseworker were: to 
discuss a problem they (parents) were having with the mentoring relationship 
(30.3%), to clarify their responsibilities pertaining to the match agreement (25.1%), to 
obtain more information on the match agreement (23.1%), to get help about camp 
(21.9%); and to seek advice on how to make the mentoring relationship work better 
(19.6%) (see Figure 17) 

 The top five reasons why BBBS agency caseworkers contacted parents were: to 
provide information on upcoming agency events (44.6%), to provide more 
information on the match agreement (32.8%), to discuss a problem the parent was 
having with the mentoring relationship (25.7%), to clarify parent responsibilities 
pertaining to the match agreement (20.4%); and to provide advice on how to make 
the mentoring relationship work better (19%) (see Figure 18) 

 For the most part, the reasons for parent or caseworker initiated contact did not vary 
significantly across categories of child gender or age. Two exceptions are worth 
noting. Parents of younger children (<age 10) were significantly more likely than 
parents of older children (ages 10 and over) to report that the caseworker contacted 
them with help about camp (18.9 vs. 11.5%) and about upcoming agency events 
(50.2 vs. 39%)
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Figure 17:  Parent Reasons for Initiated Contact with Caseworker  

 
n = 199 Yes contact; n = 431 No contact 

 
 
Figure 18:  Parent Reasons for Caseworker Initiated Contact  
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Here is what we found for adult mentors… 

 
 Among the 449 adult mentors who responded to the question asking if they had 

contacted a BBBS agency caseworker in the past month, 38.1% said “yes”. In 
contrast, among the 452 mentors who were asked if a BBBS agency caseworker had 
contacted them in the past month, just over two-thirds (68.1%) said “yes”. 

 Neither adult mentor nor caseworker initiated contact varied across categories of 
child gender, child age, or the gender or age of the adult mentor. Caseworkers were 
slightly more likely to contact male vs. female mentors (73.5 vs. 65.3%). However, 
the difference was not statistically significant  

 The top five reasons why adult mentors contacted a BBBS caseworker were: to 
obtain information on upcoming agency events (40%), to discuss a problem they 
were having with their mentee (36.5%), to seek advice on how to make the match 
work better (32.4%), to discuss a problem they were having with their mentee’s 
family (25.9%), and to clarify responsibilities in the match agreement (22.4%) (See 
Figure 19) 

 The top five reasons why BBBS caseworkers contacted mentors were: to provide 
information on upcoming agency activities (62.7%), to provide advice on how to 
make the match work better (38.5%), to provide more information on the match 
agreement (26.8%), to discuss a problem the adult mentor was having with their 
mentee (20.3%), and to provide information on upcoming training events (14.4%) 
(see Figure 20) 

 Adult mentor reasons for contacting a BBBS caseworker differed significantly across 
categories of mentor gender and age. Female mentors were more likely than male 
mentors to contact a caseworker because of a problem they were having with their 
mentee (42.1 vs. 25%), because of a problem they were having with their mentee’s 
family (33.3 vs. 10.7%), or because of threatening situation involving their mentee 
(7.9 vs. 0%). Older mentors (ages 30 and over) were significantly more likely than 
younger mentors (< age 30) to request from a caseworker information on upcoming 
training events (14.5 vs. 4.7%) whereas younger mentors were more likely than older 
mentors to notify their caseworker of a change of address (16.8 vs. 4.8%) 

 BBBS caseworker reasons for contacting adult mentors also differed significantly by 
the gender and age of mentors. Female mentors were more likely than male mentors 
to report that a caseworker contacted them to provide advice on how to make the 
match relationship work better (44.3 vs. 28.6%). Younger mentors (< age 30) were 
significantly more likely than older mentors (ages 30 and over) to report that a 
caseworker contacted them to provide advice on how to make the match work better 
(42.9 vs. 29.5%) 

.
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Figure 19:  Mentor Reasons for Initiated Contact with Caseworker  

 
n = 171 Yes contact; n = 278 No contact 

 
 
Figure 20:  Mentor Reasons for Caseworker Initiated Contact  
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We examined frequency of BBBS caseworker initiated contact with parents and adult 
mentors by the length of time children were in a current mentoring relationship. These 
analyses were performed for the 12 and 18th month follow-ups and are illustrated in Figures 
21 and 22.  As expected, the majority of parents and mentors reported caseworker contact 
in the first three months of the mentoring relationship. Contact declined slightly for 
relationships lasting four to six months and then more sharply for relationships exceeding 6 
months. These results are consistent with BBBS guidelines on caseworker monitoring and 
support described earlier in this report where contact is expected monthly in the first 6 
months of the mentoring relationship, bi monthly between 7 and 12 months, and four times a 
year after 12 months 
 
 
Figure 21:  Caseworker Contact in Previous Month by Length of Current Mentoring 
Relationship (12 Month Follow-up) 

 
n = 378 parents; n = 239 mentors 
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Figure 22:  Caseworker Contact in Previous Month by Length of Current Mentoring 
Relationship (18 Month Follow-up) 
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Caseworker Support of Mentoring Relationships 
 
At each study follow-up, parents and adult mentors who indicated that they had been in 
contact with a BBBS agency caseworker in the previous month were asked to rate the 
quality of that support. Contact was defined as caseworker initiated contact with parents and 
mentors OR parent and mentor initiated contact with caseworkers. A total of 6 items or 
questions designed to measure caseworker supportiveness were provided.  Example items 
included: “caseworker was eager to answer questions or provide help” and “caseworker was 
accessible”.  For each item there were three response options: very true, sometimes true, 
and not very true. Information on caseworker support was obtained from the earliest 
completed assessment. 
 
We compared the percentage of parents and mentors who answered “very true” on each of 
the 6 caseworker support questions. Results are shown in Figure 23. 
 
Here is what we found…. 
 

 The vast majority of parents and adult mentors (85-95%) rated the BBBS 
caseworkers consistently high on all 6 aspects of supportiveness (i.e., supportive, 
accessible, knowledgeable, friendly, eager to answer questions, and helpful).  
 
 
 

Figure 23:  Caseworker Support of Mentoring Relationship 
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Caseworker support items were added together or combined to form a single composite 
score on supportiveness: one for parents and one for adult mentors. Each reporter could 
score a low of 6 indicating a very low rating of perceived support and a high of 18 indicating 
a very high rating of perceived support. Because most participants provided favorable 
ratings of support, the total composite score was grouped into two categories: very strong 
support (maximum score of 18) and less than very strong support (score <18).  
 
Here is what we found… 
 

 As shown in Figure 24, roughly three-quarters of the study parents and adult mentors 
who indicated contact with a BBBS agency caseworker in the previous month rated 
the quality of caseworker support as “very strong” (76.0 vs. 72.3% respectively) 

 Perceived caseworker support did not vary significantly across categories of child 
gender or age or adult mentor gender or age 

 

 

Figure 24:  Caseworker Support of Mentoring Relationship  

 
n = 433 parents; n = 339 mentors  
Note: Very Strong Support = scored 18 on scale with a minimum value of 6 and maximum value of 18; Less 
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Parent Support of the Mentoring Relationship 
 
At each study follow-up, parents and adult mentors of mentored children were asked to rate 
parental support of the mentoring relationship.  Participants were provided with six different 
items or questions designed to measure parental support.  Example items included: 
“[parent] offers advice or help to make the match relationship work better” and “[parent] 
ensures that there is enough time for mentor and Little Brother or Little Sister to meet”.  For 
each item there were five response options ranging from strongly agree to strongly disagree. 
Information on parental support was obtained from the earliest completed assessment. 
 
We compared the percentage of parents and mentors who agreed or strongly agreed with 
each of the statements regarding parental support of the mentoring relationship. Results are 
shown in Figure 25. 
 
Here is what we found… 
 

 Parents and mentors were most likely to agree or strongly agree that the parent 
made the mentor feel welcome or that the parent made sure there was enough time 
for the child and mentor to meet; parents and mentors were least likely to agree or 
strongly agree that the parent suggests activities for the child and mentor or that the 
parent offers advice or help to the mentor 

 For each parental support item, parents were more likely than mentors to agree or 
strongly agree that they (parent) were supportive of the mentoring relationship 
 

 
Figure 25:  Parent Support of Mentoring Relationship 

 
n = 627 parents; n = 452 mentors 

 
 

81.9 

94.3 

65 

49.3 

94.9 

48.9 

66.1 

85.8 

56.8 

38.8 

90.7 

40.2 

0 20 40 60 80 100 

Respects and Trust Big's Views 

Makes Sure Enough Time to Meet 

Provides Words of Encouragement to Big 

Offers Advice or Help to Big 

Makes Big Feel Welcome 

Suggests Activities for Child and Big 

Percent Agree or Strongly Agree 

Mentor Parent 



 

62 
 

 Parents were significantly more likely to indicate a high level of support (agree or 
strongly agree) for mentoring relationships involving male versus female mentors for 
three of the six support items: [parent] suggests activities for child and mentor (69 vs. 
59%), [parent] offers help or advice to mentor (56 vs. 42%), and [parent] provides 
words of encouragement (69 vs. 59%) 

 Because most mentoring pairs in our study were of the same gender, almost 
identical patterns of parental support occurred by the gender of the child  

 Higher parent ratings of support occurred for younger children (<age 10) versus 
older children (ages 10 and over) for three of six items: [parent] suggests activities 
for child and mentor (57 vs. 41%), [parent] offers help or advice to mentor (54 vs. 
44%), and [parent] provides words of encouragement (69 vs. 61%) 

 Male mentors were significantly more likely than female mentors to report that 
parents made them feel welcome (95 vs. 89%), offered advice or help to mentor (53 
vs. 32%), provided words of encouragement (66 vs. 52%), and respected and trusted 
their views (75 vs. 61%). Nearly identical patterns occurred by the gender of the 
child. 

 Higher mentor ratings of parent support occurred for younger (<age 10) versus older 
children (ages 10 and over) for four of the six items: [parent] suggests activities for 
child and mentor (50 vs. 29%), [parent] offers help or advice to mentor (48 vs. 29%), 
provides words of encouragement (63 vs. 50%), and [parent] makes sure there is 
enough time to meet (90 vs. 81%) 

 
Parental support Items were added together or combined to form a single composite score 
of total support:  one for parents and one for adult mentors. Each reporter could score a low 
of 6 indicating a very low rating of support to a high of 30 indicating very high support.  Each 
of the total scores (one for parents and one for mentors) were grouped into three categories: 
low support (score of < 70%); moderate (score of 70-79%), and high (score of 80% or 
higher).  Results by child gender are shown in Figure 26. 
 
Here is what we found… 
 

 Nearly 30% of study parents (28.7%) indicated a high level of parental support of the 
mentoring relationship. In contrast, just over one-third (35.4%) recorded a score 
indicating low support (< 70%) 

 Parent ratings of total parent support of the mentoring relationship differed 
significantly across categories of child gender and the gender of the mentor. Parents 
were more likely to indicate a high level of parental support for mentoring 
relationships involving boys than girls (33.6 vs. 24.4% respectively) and for 
mentoring relationships involving a male versus female adult mentor (34.9 vs. 
24.5%) 

 Compared to parents, adult mentors were less likely to indicate a high level of 
parental support of the mentoring relationship. About one in five mentors (23%) 
scored 80% or more indicating a high level of perceived parental support.  Just less 
than half (46%) indicated a low level of parental support 

 Similar to parents, adult mentors were more likely to provide a rating of strong 
parental support for mentoring relationships involving boys than girls (27 vs. 20%) 
and for relationships involving a male versus female mentor (28 vs. 20%). However, 
these differences fell short of reaching our criterion p<.05 for judging statistical 
significance. 
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Figure 26:  Parent Support of Mentoring Relationship by Child Gender 
 
 
 Parent Report (%) Mentor Report (%) 

 
n = 626 parents; n = 452 mentors 
Gender comparisons statistically significant at p < .01 

Note: Low = scored < 70% on scale with a minimum value of 6 and maximum value of 30; Moderate = 70 – 79%; 
High = 80+% (e.g., parent suggests activities for BB/BS, makes BB/BS feel welcome) 
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Quality of the Parent-Adult Mentor Relationship 
 
At each study follow-up, parents and adult mentors were asked to rate the quality of the 
parent-mentor relationship. Ratings were made on the basis of five global indicators (items) 
of quality: closeness, warmth/affection, trust, respect, and happiness. For each indicator or 
item there were three response options:  not very true, partly or sometimes true, and very 
true. Information on the quality of the parent-mentor relationship was obtained from the 
earliest completed assessment. 
 
Here is what we found… 
 

 As shown in Figure 27, mentors and parents were most likely to report that the 
parent/mentor relationship was a trusting relationship or a respectful relationship.  
Mentors and parents were least likely to report that the relationship was a warm and 
affectionate relationship or a close relationship 

 For each quality item or question, mentors were less likely than parents to report a 
high quality relationship 

 For the most part, parent ratings of relationship quality with the mentor for specific 
items/questions did not differ significantly by child gender or age or the gender or 
age of mentors. Two exceptions are worth noting. Parents were more likely to 
indicate that the relationship with the adult mentor was “close” for mentoring 
relationships involving younger (<age 10) versus older children (ages 10 and over) 
(44.8 vs. 35.8%) and “respectful” for relationships involving male versus female adult 
mentors (93 vs. 87%) 

 In contrast, mentor ratings of relationship quality with the parent differed significantly 
by the gender and age of children and the gender of mentors. Mentors were more 
likely to provide higher ratings of relationship quality with the parent for mentoring 
relationships involving boys than girls in the areas of: trust (83.5 vs. 71%), happiness 
(73.3 vs. 63.6%), and respect (90.3 vs. 76.8%).  

 Mentors also gave higher quality ratings of their relationship with the parent for 
mentoring relationships involving younger (<age 10) versus older children (ages 10 
and over) in the areas of trust (81.6 vs. 69.6%), warmth (44 vs. 34.7%), happiness 
(73.1 vs. 61.2%), and respect (88 vs. 75.6%) 

 Male mentors were significantly more likely than female mentors to assign higher 
ratings of relationship quality with the parent for areas pertaining to trust (82.9 vs. 
72.1%) and respect (89.7 vs. 78.3%) 
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Figure 27:  Quality of Parent/Mentor Relationship 

 
n = 628 parents; n = 449 mentors 
 
Indicators or items pertaining to the quality of the parent/mentor relationship were added 
together to form a single composite score on total quality: one for parents and one for 
mentors.  Each reporter could score a low of 5 indicating very low quality and a high of 15 
indicating very high quality. Each of the total scores (one for parents and one for mentors) 
were grouped into three categories:  low quality (score < 70%), moderate quality (score of 
70-79%) and high quality (score of 80% or higher).  
 
Here is what we found… 
 

 As shown in Figure 28, just over two-thirds of the parents (67.2%) rated the quality of 
their relationship with the adult mentor as high (a score of 80% or greater on the 
quality index).  Less than one-quarter (23.8%) provided low quality rating (a score of 
<70% on the quality index) 

 Parent ratings of relationship quality differed significantly across categories of child 
age with higher ratings (a score of 80% or greater on quality index) more likely to 
occur for mentoring relationships involving younger (<age 10) versus older children 
(ages 10 and over) (71 vs. 63%). 

 Just over half of the adult mentors (53.8%) rated the quality of their relationship with 
the parent as high. Thirty percent provided a low quality rating  

 Mentor ratings of relationship quality with the parent differed significantly across 
categories of child gender and age and the age of the adult mentor. Specifically, high 
ratings of relationship quality with the parent were more likely to be reported for 
mentoring relationships involving boys than girls (60.8 vs. 49.3%), younger children 
(< age 10) versus older children (ages 10 and over) (60.3 vs. 46.7%) and for 
mentoring relationships involving younger (<age 30) versus older mentors (ages 30 
and over) (57.8 vs. 46.1%) 
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Figure 28:  Quality of Parent-Mentor Relationship  

 

 Parent Report (%) Mentor Report (%) 

 
 
n = 629 parents; n = 449 mentors 
Gender comparisons for mentors statistically significant at p < .01 
Note: Low = scored < 70% on scale with a minimum value of 5 and maximum value of 15; Moderate = 70 – 79%; 
High = 80 +% (e.g., parent/mentor relationship close, trusting, etc.) 
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Frequency of Contact between Parents and Adult Mentors 
  
At each study follow-up, parents were asked to report how many times in the past month 
they met face-to-face with their child’s adult mentor. Estimates were based on the parent’s 
earliest completed assessment.  
 
Here is what we found… 
 

 Parents met with their child’s mentor an average of just over 3 times in the past 
month. Roughly ten percent (9.8%) reported not meeting their child’s mentor; 12.6% 
met once; 18.7% met twice; 16.3% met three times; 31.4% met four times; 11.2% 
met five or more times 
 

We grouped parent responses on frequency of contact between parents and mentors into 
three categories (once a month or less, 2-3 times, and 4 or more times). We then compared 
the newly collapsed contact categories across categories of child gender and age and 
mentor gender and age. 
 
Here is what we found… 

 
 No significant differences on frequency of contact were found between boys and girls 
 Contact among parents of younger children (< age 10) was significantly more 

frequent than contact among parents of older children (ages 10 and over). For 
example, 47% of parents of children < age 10 reported contacting mentors four or 
more times compared to 38.4% of parents of children ages 10 or more. In contrast, 
16.6% of parents of children < age 10 reported contacting mentors once or less in 
the previous month compared to 28.5% of parents of children ages 10 and over.  

 Frequency of parent contact with mentors did not differ significantly by mentor 
gender or age 
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Adult Mentor Self-Efficacy  
 
At each of their assessments, adult mentors in the study were asked to indicate how 
confident they felt as a Big Brother or Big Sister providing guidance and advice to their 
mentee. Mentors rated their level of confidence for 11 items or questions designed to 
measure confidence in a variety of different supportive mentoring activities. Example items 
included “sharing with them [mentees] a personal experience of your own” and “helping 
them [mentees] achieve or set goals”. Each item or question had four response options: not 
at all confident, somewhat confident, confident, and very confident.  Information on mentor 
confidence or self-efficacy was obtained from the most recent completed mentor 
assessment. 
 
Here is what we found… 
 

 As shown in Figure 29, mentors felt most confident in making their mentee feel good 
about themselves (47%), convincing their mentees of the importance of doing well at 
school (45.1%), and sharing with them a personal experience (41.9%) 

 Mentors felt least confident in helping mentees get along with others (25.2%), 
providing them with future guidance (22%), and discussing family issues (18.6%) 

 For the most part, mentor ratings of confidence for specific items/questions did not 
differ significantly by child gender or age or the gender or age of mentors. A few 
exceptions are worth noting  

 Mentors were significantly more likely to report feeling very confident mentoring older 
(ages 10 and over) versus younger children (<age 10) in the areas of “discussing 
family issues” (23.6 vs. 14%) and “sharing a personal experience” (48.8 vs. 35.4%) 
 
 

Figure 29:  Adult Mentor Self-Efficacy (Mentor Report) 

 
n = 454 mentors 

  

18.6 

22 

25.2 

28.4 

31.4 

32.4 

38.2 

38.5 

41.9 

45.1 

47 

0 10 20 30 40 50 

Discussing Family Issues 

Providing Future Guidance 

Helping Them Get Along With Others 

Educating Them Subject Areas 

Helping Them Achieve Goals 

Giving Advice Dealing with Problems 

Teaching Them Practical Skill 

Planning Activities 

Sharing Personal Experience 

Convincing Them Doing Well at School 

Making Them Feel Good About Themselves 

Percent Very Confident 



 

69 
 

Self-efficacy questions or items were added together to form a single composite index or 
score of mentoring confidence.  Mentors could score a low of zero indicating very low 
confidence to a high of 33 indicating very high confidence. Scores on the total index were 
grouped into three categories:  low confidence (score of < 70%), moderate confidence 
(score of 70–79%), and high confidence (score of 80% or higher).  
 
Here is what we found… 
 

 As shown in Figure 30, less than one-third of adult mentors in our sample (31.1%) 
indicated a high level of confidence in providing guidance and support to their 
mentees. In contrast, forty-six percent of mentors indicated a low level of confidence 
(score of < 70% on index) 

 Mentor level of confidence did not differ significantly across categories of mentor 
gender or mentor age 
 

 
Figure 31:  Mentor Self-Efficacy  

 
n = 454 mentors 
Note: Low = scored < 70% on scale with a minimum value of 0 and maximum value of 39; Moderate = 70 – 79%; 
High = 80+% (e.g., sharing with LB / LS a personal experience, giving advice how to deal with a problem) 
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Summary 

 
Match Determination Difficulties 

 
 The majority of children, parents and mentors experienced minimal difficulties with 

the match determination process supported by their local BBBS agencies;  
 The most frequently cited difficulty (especially among children) was that it took too 

long for a match to be found 
 Parents of boys were more likely to report that it took too long for a match to be 

found 
 Younger children were more likely than older children to report that not enough 

thought was given to things that they and their mentors liked to do and that it took too 
long for a match to be found 

 Female mentors were more likely to report that not enough time was given to meet 
with their mentees  

 Younger mentors were more likely than older mentors to report that it took too long 
for a match to be found 
 

Mentor Training and Orientation 

 
 Most mentors were highly satisfied with their BBBS orientation and training 
 Areas of least satisfaction included: identifying physical and sexual abuse, length of 

training, and the socioeconomic situation of single parents 
 Older mentors expressed greater satisfaction than younger mentors with strategies 

for fostering positive mentoring relationships, caseworker monitoring, and the 
socioeconomic situation of single parents 

 Training and orientation was delivered primarily using printed material, oral 
communication, or small group discussions 

 Most mentors felt that their training and orientation adequately prepared them for 
their mentoring roles 

 Three-quarters of the mentors received 2-5 hours of training and orientation 
 The vast majority of mentors did not participate in additional BBBS training 
 Half of the mentors who did not participate in additional training indicated that they 

did not do so because they were not aware it was provided 

 
Caseworker Contact and Support 

 
 Roughly two-thirds of parents and mentors reported monthly contact by their BBBS 

caseworker 
 Monthly contact by caseworkers generally focused on information on upcoming 

agency events, additional information on the match agreement, clarifying 
responsibilities in the match agreement, advice on how to improve the match, and 
problems with the match 

 Female mentors and older mentors were more likely to report caseworker contact to 
provide advice on how to make the match relationship work better 

 Caseworker contact was highest in the first six months of children’s mentoring 
relationships with a noticeable drop occurring at 7-12 months 

 The vast majority of parents and mentors reported that their BBBS caseworkers were 
very supportive  
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Parent Support of the Mentoring Relationship 
 

 Most parents indicated either moderate to high levels of support for their child’s 
mentoring relationship 

 Adult mentors were less likely than parents to indicate moderate or high parental 
support (just under half of the mentors felt that parents were not supportive) 

 Parents and mentors were least likely to indicate that parents: “suggested activities 
for the mentor and mentee”, “offered advice or help to the mentor”, or “provided 
words of encouragement to the mentor” 

 Parents and mentors reported higher levels of parental support for mentoring 
relationships involving boys 

 Male mentors were more likely than female mentors to indicate parental support in 
terms of making them feel welcome, offering advice or help, providing words of 
encouragement, and respecting and trusting their views 

 Mentors were more likely to report parental support in mentoring relationships 
involving younger children in the areas of: ensuring that there was enough time to 
meet, suggested activities, offers of advice or help, and words of encouragement 

 
Quality of the Parent/Mentor Relationship 

 
 Most parents and roughly half of the adult mentors rated the quality of their 

relationship in favorable terms 
 Parents and mentors were least likely to describe their relationship as warm and 

affectionate and close  
 Parents were more likely to describe their relationship with mentors as “close” for 

mentoring relationships involving younger versus older children and “respectful” for 
relationships involving male versus female mentors 

 Mentors were more likely to provide higher quality ratings of their relationship with 
parents for mentoring relationships involving boys and younger children in the areas 
of trust, happiness, warmth/affection, and respect 

 Male mentors were more likely than females to report higher relationship quality with 
the parent in areas of trust and respect 

 Younger mentors were more likely than older mentors to report a high quality 
relationship with the parent  

 
Parent/Mentor Contact 

 
 On average, parents and mentors met face-to-face three times a month; 10% 

reported no contact 
 Contact between parents and mentors was significantly higher for mentoring 

relationships involving younger children 
 

Mentor Self-Efficacy 

 
 Nearly half of the mentors in the study did not feel confident in their abilities to 

mentor their mentees;  
 Less than one-third of the mentors felt very confident: helping their mentees achieve 

goals, educating them, giving advice about problems, helping them get along with 
others, providing future guidance, and discussing family issues 
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Section 9: Levels and Patterns of Key Mentoring Relationship Attributes 
 
Mentoring relationship attributes, including frequent and high intensity mentor/mentee 
contact, high levels of mentor/mentee engagement and support, high quality relationships, 
long-term relationships lasting in excess of 12 months, and involvement in a broad range of 
different mentoring activities, have been identified by mentoring experts as important 
benchmarks for gauging mentoring relationship effectiveness and success (Grossman & 
Johnson, 1999; Herrera, Sipe, & McClanahan, 2000). Mentoring relationships that possess 
these attributes are believed to be better equipped to enhance or improve positive 
developmental outcomes in youth than those which do not (Eby et al., 2012).  
 
Among the list of attributes, a high quality mentoring relationship based on mentor and 
protégé feelings of mutual closeness, warmth and affection, and trust has been linked most 
consistently to better youth outcomes (see for example, Cavell & Hughes, 2000; Cavell, 
Elledge, Malcom, Faith, & Hughes, 2009; Goldner & Mayseless, 2009; Rhodes, Reddy, 
Roffman, & Grossman, 2005; Sale, Bellamy, Springer, & Wang, 2008; Thomson & Zand, 
2010; Zand et al., 2009). This finding supports our theoretical model presented at the 
beginning of this report that positions relationship quality as the most proximal determinant 
of healthy child development. According to Rhodes et al. (2006), the development of a close 
and nurturing bond between mentors and mentees is fundamental to the success of any 
mentoring relationship and must be firmly in place before mentored youth begin to 
experience positive life changes. 
 
Other mentoring relationship attributes are likely to play a less direct role in influencing 
positive change in the lives of youth. Longer mentoring relationships and mentoring 
relationships marked by frequent and high intensity contact between mentors and mentees 
are thought to contribute to positive youth outcomes by providing mentees and mentors 
greater opportunities to form close and intimate ties (DuBois & Silverthorn, 2005). Mentoring 
relationship longevity, for example, has been found to be associated with stronger 
perceptions of match quality (e.g., relationship closeness) (Rhodes, et al., 2005), more 
satisfying relationships (Rhodes et al., 2008), and greater perceived relationship benefits for 
youth (Parra et al., 2002). Similar indirect pathways may operate for other attributes. Eby 
and colleagues recently hypothesized that mentor engagement and support promotes 
positive youth development in an indirect fashion via its positive association with mentee 
feelings of global relationship quality. From their perspective, engagement should precede 
relationship quality since some level of initial contact between mentor and mentee must be 
present in order for feelings of closeness to take hold.   
 
This section provides a detailed description of five mentoring relationship attributes 
considered to be benchmarks of successful mentoring relationships. For the most part, 
analyses are carried out on cross-sectional samples of mentored youth and mentors 
involved in current relationships.  
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Mentoring Relationship Activities 
 
At each of our study follow-ups, we asked both mentored children and their adult mentors in 
current mentoring relationships to report on how frequently they participated in a variety of 
different activities in the previous month. For each activity, we grouped responses into 
“sometimes or often” versus “never or hardly ever”. For children and mentors, results are 
based on information obtained from the most recent completed assessment. 
 

 As shown in Figure 31, some of the most popular monthly activities reported by 
mentored children included: talking on the telephone (78.6%), going to a movie or 
restaurant (74.5%), talking about something important face-to-face (69%), playing 
games or sports (68.7%), being taught a skill (63.6%), and going for a walk (60.1%) 

 Participation in various activities differed by the gender of the child. Girls were 
significantly more likely than boys to report cooking or baking (57 vs. 21%), making 
crafts or clothes (47 vs. 11%), going for a walk (68 vs. 52%), watching TV (51 vs. 
42%), and going to a movie or restaurant (78 vs. 71%). In contrast, boys were 
significantly more likely than girls to report being taught a skill (68 vs. 60%) and 
playing games or sports (78 vs. 61%) 

 Participation in various activities also differed by the age of the child. Younger 
children (< age 10) were significantly more likely than older children (ages 10 and 
over) to report: visiting with their mentor’s family (44 vs. 36%), making crafts or 
clothes (36 vs. 24%), swimming or hiking (44 vs. 27%), attending BBBS agency 
events (43 vs. 34%), going for a walk (64 vs. 56%) and going to a park/museum/zoo 
(52 vs. 40%). In contrast, older children were more likely than younger children to 
talk about something important with their mentor face-to-face (75 vs. 63%) 

 
Figure 31:  Type of Mentoring Relationship Activity Past Month (Child Report)  
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 Many of the popular activities reported by children were also reported by adult 
mentors (see Figure 31). These included: talking face-to-face about something 
important (81%), talking on the telephone (70%), going to a movie theatre or 
restaurant (66%), playing games or sports (64.8%), going for a walk (59%), and 
being taught a skill (58.2%) 

 Reporting of certain activities differed by the gender and age of the adult mentor. 
Female mentors were significantly more likely than male mentors to report making 
crafts or clothes with their mentees (42 vs. 4%), cooking or baking (49 vs. 18%), and 
attending BBBS agency events (37 vs. 25%). In contrast, male mentors were more 
likely than female mentors to report playing games or sports (79 vs. 57%) 

 Younger mentors (<age 30) were significantly more likely than older mentors (ages 
30 and over) to report making crafts/clothes with their mentees (34 vs. 21%) and 
watching TV. (32 vs. 21%)  
 

Figure 32:  Type of Mentoring Relationship Activity Past Month (Mentor Report)  
 

 
n = 454 mentors 
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school projects, computer or internet activities, making crafts or clothes, cooking or 
baking, and swimming or hiking. 

 For mentors, activities most highly associated with perceived quality (in order of 
importance) included: talking face-to-face about something important, visiting their 
mentee’s family, teaching their mentee a skill, going out to a movie or restaurant, 
helping with school work, talking on the telephone, going for a walk, and mentee 
visits with their family. Activities not associated with mentor perceptions of quality 
included: cooking or baking, making crafts or clothes, swimming or hiking, attending 
BBBS events, and watching TV. 

 
For children and mentors, we calculated the total number of different mentoring relationship 
activities reported by each in the previous month. The lowest value was “0” indicating no 
reported activities and the highest value was “17”. These activity counts were then grouped 
into three categories: <5 different activities, 5-9 activities, and 10 or more activities. 
 

 As shown in Figure 33, mentored children participated in several different activities 
with their mentors. About one in every five children (19%) reported < 5 activities; 
45% reported 5-9 activities, and 36% reported 10 or more. 

 Number of different activities differed by child gender. Girls were significantly more 
likely than boys to participate in 10 or more activities (41.2 vs. 30.1%) 

 Similar to children, adult mentors reported a wide range in the number of different 
mentoring activities. Nearly 18% reported < 5 activities, 57% reported 5-9 activities, 
and 25% reported 10 or more activities  

 The number of different mentoring relationship activities reported by mentors differed 
by the age of the child. For younger mentored children < age 10 (compared to those 
ages 10 and over), mentors were significantly more likely to report participating in 10 
or more activities (30 vs. 19%) 

 
Figure 33:  Number of Different Mentoring Relationship Activities (Previous Month) 
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Time Invested in the Mentoring Relationship (Frequency and Intensity) 

 
Frequency of Weekly Contact  
 
At each study follow-up, children in current and previously dissolved mentoring relationships 
were asked to report how many days each week on average they spent doing things or 
going places with their adult mentor. The same question was asked of adult mentors. Nine 
response options ranging from “less than every other week” to “more than five days per 
week” were grouped into four categories: less than every other week, every other week, less 
than one day a week, and one or more days a week. Information on frequency of contact 
(days spent weekly in mentoring relationship) was obtained for the most recent follow-up 
assessment. 
 
Here is what we found… 
 

 As shown in Figure 34a, a majority of mentored children (59%) reported spending an 
average of one or more days a week doing things/going places with their mentor.  

 Just under half of the adult mentors (47%) reported contact with their mentee one or 
more days a week 
 

 
Figure 34a:  Frequency of Weekly Contact in Mentoring Relationship  

 
n = 670 children; n = 474 mentors 
Note: Results based on children and mentors in current and dissolved mentoring relationships 
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To facilitate comparisons in weekly contact by child and mentor gender and age, contact 
was collapsed into two categories: <one day per week and one or more days per week 
 
Here is what we found: 
 

 Frequent weekly contact (one or more days) reported by children was more likely to 
occur for mentoring relationships involving female versus male mentors (65 vs. 53%)  

 Frequent weekly contact (one or more days) reported by mentors was more likely to 
occur for mentoring relationships involving younger (<age 30) versus older mentors 
(ages 30 and over) (51 vs. 41%). 

 
We also examined weekly contact reported by children and mentors in current mentoring 
relationships again using the most recent completed assessment. 
 
Here is what we found… 
 

 As shown in Figure 34b, patterns of weekly contact reported by children and mentors 
in current mentoring relationships were similar to those reported for current and 
dissolved mentoring relationships 

 

Figure 34b:  Frequency of Weekly Contact in Mentoring Relationship  
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Note: Results based on children and mentors in current mentoring relationships 
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To facilitate gender and age comparisons in weekly contact for children and mentors in 
current mentoring relationships, contact was collapsed into two categories: <one day per 
week and one or more days per week 
 
Here is what we found…. 
 

 Frequent weekly contact (one or more days) reported by mentored children was 
significantly more likely to occur for girls than boys (62 vs. 53%) and for mentoring 
relationships involving female versus male mentors (65 vs. 49%) (see Figure 34c) 

 
Figure 34c:  Frequency of Weekly Contact: One of More Days  

 
n = 623 children n= 454 mentors 
Gender comparisons statistically significant at p < .01 
Note: Results based on children and mentors in current mentoring relationships 
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Intensity of Weekly Contact 
 
Children in current mentoring relationships were also asked to report in the past month how 
many hours each week they spent with their adult mentor. Seven response options ranging 
from less than one hour each week to more than 10 hours each week were grouped into 
four categories: less than one hour, one to two hours, three to four hours, and five or more 
hours. The same question was asked of adult mentors in current relationships. Information 
on intensity of contact (hours spent in mentoring relationship) was obtained for the most 
recent follow-up assessment. 
 
Here is what we found… 
 

 As shown in Figure 35, a majority of mentored children (53%) spent 3-4 hours a 
week in their mentoring relationship with their adult mentor; a significant minority 
(12.4%) spent 5 or more hours a week. Similarly, 48% of mentors reported spending 
3-4 hours a week; 17.4% reported spending 5 or more hours  

 Hours spent in the mentoring relationship did not differ significantly by the gender 
and age of the child or the gender and age of the mentor  

 
Figure 35:  Total Number of Hours in Mentoring Relationship Each Week   
 

 
n = 623 children; n = 454 mentors 
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Child and Adult Mentor Perceptions of Time Spent in Mentoring Relationship 
 
At each follow-up, children in current mentoring relationships were asked to report if they felt 
they were spending enough time with their adult mentors. Information on perceived 
adequacy of time was obtained from the most recent assessment. 
 
Here is what we found…. 
 
Adequacy of Time Spent in Mentoring Relationship 
 

 Just over three-quarters of the mentored children (76%) felt that they were spending 
enough time in their mentoring relationship 

 Children’s perceptions of adequacy of time did not differ significantly across 
categories of child gender or age 

 As shown in Figure 36, mentee perceptions of adequacy did vary by frequency of 
weekly contact with their mentors. Interestingly, for most categories of weekly 
contact, even contact occurring every other week, mentees were largely satisfied 
with the amount of time they spent with their mentors; however, perceived adequacy 
fell sharply for contact occurring less than every other week. Note: Similar findings 
were made for number of hours per week spent in the mentoring relationship. 

 
 
Figure 36: Mentee Perceptions of Adequacy of Time in Mentoring Relationship by 
Frequency of Weekly Contact 
 

37.7

77
72

88

34

68

60

89

41

86
81

87

0

10

20

30

40

50

60

70

80

90

100

< every other
week

Every other
week

< one day One day plus

%
 A

d
e
q

u
a
te

 T
im

e
 (

Y
e
s

)

Total Girls Boys

 
 

 



 

81 
 

Perceived Barriers to Spending Time in Mentoring Relationship 
 
Children and mentors were also asked if there were barriers preventing them from spending 
enough time in the mentoring relationship. Information on perceived barriers was obtained 
from the most recent assessment. 
 
Here is what we found…. 
 

 As shown in Figure 37, just over one in every five mentored children (22.1%) felt that 
there were barriers preventing them from spending enough time with their mentor; in 
contrast, 58% of the adult mentors felt that there were barriers preventing them from 
spending enough time with their mentees  

 Nearly twice the percentage of older children (ages 10 or more) versus younger 
children (< age 10) felt that there were barriers that prevented them from spending 
enough time with their mentor (28.4 vs. 16%) 

 A significantly greater percentage of younger (< age 30) versus older adult mentors 
(ages 30 and over) felt that there were barriers preventing them from spending 
enough time (64 vs. 48%) 

 
 

Figure 37:  Barriers to Spending Time in Mentoring Relationship 

 
n = 629 children; n = 453 mentors 
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Children and mentors who indicated that there were barriers to spending more time in their 
mentoring relationship were asked to identify those barriers 
 
Here is what we found…. 
 

 As shown in Figure 38, among the most common barriers identified by children 
preventing them from spending enough time with their mentors were: school-related 
responsibilities (26.6%), extracurricular activities (22.3%), and family-related issues 
and responsibilities (20.1%)  

 Among the most common barriers identified by mentors preventing them from 
spending enough time with their mentees were: work/business (55.4%), school 
(23.1%), and family issues and responsibilities (20%) 

 Girls were significantly more likely than boys to report that family issues and 
responsibilities were barriers to spending time with their mentors (26.3 vs. 12.7%) 

 Male mentors were significantly more likely than female mentors to identify work or 
business as a barrier to spending time with their mentees (64.3 vs. 51.1%) 

 Younger mentors (< age 30) were significantly more likely than older mentors (ages 
30 and over) to report that school prevented them from spending enough time with 
their mentees (32.4 vs. 4.7%) 
 

 

Figure 38:  Barriers to Spending Time Together 
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Adult Mentor Engagement and Support  
 
At each study follow-up, children in current mentoring relationships were asked to rate their 
Big Brother or Big Sister in terms of their ability or willingness to be actively engaged in the 
relationship and to provide different types of emotional and instrumental support. In total 
there were 22 items (questions) designed to measure mentor engagement and support.  
Example items included: “[My Big Brother/Sister] Asks to do things with me” and “[My Big 
Brother/Sister] Is there for me when I have a problem”.  Each item had three response 
options: very true, partly or sometimes true, and not very true. Information on mentor 
engagement and support was obtained from the most recent completed assessment. 
 
Here is what we found…. 
 

 As shown in Figure 39, children were most likely to report that their mentor: accepted 
them for who they were (95.1%), trusted them (94.6%), and showed an interest in 
things they did (94.1%). Children were least likely to report that their mentor: taught 
them a skill or how to do things (58%), called them often on the telephone (49.4%), 
or helped them think about their future (46.9%) 

 Perceptions of strong engagement/support (i.e., percent answering “very true”) did 
not differ by child or mentor gender; however, older children (ages 10 and over) were 
significantly more likely than younger children (<age 10) to report that their mentor: 
did not try to force them to tell about their private life (92.9 vs. 87.3%), laughed or 
joked with them (88.5 vs. 77.7%) and took what they said seriously (87.2 vs. 81.1%) 

 Children involved in mentoring relationships with younger mentors (<age 30) were 
significantly more likely than those with older mentors (ages 30 and over) to report 
that their mentor was a lot like themselves (73.7 vs. 57.4%) and showed an interest 
in getting to know their family (77.8 vs. 65.9%) 

 
Figure 39:  Mentor Engagement and Support in Mentoring Relationship (Child Report) 
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Mentor engagement and support items were added together to form a single composite 
index or score of engagement and support. Children could score a low of 22 on the index 
indicating the lowest possible level of engagement and support to a high of 66 indicating the 
highest possible level of engagement and support. Scores on the total index were grouped 
into three categories: low or poor engagement and support (score of < 70%), moderate 
engagement and support (score of 70-79%), and high engagement and support (score of 
80% or more).  
 
Here is what we found… 
 

 As shown in Figure 40, just over three-quarters of the mentored children (75.4%) 
reported a high level of adult mentor engagement and support in their mentoring 
relationship (score of 80% or higher on the 22 item engagement and support index). 
Eleven percent reported a low level of engagement and support (score of < 70%) 

 The total level of mentor engagement and support did not differ significantly across 
categories of child gender or age or the gender or age of adult mentors 

 
 
Figure 40:  Mentor Engagement and Support in Mentoring Relationship 
 

 
n = 632 children 
Note: Low = scored < 70% on scale with a minimum value of 22 and maximum value of 66; Moderate = 70–79%; 
High = 80+% (e.g., is there for me when I have a problem, listens to what I am saying) 
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Child Engagement and Support 
 
At each assessment, adult mentors in current mentoring relationships were asked to rate 
their Little Brother or Little Sister in terms of their ability or willingness to be actively engaged 
in the relationship and to provide different types of emotional and instrumental support. In 
total, there were 13 items or questions designed to measure child engagement and support. 
Example items included: “[My Little Brother/Sister] asks to do things with me” and “[My Little 
Brother/Sister] confides in me about personal problems”. Each item or question had three 
response options: very true, partly or sometimes true, and not very true. Information on child 
engagement and support was obtained from the most recent completed assessment. 
 
Here is what we found… 
 

 As shown in Figure 41, mentors were most likely to report that their mentees:  were 
happy with them as a Big Brother or Big Sister (83.2%), enjoyed the time spent 
together (81.9%), and laughed or joked with them (80.1%).  Mentors were least likely 
to report that their mentees: asked for their opinion on things (35.5%), confided in 
them about personal problems (29.5%), and called them on the telephone (21.2%) 

 For specific items, mentor perceptions of strong child engagement/support (i.e., 
percent answering “very true) differed significantly across child gender and age and 
mentor gender  

 Mentors were more likely to report that their mentees followed through on planned 
activities for mentoring relationships involving boys than girls (81.5 vs. 70.9%) and 
younger (<age 10) versus older children (ages 10 and over) (80.2 vs. 69.4%); 
mentors were also more likely to report that their mentees asked to do things with 
them for relationships involving younger children (<age 10) versus older children 
(ages 10 and over) (66.9 vs. 51.6%) 

 Male mentors were more likely to report that their mentees followed through on 
planned activities (82.3 vs. 71.2%) while female mentors were more likely to report 
that their mentees confided in them about personal problems (32.8 vs. 23.2%) 
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Figure 41:  Child Engagement and Support in Mentoring Relationship (Mentor Report) 

 
n = 453 mentors 
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Figure 42:  Child Engagement and Support in Mentoring Relationship  

 

 
n = 454 mentors 
Note: Low = scored <70% on scale with a minimum value of 13 and maximum value of 39; 
Moderate = 70–79%; High = 80+% (e.g., confides in you about personal problems, listens to what you are 
saying) 
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Child Fulfillment of Mentor Expectations of the Mentoring Relationship 
 
At each assessment, adult mentors in current mentoring relationships were asked rate their 
Little Brother or Little Sister in terms of their ability to fulfil their expectations of the mentoring 
relationship. This measure is similar to our measure of child engagement and support (for 
details see Madia & Lutz, 2004). In total, there were 14 items or questions designed to 
measure child fulfillment of mentor expectations. Example items included:  “My protégé is 
similar to myself” and “My protégé comes to me with problems he/she had”. Each item or 
question had four response options: very true, true, not true, and not at all true. Information 
on child fulfillment was obtained from the most recent completed assessment.  
 
Here is what we found… 
 

 As shown in Figure 43, adult mentors were most likely to report that they had fun 
together with their protégé (56.2%), that they enjoyed the time spent with their 
protégé (55.6%), and that their protégé viewed them as a friend (47.2%).  Mentors 
were least likely to report that their protégé came to them with personal problems 
(15.2%), sought their knowledge or skills (15.1%), or was similar to themselves 
(11.3%) 

 Mentors were significantly more likely to report “very true” that their mentees “come 
to them with problems” for mentoring relationships involving girls than boys (18.8 vs. 
9.7%) and older (ages 10 and over) versus younger children (<age 10) (19.2 vs. 
11.6%)  

 Female mentors were significantly more likely than male mentors to report that their 
mentees come to them with problems (18.8 vs. 8.4%); younger mentors (<age 30) 
were significantly more likely than older mentors (ages 30 and over) to report that 
their mentees keep them updated about their lives (30.2 vs. 19.8%) 

 
Figure 43:  Child Fulfillment of Mentor Expectations of the Mentoring Relationship  
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Questions or items were added together to form a single composite index or score of child 
fulfillment of mentor expectations.  Mentors could score a low of 14 on the index indicating 
the lowest possible level of fulfillment and a high of 56 indicating the highest possible level 
of fulfillment.  Scores on the total index were grouped into three broad categories: low or 
poor fulfillment (score of <70%), moderate fulfillment (score of 70-79%), and high fulfillment 
(score of 80% or higher) 
 
Here is what we found….   
 

 As shown in Figure 44, 52% of adult mentors scored low or poor on the index of child 
fulfillment of mentor expectations (score of <70%). Over one-quarter (26.8%) had a 
score of 80% or higher 

 Child fulfillment of mentor expectations did not differ significantly by child gender or 
age or the gender or age of the adult mentor 

 
 
Figure 44:  Child Fulfillment of Mentor Expectations  

 
n = 451 mentors 
Note: Low quality = scored < 70% on scale with minimum value of 14 and maximum value of 56; 
Moderate = 70 – 79%; High = 80% + (e.g., My protégé… And I have fun together; Enjoys time we spend 
together) 
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Perceived Global Quality of the Mentoring Relationship 
 
At each study follow-up, we asked mentored children and their parents and adult mentors to 
rate the quality of the mentoring relationship on the basis of five global indicators (items): 
closeness, warmth/affection, trust, respect, and happiness. For each indicator or item there 
were three response options: not very true, partly or sometimes true, and very true. Included 
in our assessment of quality were current mentoring relationships and mentoring 
relationships that ended in break up or dissolution.  Information on mentoring relationship 
quality was obtained from the most recent assessment. 
 
Here is what we found… 
 

 As shown in Figure 45, children, parents, and mentors were most likely to report that 
the mentoring relationship was trusting and happy and least likely to report that it 
was close and warm/affectionate 

 Children provided the most favorable ratings of quality; for three of the five items 
(trust, warmth/affection, and closeness), mentors provided the least favorable ratings 

 Boys were significantly more likely than girls to describe their mentoring relationship 
as trusting (88.3 vs. 82.4%). Younger children (<age 10) were significantly more 
likely than older children (ages 10 and over) to describe their relationships as trusting 
(89.5 vs. 80.9%), close (79.6 vs. 70.5%) and happy (89 vs. 83.3%) 

 Mentors provided significantly higher ratings of quality for mentoring relationships 
involving boys in the areas of trust (79.7 vs. 66.8%) and respect (88.2 vs. 81.5%) 
and higher ratings for girls in the area of warmth/affection (55.9 vs. 40.6%) 

 Male mentors were significantly more likely than female mentors to describe their 
relationship with their mentees as trusting (78.4 vs. 68.3%) while female mentors 
were more likely to report their relationships as warm/affectionate (54.9 vs. 40.7%) 

 
Figure 45:  Perceived Global Quality of Mentoring Relationship 

 
n = 663 children; n = 671 parents; n = 473 mentors.  
Note: Results based on children, parents, and mentors in current and dissolved mentoring relationships. 
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Quality indicators or items were added together to form a single composite score of quality: 
one for children, one for parents, and one for adult mentors. Each reporter could score a low 
of 5 indicating very low quality and a high of 15 indicating very high quality. Because most 
participants tended to provide favorable quality ratings of the mentoring relationship, 
responses on the composite indices were grouped into four broad categories: low quality = 
scored <60%; moderate quality=scored 60-79%; high quality=scored 80-89%; and very high 
quality=scored 90% or greater.  
 
Here is what we found… 
 

 As shown in Figure 46, all participants (children, parents, and adult mentors) rated 
the quality of the mentoring relationship in highly favorable terms 

 Children were most likely to report the mentoring relationship as very high in quality 
(77%) followed by parents (64%) and adult mentors (51%) 

 Ratings of quality did not differ significantly across categories of child gender or age 
or the gender of the adult mentor 

 
 

Figure 46:  Perceived Global Quality of Mentoring Relationship 

 
n = 672 children; n = 675 parents; n = 471 mentors;  
Note: Results based on children, parents and mentors in current and dissolved mentoring relationships 
Low quality = scored < 60% on scale with minimum value of 5 and maximum value of 15 
Moderate=60 –79%; High=80– 89%; Very High= 90+% (e.g., trusting relationship, close relationship) 
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dissolved relationships and relationships involving a second adult mentor (i.e., re-matched 
youth). The results of this analysis are presented in Figures 47a and 47b. 
 
Here is what we found…. 
 

 For both child and parent reports, children involved in continuous or uninterrupted 
mentoring relationships recorded the strongest or highest ratings of global quality, 
followed by children in second mentoring relationships (re-matched youth paired to a 
second mentor), and finally children in previously dissolved relationships. 

 The relationship between mentoring status and global quality was the same for boys 
and girls 
 
 

Figure 47a: Child-Rated Global Quality of Mentoring Relationship by Mentoring Status 
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Figure 47b: Parent-Rated Global Quality of Mentoring Relationship by Mentoring 
Status  
 

 
**p < .01   
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quality rating of the mentoring relationship declined from 88 for children in the low 
risk category to 61.2 for children in the high risk category; in contrast, the percentage 
providing a low to moderate rating increased from 11.9 to 38.8) 
 

Figure 48a:  Parent-Rated Global Quality of Mentoring Relationship by Environmental 
Risk 
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Figure 48b:  Child-Rated Global Quality of Mentoring Relationship by Environmental 
Risk 
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Time to Onset to the First Mentoring Relationship 
 
Table 4 presents the average length of time to the onset or beginning of the first mentoring 
relationship for all mentored children in the study.  On average, children waited just over five 
months before entering their mentoring relationship. The average wait time for boys was 
nearly double the wait for girls (7.13 vs. 3.71 months respectively).  Nearly one third of the 
mentored girls (30.9%) had been paired to a mentor within one month of completion of their 
baseline interview.  In contrast, in the same period, 15% of boys were paired to a mentor.  
Twenty-three percent of mentored boys had entered their first mentoring relationship after 
12 months of waiting compared to only 8% of girls.  
 
 
Table 4:  Time to Onset of First Mentoring Relationship 30 Months Follow-up 
 

Predictors 
Total 

(n = 684) 
Boys 

(n = 321) 
Girls 

(n = 363) 

Mean Time to Onset of First Mentoring 
Relationshipa (months) 

5.32 7.13** 3.71 

Time to Onset of First Mentoring 
Relationshipa (percent) 

   

<1 month 23.4 15.0** 30.9 

1 – 6 months 46.5 41.1* 51.2 

7 – 11 months 15.2 21.2** 9.9 

12+ months 14.9 22.7** 8.0 

a
Note: Elapsed time in months between date of completion of the baseline assessment and the date of the first 

mentoring relationship 

*p < .01; **p < .001 
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The Longevity of Mentoring Relationships 
 
We estimated the total average number of months throughout the course of the study that 
children had been involved in mentoring relationships with one or more adult volunteers.  
Estimates of longevity were based on children in continuous (uninterrupted) relationships, 
children whose mentoring relationships dissolved, and children in dissolved relationships 
who subsequently became paired with a second adult mentor. We compared these 
estimates to estimates of the average number of months children were in their first 
mentoring relationship (continuous or uninterrupted relationship).  
 
Here is what we found… 

 

 As shown in Table 5a, the total average length of children’s mentoring relationships 
(i.e., children in continuous, previously dissolved, and second mentoring 
relationships) steadily increased over the course of the study from just over 4 months 
at the 6 month follow-up to 18 months at the 30 month follow-up 

 A steady increase in the average length of mentoring relationships also occurred for 
children in continuous or uninterrupted mentoring relationships (see Table 5b). 
Because of the continuous nature of these relationships, at each follow-up the mean 
values for length slightly exceeded those obtained for children in all types of 
mentoring relationships  

 With the exception of the last follow-up, the average number of months girls were 
involved in their mentoring relationships was significantly higher than the averages 
obtained for boys. However, the higher averages for girls may be attributed to our 
earlier finding that girls begin their first mentoring relationships sooner than boys  

 To test this assumption, we re-estimated the mean values for length of mentoring 
relationship for children involved in continuous or uninterrupted relationships this 
time adjusting for the length of time it took them to enter their first relationship. 
Results presented in Table 5c revealed no significant gender differences in the 
length of the mentoring relationships at each of the follow-ups. In other words, after 
adjusting for gender differences in the amount of time taken to begin their first 
mentoring relationship, our results showed that boys and girls enrolled in continuous 
mentoring relationships spent roughly the same amount of time  

 By the end of the study, 17% of all mentored children had been in one or more 
mentoring relationships lasting a total of 1-6 months, 12.7% were in relationships 
lasting 7-11 months, 19.8% in relationships lasting 12-17 months, 18% in 
relationships lasting 18-23 months and 32.3% in relationships lasting 24-30 months 
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Table 5a:  Longevity of Current and Dissolved Mentoring Relationships  
 

 Average Longevity (Months) By Follow-up 

 FU 6 FU 12 FU 18 FU 24 FU 30 

Total  
(n size) 

4.13  
(468) 

7.82 
(557) 

11.17 
(569 

14.66 
(532) 

18.04 
(432) 

Girls 
(n size) 

4.27  
(300) 

8.35  
(319) 

11.76 
(301) 

15.26  
(271) 

18.44 
(212) 

Boys 
(n size) 

3.88 
(168) 

7.11  
(238) 

10.51 
(268) 

14.04 
(261) 

17.65 
(220) 

F value 4.43 
df = 1 

p = .036 

16.14 
df = 1 

p = .000 

8.26 
df = 1 

p = .004 

4.14 
df = 1 

p = .042 

0.89 
df = 1 
p = .35 

 
 
Table 5b:  Longevity of Continuous or Uninterrupted Mentoring Relationships  
 

 Average Longevity (Months) by Follow-up 

 FU 6 FU 12 FU 18 FU 24 FU 30 

Total  
(n size) 

4.26 
(421) 

8.16 
(449) 

11.70 
(411) 

15.94 
(362) 

20.61 
(269) 

Girls 
(n size) 

4.47 
(267) 

8.82 
(245) 

12.68 
(201) 

16.94 
(172) 

21.53 
(123) 

Boys 
(n size) 

3.90 
(154) 

7.37 
(204) 

10.77 
(210) 

15.04 
(190) 

19.83 
(146) 

F value  8.23 
df = 1 

p = .004 

18.21 
df = 1 

p = .000 

13.95 
df = 1 

p = .000 

7.10 
df = 1 

p = .008 

2.91 
df = 1 

p = .089 

 
 
Table 5c:  Longevity of Continuous or Uninterrupted Mentoring Relationships 
Adjusting for Time to Relationship Onset 
 

 Average Longevity (Months) by Follow-up 

 FU 6 FU 12 FU 18 FU 24 FU 30 

Girls 
(n size) 

4.30 
(267) 

8.24 
(245) 

11.69 
(201) 

15.64 
(172) 

19.99 
(123) 

Boys 
(n size) 

4.11 
(154) 

8.02 
(204) 

11.70 
(210) 

16.26 
(190) 

21.24 
(146) 

F value  2.70 
df = 1 

p = .101 

1.34 
df = 1 

p = .246 

0 
df = 1 

p =.994 

1.38 
df = 1 

p = .241 

2.64 
df = 1 

p = .105 
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Summary 

 
Mentoring Relationship Activities 

 
 Children and mentors reported several different types of monthly mentoring 

relationship activities; the most popular activities included: talking on the telephone, 
going to a movie theater or restaurant, talking face-to-face about something 
important, playing games or sports, and being taught a skill 

 Girls were more likely than boys to be involved in making crafts/clothes, 
cooking/baking, watching TV, going for a walk, and going to a movie/restaurant while 
boys were more likely to play games or sports or learn a new skill 

 Younger children were more likely than older children to visit with their mentor’s 
family, make crafts or clothes, go swimming or hiking, attend BBBS events, go for a 
walk, and go to a park/museum/zoo; in contrast, older children were more likely to 
talk about something important face-to-face 

 Mentoring activities most highly associated with perceptions of relationship quality 
included: talking face-to-face about something important, going out to a movie or 
restaurant, being taught a skill, mentor visits with mentee’s family, talking on the 
telephone, going for a walk, playing games or sports (mentees only), and helping 
with school work (mentors only).  

 Activities not associated with perceived quality included: cooking or baking, making 
crafts or clothes, swimming or hiking, helping with school work or school projects 
(mentees only), computer or internet (mentees only), attending BBBS events 
(mentors only), and watching TV (mentors only). 

 Children and mentors were highly active in their mentoring relationships; roughly 
one-quarter to one-third indicated participation in 10 or more different activities 

 Participation in 10 or more different mentoring activities was more likely to occur for 
girls and younger children 

 
Time Invested in the Mentoring Relationship 

 
 Most mentees and mentors met face-to-face between “just under one day a week” to 

“one or more days a week”; mentees reported more frequent weekly contact than 
mentors 

 Girls in current mentoring relationships were involved in more frequent weekly 
contact with their mentors than boys 

 Roughly two-thirds of mentees and mentors reported spending at least three hours a 
week in their mentoring relationships 

 Three-quarters of the mentees felt that they were spending the right amount of time 
with their mentors 

 Mentees meeting with their mentors <every other week were much less likely to feel 
that they were spending the right amount of time compared to those meeting at least 
every other week or more 

 One in every five mentees and close to 60% of mentors reported barriers preventing 
them from spending more time in their mentoring relationships 

 Older children and younger mentors were most likely to identify barriers 
 Work/employment was identified by more than half of the mentors as the most 

important barrier followed by school and family activities/responsibilities  
 School, family activities/responsibilities, and extracurricular activities were identified 

by mentees as the most significant barriers 
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 Male mentors were more likely than female mentors to identify work/employment as 
a barrier and younger mentors were likely than older mentors to identify school 
 

Engagement and Support in the Mentoring Relationship 

 
 Three-quarters of the mentees reported that their mentors were highly engaging and 

supportive in the mentoring relationship 
 Mentees were least likely to say that their mentors taught them a skill, called them on 

the telephone often, and helped them to think about their future 
 Older children were more likely than younger children to say that their mentor did not 

try to force them to talk about their private life, took what they said seriously, and 
laughed or joked with them 

 Children paired to younger mentors were more likely to view their mentor as similar 
to themselves and that their mentors showed an interest in getting to know their 
family 

 Just under half of the mentors reported a high level of engagement and support from 
their mentees 

 Mentors were least likely to report that mentees confided in them about personal 
problems, asked for their opinion, helped plan activities, and called them on the 
telephone 

 Mentors paired to boys and younger children were more likely to report that their 
mentees followed through on planned activities; mentors paired to younger children 
also said their mentees were more likely to ask to do things with them 

 Female mentors were more likely to report that their mentees confided in them about 
personal problems 
 

Child Fulfillment of Mentor Expectations 

 
 Just over half of the adult mentors felt that their mentees fell short of meeting their 

expectations 
 Mentors were least likely to report that their mentees were similar to themselves, 

sought their knowledge or skills, and came to them about personal problems 
 Girls and older children were more likely to approach their mentors about personal 

problems  
 Mentees paired to younger mentors were more likely to keep them updated about 

their lives 

 
Global Quality of the Mentoring Relationship 

 
 The majority of children, parents, and mentors rated the mentoring relationship as 

very high in quality; the highest ratings were provided by children, followed by 
parents, and then mentors 

 Children, parents, and mentors were least likely to describe the mentoring 
relationship as warm/affectionate  and close 

 Boys were more likely than girls to describe their mentoring relationships as trusting 
while older children were more likely than younger children to say that their 
relationships were trusting, close, and happy 

 Mentors paired to boys reported higher quality ratings in the areas of trust and 
respect while mentors paired to girls reported higher quality ratings in the area of 
warmth/affection 
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 Child and parent ratings of global quality were highest for children in continuous 
mentoring relationships, followed by those in relationships with a second mentor (re-
matched youth), and finally those in previously dissolved relationships 

 Child and parent ratings of global quality were associated with levels of 
environmental risk but only among boys (e.g., higher quality ratings declined with 
higher levels of environmental risk) 

 
Time to Onset and Duration of the Mentoring Relationship 
 

 Mentored children waited an average of about five months before being paired to an 
adult mentor 

 The average wait time for boys was nearly double the wait time for girls 
 At the end of the study mentored children in continuous or uninterrupted first time 

relationships spent an average of 20 months with their mentor 
 Mentored girls were involved in their mentoring relationships for longer periods than 

boys; however, this difference disappeared after adjusting for differences between 
boys and girls in waiting time to the first mentoring relationship 
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Section 10: Trends over Time in Key Mentoring Relationship Attributes 
 
Keller (2005) asserts that mentoring relationships typically grow and evolve over time by 
passing through phases of development beginning with an initiation phase where youth and 
volunteers become acquainted, followed by a maintenance phase where aspects of the 
relationship become solidified, and ending with a period of decline where mentors and 
protégés gradually pull back from the relationship and sever ties. Implied by this framework 
is the idea that certain mentoring relationship components such as mentee self-disclosure, 
frequency of contact, or diversity of activities may undergo slow or rapid growth, fluctuate up 
and down, or take a sudden shift (Pryce & Keller, 2012). Identifying the different patterns of 
growth in the various attributes or components of youth mentoring relationships is vital for 
understanding the internal processes at work between mentors and their protégés and their 
capacity to alter the developmental trajectories of young people. 
 
In this section we describe changes over time in several key mentoring relationship 
attributes described in the previous section. To conduct this analysis, latent growth curve 
models were estimated on sub-samples of children (n=192) and mentors (n=89) involved in 
continuous mentoring relationships in the time period between the 6 and 24 month follow-
up. Full Information Maximum Likelihood procedures were invoked to handle missing data at 
one or more follow-ups. Results are broken down by child and mentor gender.  
 
Number of Different Mentoring Relationship Activities 
 
Here is what we found…. 
 

 As shown in Figure 49a, child involvement in 10 or more different mentoring 
relationship activities increased from the 6 to 12 month follow-up and then slightly 
decreased at 18 months. However, by the 24 month follow-up, prevalence rates had 
returned to initial levels.  

 The trend for girls followed a similar pattern. Boys, however, experienced a steady 
progression in the number of different activities 

 Girls were more likely than boys to report involvement in 10 or more different 
mentoring activities at the 6, 12, and 18 month follow-ups; however, at the 24 month 
follow-up these gender differences disappeared 

 Similar patterns of activity involvement were reported by adult mentors (see Figure 
49b) 

  



 

103 
 

Figure 49a:  Change Over Time in Number of Different Mentoring Relationship 
Activities by Child Gender 

 

 
n=113 girls n=79 boys 
 
Figure 49b:  Change Over Time in Number of Different Mentoring Relationship 
Activities by Mentor Gender 
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Frequency of Weekly Contact in Mentoring Relationship 
 
Here is what we found… 
 

 As shown in Figures 50a/b, both children and adult mentors reported a steady 
decline in frequency of weekly contact of one or more days per week; contact fell 
most sharply between the 6 and 18 month follow-ups; at 6 months follow-up, 79% of 
children reported contact of one or more days per week; by 24 months, only 57% 
reported contact this often 

 Girls and female mentors reported higher levels of frequent weekly contact than boys 
or male mentors; for mentors, this gender difference disappeared at the 24 month 
follow-up 

 
Figure 50a:  Change Over Time in Days per Week Invested in Mentoring Relationship 
by Child Gender 
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Figure 50b:  Change Over Time in Days per Week Invested in Mentoring Relationship 
by Mentor Gender 
 

 
n=53 female mentors; n=36 male mentors 
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Intensity of Weekly Contact in Mentoring Relationship 
 
 Here is what we found… 
 

 Similar to trends in frequency of contact, both children and mentors recorded a 
steady (albeit less pronounced) decline in the intensity of weekly contact measured 
on the basis of 3 or more hours per week in the mentoring relationship (see Figures 
51a/b) 

 Girls and female mentors followed a linear downward trend in 3 or more hours of 
weekly contact similar to the pattern followed by all children and mentors; in contrast, 
no discernable trends were identified for boys or male mentors  

 Greater percentages of girls and female mentors reported 3 or more hours of contact 
in the mentoring relationship; these differences appeared to grow smaller at the 18 
and 24 month follow-ups 

 
 
Figure 51a:  Change Over Time in Hours per Week Invested in Mentoring Relationship 
by Child Gender 
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Figure 51b:  Change Over Time in Hours per Week Invested in Mentoring Relationship 
by Mentor Gender 
 

 
n=53 female mentors; n=36 male mentors 
 
Engagement and Support in Mentoring Relationship 
 
Here is what we found… 
 

 Children experienced a steady increase in mentor engagement and support (percent 
scoring 90% or more on index of support) from 48% at the 6 month follow-up to 62% 
at the 24 month follow-up (see Figure 52a) 

 Similar to children, mentors experienced an increase in child engagement and 
support (percent scoring 80% or more on index of support) from 49% at the 6 month 
follow-up to 60% at the 24 month follow-up (see Figure 52b) 

 Sharper increases in mentor engagement and support in the mentoring relationship 
occurred for boys versus girls  

 Sharper increases in child engagement and support in the mentoring relationship 
occurred for male versus female mentors 

 Mentored girls were more likely than mentored boys to report high levels of mentor 
engagement and support at the 6, 12 and 18 month follow-ups; however, at 24 
months, these differences disappeared 
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Figure 52a:  Change Over Time in Mentor Engagement/Support in Mentoring 
Relationship by Child Gender 
 

 
n=113 girls n=79 boys 
 
Figure 52b:  Change Over Time in Child Engagement/Support in Mentoring 
Relationship by Mentor Gender 
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Global Quality of Mentoring Relationship 
 
Here is what we found… 
 

 Parent perceptions of high quality mentoring relationships (percent scoring 90% or 
more on quality index) rose gradually from 75% at 6 months follow-up to 78% at 24 
months follow-up (see Figure 53a) 

 For mentors, perceived quality (those scoring 80% or more on quality index) rose 
more sharply from 46% at 6 months to 59% at 24 months follow-up (see Figure 53b) 

 Parents reported slightly sharper increases in global quality for mentoring 
relationships involving girls than boys; gender differences for mentors were more 
pronounced with the percentage of female mentors recording a high quality rating 
rising from 43% at 6 months follow-up to 66% at 24 months follow-up 

 
 
Figure 53a:  Change Over Time in Perceived Mentoring Relationship Quality by Child 
Gender 
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Figure 53b:  Change Over Time in Perceived Mentoring Relationship Quality by 
Mentor Gender 

  
n=53 female mentors; n=36 male mentors 
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Summary 

 
 Children and mentors increased their involvement in 10 or more different mentoring 

activities during the early stages of their mentoring relationship (at 6 and 12 months 
follow-up); after that time involvement either levelled off or slightly decreased  

 Involvement was higher among girls and female mentors in the first 12-18 months of 
the mentoring relationship; however, these gender differences disappeared at the 24 
month follow-up 

 Frequent weekly contact between mentees and mentors (one or more days per 
week) steadily declined in the first 12-18 months of the mentoring relationship and 
then levelled off; the sharpest decline was reported by adult mentors 

 Girls and female mentors recorded more frequent weekly contact in the first 12-18 
months of the mentoring relationship; at 24 months follow-up these differences 
disappeared 

 Similar patterns of decline occurred for intensity of weekly contact between mentees 
and mentors (3 or more hours per week) 

 High levels of mentor engagement and support increased in the first 12-18 months of 
the mentoring relationship and then levelled off 

 Mentor engagement was significantly higher for girls than boys in the early stages of 
the mentoring relationship (at 6 and 12 months follow-up); however, at 18 months 
follow-up the differences disappeared 

 High levels of child engagement and support as rated by mentors decreased in the 
first 6-12 months of the mentoring relationship but then steadily increased 

 High levels of mentoring relationship quality as perceived by both children and 
mentors gradually increased over time but only among girls and female mentors 
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Section 11: The Onset of BBBS Mentoring Relationships 
 
Although evidence suggests that mentored youth enrolled in formal mentoring programs 
experience greater health and social benefits compared to non-mentored youth (DuBois et 
al., 2011), not all youth who qualify for formal mentoring programs are mentored by an adult 
volunteer and among those that are several months may pass before a suitable match is 
found. Lymburner’s (2006) archival study of mentoring relationship terminations involving a 
sample of 196 girls approved for service in the community mentoring program of a large 
Canadian Big Brothers Big Sisters (BBBS) agency reported that 15% had not been 
mentored by an adult volunteer after two years on the waiting list. In the American 
randomized controlled trial of BBBS mentoring relationships, Tierney and colleagues 
reported that 22% of study youth randomly assigned to the treated mentoring condition had 
not been paired to a mentor by the 18 month follow-up. They further reported that a 
significantly greater percentage of the non-mentored youth were boys. Mentoring 
practitioners have expressed concern that non mentored youth may be more vulnerable to 
developing poor health and behavioral outcomes compared to their mentored counterparts 
and that their problems may grow worse the longer they spend waiting for a volunteer 
(Furano et al., 1993).  
 
In our study, children and parents were asked to report the date when they entered their first 
mentoring relationship with an adult volunteer. We used this information to construct 
“survival curves”.  Survival curves depict the pattern of occurrence of some event over the 
course of time. In this study, the event of interest was entry into a first mentoring relationship 
occurring in the interval of time (measured in months) between the date of completion of the 
baseline interview and the date of completion of the last study follow-up. Survival analysis 
assumes that all children will eventually experience the event of interest. As a result, 
information from both uncensored and censored data (i.e., children experiencing the event 
of interest versus those who do not) is used to construct the curves. 
 
Here is what we found…. 
 

 As shown in Figure 54, most study children were paired with an adult mentor soon 
after entering the study. Over 50% of children had entered their first mentoring 
relationship just 6 months into the study. At the 12 month mark this figure had risen 
to approximately, 70%; by 18 months most children (80%) had been paired with a 
mentor 

 The median time to onset for the total sample was just over five months. This means 
that 50%of the children had entered a mentoring relationship at 5 months into the 
study and 50% had entered a relationship after 5 months 

 Girls entered their first mentoring relationship at a significantly faster pace than boys; 
at 12 months into the study 81% of study girls had entered their first relationship 
versus 59% of study boys; the median time to onset for boys was estimated to be 
triple the value for girls (8.98 vs. 2.95 months) 

 Figure 55 illustrates the monthly probabilities of children entering the first mentoring 
relationship (depicted by the monthly hazard rate); these hazard rates provide useful 
information by identifying peak periods of risk for the occurrence of mentoring 
relationship onset; results show the highest rates occurring in the first 6 months of 
the study  
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Figure 54:  Proportion of Children Entering the First Mentoring Relationship to 
Selected Months by Child Gender 

 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
n = 845 children; n = 415 girls; n = 430 boys 
Kaplan-Meier Median Survival Time (Months): Total 5.45; Boys 8.98; Girls 2.95 
Log Rank Statistic 79.09; df = 1; p < .001; Percent Censored: 19 

 
 
Figure 55:  Hazard Probabilities Depicting Peak Periods of Risk for Onset of First 
Mentoring Relationship by Child Gender 
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To better understand what factors might predict why some children experience their first 
mentoring relationship sooner than others, detailed information on child and parent 
demographics, family socioeconomic background, various indicators of personal and 
environmental risk, and reasons for enrolling in the BBBS programs were collected from the 
baseline interviews. This information was entered into a series of hazard regression models 
where the probability of the event (i.e., mentoring relationship onset) in any given month was 
modeled as a function of a set of baseline predictors.  
 
Table 6 summarizes the results of the hazard regression models by identifying factors that 
either increase or decrease a child’s chance or odds of entry into the first mentoring 
relationship. Results are presented first for the total sample of children and then separately 
for girls and boys. Only factors that emerged as statistically significant predictors of 
mentoring relationship onset were retained. The effects of model predictors are expressed 
as odds ratios. For categorical predictors, these odds ratios are interpreted in relation to an 
assigned reference group. An odds ratio below the reference value of “1” indicates that a 
given predictor is associated with a reduced chance or odds of a mentoring relationship 
forming in any given month (slowing of relationship onset) while a value above “1” indicates 
an increased chance of a mentoring relationship forming (hastening of relationship onset).  
 
Here is what we found… 
 

 As shown in Table 6, factors that reduced the odds or chance of a first mentoring 
relationship forming included: child gender (being a boy) and a rural (versus urban) 
place of residence; boys, for example, were approximately half as likely as girls to 
enter their first mentoring relationship (OR=.52) 

 Factors that increased the chance of a first mentoring relationship forming included: 
an emotionally supportive parent/child relationship (OR=1.04) and being a child of a 
parent who enrolled them in the BBBS program because they needed another adult 
in their life (OR=1.25) 

 The odds ratio of 1.25 suggests a 25% greater chance of a new mentoring 
relationship forming for children of parents who enrolled them in BBBS programs 
because they needed another adult (compared to the reference group of children of 
parents who did not provide this reason) 

 The predictor labelled “emotionally supportive parent/child relationship” is measured 
on a continuous scale and therefore has a special interpretation; the odds ratio of 
1.04 means that each unit increase in a child’s position on the parent/child 
relationship scale was associated with a 4% increase in their chance of entering a 
new mentoring relationship  

 Girls and boys differed with respect to predictors of relationship onset 

 Among girls, living in a rural area was the only significant predictor of mentoring 
relationship onset with rural area girls roughly half as likely as urban girls (OR=.53) 
to enter a relationship 

 Among boys, a reduced chance of relationship onset occurred for rural area youth 
(OR=.51), African-Canadian youth (OR=.59), youth with parents with chronic health 
conditions (OR=.85), and youth with parents who smoked daily (OR=.70) 

 Boys with an increased chance of relationship onset were those who reported an 
emotionally supportive parent/child relationship (OR=1.03) and those with parents 
who enrolled them in the BBBS program because they needed another adult 
(OR=1.48)   
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Table 6: Baseline Predictors of Formation of First Mentoring Relationship 
 

Predictors 

Time to Onset First Mentoring Relationship 

Total (n = 845) Girls (n = 415) Boys (n = 430) 

Child Gender    

Boys 0.52*** -- -- 

(vs. Girls) 1.00   

Place of Residence    

Rural 0.53** 0.53** 0.51** 

(vs. Small Town or City) 1.00 1.00 1.00 

Child Ethnicity    

African Canadian 0.89 1.06 0.59* 

First Nations Peoples 0.84 0.72 1.02 

Asian Canadian 0.93 1.34 0.64 

Canadian 0.96 0.75 1.28 

Other Unspecified 1.03 0.89 1.33 

(vs. White European) 1.00 1.00 1.00 

Parent Physical Health 
Problems 

   

Yes 0.91 0.90 0.85* 

No 1.00 1.00 1.00 

Parent Daily Smoker    

Yes 0.91 1.08 0.70* 

No 1.00 1.00 1.00 

Emotionally Supportive 
Parent/Child Relationship 

1.04** 1.03 1.03* 

Parent Reasons for Enrolling 
Child in BBBS 

   

Child Needed Another 
Parent 

1.25* 1.15 1.48** 

(vs. Other Reasons) 1.00 1.00 1.00 

 
*p < .05; **p < .01; ***p < .001 
n = 20 agencies 
Note: Results adjusted for child and parent demographics, socioeconomic and cultural background, and health 
status. Reference groups were each predictor are assigned a value of “1”. Standard errors adjusted for design 
effects; Percent Censored: 19.2 
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Summary 
 

 Just over half of the children approved for BBBS services had entered their first 
mentoring relationship with an adult mentor within 6 months of entering the study; the 
vast majority (four out of every five) had done so after 18 months of waiting 

 Girls entered their first mentoring relationship much sooner than boys 
 The chance or odds of a child entering their first mentoring relationship was higher 

for children reporting an emotionally supportive relationship with their parent and for 
children of parents who said that they enrolled their child in the BBBS program 
because he/she needed another adult figure 

 The chance or odds of a child entering their first mentoring relationship was lower for 
boys and children growing up in a rural area 

 Factors influencing a child’s chance or odds of entering the first mentoring 
relationship differed by child gender 

 Among boys, the chance or odds of entry were lower for those with an African-
Canadian ethnic or racial background, a parent with a chronic health condition and a 
parent who smoked daily; the chance or odds of entry were greater for boys of 
parents who said they enrolled their child in the BBBS program because he/she 
needed another adult figure 
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Section 12: The Break-Up or Dissolution of BBBS Mentoring Relationships 
 
Just as long wait times for a mentor may be harmful to youth well-being, so too may the 
experience of having a relationship end. A secondary analysis of the data from the Tierney 
et al RCT conducted by Grossman & Rhodes (2002) found that 55% of the mentored youth 
assigned to the treated mentoring condition had experienced a relationship break up with 
their mentor at the end of 12 months. Some have suggested that mentoring relationships 
that end prematurely may have a detrimental impact on youth as a result of youth feelings of 
rejection and unfulfilled expectations (Goldner & Mayseless, 2009). This may be especially 
true in cases of mentor abandonment (Spencer, Basulado-Delmonico, Walsh, & Drew, 
2014). Why some relationships are at greater risk of dissolving than others is still unclear. In 
two separate investigations of mentoring relationship break-up, the chance of a break up 
occurring was markedly higher for youth who were referred for psychological treatment or 
educational remediation, victims of prior physical, emotional or sexual abuse, youth from 
poor family relationships, and those  having a parent with mental illness (Grossman & 
Rhodes, 2002; Lymburner, 2006). Grossman & Rhodes (2002) reported that mentored girls 
were more likely than mentored boys to see their mentoring relationships terminate. 
However, the difference fell short of meeting their criterion for judging statistical significance. 
 
Children and parents who reported a break-up of their first mentoring relationship were 
asked to report the date when the relationship began and how many months it lasted. We 
used this information to construct “survival curves”.  Survival curves depict the pattern of 
occurrence of some event over the course of time. Because of our interest in mentoring 
relationships ending in dissolution, the event of interest was a mentoring relationship break-
up occurring in the interval of time (measured in months) between the date of onset of the 
first mentoring relationship and the date of completion of the last study follow-up. Survival 
analysis assumes that all children will eventually experience the event. As a result, 
information from both uncensored and censored data (i.e., children experiencing the event 
of interest versus those who do not) is used to construct the curves. 
 
Here is what we found…. 
 

 As shown in Figure 56, the percentage of mentored children whose first mentoring 
relationship with an adult volunteer ended in dissolution climbed steadily from about 
1% in the first month of observation to 42% at 12 months. At 30 months after 
entering their first mentoring relationship, 61% of the mentored children had 
experienced a relationship break-up.  

 Girls experienced their first mentoring relationship break-up at a significantly faster 
pace than boys. At 12 months into their relationship nearly 50% had experienced a 
break-up compared to 35% for boys 

 The median time to mentoring relationship break-up for the total sample of mentored 
children was just over 18 months (i.e., 50% had experienced a relationship break-up 
prior to 18 months since entering their first relationship and 50% experienced a 
break-up after 18 months); the median time to relationship break-up for boys was 
nearly double the estimated value for girls (24.7 vs. 14.18 months) 

 As shown in Figure 57, the monthly probability of experiencing a mentoring 
relationship breakup (depicted by the monthly hazard rate) was highest at the 12 and 
24 month time points. The sharp increase at 12 months likely reflects the fulfilling of 
adult mentor commitments to BBBS agency regulations requiring volunteers to 
mentor a child for at least a year 
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Figure 56:  Proportion of Children Experiencing a Mentoring Relationship Break-up to 
Selected Months by Child Gender 

 
n = 661 ever-mentored children; n = 354 girls; n = 307 boys 
Median Survival Time (months): Total = 18.37; Boys = 24.7; Girls = 14.17 
Wilcoxon Statistic = 11.54; df = 1; p < .001; Percent Censored: 53  

 
 
Figure 57:  Probability (Hazard) of Mentoring Relationship Break-up for Each Month 
by Child Gender 
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To better understand what factors might predict why some mentored children experienced a 
break-up of their first mentoring relationship sooner than others, we examined detailed 
information on child and parent demographics, family socioeconomic background, and 
indicators of personal and environmental risk collected from the baseline interviews. Also 
examined was information on mentoring relationship attributes (e.g., quality, time invested), 
environmental supports (e.g., quality of parent/mentor relationship, parent/mentor monthly 
contact), agency factors (e.g., match determination difficulties), and reasons for enrolling in 
the BBBS programs. Information from all hypothesized predictors was obtained from parent 
and child reports at the earliest completed follow-up assessment. Predictors were entered 
into a series of hazard regression models where the probability of the event (i.e., mentoring 
relationship break-up) in any given month was modeled as a function of a set of baseline 
predictors (demographics, etc.), mentoring relationship attributes, and environmental 
supports. Only predictors emerging as statistically significant were retained.  
 
Table 7 summarizes the results of the hazard regression models by identifying factors that 
either increase or decrease a child’s chance or odds of experiencing a mentoring 
relationship break-up. Results are presented first for the total sample of children and then 
separately for girls and boys. The effects of model predictors are expressed as odds ratios. 
For categorical predictors these odds ratios are interpreted in relation to an assigned 
reference group. An odds ratio below the reference value of “1” indicates that a given 
predictor is associated with a reduced chance or odds of a mentoring relationship break-up 
in any given month (slowing of relationship break-up) while a value above “1” indicates an 
increased chance of a mentoring relationship break-up (hastening of relationship break-up).  
 
Here is what we found… 
 

 As shown in Table 7, factors that significantly increased the chance or odds of a 
mentoring relationship breakup (i.e., hastened onset of break-up) included: child 
gender (being a girl) (OR=1.69), use of mental health or social services in the 
previous 12 months (OR=1.36), elevated child symptoms of depressed mood 
(OR=1.03), mentoring relationship global quality rated as poor or moderate 
(OR=2.36), infrequent contact between mentors and protégés (< every other week) 
(OR=1.62), and infrequent contact between parents and mentors (OR=1.65 for 
contact < 2 times a month and OR=1.56 for contact 2-3 times a month) 

 The OR value of 2.36 for perceived global quality of the mentoring relationship may 
be interpreted as follows: children in mentoring relationships rated as poor or 
moderate in quality more than doubled their chance of experiencing a mentoring 
relationship break-up compared to children in relationships rated as high in quality 

 Factors that significantly reduced the chance or odds of a mentoring relationship 
breakup (i.e., delayed onset of breakup) included: being a child from an Asian 
Canadian ethnic/racial background (vs. White European background) (OR=.55) and 
elevated parent symptoms of depressed mood (OR=.98) 

 The relationship between certain predictors and the chance or odds of a mentoring 
relationship break-up appeared to differ between boys and girls. 
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 For girls, factors that increased the chance of relationship break up were: having a 
chronic health condition (OR=1.45), elevated child symptoms of depression 
(OR=1.04), elevated parent symptoms of social anxiety (OR=1.02), mentoring 
relationship global quality rated as poor or moderate (OR=2.29), infrequent contact 
between mentors and protégés (< every other week) (OR=2.03), infrequent contact 
between parents and mentors (OR=2.17 for contact < 2 times a month and OR=1.69 
for contact 2-3 times a month), and parent/mentor relationship quality rated as 
moderate (OR=2.18) 

 For girls, factors that reduced the chance of mentoring relationship break-up were: 
being a child from an Asian Canadian ethnic/racial background (OR=.39) and parent 
social support (OR=.93) 

 For boys, factors that increased the chance of relationship break up were: being a 
younger child (< age 10) versus older child (ages 12-17) (OR=2.35), number of close 
friends (OR=1.03), use of mental health or social services in the past 12 months 
(OR=1.70), having a parent with a chronic health condition (OR=1.58), mentoring 
relationship global quality rated as poor or moderate (OR=2.72), infrequent contact 
between mentors and protégés (every other week) (OR=1.59), and match 
determination difficulties (OR=1.61) 

 The OR for number of close friends may be interpreted as follows: for every 
increment in the number of close friends reported by boys there was a 3% increase 
in the chance of mentoring relationship break-up 
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Table 7: Predictors of Mentoring Relationship Break-Up  
 

Predictors Total (n = 599) Girls (n = 314) Boys (n = 285) 

Child Gender    

Girls 1.69*** -- -- 

(vs. Boys) 1.00   

Child Age    

6 – 9  1.35 1.02 2.35** 

10 – 11 1.03 0.95 1.21 

12 – 17 1.00 1.00 1.00 

Child Ethnicity    

African Canadian 0.73 0.72 0.73 

First Nations Peoples 1.20 1.02 2.03 

Asian Canadian 0.55* 0.39** 1.37 

Canadian 0.65 0.82 0.48* 

Other Unspecified 0.86 1.03 1.07 

(vs. White European) 1.00 1.00 1.00 

Child Number Close Friends 1.01 1.01 1.03* 

Child Chronic Health Conditions    

Yes 1.04 1.45* 0.75 

No 1.00 1.00 1.00 

Child Use of Mental 
Health/Social Services 

   

Yes 1.36* 1.07 1.70* 

No 1.00 1.00 1.00 

Child Depression (Symptoms) 1.03* 1.04* 1.01 

Parent Depression (Symptoms) 0.98** 0.99 0.98 

Parent Social Anxiety 
(Symptoms) 

1.02 1.02* 1.00 

Parent Social Support 0.96 0.93** 0.99 

Parent Chronic Health 
Conditions 

   

Yes 1.19 0.95 1.58* 

No 1.00 1.00 1.00 

Quality of Child/Mentor 
Relationship 

   

Low/Moderate 2.36*** 2.29** 2.72** 

High 1.00 1.00 1.00 

Days Per Week Spent in 
Mentoring Relationship 

   

< Every Other Week 1.62* 2.03* 1.58 

Every Other Week 1.18 0.77 1.59* 

One or More Days per Week 1.00 1.00 1.00 
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Predictors Total (n = 599) Girls (n = 314) Boys (n = 285) 

Frequency of Parent/Mentor 
Contact Past Month 

   

< 2 Times 1.65* 2.17* 1.45 

2 – 3 Times  1.56* 1.69* 1.59 

4 or More Times 1.00 1.00 1.00 

Quality of Parent/Mentor 
Relationship 

   

Low 1.16 1.21 1.24 

Moderate 1.20 2.18* 0.96 

High 1.00 1.00 1.00 

Match Determination Difficulties    

Yes 1.25 1.09 1.61* 

No  1.00 1.00 1.00 

 
*p < .05; **p < .01; ***p < .001  
n=20 agencies 
Note: Results adjusted for child and parent demographics, socioeconomic and cultural background, and health 
status. Reference groups were each predictor are assigned a value of “1”. Standard errors adjusted for design 
effects; Percent Censored: 56.8 
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Survival curves for the sample of adult mentors in the study were also constructed using the 
same procedures described above for children. However, it is important to note that many 
adult mentors who experienced a break-up of their mentoring relationship chose not to 
complete their next scheduled follow-up assessment (i.e., when a mentoring relationship 
ended, mentors were no longer eligible to continue in the study except to complete their next 
and last scheduled follow-up). This meant that for many mentors, important information on 
the quality of their mentoring relationship and amount of weekly contact with their mentees 
just prior to the termination of their relationship was not collected. Results, therefore, should 
be interpreted with caution. 
 
Here is what we found… 
 

 As shown in Figure 58, at 12 months into their mentoring relationship, nearly 20% of 
the adult mentors had experienced a break-up. At 30 months, this figure had doubled 
to 40% 

 Female mentors experienced a mentoring relationship breakup sooner than males. 
At 12 months into their relationship, 24% of female mentors versus 12% of male 
mentors had experienced a break-up 

 As shown in Figure 59, the monthly probability of experiencing a mentoring 
relationship breakup (monthly hazard) was highest at the 12 month mark. Similar to 
the results for children, this result may signify mentor decisions to end their 
commitment to the mentoring relationship after fulfilling agency requirements of 
mentoring a child for at least a year 

 The monthly probability of experiencing a mentoring relationship breakup (monthly 
hazard) was generally higher for females than males  

 
Figure 58:  Proportion of Adult Mentors Experiencing a Mentoring Relationship Break-
up to Selected Months  

 
n = 453 adult mentors; n = 295 females; n = 158 males 
Median Survival Time (months): Total = 30.0; Males = 30.0; Females = 30.0 
Wilcoxon Statistic = 7.54; df = 1; p < .01; Percent Censored: 78 
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Figure 59:  Probability (Hazard) of Mentoring Relationship Break-up for Each Month  
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To better understand why some mentors experienced a mentoring relationship break up 
sooner than others, we examined a range of possible predictors that included: mentor 
demographics and socioeconomic background, mentoring relationship attributes (e.g., 
perceived quality, time invested), mentor characteristics (e.g., self-efficacy), environmental 
supports (e.g., quality of parent/mentor relationship), agency factors (e.g., training 
satisfaction, match determination difficulties), and reasons for enrolling in the BBBS 
programs. Information on these predictors was obtained from the earliest completed mentor 
assessment. All hypothesized predictors were entered into a hazard regression model to 
predict the chance or odds of a mentoring relationship break-up. Only predictors emerging 
as statistically significant were retained.  
 
Table 8 summarizes the results of the hazard regression models by identifying factors that 
either increase or decrease a mentor’s chance or odds of experiencing a mentoring 
relationship break-up. Results are presented first for the total sample of mentors and then 
separately for females and males. The effects of model predictors are expressed as odds 
ratios. For categorical predictors, these odds ratios are interpreted in relation to an assigned 
reference group. An odds ratio below the reference value of “1” indicates that a given 
predictor category is associated with a reduced chance or odds of a mentoring relationship 
break-up in any given month (slowing of relationship break-up) while a value above “1” 
indicates an increased chance of a mentoring relationship break-up (hastening of 
relationship break-up).  
 
Here is what we found… 
 

 As shown in Table 8 factors associated with an increased chance or odds of 
mentoring relationship break up included: mentor gender (female) (OR=2.11), low or 
moderate mentoring relationship quality (OR=3.22), and match determination 
difficulties (OR=2.18) 

 Factors associated with a reduced chance or odds of relationship break-up included: 
enrolling in the BBBS program to give something back to the community (OR=.50) 
and spending <3 hours of time per week with the mentee (OR=.56)  

 For female mentors, factors associated with an increased chance of relationship 
break-up included: being never married (OR=1.50), low or moderate mentoring 
relationship quality (OR=4.46), and match determination difficulties (OR=1.98); 
factors associated with a reduced chance of relationship break-up included: 
belonging to a younger age group (18-24) (OR=.50), belonging to a visible minority 
group (OR=.49), and enrolling in program to give something back to the community 
(OR=.50)  

 For male mentors, factors associated with an increased chance of mentoring 
relationship break-up included a low level of satisfaction with BBBS training and 
orientation (OR=7.40); factors associated with a reduced chance of relationship 
break-up included enrolling in program to give something back to the community 
(OR=.26)  
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Table 8: Predictors of Mentoring Relationship Break-Up (Mentor Report)  
 

Predictors Total (n = 453) Females (n = 295) Males (n = 158) 

Mentor Gender    

Females 2.11** -- -- 

(vs. Males) 1.00   

Mentor Age    

18 – 24  0.70 0.50** 2.22 

25 – 29 0.94 0.86 0.97 

30 plus 1.00 1.00 1.00 

Marital Status    

Never Married 1.33 1.50* 0.98 

(vs. Ever-Married) 1.00 1.00 1.00 

Mentor Ethnicity    

Visible Minority Group 0.65 0.49* 1.48 

(vs. White European) 1.00 1.00 1.00 

Reasons for Enrolling in BBBS     

Give Something Back to Community 0.50** 0.50** 0.26** 

(vs. Other Reasons) 1.00 1.00 1.00 

MR Quality    

Low/Moderate 3.22*** 4.26*** 1.44 

High 1.00 1.00 1.00 

Hours Spent in MR Per Week    

< 3 Hours 0.56** 0.47** 1.49 

3 or More  1.00 1.00 1.00 

Match Determination Difficulties    

Yes 2.18*** 1.98*** 5.17 

No 1.00 1.00 1.00 

Training Satisfaction    

Low 1.32 0.98 7.40** 

Moderate 1.02 1.10 0.78 

High 1.00 1.00 1.00 

*p < .05; **p < .01; ***p < .001 
n = 20 agencies 
Note: Results adjusted for mentor demographics, socioeconomic and cultural background, and previous 
mentoring experience. Standard errors adjusted for design effects; Percent Censored: 78 
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Why Mentoring Relationships Dissolved 
 
Among the estimated 700 children who had been mentored by an adult volunteer, 58% (n= 
408) had reported a relationship break-up by the end of the study. Significantly more 
mentored girls than mentored boys experienced a break-up of their mentoring relationship 
(65 vs. 50%). Children, parents, and adult mentors gave different reasons for why their 
mentoring relationships dissolved or ended. We obtained reasons from 296 children, 291 
parents and 103 adult mentors based on their earliest completed follow-up assessment. 
 
Here is what we found… 
 

 As shown in Figure 60, the top three reasons given by children for why mentoring 
relationships dissolved were: adult mentor moved away (23%); adult mentor became 
too busy (20%); and child was unhappy with the match (16%) 

 A significantly higher percentage of mentored girls than boys reported that their 
relationship dissolved because their mentor suddenly stopped contacting them (11 
vs. 5%). Significant differences by age were also found. Nearly twice the percentage 
of older (ages 10 and over) versus younger mentored children (<age 10) reported 
that their relationship with their mentor dissolved because they (child) were not 
happy with the match (20.4 vs. 11%). Younger children (<age 10) were also more 
likely than older children (ages 10 and over) to report that the relationship ended 
because their Big moved away (27.3 vs. 19%) 

 As shown in Figure 61, the top three reasons given by parents for why the mentoring 
relationship dissolved were identical to those given by children: adult mentor moved 
away (24%); adult mentor too busy (15.5%); and child was unhappy with the match 
(12%) 

 Adult mentor reasons for mentoring relationship dissolution are shown in Figure 62; 
among the top three reasons given were: I was too busy (22%); I was not happy with 
the match (15.5%); and My Little moved away (14.6%) 

 Female mentors were significantly more likely than male mentors to report that their 
mentoring relationship ended because of a move (18.2 vs. 0%). Male mentors were 
more likely than female mentors to report that their relationship ended because they 
(mentor) were not happy with the match (21.7 vs. 13.8%), because their Little was 
not happy with the match (13 vs. 7.5%) or because they became too busy (34.8 vs. 
18.8%) 

 Younger mentors (< age 30) were significantly more likely than older mentors (ages 
30 and over) to report that their mentoring relationship ended because they moved 
away (16.2 vs. 8.6%) or because their Little moved away (17.6 vs. 8.6%). Older 
mentors were more likely to report that their mentoring relationship ended because 
their Little was not happy with the match (17.1 vs. 4.4%) 
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Figure 60:  Child Reasons Why Mentoring Relationship Dissolved   

 
n = 296 children 
 
 

Figure 61:  Parent Reasons Why Mentoring Relationship Dissolved  

 
n = 291 parents 
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Figure 62:  Mentor Reasons Why Mentoring Relationship Dissolved  

 
n = 103 mentors 
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Summary 

 
Break-up or Dissolution of BBBS Mentoring Relationship (Children) 

 
 Just over 40% of mentored children experienced a break-up of their first mentoring 

relationship within 12 months of being paired with their mentor; within 30 months just 
over 60% experienced a break-up 

 The chance of a mentoring relationship break-up was highest at 12 and 24 months into 
the relationship 

 Girls left their first mentoring relationship sooner than boys 
 The chance or odds of a mentored child experiencing a relationship break-up were 

higher for girls, children who used mental/health or social services, children who 
reported increased symptoms of depression, children involved in in mentoring 
relationships rated as low to moderate in quality, children who met with their mentor less 
than every other week, and children whose parent met with their mentor on an infrequent 
basis 

 The chance or odds of a mentored child experiencing a relationship break-up were lower 
for children from an Asian ethnic or racial background and children of parents with 
symptoms of depression 

 Factors influencing a child’s chance or odds of relationship break-up differed by child 
gender 

 Among girls the odds or chance of a break-up were higher for those with a chronic 
health condition, those experiencing symptoms of depression, a parent with symptoms 
of social anxiety, and infrequent parent/mentor monthly contact; the odds or chance of a 
break-up were lower for those having an Asian Canadian ethnic or racial background 

 Among boys, the odds or chance of a mentoring relationship break-up were higher for 
those in the youngest age group (<age 10), those who used mental health or social 
services, those with a parent with a chronic health condition, and those who reported 
match determination difficulties. 
 

Break-up or Dissolution of BBBS Mentoring Relationships (Mentors) 
 

 About one in every five adult mentors had experienced a mentoring relationship break-
up 12 months into their first mentoring relationship; 40% had done so at 30 months; 
(Note: these figures are lower than those reported for children because not all mentors paired to 
study children participated in the research and because a substantial number of mentor 
participants who actually experienced a break-up of their mentoring relationship did not report it 

because they did not complete a subsequent mentor assessment) 
 The chance of a mentoring relationship break-up was highest at 12 months into the 

relationship 
 Females left their mentoring relationship sooner than males 
 The odds or chance of a mentoring relationship break-up were higher for females, 

mentors in relationships rated as low to moderate in quality, and mentors who reported 
match determination difficulties 

 The odds or chance of a mentoring relationship break-up were lower for mentors who 
reported enrolling in BBBS programs to give something back to the community and 
those who reported spending <3 hours weekly with their mentees 

 Factors influencing a mentor’s chance or odds of relationship break-up differed by 
mentor gender 

 Among females, the odds of a mentoring relationship break-up were greater for the 
never-married, mentors in relationships rated as low to moderate in quality and those 
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reporting match determination difficulties; the odds of a break-up were lower for younger 
mentors (ages 18-24), visible minorities, and those spending <3 hours weekly with their 
mentees 

 Among males, the odds of a mentoring relationship break-up were higher for those 
expressing low satisfaction with their BBBS training and orientation 

 
Reasons for Mentoring Relationship Break-Up or Dissolution 

 
 “The mentor moved away” and “the mentor became too busy” were the most common 

reasons given by parents and children for the break-up of their mentoring relationship 
 The top two reasons for the break-up of mentoring relationships provided by mentors 

were that they “became too busy” and they “were not happy with the match” 
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Section 13: Predictors of Key Mentoring Relationship Attributes 
 
In this section regression analyses were undertaken to assess the capacity of BBBS and other 
environmental factors to predict 6 key mentoring relationship attributes: adult mentor 
engagement and support, child or mentee engagement and support, child or mentee fulfillment 
of mentor expectations, global quality of the mentoring relationship, mentoring relationship 
longevity, and number of different mentoring activities. Adult mentor self-efficacy was also 
included as an outcome given its hypothesized role as a mediator linking environment to 
engagement and support and relationship quality. According to our theoretical model, a 
supportive BBBS environment, along with other environmental influences, is expected to 
contribute to higher levels of mentor and mentee engagement and support, a greater number of 
different mentoring relationship activities, and stronger mentor feelings of self-efficacy.  Higher 
scores on each of these factors are in turn expected to be associated with stronger mentee and 
mentor perceptions of relationship quality. 

 
Adult Mentor Engagement and Support 

 
Since mentor engagement and support is likely to be a multi-faceted construct, identifying its 
predictors requires an examination of its underlying structure. To this end, we factor analyzed 
the 21 adult mentor engagement items reported in Section 9 and identified five distinct sub-
scales or separate facets of engagement: 1) a 4-item scale tapping mentor tendencies to adopt 
a problem-oriented/counselling approach to mentoring (e.g., my mentor is there for me when I 
have a problem, my mentor tries to understand my problems); 2) a 3-item scale tapping mentor 
tendencies to adopt a practical-oriented approach (e.g., my mentor teaches me a skill or how to 
do things, my mentor helps me to think about my future); 3) a 3-item scale tapping mentor 
tendencies to adopt a shared decision-making approach (e.g., my mentor tries to find out what I 
like to do, my mentor asks me for my opinion or what I think about things); 4) a 2-item scale 
tapping children’s perceptions of their mentors as having similar views and traits (e.g., my 
mentor sees things much the same way as I do, my mentor is like me in many ways); and 5) a 
5-item scale tapping children’s perceptions of their mentors as trusting, patient, and accepting 
(e.g., my mentor trusts me, my mentor accepts me for who I am).  
 
To better understand (from the perspective of children) what factors best predict each of these 
facets of mentor engagement and support, we estimated four separate regression equations, 
one for each facet (Note: the fifth facet tapping children’s perceptions of mentors as trusting, 
patient, and accepting was not included because of its overlap with our measure of perceived 
relationship quality covered in the next section). Hypothesized predictor variables of the four 
facets of mentor engagement and support included: BBBS agency factors or influences (e.g., 
caseworker support, match determination difficulties), other potential environmental influences 
(e.g., parent support of mentoring relationship, quality of the parent/mentor relationship, 
parent/mentor monthly contact), and mentoring relationship attributes (e.g., number of different 
mentoring activities, frequency and intensity of weekly contact between mentors and protégés, 
perceived adequacy of time in the mentoring relationship, mentoring relationship longevity).  
 
Each of the four facets of mentor engagement and support were constructed based on the 
responses of children involved in current mentoring relationships. Excluded from the analyses 
were children in mentoring relationships with a second or third adult mentor. Information on 
mentor engagement and support was obtained from the most recent completed child 
assessment. Due to constraints on space, only the results of the first two facets (problem-
oriented and practical-oriented mentoring) are shown. These results are presented in Tables 9-
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10. In each of the tables, results are presented first for all mentored children and then 
separately for girls and boys. 
 
Highlights for Problem-Oriented/Counselling Mentoring Approach… 

 
 As shown in Table 9, mentees were more likely to report higher levels of mentor 

engagement and support based on a problem-oriented/ counselling mentoring approach 
when they were involved in long term mentoring relationships (18 or more months) 
(b=.25, p<.001), reported involvement in many different mentoring activities (10 or more 
per month) (b=.19, p<.01), and had a parent with a good quality relationship with their 
mentor (b=.12, p<.05) 

 Involvement in many different mentoring activities appeared to be a stronger predictor of 
mentor engagement and support based on a problem-oriented mentoring approach for 
girls than boys 

 Mentees were less likely to report higher levels of mentor engagement and support 
based on a problem-oriented/counselling mentoring approach when they reported match 
determination difficulties (b=-.10, p<.05). This was especially true of girls (b=-.15, p<.05; 
b=-.14, p<.05) 

 
Highlights for Practical-Oriented Mentoring Approach… 
 

 As shown in Table 10, mentees were more likely to report higher levels of mentor 
engagement and support based on a practical-oriented mentoring approach when they 
were involved in long term mentoring relationships (18 or more months) (b=.23, p<.001) 
and reported involvement in many different mentoring activities (5-9 activities; b=.22, 
p<.001; 10 or more activities; b=.39, p<.001) 

 Mentees (especially mentored girls) were less likely to report higher levels of mentor 
engagement and support based on a practical-oriented mentoring approach when they 
reported match determination difficulties (b=-.13, p<.05) 

 
Highlights for Shared Decision-Making Mentoring Approach... 
 

 Mentees were more likely to report higher levels of mentor engagement and support 
based on a shared decision-making mentoring approach when they were involved in 
long term mentoring relationships (18 or more months) (b=.14, p<.05) and reported 
involvement in many different mentoring activities (10 or more activities) (b=.14, p<.05)  

 
Highlights for Perceived Similarities… 
 

 Mentees were more likely to report that their mentors shared similar views and traits 
when they were involved in many different mentoring activities (10 or more activities) 
(b=.18, p<.01) and reported a high quality parent/mentor relationship (b=.11, p<.05)  

 Mentoring relationship longevity was not a significant predictor of mentee’s perceptions 
of their mentors as having similar views and traits 

 Mentees were less likely to report that their mentors shared similar views and traits when 
they report match determination difficulties (b=-.13, p<.01) 
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Table 9:  Predictors of Adult Mentor Engagement: Problem-Oriented Mentoring  

Predictors Total (n = 506) Girls (n = 251) Boys (n = 255) 

MR Quality (CR) -- -- -- 

MR Quality (PR) -- -- -- 

Longevity MR    

12 – 17 months 0.10* 0.05 0.16* 

18 plus (vs. < 12 months) 0.25*** 0.23** 0.24** 

Number of Different MR Activities    

5 – 9 0.15* 0.23* 0.07 

10 plus (vs. < 5) 0.19** 0.24** 0.17 

Mentor/Mentee Contact One or 
More Days per week 

0.06 0.07 0.03 

Mentor/Mentee Contact Three or 
More Hours per Week 

0.07 0.02 0.12 

Enough Time with BB/BS (Yes) 0.08 0.09 0.06 

Parent Support MR 0.01 0.10 -0.06 

Quality Parent/Mentor Relationship 0.12* 0.10 0.12 

Times Monthly Parent/Mentor Meet 
Face-to-Face 

   

2 – 3 times 0.01 -0.03 0.10 

4 plus (vs. <2 times) -0.01 -0.02 0.08 

Caseworker Support MR    

Strong Support -0.11 -0.09 -0.13 

No Caseworker Contact (vs. 
weak/moderate support) 

-0.06 -0.07 -0.07 

Match Determination Difficulties 
(CR) 

-0.10* -0.15* -0.01 

Match Determination Difficulties 
(PR) 

-0.10* -0.14* -0.08 

Adjusted R Square 0.21 0.18 0.05 

 
*p < .05; **p < .01; ***p < .001 
Note: The relationships between the various predictors (e.g., mentoring relationship longevity) and the facets of 
mentor engagement and support are expressed as a standardized beta weights constrained to lie between zero and 
one. The closer the estimated values are to one, the stronger the relationships. Beta weights with a negative sign 
indicate a negative relationship and those without a negative sign indicate a positive relationship. Because the beta 
weights are standardized, they allow for a direct comparison of the relative importance of the various factors believed 
to predict mentor engagement and support. Results are adjusted for child and parent demographics, socioeconomic 
and cultural background, and health status 

  
 Difference statistically significant at p < .05 
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Table 10:  Predictors of Adult Mentor Engagement: Practical-Oriented Mentoring 

Predictors Total (n = 506) Girls (n = 251) Boys (n = 255) 

MR Quality (CR) -- -- -- 

MR Quality (PR) -- -- -- 

Longevity MR    

12 – 17 months 0.04 -0.04 0.10 

18 plus (vs. < 12 months) 0.23*** 0.19* 0.25** 

Number of Different MR Activities    

5 – 9 0.22*** 0.22** 0.19* 

10 plus (vs. < 5) 0.39*** 0.43*** 0.34*** 

Mentor/Mentee Contact One or More 
Days per week 

-0.08 -0.16* -0.03 

Mentor/Mentee Contact Three or More 
Hours per Week 

-0.03 -0.05 -0.01 

Enough Time with BB/BS (Yes) 0.02 0.02 -0.03 

Parent Support MR 0.06 0.05 0.08 

Quality Parent/Mentor Relationship 0.10* 0.11 0.12 

Times Monthly Parent/Mentor Meet 
Face-to-Face 

   

2 – 3 times -0.05 -0.09 0.01 

4 plus (vs. <2 times) 0.06 0.03 0.11 

Caseworker Support MR    

Strong Support -0.07 -0.09 -0.08 

No Caseworker Contact (vs. 
weak/moderate support) 

-0.02 -0.06 -0.02 

Match Determination Difficulties (CR) -0.06 -0.13* 0.02 

Match Determination Difficulties (PR) 0.03 0.04 -0.01 

Adjusted R Square 0.17 0.21 0.10 

 
*p < .05; **p < .01; ***p < .001 
Note: The relationships between the various predictors (e.g., mentoring relationship longevity) and the facets of 
mentor engagement and support are expressed as a standardized beta weights constrained to lie between zero and 
one. The closer the estimated values are to one, the stronger the relationships. Beta weights with a negative sign 
indicate a negative relationship and those without a negative sign indicate a positive relationship. Because the beta 
weights are standardized, they allow for a direct comparison of the relative importance of the various factors believed 
to predict mentor engagement and support. Results are adjusted for child and parent demographics, socioeconomic 
and cultural background, and health status.  
 

 Difference statistically significant at p < .05 
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Predictors of Child Engagement and Support in Mentoring Relationship  
 

In addition to children’s perceptions of their adult mentor’s engagement and support in the 
mentoring relationship, we also examined mentor’s perceptions of children’s engagement and 
support. Similar to the procedures outlined in the preceding section, we factor analyzed the 13 
child engagement items reported in Section 8 and identified two distinct sub-scales or facets: 1) 
a 3-item scale tapping children’s emotional engagement in the mentoring relationship (e.g., child 
confides in mentor about personal problems, expresses him or herself freely) and 2) a 7-item 
scale comprised of items tapping children’s active engagement in the mentoring relationship 
(e.g., child asks mentor to do things, helps to plan activities).  
 
To better understand (from the perspective of adult mentors) what factors best predict a child’s 
level of engagement and support in the mentoring relationship we estimated two separate 
regression equations, one for each facet. Hypothesized predictors of each of the facets of 
engagement and support included: BBBS agency factors or influences (e.g., caseworker 
support, mentor training, match determination difficulties), adult mentor characteristics (mentor 
self-efficacy), other potential environmental influences (e.g., parent support of mentoring 
relationship, quality of the parent/mentor relationship), and mentoring relationship attributes 
(e.g., number of different mentoring activities, frequency and intensity of weekly contact 
between mentors and protégés, perceived barriers to spending time in the mentoring 
relationship, mentoring relationship longevity). 
 
Each facet of child engagement and support was constructed based on the responses of 
mentors involved in current mentoring relationships. Excluded were mentors serving as the 
second or third mentor to a study child. Information on child engagement and support was 
obtained from the most recent completed mentor assessment. Results are presented in Tables 
11 and 12. Note: The results for the predictor labelled as “quality of the parent/mentor 
relationship” is presented separately at the bottom of the tables. This predictor could not be 
included in the main analyses given its high association with parent support of the mentoring 
relationship. In each table, results are presented first for all mentors and then separately for 
females and males. 
 
Highlights for Child Active Engagement and Support… 
 

 As shown in Table 11, mentors were more likely to report higher levels of mentee active 
engagement and support in the mentoring relationship when they were: involved in long-
term relationships (18 or more months) (b=.12, p<.05), felt effective or confident in their 
mentoring abilities (b=.37, p<.001), perceived higher levels of parent support of the 
mentoring relationship (b=.24, p<.001), and perceived a high quality relationship with the 
mentee’s parent (b=.24, p<.001) 

 Predictors unique to female mentors were: involvement in long term mentoring 
relationships (18 or more months) (b=.14, p<.05) 

 Predictors unique to male mentors were: strong caseworker support (b=.27, p<.05) 
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Highlights for Child Emotional Engagement and Support... 
 

 As shown in Table 12, mentors were more likely to report higher levels of mentee 
emotional engagement and support in the mentoring relationship when they were: 
involved in long term relationships (18 or more months), (b=.15, p<.01), reported 
involvement in many different mentoring activities (b=.16, p<.05), felt effective or 
confident in their mentoring abilities (b=.42, p<.001), and perceived a high quality 
relationship with the mentee’s parent (b=.15, p<.01) 

 Predictors unique to female mentors were: involvement in a large number of different 
mentoring activities (5-9 activities, b=.28, p<.001; 10 or more activities, b=.23, p<.01) 

 Predictors unique to male mentors were: mentor/mentee contact one or more days per 
week (b=.27, p<.01) and strong caseworker support (b=.28, p<.05)  
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Table 11:  Predictors of Child Active Engagement in Mentoring Relationship  

Predictors Total (n = 351) Females (n = 219) Males (n = 132) 

Quality MR -- -- -- 

MR Longevity    

12 – 17 months 0.08 0.08 0.12 

18 plus (vs. < 12 months) 0.12* 0.14* 0.04 

Number of Different MR Activities    

5 – 9 0.15* 0.16 0.08 

10 plus (vs. < 5) 0.09 0.07 0.05 

Mentor/Mentee Contact One or 
More Days per week 

0.07 0.07 0.11 

Mentor/Mentee Contact Three or 
More Hours per week 

0.01 0.03 -0.06 

Barriers Spending Time with LB/LS 
(Yes) 

-0.06 -0.04 -0.08 

Mentor Self-Efficacy 0.37*** 0.34*** 0.47*** 

Parent Support MR 0.24*** 0.25*** 0.28** 

Training Satisfaction -0.06 -0.07 -0.13 

Number Hours Training -0.03 -0.03 -0.01 

Caseworker Support MR    

Strong Support 0.06 -0.01 0.27* 

No Caseworker Contact (vs. 
weak/moderate support) 

0.12* 0.10 0.20 

Match Determination Difficulties -0.06 -0.10 0.06 

Adjusted R Square 0.32 0.30 0.32 

 

 

 

   

Predictors Total (n = 351) Females (n = 219) Males (n = 132) 

Quality of Parent/Mentor 
Relationship 

0.24*** 0.25*** 0.25** 

Adjusted R Square 0.31 0.30 0.31 

 
*p < .05; **p < .01; ***p < .001 
Note: The relationships between the various predictors (e.g., mentoring relationship longevity) and each of the facets 
of child engagement and support are expressed as standardized beta weights constrained to lie between zero and 
one. The closer the estimated values are to one, the stronger the relationships. Beta weights with a negative sign 
indicate a negative relationship and those without a negative sign indicate a positive relationship. Results adjusted for 
mentor demographics, socioeconomic and cultural background, and previous mentoring experience  

 
 Difference statistically significant at p < .05 
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Table 12: Predictors of Child Emotional Engagement in Mentoring Relationship  

Predictors Total (n = 351) Females (n = 219) Males (n = 132) 

Quality MR -- -- -- 

MR Longevity    

12 – 17 months 0.05 0.02 0.13 

18 plus (vs. < 12 months) 0.15** 0.10 0.18 

Number of Different MR Activities    

5 – 9 0.16* 0.28*** -0.02 

10 plus (vs. < 5) 0.16* 0.23** 0.02 

Mentor/Mentee Contact One or 
More Days per week 

0.08 -0.03 0.27** 

Mentor/Mentee Contact Three or 
More Hours per week 

-0.01 -0.08 0.06 

Barriers Spending Time with LB/LS 
(Yes) 

-0.02 -0.08 0.03 

Mentor Self-Efficacy 0.42*** 0.47*** 0.37*** 

Parent Support MR 0.07 0.06 0.13 

Training Satisfaction -0.04 -0.01 -0.16 

Number Hours Training -0.01 -0.02 0.02 

Caseworker Support MR    

Strong Support 0.03 -0.08 0.28* 

No Caseworker Contact (vs. 
weak/moderate support) 

0.05 0.02 0.10 

Match Determination Difficulties -0.04 -0.11 0.08 

Adjusted R Square 0.28 0.33 0.22 

 

 

 

   

Predictors Total (n = 351) Females (n = 219) Males (n = 132) 

Quality of Parent/Mentor 
Relationship 

0.15** 0.15* 0.15 

Adjusted R Square 0.29 0.35 0.23 

 
*p < .05; **p < .01; ***p < .001 
Note: The relationships between the various predictors (e.g., mentoring relationship longevity) and each of the facets 
of child engagement and support are expressed as standardized beta weights constrained to lie between zero and 
one. The closer the estimated values are to one, the stronger the relationships. Beta weights with a negative sign 
indicate a negative relationship and those without a negative sign indicate a positive relationship. Results are 
adjusted for mentor demographics, socioeconomic and cultural background, and previous mentoring experience  

 
 Difference statistically significant at p < .05 
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Predictors of Child Fulfillment of Mentor Expectations  

 
In this study, adult mentors were asked to rate or assess their mentees on their ability to fulfil 
their expectations of the mentoring relationship. Mentors responded to a total of 14 questions. 
Our analysis of their responses identified two distinct sub-scales or facets of mentor 
expectations: a 4-item scale tapping mentor’s perceptions of the mentee as a close confidant 
(e.g., [my protégé], confides in me about personal problems, introduces me to his or her friends) 
and a 6-item scale tapping mentor’s perceptions of the mentee as respectful (e.g., [my protégé] 
respects my opinions, values my experience and knowledge). A single item tapping mentor’s 
perceptions of the mentee as being similar to themselves was also examined given previous 
research showing that mentors and children who share similar interests are more likely to report 
close and nurturing relationships (Cavell & Murphy, 1997).   
 
To better understand (from the perspective of adult mentors) what factors best predict child or 
mentee fulfillment of mentor expectations of the mentoring relationship we estimated three 
separate regression equations, one for each facet. Hypothesized predictors of each of the 
facets of mentor expectations included: BBBS agency factors or influences (e.g., caseworker 
support, mentor training, match determination difficulties), adult mentor characteristics (mentor 
self-efficacy), other potential environmental influences (e.g., parent support of mentoring 
relationship, quality of the parent/mentor relationship), and mentoring relationship attributes 
(e.g., number of different mentoring activities, frequency and intensity of weekly contact 
between mentors and protégés, perceived barriers to spending time in mentoring relationship, 
mentoring relationship longevity). 
 
Each facet of child fulfillment of mentor expectations was constructed based on the responses 
of mentors involved in current mentoring relationships. Excluded from the analyses were 
mentors serving as the second or third mentor to a study child. Information on child fulfillment of 
mentor expectations was obtained from the most recent completed mentor assessment. Results 
are presented in Tables 13-15. Note: The results for the predictor labelled as “quality of the 
parent/mentor relationship” is presented separately at the bottom of the tables. This predictor 
could not be included in the main analyses given its high association with parent support of the 
mentoring relationship. In each table, results are presented first for all mentors and then 
separately for females and males. 
 
Highlights for Mentor Expectations: Child or Mentee as a Close Confidant… 

 
 Adult mentors were more likely to view their mentees as close confidants when they 

reported involvement in long term mentoring relationships (b=.23, p<.001), involvement 
in many different mentoring activities (5-9 activities, b=.32, p<.001; 10 or more activities, 
b=.31, p<.001), met with their mentees at least one day a week (b=.15, p<.01), felt 
effective or confident in their mentoring abilities (b=.31, p<.001), and reported parental 
support of the mentoring relationship (b=.10, p<.05) 

 Predictors unique to female mentors were: long-term mentoring relationships (18 or 
more months) (b=.26, p<.001) and number of different mentoring activities (5-9 and 10 
or more activities) (b=.33, p<.001; b=.35, p<.001) 

 Predictors unique to male mentors were: mentor/mentee contact one or more days a 
week (b=.26, p<.01), number of hours of mentor training and orientation (b=.15, p<.05), 
and perceived quality of the parent/mentor relationship (b=.19, p<.05) 
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Highlights for Mentor Expectations: Child or Mentee as Respectful… 

 
 Adult mentors were more likely to view their mentees as respectful when they reported 

involvement in long term mentoring relationships (18 or more months) (b=.13, p<.05), 
involvement in many different mentoring activities (10 or more activities) (b=.13, p<.05), 
felt effective or confident in their mentoring abilities (b=.51, p<.001), reported parent 
support of the mentoring relationship (b=.17, p<.001), and reported a high quality 
parent/mentor relationship (b=.11, p<.05) 

 Predictors unique to female mentors were: parent support of the mentoring relationship 
(b=.23, p<.001) 

 Predictors unique to male mentors were: long-term mentoring relationships (18 or more 
months) (b=.26, p<.01) 

 
Highlights for Mentor Expectations: Child or Mentee as Being Similar 
 

 Adult mentors were more likely to view their mentees as being similar to themselves 
when they felt effective and confident in their mentoring abilities (b=.24, p<.001) and 
reported parent support of the mentoring relationship (b=.15, p<.01) 

 Adult mentors were less likely to view their mentees as being similar to themselves when 
they reported match determination difficulties (b=-.17, p<.01) 

 Predictors unique to female mentors were: mentor self-efficacy (b=.26, p<.001), parent 
support of the mentoring relationship (b=.18, p<.01), strong caseworker support (b=.18, 
p<.05), and match determination difficulties (b=-.17, p<.05) 

 Predictors unique to male mentors were: quality of the parent/mentor relationship (b=.22, 
p<.05) 
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Table 13: Predictors of Child Fulfillment of Mentor Expectations: Child Close Confidant  

Predictors Total (n = 351) Females (n = 219) Males (n = 132) 

Quality MR -- -- -- 

MR Longevity    

12 – 17 months 0.12* 0.12 0.14 

18 plus (vs. < 12 months) 0.23*** 0.26*** 0.18 

Number of Different MR Activities    

5 – 9 0.32*** 0.33*** 0.21 

10 plus (vs. < 5) 0.31*** 0.35*** 0.18 

Mentor/Mentee Contact One or 
More Days per week 

0.15** 0.11 0.26** 

Mentor/Mentee Contact Three or 
More Hours per week 

-0.08 -0.08 -0.11 

Barriers Spending Time with LB/LS 
(Yes) 

-0.02 -0.10 0.02 

Mentor Self-Efficacy 0.31*** 0.28*** 0.42*** 

Parent Support MR 0.10* 0.08 0.17 

Training Satisfaction 0.04 0.10 -0.12 

Number Hours Training 0.02 -0.03 0.15* 

Caseworker Support MR    

Strong Support 0.07 0.08 0.12 

No Caseworker Contact (vs. 
weak/moderate support) 

0.14* 0.15* 0.11 

Match Determination Difficulties -0.05 -0.06 0.06 

Adjusted R Square 0.34 0.35 0.34 

 

 

 

   

Predictors Total (n = 351) Females (n = 219) Males (n = 132) 

Quality of Parent/Mentor 
Relationship 

0.09 0.03 0.19* 

Adjusted R Square 0.34 0.34 0.35 

 
*p < .05; **p < .01; ***p < .001 
Note: The relationships between the various predictors (e.g., mentoring relationship longevity) and each of the facets 
of child fulfillment of mentor expectations are expressed as standardized beta weights constrained to lie between 
zero and one. The closer the estimated values are to one, the stronger the relationships. Beta weights with a negative 
sign indicate a negative relationship and those without a negative sign indicate a positive relationship. Results are 
adjusted for mentor demographics, socioeconomic and cultural background, and previous mentoring experience  

 
 Difference statistically significant at p < .05 
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Table 14: Predictors of Child Fulfillment of Mentor Expectations: Child Respectful 

Predictors Total (n = 351) Females (n = 219) Males (n = 132) 

Quality MR -- -- -- 

MR Longevity    

12 – 17 months 0.10* 0.06 0.19 

18 plus (vs. < 12 months) 0.13* 0.11 0.26** 

Number of Different MR Activities    

5 – 9 0.09 0.04 0.22 

10 plus (vs. < 5) 0.13* 0.11 0.22 

Mentor/Mentee Contact One or 
More Days per week 

0.09 0.07 0.14 

Mentor/Mentee Contact Three or 
More Hours per week 

-0.03 -0.05 0.01 

Barriers Spending Time with LB/LS 
(Yes) 

0.08 0.05 0.07 

Mentor Self-Efficacy 0.51*** 0.53*** 0.42*** 

Parent Support MR 0.17*** 0.23*** 0.05 

Training Satisfaction 0.01 0.05 -0.10 

Number Hours Training 0.03 -0.01 0.15 

Caseworker Support MR    

Strong Support 0.06 0.04 0.05 

No Caseworker Contact (vs. 
weak/moderate support) 

0.05 0.05 0.02 

Match Determination Difficulties -0.04 -0.11 0.16* 

Adjusted R Square 0.38 0.41 0.33 

 

 

 

   

Predictors Total (n = 351) Females (n = 219) Males (n = 132) 

Quality of Parent/Mentor 
Relationship 

0.11* 0.11 0.11 

Adjusted R Square 0.36 0.37 0.34 

 
*p < .05; **p < .01; ***p < .001 
Note: The relationships between the various predictors (e.g., mentoring relationship longevity) and each of the facets 
of child fulfillment of mentor expectations are expressed as standardized beta weights constrained to lie between 
zero and one. The closer the estimated values are to one, the stronger the relationships. Beta weights with a negative 
sign indicate a negative relationship and those without a negative sign indicate a positive relationship. Results are 
adjusted for mentor demographics, socioeconomic and cultural background, and previous mentoring experience  

 
 Difference statistically significant at p < .05 
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Table 15:  Predictors of Child Fulfillment of Mentor Expectations: Child Similarity 

Predictors Total (n = 351) Females (n = 219) Males (n = 132) 

Quality MR -- -- -- 

MR Longevity    

12 – 17 months -0.01 0.02 -0.04 

18 plus (vs. < 12 months) -0.01 -0.01 0.04 

Number of Different MR Activities    

5 – 9 0.04 0.05 0.02 

10 plus (vs. < 5) 0.02 0.05 -0.01 

Mentor/Mentee Contact One or 
More Days per week 

0.02 -0.01 0.11 

Mentor/Mentee Contact Three or 
More Hours per week 

0.01 -0.01 0.02 

Barriers Spending Time with 
LB/LS (Yes) 

-0.02 0.03 -0.09 

Mentor Self-Efficacy 0.24*** 0.26*** 0.18 

Parent Support MR 0.15** 0.18** 0.08 

Training Satisfaction -0.03 -0.06 -0.02 

Number Hours Training 0.03 0.03 0.07 

Caseworker Support MR    

Strong Support 0.12 0.18* 0.02 

No Caseworker Contact (vs. 
weak/moderate support) 

0.06 0.13 -0.07 

Match Determination Difficulties -0.17** -0.17* -0.12 

Adjusted R Square 0.11 0.13 0.01 

 

 

 

   

Predictors Total (n = 351) Females (n = 219) Males (n = 132) 

Quality of Parent/Mentor 
Relationship 

0.12 0.07 0.22* 

Adjusted R Square 0.10 0.10 0.01 

 
*p < .05; **p < .01; ***p < .001 
Note: The relationships between the various predictors (e.g., mentoring relationship longevity) and each of the facets 
of child fulfillment of mentor expectations are expressed as standardized beta weights constrained to lie between 
zero and one. The closer the estimated values are to one, the stronger the relationships. Beta weights with a negative 
sign indicate a negative relationship and those without a negative sign indicate a positive relationship. Results are 
adjusted for mentor demographics, socioeconomic and cultural background, and previous mentoring experience  

 
 Difference statistically significant at p < .05 
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Predictors of Mentoring Relationship Quality (Child Report) 
 
Our mentoring relationship quality variable consisted of children’s perceptions or ratings of 
their mentoring relationships in the areas of closeness, warmth and affection, trust, respect, 
and happiness. Response options were not very true, partly or sometimes true, and very 
true. We added or summed these items to create a single index of quality. Children could 
score from a low of 5 indicating very low quality to a high of 15 indicating very high quality. 
 
To better understand (from the perspective of children) what factors best predict mentoring 
relationship quality, we entered the following hypothesized predictors into a regression 
equation: BBBS agency factors or influences (e.g., caseworker support, match 
determination difficulties), other potential environmental influences (e.g., parent support of 
mentoring relationship, quality of the parent/mentor relationship, parent/mentor monthly 
contact), and mentoring relationship attributes (e.g., number of different mentoring activities, 
frequency and intensity of weekly contact between mentors and protégés, perceived 
adequacy of time in the mentoring relationship, mentoring relationship longevity, and four 
facets of mentor engagement and support). 
 
Our mentoring relationship quality index was constructed based on the responses of 
children involved in current mentoring relationships. Excluded from the analyses were 
children in mentoring relationships with a second or third adult mentor. Information on the 
quality of the mentoring relationship was obtained from the most recent completed child 
assessment. Results are presented in Table 16. Results are presented first for all mentored 
children and then separately for girls and boys. 
 
Most Important Highlights…. 
 

 Mentees were more likely to report a high quality relationship with their mentors 
when: they perceived themselves as having similar views and traits (b=.22, p<.001), 
reported high levels of mentor engagement based on a problem-oriented/counselling 
mentoring approach (b=.33, p<.001), and reported high levels of mentor 
engagement based on a shared decision-making mentoring approach (b=.10, 
p<.05). In contrast, there was no relationship between perceived relationship quality 
and mentor engagement based on a practical-oriented mentoring approach  

 Mentees were also more likely to report a high quality relationship with their mentor 
when: they spent 3 or more hours of time weekly with their mentor (b=.10, p<.05), 
were involved in many different mentoring activities (5-9 activities) (b=.14, p<.05), 
and reported a high quality parent/mentor relationship (b=.13, p<.01) 

 For girls (more so than boys), mentor engagement based on a problem-oriented 
approach to mentoring (b=.55, p<.001) and frequent parent/mentor contact (4 or 
more times monthly) (b=.17, p<.05) were highly predictive of mentoring relationship 
quality  

 For boys (more so than girls), perceptions of having similar views and traits as their 
mentors (b=.27, p<.001) and a high quality parent/mentor relationship (b=.17, p<.05) 
were highly predictive of mentoring relationship quality  
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Table 16:  Predictors of Mentoring Relationship Quality 

Predictors Total (n = 506) Girls (n = 251) Boys (n = 255) 

Mentor Engagement/Support 
(Similar) 

0.22*** 0.15* 0.27*** 

Mentor Engagement/Support 
(Practical) 

0.04 0.03 0.04 

Mentor Engagement/Support 
(Problem) 

0.33*** 0.55*** 0.16* 

Mentor Engagement/Support 
(Shared) 

0.10* 0.05 0.13 

MR Longevity    

12 – 17 months -0.05 -0.09 0.01 

18 plus (vs. < 12 months) -0.04 -0.15* 0.08 

Number of Different MR Activities    

5 – 9 0.14* 0.09 0.12 

10 plus (vs. < 5) 0.10 0.10 0.07 

Mentor/Mentee Contact One or 
More Days per week 

-0.01 -0.01 -0.01 

Mentor/Mentee Contact Three or 
More Hours per Week 

0.10* 0.10 0.11 

Enough Time with BB/BS (Yes) 0.04 -0.01 0.02 

Parent Support MR -0.01 -0.08 0.01 

Quality Parent/Mentor Relationship 0.13** 0.08 0.17* 

Times Monthly Parent/Mentor Meet 
Face-to-Face 

   

2 – 3 times 0.02 0.10 -0.01 

4 plus (vs. <2 times) 0.08 0.17* 0.07 

Caseworker Support MR    

Strong Support -0.01 -0.08 0.03 

No Caseworker Contact (vs. 
weak/moderate support) 

-0.02 -0.07 0.01 

Match Determination Difficulties -0.02 -0.07 0.09 

Adjusted R Square 0.37 0.52 0.20 

 
*p < .05; **p < .01; ***p < .001 
Note: The relationships between the various predictors (e.g., mentoring relationship longevity) and mentoring 
relationship quality are expressed as standardized beta weights constrained to lie between zero and one. The closer 
the estimated values are to one, the stronger the relationships. Beta weights with a negative sign indicate a negative 
relationship and those without a negative sign indicate a positive relationship. Results are adjusted for child and 
parent demographics, socioeconomic and cultural background, and health status.  

 
 Difference statistically significant at p < .05 

 
 

 



 

147 
 

Predictors of Mentoring Relationship Quality (Parent Report) 
 
Parents in the study were also asked to provide ratings of the global quality of the mentoring 
relationship between the child and the adult mentor using the same items or questions 
asked of children. Five items included: perceived closeness, warmth and affection, trust, 
respect, and happiness. Response options included: not very true, partly or sometimes true, 
and very true. We added or summed these items to create a single index of quality. Parents 
could score from a low of 5 indicating very low quality to a high of 15 indicating very high 
quality. 
 
To better understand (from the perspective of parents) what factors best predict global 
quality of the mentoring relationship, we entered the following hypothesized predictors into a 
regression equation: BBBS agency factors or influences (e.g., caseworker support, match 
determination difficulties), other potential environmental influences (e.g., parent support of 
mentoring relationship, quality of the parent/mentor relationship, parent/mentor monthly 
contact), and mentoring relationship attributes (e.g., number of different mentoring activities, 
frequency and intensity of weekly contact between mentors and protégés, perceived 
adequacy of time in the mentoring relationship, mentoring relationship longevity, four facets 
of mentor engagement and support).  
 
Our mentoring relationship quality index was constructed based on the responses of parents 
of children involved in current mentoring relationships. Excluded from the analyses were 
parents of children in mentoring relationships with a second or third adult mentor. 
Information on the quality of the mentoring relationship was obtained from the most recent 
completed parent assessment. Results are presented in Table 16. Results are presented 
first for all parents of mentored children and then separately for girls and boys. 
 
Most Important Highlights…. 
 

 As shown in Table 17, parents were more likely to report a high quality mentoring 
relationship when mentees perceived shared similarities with their mentors (b=.10, 
p<.05), mentees reported spending the right amount of time with their mentor (b=.09, 
p<.05), and when parents reported a high quality parent/mentor relationship (b=.36, 
p<.001) 

 Predictors unique to boys included mentor/mentee contact three or more hours a 
week (b=.17, p<.01) 
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Table 17:  Predictors of Mentoring Relationship Quality  

Predictors Total (n = 506) Girls (n = 251) Boys (n = 255) 

Mentor Engagement/Support 
(Similar) 

0.10* 0.11 0.10 

Mentor Engagement/Support 
(Practical) 

-0.01 -0.05 0.03 

Mentor Engagement/Support 
(Problem) 

0.09 0.10 0.07 

Mentor Engagement/Support 
(Shared) 

-0.04 -0.03 -0.04 

MR Longevity    

12 – 17 months -0.05 -0.08 -0.03 

18 plus (vs. < 12 months) 0.04 0.04 0.07 

Number of Different MR Activities    

5 – 9 0.03 0.10 -0.03 

10 plus (vs. < 5) 0.04 0.12 0.01 

Mentor/Mentee Contact One or 
More Days per week 

0.07 0.14 -0.07 

Mentor/Mentee Contact Three or 
More Hours per Week 

0.07 -0.01 0.17** 

Enough Time with BB/BS (Yes) 0.09* 0.06 0.13* 

Parent Support MR 0.04 0.02 0.08 

Quality Parent/Mentor Relationship 0.36*** 0.29*** 0.44*** 

Times Monthly Parent/Mentor Meet 
Face-to-Face 

   

2 – 3 0.06 0.11 -0.01 

4 plus (vs. <2 times) 0.09 0.09 0.13 

Caseworker Support MR    

Strong Support 0.02 -0.04 0.02 

No Caseworker Contact (vs. 
weak/moderate support) 

0.01 -0.01 -0.01 

Match Determination Difficulties -0.03 -0.01 -0.05 

Adjusted R Square 0.25 0.18 0.34 

 
*p < .05; **p < .01; ***p < .001 
Note: The relationships between the various predictors (e.g., mentoring relationship longevity) and mentoring 
relationship quality are expressed as standardized beta weights constrained to lie between zero and one. The 
closer the estimated values are to one, the stronger the relationships. Beta weights with a negative sign indicate 
a negative relationship and those without a negative sign indicate a positive relationship. Results are adjusted for 
child and parent demographics, socioeconomic and cultural background, and health status  

 
 Difference statistically significant at p < .05 
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Predictors of Mentoring Relationship Quality (Mentor Report) 
 
Adult mentors were asked to rate the global quality of the mentoring relationship using the 
same items or questions asked of children and parents. Five items included: perceived 
closeness, warmth and affection, trust, respect, and happiness. Response options included: 
not very true, partly or sometimes true, and very true. We added or summed these items to 
create a single index of quality. Mentors could score from a low of 5 indicating very low 
quality to a high of 15 indicating very high quality 
 
To better understand (from the perspective of adult mentors) what factors best predict global 
quality of the mentoring relationship, we entered the following hypothesized predictors of 
quality into a regression equation: BBBS agency factors or influences (e.g., caseworker 
support, mentor training, match determination difficulties), adult mentor characteristics 
(mentor self-efficacy), other potential environmental influences (e.g., parent support of 
mentoring relationship, quality of the parent/mentor relationship), and mentoring relationship 
attributes (e.g., number of different mentoring activities, frequency and intensity of weekly 
contact between mentors and protégés, perceived barriers to spending time in mentoring 
relationship, mentoring relationship longevity). 
 
Quality of the mentoring relationship was constructed based on the responses of mentors 
involved in current mentoring relationships. Excluded from the analyses were mentors 
serving as the second or third mentor to a study child. Information on global quality of the 
mentoring relationship was obtained from the most recent completed mentor assessment. 
Results are presented in two separate tables. Table 18a includes the two facets of child 
engagement and support as predictors while Table 18b includes the three facets of child 
fulfillment of mentor expectations. Note: The results for the predictor labelled as “quality of 
the parent/mentor relationship” is presented separately at the bottom of the tables. This 
predictor could not be included in the main analyses given its high association with parent 
support of the mentoring relationship. In each table, results are presented first for all 
mentors and then separately for females and males. 
 
Most Important Highlights (Table 18a)…. 
 

 As shown in Table 18a, mentors were more likely to report high quality mentoring 
relationships with their mentees when they: viewed their mentees as actively 
engaged in the mentoring relationship (b=.39, p<.001), viewed their mentees as 
emotionally engaged in the mentoring relationship (b=.24, p<.001), felt effective or 
confident in their mentoring abilities (b=.14, p<.01), reported parent support of the 
mentoring relationship (b=.09, p<.05), and reported a high quality parent/mentor 
relationship (b=.11, p<.01) 

 Mentors were less likely to report high quality mentoring relationships with their 
mentees when they reported match determination difficulties (b=-.13, p<.01) 

 Predictors unique to females included match determination difficulties (b=-.15, p<.01) 
(i.e., female mentors reporting match determination difficulties were less likely to 
report high quality relationships with their mentees) 
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Most Important Highlights (Table 18b)…. 
 

 Results from Table 18b show that mentors were more likely to report high quality 
mentoring relationships with their mentees when they: viewed their mentees as close 
confidants (b=.21, p<.001) and viewed their mentees as respectful (b=.34, p<.001).  

 In contrast, mentors who perceived their mentees as similar to themselves did not 
perceive higher quality mentoring relationships 

 Other results in Table 18b are similar to those in Table 18a and will not be repeated.  
One exception is a stronger positive relationship between global quality of the 
mentoring relationship and the quality of the parent/mentor relationship (b=.17, 
p<.001) (i.e., mentors who reported a high quality parent/mentor relationship also 
tend to report a high quality mentee/mentor relationship) 

 Predictors unique to females included a high quality parent/mentor relationship 
(b=.20, p<.001) 
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Table 18a:  Predictors of Mentoring Relationship Quality 

Predictors Total (n = 351) Females (n = 219) Males (n = 132) 

Child Active Engagement MR 0.39*** 0.47*** 0.25* 

Child Emotional Engagement MR 0.24*** 0.21** 0.31*** 

MR Longevity    

12 – 17 months 0.03 0.01 0.09 

18 plus (vs. < 12 months) 0.08 0.05 0.16 

Number of Different MR Activities    

5 – 9 0.04 -0.02 0.20 

10 plus (vs. < 5) 0.01 -0.03 0.12 

Mentor/Mentee Contact One or 
More Days per week 

0.07 0.06 0.03 

Mentor/Mentee Contact Three or 
More Hours per Week 

0.01 0.01 0.05 

Barriers Spending Time with LB/LS 
(Yes) 

0.02 0.01 -0.08 

Mentor Self-Efficacy 0.14** 0.12* 0.12 

Parent Support MR 0.09* 0.07 0.09 

Training Satisfaction 0.01 -0.01 0.02 

Number Hours Training -0.05 -0.05 -0.03 

Caseworker Support MR    

Strong Support 0.04 0.05 0.04 

No Caseworker Contact (vs. 
weak/moderate support) 

0.04 0.05 0.12 

Match Determination Difficulties -0.13*** -0.15** -0.08 

Adjusted R Square 0.56 0.59 0.46 

 

 

 

   

Predictors  Total (n = 351) Females (n = 219) Males (n = 132) 

Quality of Parent/Mentor 
Relationship 

0.11** 0.11* 0.11  

Adjusted R Square 0.56 0.60 0.47 

 
*p < .05; **p < .01; ***p < .001 
Note: The relationships between the various predictors (e.g., mentoring relationship longevity) and mentoring 
relationship quality are expressed as standardized beta weights constrained to lie between zero and one. The closer 
the estimated values are to one, the stronger the relationships. Beta weights with a negative sign indicate a negative 
relationship and those without a negative sign indicate a positive relationship. Results are adjusted for mentor 
demographics, socioeconomic and cultural background, and previous mentoring experience  

 
 Difference statistically significant at p < .05 
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Table 18b:  Predictors of Mentoring Relationship Quality 

Predictors Total (n = 351) Females (n = 219) Males (n = 132) 

Child Close Confidant Mentor 0.21*** 0.22** 0.27** 

Child Respectful of Mentor 0.34*** 0.38*** 0.28** 

Child Similar Interests Mentor 0.07 0.06 0.08 

MR Longevity    

12 – 17 months 0.02 -0.01 0.07 

18 plus (vs. < 12 months) 0.07 0.04 0.10 

Number of Different MR Activities    

5 – 9 0.04 0.02 0.09 

10 plus (vs. < 5) -0.04 -0.07 0.03 

Mentor/Mentee Contact One or 
More Days per week 

0.05 0.03 0.03 

Mentor/Mentee Contact Three or 
More Hours per Week 

0.05 0.04 0.08 

Barriers Spending Time with 
LB/LS (Yes) 

-0.06 -0.02 -0.11 

Mentor Self-Efficacy 0.13** 0.10 0.11 

Parent Support MR 0.11* 0.09 0.14 

Training Satisfaction -0.04 -0.08 0.01 

Number Hours Training -0.08 -0.06 -0.11 

Caseworker Support MR    

Strong Support 0.02 -0.01 0.15 

No Caseworker Contact (vs. 
weak/moderate support) 

0.05 0.04 0.17 

Match Determination Difficulties -0.13** -0.16** -0.10 

Adjusted R Square 0.51 0.52 0.46 

 

 

 

   

Predictors  Total (n = 351) Females (n = 219) Males (n = 132) 

Quality of Parent/Mentor 
Relationship 

0.17*** 0.20*** 0.12 

Adjusted R Square 0.53 0.55 0.46 

 
*p < .05; **p < .01; ***p < .001 
Note: The relationships between the various predictors (e.g., mentoring relationship longevity) and mentoring 
relationship quality are expressed as standardized beta weights constrained to lie between zero and one. The closer 
the estimated values are to one, the stronger the relationships. Beta weights with a negative sign indicate a negative 
relationship and those without a negative sign indicate a positive relationship. Results are adjusted for mentor 
demographics, socioeconomic and cultural background, and previous mentoring experience.  

 
 Difference statistically significant at p < .05 
 

.
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Predictors of Mentoring Relationship Longevity (Child Report) 
 
To better understand what factors best predict mentoring relationship longevity, we entered 
the following hypothesized predictors into a regression equation: BBBS agency factors or 
influences (e.g., caseworker support, match determination difficulties), other potential 
environmental influences (e.g., parent support of mentoring relationship, quality of the 
parent/mentor relationship, parent/mentor monthly contact), and mentoring relationship 
attributes (e.g., number of different mentoring activities, frequency and intensity of weekly 
contact between mentors and protégés, perceived adequacy of time in the mentoring 
relationship, four facets of mentor engagement and support, global quality of the mentoring 
relationship).  
 
Our mentoring relationship longevity variable was constructed based on the responses of 
children and parents involved in current mentoring relationships. Excluded from the 
analyses were children in mentoring relationships with a second or third adult mentor. 
Information on mentoring longevity was obtained from the most recent completed child and 
parent assessment. Results are presented in Table 19. Results are presented first for all 
mentored children and then separately for girls and boys. 
 
Most Important Highlights…. 
 

 Longer mentoring relationships were more likely to occur when mentees reported 
higher levels of mentor engagement based on a problem-oriented/counselling 
mentoring approach (b=.17, p<.01)  

 Longer mentoring relationships also occurred when parents engaged in frequent 
face-to-face contact with the mentor (contact 4 or more times monthly) (b=.27, 
p<.001) 

 Longer mentoring relationships were not associated with mentee reports of mentor 
engagement based on either a practical or shared decision-making mentoring 
approach or mentee perceptions of their mentors as sharing similar views and traits  

 Longer mentoring relationships were less likely to occur when mentees and parents 
reported match determination difficulties (b=-.10, p<.01; b=-.09, p<.05) 

 Longer mentoring relationships were also less likely to occur when mentors and 
mentees met 3 or more hours a week. Although counterintuitive, this finding is 
supported by our earlier finding of a steady decline across study follow-ups in the 
intensity of weekly mentor/mentee contact (3 or more hours per week) 

 Among mentored girls, mentor engagement based on a problem-oriented/counselling 
mentoring approach was more strongly associated with longer mentoring 
relationships (b=.22, p<.05) 
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Table 19:  Predictors of Mentoring Relationship Longevity  

Predictors Total (n = 506) Girls (n = 251) Boys (n = 255) 

Mentor Engagement/Support 
(Similar) 

-0.04 0.03 -0.06 

Mentor Engagement/Support 
(Practical) 

0.09 0.12 0.07 

Mentor Engagement/Support 
(Problem) 

0.17** 0.22* 0.11 

Mentor Engagement/Support 
(Shared) 

0.03 0.01 -0.02 

MR Quality (CR) -0.02 -0.14 0.06 

MR Quality (PR) 0.02 0.05 0.03 

Number of Different MR Activities    

5 – 9 -0.06 -0.01 -0.17 

10 plus (vs. < 5) 0.01 0.01 -0.01 

Mentor/Mentee Contact One or 
More Days per week 

-0.04 -0.06 -0.04 

Mentor/Mentee Contact Three or 
More Hours per Week 

-0.10* -0.08 -0.09 

Enough Time with BB/BS (Yes) -0.07 -0.07 -0.03 

Parent Support MR -0.03 -0.12 0.03 

Quality Parent/Mentor 
Relationship 

0.05 0.05 0.03 

Times Monthly Parent/Mentor 
Meet Face-to-Face 

   

2 – 3 times 0.08 0.13 0.06 

4 plus (vs. <2 times) 0.27*** 0.36*** 0.19* 

Caseworker Support MR    

Strong Support -0.01 0.05 -0.07 

No Caseworker Contact (vs. 
weak/moderate support) 

-0.08 -0.08 -0.07 

Match Determination Difficulties 
(CR) 

-0.10* -0.08 -0.09 

Match Determination Difficulties 
(PR) 

-0.09* -0.07 -0.13 

Adjusted R Square 0.17 0.22 0.10 

 
*p < .05; **p < .01; ***p < .001 
Note: The relationships between the various predictors (e.g., number of different mentoring relationship activities) 
and mentoring relationship longevity is expressed as standardized beta weights constrained to lie between zero 
and one. The closer the estimated values are to one, the stronger the relationships. Beta weights with a negative 
sign indicate a negative relationship and those without a negative sign indicate a positive relationship. Results 
are adjusted for child and parent demographics, socioeconomic and cultural background, and health status  

 
 Difference statistically significant at p < .05 
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Predictors of Mentoring Relationship Longevity (Adult Mentor Report) 
 
In addition to children and parents, adult mentors were asked to report the length or 
longevity of their involvement in their mentoring relationships with their mentees. 
 
To better understand what factors best predict the longevity of mentoring relationships (as 
reported by adult mentors), we entered the following hypothesized predictors into a 
regression equation: BBBS agency factors or influences (e.g., caseworker support, mentor 
training, match determination difficulties), adult mentor characteristics (mentor self-efficacy), 
other potential environmental influences (e.g., parent support of mentoring relationship, 
quality of the parent/mentor relationship), and mentoring relationship attributes (e.g., number 
of different mentoring activities, frequency and intensity of weekly contact between mentors 
and protégés, perceived barriers to spending time in mentoring relationship, child active and 
emotional engagement in the mentoring relationship, three facets of child fulfillment of 
mentor expectations, and global quality of the mentoring relationship). 
 
The longevity of the mentoring relationship (measured in months) was constructed based on 
the responses of mentors involved in current mentoring relationships. Excluded from the 
analyses were mentors serving as the second or third mentor to a study child. Information 
on mentoring longevity was obtained from the most recent completed mentor assessment. 
Results are presented in three separate tables. Table 20a includes as a predictor mentor-
rated global quality of the mentoring relationship. Table 20b includes as predictors child 
active and emotional engagement in the mentoring relationship. Table 20c includes as 
predictors the three facets of child fulfillment of mentor expectations—child as close 
confidant, child as respectful and child as having similar interests. Note: In each table, the 
results for the predictor labelled as “quality of the parent/mentor relationship” is presented 
separately at the bottom. This predictor could not be included in the main analyses given its 
high association with parent support of the mentoring relationship. Results in each of the 
tables are presented first for all mentors and then separately for females and males. 
 
Most Important Highlights (Table 20a)… 
 

 As shown in Table 20a, longer mentoring relationships were more likely to occur 
when mentors reported a high quality relationship with their mentees (b=.19, p<.01) 

 Longer mentoring relationships were less likely to occur when mentors met with their 
mentees one or more days per week (b=-.15, p<.05). Although counterintuitive, this 
finding supports our earlier finding of a steady decline across study follow-ups in 
weekly contact between mentors and mentees  

 Longer mentoring relationships were also less likely to occur for mentors who 
reported strong caseworker support (b=-.16, p<.05) and match determination 
difficulties (b=-.12, p<.05). The negative finding for strong caseworker support may 
reflect mentoring relationships that are in trouble and therefore in need of constant 
and intensive caseworker attention (i.e., when mentoring relationships are failing, 
mentors are likely to reach out to caseworkers for help and support) 

 Predictors unique to females included: strong caseworker support (b=-.21, p<.05) 
(i.e., longer mentoring relationships are less likely to occur when female mentors 
report strong caseworker support) 

 Predictors unique to males included: perceived barriers to spending more time with 
mentees (b=.19, p<.05) 
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Most Important Highlights (Table 20b)… 
 

 As shown in Table 20b, longer mentoring relationships were more likely to occur 
when mentees were emotionally engaged in the mentoring relationship (b=.18, 
p<.01) 

 No significant relationship occurred between mentoring longevity and mentee’s 
active engagement in the mentoring relationship  

 Predictors unique to females included strong caseworker support (b=-.18, p<.05) 

 Predictors unique to males included mentor self-efficacy (b=.23, p<.05) 

 
Most Important Highlights (Table 20c)… 

 
 As shown in Table 20c, longer mentoring relationships were more likely to occur 

when mentors viewed their mentees as close confidants (b=.28, p<.001) 

 No relationship was found between mentoring longevity and mentor views of their 
mentees as respectful or as sharing similarities 

 Predictors unique to females included mentor views of mentees as close confidants 
(b=.38, p<.001) 

 Predictors unique to males included mentor views of mentees as respectful (b=.26, 
p<.05) 
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Table 20a:  Predictors of Mentoring Relationship Longevity  

Predictors Total (n = 351) Females (n = 219) Males (n = 132) 

Quality MR 0.19** 0.17* 0.22* 

Number of Different MR Activities    

5 – 9 -0.03 0.03 -0.12 

10 plus (vs. < 5) 0.05 0.07 -0.04 

Mentor/Mentee Contact One or 
More Days per week 

-0.15* -0.16* -0.13 

Mentor/Mentee Contact Three or 
More Hours per Week 

-0.11 -0.13 -0.12 

Barriers Spending Time with LB/LS 
(Yes) 

0.09 0.02 0.19* 

Mentor Self-Efficacy 0.11 0.08 0.19 

Parent Support MR 0.10 0.08 0.15 

Training Satisfaction -0.03 -0.05 -0.02 

Number Hours Training -0.01 0.04 -0.06 

Caseworker Support MR    

Strong Support -0.16* -0.21* -0.05 

No Caseworker Contact (vs. 
weak/moderate support) 

-0.16* -0.17 -0.13 

Match Determination Difficulties -0.12* -0.14 -0.11 

Adjusted R Square 0.13 0.07 0.20 

 

 

 

   

Predictors  Total (n = 351) Females (n = 219) Males (n = 132) 

Quality of Parent/Mentor 
Relationship 

0.11 0.11 0.09 

Adjusted R Square 0.14 0.07 0.19 

 
*p < .05; **p < .01; ***p < .001 
Note: The relationships between the various predictors (e.g., number of different mentoring relationship activities) 
and mentoring relationship longevity is expressed as standardized beta weights constrained to lie between zero 
and one. The closer the estimated values are to one, the stronger the relationships. Beta weights with a negative 
sign indicate a negative relationship and those without a negative sign indicate a positive relationship. Results 
are adjusted for mentor demographics, socioeconomic and cultural background, and previous mentoring 
experience.  
 

 Difference statistically significant at p < .05 
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Table 20b:  Predictors of Mentoring Relationship Longevity  

Predictors Total (n = 351) Females (n = 219) Males (n = 132) 

Child Active Engagement MR 0.05 0.07 -0.06 

Child Emotional Engagement MR 0.18** 0.19 0.18 

Number of Different MR Activities    

5 – 9 -0.04 -0.02 -0.07 

10 plus (vs. < 5) 0.03 0.03 -0.02 

Mentor/Mentee Contact One or 
More Days per week 

-0.15* -0.15 -0.14 

Mentor/Mentee Contact Three or 
More Hours per Week 

-0.10 -0.11 -0.13 

Barriers Spending Time with LB/LS 
(Yes) 

0.09 0.04 0.16 

Mentor Self-Efficacy 0.09 0.03 0.23* 

Parent Support MR 0.11 0.08 0.18 

Training Satisfaction -0.03 -0.06 -0.01 

Number Hours Training -0.01 0.03 -0.08 

Caseworker Support MR    

Strong Support -0.16* -0.18* -0.05 

No Caseworker Contact (vs. 
weak/moderate support) 

-0.15* -0.16 -0.10 

Match Determination Difficulties -0.14** -0.15* -0.14 

Adjusted R Square 0.14 0.08 0.18 

 

 

 

   

Predictors  Total (n = 351) Females (n = 219) Males (n = 132) 

Quality of Parent/Mentor 
Relationship 

0.11 0.11 0.13 

Adjusted R Square 0.14 0.08 0.16 

 
*p < .05; **p < .01; ***p < .001 
Note: The relationships between the various predictors (e.g., number of different mentoring relationship activities) and 
mentoring relationship longevity is expressed as standardized beta weights constrained to lie between zero and one. 
The closer the estimated values are to one, the stronger the relationships. Beta weights with a negative sign indicate 
a negative relationship and those without a negative sign indicate a positive relationship. Results are adjusted for 
mentor demographics, socioeconomic and cultural background, and previous mentoring experience.  

 
 Difference statistically significant at p < .05 
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Table 20c:  Predictors of Mentoring Relationship Longevity  

Predictors Total (n = 351) Females (n = 219) Males (n = 132) 

Child Close Confidant Mentor 0.28*** 0.38*** 0.04 

Child Respectful Mentor 0.04 -0.03 0.26* 

Child Similar Interest Mentor -0.07 -0.06 -0.05 

Number of Different MR Activities    

5 – 9 -0.09 -0.08 -0.13 

10 plus (vs. < 5) -0.04 -0.05 -0.07 

Mentor/Mentee Contact One or 
More Days per week 

-0.17** -0.18* -0.13 

Mentor/Mentee Contact Three or 
More Hours per Week 

-0.08 -0.09 -0.11 

Barriers Spending Time with 
LB/LS (Yes) 

0.09 0.06 0.14 

Mentor Self-Efficacy 0.09 0.06 0.14 

Parent Support MR 0.10 0.09 0.17 

Training Satisfaction -0.05 -0.10 -0.01 

Number Hours Training -0.02 0.04 -0.11 

Caseworker Support MR    

Strong Support -0.16* -0.20* -0.02 

No Caseworker Contact (vs. 
weak/moderate support) 

-0.17* -0.19* -0.10 

Match Determination Difficulties -0.14** -0.15* -0.17* 

Adjusted R Square 0.17 0.13 0.20 

 

 

 

   

Predictors  Total (n = 351) Females (n = 219) Males (n = 132) 

Quality of Parent/Mentor 
Relationship 

0.12* 0.14* 0.12 

Adjusted R Square 0.17 0.14 0.19 

 
*p < .05; **p < .01; ***p < .001 
Note: The relationships between the various predictors (e.g., number of different mentoring relationship activities) 
and mentoring relationship longevity is expressed as standardized beta weights constrained to lie between zero 
and one. The closer the estimated values are to one, the stronger the relationships. Beta weights with a negative 
sign indicate a negative relationship and those without a negative sign indicate a positive relationship. Results 
are adjusted for mentor demographics, socioeconomic and cultural background, and previous mentoring 
experience.  
 

 Difference statistically significant at p < .05 
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Predictors of Adult Mentor Self-Efficacy 
 
To better understand what factors best predict mentor feelings of self-efficacy (as reported 
by adult mentors), we entered the following hypothesized predictors into a regression 
equation: BBBS agency factors or influences (e.g., caseworker support, mentor training, 
match determination difficulties), other potential environmental influences (e.g., parent 
support of mentoring relationship, quality of the parent/mentor relationship), and mentoring 
relationship attributes (e.g., number of different mentoring activities, frequency and intensity 
of weekly contact between mentors and protégés, perceived barriers to spending time in 
mentoring relationship, mentoring longevity) 
 
Given the possibility of reciprocal or two-way relationships between mentor self-efficacy and 
mentoring attributes considered as proximal determinants of child developmental outcomes 
(e.g., child engagement and support and global quality of the mentoring relationship), we 
estimated two regression equations, one without child engagement and support and quality 
and another with engagement and support and quality present.  
 
Mentor self-efficacy was constructed based on the responses of mentors involved in current 
mentoring relationships. Excluded from the analyses were mentors serving as the second or 
third mentor to a study child. Information on mentor self-efficacy was obtained from the most 
recent completed mentor assessment.  
 
Results of our regression analyses are presented in Tables 21a-c. Note: The results for the 
predictor labeled as “quality of the parent/mentor relationship” is presented separately at the 
bottom of the table. This predictor could not be included in the main analyses given its high 
association with parent support of the mentoring relationship. Results are presented first for 
all mentors and then separately for females and males. 
 
Most Important Highlights (Table 21a)… 
 

 As shown in the first column of Table 21a, mentors were more likely to feel effective 
or confident in their mentoring abilities when they were involved in long-term 
mentoring relationships (18 or more months) (b=.19, p<.01), maintained contact with 
their mentees three or more hours a week (b=.14, p<.05), were highly satisfied with 
their training and orientation (b=.18, p<.01), and perceived a high quality relationship 
with their mentee’s parent (b=.13, p<.05) 

 The second column of Table 21a includes as a predictor mentoring ratings of the 
global quality of the mentoring relationship. Results showed that when mentors 
perceived higher quality mentoring relationships that they were more likely to feel 
effective or confident in their mentoring abilities (b=.43, p<.001). However, once 
mentoring relationship quality was included as a predictor, the positive relationships 
between longevity and self-efficacy and quality of the parent/mentor relationship and 
self-efficacy disappeared. 

 Predictors of self-efficacy unique to females were: a high quality relationship with the 
mentee’s parent (b=.17, p<.05) 

 Predictors of self-efficacy unique to males were: long-term mentoring relationships 
(18 or more months) (b=.25, p<.01), many different mentoring relationship activities 
(b=.40, p<.001), perceived barriers to spending time with mentees (b=.18, p<.05), 
and satisfaction with training and orientation (b=.31, p<.001) 
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Most Important Highlights (Table 21b)… 
 

 Table 21b is nearly identical to Table 21a except that child active and emotional 
engagement and support in the mentoring relationship are included as predictors of 
mentor self-efficacy (instead of mentoring relationship quality). Results appear in the 
second column under each heading 

 Results showed that mentors who reported higher levels of mentee active and 
emotional engagement in the mentoring relationship also reported feeling more 
effective or confident in their mentoring abilities (b=.23, p<.001; b=.30, p<.001) 

 Predictors of self-efficacy unique to females were: child emotional engagement and 
support (b=.43, p<.001) 

 Predictors of self-efficacy unique to males were: child active engagement and 
support (b=.33, p<.001) 

 
Most Important Highlights (Table 21c)… 
 

 Table 21c is nearly identical to Table 21a and Table 21b except that different facets 
of child fulfillment of mentor expectations are included as predictors of self-efficacy. 
Results appear in the second column under each heading 

 Results showed that mentors who viewed their mentees as respectful were more 
likely to feel effective or confident in the mentoring abilities (b=.45, p<.001). In 
contrast, no significant relationship was found between self-efficacy and mentor 
views of mentees as close confidants or mentor perceptions of mentees as sharing 
similarities.  

 Predictors of self-efficacy unique to males were: mentor views of mentees as close 
confidants (b=.25, p<.05) 
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Table 21a:  Predictors of Mentor Self-Efficacy  

Predictors Total (n = 351) Females (n = 219) Males (n = 132) 

Quality MR -- 0.43*** -- 0.46*** -- 0.32*** 

MR Longevity       

12 – 17 months 0.01 -0.03 -0.03 -0.05 0.11 0.05 

18 plus (vs. < 12 months) 0.19** 0.09 0.15 0.06 0.25** 0.15 

Number of Different MR 
Activities 

      

5 – 9 0.08 0.01 -0.12 -0.15 0.40*** 0.29* 

10 plus (vs. < 5) 0.14 0.09 -0.04 -0.06 0.40*** 0.31** 

Mentor/Mentee Contact One 
or More Days per week 

0.01 -0.05 0.01 -0.04 -0.04 -0.08 

Mentor/Mentee Contact Three 
or More Hours per Week 

0.14* 0.11 0.14 0.12 0.09 0.06 

Barriers Spending Time with 
LB/LS (Yes) 

0.03 0.04 -0.06 -0.04 0.18* 0.19* 

Parent Support MR 0.10 -0.01 0.10 -0.01 0.09 0.01 

Training Satisfaction 0.18** 0.16** 0.09 0.09 0.31*** 0.29*** 

Number Hours Training -0.02 0.01 -0.04 -0.01 0.02 0.03 

Caseworker Support MR       

Strong Support 0.09 0.04 0.11 0.07 0.06 -0.01 

No Caseworker Contact (vs. 
weak/moderate support) 

0.12 0.06 0.17 0.09 0.10 0.03 

Match Determination 
Difficulties 

0.05 0.12* 0.04 0.13 0.05 0.06 

Adjusted R Square 0.14 0.28 0.07 0.23 0.30 0.37 

 

 

 

      

Predictors  Total (n = 351) Females (n = 219) Males (n = 132) 

Quality of Parent/Mentor 
Relationship 

0.13* 0.01 0.17* 0.03 0.04 -0.04 

Adjusted R Square 0.15 0.28 0.08 0.23 0.29 0.37 

 

*p < .05; **p < .01; ***p < .001 
Note: The relationship between the various predictors (e.g., number of different mentoring relationship activities) and 
mentor self-efficacy are expressed as standardized beta weights constrained to lie between zero and one. The closer 
the estimated values are to one, the stronger the relationships. Beta weights with a negative sign indicate a negative 
relationship and those without a negative sign indicate a positive relationship. Results are adjusted for mentor 
demographics, socioeconomic and cultural background, and previous mentoring experience.  

 
 Difference statistically significant at p < .05 
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Table 21b:  Predictors of Mentor Self-Efficacy 

Predictors Total (n = 351) Females (n = 219) Males (n = 132) 

Child Active Engagement MR -- 0.23*** -- 0.15 -- 0.33*** 

Child Emotional Engagement 
MR 

-- 0.30*** -- 0.43*** -- 0.14 

MR Longevity       

12 – 17 months 0.01 -0.03 -0.03 -0.05 0.11 0.03 

18 plus (vs. < 12 months) 0.19** 0.08 0.15 0.05 0.25** 0.17 

Number of Different MR 
Activities 

      

5 – 9 0.08 -0.02 -0.12 -0.23** 0.40*** 0.30** 

10 plus (vs. < 5) 0.14 0.05 -0.04 -0.14 0.40*** 0.30** 

Mentor/Mentee Contact One 
or More Days per week 

0.01 -0.04 0.01 0.01 -0.04 -0.11 

Mentor/Mentee Contact Three 
or More Hours per Week 

0.14* 0.11* 0.14 0.14 0.09 0.08 

Barriers Spending Time with 
LB/LS (Yes) 

0.03 0.05 -0.06 -0.01 0.18* 0.16* 

Parent Support MR 0.10 0.01 0.10 0.01 0.09 -0.04 

Training Satisfaction 0.18** 0.17*** 0.09 0.08 0.31*** 0.31*** 

Number Hours Training -0.02 -0.01 -0.04 -0.02 0.02 0.02 

Caseworker Support MR       

Strong Support 0.09 0.05 0.11 0.11 0.06 -0.08 

No Caseworker Contact (vs. 
weak/moderate support) 

0.12 0.05 0.17 0.10 0.10 0.01 

Match Determination 
Difficulties 

0.05 0.07 0.04 0.09 0.05 0.01 

Adjusted R Square 0.14 0.32 0.07 0.29 0.30 0.43 

 

 

 

      

Predictors  Total (n = 351) Females (n = 219) Males (n = 132) 

Quality of Parent/Mentor 
Relationship 

0.13* 0.01 0.17* 0.03 0.04 -0.07 

Adjusted R Square 0.15 0.32 0.08 0.29 0.29 0.43 

 
*p < .05; **p < .01; ***p < .001 
Note: The relationships between the various predictors (e.g., number of different mentoring relationship activities) and 
mentor self-efficacy is expressed as standardized beta weights constrained to lie between zero and one. The closer 
the estimated values are to one, the stronger the relationships. Beta weights with a negative sign indicate a negative 
relationship and those without a negative sign indicate a positive relationship. Results are adjusted for mentor 
demographics, socioeconomic and cultural background, and previous mentoring experience.  

 
 Difference statistically significant at p < .05 
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Table 21c:  Predictors of Mentor Self-Efficacy 

Predictors Total (n = 351) Females (n = 219) Males (n = 132) 

Child Close Confidant MR -- 0.08 -- 0.02 -- 0.25* 

Child Respectful MR -- 0.45*** -- 0.54*** -- 0.24* 

Child Similar Interests MR -- 0.07 -- 0.10 -- 0.01 

MR Longevity       

12 – 17 months 0.01 -0.05 -0.03 -0.06 0.11 0.01 

18 plus (vs. < 12 months) 0.19** 0.06 0.15 0.04 0.25** 0.09 

Number of Different MR 
Activities 

      

5 – 9 0.08 -0.01 -0.12 -0.12 0.40*** 0.22 

10 plus (vs. < 5) 0.14 0.01 -0.04 -0.10 0.40*** 0.22* 

Mentor/Mentee Contact One 
or More Days per week 

0.01 -0.05 0.01 -0.03 -0.04 -0.13 

Mentor/Mentee Contact Three 
or More Hours per Week 

0.14* 0.12* 0.14 0.13 0.09 0.10 

Barriers Spending Time with 
LB/LS (Yes) 

0.03 -0.01 -0.06 -0.07 0.18* 0.12 

Parent Support MR 0.10 -0.03 0.10 -0.07 0.09 0.02 

Training Satisfaction 0.18** 0.13** 0.09 0.04 0.31*** 0.30*** 

Number Hours Training -0.02 -0.03 -0.04 -0.02 0.02 -0.06 

Caseworker Support MR       

Strong Support 0.09 0.02 0.11 0.03 0.06 0.01 

No Caseworker Contact (vs. 
weak/moderate support) 

0.12 0.05 0.17 0.07 0.10 0.05 

Match Determination 
Difficulties 

0.05 0.08 0.04 0.10 0.05 -0.02 

Adjusted R Square 0.14 0.37 0.07 0.36 0.30 0.43 

 

 

 

      

Predictors  Total (n = 351) Females (n = 219) Males (n = 132) 

Quality of Parent/Mentor 
Relationship 

0.13* 0.03 0.17* 0.05 0.04 -0.05 

Adjusted R Square 0.15 0.37 0.08 0.35 0.29 0.43 

 
*p < .05; **p < .01; ***p < .001 
Note: The relationships between the various predictors (e.g., number of different mentoring relationship activities) and 
mentor self-efficacy is expressed as standardized beta weights constrained to lie between zero and one. The closer 
the estimated values are to one, the stronger the relationships. Beta weights with a negative sign indicate a negative 
relationship and those without a negative sign indicate a positive relationship. Results are adjusted for mentor 
demographics, socioeconomic and cultural background, and previous mentoring experience.  

 
 Difference statistically significant at p < .05 
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Predictors of Number of Different Mentoring Activities 
 
To better understand what factors best predict how many different mentoring activities mentors 
share with their mentees, we entered the following hypothesized predictors into a regression 
equation: BBBS agency factors or influences (e.g., caseworker support, mentor training, match 
determination difficulties) and other potential environmental influences (e.g., parent support of 
mentoring relationship, quality of the parent/mentor relationship).  
 
Given the possibility of reciprocal or two-way relationships between number of different 
mentoring activities and mentoring attributes considered as proximal determinants of child 
developmental outcomes (e.g., child engagement and support and global quality of the 
mentoring relationship), we estimated two regression equations, one without child engagement 
and support and quality and another with engagement and support and quality present.  
 
Number of different mentoring activities was constructed based on the responses of mentees 
and mentors involved in current mentoring relationships. The analyses based on mentor reports 
excluded mentors serving as the second or third mentor to a study child. Information on number 
of mentoring activities was obtained from the most recent completed child or mentor 
assessment.  
 
Results of our regression analyses are presented in Table 22 and Table 23a-c. Table 22 
presents results pertaining to predictors of the number of mentoring activities based on child-self 
reports. Under each heading, column 1 presents results without quality and engagement 
included as predictors. Column 2 includes the quality and engagement predictors. Table 23a-c 
presents results pertaining to predictors of the number of mentoring activities based on mentor 
reports. Again, results for the first column under each heading include quality and engagement 
while those in column 2 do not.  Note: In Table 23a-c, the results for the predictor labeled as 
“quality of the parent/mentor relationship” is presented separately at the bottom of the table. 
This predictor could not be included in the main analyses given its high association with parent 
support of the mentoring relationship.  
 
Most Important Highlights (Table 22)… 
 

 As shown in the first column of Table 22, mentees were more likely to report involvement 
in a large number of different activities with their mentors when their parents reported 
seeing their mentors four or more times a month (b=.15, p<.05) 

 Results appearing in the second column revealed that mentees were more likely to 
report involvement in a large number of different mentoring activities with their mentors 
when: they reported high levels of mentor engagement based on a practical-oriented 
approach to the mentoring relationship (b=.22, p<.001) and perceived a high quality 
mentoring relationship (b=.12, p<.05) 

 Number of different mentoring activities was also associated with greater parent-rated 
mentoring relationship quality (b=.11, p<.05) 

 Predictors of the number of different mentoring activities unique to girls included: global 
quality of the mentoring relationship (b=.16, p<.05) (i.e., parents ratings of mentoring 
relationship quality were associated with a greater number of mentoring activities 
reported by girls) 

 Predictors of the number of different mentoring activities unique to boys included: strong 
caseworker support (b=.20, p<.05) (i.e., strong caseworker support was associated with 
a greater number of mentoring activities reported by boys) 
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Table 22: Predictors of Number of Different Mentoring Relationship Activities  

Predictors Total (n = 506) Girls (n = 251) Boys (n = 255) 

Mentor Engagement/Support 
(Similar) 

-- 0.01 -- -0.02 -- 0.04 

Mentor Engagement/Support 
(Practical) 

-- 0.22*** -- 0.29*** -- 0.17* 

Mentor Engagement/Support 
(Problem) 

-- 0.04 -- 0.05 -- 0.05 

Mentor Engagement/Support 
(Shared) 

-- -0.01 -- -0.04 -- 0.08 

MR Quality (CR) -- 0.12* -- 0.15 -- 0.06 

MR Quality (PR) -- 0.11* -- 0.16* -- 0.08 

Parent Support MR 0.07 0.04 0.02 -0.01 0.07 0.05 

Quality Parent/Mentor 
Relationship 

0.09 -0.02 0.17* 0.04 -0.01 -0.10 

Times Monthly Parent/Mentor 
Meet Face-to-Face 

      

2 – 3 times 0.09 0.08 0.16 0.14 0.01 -0.02 

4 plus (vs. <2 times) 0.15* 0.08 0.20* 0.11 0.07 0.02 

Caseworker Support MR       

Strong Support 0.09 0.11 0.05 0.09 0.19* 0.20* 

No Caseworker Contact (vs. 
weak/moderate support) 

-0.03 -0.01 0.02 0.06 -0.05 -0.04 

Match Determination 
Difficulties (PR) 

-0.04 -0.02 -0.01 0.01 -0.07 -0.04 

Match Determination 
Difficulties (CR) 

0.02 0.06 0.02 0.08 0.09 0.09 

Adjusted R Square 0.11 0.21 0.08 0.22 0.08 0.14 

 
*p < .05; **p < .01; ***p < .001 
Note: The relationships between the various predictors (e.g., parent support of the mentoring relationship) and 
number of different mentoring activities is expressed as standardized beta weights constrained to lie between zero 
and one. The closer the estimated values are to one, the stronger the relationships. Beta weights with a negative sign 
indicate a negative relationship and those without a negative sign indicate a positive relationship. Results are 
adjusted for child and parent demographics, socioeconomic and cultural background, and health status  

 
 Difference statistically significant at p < .05 
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Most Important Highlights (Table 23a)… 
 

 As shown in the first column of Table 23a, mentors were more likely to report 
involvement in a large number of different mentoring activities with their mentees when 
they reported: strong feelings of self-efficacy or confidence in their mentoring abilities 
(b=.13, p<.05), parent support of the mentoring relationship (b=.17, p<.01), and a high 
quality relationship with their mentee’s parent (b=.20, p<.001) 

 Mentors were less likely to report involvement in a large number of different mentoring 
activities when they reported: barriers to spending time with their mentees (b=-.19, 
p<.001) and match determination difficulties (b=-.11, p<.05) 

 The second column of Table 23a includes as a predictor mentor ratings of the global 
quality of the mentoring relationship. Results showed a positive relationship between 
mentoring relationship quality and number of different mentoring activities reported by 
mentors (b=.19, p<.01) (i.e., mentors who rated the quality of their relationship with their 
mentees as high were also likely to report involvement in a large number of different 
mentoring activities) 

 
Most Important Highlights (Table 23b)… 

 
 Table 23b is nearly identical to Table 23a except that child active and emotional 

engagement and support in the mentoring relationship (instead of mentoring relationship 
quality) are included as predictors of number of mentoring activities. Results appear in 
the second column under each heading  

 Results showed that mentors who reported child emotional engagement in the mentoring 
relationship also tended to report involvement in a greater number of different mentoring 
activities (b=.17, p<.05) 

 Child active engagement in the mentoring relationship was not associated with number 
of mentoring activities 

 Predictors of number of different mentoring relationship activities unique to females 
included child emotional engagement in mentoring relationship (b=.24, p<.001) 

 
Most Important Highlights (Table 23c)… 

 
 Table 23c is nearly identical to Table 23a except that the three facets of child fulfillment 

of mentor expectations are included as predictors of the number of mentoring activities 
Results appear in the second column under each heading 

 Results showed that mentors who viewed their mentees as close confidants also tended 
to report involvement in a large number of different mentoring activities (b=.30, p<.001) 
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Table 23a:  Predictors of Number of Different Mentoring Relationship Activities 

Predictors Total (n = 351) Females (n = 219) Males (n = 132) 

Quality MR -- 0.19** -- 0.19* -- 0.21* 

Barriers Spending Time with 
LB/LS (Yes) 

-0.19*** -0.18*** -0.20** -0.19** -0.14 -0.11 

Mentor Self-Efficacy 0.13* 0.05 0.03 -0.05 0.30** 0.20 

Parent Support MR 0.17** 0.13* 0.18** 0.14* 0.16 0.11 

Training Satisfaction -0.05 -0.04 -0.05 -0.04 -0.13 -0.11 

Number Hours Training 0.01 0.02 -0.02 -0.01 0.06 0.07 

Caseworker Support MR       

Strong Support 0.01 0.01 0.02 0.01 -0.04 -0.07 

No Caseworker Contact (vs. 
weak/moderate support) 

0.05 0.04 0.11 0.09 -0.10 -0.13 

Match Determination 
Difficulties 

-0.11* -0.07 -0.14* -0.09 -0.05 -0.03 

Adjusted R Square 0.12 0.14 0.10 0.12 0.11 0.14 

 

 

 

      

Predictors  Total (n = 351) Females (n = 219) Males (n = 132) 

Quality of Parent/Mentor 
Relationship 

0.20*** 0.15** 0.20** 0.15* 0.22* 0.17 

Adjusted R Square 0.13 0.14 0.10 0.12 0.14 0.15 

 
*p < .05; **p < .01; ***p < .001 
Note: The relationships between the various predictors (e.g., mentor self-efficacy) and number of different mentoring 
activities is expressed as standardized beta weights constrained to lie between zero and one. The closer the 
estimated values are to one, the stronger the relationships. Beta weights with a negative sign indicate a negative 
relationship and those without a negative sign indicate a positive relationship. Results are adjusted for mentor 
demographics, socioeconomic and cultural background, and previous mentoring experience.  

 
 Difference statistically significant at p < .05 
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Table 23b:  Predictors of Number of Different Mentoring Relationship Activities  

Predictors Total (n = 351) Females (n = 219) Males (n = 132) 

Child Active Engagement MR -- 0.03 -- -0.02 -- 0.10 

Child Emotional Engagement 
MR 

-- 0.17* -- 0.24** -- 0.04 

Barriers Spending Time with 
LB/LS (Yes) 

-0.19*** -0.18*** -0.20** -0.18** -0.14 -0.13 

Mentor Self-Efficacy 0.13* 0.04 0.03 -0.08 0.30** 0.23* 

Parent Support MR 0.17** 0.15** 0.18** 0.17* 0.16 0.13 

Training Satisfaction -0.05 -0.03 -0.05 -0.05 -0.13 -0.11 

Number Hours Training 0.01 0.01 -0.02 -0.01 0.06 0.07 

Caseworker Support MR       

Strong Support 0.01 0.01 0.02 0.04 -0.04 -0.07 

No Caseworker Contact (vs. 
weak/moderate support) 

0.05 0.04 0.11 0.11 -0.10 -0.12 

Match Determination 
Difficulties 

-0.11* -0.10 -0.14* -0.10 -0.05 -0.05 

Adjusted R Square 0.12 0.14 0.10 0.13 0.11 0.11 

 

 

 

      

Predictors  Total (n = 351) Females (n = 219) Males (n = 132) 

Quality of Parent/Mentor 
Relationship 

0.20*** 0.16** 0.20** 0.16* 0.22* 0.20* 

Adjusted R Square 0.13 0.14 0.10 0.13 0.14 0.13 

 
*p < .05; **p < .01; ***p < .001 
Note: The relationships between the various predictors (e.g., mentor self-efficacy) and number of different mentoring 
activities is expressed as standardized beta weights constrained to lie between zero and one. The closer the 
estimated values are to one, the stronger the relationships. Beta weights with a negative sign indicate a negative 
relationship and those without a negative sign indicate a positive relationship. Results are adjusted for mentor 
demographics, socioeconomic and cultural background, and previous mentoring experience.  

 
 Difference statistically significant at p < .05 
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Table 23c:  Predictors of Number of Different Mentoring Relationship Activities  

Predictors Total (n = 351) Females (n = 219) Males (n = 132) 

Child Close Confidant MR -- 0.30*** -- 0.31*** -- 0.21                        

Child Respectful MR -- -0.01 -- -0.01 -- 0.03 

Child Similar Interests MR -- -0.02 -- -0.01 -- -0.04 

Barriers Spending Time with 
LB/LS (Yes) 

-0.19*** -0.17*** -0.20** -0.15* -0.14 -0.14 

Mentor Self-Efficacy 0.13* 0.03 0.03 -0.06 0.30** 0.19 

Parent Support MR 0.17** 0.13* 0.18** 0.14* 0.16 0.12 

Training Satisfaction -0.05 -0.05 -0.05 -0.07 -0.13 -0.09 

Number Hours Training 0.01 0.01 -0.02 -0.01 0.06 0.04 

Caseworker Support MR       

Strong Support 0.01 0.01 0.02 0.01 -0.04 -0.05 

No Caseworker Contact (vs. 
weak/moderate support) 

0.05 0.02 0.11 0.07 -0.10 -0.11 

Match Determination 
Difficulties 

-0.11* -0.08 -0.14* -0.09 -0.05 -0.06 

Adjusted R Square 0.12 0.17 0.10 0.16 0.11 0.12 

 

 

 

      

Predictors  Total (n = 351) Females (n = 219) Males (n = 132) 

Quality of Parent/Mentor 
Relationship 

0.20*** 0.16** 0.20** 0.17* 0.22* 0.19* 

Adjusted R Square 0.13 0.18 0.10 0.17 0.14 0.14 

 
*p < .05; **p < .01; ***p < .001 
Note: The relationships between the various predictors (e.g., mentor self-efficacy) and number of different mentoring 
activities is expressed as standardized beta weights constrained to lie between zero and one. The closer the 
estimated values are to one, the stronger the relationships. Beta weights with a negative sign indicate a negative 
relationship and those without a negative sign indicate a positive relationship. Results are adjusted for mentor 
demographics, socioeconomic and cultural background, and previous mentoring experience.  

 
 Difference statistically significant at p < .05 
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Summary  
 
Given the large number of mentoring relationship attributes and hypothesized predictors 
covered in this section, we chose to summarize the results in a single table. Table 24 is divided 
into two columns.  Results in the left hand column are based on our sample of mentored 
children or mentees while those in the right hand column are based on the sample of adult 
mentors. Appearing under each column heading are the various mentoring relationship 
attributes serving as the dependent variables in our regression tables (e.g., quality of the 
mentoring relationship, longevity). Under each mentoring relationship attribute we list the 
statistically significant predictors. Beside each predictor are arrows. Arrows pointing upwards 
with a (+) sign indicate a significant positive relationship between a predictor and its associated 
dependent variable.  In contrast, arrows pointing downwards with a (–) sign indicate a significant 
negative relationship. Results are presented for the total sample of mentees and mentors 
(depicted by black arrows) and then separately by gender (red arrows for girls/females and blue 
arrows for boys/males). As an illustration, under the mentee column and referring to the 
dependent variable labelled “Quality of MR” we find a positive sign with a black arrow pointing 
up for the predictor labelled “Quality of the P/M relationship”. This means that as the quality of 
the parent/mentor relationship increases so do children’s perceptions of the quality of their 
relationship with their adult mentor. In contrast, under the mentoring relationship attribute 
labelled “Longevity” we find a negative sign and a black arrow pointing downward corresponding 
to the predictor “match difficulties”. This result says that the more difficulties encountered by 
children (or parents) in the match determination process the less likely they are to be involved in 
long term mentoring relationships with a mentor.  
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Table 24 Summary of Results 

 
Mentees Mentors 

    Total    Girls Boys   Total  Females Males  

Quality of MR 
 Mentor Engagement (+)↑ (+)↑  (+)↑ 

(Similar) 

 Mentor Engagement (+)↑ (+)↑  (+)↑ 

(Problems) 

 Mentor Engagement (+)↑ 

(Shared) 

 Number Activities MR (+)↑ 

 Mentor/Mentee  (+)↑ 

Contact (hours)  

 Quality of P/M (+)↑ (+)↑  (+)↑  

Relationship 

 P/M Monthly Contact  (+)↑t  

Quality of MR  
 Child Active (+)↑ (+)↑  (+)↑ 

Engagement 

 Child Emotional (+)↑ (+)↑  (+)↑ 

Engagement 

 Child Close Confidant (+)↑ (+)↑  (+)↑ 

 Child Respectful (+)↑ (+)↑  (+)↑ 

 Mentor Self-Efficacy (+)↑ (+)↑ 

 Parent Support MR (+)↑   (+)↑ 

 Match Difficulties (-) ↓ (-)↓ 

 Quality of P/M (+)↑ (+)↑  (+)↑ 

Relationship 

Longevity of MR 
 Mentor Engagement (+)↑ (+)↑ 

(Problems) 

 Mentor/Mentee  (-)↓ 

Contact (hours)  

 P/M Monthly Contact (+)↑ (+)↑  (+)↑  

 Match Difficulties (-) ↓ 

Longevity of MR 
 Quality of MR (+)↑ (+)↑  (+)↑ 

 Child Emotional (+)↑ 

Engagement 

 Child Close Confidant (+)↑ (+)↑ 

 Child Respectful    (+)↑ 

 Mentor/Mentee (-) ↓ (-)↓ 

Contact (days)  

 Mentor Self-Efficacy    (+)↑ 

 Caseworker (-) ↓ (-)↓ 

Support of MR 

 Match Difficulties (-) ↓ (-)↓  (-)↓ 

Mentor Engagement 
(Problems) 
 Longevity of MR (+)↑ (+)↑  (+)↑ 

 Number Activities MR (+)↑ (+)↑ 

 Quality of P/M (+)↑ 

Relationship 

 Match Difficulties (-) ↓ (-)↓ 

Child Engagement 
(Active) 
 Longevity of MR (+)↑ (+)↑ 

 Number Activities MR (+)↑ (+)↑ 

 Mentor Self-Efficacy (+)↑ (+)↑  (+)↑ 

 Parent Support MR (+)↑ (+)↑  (+)↑ 

 Quality of P/M (+)↑ (+)↑  (+)↑ 

Relationship 

 Caseworker     (+)↑ 

Support of MR 

Mentor Engagement 
(Practical) 
 Longevity of MR (+)↑ (+)↑  (+)↑ 

 Number Activities MR (+)↑ (+)↑  (+)↑ 

 Quality of P/M (+)↑ 

Relationship 

 Mentor/Mentee   (-)↓ 

Contact (days)    

 Match Difficulties   (-)↓ 

Child Engagement 
(Emotional) 
 Longevity of MR (+)↑ 

 Number Activities MR (+)↑ (+)↑ 

 Mentor/Mentee    (+)↑ 

Contact (days) 

 Mentor Self-Efficacy (+)↑ (+)↑ (+)↑ 

 Parent Support MR (+)↑ 

 Caseworker (+)↑ 

Support of MR  
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Mentees Mentors 

    Total    Girls Boys   Total  Females Males  

Mentor Engagement 
(Shared) 
 Longevity of MR (+)↑  
 Number Activities MR (+)↑   (+)↑ 

Child Close Confidant 
 Longevity of MR (+)↑ (+)↑ (+)↑ 

 Number Activities MR (+)↑ (+)↑ 

 Mentor/Mentee (+)  (+)↑ 

Contact (days) 

 Mentor Self-Efficacy (+)↑ (+)↑ (+)↑ 

 Hours of Training    (+)↑ 
 Quality of P/M     (+)↑ 
Relationship 

Mentor Engagement 
(Similar Views and Traits) 
 Number Activities MR (+)↑ (+)↑  (+)↑ 

 Quality of P/M (+)↑ 

Relationship 

 Match Difficulties (-) ↓ (-)↓ 

Child Respectful 
 Longevity of MR  (+)↑   (+)↑ 

 Number Activities MR   (+)↑ 

 Mentor Self-Efficacy (+)↑ (+)↑ (+)↑ 

 Parent Support MR (+)↑ (+)↑ 

Number Activities MR 
 P/M Monthly Contact (+)↑ (+)↑   
 Quality of P/M (+)↑ (+)↑    

Relationship 

 Mentor Engagement (+)↑ (+)↑  (+) 
(Practical) 

 Quality of MR (+)↑ (+)↑   

Child and Mentor Similarities 
 Mentor Self-Efficacy (+)↑ (+)↑  

 Parent Support MR (+)↑ (+)↑ 

 Quality of P/M   (+)↑ 

Relationship 

 Caseworker  (+)↑ 

Support of MR 

 Match Difficulties (-) ↓ (-)↓  

 Number Activities MR 
 Match Difficulties (-) ↓ (-)↓  

 Barriers Spending (-) ↓ (-)↓  

Time with Mentee 

 Quality of P/M (+)↑ (+)↑  (+)↑  

Relationship 

 Parent Support MR (+)↑ (+)↑ 

 Mentor Self-Efficacy (+)↑   (+)↑ 

 Quality of MR (+)↑ (+)↑  (+) 
 Child Emotional  (+)↑ (+)↑  

Engagement  

 Child Close Confidant (+)↑ (+)↑ 

 Mentor Self-Efficacy 
 Longevity of MR (+)↑   (+)↑ 

 Training Satisfaction   (+)   (+)↑ 

 Number Activities MR   (+)   (+)↑ 

 Quality of P/M    (+)↑ (+)↑ 
Relationship 

 Quality of MR     (+)↑ (+)↑  (+)↑ 

 Child Emotional     (+)↑ (+)↑   
Engagement 

 Child Active      (+)↑   (+)↑ 
Engagement 

 Child Close Confidant     (+)↑ 

 Child Respectful     (+)↑ (+)↑  (+)↑ 
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Section 14: Process-Oriented Models of Youth Mentoring 

In the preceding section we estimated a number of regression models that quantified the 
magnitude and direction of the relationships between various mentoring agency practices 
(e.g., match determination, mentor training, caseworker support) and other environmental 
factors (e.g., parental factors, adult mentor self-efficacy) and the global quality of the 
mentoring relationship. Analyses were carried out using samples of youth and mentors 
involved in current first time mentoring relationships. In these analyses youth and mentor 
reports of agency practices and parental influences obtained from the earliest completed 
assessment were used to predict mentor self-efficacy and various mentoring relationship 
attributes on the basis of the most recent completed assessment. The results, however, 
were based on cross sectional data because some of the youth and mentors contributed 
only one assessment to the analyses (i.e., a second assessment was not available either 
because of family or mentor study drop out or a failure to schedule). 
 
In the current section, we combine several of the relationships from the regression models 
into a single analytic framework (also known as a path model) designed to trace the 
pathways through which the BBBS environment might impact mentoring relationship quality. 
Analyses are conducted on separate longitudinal samples of youth and mentors providing 
mentoring data at two time points (T1 and T2). For these analyses, agency practices and 
other environmental factors are measured at the 6 or 12 month follow-up (T1) and are used 
to predict mentor feelings of self-efficacy, child and mentor engagement and support, and 
mentoring relationship quality measured at the 18, 24 or 30 month follow-up (T2).  
 
Figures 63 illustrates a path model that is intended to demonstrate some of the processes 
through which the BBBS environment may influence child or mentee ratings of the global 
quality of the mentoring relationship. Distal environmental factors, including the quality of the 
parent/mentor relationship, caseworker support of the mentoring relationship, and match 
determination difficulties, are measured at T1 and aligned in a single column to the left. 
Their position suggests a temporal ordering in which they precede mentoring relationship 
quality (measured at T2). The constructs are connected by two way or bi-directional arrows 
meant to convey the idea that they co-occur at a single point in time and possibly influence 
each other. The model suggests that the effects of the BBBS environment on mentee 
ratings of the global quality of the mentoring relationship are transmitted indirectly through 
mentee perceptions of mentor engagement and support. These effects are depicted by the 
sequence of pathways leading from environment to mentor engagement and support and 
from mentor engagement and support to global quality. The latter constructs are depicted as 
proximal determinants of positive developmental outcomes in children. Each pathway in this 
sequence has its own standardized beta weight (b) that captures the magnitude of the 
relationship. A positive sign suggests a positive relationship and a negative sign a negative 
relationship. For example, the model implies that higher levels of caseworker support will be 
positively associated with higher levels of mentor engagement and support which in turn will 
be associated with higher mentee ratings of global quality.
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Figure 63: Theoretical Model Linking Environment to Mentoring Relationship Quality  
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Figure 64a presents results for a path model where the final outcome of interest is child or 
mentee-rated mentoring relationship global quality. On the left are three environmental 
factors (quality of parent/mentor relationship, caseworker support, and match determination 
difficulties). Positioned in the center are three facets of mentor engagement and support 
(practical- oriented mentoring relationships, problem or counseling-oriented mentoring 
relationships, and mentee ratings of mentors as having shared similarities). A fourth facet of 
mentor engagement and support in which mentees view mentors as taking a shared 
decision-making approach was excluded because it did not contribute to the overall 
predictive power of the model. To avoid unnecessary complexity, only statistically significant 
pathways are shown. The three values shown beside each pathway are standardized beta 
weights that describe the magnitude and direction of the relationships. The first value 
corresponds to the results for the total sample of youth, the second value corresponds to the 
results for boys, and the third value corresponds to the results for girls. All of the results are 
adjusted for child and parent demographics, socioeconomic and cultural background, and 
health status. 
 
Here is what we found… 
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 The relationship between T1 mentee perceptions of their BBBS environment (i.e., 
quality of the parent/mentor relationship, caseworker support and match 
determination difficulties) and T2 mentoring relationship quality was partially 
accounted for (mediated) by their T2 perceived levels of mentor engagement and 
support 
 

o Mentees experiencing higher quality parent/mentor relationships were more 
likely to report higher levels of problem-oriented mentor engagement and 
support (b=.17, p<.05); higher mentee ratings of problem-oriented mentor 
engagement and support were in turn positively associated with higher 
ratings of global quality (b=.43, p<.001). 

o Mentees reporting elevated match determination difficulties tended to report 
lower levels of problem-oriented mentor engagement and support (b=-.11, 
p<.05); mentees who reported higher levels of problem-oriented mentor 
engagement and support also reported higher quality mentoring relationships 
(b=.43, p<.001). 

o Mentees who experienced higher levels of caseworker support were more 
likely to perceive shared similarities with their mentors (b=.09, p<.01) ; 
perceived similarities were in turn positively associated with higher ratings of 
mentoring relationship global quality (b=.34, p<.001) 
 

 Mentee ratings of problem-oriented mentor engagement and support and perceived 
mentor similarities had a strong positive association with mentoring relationship 
global quality. In contrast, mentee ratings of practical-oriented mentoring were 
weakly associated with quality 
 

 The relationship between practical-oriented mentoring and global quality varied by 
child gender (e.g., girls who perceived their mentors as taking a practical-oriented 
mentoring approach also tended to report high quality ratings of their mentoring 
relationship; b=.17, p<.05 for girls and b=-.02 for boys) 

 
Figure 64b presents results for a path model where the outcome of interest is parent-rated 
mentoring relationship global quality.  
 
Here is what we found… 
 

 Higher quality parent/mentor relationships were directly associated with higher 
parent ratings of mentoring relationship global quality (b=.27, p<.001) (i.e., parents 
who reported a high quality relationship with their child’s mentor at T1 were more 
likely to provide a high quality rating of their child’s mentoring relationship at T2) 

 
 Mentee ratings of levels of mentor engagement and support (practical and problem 

oriented mentoring and perceived shared similarities with mentors) were weakly 
associated with parent-ratings of mentoring relationship global quality 
 

 The magnitude or strength of the relationship between mentee perceptions of mentor 
engagement and support and parent ratings of mentoring relationship quality varied 
by the gender of the child  
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o Among boys, perceptions of practical-oriented mentoring engagement and 
support were positively associated with parent-rated global quality (b=.13, 
p<.01) 

o Among girls, perceptions of problem-oriented mentoring engagement and 
support were positively associated with parent-rated global quality (b=.25, 
p<.05) 

 
 

Figure 64a: Process-Oriented Model Linking Environmental and Mentoring 
Relationship Attributes to Child Ratings of Global Relationship Quality 
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Figure 64b: Process-Oriented Model Linking Environmental and Mentoring 
Relationship Attributes to Parent Ratings of Global Relationship Quality 
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Figure 65a presents the results of a path model linking BBBS environmental factors to 
mentoring relationship quality based on our longitudinal sample of adult mentors. In this 
model T1 environmental factors (i.e., quality of the parent/mentor relationship, mentor 
satisfaction with BBBS training and orientation, and caseworker support) are hypothesized 
to be positively associated withT2 mentor feelings of self-efficacy or confidence mentoring 
their mentees. Match determination difficulties were excluded because they did not 
contribute to the predictive power of the model. Stronger feelings of self-efficacy in turn are 
expected to be positively associated with three separate facets of mentee fulfillment of 
mentor expectations also measured at T2 (mentor ratings of mentees as respectful, 
mentees as close confidants, and mentees as having similar interests). Finally, the facets of 
mentee fulfillment of mentor expectations are expected to be positively associated with 
higher quality mentoring relationships at T2.  
 
Here is what we found…. 
 

 Mentor ratings of the quality of the parent/mentor relationship at T1 were directly 
associated with mentor ratings of mentoring relationship global quality at T2 
 

o Mentors who reported a high quality relationship with their mentee’s parent 
at T1 were more likely to report a high quality relationship with their mentee 
at T2 (b=.25, p<.001) 

 
 The magnitude of the relationship between mentor ratings of the quality of the 

parent/mentor relationship at T1 and T2 mentor ratings of global quality varied by 
mentor gender 
 

o Female mentors reporting high quality relationships with their mentee’s 
parent at T1 were more likely than male mentors to provide higher quality 
ratings of the mentoring relationship at T2 (b=.25, p<.001; b=.11, ns) 

 
 The relationship between perceived environment (i.e., quality of the parent/mentor 

relationship and mentor satisfaction with training and orientation) and mentoring 
relationship quality was partially accounted for (mediated) by mentor self-efficacy 
and mentee fulfillment of mentor expectations  
 

o Mentors reporting higher quality relationships with their mentee’s parent at T1 
and higher levels of satisfaction with their BBBS training and orientation (also 
at T1) were more likely to report stronger feelings of self-efficacy at T2 
(b=.26, p<.001; b=.14, p<.01). Higher levels of T1 caseworker support were 
not associated with stronger feelings of T2 mentor self-efficacy. 

o Mentors reporting stronger feelings of self-efficacy at T2 were more likely to 
perceive their mentees as respectful (b=.59, p<.001), close confidants (b=.47, 
p<.001), and as sharing similar interests (b=.28, p<.001) 

o Mentors who perceived their mentees as respectful and as close confidants 
were more likely to report high quality mentoring relationships (b=.40, p<.001; 
b=.32, p<.001). Mentor perceptions of their mentees as having similar 
interests were not associated with mentoring relationship quality 

 
 The magnitude or strength of the relationship between T1 mentor perceptions of their 

BBBS environment and feelings of self-efficacy at T2 varied by mentor gender 
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o Male mentors who perceived high levels of satisfaction with their BBBS 

training and orientation were more likely than female mentors to report strong 
feelings of self-efficacy (b=.25, p<.01; b=.07, ns) 

 
Figure 65b presents the results of a second path model linking BBBS environmental factors 
to mentoring relationship quality based on the same sample of adult mentors. This model is 
identical to the model in Figure 64a with the exception that parental support of the mentoring 
relationship is substituted in place of quality of the parent/mentor relationship as one of the 
three environmental influences.  
 
Here is what we found…. 
 

 In contrast to quality of the parent/mentor relationship, T1 mentor ratings of parental 
support of the mentoring relationship were not directly associated with ratings of 
global quality of the mentoring relationship at T2 

 The relationship between parental support of the mentoring relationship and global 
quality was accounted for or fully mediated by mentor feelings of self-efficacy and 
mentee fulfillment of mentor expectations (i.e., mentors who perceived high levels of 
parent support were more likely to report strong feelings of self-efficacy; stronger 
feelings of self-efficacy were associated with higher ratings of their mentees as 
respectful and as close confidants which in turn were positively associated with 
higher ratings of global quality). 

 The relationships between perceived environment and feelings of self-efficacy 
appeared to be stronger for male versus female mentors (i.e., training satisfaction: 
b=.28, p<.01 for males versus b=.10, p<.05 for females: parental support: b=.27, 
p<.01 for males versus b=.13, p<.05 for females) 
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Figure 65a: Process-Oriented Model Linking Environmental and Mentoring 
Relationship Attributes to Adult Mentor Ratings of Global Relationship Quality 
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Figure 65b: Process-Oriented Model Linking Environmental and Mentoring 
Relationship Attributes to Adult Mentor Ratings of Global Relationship Quality 
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Summary 

 
Process Oriented Model of Child Rated Global Quality 
 

 T1 agency practices (e.g., caseworker support, match determination) and other 
environmental factors (quality of parent/mentor relationship) were not directly 
associated with T2 mentee rated mentoring relationship global quality but occurred 
indirectly through different facets of mentor engagement and support  
 

o Higher quality parent/mentor relationships were positively associated with 
higher mentee ratings of mentor engagement and support in problem-
oriented relationships; mentee ratings of mentor engagement and support 
were in turn positively associated with higher ratings of mentoring relationship 
global quality. 

o Higher levels of caseworker support were positively associated with higher 
mentee ratings of their mentors as sharing similarities which in turn were 
positively associated with higher ratings of global quality  

o Mentee reports of match determination difficulties were associated with lower 
ratings of mentor engagement and support in problem-oriented relationships; 
higher ratings of mentor engagement and support were in turn positively 
associated with higher ratings of global quality 
 

 Among mentored girls, ratings of mentor engagement and support in practical-
oriented relationships were positively associated with higher ratings of global quality  
 

Process Oriented Model of Parent Rated Global Quality 

 
 T1 parent ratings of the quality of the parent/mentor relationship were directly 

associated with parent ratings of mentoring relationship global quality at T2 (i.e., 
higher quality parent/mentor relationships were positively associated with higher 
parent ratings of mentoring relationship global quality) 

 The relationship between mentor engagement and support and parent-rated 
mentoring relationship global quality varied by the gender of the child 
 

o Among mentored boys,  higher ratings of mentor engagement and support in 
practical-oriented mentoring relationships were positively associated with 
parent-rated global quality 

o Among mentored girls, higher ratings of mentor engagement and support in 
problem-oriented mentoring relationships were positively associated with 
parent-rated global quality 

 
Process Oriented Model of Mentor-Rated Global Quality 

 
 T1 mentor ratings of the quality of the mentor/parent relationship were directly 

associated with T2 mentor ratings of mentoring relationship global quality (i.e., higher 
mentor ratings of the quality of the mentor/parent relationship were positively 
associated with global quality of the mentoring relationship) 

 T1 mentor ratings of parental support of the mentoring relationship were not directly 
associated with T2 mentor ratings of mentoring relationship global quality 
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 T1 mentor ratings of the quality of the mentor/parent relationship, parental support of 
the mentoring relationship, and mentor satisfaction with BBBS training and 
orientation were each positively associated with T2 mentor feelings of self-efficacy 
(i.e., mentors at T1 who reported higher quality relationships with their mentee’s 
parent, stronger parental support of the mentoring relationship, and higher levels of 
satisfaction with their training and orientation also reported stronger feelings of self-
efficacy at T2) 

 T2 mentor feelings of self-efficacy in turn were positively associated with higher T2 
mentor ratings of mentees as respectful, close confidants, and sharing similar 
interests 

 Higher T2 mentor ratings of mentees as respectful and as close confidants (but not 
sharing similar interests) were positively associated with higher T2 ratings of 
mentoring relationship global quality 

 The magnitude or size of certain model pathways varied by the gender of the adult 
mentor 

o Among males, stronger positive relationships occurred between T1 ratings of 
the BBBS practices and other environmental influences (i.e., quality of the 
mentor/parent relationship, parental support of the mentoring relationship, 
and satisfaction with training and orientation) and T2 feelings of self-efficacy 
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Section 15: Mentoring Attributes as Predictors of Mentor-Rated Child 
Developmental Outcomes  

Earlier in this report we noted that mentoring relationship attributes such as frequency and 
intensity of mentor/mentee contact, mentoring relationship activities (e.g., scope of 
activities), child and mentor engagement and support, and quality of the mentoring 
relationship have been linked with positive outcomes in youth. However, mentoring studies 
making these connections have typically relied on child or youth reports of youth’s own 
developmental outcomes. Little is known about the perspectives of adult mentors. 
 
To address this gap in knowledge, at each study follow-up adult mentors were asked to rate 
their mentees in a number of different life areas including their attitudes toward school, 
getting along with significant others (peers, parents, and teachers), and social and emotional 
functioning. In total, mentors were asked 13 questions. We factor analyzed mentor’s 
responses to the 13 questions and identified two distinct sub-scales or facets: 1) a 5-item 
scale tapping children’s positive academic, social and behavioral adjustment (e.g., [mentee] 
gets along with teachers, [mentee] makes good decisions) and 2) a 5-item scale tapping 
children’s positive sense of self or identity (e.g., [mentee} is happy with who he/she is, 
[mentee] is happy with the way he/she looks).  
 
To better understand (from the perspective of adult mentors) what factors best predict 
mentored children’s positive behavioral adjustment and sense of self concept or identity, we 
estimated two separate regression equations, one for each facet.  In accordance with our 
theoretical model, we focused on mentoring relationship predictors believed to be proximal 
to children’s development. Hypothesized predictors of each of the facets included adult 
mentor self-efficacy, number of different mentoring activities, frequency and intensity of 
weekly contact between mentors and protégés, longevity of the mentoring relationship, 
global quality of the mentoring relationship, child active and emotional engagement and 
support in the mentoring relationship, and child fulfillment of mentor expectations.   
 
Mentor ratings of mentee’s positive behavioral adjustment and sense of identity were based 
on the responses of mentors involved in current mentoring relationships. Excluded from the 
analyses were mentors serving as the second or third mentor to a study child. Information 
was obtained from the most recent completed mentor assessment. Results of our regression 
analyses are presented in Tables 24a-c and 25a-c. Table 24a-c examines predictors of 
mentee’s positive behavioral adjustment. Table 25a-c examines predictors of mentee’s 
sense of self-concept or identity.  
 
Most Important Highlights of Table 24a-c… 
 

 As shown in Table 24a-c, mentors were more likely to rate their mentees high on 
behavioral adjustment when they perceived: a high quality mentoring relationship 
(b=.32, p<.001), mentee emotional engagement in the mentoring relationship, 
(b=.15, p<.05) and mentoring relationships in which mentees are respectful (b=.34, 
p<.001) 

 Mentor perceptions of mentee’s active engagement in the mentoring relationship, 
perceptions of mentees as similar to themselves, and perceptions of mentees as 
close confidants were not associated with ratings of mentee behavioral adjustment 
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 Predictors of positive mentee behavioral adjustment unique to females were: strong 
feelings of self-efficacy (b=.18, p<.05; b=.27, p<.001) (i.e., female mentors who felt 
effective or confident in their abilities to mentor their mentees tended to provide 
higher ratings of their mentee’s behavioral adjustment compared to those who felt 
less effective or confident)  

 Predictors of positive mentee behavioral adjustment unique to males included: 3 or 
more hours of weekly contact between mentor and mentee (b=.21, p<.05) (i.e., male 
mentors who met with their mentees 3 or more hours weekly provided higher ratings 
of behavioral adjustment compared to those who reported less time) and child 
emotional engagement (b=.34, p<.01) (i.e., male mentors reporting high levels of 
child emotional engagement in the mentoring relationship tended to provide positive 
ratings of child behavioral adjustment) 
 

 
Table 24a:  Predictors of Positive Child Adjustment 

Predictors Total (n = 351) Females (n = 219) Males (n = 132) 

Quality MR 0.32*** 0.35*** 0.29** 

MR Longevity    

12 – 17 months 0.03 -0.01 0.05 

18 plus (vs. < 12 months) 0.04 0.01 0.07 

Number of Different MR Activities    

5 – 9 -0.06 0.01 -0.17 

10 plus (vs. < 5) -0.01 0.03 -0.02 

Mentor/Mentee Contact One or 
More Days per week 

-0.02 0.03 -0.04 

Mentor/Mentee Contact Three or 
More Hours per Week 

0.03 0.01 0.18 

Mentor Self-Efficacy 0.09 0.18* -0.05 

Adjusted R Square 0.19 0.26 0.14 

 
*p < .05; **p < .01; ***p < .001 
Note: The relationships between the various predictors (e.g., mentor self-efficacy) and positive child adjustment 
is expressed as standardized beta weights constrained to lie between zero and one. The closer the estimated 
values are to one, the stronger the relationships. Beta weights with a negative sign indicate a negative 
relationship and those without a negative sign indicate a positive relationship. Results are adjusted for mentor 
demographics, socioeconomic and cultural background, and previous mentoring experience.  

 
 Difference statistically significant at p < .05 
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Table 24b:  Predictors of Positive Child Adjustment 

Predictors Total (n = 351) Females (n = 219) Males (n = 132) 

Child Active Engagement 0.09 0.11 0.12 

Child Emotional Engagement 0.15* 0.01 0.34** 

MR Longevity    

12 – 17 months 0.03 -0.01 0.04 

18 plus (vs. < 12 months) 0.04 0.04 0.07 

Number of Different MR Activities    

5 – 9 -0.05 0.03 -0.11 

10 plus (vs. < 5) -0.02 0.04 0.01 

Mentor/Mentee Contact One or 
More Days per week 

-0.01 0.05 -0.10 

Mentor/Mentee Contact Three or 
More Hours per Week 

0.04 -0.01 0.18 

Mentor Self-Efficacy 0.12 0.27*** -0.13 

Adjusted R Square 0.16 0.19 0.19 

 
 
 
Table 24c:  Predictors of Positive Child Adjustment  

Predictors Total (n = 351) Females (n = 219) Males (n = 132) 

Child Close Confidant Mentor 0.04 -0.01 0.16 

Child Respectful of Mentor 0.34*** 0.42*** 0.24* 

Child Similarities with Mentor 0.10 0.08 0.17 

MR Longevity    

12 – 17 months 0.01 -0.02 0.04 

18 plus (vs. < 12 months) 0.04 0.02 0.04 

Number of Different MR Activities    

5 – 9 -0.06 0.04 -0.19 

10 plus (vs. < 5) -0.05 0.01 -0.06 

Mentor/Mentee Contact One or 
More Days per week 

-0.02 0.04 -0.09 

Mentor/Mentee Contact Three or 
More Hours per Week 

0.05 0.02 0.21* 

Mentor Self-Efficacy 0.01 0.08 -0.15 

Adjusted R Square 0.23 0.29 0.20 

 
*p < .05; **p < .01; ***p < .001 
Note: The relationships between the various predictors (e.g., mentor self-efficacy) and positive child adjustment is 
expressed as standardized beta weights constrained to lie between zero and one. The closer the estimated values 
are to one, the stronger the relationships. Beta weights with a negative sign indicate a negative relationship and those 
without a negative sign indicate a positive relationship. Results are adjusted for mentor demographics, 
socioeconomic and cultural background, and previous mentoring experience.  

 
 Difference statistically significant at p < .05 
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Most Important Highlights of Table 25a-c… 
 

 As shown in Table 25a-c, mentors were more likely to rate their mentees high on self-
concept or identity when they perceived: a high quality mentoring relationship (b=.43, 
p<.001), mentee active and emotional engagement in the mentoring relationship, (b=.26, 
p<.001; b=.15, p<.05), mentoring relationships in which mentees are respectful (b=.23, 
p<.01), and mentees similar to themselves (b=.18, p<.001) 

 Mentor perceptions of mentees as close confidants were not associated with ratings of 
mentee self-concept or identity 

 Predictors of mentee self-concept or identity unique to females included: mentoring 
relationships in which mentees are viewed as respectful (b=.25, p<.01) 

 Predictors of mentee self-concept or identity unique to males included: involvement in a 
mentoring relationship for 12-17 months (versus <12 months) (b=.20, p<.05; b=.24, 
p=.05) 

 
Table 25a:  Predictors of Child Identity Development  

Predictors Total (n = 351) Females (n = 219) Males (n = 132) 

Quality MR 0.43*** 0.47*** 0.39*** 

MR Longevity    

12 – 17 months 0.01 -0.07 0.20* 

18 plus (vs. < 12 months) 0.07 0.06 0.08 

Number of Different MR Activities    

5 – 9 -0.07 -0.02 -0.09 

10 plus (vs. < 5) -0.08 -0.03 -0.08 

Mentor/Mentee Contact One or 
More Days per week 

-0.02 -0.09 0.18 

Mentor/Mentee Contact Three or 
More Hours per Week 

-0.01 -0.04 0.07 

Mentor Self-Efficacy 0.01 0.09 -0.15 

Adjusted R Square 0.28 0.31 0.31 

 
*p < .05; **p < .01; ***p < .001 
Note: The relationships between the various predictors (e.g., mentor self-efficacy) and child identity development is 
expressed as standardized beta weights constrained to lie between zero and one. The closer the estimated values 
are to one, the stronger the relationships. Beta weights with a negative sign indicate a negative relationship and those 
without a negative sign indicate a positive relationship. Results are adjusted for mentor demographics, 
socioeconomic and cultural background, and previous mentoring experience.  

 
 Difference statistically significant at p < .05 
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Table 25b:  Predictors of Child Identity Development  

Predictors Total (n = 351) Females (n = 219) Males (n = 132) 

Child Active Engagement 0.26*** 0.28** 0.30** 

Child Emotional Engagement 0.15* 0.06 0.16 

MR Longevity    

12 – 17 months 0.01 -0.07 0.20* 

18 plus (vs. < 12 months) 0.09 0.08 0.13 

Number of Different MR Activities    

5 – 9 -0.07 -0.03 -0.03 

10 plus (vs. < 5) -0.10 -0.04 -0.04 

Mentor/Mentee Contact One or 
More Days per week 

0.01 -0.07 0.16 

Mentor/Mentee Contact Three or 
More Hours per Week 

0.01 -0.04 0.10 

Mentor Self-Efficacy 0.02 0.14 -0.22* 

Adjusted R Square 0.24 0.23 0.31 

 

 
 
Table 25c:  Predictors of Child Identity Development 

Predictors Total (n = 351) Females (n = 219) Males (n = 132) 

Child Close Confidant Mentor 0.09 0.12 -0.01 

Child Respectful of Mentor 0.23** 0.25** 0.16 

Child Similarities with Mentor 0.18*** 0.19** 0.23** 

MR Longevity    

12 – 17 months 0.01 -0.08 0.24* 

18 plus (vs. < 12 months) 0.10 0.07 0.12 

Number of Different MR Activities    

5 – 9 -0.07 -0.03 -0.05 

10 plus (vs. < 5) -0.11 -0.08 -0.06 

Mentor/Mentee Contact One or 
More Days per week 

-0.01 -0.08 0.19 

Mentor/Mentee Contact Three or 
More Hours per Week 

0.02 -0.02 0.09 

Mentor Self-Efficacy -0.01 0.05 -0.13 

Adjusted R Square 0.25 0.27 0.28 

 
*p < .05; **p < .01; ***p < .001 
Note: The relationships between the various predictors (e.g., mentor self-efficacy) and child identity development 
is expressed as standardized beta weights constrained to lie between zero and one. The closer the estimated 
values are to one, the stronger the relationships. Beta weights with a negative sign indicate a negative 
relationship and those without a negative sign indicate a positive relationship. Results are adjusted for mentor 
demographics, socioeconomic and cultural background, and previous mentoring experience.  

 
 Difference statistically significant at p < .05 
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Summary 

 
Positive Child Adjustment 

 
 Mentors who reported higher ratings of the quality of their mentoring relationships 

with their mentees (i.e., stronger feelings of closeness, warmth, trust, etc.) also 
tended to rate their mentees higher on positive academic, social , and behavioral 
adjustment 

 Male mentors who rated their mentees higher on emotional (but not active) 
engagement in the mentoring relationship also tended to rate them higher on 
positive, academic, social and behavioral adjustment; no relationship occurred for 
female mentors 

 Mentors who rated their mentees as respectful tended to rate them higher on 
positive, academic, social and behavioral adjustment; however, mentor ratings of 
mentees as close confidants or as being similar to themselves were not associated 
with higher mentee adjustment 

 Mentor feelings of greater effectiveness or confidence in their mentoring abilities (i.e., 
mentor self-efficacy) were associated with higher ratings of positive mentee 
adjustment but only among female mentors 

 Mentor involvement with mentees three or more hours a week was associated with 
higher ratings of mentee positive adjustment but only among male mentors 
 

Child Positive Sense of Self or Identity 

 
 Mentors who reported higher ratings of the quality of their mentoring relationships 

with their mentees (i.e., stronger feelings of closeness, warmth, trust, etc.) also 
tended to rate their mentees higher on positive sense of self or identity 

 Mentoring relationships lasting 12-17 months (versus relationships <12 months) 
tended to be associated with higher ratings of mentee sense of self or identity but 
only among males 

 Mentor ratings of higher levels of mentee active engagement in the mentoring 
relationship were positively associated with ratings of mentee sense of self or 
identity; a weaker positive relationship was found for mentee emotional engagement 

 Mentors who rated their mentees as respectful and as being similar to themselves 
also tended to rate them high on sense of self or identity; however, mentor ratings of 
mentees as close confidants were not associated 

 Unexpectedly, male mentors who reported greater feelings of effectiveness or 
confidence in their mentoring abilities provided lower ratings of their mentee’s sense 
of self or identity 
  



 

191 
 

Section 16: Key Mentoring Attributes as Predictors of Child and Parent Rated 
Child Development Outcomes 

As reported earlier, a number of key mentoring relationship attributes, specifically, long-term 
mentoring relationships (>12 months duration), high levels of mentor engagement and 
support, frequent weekly contact between mentors and mentees, and high quality mentoring 
relationships based on feelings of closeness and warmth and mutual trust and respect have 
been linked either directly or indirectly with a variety of positive youth outcomes. For this 
reason, they are considered important benchmarks for judging the success or failure of 
mentoring relationships. Few studies, however, have examined the relative of importance of 
these mentoring relationship attributes within a single analytic framework (Sipe, 2005) a 
practice that runs the risk of overstating the importance of particular attributes in terms of 
their relationship with positive youth outcomes.   

In this section we examined mentoring relationship quality, mentor engagement and 
support, frequency of weekly contact between mentors and mentees, and relationship 
longevity in terms of their capacity to jointly predict a range of mentored children’s 
developmental outcomes. Child outcomes were assessed on the basis of child reports. For 
each child outcome we entered the mentoring relationship attributes as predictors into a 
single regression equation together with other information (e.g., participant demographic 
and socioeconomic background, culture, and health) that might possibly influence both 
children’s outcomes and their mentoring relationship attributes. Because mentor 
engagement and support was not asked of children involved in previously dissolved 
mentoring relationships, all analyses were carried out for children involved in current 
mentoring relationships. Information on children’s mentoring relationship attributes was 
obtained from the most recent completed assessment and related to children’s 
developmental outcomes assessed at the 12 and 18 month follow-ups.  
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Table 25a presents the results of our regression analyses linking children’s perceptions of 
the global quality of their relationship with their adult mentor to each of the child outcomes. 
For the 12 and 18 follow-ups, each row of data (results) pertains to a single regression 
equation adjusted for all other mentoring relationships attributes (e.g., longevity, weekly 
contact), relationship stability, and the background characteristics of participants. Results 
are presented first for the total sample of currently mentored children and then separately by 
gender. 

Here is what we found… 

 At the 12 month follow-up , children who perceived higher quality relationships with 
their adult mentors also tended to report fewer conduct problems (b=-.08, p<.05), 
stronger pro-social behavior (b=.10, p<.001), stronger coping skills—cognitive 
behavioral (b=.16, p<.001), less victimization by peers (b=-.12, p<.001), fewer 
difficulties with peers (b=-.11, p<.05), higher perceived teacher support (b=.17, 
p<.001), and higher quality relationships with parents (based on instrumental 
support) (b=.09, p<.05) 

 Boys’ perceptions of higher mentoring relationship quality were associated with a 
greater range of developmental outcomes than girls’ perceptions of relationship 
quality. For example, for nearly half of the outcomes, we found significant 
relationships involving boys’ perceptions of relationship quality 

 At the 18 month follow-up there was a noticeable increase in the number of 
statistically significant findings involving quality of the mentoring relationship. 
Specifically, higher ratings of perceived quality were associated with fewer conduct 
problems, stronger pro-social behavior, stronger coping and social skills, higher 
perceived peer support, less hyperactivity-inattention, higher peer and global self-
esteem, more positive attitudes toward school, higher teacher social support, 
stronger feelings of academic self-efficacy, and higher quality parent/child 
relationships based on emotional and instrumental support 

 Gender differences at the 18 month follow-up revealed an even greater contrast in 
the number of significant results. Among boys we found statistically significant 
relationships involving 18 of the 20 measured outcomes 
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Table 25a:  Perceived Quality of Mentoring Relationship as a Predictor of Child Developmental Outcomes (Child Report) 

Child Outcomes  

12 Month FU  18 Month FU 

Total 
(n = 498) 

Girls 
(n = 290) 

Boys 
(n = 208) 

 Total 
(n = 561) 

Girls  
(n = 301) 

Boys 
(n = 260) 

Conduct Problems -0.08* -0.07 -0.04  -0.14** -0.14 -0.14*** 
Pro-social Behavior 0.10*** 0.09 0.08  0.21*** 0.19** 0.23*** 
Social Skills -- -- --  0.17*** 0.16* 0.17** 
Coping Cognitive Behavioral 0.16*** 0.13*** 0.19**  0.16*** 0.18*** 0.13** 
Coping Assistance Seeking 0.11 0.06 0.13**  0.06 0.04 0.09 
Peer Victimization -0.12*** -0.09* -0.20**  -0.08 0.01 -0.21* 
Peer Difficulties -0.11* -0.06 -0.16  -0.07 -0.02 -0.15 
Peer Social Support 0.09 -0.01 0.20*  0.17*** 0.14** 0.20** 
Hyperactivity/Inattention -0.02 -0.01 -0.02  -0.11** -0.03 -0.20*** 
Peer Self-Esteem 0.09 -0.01 0.22**  0.17** 0.14* 0.20* 
Global Self-Esteem -- -- --  0.25*** 0.20*** 0.32*** 
Depressed Mood -0.06 0.01 -0.17*  -0.08 0.03 -0.21*** 
Emotional Problems -0.03 0.06 -0.13  -0.07 -0.01 -0.18*** 
Generalized Social Anxiety -0.06 -0.02 -0.14  -0.05 0.01 -0.12* 
Fear Negative Peer 
Evaluations 

-0.02 0.05 -0.12  -0.05 -0.01 -0.14** 

Positive School Attitudes 0.05 -0.02 0.10  0.18*** 0.19*** 0.17** 
Teacher Social Support  0.17*** 0.06 0.33***  0.17** 0.15 0.20*** 
Academic Self-Efficacy 0.04 -0.05 0.17*  0.20** 0.16 0.25*** 
Quality P/C Relationship (E) 0.10 0.12 0.05  0.20** 0.19* 0.24* 
Quality P/C Relationship (I) 0.09* 0.09 0.13  0.14** 0.12 0.17* 

*p < .05; **p < .01; ***p < .001; n = 20 agencies 

Standard errors adjusted for design effects 
Note. Results adjusted for child and parent demographics, socioeconomic and cultural background, health status, time in mentoring relationship, and stability of 
mentoring relationship. 



 

194 
 

Table 25b presents regression results for child perceptions of mentor engagement and 
support in the mentoring relationship.  

Here is what we found… 

 In contrast to perceived relationship quality, results showed that children’s 
perceptions of mentor engagement and support were associated with a broader 
range of child developmental outcomes. This was true for both the 12 and 18 month 
follow-ups 

 At the 12 month follow-up, higher mentor engagement and support (as perceived by 
children) was associated with stronger pro-social behavior (b=.17, p<.001), stronger 
cognitive behavioral and assistance seeking coping (b=.22, p<.001; b=.17, p<.05), 
less victimization by peers (b=-.17, p<.01), fewer difficulties with peers (b=-.11, 
p<.01), higher levels of peer social support (b=.13, p<.01), fewer symptoms of 
depression (b=-.11, p<.05), higher peer self-esteem (b=.14, p<.05), more positive 
attitudes toward school (b=.14, p<.05), higher teacher support (b=.20, p<.001), 
stronger feelings of academic self-efficacy (b=.09, p<.05), and higher quality 
relationships with parents based on emotional and instrumental support (b=.10, 
p<.01; b=.17, p<.001) 

 The number and magnitude (size) of statistically significant relationships between 
mentor engagement and support and children’s developmental outcomes increased 
at the 18 month follow-up  

 At the 18 month follow-up, boys’ perceptions of mentor engagement and support 
were more consistently and strongly associated with variety of children’s 
developmental outcomes than girls’ perceptions 
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Table 25b:  Mentor Engagement and Support as a Predictor of Child Developmental Outcomes (Child Report) 

Child Outcomes  

12 Month FU  18 Month FU 

Total 
(n = 498) 

Girls 
(n = 290) 

Boys 
(n = 208) 

 Total 
(n = 561) 

Girls  
(n = 301) 

Boys 
(n = 260) 

Conduct Problems -0.08 -0.09* -0.02  -0.06 0.01 -0.15* 
Pro-social Behavior 0.17*** 0.15* 0.19*  0.19*** 0.18** 0.21* 
Social Skills  -- -- --  0.28*** 0.20*** 0.37*** 
Coping Cognitive Behavioral 0.22*** 0.21*** 0.19*  0.18*** 0.19*** 0.16*** 
Coping Assistance Seeking 0.17* 0.15** 0.12  0.14* 0.11 0.16* 
Peer Victimization -0.17** -0.16*** -0.16  -0.12** -0.07 -0.23** 
Peer Difficulties -0.11** -0.08 -0.08  -0.12* -0.01 -0.24** 
Peer Social Support 0.13** 0.04 0.19**  0.17* 0.01 0.38*** 
Hyperactivity/Inattention -0.07 -0.08 -0.04  -0.10** -0.07 -0.18*** 
Peer Self-Esteem 0.14* 0.07 0.17*  0.19*** 0.09 0.32*** 
Global Self-Esteem  -- -- --  0.18*** 0.14* 0.24*** 
Depressed Mood -0.11* -0.04 -0.20*  -0.13** -0.07 -0.22** 
Emotional Problems -0.01 0.07 -0.05  -0.04 0.02 -0.15** 
Generalized Social Anxiety 0.01 -0.04 0.09  -0.07 -0.01 -0.14* 
Fear Negative Peer 
Evaluations 

-0.02 -0.01 -0.01  -0.05 0.04 -0.23** 

Positive School Attitudes 0.14* 0.02 0.22**  0.16*** 0.13** 0.23*** 
Teacher Social Support  0.20*** 0.14*** 0.24**  0.10* 0.07 0.12 
Academic Self-Efficacy 0.09* 0.04 0.11  0.15*** 0.12 0.18*** 
Quality P/C Relationship (E) 0.10** 0.15** 0.03  0.20*** 0.17* 0.22*** 
Quality P/C Relationship (I) 0.17*** 0.17** 0.21***  0.25*** 0.23** 0.25*** 

*p < .05; **p < .01; ***p < .001 
n = 20 agencies 
Standard errors adjusted for design effects 
Note. Results adjusted for child and parent demographics, socioeconomic and cultural background, health status, time in mentoring relationship, and stability of 
mentoring relationship. 
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Table 25c presents regression results for mentoring relationship longevity 

Here is what we found… 

 In contrast to perceived relationship quality and mentor engagement and support, 
results showed that how long children spent in their mentoring relationships was 
weakly associated with most developmental outcomes. Nevertheless, a few 
interesting findings emerged. 

 At both the 12 and 18 month follow-ups longer mentoring relationships were 
associated with fewer conduct problems and fewer symptoms of 
hyperactivity/inattention but only among girls. 
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Table 25c:  Mentoring Relationship Longevity as a Predictor of Child Developmental Outcomes (Child Report) 

Child Outcomes  

12 Month FU  18 Month FU 

Total 
(n = 498) 

Girls 
(n = 290) 

Boys 
(n = 208) 

 Total 
(n = 561) 

Girls  
(n = 301) 

Boys 
(n = 260) 

Conduct Problems -0.03 -0.08* 0.02  -0.09* -0.23*** 0.02 
Pro-social Behavior 0.04 0.04 0.05  0.04 0.03 0.07 
Social Skills -- -- --  0.07 0.04 0.10 
Coping Cognitive Behavioral 0.03 -0.03 0.10  0.08* 0.08 0.10* 
Coping Assistance Seeking -0.03 -0.07 0.02  0.03 -0.01 0.08 
Peer Victimization -0.03 -0.02 -0.05  0.05 0.01 0.09 
Peer Difficulties -0.01 -0.02 -0.03  -0.06 -0.10 -0.04 
Peer Social Support 0.02 0.03 -0.01  -0.01 -0.03 0.01 
Hyperactivity/Inattention -0.07     -0.14*** -0.01  -0.04 -0.16** 0.04 
Peer Self-Esteem 0.04 0.04 0.04  -0.05 0.02 -0.09 
Global Self-Esteem  --  --  --  0.01 0.10 -0.09 
Depressed Mood -0.05 -0.05 -0.10  -0.02 -0.01 -0.02 
Emotional Problems -0.01 -0.03 -0.04  0.02 -0.03 0.07 
Generalized Social Anxiety 0.01 -0.06 0.09  0.04 0.01 0.08 
Fear Negative Peer 
Evaluations 

-0.04 -0.08 0.01  -0.01 -0.08 0.09 

Positive School Attitudes 0.09* 0.10* 0.08  0.05 0.09* 0.03 
Teacher Social Support  0.06* 0.10** 0.02  -0.01 -0.01 0.01 
Academic Self-Efficacy 0.03 0.04 0.03  0.01 0.09* -0.10* 
Quality Parent/Child 
Relationship (E) 

0.01 0.02 -0.02  -0.01 0.01 0.01 

Quality Parent/Child 
Relationship (I) 

0.02 0.04 -0.02  -0.02 -0.04 0.02 

*p < .05; **p < .01; ***p < .001 
n = 20 agencies 
Standard errors adjusted for design effects 
Note. Results adjusted for child and parent demographics, socioeconomic and cultural background, health status, time in mentoring relationship, and stability of 
mentoring relationship. 
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Table 25d presents regression results for frequency of weekly contact in the mentoring 
relationship (one or more days) 

Here is what we found… 

 Like mentoring relationship longevity, frequent weekly contact between mentors and 
mentees had little or no association with most developmental outcomes.  

 At the 18 month follow-up, spending at least one or more days per week in the 
mentoring relationship was associated with significantly fewer symptoms of 
depression. This result held for both boys and girls. 
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Table 25d: Mentoring Relationship Weekly Contact (One or More Days) as a Predictor of Child Developmental Outcomes  

Child Outcomes  

12 Month FU  18 Month FU 

Total 
(n = 498) 

Girls 
(n = 290) 

Boys 
(n = 208) 

 Total 
(n = 561) 

Girls  
(n = 301) 

Boys 
(n = 260) 

Conduct Problems -0.01 0.04 -0.04  -0.08** -0.08 -0.06 
Pro-social Behavior 0.10** 0.14** 0.03  0.01 -0.01 0.05 
Social Skills  --  --  --  0.02 0.06 -0.01 
Coping Cognitive Behavioral -0.04 -0.05 -0.01  0.01 0.01 0.02 
Coping Assistance Seeking 0.06 0.01 0.14  -0.02 0.05 -0.05 
Peer Victimization 0.07 0.09* 0.03  0.05 -0.02 0.16 
Peer Difficulties 0.02 0.10 -0.11  0.03 -0.01 0.09 
Peer Social Support 0.07 0.07 0.07  -0.05 -0.02 -0.10 
Hyperactivity/Inattention -0.04 0.01 -0.09  -0.01 0.04 -0.06 
Peer Self-Esteem 0.01 -0.03 0.07  -0.05 -0.06 -0.04 
Global Self-Esteem  --  --  --  0.02 0.14* -0.08 
Depressed Mood 0.05 0.08 0.01  -0.11** -0.13*** -0.12* 
Emotional Problems 0.05 0.06 0.03  -0.02 -0.03 0.01 
Generalized Social Anxiety 0.03 0.05 0.03  0.02 0.02 0.02 
Fear Negative Peer 
Evaluations 

0.05 0.06 0.07  0.03 0.01 0.11 

Positive School Attitudes 0.01 0.03 0.04  -0.01 0.06 -0.06 
Teacher Social Support  0.01 0.05 -0.01  0.01 0.11** -0.05 
Academic Self-Efficacy 0.03 0.01 0.14  0.01 0.03 0.02 
Quality Parent/Child 
Relationship (E) 

0.01 -0.08 0.13*  -0.04 -0.05 0.02 

Quality Parent/Child 
Relationship (I) 

-0.03 -0.06 0.06  -0.02 0.01 0.01 

*p < .05; **p < .01; ***p < .001 
n = 20 agencies 
Standard errors adjusted for design effects 
Note. Results adjusted for child and parent demographics, socioeconomic and cultural background, health status, time in mentoring relationship, and stability of 
mentoring relationship 
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Summary 

 
 Mentor engagement and support and to a lesser extent global quality of the mentoring 

relationship emerged as the strongest and most consistent predictors of mentored 
children’s developmental outcomes 

 Higher levels of engagement and support and relationship quality as perceived by 
children were associated with fewer behavioral problems, better coping and social skills, 
more supportive relationships with peers, higher self-esteem, more positive school 
adjustment, and better quality relationships with parents 

 Mentor engagement and support and global quality of the mentoring relationship were 
more highly associated with children’s outcomes at the 18 versus 12 month follow-up 

 How long children spent in their mentoring relationships (longevity) and how frequently 
they met with their mentors on a weekly basis had little or no association with most 
developmental outcomes 

 Longer mentoring relationships were associated with fewer conduct problems and 
hyperactivity/inattention among girls; 

 Girls who reported spending one or more days a week with their mentor also displayed 
fewer symptoms of depression 

 The number and magnitude of the relationships between global quality of the mentoring 
relationship and children’s outcomes and mentor engagement and support and 
children’s outcomes was greater for boys than girls 
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Section 17: Mentoring Status and Children’s Developmental Outcomes  
 
Determining whether or not mentored youth actually benefit from their mentoring relationships 
relative to never-mentored youth can be challenging since other factors may be operating that 
provide equally plausible explanations. For example, it is conceivable that youth who end up 
getting paired to a mentor may already be well adjusted because they possess characteristics 
or traits (e.g., a greater readiness for change, pro-social attitudes or dispositions) that make 
them more attractive to prospective volunteers or agency staff responsible for forming new 
mentoring relationships. If this is the case, what appear to be improvements in children’s 
developmental outcomes over time may have little to do with the benefits associated with the 
guidance and support of a mentor but instead pre-existing favorable attitudes and dispositions 
that are associated with being mentored. Statistical models aimed at demonstrating the benefits 
of mentoring, therefore, must adjust or control for these differences. Finally, mentored children 
themselves are likely to differ in terms of how quickly they are paired to a volunteer or the 
stability of their mentoring relationships (e.g., youth in continuous versus dissolved 
relationships). These factors in turn may influence the size and direction of mentoring effects on 
children’s outcomes. Both theory and research suggests that youth who wait for extended 
periods of time before being paired to a mentor or those whose relationships dissolve soon after 
forming may feel a strong sense of rejection and consequently exhibit negative outcomes similar 
to those experienced by never-mentored youth (Grossman & Rhodes, 2002). However, it is also 
possible that youth who wait longer for a mentor or perhaps are more prone to having their 
relationships dissolve share elevated levels of personal or environmental risk that increase their 
chance of falling into these categories. 
 
To examine the extent to which mentoring relationships might impact children’s developmental 
outcomes, we estimated a series of structural equation models. Figure 66 provides a visual 
illustration of this model using child conduct problems as the developmental outcome. Conduct 
problems are assessed twice, once at the baseline assessment (before children have an 
opportunity to be paired to a mentor) and again at the 18 month follow-up. The circles imply that 
conduct problems are measured imperfectly using an underlying set of questions. The rectangle 
represents a child’s mentoring status and contains four categories with never mentored youth as 
the chosen comparison group: 1) youth in continuous first time mentoring relationships paired 
with their mentors within 6 months of completing their baseline assessment; 2) youth in 
continuous first time mentoring relationships paired with their mentors 6 months or later from the 
time of completing their baseline assessment; 3) youth experiencing a break-up of their 
mentoring relationship without entering a second relationship; and 4) youth from dissolved 
relationships entering a second relationship with a mentor. The pathway or arrow linking the 
conduct problem constructs captures the relationship between problems at baseline and 
problems 18 months later. The two way pathway or arrow suggests that a child’s conduct 
problems (or absence of problems) at baseline may be related to his or her chances of being in 
one of the mentoring status categories (i.e., children who initially display problems may be less 
likely to end up being mentored early or mentored at all). The pathway of interest for this report 
originates from the mentoring status variable and points to conduct problems at 18 months. This 
pathway captures the impact of a child falling into one of the mentoring status categories 
(relative to the category of never having had a mentor) on his/her conduct problems at 18 
months adjusting for his/her problems before being paired to a mentor together with child and 
parent demographics, socioeconomic and cultural background, and health status.2  

                                                 
2
 We chose the 18 month follow-up to examine the potential benefits of having a mentor for three 

reasons. First, upwards of 85% of the children entering a mentoring relationship with an adult volunteer 
for the first time had done so at 18 months into the study. Second, at 18 months a large percentage of 
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Figure 66: Mentoring Status and Youth Developmental Outcomes 
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Tables 26a and 26b present beta coefficients summarizing the relationships between categories 
of the mentoring status variable depicted in Figure 65 and various child developmental 
outcomes measured at the 18 month follow-up. The standardized beta values are constrained to 
fall between zero and one.  A value without a negative sign indicates a positive relationship 
while a value with a negative sign indicates a negative relationship. Table 26a presents results 
for child rated child developmental outcomes while Table 26b presents results for parent rated 
outcomes. In each table, results are adjusted for the child’s baseline score on a particular 
developmental outcome along with baseline parent and child demographics, socioeconomic and 
cultural background, and health status.  
 
Most Important Highlights of Table 26a (Child-Rated Developmental Outcomes)… 
 

 Being in an early or late onset continuous mentoring relationship (compared to never 
being paired to an adult mentor) was associated with fewer conduct problems (b=-.13, 
p<.05), fewer symptoms of hyperactivity and inattention (b=-.08, p<.05), stronger coping 
skills (cognitive behavioral, b=.11, p<.05), and assistance seeking, b=.12, p<.05), 
greater social support from peers (b=.15, p<.05; b=.13, p<.05), fewer symptoms of 
depressed mood (b=-.12, p<.01; b=-.11, p<.01),  more positive school attitudes (b=.09, 
p<.05), stronger perceptions of social support from teachers (b=.12, p<.05), a greater 

                                                                                                                                                             
mentored children had already experienced a break-up of their mentoring relationship and of these a 
significant number had entered a second relationship with a mentor. This natural unfolding of mentoring 
relationship experiences provides a unique opportunity to examine stable and more enduring 
relationships and their relationships with children’s outcomes versus those that are interrupted. Third, the 
percentage of data lost to follow-up at 18 months was still within acceptable limits. Although we employ 
sophisticated techniques to handle missing values, the amount of missing data at the 24 and 30 month 
follow-ups was deemed too high to rule out potential bias. 



 

203 
 

propensity to get along with teachers (b=.16, p<.001; b=.10, p<.01), and more 
emotionally supportive relationships with parents (b=.12, p<.01; b=.10, p<.01).  

 The relationship between the mentoring status of children and various developmental 
outcomes varied according to the gender of the child. 

 Girls involved in early or late onset continuous mentoring relationships (relative to never 
mentored girls) were more likely to display fewer symptoms of conduct problems (b=-.28, 
p<.01, b=-.15, p<.05), stronger cognitive behavioral coping skills (b=.14, p<.05), fewer 
peer difficulties (b=-.15, p<.05), higher levels of peer self-esteem (b=.19, p<.001), fewer 
symptoms of depressed mood (b=-.14, p<.05), stronger social skills (b=.18, p<.05), and 
stronger feelings of academic self-efficacy (b=.12, p<.05). 

 Boys involved in early or late onset continuous mentoring relationships (relative to never 
mentored boys) were more likely to show stronger assistance seeking coping skills 
(b=.15, p<.01), stronger social support from peers (b=.22, p<.001), fewer symptoms of 
hyperactivity/inattention (b=-.10, p<.05), and more emotionally supportive relationships 
with parents (b=.15, p<.001; b=.12, p<.01) 

 In contrast to boys, girls paired or re-matched to a second adult mentor (compared to 
never-mentored girls) were more likely to display stronger coping skills (b=.17, p<.01; 
b=.12, p<.05), higher levels of peer self-esteem (b=.20, p<.001), fewer symptoms of 
depressed mood (b=-.14, p<.05), fewer symptoms of generalized social anxiety (b=-.11, 
p<.05),  more instrumentally supportive relationships with parents (b=.14, p<.05), and a 
greater propensity to get along with teachers (b=.18, p<.01). 
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Table 26a Mentoring Status as a Predictor of Child Developmental Outcomes (Child 
Report) 

 Mentoring Status (18 Month FU) 

Child Outcomes Early Con Late Con Dissolved Rem 

Conduct Problems     

Total -0.12 -0.13* -0.04 0.01 

Girls -0.28** -0.15* -0.17 -0.14 

Boys 0.01 -0.08 0.06 0.12 

Pro social Behavior     

Total 0.09 0.02 0.01 0.01 

Girls 0.17* 0.16 0.18 0.14 

Boys 0.09 -0.08 -0.08 -0.10 

Coping Cognitive Behavioral     

Total 0.11* 0.02 0.04 0.08* 

Girls 0.18 0.14* 0.12 0.17** 

Boys 0.10 -0.05 0.01 0.04 

Coping Assistance Seeking     

Total 0.12* 0.07 0.13** 0.07 

Girls 0.10 0.12 0.18* 0.12* 

Boys 0.15** 0.01 0.06 0.01 

Peer Victimization     

Total -0.02 -0.03 -0.07 0.01 

Girls -0.07 -0.05 -0.11 -0.04 

Boys 0.01 0.01 -0.03 0.03 

Peer Difficulties     

Total -0.11 -0.03 -0.03 -0.02 

Girls -0.15* 0.02 -0.09 -0.09 

Boys -0.08 -0.04 0.04 0.02 

Peer Social Support     

Total 0.15* 0.13* 0.05 0.06 

Girls 0.10 0.07 0.03 0.06 

Boys 0.22** 0.16 0.09 0.07 

Hyperactivity/Inattention     

Total -0.08* -0.06 -0.02 -0.02 

Girls -0.06 0.01 0.02 -0.07 

Boys -0.10* -0.10* -0.05 0.05 

Peer Self-Esteem     

Total 0.08 0.04 0.06 0.03 

Girls 0.19*** 0.08 0.15 0.20*** 

Boys 0.05 0.01 0.04 -0.10 
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 Mentoring Status (18 Month FU) 

Child Outcomes Early Con Late Con Dissolved Rem 

Global Self-Esteem     

Total 0.04 0.05 0.04 -0.02 

Girls 0.07 0.04 0.05 0.08 

Boys 0.03 0.05 0.06 -0.13 

Depressed Mood     

Total  -0.12** -0.11** -0.17** -0.07 

Girls -0.14* -0.12 -0.17 -0.14* 

Boys -0.12 -0.09 -0.13* 0.02 

Emotional Problems     

Total -0.02 -0.06 -0.02 0.04 

Girls -0.07 -0.09 -0.09 -0.04 

Boys -0.02 -0.04 0.04 0.11* 

Social Skills     

Total 0.11 0.07 0.03 0.04 

Girls 0.21 0.18* 0.16 0.13 

Boys 0.09 -0.01 -0.06 0.01 

Generalized Social Anxiety     

Total -0.06 -0.06 -0.13*** -0.06 

Girls -0.07 0.01 -0.15* -0.11* 

Boys -0.06 -0.08 -0.10** -0.01 

Fear Negative Peer 
Evaluations 

    

Total -0.05 -0.06 -0.04 0.02 

Girls -0.05 -0.01 -0.02 0.03 

Boys -0.03 -0.09 -0.06 0.01 

Positive School Attitudes     

Total 0.09** 0.07 0.05 0.02 

Girls 0.10 0.09 0.11 0.07 

Boys 0.09 0.05 -0.01 -0.04 

Teacher Social Support      

Total 0.12* 0.10 0.07 0.02 

Girls 0.13 0.12 0.09 0.13 

Boys 0.13* 0.08 0.04 -0.11 

Academic Self-Efficacy     

Total 0.02 0.04 -0.01 -0.04 

Girls 0.09 0.12** 0.06 0.03 

Boys -0.05 -0.02 -0.04 -0.09 

Quality P/C Relationship (E)      

Total 0.12** 0.10** 0.04 0.07** 

Girls 0.08 0.05 0.03 0.08 

Boys 0.15*** 0.12** 0.01 0.05 
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 Mentoring Status (18 Month FU) 

Child Outcomes Early Con Late Con Dissolved Rem 

Quality P/C Relationship (I)     

Total 0.03 0.04 0.01 0.05 

Girls 0.07 0.08 0.04 0.14* 

Boys 0.03 0.01 0.01 -0.03 

Getting Along With Teachers     

Total 0.16*** 0.10** 0.12* 0.11* 

Girls 0.20* 0.19** 0.16 0.18** 

Boys 0.15** 0.04 0.07 0.02 

 

*p < .05; **p < .01; ***p < .001 

n=997 children; n = 20 agencies  
Con = continuous or uninterrupted mentoring relationship; Rem = re-matched or paired to a second mentor 

(reference group is dissolved mentoring relationship) 
Note: Standard errors adjusted for design effects.  Results adjusted for child and parent demographics, 
socioeconomic and cultural background, and health status;  

 
 
Most Important Highlights of Table 26b (Parent-Rated Child Developmental Outcomes)… 
 

 The positive benefits associated with having a mentor and various parent-rated 
developmental outcomes for children were largely restricted to girls. 

 Girls involved in early or late onset continuous mentoring relationships were more 
likely than never-mentored girls to display fewer conduct problems (b=-.21, p<.001; 
b=-.19, p<.01), fewer disciplinary referrals at school (b=-.25, p<.05), fewer peer 
difficulties (b=-.25, p<.05), more positive school attitudes (b=.23, p<.001), and a 
greater propensity to get along with teachers (b=.22, p<.001), 

 Girls paired to a second adult mentor (compared to never mentored girls) were 
more likely to display fewer conduct problems (b=-.19, p<.01), more pro-social 
behavior (b=.14, p<.05), fewer peer difficulties (b=-.23, p<.001), fewer symptoms of 
depressed mood (b=-.12, p<.05), fewer symptoms of generalized social anxiety 
(b=-.16, p<.001), and a greater propensity to get along with teachers (b=.14, p<.01). 

 Mentored boys were more likely than never mentored boys to display greater 
symptoms of indirect aggression (b=.12, p<.05) and greater symptoms of 
depression (b=.09, p<.05). 
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Table 26b Mentoring Status as a Predictor of Child Developmental Outcomes (Parent 
Report) 

 Mentoring Status (18 Months FU) 

Child Outcomes Early Con Late Con Dissolved Rem 

Conduct Problems     

Total -0.04 -0.05 -0.08 -0.06 

Girls -0.21*** -0.19** -0.25*** -0.19** 

Boys 0.09 0.05 0.02 0.04 

Social Skills     

Total 0.15*** 0.07* 0.16** 0.09* 

Girls 0.23** 0.13* 0.16 0.14 

Boys 0.07* 0.04 0.18*** 0.09* 

Pro social Behavior     

Total 0.10 0.04 0.07 0.06 

Girls 0.18** 0.12* 0.13 0.14* 

Boys 0.07 -0.01 0.04 0.04 

School Disciplinary Ref(s)     

Total -0.11 -0.08 -0.12 -0.09 

Girls -0.25* -0.15* -0.23* -0.20 

Boys 0.01 -0.01 -0.06 -0.01 

Indirect Aggression     

Total 0.03 -0.01 0.02 0.04 

Girls -0.07 -0.05 0.01 0.02 

Boys 0.12* 0.01 0.01 0.02 

Peer Difficulties     

Total -0.08 -0.09 -0.12* -0.10*** 

Girls -0.25* -0.13 -0.26* -0.23*** 

Boys -0.04 -0.05 -0.04 -0.04 

Hyperactivity/Inattention     

Total -0.01 0.01 -0.04 0.01 

Girls -0.01 -0.01 -0.02 0.06 

Boys 0.01 0.02 -0.01 -0.04 

Depressed Mood     

Total 0.05 -0.01 -0.01 0.04 

Girls -0.08 -0.11 -0.15 -0.12* 

Boys 0.09* 0.06 0.08 0.12* 

Emotional Problems     

Total 0.01 -0.06 -0.08 -0.02 

Girls -0.05 -0.13 -0.14 -0.11 

Boys 0.03 -0.01 -0.05 0.04 
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 Mentoring Status (18 Months FU) 

Child Outcomes Early Con Late Con Dissolved Rem 

Generalized Social Anxiety     

Total -0.06 -0.01 0.01 -0.08 

Girls -0.15 -0.05 0.01 -0.16*** 

Boys -0.03 0.01 -0.05 -0.04 

Fear Negative Peer 
Evaluations 

    

Total 0.03 0.04 -0.04 -0.01 

Girls -0.03 -0.03 -0.08 -0.07 

Boys 0.07 0.09* -0.02 0.04 

Positive School Attitudes     

Total 0.10 0.12* 0.06 0.02 

Girls 0.23*** 0.20*** 0.13 0.10 

Boys 0.03 0.06 0.05 -0.02 

Getting Along With Teachers     

Total 0.10* 0.08 0.05 0.05 

Girls 0.22*** 0.19*** 0.13* 0.14** 

Boys 0.03 0.03 0.05 -0.01 

Quality P/C Relationship      

Total 0.04 0.05 -0.01 0.01 

Girls 0.12 0.02 0.05 0.08 

Boys -0.01 0.06 -0.02 -0.03 

 

*p < .05; **p < .01; ***p < .001 

n=997 children; n = 20 agencies  
Con = continuous or uninterrupted mentoring relationship; Rem = re-matched or paired to a second mentor 

(reference group is dissolved mentoring relationship) 
Note: Standard errors adjusted for design effects.  Results adjusted for child and parent demographics, 
socioeconomic and cultural background, and health status  
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Summary 

 
 Children paired to an adult mentor were more likely than those who never had a 

mentor to experience: fewer behavioral problems (conduct problems, 
hyperactivity/inattention), fewer internalizing difficulties (symptoms of depression and 
social anxiety), higher levels of peer self-esteem, fewer disciplinary referrals at 
school, stronger social skills and pro-social behavior, more effective coping skills, 
fewer difficulties with peers, greater perceived support from peers and teachers, 
more positive school adjustment (positive school attitudes, academic self-efficacy, 
getting along with teachers) and more emotionally supportive relationships with 
parents  

 The most consistent beneficial mentoring benefits occurred for children in early and 
late continuous mentoring relationships and those paired to a second volunteer (i.e., 
re-matched youth) 

 The benefits of having a mentor differed by the gender of the child or mentee. 
 Mentored girls (relative to never mentored girls) benefited in terms of fewer conduct 

problems and school disciplinary referrals, stronger social skills, higher peer self-
esteem, and fewer symptoms of depression 

 Mentored boys (relative to never mentored boys) benefited in terms of fewer 
symptoms of hyperactivity/inattention, stronger coping skills (assistance seeking), 
higher levels of perceived support from peers and teachers, and more emotionally 
supportive relationships with parents  

 Girls paired to a second mentor were more likely to display positive developmental 
outcomes compared to boys paired to a second mentor 

 The positive effects of having a mentor and parent-rated child developmental 
outcomes were largely restricted to girls  

 For the most part, the relationships between children’s mentoring status and various 
developmental outcomes were in the expected direction (i.e., mentored children were 
more likely to experience benefits compared to never mentored children); however, 
for boys there was some evidence that being mentored contributed to emotional 
problems, symptoms of depression, and indirection aggression.  
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Section 18: Mentoring as a Predictor of Children’s Developmental Trajectories 
 
Studies have confirmed that children do not follow a single developmental pathway of 
behavioral, emotional, or social functioning but instead one of several pathways that differ 
by level of problem severity. For example, Cote and colleagues’ analysis of 10,000 children 
participating in the Canadian National Longitudinal Survey for Children and Youth identified 
three distinct developmental trajectories of childhood physical aggression: a low trajectory 
with infrequent aggression as toddlers and no aggression by pre-adolescence (31%), a 
moderate trajectory (with occasional aggression as toddlers and infrequent aggression as 
preadolescents) (52%), and a high stable group maintaining high levels of aggression 
(17%)(Cote et al., 2006).  
 
Obtaining information on children’s developmental pathways is important in that it increases 
the ability of community service providers to match with precision the content and intensity 
of programming to children at different levels of personal risk. Similarly, accurate knowledge 
of the risk and protective factors underlying certain behavioral trajectories may be used to 
improve the effectiveness of interventions and programs targeted at specific groups. Access 
to this information may be timely for mentoring practitioners. Some mentoring experts have 
suggested that one-on-one mentoring relationships may not be effective for vulnerable youth 
(Roberts, Liabo, Lucas, Du Bois, & Sheldon, 2004). This may be because “difficult to 
mentor” children tend to experience problems forming trusting relationships with adult 
authority figures and therefore are likely to require outside professional help or perhaps an 
enhanced program infrastructure to accommodate their specific needs (Britner & Kraimer-
Rickaby, 2009). 
 
While mentoring theorists agree on the potential for mentoring relationships to facilitate 
growth in children’s developmental outcomes (Cavell & Smith, 2005), researchers have yet 
to identify the developmental pathways followed by children approved for BBBS services. 
Moreover, we know of no studies that have examined the relative contribution of several 
contemporaneous risk and protective factors, specifically, the presence of absence of a 
BBBS adult volunteer, in differentiating BBBS children who follow high, moderate or low 
developmental pathways. 
 
In order to identify distinctive classes or groups of children displaying unique developmental 
trajectories, Latent Class Growth Analysis (LCGA) (Nagin & Tremblay, 1999) was applied to 
our longitudinal data. LCGA combines traditional growth curve analysis with latent class 
analysis and tests if a population can be more accurately represented by two or more 
distinct classes of individuals with each class displaying a unique developmental trajectory. 
The accuracy or quality of the assignment of individuals to specific classes is gauged 
according to several statistical tests (e.g., entropy). Following group assignment, LCGA 
permits the estimation of logistic or multinomial regression equations that predict 
membership in a particular trajectory group on the basis of one or more hypothesized risk or 
protective factors. 
 
In this section we performed LCGA on 8 selected child developmental outcomes. Analyses 
were conducted on the total sample of children (mentored and non-mentored) and then 
separately for girls and boys. The number and shape of the developmental pathways taken 
by BBBS children are presented first followed by logistic regression analyses that evaluate 
the capacity of being mentored (versus never having been mentored) to predict membership 
in the optimal trajectory group. 
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Figure 67 presents LCGA results for conduct problems based on children’s self-reports. The 
values shown are estimated mean scores on conduct problems at the baseline assessment 
(zero on the horizontal axis) and at each of the study follow-ups (6, 12, 18, 24, and 30 
months). Conduct problems are measured on the basis of a composite five item scale with a 
lowest possible score of zero and a highest possible score of 10.  
 
Here is what we found…. 
 

 Children followed one of two pathways over the 30 month study period: a pathway of 
elevated and persistent but gradually decreasing conduct problems and a low 
optimal pathway with few or minimal problems (also decreasing). 

 Nearly 30% of the children followed the pathway of elevated and persistent problems 
while the majority belonged to the low or optimal trajectory group. 

 The pattern of behavior for girls was nearly identical to that of boys (results not 
shown). However, a slightly greater percentage of girls than boys (73 versus 68% 
respectively) followed the optimal pathway of low or minimal problems. 

 
Table 49 presents the results of a logistic regression model in which children’s mentoring 
status (mentored versus never mentored) is entered as a predictor of their membership in 
the low optimal trajectory group versus the group marked by elevated and persistent 
problems. The results are in the form of odds ratios depicting the odds or chance that a 
mentored child follows the optimal pathway or trajectory adjusting for baseline 
demographics, socioeconomic and cultural background, and health status. 
 
Here is what we found… 
 

 For the total sample, mentored youth were nearly 2 times more likely than never 
mentored youth to follow the low or optimal trajectory pathway (OR=1.97, p<.05). 

 The relationship between mentoring status and group membership differed by the 
gender of the child with mentored girls 2.5 times more likely than never mentored 
girls to follow the optimal trajectory (OR=2.5 times, p<.001). A statistically non-
significant relationship was observed for boys. 
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Figure 67:  Child Conduct Problems (Child Report) Total n = 845 
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Table 49:  Predictors of Group Membership: Conduct Problems (Child Report) 
 

 Total 
C1 Low (71%) 

Girls 
C1 Low (73%) 

Boys 
C1 Low (68%) 

Predictors    

Ever-Mentored (vs. never mentored) 1.97* 2.50*** 1.76 

*p < .05; **p < .01; ***p < .001 
n = 845 children and parents 
n = 20 agencies; standard errors adjusted for design effects 
Note. Results adjusted for child and parent demographics, socioeconomic and cultural background, 
and health status. 
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Figure 68 presents LCGA results for attitudes toward school based on children’s self-
reports. Shown are the estimated mean scores for school attitudes at the baseline 
assessment (zero on the horizontal axis) and at each of the study follow-ups (6, 12, 18, 24, 
and 30 months). School attitudes are measured on the basis of a composite five item scale 
with a lowest possible score of five and a highest possible score of 25.  
 
Here is what we found…. 
 

 Children followed one of two pathways: an optimal pathway marked by high and 
stable positive school attitudes with mean scores averaging above 20 and a low 
pathway consisting of less favorable attitudes. 

 Nearly one-third of the children followed the pathway of less favorable attitudes while 
the majority (66%) belonged to the optimal trajectory group. 

 The pattern of attitudes for girls was nearly identical to that of boys (results not 
shown) 
 

Table 50 presents the results of a logistic regression model in which children’s mentoring 
status (mentored versus never mentored) is entered as a predictor of their membership in 
the optimal trajectory group of highly positive attitudes versus the group marked by less 
favorable attitudes. Odds ratios depict the odds or chance that a mentored child follows the 
optimal pathway adjusting for baseline demographics, socioeconomic and cultural 
background, and health status. 
 
Here is what we found… 
 

 For the total sample, mentored youth were more than twice as likely as never 
mentored youth to follow the optimal trajectory pathway of positive school attitudes 
(OR=2.64, p<.01). 

 The relationship between mentoring status and group membership was similar for 
boys and girls.  
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Figure 68: Favorable Attitudes toward School (Child Report) Total n = 845 
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Table 50:  Predictors of Group Membership: Favorable Attitudes Toward School 
(Child Report) 
 

 Total 
C1 High (68%) 

Girls 
C1 High (66%) 

Boys 
C1 High (68%) 

Predictors    

Ever-Mentored (vs. never mentored) 2.64*** 2.94* 2.59*** 

*p < .05; **p < .01; ***p < .001 
n = 845 children and parents 
n = 20 agencies; standard errors adjusted for design effects 
Note. Results adjusted for child and parent demographics, socioeconomic and cultural background, 
and health status. 
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Figure 69 presents LCGA results for children’s self-reports of academic self-efficacy. Shown 
are the estimated mean scores for self-efficacy at the baseline assessment (zero on the 
horizontal axis) and at each of the study follow-ups (6, 12, 18, 24, and 30 months). Self-
efficacy is measured on the basis of a composite four item scale with a lowest possible 
score of zero and a highest possible score of 16.  
 
Here is what we found…. 
 

 In contrast to school attitudes, children’s reports of academic self-efficacy were 
differentiated along three distinct pathways or trajectories: an optimal pathway 
marked by strong and gradually increasing feelings of self-efficacy with mean scores 
averaging between 13 and 14, a moderate or intermediate pathway with average 
scores just below 12, and a pathway consisting of weaker feelings of self-efficacy 
with scores averaging around 9. 

 Forty-five percent of the children followed the optimal pathway of strong self-efficacy; 
roughly the same percentage (43%) followed the intermediate pathway; and nearly 
12% belonged to the trajectory group of low self-efficacy. 

 Boys and girls displayed similar patterns of self-efficacy (results not shown) 
 

Table 51 presents the results of a multinomial logistic regression model in which children’s 
mentoring status (mentored versus never mentored) is entered as a predictor of their 
membership in the optimal and intermediate self-efficacy trajectory groups versus the low 
trajectory group. These odds ratios depict the odds or chance that a mentored child follows 
the optimal and intermediate pathways adjusting for baseline demographics, socioeconomic 
and cultural background, and health status. Given the small numbers of youth 
corresponding to the low self-efficacy group, we estimated two-group solutions for boys and 
girls respectively. Reducing the number of groups from three to two did not significantly 
affect the quality of the classification. Roughly two-thirds of the boys and two-thirds of the 
girls followed an optimal trajectory of strong self-efficacy while one-third followed a low 
trajectory. 
 
Here is what we found… 
 

 For the total sample, mentored youth were more than twice as likely as never 
mentored youth to follow the optimal pathway of strong academic self-efficacy 
(OR=2.73, p<.01) and three times more likely to follow the intermediate path 
(OR=3.00, p<.01) 

 The relationship between mentoring status and group membership differed by child 
gender. Mentored girls were nearly three times more likely than never mentored girls 
to follow the optimal trajectory group (OR=2.92, p<.05). In contrast, there was no 
significant relationship for boys. 
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Figure 69:  Academic Self-Efficacy (Child Report) Total n = 845 
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Table 51:  Predictors of Group Membership:  Academic Self Efficacy (Child Report) 

 Total Girls Boys 

 C1 High 
(45%) 

C2 Mod 
(43%) 

C1 High 
(67%) 

C1 High 
(65%) 

Predictors     

Ever-Mentored (vs. never mentored) 2.73*** 3.00** 2.92* 1.16 

*p < .05; **p < .01; ***p < .001 
n = 845 children and parents 
n = 20 agencies; standard errors adjusted for design effects 
Note. Results adjusted for child and parent demographics, socioeconomic and cultural background, 
and health status. 
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Figure 70 presents LCGA results for children’s self-reports of difficulties getting along with 
peers. Shown are the estimated mean scores at the baseline assessment (zero on the 
horizontal axis) and at each of the study follow-ups (6, 12, 18, 24, and 30 months). Peer 
difficulties are measured on the basis of a composite five item scale with a lowest possible 
score of zero and a highest possible score of 10.  
 
Here is what we found…. 
 

 Children’s reports of peer difficulties were differentiated along three distinct 
pathways: an optimal pathway marked by low and gradually decreasing difficulties, a 
moderate or intermediate pathway marked by gradually decreasing difficulties, and a 
pathway marked by persistently high and increasing difficulties 

 Nearly 57% of the children followed the optimal pathway of low and gradually 
decreasing difficulties; one-third followed the intermediate path, and just less than 
10% followed the pathway with elevated difficulties. 

 Boys and girls displayed similar patterns of peer difficulties (results not shown) 
 
Table 52 presents the results of a multinomial logistic regression model in which children’s 
mentoring status (mentored versus never mentored) is entered as a predictor of their 
membership in the optimal and intermediate peer difficulty trajectory groups versus the 
trajectory group with elevated difficulties. These odds ratios depict the odds or chance that a 
mentored child follows the low optimal and intermediate pathways adjusting for baseline 
demographics, socioeconomic and cultural background, and health status. Given the small 
numbers of youth corresponding to the high risk trajectory group, we estimated a two-group 
solution for boys and girls respectively. Reducing the number of groups from three to two did 
not significantly affect the quality of the classification. However, nearly 67% of the girls 
versus 78% of the boys followed the optimal pathway of minimal difficulties. 
 
Here is what we found… 
 

 For the total sample, mentored youth were more than twice as likely as never 
mentored youth to follow the optimal pathway of low and decreasing peer difficulties 
(OR=2.29 p<.05)  

 The relationship between mentoring status and group membership did not differ by 
child gender. Mentored girls were 1.77 times more likely than never mentored girls to 
follow the optimal trajectory group (OR=1.77, p<.05). A similar result occurred for 
boys but just fell short of reaching the criterion for judging statistical significance. 
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Figure 70:  Peer Difficulties (Child Report) Total n = 845 
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Table 52:  Predictors of Group Membership: Peer Difficulties (Child Report) 

 Total Girls Boys 

 
C1 Low 
(57%) 

C2 Mod 
(34%) 

C1 Low 
(67%) 

C1 Low 
(78%)  

Predictors     

Ever-Mentored (vs. never mentored) 2.29* 1.22 
1.77* 1.75 

*p < .05; **p < .01; ***p < .001 
n = 845 children and parents 
n = 20 agencies; standard errors adjusted for design effects 
Note. Results adjusted for child and parent demographics, socioeconomic and cultural background, 
and health status. 
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Figure 71 presents LCGA results for peer self-esteem based on children’s self-reports. 
Shown are the estimated mean scores for self-esteem at the baseline assessment (zero on 
the horizontal axis) and at each of the study follow-ups (6, 12, 18, 24, and 30 months). Peer 
self-esteem is measured on the basis of a composite 6 item scale with a lowest possible 
score of 6 and a highest possible score of 30.  
 
Here is what we found…. 
 

 Children followed one of two pathways: an optimal pathway marked by high and 
gradually increasing positive feelings of self-esteem with mean scores averaging 
around 25 and a less than optimal pathway consisting of lower values but also 
gradually increasing (scores averaging close to 20) 

 Just over one-third of the children (34.7%) followed the lower self-esteem pathway 
while the majority (65%) belonged to the optimal highly positive self-esteem group. 

 The pattern of self-esteem for girls was nearly identical to that of boys (results not 
shown) 
 

Table 53 presents the results of a logistic regression model in which children’s mentoring 
status (mentored versus never mentored) is entered as a predictor of their membership in 
the optimal trajectory group of positive feelings of self-esteem versus the group marked by 
less positive feelings. These odds ratios depict the odds or chance that a mentored child 
follows the optimal pathway adjusting for baseline demographics, socioeconomic and 
cultural background, and health status. 
 
Here is what we found… 
 

 For the total sample, mentored youth were 1.7 times more likely than never 
mentored youth to follow the optimal trajectory pathway of positive self-esteem 
(OR=1.70, p<.05). 

 The relationship between mentoring status and group membership differed by the 
gender of the child. Mentored boys were over 2 times more likely than never-
mentored boys to belong to the optimal high self-esteem category (OR=2.14, p<.05). 
A non-significant relationship was observed for girls. 
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Figure 71:  Peer Self-Esteem (Child Report) Total n = 845 
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Table 53:  Predictors of Group Membership: Peer Self-Esteem (Child Report) 

 Total 
C1 High (65%) 

Girls 
C1 High (67%) 

Boys 
C1 High (65%) 

Predictors    

Ever-Mentored (vs. never mentored) 1.70* 1.43 2.14* 

*p < .05; **p < .01; ***p < .001 
n = 845 children and parents 
n = 20 agencies; standard errors adjusted for design effects 
Note. Results adjusted for child and parent demographics, socioeconomic and cultural background, 
and health status. 
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Figure 72a presents LCGA results for children’s self-reported symptoms of generalized 
social anxiety. Shown are the estimated mean scores at the baseline assessment (zero on 
the horizontal axis) and at each of the study follow-ups (6, 12, 18, 24, and 30 months). 
Figures 72b and 72c present the results for girls and boys respectively. Generalized social 
anxiety is measured on the basis of a composite four item scale with a lowest possible score 
of zero and a highest possible score of 16.  
 
Here is what we found…. 
 

 Children’s symptoms of social anxiety were differentiated along three distinct 
pathways: an optimal pathway marked by low and gradually decreasing symptoms, a 
moderate or intermediate pathway marked by steadily decreasing symptoms, and a 
trajectory marked by elevated and fluctuating symptoms 

 Sixty-one percent of the children followed the optimal pathway of low and gradually 
decreasing symptoms; nearly 30% followed the intermediate path, and just less than 
10% followed the pathway with elevated symptoms. 

 As shown in Figures 72b and 72c, boys and girls displayed slightly different patterns 
of anxiety symptoms. Overall, mean levels of social anxiety were higher for girls than 
boys. A higher percentage of girls than boys also fell into the moderate or elevated 
symptom trajectory groups. Anxiety symptoms among boys in the elevated symptom 
group increased over time while patterns for girls were high and fluctuating. Finally, 
for boys anxiety symptoms in the intermediate group sharply declined over time while 
for girls the decline was more gradual. 

 
Table 54 presents the results of a multinomial logistic regression model in which children’s 
mentoring status (mentored versus never mentored) is entered as a predictor of their 
membership in the low optimal and intermediate anxiety trajectory groups versus the 
elevated symptoms group. These odds ratios depict the odds or chance that a mentored 
child follows the low optimal and intermediate pathways adjusting for baseline 
demographics, socioeconomic and cultural background, and health status. Given the small 
numbers of youth corresponding to the elevated symptoms trajectory group, we estimated a 
two-group solution for boys only. Reducing the number of groups from three to two did not 
significantly affect the quality of the classification.  
 
Here is what we found… 
 

 For the total sample, mentored youth were more than twice as likely as never 
mentored youth to follow the optimal pathway of low and decreasing anxiety 
symptoms (OR=2.65 p<.05)  

 The relationship between mentoring status and group membership did not differ by 
child gender. Mentored girls were 3 times more likely than never mentored girls to 
follow the optimal trajectory group (OR=3.00, p<.05) and 2.77 time more likely to 
follow the intermediate trajectory (OR=2.77, p<.05). For mentored boys, the chance 
or odds of belonging to the optimal trajectory group was double that of never-
mentored boys (OR=2.08, p<.001). 



 

222 
 

Figure 72a:  Generalized Social Anxiety (Child Report) Total n = 845 

Social Anxiety Generalized (Child Report)

Total n = 845

0

2

4

6

8

10

12

0 6 12 18 24 30

M
e

a
n

s

Wave of Data Collection (Months)

Class 1 Low and Decreasing Class 2 Moderate and Decreasing

Class 3 High and Fluctuating

C2 (29.5%)

C3 (9.5%)

C1 (61.0%)

 
 

 

 
Figure 72b:  Generalized Social Anxiety (Child Report) Girls n = 415 
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Figure 72c:  Generalized Social Anxiety (Child Report) Boys n = 430 
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Table 54:  Predictors of Group Membership: Generalized Social Anxiety (Child Report)  

 Total Girls Boys 

 
C1 Low 
(61%) 

C2 Mod 
(30%) 

C1 Low 
(56%) 

C2 Mod 
(32%)  

C1 Low 
(65%) 

Predictors      

Ever-Mentored (vs. never mentored) 2.65* 1.93 
3.00* 2.77* 2.08*** 

*p < .05; **p < .01; ***p < .001;  
n = 845 children and parents 
n = 20 agencies; standard errors adjusted for design effects 
Note. Results adjusted for child and parent demographics, socioeconomic and cultural background, 
and health status. 
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Figure 73 presents LCGA results for symptoms of depressed mood based on children’s self-
reports. The values shown are estimated mean scores on symptoms of depression at the 
baseline assessment (zero on the horizontal axis) and at each of the study follow-ups (6, 12, 
18, 24, and 30 months). Symptoms of depression are measured on the basis of a composite 
8 item scale with a lowest possible score of zero and a highest possible score of 24.  
 
Here is what we found…. 
 

 Children followed one of two pathways over the 30 month study period: a pathway of 
elevated and gradually increasing and then decreasing symptoms of depression and 
an optimal pathway with few or minimal symptoms. 

 Twenty-two percent of the children followed the pathway of elevated symptoms while 
the majority belonged to the low or optimal trajectory group. 

 The pattern of symptoms for girls was nearly identical to that of boys (results not 
shown). However, a slightly greater percentage of boys than girls (80 versus 73% 
respectively) followed the optimal pathway of low or minimal symptoms. 

 
Table 55 presents the results of a logistic regression model in which children’s mentoring 
status (mentored versus never mentored) is entered as a predictor of their membership in 
the low optimal trajectory group versus the group marked by elevated symptoms. The 
results are in the form of odds ratios depicting the odds or chance that a mentored child 
follows the optimal pathway or trajectory adjusting for baseline demographics, 
socioeconomic and cultural background, and health status. 
 
Here is what we found… 
 

 For the total sample, mentored youth were nearly 2 times more likely than never 
mentored youth to follow the low or optimal trajectory pathway of minimal symptoms 
of depression (OR=1.97, p<.05). 

 The relationship between mentoring status and group membership differed by the 
gender of the child. Mentored girls were more than twice as likely as never mentored 
girls to follow the optimal trajectory (OR=2.18, p<.01). A non-significant relationship 
occurred for boys. 
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Figure 73:  Depressed Mood (Child Report) Total n = 845 
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Table 55:  Predictors of Group Membership: Depressed Mood (Child Report) 

 Total 
C1 Low (78%) 

Girls 
C1 Low (73%) 

Boys 
C1 Low (80%) 

Predictors    

Ever-Mentored (vs. never mentored) 1.97* 2.18** 1.62 

*p < .05; **p < .01; ***p < .001 
n = 845 children and parents 
n = 20 agencies; standard errors adjusted for design effects 
Note. Results adjusted for child and parent demographics, socioeconomic and cultural background, 
and health status. 
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Figure 74a presents LCGA results for children’s self-reported emotional problems. Shown 
are the estimated mean scores at the baseline assessment (zero on the horizontal axis) and 
at each of the study follow-ups (6, 12, 18, 24, and 30 months). Figures 74b and 74c present 
the results for girls and boys respectively. Emotional problems are measured on the basis of 
a composite five item scale with a lowest possible score of zero and a highest possible 
score of 10.  
 
Here is what we found…. 
 

 As shown in Figure 74a, children’s emotional problems were differentiated along 
three distinct pathways: an optimal pathway marked by few or minimal problems (low 
and stable group), a moderate or intermediate pathway marked by gradually 
decreasing problems, and a high risk pathway marked by elevated problems 

 Nearly 50% of the children followed the optimal pathway of few or minimal problems; 
over one-third (36%) followed the intermediate path, and 15% followed the pathway 
with elevated problems. 

 As shown in Figures 74b and 74c, boys and girls displayed slightly different patterns 
of emotional problems. Girls followed low, moderate, and high trajectory pathways 
while boys followed a low versus an elevated pathway. 
 

Table 56 presents the results of a multinomial logistic regression model in which children’s 
mentoring status (mentored versus never mentored) is entered as a predictor of their 
membership in the low optimal and intermediate emotional problem trajectory groups versus 
the elevated trajectory group. These odds ratios depict the odds or chance that a mentored 
child follows the low optimal or intermediate pathways adjusting for baseline demographics, 
socioeconomic and cultural background, and health status.  
 
Here is what we found… 
 

 There was no significant relationship between mentoring status and membership in 
either the low optimal or intermediate trajectory groups. 

 The relationship between mentoring status and group membership differed by child 
gender. Mentored boys were nearly 2 times more likely than never mentored boys to 
follow the optimal trajectory group of few or minimal emotional problems (OR=1.84, 
p<.05). However, there was no significant relationship for girls. 
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Figure 74a:  Emotional Problems (Child Report) Total n = 845 
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Figure 74b:  Emotional Problems (Child Report) Girls n = 415 
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Figure 74c:  Emotional Problems (Child Report) Boys n = 430 
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Table 56:  Predictors of Group Membership: Emotional Problems (Child Report) 

 Total Girls Boys 

 
C1 Low 
(49%) 

C2 Mod 
(36%) 

C1 Low 
(38%) 

C2 Mod 
(46%) 

C1 Low 
(76%) 

Predictors      

Ever-Mentored (vs. never mentored) 1.79 1.40 1.65 1.35 1.84* 

*p < .05; **p < .01; ***p < .001;  
n = 845 children and parents 
n = 20 agencies; standard errors adjusted for design effects 
Note. Results adjusted for child and parent demographics, socioeconomic and cultural background, 
and health status. 
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Summary 

 
 Between one in every ten and one in every five young people approved for BBBS 

services followed trajectories characterized by elevated and persistent maladaptive 
behaviors, attitudes, or feelings (e.g., conduct problems, peer difficulties, less 
favorable school attitudes, poor self-esteem)  

 For certain outcomes (e.g., social anxiety, emotional problems), youth followed 
multiple pathways that included a high increasing/decreasing or stable trajectory 
(marked by more elevated problems or difficulties), a moderate 
increasing/decreasing trajectory (marked by moderate or intermediate difficulties), 
and a low increasing/decreasing or stable trajectory (marked by few or minimal 
difficulties) 

 The majority of youth belonged to the optimal trajectory groups consisting of few or 
minimal difficulties 

 Girls were more likely than boys to be in the optimal trajectory group displaying few 
or minimal difficulties for conduct problems and less likely than boys to be in the 
optimal trajectory group for peer difficulties and symptoms of depression and social 
anxiety 

 Mentored youth were more likely than never-mentored youth to follow the pathways 
associated with the optimal trajectory groups 

 The relationship between being mentored or not mentored and the likelihood of 
belonging to the optimal trajectory group differed by the gender of the child 

 In contrast to mentored boys, mentored girls were 2.5 times more likely than never 
mentored girls to follow the low versus high trajectory group for self-reported conduct 
problems; mentored girls were also 2 times more likely than never mentored girls to 
follow the low versus high trajectory group for symptoms of depression 
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Section 19: Implications for Mentoring Program Practices and Policies 
 
This study has produced a number of findings pertaining to the experiences of a large 
sample of youth and their mentors enrolled in BBBS community programs. Our goal in this 
section is to translate many of the findings into recommendations for constructive and 
concrete steps of action that may be used by mentoring program practitioners and policy 
makers to improve and modify existing programs and services. Given the size of this study, 
recommendations are organized around the environmental components and mentoring 
relationship attributes depicted in the theoretical model presented at the beginning of the 
report.  
 
Match Determination Difficulties 

 
 Mentoring agency procedures for arranging or creating new mentoring relationships 

that are sensitive to the needs of youth, mentors, and parents may be an important 
determinant of successful youth outcomes. In this study the majority of participants 
did not identify any problems or difficulties associated with the match determination 
phase. However, significant numbers (especially children) were dissatisfied with the 
amount of time it took for a match to be found. Moreover, participant reports of match 
determination difficulties were associated with lower ratings of the global quality of 
the mentoring relationship, lower levels of mentoring relationship engagement and 
support by both mentees and mentors, less shared similarities between mentors and 
mentees (as perceived by mentors), and a greater chance of mentoring relationship 
breakup.  
 

o Agencies should continue to find innovative ways of reducing the length of 
time taken to find suitable matches and clearly communicate to clients that 
finding a good match is often a lengthy process that may take several months 
to complete. The latter might be accomplished through more regular updates 
informing families and mentors of the status of their application or through 
information pamphlets aimed at changing client perceptions that agencies are 
not doing enough to find a match. 

o Mentoring agencies may also need to improve their procedures around 
matching or pairing children and mentors with greater time and attention 
given to consideration of shared interests and more time for both groups to 
meet to determine if they feel a common attraction or connection. In this 
study, about one in every five children thought that agency staff did not 
provide enough time for them to meet their prospective mentor or that not 
enough thought was given to mutual interests.  

 
Mentoring Training and Orientation 
 

 Three-quarters of the mentors reported that they received 2-5 hours of training and 
orientation from their BBBS agency. The most popular methods of training were 
printed material, oral presentations, and small group discussions. Most adult mentors 
were satisfied with the training and orientation they received from their respective 
BBBS agencies. Mentors, however, were least likely to report feeling satisfied with 
the length of the training they received, the performance of the trainers in identifying 
mentee sexual or physical abuse, and the amount of information pertaining to the 
economic or social plight of single parent families. Importantly, male mentors 
expressing high levels of satisfaction with their training and orientation reported 
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feeling more confident or effective in their mentoring abilities. In contrast, those 
expressing low levels of satisfaction were more likely to see their mentoring 
relationships break-up or dissolve. Only one in every ten mentors participated in 
additional training. Half of those who did not said that they were not aware additional 
training was available. 

 
o Mentoring agencies may need to extend the initial training and orientation 

period offered to their mentors and revise their training materials to provide a 
greater emphasis on particular issues of concern (e.g., identifying mentee 
sexual or physical abuse) 

o Standard use of training evaluation and feedback forms may be warranted to 
help agencies refine their training materials and practices and to ensure that 
they are adequately addressing the concerns and needs of their mentors  

o Trainers may need to make greater use of methods of communication that 
are best suited toward achieving a particular training goal (e.g., interactive 
role plays of scenarios that aim to reflect real world situations are likely to be 
more effective helping mentors anticipate and resolve conflicts with parents 
or mentees than printed material). It is worth noting that less than one-third of 
the study mentors reported the use of role plays in their initial training and 
orientation sessions 

o More effective strategies may be needed to communicate the availability of 
additional mentor training. Possibilities include advertising additional training 
at the end of the initial training and orientation sessions or through regular 
caseworker contacts 

 
Caseworker Contact and Support 
 

 Most parents and adult mentors reported regular monthly contact by their BBBS 
caseworkers. In contrast, contact by parents and mentors occurred less frequently. 
Caseworkers were most likely to provide information on upcoming agency events, 
more information on the match agreement, provide advice on how to make the 
mentoring relationship work better, and discuss a problem a parent was having with 
the mentoring relationship. Consistent with agency policy, contact was highest in the 
first three months of the mentoring relationship and declined slightly in the months 
leading up to the end of the 12 month period of commitment. Both parents and adult 
mentors reported high levels of support from their agency caseworkers. Female 
mentors who reported strong caseworker support also perceived their mentees as 
having shared similarities. Male mentors who reported strong caseworker support 
perceived higher levels of mentee active and emotional engagement in the 
mentoring relationship. 
 

o Agencies should continue to provide adequate resources to ensure that 
caseworkers closely monitor and support mentoring relationships 

o Consideration should be given to extending or increasing caseworker 
monitoring and support beyond the 12 month period of commitment 

o Stronger encouragement should be given to mentors and parents to initiate 
regular contact with caseworkers, particularly for reasons that may directly 
affect the quality or continuation of the mentoring relationship. Although 
roughly two-thirds of parents and mentors reported contact initiated by 
caseworkers, contact initiated by parents and mentors occurred far less 
frequently.  
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Parenting Influences 
 

 Parents constitute an important influence on the ability of children and volunteers to 
forge and maintain successful mentoring relationships. In this study, significant 
numbers of adult mentors were critical of the support provided by their mentee’s 
parent and rated the quality of their relationship with the parent as poor or moderate. 
Both parents and mentors were least likely to describe their relationships as 
warm/affectionate or close. Nevertheless, having a parent who was supportive of the 
mentoring relationship, maintained frequent contact with the adult volunteer, and had 
a good quality relationship with the adult volunteer was predictive of mentor feelings 
of self-efficacy as well as supportive, long lasting, and high quality mentoring 
relationships. Frequent parent contact with adult volunteers also reduced the chance 
of mentoring relationship break-up or dissolution.  
 

o Mentoring agencies may need to develop new strategies that focus on 
building and strengthening parent-mentor relationships and parent support of 
the mentoring relationship before children become actively engaged with their 
volunteers.  

o Strategies for strengthening positive parental influences might include joint 
parent and mentor orientation and training sessions that focus on ways in 
which parents and mentors might work together to facilitate the development 
of healthy mentoring relationships,  

o Other possible strategies include the development of agency matching 
criteria that recognize and take into account the personal preferences, 
interests, and expectations of parents in the selection of volunteers and 
expanded caseworker efforts aimed at identifying and resolving parent and 
mentor conflict and disagreement before it escalates. 

o Regularly scheduled agency events that facilitate positive parent-mentor 
relationships by helping each group understand each other’s perspectives 
and views may serve to enhance the positive influence of parents. 

 
Adult Mentor Feelings of Self-Efficacy 
 

 Mentor feelings of self-efficacy (i.e., feelings of confidence or effectiveness in their 
mentoring abilities) were found to be highly predictive of mentee level of engagement 
and support in the mentoring relationship, number of shared activities, mentoring 
relationship longevity, and the global quality of the relationship. In addition, female 
mentors who reported stronger feelings of self-efficacy were more likely than others 
to describe their mentees as well-adjusted (e.g., getting along with others, positive 
school attitudes). However, nearly half of all the mentors surveyed rated their 
effectiveness as mentors in the range of poor to fair. Mentors expressed the least 
confidence discussing mentee family issues, providing future guidance, helping their 
mentees get along with others, educating them in subject areas, helping them 
achieve goals, and giving them advice on problems. Mentor feelings of self-efficacy 
tended to be stronger when they expressed high levels of satisfaction with their 
agency orientation and training and reported a high quality relationship with their 
mentee’s parent.  
 

o Agencies should strive to build adult mentor confidence or self-efficacy 
through improved mentor training and orientation practices in areas most 
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likely to affect confidence (e.g., communicating mentor roles and 
responsibilities, agency expectations, anticipating and resolving conflicts, and 
strategies for building and maintaining healthy mentoring relationships).  

o Training and orientation activities should capitalize on the current or past 
experiences of mentors involved in successful mentoring relationships. 
Experienced or seasoned mentors might be invited as guest speakers to 
training events to provide tips to new mentors on proven strategies for 
building and sustaining self-confidence. 

o Building or enhancing mentor confidence might be accomplished by 
improving the quality of the mentor’s relationship with the parent. Joint 
mentor-parent training initiatives (as described above) or regularly planned 
agency wide social events attended by parents and mentors are likely to 
prove effective. 

o Proactive caseworker support may be needed that encourages mentors to 
identify specific areas of uncertainty or concern when carrying out their 
responsibilities as mentors (e.g., discussing family issues). This information 
could be used to identify further training needs in the early stages of the 
mentoring relationship as mentors and mentees become more acquainted. 

o The formation of mentor self-help groups that meet every few months to 
provide mutual support and exchange ideas may prove beneficial for 
improving mentor confidence and ultimately healthier mentoring relationships. 

 
Time Invested in Mentoring Relationships 
 

 A little over half of the mentored children and slightly less than half of the mentors 
reported spending at least one day a week in the mentoring relationship. Frequent 
weekly contact (one or more days) was slightly higher for girls and female mentors. 
Roughly half of the mentored children and adult mentors reported an average of 3-4 
hours of time together weekly, close to the BBBS standard requirement of 2-4 hours. 
Children spending at least every other week with their mentors and those spending 
at least 1-2 hours of time weekly perceived the amount of time to be about right. 
Although greater investments of time were positively associated with perceptions of 
stronger engagement and support and higher quality mentoring relationships, its 
relationship with other important mentoring benchmarks was less straightforward. 
For example, our analyses showed that greater investments of time were associated 
with a reduction in the longevity of mentoring relationships. While it is possible that 
too much time together may contribute to mentor (or mentee) feelings of burnout and 
therefore cut short the length of some relationships, it is just as likely that longer 
relationships contribute to changing patterns of contact. Thus, in progressively longer 
mentoring relationships, we found that both mentees and mentors reported a steady 
decline in the amount of time they spent together. This suggests that as mentoring 
relationships mature, many mentors and mentees make downward adjustments to 
their time commitments to more closely conform to what they perceive as realistic or 
desirable. Relative to other mentoring relationship attributes (e.g., engagement and 
support, global relationship quality), amount of weekly contact was a weaker and 
less consistent predictor of positive child development. In our sample of mentored 
youth, less frequent weekly contact between mentors and their mentees increased 
the chance of a mentoring relationship break up. However, mentors who reported 
spending <3 hours per week in their mentoring relationship were less likely than 
those spending 3 or more hours to see their relationship dissolve. 
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o Mentoring agencies may need to reevaluate their minimum requirements for 
mentor/mentee contact. Since mentees who met every other week were 
nearly as content with the amount of time they spent with their mentors as 
those in higher frequency relationships, weekly contact may not be necessary 
in all cases to ensure the development of healthy and satisfying mentoring 
relationships.  

o To the extent that more frequent mentor/mentee contact provides the context 
for quality mentoring relationships to develop and flourish, agencies may 
need to demonstrate greater vigilance in enforcing and monitoring mentor 
compliance with time commitments.  In our study, between 10 and 20% of the 
mentoring dyads reported contact that was well below acceptable standards. 
Most mentees in these relationships expressed dissatisfaction with the 
amount of time invested by their mentors. 
 

Barriers to Spending Time in the Mentoring Relationship 
 

 Although most children felt that they were spending enough time in their relationship 
with their mentor, significant numbers (one in every five) identified at least one 
barrier. Nearly two-thirds of the adult mentors identified barriers to spending more 
time with their mentees. Children were most likely to report school and 
extracurricular activities as barriers that interfered with their mentoring relationship 
while mentors (especially males) were more likely to report employment or work-
related commitments.  

 
o Mentoring agencies should offer time management training to adult mentors 

to enable them to balance more effectively the competing demands of work 
on the time they spend with their mentees.  

o Tips on ways to improve time management might be offered to parents, 
children, and mentors during the match determination phase when mentors 
and mentees are paired by agency staff and during the early stages of the 
mentoring relationship through targeted caseworker contacts (i.e., contacts 
aimed at addressing specific issues) 

 
Mentoring Relationship Activities 
 

 Children and mentors participated in a wide range of different types of mentoring 
relationship activities. The most popular activities included talking on the telephone, 
going to a movie/restaurant, talking face-to-face about something important, and 
playing games or sports. Some activities were more strongly associated with 
perceived relationship quality than others (e.g., face-to-face important conversations, 
going to movie or restaurant, going for a walk, playing games or sports, being taught 
a skill, and mentor visits with mentee’s family). Girls reported a larger number of 
different mentoring activities than boys. Involvement in a larger number of different 
activities was found to be associated with better quality mentoring relationships, 
higher levels of child and mentor engagement and support, and stronger feelings of 
mentor self-efficacy. Factors that predicted or supported involvement in a range of 
different activities included frequent parent/mentor contact, high quality 
parent/mentor relationships, and strong feelings of self-efficacy. In contrast, match 
determination difficulties and perceived barriers to spending more time with mentees 
were predictive of reduced levels of involvement. 
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o Agencies should encourage specific kinds of activities that are most 
conducive to achieving high quality mentoring relationships. This might be 
accomplished through educational pamphlets distributed to mentees, parents, 
and mentors that identify certain activities as having greater value in building 
quality relationships (e.g., face-to-face conversations about important issues) 
or by soliciting testimonials of rewarding activity experiences from mentors 
and mentees already involved in successful mentoring relationships. 

o Agency practices should encourage involvement in a range of different types 
of mentoring relationship activities through the distribution of information 
pamphlets or youth activity sheets listing affordable age and gender 
appropriate activities for youth in their respective communities. 

o A deliberate and consistent effort is needed to disseminate information on 
mentoring relationship activities during the match determination phase, 
throughout the course of mentor training and orientation, and in the context of 
caseworker contacts 

o Agency staff and mentors should recognize parents as a potentially valuable 
resource in helping mentors and mentees decide on the kinds of activities 
they choose to become involved in. 
 

Longevity of the Mentoring Relationship 
 

 Longer mentoring relationships (12 or more months) are believed to result in positive 
child developmental outcomes because they allow mentors and mentees the time 
they need to become fully acquainted, solidify the emotional and tangible aspects of 
their relationships (i.e., develop and strengthen close bonds and common interests), 
and grow and evolve in their knowledge and understanding of each other. In this 
study, longer mentoring relationships were associated with positive academic and 
behavioral adjustment among girls, higher levels of mentor and mentee engagement 
and support in the mentoring relationship, and higher mentor ratings of mentees as 
close confidants and respectful. Factors that predicted longer mentoring relationships 
included higher quality mentoring relationships, frequent parent/mentor monthly 
contact, mentor feelings of self-efficacy, higher levels of mentor engagement and 
support in problem or counselling-oriented relationships, higher mentee emotional 
engagement and support, and higher mentor ratings of mentees as close confidants 
and respectful. Factors that reduced mentoring longevity were match determination 
difficulties, strong caseworker support of the mentoring relationship, and frequent 
and high intensity mentor/mentee weekly contact.  

 
o Longer mentoring relationships may be achieved by encouraging mentors to 

be supportive and understanding of their mentees’ emotional needs. This 
might be achieved through educational materials designed to raise mentor 
awareness of the prevalence and root causes of emotional difficulties facing 
young people and training sessions that teach mentors the skills to be 
empathetic and sensitive listeners to their mentees’ personal problems and 
concerns. 

o Agencies should promote mentoring practices that are conducive to building 
and fostering feelings of mutual closeness, warmth, trust, and respect 
between mentors and mentees. Strategies for building and sustaining these 
core relationship elements should be included as part of the standard 
procedures for mentor training and orientation. Examples might include 
training of mentors to recognize and respond effectively to mentee feelings of 
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mistrust or promoting greater use of activities (i.e., going for a walk, having 
face-to-face talks about important issues) that facilitate the development of 
close and nurturing relationships 

o Longer mentoring relationships are also likely to occur through agency 
practices that encourage parents and mentors to meet face-to-face on a 
regular basis, practices that seek to improve mentor feelings of self-efficacy 
(see above), and match determination procedures that aim for greater 
efficiency (i.e., more timely matches) and improved precision in pairing 
mentors and mentees based on common interests 

o Agencies may need to reconsider their expectations around the minimum 
requirements for the amount of time mentors and mentees spend in the 
mentoring relationship. It is possible that for many mentoring dyads a 
minimum of one day a week or three hours a week is too burdensome. An 
equally important factor to consider might be what mentees and mentors 
perceive to be an adequate amount of time.  

 
Onset of BBBS Mentoring Relationships 
 

 Although the majority of children were paired with an adult mentor within 12 months 
of enrolling in the study, waiting times for many exceeded that period. Moreover, 
close to one in every five children had not been paired by the time of the 30 month 
follow-up. The probability of not being paired with a mentor at the end of the study 
was particularly high among boys.  Factors associated with a reduced chance of 
being paired to a mentor included being a boy and growing up in a rural area. In 
contrast, factors that increased the chance of being paired included having an 
emotionally supportive relationship with a parent and having a parent who enrolled 
their child in the BBBS program because it was felt he/she needed another adult or 
parent figure. Factors associated with the chance of being paired to an adult 
volunteer differed by the gender of the child. For boys, a lower chance of being 
mentored occurred for African-Canadians (relative to White Europeans), those with 
parents having a chronic health condition, and those with parents who reported 
smoking cigarettes daily. An increased chance of being mentored occurred for those 
having an emotionally supportive relationship with a parent and those with a parent 
who enrolled them in the BBBS program to provide another adult figure. 
 

o To reduce the time that boys wait for a mentor, mentoring agencies should 
adopt new methods of recruiting male volunteers that intentionally target 
locations that provide access to large numbers of men (e.g., sporting events 
and fraternal organizations), use male volunteers in recruiting efforts, and 
focus on the skills men have to offer as a motivating factor for their 
involvement 

o Special consideration should be given toward intensifying efforts aimed at 
recruiting African-Canadian mentors. In this study, about 10% of the child 
participants were of African-Canadian racial or cultural descent. Half were 
boys. However, only one percent of the mentors belonged to this group. 
Effective recruitment strategies might include door-to-door distribution of 
mentoring program flyers in neighborhoods with a high African-Canadian 
population, hiring more African-Canadian staff, greater use of educational 
and recruitment materials that depict African-Canadian mentors and 
mentees, and paid advertisements by well-known African-Canadian 
celebrities, athletes, or political figures. 



 

237 
 

o To better address the needs of rural youth, agencies may consider providing 
incentives that lessen the cost of family transportation to agency events or 
reimbursing mentors who agree to travel longer distances to mentor rural 
children 

 
Break-Up of BBBS Mentoring Relationships 
 

 Roughly 40% of all mentored children experienced a break-up of their relationship 
with their mentor 12 months after it began. The most common reasons for break-ups 
given by children and parents were that mentors were too busy or moved away. One 
in every five mentors identified becoming too busy as the number one reason for 
ending their relationship. Many mentors left the mentoring relationship without 
providing any explanation to their mentees. Mentoring relationships had the highest 
chance of breaking up at the 12 month mark, an indication that many mentors chose 
to end the relationship after fulfilling their one-year commitment to the BBBS agency. 
Factors associated with a greater chance of a mentoring relationship break-up 
included: being a girl, child use of mental health or social services, an increasing 
number of symptoms of depression reported by children, infrequent weekly contact 
between mentors and mentees, poor quality mentoring relationships, infrequent face-
to-face monthly contact between parents and mentors, match determination 
difficulties, and mentor dissatisfaction with BBBS training and orientation. In contrast, 
a reduced chance of a mentoring relationship break-up occurred for Asian Canadian 
children, an increasing number of symptoms of depression reported by parents, and 
mentor reports of enrolling in the BBBS programs to give back to the community. The 
chance of a mentoring relationship break-up differed by the gender of the child (e.g., 
factors unique to boys that increased the chance included: being a younger child, 
use of mental health/social services, a larger number of close friends, having a 
parent with a chronic health condition, and match determination difficulties; for girls, 
a greater chance occurred for those with a chronic health condition, increased 
symptoms of depression, increased symptoms of parental social anxiety, infrequent 
mentor/mentee contact, and infrequent parent/mentor contact). The chance of a 
mentoring relationship break-up also differed by the gender of the mentor (e.g., for 
male mentors, the odds of a break-up were higher for those expressing 
dissatisfaction with their training/orientation while for females the odds were higher 
for those reporting a poor quality relationship with their mentee and match 
determination difficulties). 
 

o Agencies should develop a standardized risk assessment tool that identifies 
children most likely to leave their mentoring relationship prematurely based 
on their level of personal risk (e.g., mental health difficulties). This tool would 
be administered at intake. The results would be used by caseworkers to 
monitor the progress of high risk mentoring dyads and proactively assess 
possible relationship difficulties before they escalate to serious levels. 

o Agencies must convey a clear message to mentors that decisions to end their 
mentoring relationships should not be based solely upon having fulfilled their 
commitment of 12 months of service.  Rather, mentors nearing the end of 
their initial period of commitment, particularly those in mutually satisfying 
relationships, should be encouraged to continue their relationships with their 
mentees. These recommendations might be met through targeted 
caseworker contacts deliberately aimed at extending mentor commitments to 
their mentees or information in the form of educational pamphlets provided to 
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mentors during the match determination and training and orientation phases 
that identify the various benefits associated with long term mentoring 
relationships. 

o Training and education materials should focus on educating mentors about 
the potentially harmful impact on mentees of ending a mentoring relationship 
in an abrupt manner. These materials should include a set of guidelines that 
highlight what mentors should and should not do when contemplating an end 
to their relationship (e.g., to avoid mentee feelings of rejection, mentors 
planning to terminate their mentoring relationship should meet with their 
mentees and their mentees’ families to explain their decision).  

o Training is needed to provide mentors with instruction on how to better 
manage their time (e.g., balancing work, family and mentoring relationship 
commitments) 

o More effective practices are needed that work toward minimizing the 
potentially disruptive impact of mentor and family moves on children’s 
mentoring relationships. Recruiting methods that target older mentors may be 
one way of meeting this recommendation. In this study, younger mentors 
were much more likely than older mentors to report having ended their 
relationship because they moved away. Agencies should also encourage 
families and mentors to notify each other about an upcoming move and fully 
support efforts to re-establish mentoring relationships following short distance 
moves. 

o Lessening the chance of mentoring relationship break-ups might also be 
achieved by ensuring that matches are made in a timely manner and that 
enough consideration is given to ensure compatibility of interests between 
mentors and mentees. Agencies should also develop or enhance practices 
that encourage greater contact between parents and mentors and that seek 
to build and sustain higher quality relationships (e.g., regular use of agency 
social outings that bring parents and prospective mentors together, match 
determination procedures that place greater weight on parental preferences 
when choosing a mentor, and joint training of mentors and parents that 
formally recognize the important role parents may have in building and 
sustaining healthy mentoring relationships). 

 
Engagement and Support in the Mentoring Relationship 
 

 Three in every four mentored youth felt that their mentors were highly engaged and 
supportive in the mentoring relationship. Mentees were least likely to report that their 
mentors taught them a skill or helped them to think about their future. In contrast, 
less than half of the adult mentors felt that their mentees were highly engaged and 
supportive. Mentors were least likely to report that their mentees helped to plan 
activities, asked for their opinion about things, confided in them about personal 
problems, and called them often on the telephone. Engagement and support was 
comprised of several different facets or dimensions. For example, we were able to 
distinguish between different categories of mentor engagement and support on the 
basis of mentoring relationships in which mentors adopted a problem or counselling-
oriented approach, a practical-oriented approach, or a shared decision-making 
approach. A fourth category consisted of mentee perceptions of their mentors as 
sharing similar views or traits. Similarly, our analyses identified mentee engagement 
and support as either active or emotional in nature. Higher levels of mentor 
engagement and support (all four facets) were generally predicted by longer 
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mentoring relationships, a larger number of different mentoring activities, a good 
quality parent/mentor relationship, and fewer match determination difficulties. The 
same factors were predictive of both facets of mentee engagement and support as 
perceived by mentors in addition to mentor feelings of self-efficacy, parent support, 
and caseworker support. The various facets of engagement and support differed in 
terms of their capacity to predict mentoring relationship global quality and longevity. 
Mentor engagement and support based on a problem-oriented approach and mentee 
perceptions of their mentors as having shared similarities were positively associated 
with either longer or higher quality relationships. Similarly, mentee emotional 
engagement and support as perceived by mentors was predictive of longer and 
higher quality mentoring relationships. In general, higher levels of total mentor 
engagement and support predicted a range of positive developmental outcomes in 
children. 

 
o Agency practices are needed that aim to close or narrow the gap between 

mentor and mentee perceptions of levels of engagement and support in the 
mentoring relationship.  

o Education and training may help to close this gap by assessing and 
evaluating mentor expectations of their mentees at the outset and realigning 
those expectations so that they more accurately conform to the realities of 
normal functioning relationships (e.g., training that raises mentor awareness 
of the mistrust many mentees have of adults may help to them to 
demonstrate greater patience and understanding in gaining their trust after 
relationships get under way) 

o Closing the gap between mentor and mentee perceptions of engagement and 
support might also be achieved by encouraging both groups to openly 
discuss each other’s needs and expectations and to set goals around 
improving areas of specific concern 

o Agencies should encourage and nurture the development of mentoring 
relationships that address the emotional needs of mentees. This might be 
done through specific training that aims to build mentor confidence in 
approaching their mentees to disclose personal or private matters. 
 

Child Fulfillment of Mentor Expectations 
 

 Similar to our findings around mentor ratings of child engagement and support, a 
large percentage of the mentors in the study (just over 50%) did not feel that their 
mentees adequately fulfilled their expectations. Less than one-quarter strongly 
supported statements that that their mentees liked to hear about their life, listened to 
their advice, introduced their friends, came to them with personal problems, and 
sought their knowledge and skills. Only 11% were in strong agreement that their 
mentees were similar to themselves. Mentor expectations were clustered around 
three broad facets: mentees as respectful, mentees as close confidants, and 
mentees as sharing similarities. Longer mentoring relationships, a greater number of 
different mentoring activities, stronger feelings of mentor self-efficacy, higher quality 
parent/mentor relationships, and stronger parental support of the mentoring 
relationship were highly predictive of mentor ratings of their mentees as close 
confidants or respectful.  Stronger feelings of self-efficacy and stronger parental 
support were also predictive of mentors perceiving their mentees as similar. In 
addition, mentors who reported match determination difficulties were less likely to 
see similarities in their mentees. Higher mentor ratings of their mentees as close 
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confidants and respectful were associated with higher quality and longer mentoring 
relationships. In contrast, mentors who perceived their mentees as similar did not 
report higher quality or longer relationships. Mentor ratings of their mentees as close 
confidants and as sharing similarities were associated with higher levels of child 
identity development. In contrast, ratings of mentees as respectful were associated 
with higher levels of positive child adjustment. 

 
o See recommendations for engagement and support 

 
Global Quality of the Mentoring Relationship 
 

 The majority of children, parents and mentors provided high ratings of global quality 
(i.e., ratings of trust, respect, closeness, happiness, and warmth/affection). 
Compared to children and parents, mentors were least likely to report high ratings of 
quality. In addition, children, parents, and mentors were least likely to report that the 
mentoring relationship was close or warm and affectionate. This finding is cause for 
concern. Theories of youth mentoring along with a growing number of empirical 
studies suggest that feelings of closeness and warmth lie at the core of most 
successful mentoring relationships and must be firmly established before benefits to 
youth are realized. Perceptions of relationship quality varied according to children’s 
mentoring status. Children in continuous mentoring relationships provided the 
highest ratings of global quality, followed by children in second mentoring 
relationships (those paired to a second mentor), and lastly children in dissolved 
relationships. Consistent with our theoretical model, perceptions of high global 
quality of the mentoring relationship were associated with a range of positive child 
developmental outcomes including good mental health, few or minimal behavioral 
difficulties, positive feelings of self-esteem, perceptions of social support from 
significant others, and pro-social behavior. High quality mentoring relationships were 
also associated with a reduced chance of a mentoring relationship break-up. Factors 
predicting high quality mentoring relationships included mentor engagement and 
support as perceived by mentees (dimensions pertaining to a problem-oriented 
counselling approach and perceived shared similarities), child emotional and active 
engagement in the mentoring relationship, a diversity of different mentoring activities, 
high intensity weekly contact between mentor and mentee (3 or more hours), mentor 
feelings of self-efficacy, parental support of the mentoring relationship, good quality 
parent-mentor relationships, and few or minimal match determination difficulties  
 

o Agencies should consider adopting or strengthening practices that are likely 
to contribute to stronger feelings of closeness and warmth between mentors 
and mentees. Special attention should be given to mentors. Examples might 
include promotion of one-on-one mentoring activities that serve to deepen 
feelings of closeness and warmth (e.g., going for a walk, face-to-face 
conversations around topics or issues important to mentees), greater use of 
problem-oriented mentor engagement and support where mentors are more 
attuned and responsive to the problems of their mentees, enhanced mentor 
training focused on helping mentors feel comfortable discussing their 
mentees’ family issues and listening and responding to mentees’ personal 
problems and concerns, and strategies that aim to build and sustain quality 
relationships between parents and mentors (e.g., encouraging regular mentor 
visits with their mentees’ families, agency-sponsored social events inviting 
parents and mentors to participate in social outings). 
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o Efforts to improve the quality of the mentoring relationship should also focus 
on strategies that strive for greater mentor/mentee compatibility. Mentors may 
need to do a better job of finding out what their mentees like to do. This might 
be accomplished through special training modules designed to help mentors 
identify the values, goals, and interests they have in common with their 
mentees. Improved match determination procedures may be needed that 
allocate sufficient resources to ensure that the needs and interests of 
mentors and mentees are compatible. 

 
Mentoring Status and Children’s Developmental Outcomes 
 

 Overall, mentored youth were better off than never mentored youth on a range of 
academic, social, behavioral, and health-related outcomes.  This was true for 
outcomes rated by both youth and parents. However, not all categories of mentored 
youth benefited to the same degree compared to their never-mentored counterparts. 
Youth involved in continuous mentoring relationships, particularly those in early 
versus late onset relationships, displayed the most consistent positive outcomes 
while those in relationships that ended in dissolution appeared to fair the worst. 
Remarkably, youth that entered a second relationship with a volunteer following a 
break-up of their first relationship (i.e., re-matched youth) attained benefits similar to 
those in continuous relationships. This was especially true of girls and may reflect 
our earlier finding that perceived global quality on the part of re-matched youth 
attained levels close to those in continuous or uninterrupted relationships. The 
relationship between mentoring status and children’s developmental outcomes was 
largely conditioned by the gender of the mentee. Mentored girls tended to benefit in 
terms of more pro-social behavior, fewer conduct problems, fewer difficulties with 
peers, fewer school disciplinary referrals, stronger self-esteem, more positive school 
attitudes, and stronger feelings of academic self-efficacy while mentored boys 
benefited in terms of reduced symptoms of hyperactivity/inattention, better 
assistance seeking skills (coping), improved peer support, and more emotionally 
supportive relationships with parents. 

 
o Mentoring practitioners should reinforce or augment existing practices 

designed to support and sustain the continuation of existing first time 
mentoring relationships   

o A higher priority should be assigned to recruiting suitable volunteers for youth 
who have experienced a recent break-up of their mentoring relationship. As 
demonstrated by our results, youth who were paired to a second mentor (i.e., 
re-matched youth) experienced a greater range of benefits than those in 
dissolved relationships without a second mentor. Unfortunately, only a little 
more than a third of the children who experienced a break-up of their first 
mentoring relationship, had been paired to a second volunteer by the 30 
month follow-up.  

o Mentoring agencies might consider offering supplemental programming to 
mentored boys in order to achieve the same desired effects observed in girls. 
For example, for boys, exposure to the guidance and support of a mentor by 
itself may not be enough to elicit significant improvements in pro-social 
behavior but may be effective if combined with a community or school-based 
intervention designed to enhance or sharpen socials skills.  
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Mentoring and Children’s Developmental Trajectories 

 
 Most children followed optimal trajectory pathways defined by few or minimal 

behavioral difficulties or strong pro-social attitudes or behaviors. However, a 
significant minority (between 10 and 20%) maintained trajectories characterized by 
elevated and persistent maladaptive behaviors and mental health difficulties. Being 
mentored relative to the never-mentored group was predictive of membership in the 
optimal trajectory categories. 

 
o Formal screening procedures may be needed to ensure that all youth who 

apply for mentoring services stand a good chance of benefiting from the 
guidance and support of an adult mentor. 

o Specialized programming may be needed that combines one-on-one 
mentoring with interventions or treatment regimens offered in the community 
that are designed to target the mental health and behavioral problems of high 
risk youth    
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Section 20: Limitations of This Report 
 
The scope of this report should not be considered exhaustive. Due to constraints on time 
and space, several questions of interest to mentoring program practitioners and policy 
makers were not addressed. First, this report did not examine the extent to which 
differences across mentoring agencies (e.g., caseload size and composition, methods of 
recruiting mentors) might help to explain differences across individual children both in terms 
of mentoring relationship quality and support and developmental outcomes. Future studies 
will be required to determine what role agencies play in shaping the onset and course of 
successful mentoring relationships. Second, although some of the research questions we 
addressed made use of multiple waves of longitudinal data, other questions relied on a 
cross sectional snapshot of relationships taken at a single point in time involving child, 
parent, or adult mentor reports of mentoring relationship attributes or environmental 
supports together with children’s outcomes. Conclusions that these mentoring attributes 
were somehow causally related to improvements in children’s developmental outcomes, 
therefore, should not be made and must await more fine-grained longitudinal approaches 
that position the emergence of strong and enduring mentoring relationships and 
environmental supports prior to the beginning of measurable change in children’s lives. 
Third, although research is still scant, it is reasonable to assume that the greatest benefits of 
mentoring will only occur for certain groups of youth immersed in relationships defined by 
specific combinations of attributes ideal for promoting positive change. Future research is 
tasked with identifying what those ideal combinations are and how they might grow and 
evolve over time to influence positive youth outcomes.  Finally, our conceptual model 
suggested that how mentoring works to bring about positive change may be different for 
children sharing certain demographic characteristics, those immersed in mentoring 
relationships for different lengths of time, or those exposed to varied levels of personal and 
environmental risk. In this report we examined just two of these potential relationship 
modifiers: child gender and age. This question of for whom and under what conditions 
mentoring works best will be addressed in greater detail in future study releases. 
 
Readers of this report should also be aware of a two important methodological limitations 
associated with the design of the study. Despite the many advantages of having complex 
longitudinal data involving multiple reporters (children, parents, and mentors) (e.g., 
enhanced ability to make causal inferences), the families and mentors making up our 
sample were recruited from just 20 BBBS agencies out of a total of 130 agencies 
nationwide. Most of the selected agencies were from large metropolitan centers. The results 
of our work, therefore, may not be extrapolated to all BBBS agencies especially those with 
smaller caseloads situated in smaller population centers and rural communities. Secondly, 
as with many other longitudinal studies of high risk populations (including the 4-H and Boys 
and Girls Clubs studies), our study suffered from a sizable loss of participants that grew 
larger with the passage of time. To address this problem, we employed statistical techniques 
to fill in these missing data points. However, these techniques possess a certain margin of 
error suggesting that our results might have been different had more complete data been 
obtained. 
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Appendix 1 Measures of Child Outcomes.  

Construct Measure 
#  

Items Sample Items 
α Alpha

1
 

Child T/RT
2 

α Alpha
1
 

Parent T/RT
2 

ICC
3
 

C/P Source 

Internalizing Problems:         
a
Depression

 
Adapted from: 
Children’s Version of 
the Centre for 
Epidemiology 
Studies Depression 
Scale (CES-DC) 

8 “I felt scared this week.” “I 
felt sad” 

0.76  0.65 0.83  0.67 0.34*** Weissman, M.M., 
Orvaschel, H., & 
Padian, N. (1980) 

Emotional 
Problems 

Emotional 
Symptoms Scale: 
Strengths & 
Difficulties 
Questionnaire 

5 “I worry a lot”  
“I have many fears. I am 
easily scared” 

0.71  0.78 0.72 0.83 0.35*** Goodman, R. 
(2001) 

Fear of Negative 
Peer 
Evaluations 

Social Anxiety Scale 
for Children – 
Revised: Child 
Report 

8 “I worry about being 
teased”  
“I worry that other kids 
don’t like me” 

0.90 0.77 0.93 0.84 0.44*** La Greca, A.M. 
(1999) 

Social Anxiety & 
Distress in New 
Situations 

Social Anxiety Scale 
for Children – 
Revised 

6 “I only talk to kids I know 
really well” 
“I feel shy around kids I 
don’t know” 

0.77 0.75 0.87 0.83 0.30*** La Greca, A.M. 
(1999) 

Generalized 
Social Anxiety & 
Distress 

Social Anxiety Scale 
for Children – 
Revised 

4 “I’m quiet when I’m with a 
group of kids”  
“It’s hard for me to ask 
other kids to play with me” 

0.68 0.75 0.77 0.79 0.26*** La Greca, A.M. 
(1999) 

Externalizing Problems: 

        

Conduct 
Problems 

Conduct Problems 
Scale: Strengths & 
Difficulties 
Questionnaire 

5 “I get very angry and lose 
my temper” 
“I am often accused of 
lying or cheating” 

0.52 0.74 0.72 0.78 0.41*** Goodman, R. 
(2001) 
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Construct Measure 
#  

Items Sample Items 
α Alpha

1
 

Child T/RT
2 

α Alpha
1
 

Parent T/RT
2 

ICC
3
 

C/P Source 

Indirect 
Aggression 

Indirect Aggression 
Scale 

5 “Tries when mad at 
someone to get others to 
dislike him/her” 
“When mad at someone, 
tells the other one’s 
secrets to a third person” 

n/a n/a 0.82 0.77 n/a Lagerspetz, K.M. 
et al. (1988) 

Hyperactivity Hyperactivity Scale: 
Strengths & 
Difficulties 
Questionnaire 

5 “I am constantly fidgeting 
or squirming” “I am 
restless. I cannot stay still 
for long” 

0.64 0.79 0.80 0.87 0.48*** Goodman, R., 
(2001) 

School 
Disciplinary 
Action 

 2 Number of times your 
child got into trouble with 
his/her teachers or 
principal for: misbehaving 
during past month of 
school; skipping or being 
late for classes during 
past month of school 

n/a n/a n/a 0.40 n/a Authors 

Self-Concept:          
Peer Self-
Esteem 

Adapted from: 
HARE Self-Esteem 
Scale (Peer Sub-
scale) 

6 “Kids my age often pick 
on me” 
“I am not as popular as 
other kids my age” 

0.64 0.78 n/a n/a n/a Shoemaker, A.L. 
(1980) 

c
Global Self-

Esteem 
Rosenberg Self-
Esteem Scale 

10 “I take a positive attitude 
toward myself” 
“On the whole, I’m 
satisfied with myself” 

0.88 0.76 n/a n/a n/a Rosenberg, M. 
(2002) 

Coping and Social Skills: 
        

Assistance- 
Seeking 

Assistance-Seeking 
Sub-Scale: Coping 
Scale for Children 
and Youth 

4 “I keep my feelings to 
myself” 
“I get advice from 
someone about what I 
should do” 

0.52 0.71 n/a n/a n/a Brodzinsky, D.M. 
et al. (1992) 
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Construct Measure 
#  

Items Sample Items 
α Alpha

1
 

Child T/RT
2 

α Alpha
1
 

Parent T/RT
2 

ICC
3
 

C/P Source 

Cognitive 
Behavioural 
Problem-Solving 

Cognitive-
Behavioural 
Problem-Solving 
Sub-Scale: Coping 
Scale for Children 
and Youth 

8 “I learn a new way of 
dealing with the problem” 
“I try to figure out how I 
feel about the problem” 

0.83 0.73 n/a n/a n/a Brodzinsky, D.M. 
et al. (1992) 

Child Pro-Social 
Behaviour 

Pro-Social Scale: 
Strengths & 
Difficulties 
Questionnaire 

5 “I am kind to younger 
children” 
“I usually share with 
others” 

0.59  0.66 0.66 0.76 0.24*** Goodman, R. 
(2001) 

c
Social Skills Social Skills Scale 

for Children (SSSC) 
11 “I ask other kids to join a 

game I am playing” 
“I start conversations 
easily with other kids” 

0.82  0.76 0.82  0.75 0.40*** Authors 

Peer Factors: 
        

Peer Social 
Support 

Social Support 
Appraisals Scale 
Social Support: 
Survey of Children’s 

5 “Do you feel left out by 
your friends?” 
“Are you well liked by 
your friends?” 

0.68 0.65 n/a n/a n/a Dubow, E.F., & 
Ullman, D.G. 
(1989) 

Child Peer 
Difficulties 

Peer Problems 
Scale: Strengths & 
Difficulties 
Questionnaire 

5 “Other children or young 
people pick on me or bully 
me” 
“I get on better with adults 
than with people my own 
age” 

0.51 0.73 0.65 0.78 0.44*** Goodman, R. 
(2001) 

Peer 
Victimization/ 
Bullying  

Bullying sub-scale 
of: National 
Longitudinal Survey 
of Children and 
Youth (NLSCY) 

3 “I am bullied at school” 
“I am bullied on my way to 
and from school” 

0.77 0.71 n/a n/a n/a Statistics Canada 
(1999) 
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Construct Measure 
#  

Items Sample Items 
α Alpha

1
 

Child T/RT
2 

α Alpha
1
 

Parent T/RT
2 

ICC
3
 

C/P Source 

School Related Factors: 
        

Academic Self-
Efficacy 

Academic Self-
Efficiency Scale - 
Patterns of Adaptive 
Learning Survey 

4 “I can do even the hardest 
school work if I try” 
“Even if the work in 
school is hard, I can learn 
it” 

0.75 0.78 n/a n/a n/a Midgley, C. et al. 
(1995) 

Positive 
Attitudes 
Toward School  

Positive School 
Attitudes Scale 

5 “Going to school is a 
waste of time” 
“School is a boring place 
to be” 

0.78 0.81 n/a n/a n/a DeWit et al. 
(2007) 

Teacher Social 
Support 

Social Support 
Appraisals Scale: 
Survey of Children’s 
Social Support 

5 “Do you feel very close to 
your teachers?” 
“Do you think your 
teachers care about you?” 

0.79 0.71 n/a n/a n/a Dubow, E.F., & 
Ullman, D.G. 
(1989) 

Quality of Parent/Child Relationship: 
       

Parent 
Emotional 
Support of Child 

Family Support 
Scale 

7 “I can share my feelings 
with him/her” 
“When I talk to him/her, 
he/she makes me feel 
better” 

0.84  0.79 n/a n/a n/a Wills, T.A., 
Vaccaro, E., & 
McNamara, G. 
(1992) 

Parent 
Instrumental 
Support of Child 

Family Support 
Scale 

8 “If I need help with my 
school work, I can ask 
him/her about it” 
“If I’m feeling bored, 
he/she has suggestions 
about things to do” 

0.86  0.76 n/a n/a n/a Wills, T.A., 
Vaccaro, E., & 
McNamara, G. 
(1992) 

Global Quality of 
Parent-Child 
Relationship 

 5 “A trusting relationship?”  
“A respectful 
relationship?” 

n/a n/a 0.84 0.84 n/a DeWit et al. 
(2003) 

a
 Measure of child depression rated by parents added to questionnaires at 18, 24, and 30 month follow-ups. 

b
 Asked of children ages 10 and over at baseline. 

c
 Measures added to questionnaires at 18, 24, and 30 month follow-ups. 

1
 Internal consistency reliability calculated at the baseline assessment (or 18 month follow-up for global self-esteem, parent-rated child social skills, 

and parent-rated child depression). 
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2
 Test-re-test reliability calculated between the 18 and 24 month follow-up. 

3
 Intraclass correlation; C = child report, P = parent report 
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Appendix 2.  Measures of Mentored Child Outcomes, Mentoring Relationship Attributes and Environmental Supports  

Study Constructs 
# of 
Items Sample Items 

α Alpha 
Mentor 

α Alpha 
Parent 

α Alpha 
Child ICC M/P ICC M/C ICC P/C 

Mentored Child Academic 
And Behavioral Outcomes 

      

Child Academic/ 
Behavioural/Social 
Adjustment 
 
Mentoring 
Relationship 
Attributes 

15 Confident in his/her abilities, gets 
along with friends, positive 
attitude toward school. 

0.88 0.88 0.85 0.62*** 0.35** 0.52*** 

Length of Mentoring 
Relationship 

1 How long have you been in your 
current match relationship? 
(months) 

n/a n/a n/a 0.93*** 0.91*** 0.94** 

Time Invested in 
Mentoring 
Relationship (Hours) 

1 Number Hours Per Week spent 
by Child and Mentor in Match 

n/a n/a n/a n/a 0.42*** n/a 

Time Invested in 
Mentoring 
Relationship (Days) 

1 Number Days Per Week spent by 
Child and Mentor in Match 

n/a n/a n/a n/a 0.66*** n/a 

Enough Time Child 
Spent with Adult 
Mentor? 

1 Do you feel you are spending 
enough time with your Big 
Brother/Big Sister? 

n/a n/a n/a n/a n/a n/a 

Enough Time Adult 
Mentor Spent with 
Child? 

1 Are there things keeping you 
from spending enough time with 
your Little Brother/Little Sister? 

n/a n/a n/a n/a n/a n/a 

Frequency of 
Involvement in 
Mentoring 
Relationship 
Activities (Past 
Month) 

16 Went for a walk together; taught 
me a skill 

0.72 n/a 0.82 n/a 0.41*** n/a 

Global Quality of 
Child/Mentor 
Relationship 

5 Child/Mentor match a trusting 
relationship, a close relationship 

0.79 0.84 0.75 0.35** 0.31** 0.48*** 
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Study Constructs 
# of 
Items Sample Items 

α Alpha 
Mentor 

α Alpha 
Parent 

α Alpha 
Child ICC M/P ICC M/C ICC P/C 

Adult Mentor 
Engagement/Support 
in Mentoring 
Relationship 

22 Is there for me when I have a 
problem, listens to what I am 
saying 

n/a n/a 0.82 n/a n/a n/a 

Child Engagement/ 
Support in Mentoring 
Relationship 

13 Confides in you about personal 
problems, listens to what you are 
saying 

0.81 n/a n/a n/a n/a n/a 

Quality of 
Interpersonal 
Aspects of Mentoring 
Relationship  

14 Protégé is similar to myself, 
respects my opinions 

0.88 n/a n/a n/a n/a n/a 

Environmental and 
Individual Attributes  

      

Mentor Self-Efficacy 11 Sharing with LB or LS a personal 
experience, giving advice on how 
to deal with a problem 

0.88 n/a n/a n/a n/a n/a 

Parent Support of 
Mentoring 
Relationship 

6 Parent suggests activities for 
BB/BS, makes BB/BS feel 
welcome 

0.83 0.75 n/a 0.44*** n/a n/a 

Global Quality of 
Parent/Mentor 
Relationship 

5 Parent/mentor a trusting 
relationship, a close relationship 

0.80 0.80 0.72 0.43*** 0.30* 0.33*** 

Frequency of Monthly 
Contact Between 
Parent and Adult 
Mentor 

1 How many times in the past 
month did you meet face-to-face 
with your child’s Big Brother/Big 
Sister volunteer? 

n/a n/a n/a n/a n/a n/a 

Caseworker Support 
of Mentoring 
Relationship 

6 Caseworker was friendly, was 
eager to answer questions 

0.89 0.89 n/a n/a n/a n/a 

Match Determination 
Difficulties 

4 Not enough time to meet with 
match partner, not enough 
thought given to shared interests 

0.41 0.48 0.61 0.33*** 0.04
ns

 0.29*** 



 

256 
 

Study Constructs 
# of 
Items Sample Items 

α Alpha 
Mentor 

α Alpha 
Parent 

α Alpha 
Child ICC M/P ICC M/C ICC P/C 

Mentor Satisfaction 
With Training 

13 Clarity of rules and 
responsibilities as a BBBS 
volunteer, strategies for fostering 
a positive relationship 

0.91 n/a n/a n/a n/a n/a 

Number of Hours of 
Mentor Training  

1        

Parent Reasons for 
Enrolling Child in 
BBBS 

8 Child referred to programs 
No time to talk to child 

n/a n/a n/a n/a n/a n/a 

Child Reasons for 
Enrolling Child in 
BBBS 

9 My parent/guardian wanted me to  
I wanted to go more places 

n/a n/a n/a n/a n/a n/a 

Mentor Reasons for 
Enrolling Child in 
BBBS 

9 To help a boy/girl have fun 
To give something to the 
community 

n/a n/a n/a n/a n/a n/a 

* p<.05 level; ** p<.01 level; *** p<.001 level. 
M = Mentor; P = Parent; C = Child; ICC=Intraclass correlation 
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Appendix 3 


